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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

This draft Initial Study /Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluates the potential 

environmental effects of Oro Loma Sanitary District’s Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient 

Optimization Project (the project) proposed at the Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley 

Sanitary District Water Pollution Control Plant (WWTP). The project would rehabilitate existing 

facilities and install new equipment at the WWTP. The Oro Loma Sanitary District Board of 

Directors will review the project and decide whether it will be implemented. A detailed 

description of the project is provided in Chapter 2, Project Description. This document reflects 

the Oro Loma Sanitary District’s independent judgement and analysis of the environmental 

effects of the project.  

The environmental approval process, which is regulated by California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines, includes circulation of this IS/MND for public and agency 

review for a 30-day period. Written comments received during this review period will then be 

reviewed and any additions or revisions needed based on the comments received will then be 

incorporated into a final IS/MND. The Board of Directors, at a regularly scheduled meeting, will 

review all of the related material and make a determination as to adequacy of this analysis. A 

Notice of Determination, if made, would then be filed with the Alameda County Recorder. The 

project would proceed after the filing of the Notice of Determination. The documents and other 

materials that constitute the record of proceedings of this process are on file with the Oro Loma 

Sanitary District.  

The organization and format of this document is stipulated by the CEQA Guidelines. Chapter 3 of 

this IS/MND, “Environmental Checklist,” includes 18 specific elements (e.g., Air Quality, 

Cultural Resources, Transportation and Traffic, etc.) which must be addressed. For each item on 

the Environmental Checklist, this Initial Study examines the project to identify potential effects 

on the environment and discusses anticipated impacts. The four levels of impact are “Potentially 

Significant,”, “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation,” “Less than Significant 

Impact,” and “No Impact.” A discussion relating the anticipated impacts to each of the CEQA 

issues then follows. If a significant impact is identified, mitigation is presented to offset any 

potentially significant impacts. Each checklist item contains a reference section, which lists 

technical studies, agencies, and other resources consulted in this evaluation. 
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1.1 Project Specifics 

1. Project Title: Oro Loma Sanitary District Wet Weather 

Outfall and Nutrient Optimization Project 

 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Oro Loma Sanitary District 

2655 Grant Avenue 

San Lorenzo, CA 94580-1838 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Jason Warner 

General Manager 

Phone: (510) 276-4700 

Fax: (510) 276-1528 

 
4. Project Location: 2600 Grant Avenue 

San Lorenzo, CA 94580 

 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and 

Address: 
Same as Lead Agency (No. 2, above) 

 
6. General Plan Designation(s): Public 

 
7. Zoning: Public 

 

8. Description of Project: See Chapter 2. 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. Surrounding development includes public and 

industrial land uses to the north, east, and south of the project site. The project site is within 

the Oro Loma Sanitary District’s (OLSD) wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), designated as 

Public Land by the Alameda County Eden Area General Plan. The project site is adjacent to 

other public and industrial land uses to the east. The San Francisco Bay is the west. Other 

nearby water bodies include Bockman Canal and San Lorenzo Creek. The San Francisco Bay 

Trail is located between the WWTP and the San Francisco Bay.  

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required. San Francisco Bay Conservation 

and Development Commission, San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun? 

While Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area have 

not requested consultation per Section 21080.3.1, tribes were mailed letters on June 7, 2017. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Project Description 

2.1 Introduction 

The Oro Loma Sanitary District (OLSD) and the Castro Valley Sanitary District jointly own, and 

OLSD operates, the Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water 

Pollution Control Plant (WWTP) that serves the communities of San Lorenzo, Ashland, 

Cherryland, Fairview, and portions of Castro Valley and the Cities of San Leandro and Hayward, 

with a combined population of approximately 190,000. The OLSD and Castro Valley Sanitary 

District propose to implement the Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization Project 

(project), which would include rehabilitating existing facilities and installing new equipment at 

the WWTP. The project is located near the eastern shoreline of San Francisco Bay, approximately 

4 miles south of the Oakland International Airport. The project site consists of the WWTP and the 

existing outfall pipelines, located at 2600 Grant Avenue in the community of San Lorenzo, 

unincorporated Alameda County, California, as shown in Figure 2-1. This Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (IS/MND) analyzes the potential environmental impacts from 

implementation of the project.  

This IS/MND is prepared in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended), and Title 14, Chapter 3 of 

the California Administrative Code. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of 

Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15070, a Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be 

prepared if the following criteria are met: 

 There is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect; or 

 Where there may be a potentially significant effect, revisions to the project would avoid or 

mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur. 

In accordance with Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, this document is being circulated to 

local, state and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals who may wish to 

review and comment on the report. Written comments may be forwarded to: 

Jason Warner  

General Manager 

Oro Loma Sanitary District 

2655 Grant Avenue 

San Lorenzo, CA 94580-1838 
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2.2 Project Background, Purpose, and Objectives 

The OLSD has proposed to optimize treatment processes at the WWTP to improve nutrient 

removal from wastewater. This project also includes rehabilitation of an existing shallow-water 

outfall (existing outfall pipelines) to convey secondary treated effluent to the Bay during wet 

weather events when flows exceed the contractual capacity. 

Nutrient Pollution and Nutrient Management Strategy for 
San Francisco Bay 

Nutrient pollution is caused by excess nitrogen and phosphorous in the air and water. While 

San Francisco Bay has long been recognized as a nutrient-rich estuary, water quality impairments 

normally caused from nutrient enrichment (low dissolved oxygen, high phytoplankton biomass 

and productivity) have not been observed as expected until recent decades. The published 

literature suggests that strong tidal mixing, high turbidity, and grazing by clams have contributed 

to the observed historic resilience of San Francisco Bay waters to nutrient loading. In 2012, the 

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board drafted a strategy for developing the 

science needed to make informed decisions about assessing nutrient impacts on water quality, 

protecting beneficial uses, and managing nutrient loads to San Francisco Bay (RWQCB, 2012). 

Municipal wastewater treatment plants account for about 63 percent of the annual average total 

nitrogen load to San Francisco Bay (RWQCB, 2014). 

Nutrient Watershed Permit 

As part of the nutrient management strategy, on April 9, 2014, the San Francisco Bay Regional 

Water Quality Control Board adopted the Nutrient Watershed Permit. The goal of the permit was, 

in part, to track nutrient loads and identify optimization and upgrade options for wastewater 

treatment plants that discharge into the San Francisco Bay (HDR, 2016). The permit did not 

establish new discharge prohibitions or receiving water limitations, but instead outlined special 

provisions describing initial steps dischargers to the San Francisco Bay would need to take to 

reduce nutrient loading, including the following:  

 Evaluating potential nutrient discharge reduction by treatment optimization and side-stream 

treatment;  

 Treatment upgrades or other means; 

 Developing a science plan of necessary studies to implement the San Francisco Bay Nutrient 

Management Strategy; 

 Collaborating to support receiving water monitoring for nutrients as necessary that go beyond 

monitoring already conducted.  

Nutrients at Oro Loma WWTP 

The current WWTP is not designed to fully nitrify as part of the wastewater treatment process 

(HDR, 2016). Pursuant to the Nutrient Watershed Permit, OLSD evaluated potential nutrient 



2. Project Description 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 2-4 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

discharge reduction by treatment optimization at the WWTP. Optimization of secondary 

treatment to reduce nutrient loading using three old/unused secondary clarifiers was identified for 

the OLSD WWTP. The overall concept for nitrogen load reduction at the WWTP is to modify the 

aeration basins to perform nitrification and rely on a combination of the old secondary clarifiers 

and the existing anaerobic selector to provide denitrification (HDR, 2016). Over a 20-year 

planning period, assuming a growth rate of one percent per year and assuming the ammonia 

concentration in influent remains constant, the project would remove greater than 80 percent of 

the ammonia load in wastewater, and about 50% of the total nitrogen load (HDR, 2016). 

Wet Weather Flows at Oro Loma WWTP 

Generally, effluent from the WWTP is discharged through the EBDA Common Outfall. The 

EBDA member agencies’ collection and treatment systems are generally designed for up to a 

10-year storm; however, the capacity of the EBDA Common Outfall may be reduced by as much 

as 10 million gallons per day (mgd) during peak wet weather events, when elevated groundwater 

levels increase infiltration into the EBDA pipeline, storm tide pressure on the Common Outfall 

diffuser inhibits discharge, and anticipated engineering response time necessitates bypassing (i.e. 

releasing treated water in other locations instead of the Common Outfall) before projected 

influent flows flood a facility or adjacent property. Under such conditions, the City of San 

Leandro and Oro Loma Sanitary District treatment plants may be unable to convey all their 

treated wastewater through the EBDA pipeline to the EBDA Common Outfall. For this reason an 

existing emergency overflow weir is located at the WWTP.   

Use of the existing shallow-water outfall (existing outfall pipelines) would allow OLSD to reduce 

peak discharges to the EBDA Common Outfall, which will reduce pumping and operating costs 

and increase flexibility in operations during peak wet weather flow events.  

Project Objectives 

The objectives of this project are to  

 Optimize the WWTP treatment process to reduce nutrient loading to San Francisco Bay; and  

 Rehabilitate the existing outfall pipelines for intermittent wet weather use. 

2.3 Existing Facilities 

The OLSD WWTP currently provides secondary treatment for up to 20 mgd average dry weather 

flow. Treatment consists of screening, grit removal, primary sedimentation, activated sludge, 

secondary clarification, and chlorination, as shown in Figure 2-2. Treated wastewater is 

transported to EBDA’s system for final dechlorination and discharge to the EBDA Common 

Outfall. Sludge is anaerobically digested, dewatered using belt filter press and/or dried in open 

lagoons, and used as alternative daily cover at the Altamont Landfill. The current influent flow is 

approximately 12 mgd (HDR, 2016). An annual total of 60 million gallons of treated effluent is 

recycled and used for local golf course irrigation.  
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Figure 2-2 

Process Flow Diagram for the WWTP 

The existing WWTP was constructed in the late 1960s, but improvements to the WWTP have 

been made since then to enhance treatment. In June 2006, three new secondary clarifiers were 

constructed at the WWTP and the old clarifiers were abandoned and left in place (HDR, 2016). 

Mechanical surface aeration devices are used to incorporate air during the secondary treatment 

process. Ancillary facilities associated with the old secondary clarifiers were also abandoned, 

including a primary effluent bypass channel and old return activated sludge (RAS) pumps and 

piping (HDR, 2016). Select facilities at the WWTP are identified in Figure 2-3. 

The 900-foot existing outfall pipelines include two 30-inch pipelines contained in a concrete 

encasement approximately 10 feet wide and 5 feet tall. The concrete encasement is supported by 

piles. The existing outfall pipelines were originally constructed around 1950. The existing outfall 

pipelines are not currently in use, and were taken out of service in 1982 when the EBDA 

Common Outfall became operational.  

Stormwater at the WWTP is currently collected onsite and routed to the influent channel for 

treatment. 
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2.4 Proposed Facilities 

Multiple facilities would be rehabilitated or upgraded as part of the project, as discussed in this 

section and shown in Figure 2-3.  

Secondary Clarifiers 

Multiple changes to the secondary treatment process would combine to reduce the nutrient 

concentrations in the WWTP effluent, primarily by reducing the ammonia load. These combined 

changes are considered “optimization” of the treatment process for nutrient removal. Nitrogen 

load reduction would be achieved by modifying the aeration basins to perform nitrification1 and 

relying on a combination of the old secondary clarifiers and the existing anaerobic selector to 

provide denitrification2 (HDR, 2016).  

To improve the nitrification capacity of the existing aeration basins, the existing mechanical 

surface aeration devices would be replaced with a fine-bubble diffuser aeration system, which 

would provide sufficient capacity to facilitate year-round nitrification (HDR, 2016). Four new 

blowers would be installed north of the bypass channel to support the fine-bubble diffuser 

aeration system and would receive power from PG&E via the existing electrical infrastructure at 

the WWTP. The 24 existing surface aerators in the existing aeration basins would be removed.  

Optimization would also include extending the existing 18-inch diameter RAS pipeline to the 

existing bypass channel, which drains to the old secondary clarifiers. Primary effluent and RAS 

would be routed to the old secondary clarifiers to encourage nitrogen removal by denitrification 

under anoxic conditions (supported by carbon in the primary effluent). The flow of RAS to the 

old clarifiers would be limited by the existing RAS pipeline (HDR, 2016). Six pumps would be 

replaced in an existing pipe gallery between the old secondary clarifiers and the current aeration 

basins to convey denitrified effluent from the old secondary clarifiers back to the aeration basins. 

The new pumps would be electric and of higher efficiency than the existing pumps. 

Existing Outfall Pipelines 

The project would reconnect the existing approximately 900-foot long outfall pipelines to the 

existing final effluent channel within the plant fenceline, and rehabilitate the outfall pipelines for 

use during wet weather events. Dechlorinated advanced secondary treated effluent would be 

discharged to the San Francisco Bay through this outfall as needed during wet weather events 

when EBDA capacity is limited. OLSD may also install electric pumps within the existing 

disinfection channel near the existing emergency overflow weir which may be used to augment 

existing pumping capacity available to convey secondary effluent through the existing outfall 

pipelines when wet weather events coincide with high tide at the WWTP. If installed, these 

pumps would operate up to 40 hours each year, depending on wet weather conditions. 

                                                      
1  Nitrification is a microbial process by which reduced nitrogen compounds (primarily ammonia) are sequentially 

oxidized to nitrite and nitrate.  
2  Denitrification is the reduction of nitrate and nitrite to gaseous nitrogen.  
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2.5 Project Construction 

Secondary Clarifiers and Aeration Basins 

To use the old secondary clarifiers as described above, the existing 18-inch RAS pipeline would 

be extended by approximately 50 feet from its current configuration to the primary effluent 

bypass channel, which provides a gravity channel to the old secondary clarifiers. Construction 

would include extending the above-ground 18-inch pipeline within the WWTP fenceline, in an 

area between the existing primary clarifiers and the aeration basins as shown in Figure 2-3. The 

extension of the RAS pipeline would be supported by existing structures. Installation of fine-

bubble diffuser aeration systems within the aeration basins would include draining one basin at a 

time, placing and connecting new equipment, removing the existing mechanical surface aerators, 

and refilling the basin. To provide compressed air to the new aeration equipment, a concrete 

foundation and four new blowers would be installed north of the bypass channel. Associated 

electrical work to connect the blowers to the aeration basins would also occur. 

Existing Outfall Pipelines 

The existing OLSD outfall consists of two 30 inch vitrified clay pipes inside of a concrete 

structural encasement on pile supports. Utilization of the existing outfall pipelines would include 

excavating a roughly 20 feet deep by 20 feet wide access area within an unpaved portion of the 

wastewater treatment plant; removing accumulated sediment from the outfall; constructing a 12 

feet long by 12 feet deep by 12 feet wide concrete structure within the access area; reconnecting 

the existing outfall to OLSD’s existing effluent channel via the new structure; and installing a 

structural liner inside the existing pipe to extend the life of the structure for a minimum of 50 

years.  

The access area would be excavated to a depth of 12 feet. All sediment removal, staging, and 

installation of the structural liner would be performed within the treatment plant footprint (within 

the fenceline). A stockpile site within the WWTP would be used to temporarily store excavated 

materials, all of which would be eventually reused as fill surrounding the structure and other areas 

of the WWTP. OLSD would use its existing sewer cleaning equipment (hydro cleaner) to remove 

the sediment using standard methods used to maintain their other sewers. Accumulated sediment 

in the existing pipes would be brought back into the treatment facility, dried, and disposed of 

offsite.  

A structural liner would be installed using cure-in-place pipe. The cure-in-place pipe would be 

installed using the inversion method, and cured using hot water. The hot water would be 

completely contained by and would circulate within the inverted liner until the cure is complete, 

then would be collected for treatment. After the cure is complete and the pipelines are dry, the 

liner would be cut at the outlet of the pipe to make it flush with the existing pipelines. This would 

be performed using robotic cutters from inside the pipe. The work would be scheduled at low tide 

so that two craftspeople could enter the vault structure at the end of the pipe and retrieve the pipe 

coupon.3 At low tide, the concrete encasement of the outfall structure will allow access on foot to 

                                                      
3  A pipe coupon in this case is a short section of material that is the shape of, but fits within, a pipe.  
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the end of the pipes. To reach the end of the pipes, the craftspeople would walk along the existing 

outfall pipelines alignment (see Figure 2-1).  

Because the existing outfall pipelines are not in use, no bypass or isolation of the line would be 

required during construction.  

Schedule and Workforce 

Active project construction activities would require about ten months, from approximately June 

2019 through March 2020, as shown in Table 2-1. Construction activities are expected to occur 

primarily from Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Some work outside of these hours 

could be required (e.g., for connecting new facilities to existing processes). Construction crews 

would be comprised of five to ten personnel. Parking would be available in the staging areas 

described below. 

TABLE 2-1 
APPROXIMATE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

Construction Activity Expected Duration Estimated Schedule 

RAS Pipeline Extension and Pumps One month June 2019 

Aeration System Installation Ten months June 2019 – March 2020 

Outfall Excavation and Rehabilitation Two months June-July 2019 

Site Restoration One day March 2020 

SOURCE: OLSD 

Construction Equipment 

The following construction equipment would be used during project construction: 

 Excavator 

 Trucks/Trailers 

 Compactor/Wacker 

 Welding and Cutting Equipment 

 Concrete mixers/pumps/vibrators 

 Water Truck 

 Cranes and/or Booms 

 Hydro cleaner 

 Robotic structural liner cutter 

 

Appendix A presents the construction equipment use assumptions.  

Construction Phasing 

While construction activities would generally be grouped as described below, RAS pipeline 

construction, aeration system installation, and outfall excavation and rehabilitation could occur at 

the same time. Site restoration would occur once all other work is complete.  

 RAS Pipeline Extension and Pumps. Includes delivery of materials, use of welding and 

cutting tools, and cranes or booms to transfer and position pipeline and associated pumps. 
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 Aeration System Installation. Includes delivery of the new fine-bubble aeration equipment, 

removal and offhaul of old equipment, installation of blowers on grade north of and adjacent 

to the bypass channel, and anchoring/welding new equipment into place. A concrete 

foundation to support the blowers and electrical feed connecting the blowers to the adjacent 

switchgear building would also be installed during this phase.  

 Outfall Excavation and Rehabilitation. During this phase, access area excavation would 

occur. The 12 feet long by 12 feet deep by 12 feet wide concrete structure would be installed 

in the access area excavation. The outfall pipelines would be cleaned. After pipeline cleaning, 

equipment associated with pipeline rehabilitation would be delivered to the site, the structural 

rehabilitation would occur, and the remaining structural rehabilitation lining would be 

retrieved. Once the new structure and outfall are connected to the existing pipelines, the 

excavation would be backfilled.  

 Site Restoration. Once all facility upgrades and rehabilitation is complete, the site would be 

compacted and leveled with minor grading. Materials and equipment would be removed from 

the site.  

Staging and Access 

Temporary designated staging would be established adjacent to the project site but within the 

WWTP to accommodate materials delivery, storage, assembly, pipe laydown, and electrical 

configuration. All construction staging would occur on paved areas within the existing WWTP 

fenceline. Primary ingress and egress for construction vehicles would be from Grant Avenue 

through the WWTP. 

Project-Wide Rules 

Construction will be completed in conformance with the following project-wide rules:  

 Construction vehicle speed limits would be limited to 10 miles per hour within the project 

site; 

 All work would be implemented in accordance with dust/emission control, and hazardous 

materials control plans. Emission control would include vehicle and equipment idling 

restrictions.  

2.6 Project Operation 

Consistent with current operations, OLSD would continue operating the WWTP 24 hours a day, 

seven days per week. No new staff would be required to operate the WWTP after the project is 

complete. The WWTP would continue receiving influent wastewater consistent with its average 

and peak weather flow capacities. The new fine-bubble diffusers in the aeration basins would 

facilitate year-round nitrification. Over a 20-year planning period, assuming a growth rate of one 

percent per year and assuming the ammonia concentration in influent remains constant, the 

project would remove greater than 80 percent of the ammonia load in wastewater, and about 50% 

of the total nitrogen load (HDR, 2016). Secondary treatment optimization would also result in a 

slight reduction in sludge yield. Between 7-9 percent less solids would be produced at the WWTP 

once optimization is complete.  



2. Project Description 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 2-11 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

Energy usage at the WWTP would increase with implementation of the project. The fine-bubble 

diffuser system would require more power than is currently used for aeration at the WWTP. 

While the pumps proposed as part of the project would replace existing RAS pumps, the existing 

RAS pumps have not been used for over 10 years and are not reflected in current WWTP energy 

usage. Total energy usage at the WWTP would increase by 3,200 megawatt-hours per year, or 

about 50 percent of existing secondary treatment process energy use.  

OLSD would continue to discharge effluent to the EBDA Common Outfall, with the exception of 

wet weather events at times when the effluent flow exceeds the District’s capacity in the EBDA 

Common Outfall. Operations of the outfall would result in discharge of advanced secondary 

effluent via the existing outfall pipelines during peak wet weather events. Frequency of future wet 

weather events have been estimated based on historical flows and are anticipated to be within the 

range of 0 to 8 events per year. Additional ferric chloride would be used for chemically enhanced 

primary treatment during wet weather events.  

2.7 Report Organization 

This report is organized as follows:  

Chapter 2, Project Description, provides an introduction to the project with project 
background, needs and objectives, and discusses the proposed facilities. 

Chapter 3, Environmental Checklist, presents the CEQA Initial Study Environmental 
Checklist, analyzes environmental impacts resulting from the project and describes the 
mitigation measures that would be incorporated into the project to avoid or reduce impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 

Chapter 4, Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
lists the mitigation measures recommended in Chapter 3 along with the monitoring and 
reporting procedures. 

2.8 Agency Uses of this Document 

OLSD, as the Lead Agency will use this IS/MND to evaluate environmental impacts of the 

proposed project and make a decision regarding adopting the IS/MND and approving the 

proposed project. Upon adoption of the IS/MND and the mitigation measures described herein, 

OLSD will use this document to make written findings, consider project approval, and file a 

Notice of Determination. 

The analyses contained within this IS/MND would also be used to support the acquisition of 

regulatory permits or approvals, as needed. The anticipated permits or approvals that the OLSD 

may be required to apply for or obtain for the proposed project include, but may not be limited to: 

 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) waste discharge 

requirements. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Environmental Checklist 

This initial study examines the project to identify potential effects on the environment. For each 

item on the initial study checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the project both 

individually and cumulatively. As needed, mitigation measures are included to reduce any 

significant impacts identified. 

3.1 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of each environmental topic impact discussion. The 

evaluation of cumulative impacts considers whether the proposed project could have impacts that 

are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. Two approaches to a cumulative impact 

analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1): (1) the analysis can be based on 

a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects producing closely 

related impacts that could combine with those of a project, and (2) a summary of projections 

contained in a general plan or related planning document can be used to determine cumulative 

impacts. The following factors were used to determine an appropriate list of individual projects to 

be considered in this cumulative analysis: 

 Similar Environmental Impacts—A relevant project contributes to effects on resources 

that are also affected by the project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is 

“reasonably foreseeable,” such as a project for which an application has been filed with the 

approving agency or whose funding has been approved. 

 Geographic Scope and Location—A relevant project is one within the geographic area 

where effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource-by-resource basis. 

For example, the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects on air quality consists 

of the affected air basin.  

 Timing and Duration of Implementation—Effects associated with activities for a 

relevant project (e.g., short-term construction or long-term operations) would likely 

coincide with the related effects of the project. 

Table 3-1 lists the plans and projects in the project vicinity considered in the cumulative impact 

analysis, based on the above-referenced factors. 
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TABLE 3-1 
PROJECTS CONSIDERED IN THE CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

Jurisdiction Project Title Project Summary 
Estimated 
Construction Schedule 

Project Location and 
Distance from Project Site 

Hayward Area 
Recreation and 
Park District 

San Lorenzo Community 
Park Master Plan 

In 2012, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District Board of 
Directors adopted the final revised master plan for San Lorenzo 
Community park, which would construct various park amenities at an 
existing approximately 22-acre park.  

Phase 1 2015-2017; 
Phase 2 unknown 

San Lorenzo, < 1 mile from 
the project site 

City of San 
Leandro 

Monarch Bay Shoreline 
Development Project 

The City of San Leandro is in the process of developing approximately 75 
acres of its 950 acres of publicly owned shoreline. The project would 
develop the land around an existing marina, constructing a hotel, 
restaurants, single family and town homes, apartments, and parking, 
along with parks areas, a promenade, bike lanes, a boat launch, and a 
library. An existing golf course would be reconfigured.  

Unknown San Leandro, 2.7 miles north 
of the project site 

Castro Valley 
Sanitary District 

Castro Valley Sanitary 
District Wastewater 
Collection System 
Master Plan 

The Castro Valley Sanitary District continues to implement collection 
system sewer replacements and upgrades to minimize sanitary sewer 
overflows. All work to occur within Castro Valley.  

Ongoing Castro Valley, 5 miles east of 
the project site 

Alameda County Fairview Orchards/ 
Fairview Meadows 

The Project proposes to subdivide the two Project sites into a total of 31 
single-family residential lots. The upper site (Tract #8297) would include 
15 separate residential lots, and a common lot that serves as a buffer 
from the existing residential units along D Street and will also contain a 
detention basin. The lower site (Tract #8296) would include 16 separate 
residential lots. Each of these individual lots would range in size from 
10,013 square feet to 17,141 square feet. Each of the 31 lots would be 
developed with a detached, single-family home. The architectural design 
and layout of individual homes are not part of the Project.  

2017-2019 Castro Valley, 5 miles east of 
the project site 

 
SOURCES: City of San Leandro, Monarch Bay Shoreline Development Project Update, available online at https://www.sanleandro.org/depts/cd/shoreline/, accessed June 22, 2017; County of Alameda 

Community Development Agency, Fairview Orchards/Fairview Meadows Subdivisions Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, January 2017; Castro Valley Sanitary District, Wastewater 
Collection System Master Plan, 2006; Hayward Area Recreation and Park District, San Lorenzo Community Park, available online at http://www.haywardrec.org/149/San-Lorenzo-Community-Park, 
accessed July 7, 2017. 

 

https://www.sanleandro.org/depts/cd/shoreline/
http://www.haywardrec.org/149/San-Lorenzo-Community-Park
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3.2 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 

at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the 

following pages. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry Resources ☒ Air Quality 

☒ Biological Resources ☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Geology/Soils 

☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards & Hazardous Materials ☐ Hydrology/Water Quality 

☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources ☐ Noise 

☐ Population/Housing ☐ Public Services ☐ Recreation 

☐ Transportation/Traffic ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources ☐ Utilities/Service Systems 

  ☒ Energy ☒ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

    

Signature  Date 

 

    

Signature Date 
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3.3 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. There are no designated scenic vistas in the vicinity of the project. The site is 

not visible to sensitive receptors and visual sensitivity is low.4 The project site and its 

surroundings are in a developed industrial area identified in the Alameda County Eden 

Area General Plan as the “Grant Avenue Industrial Area.” Industrial land uses, including 

the OLSD WWTP and sludge drying beds, and other industrial packaging facilities and 

warehouses contribute to the visual character of this area. There would not be any new 

above-grade structures that would limit access to a scenic vista. Therefore, there would 

be no impact to scenic vistas associated with project implementation. 

b) No Impact. The project site is adjacent to San Francisco Bay and tidal marsh habitat, 

both considered scenic resources. There are no other designated scenic resources in the 

vicinity of the project (Caltrans, 2011). No trees would be removed during 

implementation of the project, nor would any vegetation be removed in the vicinity of the 

existing outfall pipeline. (Some ornamental landscaping inside the plant boundaries near 

the pipeline access area would be removed.)  The proposed rehabilitation of the existing 

outfall pipeline would occur within the pipe itself and would thus have not effect on 

views of the Bay or tidal marsh habitat. Consequently, there would be no impact to scenic 

resources associated with project implementation. 

c) Less than Significant. The project would be consistent with the existing adjacent public 

and industrial facilities and visual quality of the area. The project would install some 

equipment (blowers) that would be visible from the Bay trail (refer to Figure 2-3), but 

this equipment would be smaller than and similar to existing site facilities. The impact to 

aesthetics associated with project implementation would be less than significant.  

d) No Impact. There are multiple light sources, including building and yard lights, 

associated with existing development and street and roadway lights in the vicinity. There 

would be no new source of substantial light or glare (i.e. construction or security lighting) 

                                                      
4 In the context of visual resources, a sensitive receptor would include recreationists, residents, or motorists. 



3. Environmental Checklist 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 3-5 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

installed or used as part of the project. No daytime or nighttime views in the area would 

be affected by the project.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of cumulative aesthetics impacts includes the viewsheds from public 

roadways, trails, and open space areas that could be affected by the project. Impacts related to 

aesthetics are generally localized to the Bay trail and do not result in regionally cumulative 

impacts. As shown in Table 3-1, there are no other projects within the area and immediate vicinity; 

for this reason, there would be no cumulative impact related to aesthetics to which the project could 

contribute.  

References 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), California Scenic Highway Mapping System, 

Alameda County, updated September 7, 2011. Available online at http://www.dot.ca.gov/

hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed June 15, 2017.  

  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm
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3.4 Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  
Would the project: 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (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))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) 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 forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a-e) No Impact. The project site is designated as public lands in the Alameda County Eden 

Area General Plan with a zoning district of public land (County of Alameda, 2010). The 

land within the project site is not under agricultural or forest land production, and there is 

no existing zoning for agricultural/forest use or a Williamson Act contract; therefore, 

project implementation would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Because the project would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources, it would not 

contribute to any cumulative impacts on these resources.  

References 

County of Alameda, Alameda County Community Development Agency, Eden Area General 

Plan, Land Use Element, March 10, 2010. 
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3.5 Air Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion  

a) Less than Significant. The project site is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

(Bay Area), which is currently designated as a nonattainment area for state and national 

ozone standards, state particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards, and federal PM2.5 

(24-hour) standard. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)’s 2017 

Clean Air Plan (2017 CAP; BAAQMD, 2017a) is the applicable clean air plan that has 

been prepared to address nonattainment issues. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines identify a three-step methodology for 

determining a project’s consistency with the current clean air plan (BAAQMD, 2017b). If 

the responses to these three questions can be concluded in the affirmative and those 

conclusions are supported by substantial evidence, then BAAQMD considers the project 

consistent with air quality plans prepared for the Bay Area. 

The first question to be assessed in this methodology is “does the project support the 

goals of the Air Quality Plan” (currently the 2017 CAP). The BAAQMD-recommended 

measure for determining project support for these goals is to assess its consistency with 

BAAQMD thresholds of significance. Specifically, if a project would not result in 

significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible 

mitigation measures, the project would be consistent with the goals of the 2017 CAP. As 

indicated in the following discussion with regard to air quality impact questions b) and c), 

both construction and operation of the project would result in less-than-significant air 

quality impacts. Therefore, the project would be considered to support the primary goals 

of the 2017 CAP and, therefore, consistent with the 2017 CAP. 
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The second question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is “does the project 

include applicable control measures from the CAP?” The 2017 CAP contains 85 control 

measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the Bay Area. Projects that incorporate all 

feasible air quality plan control measures are considered consistent with the 2017 CAP. 

Two of the 2017 CAP stationary source control measures are applicable to operation of 

water pollution control plants: WR1 (Limit Greenhouse gas’ (GHGs) from POTWs 

[Publicly-Owned Treatment Works]) and WR2 (Support Water Conservation). Since the 

proposed optimization of the WWTP would not affect the existing production of recycled 

water at the facility or result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions (see Section 3.10, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions), the proposed project would hinder the implementation of the 

2017 CAP measures.  

The third question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is “does the project 

disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the CAP?”5 As previously 

discussed, the proposed project would not create any barriers or impediments that would 

hinder implementation of the 2017 CAP control measures. The responses to all three of the 

questions with regard to plan consistency are affirmative and the project would not conflict 

with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 CAP. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Bay Area experiences occasional violations 

of ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards. Construction activities 

associated with the project would involve use of equipment and materials that would emit 

ozone precursor emissions (i.e., reactive organic gases [ROG] and nitrogen oxides 

[NOx]). Construction activities would also result in the emission of other criteria 

pollutants from equipment exhaust, construction-related vehicular activity, and 

construction worker automobile trips. Emission levels for these activities would vary 

depending on the number and type of equipment, duration of use, operation schedules, 

and the number of construction workers. Criteria pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx 

from these emission sources would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading 

of ozone precursors during project development. Emissions were estimated using the 

California Air Emission Model (CalEEMod 2016.3.1) and are depicted below in 

Table 3-2. Additional assumptions and information are included in Appendix A. 

  

                                                      
5 Examples of how a project may cause the disruption or delay of control measures include a project that precludes 

an extension of a transit line or bike path, or proposes excessive parking beyond parking requirements. 
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TABLE 3-2 
AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION-RELATED POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (POUNDS/DAY)a 

Year ROG NOx Exhaust PM10b Exhaust PM2.5b 

2019 6 50 3 3 

2020 2 17 1 1 

BAAQMD Construction Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

a Emissions were modeled using CalEEMod 2016.3.1. Modeling details can be found in Appendix A. 
b BAAQMD’s proposed construction-related significance thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 apply to exhaust emissions only and not to 

fugitive dust. 
 

Although the project would not generate construction emissions that would exceed the 

BAAQMD thresholds, due to the non-attainment status of the air basin with respect to 

ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, the BAAQMD recommends that projects implement a set of 

Basic Construction Mitigation Measures as best management practices regardless of the 

significance determination. Implementation Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Implement 

BAAQMD Basic Mitigation Measures) would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 

level.  

In regards to operation, the proposed project would result in no new sources of air 

pollutants. Therefore, there would be no net change in long-term conditions as a result of 

the project compared to the baseline conditions. There would be no long-term operational 

impact. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Implement BAAQMD Basic Mitigation Measures. 

During construction, the Oro Loma Sanitary District will require its contractor(s) to 

implement all the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, listed 

below: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., unpaved parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, 
graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be 
covered. 

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

4. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as 
soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

5. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in 
use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the 
California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California 
Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction 
workers at all access points. 
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6. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in 
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked 
by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior 
to operation. 

7. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at 
the Oro Loma Sanitary District regarding dust complaints. This person shall 
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations. 

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. According to the BAAQMD, no single project is 

sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. 

Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant 

adverse air quality impacts. In addition, according to the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines, 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 (BAAQMD, 2017b). Alternatively, if a project 

does not exceed the identified significance thresholds, then the project would not be 

considered cumulatively considerable and would result in less-than-significant air quality 

impacts. As discussed for criteria “b” above, the project would result in less than 

significant construction emissions-related impacts with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1, and would not result in long-term adverse air quality impacts. 

d) Less than Significant. The BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies assess the 

incremental toxic air contaminant (TAC) exposure risk to all sensitive receptors within a 

1,000-foot radius of a project’s fence line (BAAQMD, 2017b). The nearest sensitive land 

uses to the proposed project area consist of single-family residences located approximately 

1,300 feet north of the WWTP. There are no sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of 

proposed project area. 

Construction of the project would result in short-term diesel exhaust emissions (DPM), 

which are TACs, from on-site heavy-duty equipment. Project construction would 

generate DPM emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment required for 

construction activities. Exposure of sensitive receptors—such as nearby residences—is 

the primary factor used to determine health risk. Exposure is a function of the 

concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of exposure 

of that person to the substance. A longer exposure period would result in a higher 

exposure level. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual are higher if 

a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of time.  

According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health 

risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, 

should be based on a 30-year exposure period (OEHHA, 2015). However, such 

assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the 

project. Thus, the duration of the proposed construction activities (ten months) would 

only constitute a small percentage of the total 30-year exposure period. Due to this 
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relatively short period of exposure and the long distance from the construction site to the 

nearest sensitive receptor, TACs generated during construction would not be expected to 

result in concentrations that could cause significant health risks. Construction of the 

proposed project would result in less-than-significant construction-related health risks. In 

addition, DPM exhaust emissions from construction equipment would be reduced 

through the implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1.  

In addition, the long-term operation of the project would not result in any sources of toxic 

air emissions. As a result, exposure of existing residential sensitive receptors to 

substantial TAC emissions from the proposed project, and exposure of workers at the 

project site to substantial TAC emissions from existing sources in the vicinity, would 

result in impacts that would be less than significant. 

e) Less than Significant. Diesel equipment used to construct the project may emit 

objectionable odors associated with combustion of diesel fuel. However, these emissions 

would be temporary and intermittent in nature, thus odor impacts associated with diesel 

combustion during construction activities would be less than significant.  

According to the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, sensitive land uses within 2-

miles of a WWTP could be exposed to objectionable odors. The nearest sensitive land uses 

to the WWTP consist of single-family residences located approximately 1,300 feet north of 

the facility (BAAQMD, 2017b). These single-family residences are located within the odor 

screening distance established by the BAAQMD for WWTPs and could already be exposed 

to objectionable odors from the existing facility. The main odor sources at a WWTP 

identified by the BAAQMD are the headworks area where the wastewater enters the facility 

and large solids and grit are removed, the primary clarifiers where suspended solids are 

removed, denitrification that would occur at the secondary clarifiers, and the aeration basins 

when poor mixing characteristics lead to inadequate dissolved oxygen levels. Since the 

proposed improvements at the existing WWTP would not result in additional new odor 

sources identified by the BAAQMD, odor impacts associated with proposed 

improvements at the WWTP would be less than significant.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Based on BAAQMD guidance, a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would 

be considered significant if the project’s individual impact is significant or if it conflicts with the 

applicable clean air plan. As discussed under checklist item b) above, the project would not result 

in any significant air quality impacts either during construction or operation as project emissions 

are estimated to be well below the BAAQMD significance thresholds. As discussed under a), the 

project would also be compliant with the 2017 CAP. Therefore, its contribution to the cumulative 

air quality impact in the Bay Area would not be cumulatively considerable and the associated 

impact would be less than significant. 

References 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2017a. Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, 

adopted April 19, 2017. Available at http://www.baaqmd.gov. 
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3.6 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

The project site is comprised of developed habitats (i.e., the wastewater treatment plant 

infrastructure) and landscape vegetation, such as oleander (Nerium oleander), ice plant 

(Carpobrotus sp.) and Eucalyptus trees. Mature trees and shrubs are present along the southwestern 

and southern edge of the project site and among the buildings south of the project site. The existing 

outfall pipelines extend to the southwest approximately 900 feet into the San Francisco Bay. 

Bordering the project site to the west is the San Francisco Bay shoreline and an approximately 

0.5-acre salt marsh dominated by pickleweed (Salicorna pacifica), as well as mudflats exposed 

during low tide. The Bay Trail runs roughly north-south to the west of the project site and is 

bordered by ruderal vegetation. A salt marsh channel bordered by ruderal vegetation lies south of 

the WWTP and a disturbed dirt and grass field lies to the north. A horizontal levee consisting of 

brackish marsh, as well as a developed landscape, is present to the east of the project site.  

ESA conducted a reconnaissance-level field survey on March 1, 2017 to verify existing biological 

conditions, assess vegetation and wildlife habitats, and identify potential for special-status species 

to occur on the site. The site visit was informed by a desktop review of the following resources: 
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 A search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for the San Leandro 

U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle (CDFW, 2017) 

 A species list from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the San Leandro 

U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangles (USFWS, 2017) 

 A search of the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and 

Endangered Plants for the San Leandro U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle 

(CNPS, 2017) 

The study area for biological resources included the project site with an appropriately-sized buffer 

(e.g., from approximately 50 to 500 feet) where resources were inventoried to facilitate the 

assessment of potential direct and indirect impacts to biological resources. The special status species 

that have been observed in the region are identified in Appendix B.  

The project’s potential impacts on biological resources are analyzed below. All potential impacts 

would be mitigated to less than-significant levels. 

Impact Summary 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The CNDDB and the CNPS document 32 

special-status plant and wildlife species within the San Leandro U.S. Geological Survey 

(USGS) quadrangle in which the project is located (CDFW, 2017). The USFWS’s 

Official Species List includes federally listed species that are also listed by CNDDB and 

CNPS (USFWS 2017). Habitats at the project site were assessed for their potential to 

support special-status species using the CNDDB (CDFW, 2017), the USFWS’s 

endangered and threatened species database (USFWS, 2017), the CNPS Electronic 

Inventory (CNPS, 2015) in combination with the site visit on March 1, 2017. Habitat for 

many of these species does not occur on the project site, and the following discussion is 

limited to the following terrestrial wildlife species for which potentially suitable habitat is 

present: northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), saltmarsh 

common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuousa), California black rail (Laterallus 

jamaicensis coturniculus), Alameda song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula), 

Ridgway’s rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus), salt marsh harvest mouse 

(Reithrodontomys raviventris), and salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans 

halicoetes). Special status plants for which potentially suitable habitat is present on the 

project site include California seablight (Suaeda californica), Point Reyes bird’s beak 

(Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre), Marin knotweed (Polygonum marinense), and 

saline clover (Trifolium hydrophilum). 

Multiple special status fish species have the potential to occur within the vicinity of the 

project site. However, no spawning and rearing habitat exists within this vicinity, and the 

foraging habitat that is available is extremely limited. As such, special-status fish species 

are only likely to occur within the vicinity on the project site during migration periods 

from the Pacific Ocean to freshwater spawning habitat, primarily rivers in the 

Sacramento and San Joaquin basins. Those species with some potential to occur, and with 

critical habitat in the Project footprint, include: Central California Coast (CCC) steelhead 
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Distinct Population Segment (DPS) (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California Central Valley 

(CCV) steelhead DPS (O. mykiss), the Southern DPS of the North American green 

sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon 

Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) (O. tshawytscha), and Sacramento River winter-run 

Chinook salmon ESU (O. tshawytscha). All of the fish species described above are listed 

as Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), with the exception of 

winter-run Chinook salmon which are listed as Endangered. Longfin smelt (Spirinchus 

thaleichthys), along with Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon ESU, and 

Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon ESU, are listed under the California 

Endangered Species Act (CESA) and also have a low potential to occur within the 

vicinity of the project site. The two common marine mammals within San Francisco Bay, 

the resident harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) and California sea lion (Zalophus californianus), 

are not expected to occur within the vicinity of the project site. No haul outs are located 

close to the project site, the nearest being approximately 10 miles away at Coyote Point 

on the west side of south San Francisco Bay (Greig & Allen, 2015). Therefore, marine 

mammals are not discussed further. 

Northern harrier, white-tailed kite, saltmarsh common yellowthroat, Alameda song 

sparrow and nesting birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Northern 

harrier, white-tailed kite, saltmarsh common yellowthroat, and Alameda song sparrow are 

California Species of Special Concern (SSCs), and white-tailed kite is designated by 

CDFW as a Fully-Protected Species; all are protected by the Federal Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act (MBTA). The project site provides suitable foraging habitat for northern 

harrier and white-tailed kite in the tidal saltmarsh surrounding the outfall pipelines. 

Nearby powerlines and fencelines provide hunting perches. Although northern harriers 

nest in marshes, tidal marshlands within 500 feet of the project site lack substantial 

vegetative cover and are too close to human activity along the Bay Trail and WWTP to 

serve as suitable nesting habitat. In addition, drift deposits and aerial photographs suggest 

that the entire marsh surrounding the outfall pipelines is periodically inundated. 

Driftwood and trash were at the uppermost elevation of the marsh. Eucalyptus trees could 

provide nesting habitat for white-tailed kites, but again, are probably too close to human 

activity on the Bay Trail and WWTP for white-tailed kites to nest there. Various 

landscape shrubs, small trees and ruderal vegetation within 250 feet of the project site 

could provide suitable nesting habitat for saltmarsh common yellowthroat and Alameda 

song sparrow. It is likely that common species, also subject to provisions of the MBTA, 

such as house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus) and California scrub jay (Aphelocoma 

californica) nest on the project site. 

Bird species can be listed under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, and even 

non-ESA-listed birds are afforded conservation protections. Breeding birds are protected 

under California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 and raptors are protected under 

Section 3503.5. In addition, Section 3513 of the Code and the Federal Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703 Supp. I, 1989) prohibits the killing, possession, or trading 

of migratory birds. Finally, Section 3800 of the Code prohibits the taking of non-game 
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birds, that are defined as birds occurring naturally in California that are not game birds or 

fully protected species. 

Impacts could occur to resident and migratory species during project construction and 

during breeding and non-breeding seasons. Equipment staging and project construction 

would render the site temporarily unsuitable for breeding birds due to the noise, 

vibration, and increased activity levels associated with grubbing, earth moving, and 

heavy equipment operation, even when the nest is unaffected. These activities could 

subject birds to risk of death or injury, and they are likely to avoid using the area during 

project construction. Avoidance, in turn, could cause hunger or stress among individual 

birds by individual birds by displacing them into adjacent territories belonging to other 

individuals. Impacts during the non-breeding season are not considered significant, 

primarily due to birds’ mobility and ability to access other high-quality foraging and 

nesting habitat in the region. The developed nature, and predominance of non-native 

vegetation in the WWTP renders the temporary habitat loss a minor one. While the marsh 

and adjacent vegetation surrounding the outfall pipes represent higher quality habitat, it 

does not represent important breeding habitat for any special-status birds and comparable 

foraging habitat exists nearby; therefore, temporary indirect disturbance to this area also 

is considered minor. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would avoid potential impacts to 

breeding or nesting birds occurring as a result of staging or construction to a less-than-

significant level by requiring avoidance of construction-related work during the nesting 

bird season. If avoidance of the nesting season is not possible, then pre-construction 

nesting bird surveys and establishment of no-construction buffer zones around active bird 

nests would avoid or minimize the potential for this impact to occur. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Nesting Birds. 

Project staging, project construction, vegetation removal, or tree trimming should 

be performed outside of the bird nesting season (February 1st through August 31st) 

to avoid impacts to nesting birds; if these activities must be performed during the 

nesting bird season, a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct a pre-

construction survey in the Project construction and staging areas for nesting birds 

and verify the presence or absence of nesting birds no more than 14 days prior to 

construction activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. 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. If 

nesting birds and raptors do not occur within 250 and 500 feet of the project site, 

respectively, then no further action is required if construction begins within two 

weeks. 

If active nests are located during the pre-construction bird nesting surveys, no-

disturbance buffer zones shall be established around nests, with a buffer size 

established by the qualified biologist. Typically, these buffer distances are between 

50 feet and 250 feet for passerines and between 300 feet and 500 feet for raptors. 
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These distances may be adjusted depending on the level of surrounding ambient 

activity and if an obstruction, such as a building or structure, is within line-of-sight 

between the nest and construction. Reduced buffers may be allowed if a full-time 

qualified biologist is present to monitor the nest and has authority to halt 

construction if bird behavior indicates continued activities could lead to nest 

failure. Buffered zones shall be avoided during construction-related activities until 

young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned.  

California black rail. California black rail is listed as threatened under the California 

Endangered Species Act and is a Fully-Protect Species. More than 90 percent of 

California black rails are located in the marshes of northern San Francisco Bay, primarily 

San Pablo Bay and Suisun Bay, approximately 20 miles north of the project area 

(Manolis, 1978, and Evens et al., in Spautz, et al., 2005). Black rails prefer marshes that 

are close to water, are large (interior more than 50 meters from edge), away from urban 

areas, and saline to brackish with a high proportion of pickleweed, maritime bulrush 

(Bolboschoenus maritimus), and gumplant (Grindelia stricta), rush (Juncus spp.) and 

cattails (Typha spp.) (Spautz et al., 2005). Protocol surveys6 performed at stations along 

Bockman Canal, immediately south of the WWTP, from 2005 through 2011 did not 

detect California black rail (Liu, et al., 2012); these surveys may have been close enough 

to detect black rails on the project site, if they were present. The lack of appropriate 

habitat conditions (marsh interior is far less than 50 meters from edge and is adjacent to 

urban activity), combined with the small numbers of black rails in south San Francisco 

Bay marshes and lack of detection during multiple consecutive years of surveys, suggest 

that California black rail is absent from the project site. Non-breeding black rails may be 

seasonally present at the Hayward Regional Shoreline 0.2 mile south of the project site; 

however, no secondary impacts, such as noise disturbance, to black rails at the Hayward 

Regional Shoreline would occur because project activities would be located greater than 

500 feet7 from that marsh. Therefore, no impact to this species is expected. 

Ridgway’s rail. Ridgway’s rail is listed as endangered under both federal and state 

endangered species acts and is a state Fully-Protect Species. The Roberts Landing marsh 

complex 0.4 mile north of the project site and Hayward Regional Shoreline 0.2 miles 

south of the project site (across Bockman Canal and graveled access roads) support 

populations of Ridgway’s rail. Preferred Ridgway’s rail habitat is emergent salt and 

brackish tidal marshlands subject to direct tidal circulation and characterized by 

predominant coverage of pickleweed and cordgrass (Spartina sp.) (Goals Project, 2000). 

The project site is isolated from marshes north and south of the project area and lacks 

critical elements of suitable habitat. Moreover, protocol surveys performed at stations 

along Bockman Canal from 2005 through 2011 did not detect Ridgway’s rail (referred to 

in the report as California clapper rail)8 (Liu, et al., 2012); these surveys may have been 

                                                      
6  The total survey period was 2005 through 2011. Initial surveys collected data on Ridgway’s rail only, but in 2008 

surveyors began collecting and reporting data on incidental detections of black rail, sora (Porzana carolina), and 
Virginia rail (Rallus limicola). 

7  This distance is used by the USFWS to determine whether a project would have indirect effects on Ridgway’s rails 
in neighboring habitats. Projects located more than 500 feet from rail habitat are considered to not have indirect 
effects. 

8 Since this report was published, California clapper rail has been renamed Ridgway’s rail. 
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close enough to Ridgway’s rails on the project site, if they were present. The lack of 

appropriate habitat conditions combined with the lack of detection over seven 

consecutive years of surveys suggest that Ridgway’s rail is absent from the project site. 

No secondary impacts, such as noise disturbance, to Ridgway’s rails at the Hayward 

Regional Shoreline would occur because project activities would be located greater than 

500 feet from that marsh. Therefore, no impact to this species is expected. 

Salt marsh wandering shrew and salt marsh harvest mouse. Salt marsh wandering 

shrew is a SSC. According to the Life Histories and Environmental Requirements of Key 

Plants, Fish, and Wildlife (Goals Project, 2000), this species appears to have some of the 

most restrictive food and habitat requirements of any mammal inhabiting the marshes of 

the greater San Francisco Bay Region, exceeding those of the salt marsh harvest mouse. 

Suitable habitat includes wet, medium high salt marshes in the six- to eight-foot elevation 

zone characterized by abundant driftwood and other debris scattered among one- to two-

foot high pickleweed (Collins, 1998). They are not thought to occur in diked marshes. 

The roughly 0.5-acre tidal marsh surrounding the outfall pipelines is approximately 7 feet 

above mean sea level (Google Earth, 2017) and contains driftwood and debris scattered 

along pickleweed less than one foot high. The salt marsh wandering shrew is currently 

confined to small remnant stands of salt marsh found in the South San Francisco Bay, 

specifically San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. An historic 

(1951) record exists from Johnson and Hayward Landings in diked and tidal salt marsh; 

however, trapping in 1983 resulted in no shrews captured. Although the marsh 

surrounding the outfall pipelines is small and isolated, it includes habitat conditions that 

are suitable for salt marsh wandering shrew.  

Salt marsh harvest mouse is listed as endangered under both federal and state endangered 

species acts and is a state Fully-Protected Species. This species has been documented in 

Oro Loma Marsh from 2009 through 2017, approximately 0.15 mile south of the project 

site (Reinsche, 2017); however, Bockman Canal and the highly disturbed biosolids 

drying area separates Oro Loma Marsh from the project site. Salt marsh harvest mouse 

has been documented at several additional locations along the Hayward shoreline south 

of the project site and approximately 0.25 mile north of the project site (CNDDB, 2017). 

Preferred mouse habitat is the middle and upper portions of dense, perennial salt marshes; 

they will move into adjacent grasslands in spring and summer when the grasslands 

provide maximum cover (Goals Project, 2000). They will also use similar habitat in diked 

wetlands adjacent to the Bay. Recent research has identified salt marsh harvest mouse in 

marshes dominated by alkali bulrush (Schoenoplectus maritimus) (Shellhammer, et al., 

2010) and in mixed vegetation not dominated by pickleweed, including Baltic rush 

(Juncus balticus), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), and sow thistle (Sonchus asper). A 

total of approximately 0.5 acre of wetlands surrounding the outfall pipelines provide 

suitable habitat for salt marsh harvest mouse. In tidal marshes, mice are documented to 

seasonally use grasslands 100 meters from any wetland edge (USFWS, 2010). Upland 

habitat adjacent to wetland features on the project site is low quality, comprised primarily 

of mowed lawn grass adjacent to the Bay Trail. At least marginally suitable habitat for 

salt marsh harvest mouse occurs on and around the outfall pipelines in the marsh 



3. Environmental Checklist 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 3-19 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

surrounding the outfall pipelines and supporting a dense cover of pickleweed. Salt marsh 

harvest mouse is presumed to occur here.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the rehabilitation work on the outfall 

pipelines would primarily be accomplished from within developed areas with no habitat; 

should craftspeople need to access the end of the pipeline, at low tide, the concrete 

encasement of the outfall structure would allow access on foot to the end of the pipes. To 

access the concrete encasement, craftspeople would walk across an estimated 200 feet of 

wetland to reach the exposed concrete encasement. Therefore, temporary direct 

disturbance to this area would be considered negligible, and no impacts to salt marsh 

harvest mouse or salt marsh wandering shrew are expected. 

Special-status plants. California seablight, Point Reyes bird’s beak, Marin knotweed, 

and saline clover are reported from the same USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle as the project 

site, and grow in salt or brackish marsh, remnant salt marsh, saline marsh to grassland 

transition zones, or freshwater marshes in grassland transition zones. Within the marsh 

surrounding the outfall pipelines, suitable habitat may be present for these special-status 

plants. California seablight is listed as endangered under the federal endangered species 

act and has a CNPS Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1B.1. Point Reyes bird’s beak has a 

CRPR of 1B.2, saline clover is a CRPR 1B.2 species, and Marin knotweed is a CRPR 3.1 

species. The California Native Plant Protection Act directs the California Fish and Game 

Commission to designate plants as rare and endangered. This Act prohibits take of 

endangered or rare native plants with some exceptions. Plants with a CRPR of 1B are rare 

throughout their range with the majority of them endemic to California. Most of the 

plants that are ranked 1B have declined significantly over the last century. All of the 

plants with the California Rare Plant 1B meet the definitions of the California 

Endangered Species Act.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce potential impacts to rare plants to a less-than–

significant level by establishing a no-disturbance buffer around the plant to protect it 

from construction-related activity. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Survey for Rare Plants within the Marsh in the 

Outfall Pipelines Access Path. 

a) Prior to project implementation, a rare plant survey shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist in accordance with CDFW’s 2009 Protocols for Surveying 

and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 

Natural Communities. 

b) If a special status plant species is encountered on the access path, it shall be 

documented and submitted to the CNDDB. The project shall endeavor to avoid 

impacts during construction by clearly marking and delineating the location in 

the field and encircling the species with protective silt exclusion fencing. 

Visible signage shall be attached to the silt fencing to instruct workers to stay 

out of the sensitive rare plant area. If direct impacts cannot be avoided, then the 

District shall consult with CDFW to devise a plan for minimizing the impacts 

by one or more of the following methods: 1) salvage and replanting of plants at 
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the same location following construction; 2) salvage and relocation of the 

plants to a suitable off-site location with long-term assurance of site protection; 

3) collection of seeds or other propagules for reintroduction at the site or 

elsewhere; 4) payment of fees in lieu of preservation of individual plants, to be 

used for conservation efforts elsewhere. 

Special-status Fish Species. Impacts to fish species from Project construction and/or 

Project operation are not expected to occur or would be very small and would fall within 

less than significant levels. Because all listed fish species considered in this document 

share the same aquatic habitat, potential impacts discussed below should be considered 

equally relevant for all fish species. 

Construction Impacts 

Minimal impact is expected on fish species from the proposed aquatic construction 

activities, both within the Project footprint and in the vicinity of the project site. The 

proposed activity within the Bay is limited to a series of actions related to the 

refurbishment of the existing outfall pipelines. These pipelines extend from the treatment 

facility approximately 900 feet into the Bay, however, at a typical low tide the entirety of 

the pipelines and surrounding mudflat is exposed and not inundated. To minimize 

impacts to fish species and aquatic habitat, all proposed pipeline maintenance would be 

conducted at low tide. Only the removal of the excess sediment from the outfall pipes and 

the installing of a structural liner inside the pipelines would take place within an intertidal 

aquatic environment, below the Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) line. 

The construction activities described above are not expected to result in impacts on fish 

species. All aquatic construction activities would take place at a low tide, when the 

existing pipelines and surrounding mudflat are exposed. Additionally, pipeline 

maintenance would occur during June to July, which falls within the summer work 

windows designated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to minimize 

impacts on aquatic species (USACE, 2004). For a more detailed description of potential 

water quality impacts see the Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Operational Impacts 

Once construction is complete, implementation of the Project would allow discharge of 

advanced secondary-treated effluent during peak wet weather from the existing outfall 

pipelines. For a more detailed description of potential water quality impacts see Section 

3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality. The frequency of future wet weather events has been 

estimated, based on historical flows, to occur 0 to 8 times per year on average. However, 

the treatment facility has not had to release wet weather flows since 1998.  

Discharge from the outfall pipelines may result in the short-term disturbance and 

resuspension of benthic sediments. Suspended sediments in the water column can lower 

dissolved oxygen, increase salinity, increase concentrations of suspended solids, and 

possibly release chemicals present in the sediment into the water column. However, 

increased turbidity levels would be relatively short-lived and generally confined to areas 

within close proximity of the activity. After initially high turbidity levels, sediments 
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would disperse and background levels would be restored within a relatively short period 

(expected to be hours) of disturbance. 

The potential effects of suspended sediment within the water column on fish include gill 

lacerations, increased “coughing” behavior, decreased feeding success, and avoidance 

behavior (Wilbur & Clarke, 2001). Sediment plumes that may be caused by pipeline 

discharge would be expected to be relatively small in area and of short duration. Studies 

conducted by the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) determined that the short term 

effects of dredging on sensitive fish species due to dredging activities is minor (SFEI, 

2008). Considering that the volume of sediment being disturbed by pipeline discharge 

would be a significantly smaller fraction (by orders of magnitude) of that disturbed by 

even a small scale dredging operation, it can be assumed that the water quality impacts of 

pipeline discharge fall well below a threshold of concern. 

In addition, the OLSD evaluated the dilution of the proposed wet weather discharge at the 

outfall pipelines. Modeling indicates that effluent released through the existing outfall 

pipelines could temporarily result in an area of approximately 47.3 acres of the Bay with 

a dilution ratio of 5:1 or lower during a wet weather event, on a 12-hour basis; on a 24-

hour basis, this area would diminish to a maximum of 15.3 acres (or minimum of less 

than one acre; RMA, 2017). The area of lowered dilution ratio would be spatially 

localized around the outfall and temporally limited to specific wet weather events 

(estimated to occur between 0 and 8 times per year). However, as discussed in Section 

3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, operation of the project would enhance nutrient 

removal, would not inhibit the ability of the WWTP to comply with existing waste 

discharge requirements and would not substantially degrade water quality.  

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The CNDDB identifies Northern Coastal Salt 

Marsh within the San Leandro quadrangle; however, this habitat is referenced to 

Arrowhead Marsh, approximately 5 miles north of the project site. The CDFW identifies 

certain vegetation communities as special-status, indicating that they are of limited 

distribution in California and may also support rare plants. Conservation status ranks are 

based on a one to 5 scale, ranging from critically imperiled (S1) to demonstrably secure 

(S5). For alliances with State ranks of S1-S3, those associations as well as associations 

within them are considered to be highly imperiled. The tidal marsh surrounding the 

outfall pipelines is consistent with the CDFW Sarcocornia (=Salicornia) pacifica 

(Salicornia depressa) (Pickleweed mats) Alliance, which is dominated by pickleweed. 

All Pickleweed mats Alliances are ranked S3, and therefore identified as highly imperiled 

plant communities by CDFW.  

Due to the very limited disturbance to the marsh during project construction, as described 

in item a), project implementation would result in a less-than-significant impact on 

special-status vegetation communities and no mitigation is required. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has designated two Habitat Areas of 

Particular Concern within the San Francisco Bay-Delta region. Habitat Areas of 
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Particular Concern (HAPC) are defined by NMFS as the waters and substrate necessary 

for fish spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. For the San Francisco Bay-

Delta these are eelgrass (Zostera marina) and native Olympia oyster (Ostrea lurida) 

beds. Eelgrass beds are exceedingly rare in South San Francisco Bay and do not occur 

within the project site or immediate vicinity. The nearest eelgrass beds to the project site 

are located on the outboard side of island of Alameda and the northern portion of Bay 

Farm Island (Merkel, 2014). 

There are, however, a series of scattered oyster beds along the San Leandro and Hayward 

shorelines, including within the vicinity of the project site (Zabine et al., 2009, Wasson et 

al., 2015). With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 no impacts to 

existing oyster beds are expected with Project construction or operation.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Olympia Oyster Avoidance. 

In order to avoid the destruction of Olympia oyster beds during project 

implementation, before construction begins a qualified biologist will survey the 

shoreline and nearshore aquatic habitat that will be used as access to the outfall 

pipeline and document any existing oyster beds. If any oyster beds are found, these 

areas will be sectioned off and avoided by construction crews when accessing the 

outfall pipelines, or any other infrastructure in the aquatic environment, during 

pipeline rehabilitation. 

c) Less than Significant. Wetlands are a subset of “waters of the United States,” which are 

defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (33 CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 230.3[s]) as 

rivers, streams, mud flats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, 

playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation, or destruction of which could affect 

interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters. These waters fall under the 

jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and San Francisco Bay 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Sections 404 and 401 of the 

Clean Water Act, respectively. The marsh surrounding the outfall pipelines would be 

considered federally protected wetlands; however, all of the rehabilitation work on the 

outfall pipelines would be accomplished from within developed areas with no habitat as 

described in item a), and would not increase the amount of fill in the Bay; therefore, 

project construction would have a less-than-significant impact on wetlands or other 

waters associated with San Francisco Bay. 

d) Less than Significant. No terrestrial migratory wildlife corridors, migratory stopover 

sites, or native wildlife nursery sites are present on the site, and no direct impacts to these 

biological resources are expected. The primary project area (WWTP) is an industrialized 

site. The outfall pipelines bisect a marsh, the disturbance to which is temporally and 

physically minimal and thus would not impact a terrestrial marsh species’ ability to move 

through the marsh. The industrial character of the project site provides a high baseline 

disturbance level to which any wildlife species that frequent the project site or 

surrounding area would be habituated. Therefore, any temporary impacts resulting from 

the project would be less than significant.  
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The aquatic portion of the project site falls within the critical habitat of multiple special-

status fish species. However, only CCC steelhead DPS has a migration route that 

routinely overlaps with the aquatic portion of the project site. While aquatic portions of 

the project site also fall within designated critical habitat for green sturgeon, CCV 

steelhead, spring-run Chinook salmon, and winter-run Chinook salmon, these species are 

unlikely to have their migratory corridors impaired by the project. Green sturgeon, CCV 

steelhead, spring-run Chinook salmon, and winter-run Chinook salmon migrate from the 

Pacific Ocean to spawning habitat in the central valley, primarily within the Sacramento 

River watershed. As such, their migration routes rarely deviate into south San Francisco 

Bay (Kelly et al. 2003, Klimley, et al. 2009, Jahn 2011). This assumption is supported by 

Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) survey records which rarely encounter the species 

listed above at any of their south bay monitoring sites (IEP, 2014). Longfin smelt are also 

fairly uncommon in the waters adjacent to the project Site and are infrequently recorded 

in large numbers during IEP south bay monitoring (IEP, 2014). 

CCC steelhead may potentially use the aquatic portion of the project site as a migration 

corridor between the Pacific Ocean and spawning habitat in San Francisco Bay 

tributaries. The only two streams within close proximity to the project site that support 

steelhead are San Lorenzo Creek to the immediate north and Alameda Creek 

approximately 5 miles to the south. Both likely support some influx of anadromous 

steelhead within their lower reaches in wet years, however, habitat modification and the 

construction of passage barriers have severely limited the viability of steelhead in either 

system (Leidy et al. 2005, Leidy, 2007). Within an average year, very few steelhead, if 

any, are observed in either creek.  

During the adult migration season, the timing of upstream immigration typically 

correlates with seasonal high flows and associated lower water temperatures. Most 

spawning takes place from January through April. Steelhead may spawn more than one 

season before dying (iteroparity), in contrast to other species of the genus Oncorhynchus. 

Most adult steelhead in a run are first time spawners. Juvenile steelhead emigrate 

episodically from natal streams during fall, winter, and spring high flows, with peak 

migration occurring in April and May (Fukushima and Lesh, 1998). Emigrating CCC 

steelhead use tributaries of San Francisco Bay and portions of the San Francisco Bay for 

rearing and as a migration corridor to the ocean. Although data regarding the emigration 

timing of steelhead smolts from Alameda and San Lorenzo Creek is lacking, steelhead 

smolts in other streams within the DPS including those draining to San Francisco Bay, 

typically emigrate from March through June (Fukushima and Lesh, 1998). 

Construction Impacts 

No impacts from aquatic construction activities on fish migration corridors are expected as 

a result of Project implementation. All construction work that is expected to take place 

within the aquatic environment is related to rehabilitation of the existing outfall pipelines. 

As discussed above, these pipelines extend approximately 900-feet into the Bay from the 

WWTP, and rest on piles in an intertidal mudflat. To reduce impacts from project activities, 

all work would occur at a low tide, when the pipeline and surrounding mudflat are 
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completely exposed. That is, no in-water work is expected to occur as a result of project 

implementation. Additionally, the pipeline maintenance is scheduled to occur during June 

to July, at the extreme end of the migration windows for any listed species and within 

USACE approved in-water work windows for San Francisco Bay (USACE, 2004). Project 

implementation would not result in the construction of any additional infrastructure within 

the Bay and would take place entirely within the existing outfall pipeline. As such, no 

structural impediments to migration would result from the project. 

Operational Impacts 

As discussed above, impacts from project operation on fish are primarily related to 

temporary increases in turbidity as a result of wet weather discharge events. Discharge 

from the existing pipelines is likely to occur during winter and spring months, and does 

have the potential to occur during steelhead migration season. However, discharge events 

are not expected to be of a magnitude or duration to disrupt the movement of steelhead, 

or other special status fish species, within the vicinity of the outfall pipeline. 

Additionally, no increase in the magnitude or frequency of discharge events from the 

existing condition is expected with project implementation. During discharge events fish 

are not expected to be present within close proximity to the pipeline as the initial flux of 

water from the pipeline would result in any fish that are present to quickly leave the 

immediate area. As such, impacts on fish migratory pathways from the project are 

expected to be less than significant. 

e) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological resources. The project site is designated as public lands 

in the Alameda County Eden Area General Plan (2010) with a zoning designation of 

public land and a land-use designation of Light Industrial and Research & 

Development/Office. The parcel is also a special precinct in the County’s Urban Design 

Framework (County of Alameda, 2010). However, the plan for the Eden Area does not 

contain a biological resources or similar element. Additionally, the associated San 

Lorenzo Specific Plan is not applicable because it also does not contain elements for the 

protection of biological resources and was prepared specifically for the San Lorenzo 

Village Center. Accordingly, the proposed project would not conflict with Eden Area 

General Plan or San Lorenzo Specific Plan policies protecting biological resources. The 

Hayward Area Shoreline Planning Agency (HASPA) is a joint powers agency of 

representatives from the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District, East Bay Regional 

Park District, and the City of Hayward with a primary purpose of coordinating agency 

planning activities and carrying out policies for the improvement of the Hayward 

Shoreline. The proposed project construction area is confined to the WWTP and is not 

expected to impact any shoreline resources. Lastly, the City of San Leandro has a tree 

policy and maintenance program, which applies only to street trees; regardless, the 

project does not anticipate pruning or removing trees. Accordingly, the proposed project 

would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.  

f) No Impact. There is an approved East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (ICF 

International, 2010) for eastern Alameda County but the project site is not located within 
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its boundaries, therefore the project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

or approved local or regional conservation plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The project, in conjunction with other ongoing or foreseeable projects, is not expected to result in 

cumulative impacts on biological resources. The project would occur within the confines of the 

existing main plant area, which is already mostly developed, and with the exception of the salt 

marsh surrounding the outfall pipelines, which would be used to access the concrete containment 

on foot on one occasion, no impacts to sensitive or ecologically important habitats are expected to 

occur. The project would mitigate any impacts to nesting birds and rare plants, and thus would 

not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to those resources. The project would result in 

the addition of vehicular traffic associated with materials delivery to the site but additional traffic 

is not expected to result in significant adverse effects to biological resources in the project area. 
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3.7 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the 

effects of a project on historical resources. An historical resource is defined as any 

building, structure, site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the 

California Register, or determined by a lead agency to be significant in the architectural, 

engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural 

annals of California. The following discussion focuses on architectural and structural 

resources. Archaeological resources, including archaeological resources that are 

potentially historical resources according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, are 

addressed under item b), below. 

The WWTP was originally constructed in 1948–1950. The second phase of construction 

lasted from 1967 until 1969. During this time, the activated sludge method of secondary 

sewage treatment was adopted and the modern sewage treatment plant was built.  

An ESA architectural historian evaluated the property for its potential historical 

significance under California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) 

Criteria 1 through 4 and the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) 

Criteria A through D below. While the campus as a whole was investigated, only the 

historic-age buildings were evaluated. The period of significance for the evaluation is 

1948–1967. The buildings that were evaluated are the operations building, the five 

original digestion tanks, the digestion control building, the old sedimentation units no. 7 

and 8, the garage and carport near the plant’s entrance, the pump unit and grit basins, the 

filter unit, and the original treatment unit. Appendix C provides a Department of Parks 

and Recreation form 523 for the plant. All other buildings on campus are less than 

50 years old and are not age-eligible to be considered for listing in the California and 

National Registers. 

Criterion 1/A (Events). The WWTP provides necessary public services, and it is not 

exceptional or significant for the role that it plays in San Lorenzo and the surrounding 
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area. The facility won many awards and recognitions, mostly during the 1990s and 2000s, 

but not enough time has passed to gain a historical perspective on those events. Other 

water treatment plants in California predate the subject property, including the 1895 

filtration plant at Lake Chabot in Castro Valley, which was the first on the Pacific Coast. 

Prior to the 1920s, large-scale filtration plants had been used by larger cities in the 

eastern United States for decades, but California had focused on smaller scale local water 

distribution. Research does not suggest that the subject property contributed to broad 

patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United 

States, and for this reason it is not recommended eligible for listing under Criterion 1/A. 

Criterion 2/B (People). Research did not reveal that the subject property is associated 

with any people who were/are important to local, California, or national history. 

Numerous people were involved in the design and construction of the wastewater 

treatment plant, and numerous others have been employed there over the years. However, 

none of these individuals has made specific contributions to history that have been 

identified and documented as significant and associated with this property. For these 

reasons, the property is not recommended eligible for listing under Criterion 2/B. 

Criterion 3/C (Design/Construction). Buildings constructed on the subject property 

between 1948 and 1969 were designed in a simple utilitarian style, meaning that the 

design was dictated primarily by the buildings’ functions, with little architectural detail. 

The buildings do not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, nor do they possess high artistic value. Additionally, the plant does not 

reflect the work of a master. For these reasons, the subject property is not recommended 

eligible for listing under Criterion 3/C.  

Criterion D/4 asks whether a proposed project has the potential to yield information 

important to pre-history or history. With regard to historical information potential, it does 

not seem likely that the plant would yield significant information that would expand our 

current knowledge or theories of methods of construction, operation, or other information 

that is not already known. As such, the property does not appear to be historically 

significant under Criterion D/4. 

Integrity. While most of the historic-age components of the plant (the operations 

building, digester tanks, digestion control building, filter unit, pump unit, grit basins, and 

the treatment unit) are still in use, the plant has undergone several significant alterations 

since its construction during the 1940s (primary treatment) and 1960s (secondary 

treatment). As early as the 1970s and as late as 2014, the plant expanded with 

construction of new facilities and adopted new technology and practices in wastewater 

treatment. The plant retains its integrity of location, but its setting, workmanship, 

materials, design, feeling, and association have all been significantly impacted by the 

introduction of newer, modern facilities to the plant, alterations to existing buildings, and 

demolition of obsolete buildings and structures. As such, the property does not retain 

sufficient physical integrity to convey any potential historical significance. 
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Summary. As the WWTP neither meets any of the California and National Register 

criteria nor retains sufficient physical integrity, ESA recommends it to be ineligible for 

listing in the California and National Registers. 

Through background research and a formal evaluation of the plant, there are no 

architectural or structural resources in the project area that qualify as historical resources, 

as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Therefore, the project would have no 

impact on historical resources. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. This section discusses archaeological resources, 

both as historical resources according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, as well as 

unique archaeological resources, as defined in PRC Section 21083.2(g). A significant 

impact would occur if the project would cause a substantial adverse change to an 

archaeological resource through physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration 

of the resource. 

ESA completed a records search at the Northwest Information Center of the California 

Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma State University on June 3, 2013 

(File No. 13-1492) and updated the record search on March 20, 2017 (File No. 16-1123). 

The review included the project area and a ½-mile radius around the project. Previous 

surveys, studies, and archaeological site records were accessed. Records were also 

reviewed in the Historic Property Data File for Alameda County, which contains 

information on sites of recognized historical significance including those evaluated for 

listing in the National Register, the California Register, the California Inventory of 

Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of 

Historical Interest. The purposes of the records search were to (1) determine whether 

known archaeological resources have been recorded within or adjacent to the project 

area; (2) assess the likelihood for unrecorded archaeological resources to be present based 

on historical references and the distribution of nearby sites; and (3) develop a context for 

the identification and evaluation of archaeological resources. 

The records search indicated that seven cultural resources studies have been completed 

within or immediately adjacent to the project area. None of these studies resulted in the 

identification of any archaeological resources. No prehistoric or historic-period 

archaeological sites have been previously identified within the current project area. The 

records search identified six historic-era cultural resources within ½-mile of the project 

area. These resources are outside of the project area and will not be impacted by the 

proposed project. No prehistoric archaeological resources have been previously recorded 

within a ½-mile radius of the project area. 

Geotechnical investigations in the project vicinity indicate that the area is underlain by up 

to five feet of recently deposited artificial fill consisting of sandy clay with gravel and 

rock fragments (EBMUD, 2004). Below the fill is young deposits of silts and clays 

referred to as unconsolidated San Francisco Bay Mud. San Francisco Bay Mud is a soft 

dark gray silty clay that is rich in organic materials and highly compressible. 
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Through a records search, background research, and a geologic analysis, no 

archaeological resources have been identified in the project area and the project area has 

a low potential to uncover buried archaeological resources. As such, the proposed project 

is not anticipated to impact any archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5. 

While unlikely, if any previously unrecorded archaeological resource were identified 

during project ground-disturbing activities and were found to qualify as an historical 

resource per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or a unique archaeological resource, as 

defined in PRC Section 21083.2(g), any impacts to the resource resulting from the project 

could be potentially significant. Any such potential significant impacts would be reduced 

to a less than significant level by implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources), which ensures that work halts in the immediate 

area so that a qualified archaeological consultant can assess the find. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological 

Resources. 

If prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources are encountered, all 

construction activities within 100 feet shall halt and the Oro Loma Sanitary District 

shall be notified. A Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist shall inspect the 

findings within 24 hours of discovery. If it is determined that the project could 

damage a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource (as defined pursuant 

to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with PRC 

Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, with a preference for 

preservation in place. Consistent with Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place 

may be accomplished through planning construction to avoid the resource; 

incorporating the resource within open space; capping and covering the resource; or 

deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance is not feasible, 

a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan in 

consultation with the Oro Loma Sanitary District and the affiliated Native American 

tribe(s), if applicable. Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the 

applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources 

would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation, artifact 

collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the 

recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant 

resource to be impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions 

for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, 

curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to 

local and state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. 

c) No Impact. Paleontological resources are the fossilized evidence of past life found in the 

geologic record. Despite the tremendous volume of sedimentary rock deposits preserved 

worldwide, and the enormous number of organisms that have lived through time, 

preservation of plant or animal remains as fossils is an extremely rare occurrence. 

Because of the infrequency of fossil preservation, fossils—particularly vertebrate 

fossils—are considered to be nonrenewable resources. Because of their rarity, and the 

scientific information they can provide, fossils are highly significant records of ancient 

life. 
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Rock formations that are considered of paleontological sensitivity are those rock units 

that have yielded significant vertebrate or invertebrate fossil remains. This includes, but 

is not limited to, sedimentary rock units that contain significant paleontological resources 

anywhere within its geographic extent. The project area is underlain by artificial fill and 

San Francisco Bay Mud deposits. These types of soils would not likely yield significant 

paleontological remains because they are surface deposits that are not considered fossil-

bearing rock units. As such, the proposed project would have no impact to 

paleontological resources. 

d) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Through a records search and background 

research, no human remains are known to exist in the project area. Therefore, the 

proposed project is not anticipated to impact human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries. 

While unlikely, if any previously unknown human remains were encountered during 

ground disturbing activities, any impacts to the human remains resulting from the project 

could be potentially significant. Any such potential significant impacts would be reduced 

to a less than significant level by implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Human Remains), which ensures that the appropriate actions are followed 

including contacting the County coroner to assess the find. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains during construction 

activities, such activities within 100 feet of the find shall cease until the Alameda 

County Coroner has been contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause 

of death is required. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be 

contacted within 24 hours if it is determined that the remains are Native American. 

The NAHC will then identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely 

descendant from the deceased Native American, who in turn would make 

recommendations to the Oro Loma Sanitary District for the appropriate means of 

treating the human remains and any grave goods. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope for cumulative effects on cultural and paleontological resources includes 

the immediate vicinity of locations where the project could cause disturbance to historical 

resources, unique archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and/or human remains. As 

the project would not have an impact on historical resources of the built environment or 

paleontological resources there would be no cumulative impact. Similar to the proposed project, 

cumulative projects in the project vicinity could have a significant impact on previously 

undiscovered archaeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal 

cemeteries, during ground-disturbing activities. The potential impacts of the project when 

considered together with similar impacts from other probable future projects in the vicinity could 

result in a significant cumulative impact on buried archaeological resources or human remains. 

However, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would require that work 

halt in the vicinity of a find until it is evaluated by a Secretary of the Interior-qualified 

archaeologist, and in the case of human remains the County Coroner. In addition, cumulative 
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projects undergoing CEQA review would have similar types of inadvertent discovery measures. 

Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2, the proposed 

project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable, and the impact would be 

less than significant with mitigation. 
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3.8 Energy 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

 ENERGY — Would the project:     

a) Result in a substantial increase in overall or per capita 
energy consumption? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in wasteful or unnecessary consumption of 
energy? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Require or result in the construction of new sources of 
energy supplies or additional energy infrastructure 
capacity the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Conflict with applicable energy efficiency policies or 
standards? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. Construction of the project would involve both direct and indirect 

uses of energy, primarily in the form of fuel, throughout the construction period (i.e., 

2019). Direct energy use would include the consumption of petroleum for the operation 

of construction equipment (including excavators, cranes, compactors, a water truck, and 

handheld equipment), construction vehicles (such as delivery trucks), and employee 

vehicles. Indirect energy use would include the extraction and refining of crude oil to 

make the fuels used during construction of the project. Although this usage would 

represent an irreversible consumption of finite fossil fuel energy resources, the energy 

consumption associated with construction would be temporary and therefore would not 

result in long-term depletion or local or regional energy sources.  

Operation of the project would result in an increase in energy demand at the WWTP. 

Total energy usage at the WWTP would increase by 3,200 megawatt-hours per year once 

the project is operational. OLSD currently produces all of its power from solar panels, 

digesters, and a gas power plant, but as this project would not increase power production 

at the WWTP, the additional power would be purchased from PG&E.  

Residential energy usage in Alameda County for 2015 was 2,954,700 MWh, or about 1.8 

MWh per year, per capita (CEC, 2016). Non-residential energy usage in Alameda County 

during the same period was about 7,290,900 MWh (CEC, 2016). The amount of 

additional energy required by the project would be approximately the same amount used 

by 1780 people or 450 Alameda County households of four, and would be less than 0.01 

percent of the non-residential energy use in the County. The effect of the project on 

energy consumption would be less than significant. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Project construction would be short-term and 

would not result in the permanent increased use of non-renewable energy resources. 

Construction of the Project would be conducted in a manner consistent with the goals and 

strategies of state energy standards. Compliance with the state’s regulation for in-use off-
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road diesel vehicles that requires idling limitations to no more than five minutes and the 

idling requirements of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would ensure that fuel energy 

consumed in the construction phase would not be wasted through unnecessary idling. 

Therefore, energy consumption by construction activities would result in less-than-

significant impacts pertaining to inefficient or wasteful consumption of energy.  

The project would install modern equipment to achieve improved water quality during 

operations. The operational energy demands of the project would not increase reliance on 

non-renewable resources, and implementation of the project would not result in the use of 

large amounts of energy in a wasteful manner. 

c) Less than Significant. Construction of the proposed project would require a minimal 

amount of energy. Operation would nearly double the existing energy demand of the 

secondary treatment process at the WWTP. Should PG&E service to the WWTP need to 

be upgraded to serve the new energy demand, substantial changes to PG&E infrastructure 

to serve the WWTP would require review by the California Public Utilities Commission, 

which would act as lead agency for purposes of CEQA. This impact would be less than 

significant. 

d) No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any energy efficiency policies 

or standards and would have no impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope for the analysis of potential cumulative impacts related to energy resources 

encompasses the WWTP area and the broader region. Construction of the proposed project would 

entail use of fuels and electricity for typical construction practices; however, because project-

specific, construction-related energy demand would be temporary and not be expected to have a 

material effect on energy resources or result in wasteful or unnecessary use of energy, the 

temporal scope of impacts associated with the project would be limited to operation of the 

project.  

Operation of the proposed WWTP improvements would require the use of additional energy, and 

could result in consumption of large amounts of fuel, or result in demand for electricity that is 

greater than demand under existing conditions. However, as described above, the design of project 

facilities and processes encourage energy efficiency and conservation, and would not result in the 

wasteful use of fuel or energy. Other cumulative projects in the area would also require use of fuel 

and energy for construction and operation activities, and could result in increased demand on local 

and regional energy resources. Other projects within and/or near the WWTP would also be required 

to comply with applicable policies and energy efficiency measures. The cumulative effect of these 

projects, while potentially increasing energy demand, would not result in wasteful use of fuel or 

energy. Accordingly, no significant cumulative impact would result from the cumulative scenario to 

which the Master Plan’s incremental impact could contribute. 
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3.9 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

6. GEOLOGY and Soils —  
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

The USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has a single mapped soil type for the 

site: Reyes clay, drained.  

In a decision issued in 2015, the California Supreme Court ruled CEQA generally does not 

require that public agencies analyze the impact existing environmental conditions might have on 

a project’s future users or residents. California Building Industry Association v Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369 (2015). An agency must analyze how 

environmental conditions might adversely affect a project’s residents or users only where the 

project itself might worsen existing environmental hazards in a way that will adversely affect 

them, or if one of the provisions of CEQA which require such an analysis for certain airport, 

school, and housing projects applies. In addition to stating this general rule, the court invalidated 

provisions of the CEQA Guidelines that stated exposure of people or structures to seismic hazards 

were an impact within the ambit of CEQA.  
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a.i-a.iv) Less than Significant. The site is located in a seismically-active region of California that 

is part of the Coast Ranges geomorphic province. This region is characterized by 

northwest trending valleys and mountain ranges running subparallel to the San Andreas 

Fault Zone. The closest active fault to the project site is the Hayward Fault Zone which is 

located approximately 3 miles to the east (Jennings, et al. 2010). The project site is not 

located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone nor is it located on or immediately 

adjacent to an active or potentially active fault. The active faults nearest to the project site 

are the Hayward Fault located approximately 3 miles east of the project site, and the San 

Andreas Fault located approximately 15 miles southwest. The Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) has developed Earthquake Shaking Hazard Maps, which predict 

the potential for ground shaking during major earthquakes on the active faults in the Bay 

Area. The proposed project is located in an area with high earthquake shaking potential 

(ABAG, 2016).  

The proposed project would not include the construction of any habitable structures. 

Although liquefaction may occur at the site, the potential damage would be minimized 

through the implementation of current building code requirements. The proposed project 

would be required to adhere to the most current version of the California Building Code, 

which includes specifications and seismic design criteria that are created to reduce 

damage from anticipated seismic hazards. 

Project construction and operations would not include any activities that would worsen 

the existing seismic or landslide hazards in the area because the project would not alter 

groundwater levels or groundwater and surface water drainage and flow patterns, and 

would not excavate adjacent to areas of landslide hazard or excavate such that subsurface 

stratigraphy under the project site would be more susceptible to liquefaction or 

groundshaking.  

Therefore, based on the current project location and design, which does not include 

housing or facilities for human occupancy, the potential for damage to property or 

injury/loss of life to people to worsen as a result of the project is considered less than 

significant. 

b) Less than Significant. Construction of the project, including ground disturbing activities 

such as grading and other related earthwork, would temporarily increase site exposure to 

erosion. Construction ground disturbance would occur during the dry season (from July 

through September), however, reducing the likelihood of any sediment mobilization by 

rain. In addition, the area exposed would be much less than one acre and is surrounded by 

impervious WWTP land where storm water is collected and routed to the WWTP 

headworks for treatment. In addition, as discussed below in Section 3.12, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, the project would not alter the existing drainage patterns such that new 

erosion or sedimentation would result. The impact would be less than significant.  

c) Less than Significant. As stated in a) above, the project site is underlain by soft Bay 

Mud deposits and fill materials placed during original construction of the existing 
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WWTP. If not engineered to current standards, fill materials and Bay Mud deposits could 

be inadequate to support new improvements such as those proposed by the project. The 

proposed project would be required to adhere to requirements of the most recent version 

of the California Building Code, which includes specifications for site preparations such 

as compaction requirements for foundations. Therefore, with incorporation of building 

code requirements, the potential impacts associated with unstable soils would be less than 

significant. Potential impacts related to liquefaction are discussed under item a.i-a.iv) 

above. 

d) Less than Significant. Depending on the clay and silt content, some soils can expand or 

shrink with changes in water content. The project would add approximately 3,000 square 

feet of new impervious surface to the already-developed site in the form of structures 

(blowers) but, due to the location of this impervious area, storm water draining from this 

impervious area would continue to be collected by existing storm water collection 

facilities onsite. The project thus would not substantially alter site drainage, thereby not 

altering the existing soil water content and resulting in a less-than-significant impact 

related to worsening expansive soils. 

e) No Impact. The proposed project does not require the use of septic tanks or any other 

alternative wastewater disposal system. Therefore, the project would have no impact 

related to the support of septic systems. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts related to geology and soils are generally localized and do not result in regionally 

cumulative impacts. Geologic conditions can vary significantly over short distances creating 

entirely different effects elsewhere. Unless a project would alter the soils and rock underlying 

other adjacent projects or affect the susceptibility of surrounding land to landslides, impacts 

related to geologic, soils, and seismic hazards would be limited to the project site. The geographic 

scope of cumulative impacts related to geologic, soils, or seismic hazards therefore includes the 

project site and any projects immediately adjacent to it. As shown in Table 3-1, there are no other 

projects within the area and immediate vicinity; for this reason, there would be no cumulative 

impact related to geology, soils, and seismicity to which the project could contribute.  
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3.10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —  
Would the project: 

    

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they 

capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, similar to a 

greenhouse. The most abundant GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere are carbon dioxide (CO2), 

methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O). The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as a 

driving force for global climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across 

regulatory authorities and the scientific community, but in general can be described as the 

changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural fluctuations and the impact of human activities 

that alter the composition of the global atmosphere. Both natural processes and human activities 

emit GHGs. Global climate change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be 

measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation and temperature. Although there is disagreement 

as to the speed of global warming and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, 

the vast majority of the scientific community now agrees that there is a direct link between 

increased emission of GHGs and long term global temperature. Potential global warming impacts 

in California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme 

heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years. 

Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in 

disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.  

GHG-related impacts are considered to be exclusively cumulative impacts; there are no significant 

noncumulative GHG emissions impacts from a climate change perspective (CAPCOA, 2008). 

a) Less than Significant. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has 

adopted GHG significance thresholds of 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(CO2e) per year for stationary source projects and 1,100 metric tons CO2e per year for 

projects non-stationary source projects (BAAQMD, 2017a). Based on the following analysis, 

construction and operation of the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly 

or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. 

Construction 

Since the project would not be a stationary GHG emission source, annual construction 

emissions that exceed the BAAQMD’s GHG significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons 

of CO2e per year would be considered to result in a significant impact on the 
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environment. The total construction emissions over the full construction duration were 

estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod v.2016.3.1). 

Model outputs and assumptions can be found in Appendix A. The result of the GHG 

emissions associated with project construction would result in the generation of 

approximately 507 metric tons of CO2e. Since construction of the proposed project 

would not exceed the BAAQMD’s 1,100 metric tons per year CO2e significance 

threshold, this would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Operation 

Once construction is complete, the project would result in virtually no direct sources of 

GHG emissions; however, there would be an increase in indirect emissions associated 

with the increase in electricity consumption due to the proposed optimized treatment 

process. According to the OLSD, the WWTP secondary treatment process current energy 

consumption is 4,700,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year; after all of the proposed 

improvements to the facility are complete, the energy consumption required for the 

optimized secondary treatment process would increase by 3,200,000 kWh per year to 

7,900,000 kWh per year (HDR, 2017).  

Table 3-3 summarizes the net increase in GHG emissions associated with the proposed 

project using GHG emission factors provided by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA, 2017) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E, 2015) for 

electricity use. As shown in Table 3-3, the net increase in GHG emissions would not 

exceed the BAAQMD’s 1,100 metric tons per year CO2e significance threshold. 

Consequently, the proposed project would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions 

during operation, this would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

TABLE 3-3 
INDIRECT GHG EMISSIONS FROM ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Category GHG Emissions (MTPY)1 

Existing Energy Consumption (4,700,000 KWh per year) 

CO2 654 

CH4 0.1 

N2O 0.01 

CO2e 659 

Future Energy Consumption (7,900,000 KWh per year) 

CO2 1,100 

CH4 0.1 

N2O 0.01 

CO2e 1,108 

Net Increase in GHG Emissions (3,200,000 KWh per year) 

CO2 446 

CH4 0.05 

N2O 0.01 

CO2e 449 

BAAQMD GHG Significance Threshold 1,100 

Exceed Threshold (Yes or No)? No 

NOTES: MTPY = Metric Tons per Year KWh = Kilowatt-hour 

1 Modeling details can be found in Appendix A. 

SOURCE: USEPA, 2017; PG&E, 2015. 
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b) Less than Significant. Since the proposed project is located in an unincorporated area of 

Alameda County, the most applicable GHG plan is the Alameda County Community 

Climate Action Plan (CCAP, 2014). The CCAP was adopted by the Alameda County 

Board of Supervisors on February 4, 2014 and outlines the County’s goal of reducing 

GHG emissions to 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 80 percent below 1990 

levels by 2050. The CCAP identifies 14 GHG reduction measures in the areas of 

transportation, land use, energy, water conservation, waste strategies and green 

infrastructure.  None of the GHG reduction measures applies directly to a WWTP. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the adopted CCAP. 

In addition to the CCAP, the Proposed Project would not conflict with the Assembly 

Bill 32 (California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or 

AB 32), also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act), and BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean 

Air Plan (2017 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2017b). AB 32 requires the California Air Resources 

Board to design and implement feasible and cost-effective emissions limits, regulations, 

and other measures, such that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 

2020 (representing a 25-percent reduction in emissions). The 2017 CAP contains 35 

control measures aimed at reducing GHG emissions in the Bay Area. The 2017 CAP has 

two GHG measures applicable to operation of WWTPs: WR1 (Limit Greenhouse gas’ 

(GHGs) from POTWs [Publicly-Owned Treatment Works]) and WR2 (Support Water 

Conservation). Since the proposed optimization of the WWTP would not affect the 

existing production of recycled water at the facility or result in a substantial increase in 

GHG emissions, the proposed project would not conflict with the implementation of the 

GHG reduction measures found in 2017 CAP. The BAAQMD GHG thresholds were 

designed to meet the AB32 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. As 

discussed under item a), the proposed project would not result in any temporary or new 

permanent sources of GHG emissions that would exceed the BAAQMD’s 1,100 metric 

tons per year CO2e significance threshold. Since the BAAQMD GHG significance 

threshold would not be exceeded, the project would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable increase in GHG emissions that would impair the State's ability to implement 

AB 32. This impact would be less than significant. 
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3.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a, b) Less than Significant. Project construction activities would likely require the use of 

limited quantities of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, lubricants, and solvents. The 

improper use, storage, handling, transport or disposal of hazardous materials during 

construction could result in an accidental release exposing construction workers, the 

public and the environment, including soil and/or ground or surface water, to adverse 

effects.  

However, there are laws and regulations that govern the transport, use, storage, handling 

and disposal of hazardous materials to reduce the potential hazards associated with these 

activities. California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) is 

responsible for developing and enforcing workplace safety standards, including the 

handling and use of hazardous materials. Transportation of hazardous materials is 

regulated by the federal Department of Transportation (DOT) and California DOT or 
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Caltrans. Together, federal and State agencies determine driver-training requirements, 

load labeling procedures, and container specifications designed to minimize the risk of 

accidental release. Therefore, the transport, use, storage, handling and disposal of 

hazardous materials for the proposed project would be adequately controlled through 

existing regulatory requirements and the potential impact during construction would be 

less than significant.  

Operation and maintenance of the proposed project would also involve the transport, use, 

storage and disposal of small quantities of hazardous materials such as cleaners, fuels, 

lubricants, and hydraulic fluids that would be relatively consistent with existing 

operations. In addition, a greater amount of ferric chloride would be used at the WWTP. 

Handling of hazardous materials is covered by federal and State laws which minimize 

worker safety risks from both physical and chemical hazards in the workplace. As such, 

workers would be HAZWOPER trained as required for the activities involving hazardous 

materials. Businesses that use hazardous materials are required to submit a Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan to the local Certified Unified Program Agency, which performs 

inspections to ensure compliance with hazardous materials labeling, training, and storage 

regulations. For example, hazardous materials must be stored in containers according to 

the manufacturer’s guidelines and appropriately labeled. As an existing facility with 

current use of hazardous materials, the Hazardous Materials Business Plan would be 

required to be updated to reflect any changes that might occur from the proposed project. 

Construction and operation of the project would also be required to comply with the 

California fire code and local building codes. 

Compliance with existing safety regulations and widely-accepted industry standards 

would minimize the hazard to the public and the environment. Therefore, with 

compliance with existing laws and regulations governing the transport, use, storage, 

handling and disposal of hazardous materials, the proposed project would have a less-

than-significant impact. 

c) No Impact. As discussed in item b) above, the project could involve handling of 

hazardous materials during construction and operation. Compliance with environmental 

laws and regulations would reduce the potential for any release of those materials to 

adversely affect onsite workers, the environment or the public. There are no schools 

located within one-quarter mile of the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no 

impact related to potential exposure of hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or wastes within one-quarter mile of a school. 

d) Less than Significant. The project site is included on the databases maintained by the 

State Water Resources Control Board as a closed Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

(LUST) cleanup site. The potential contaminant of concern was diesel. The location 

provided in the SWRCB database does not correspond to any previous development at the 

WWTP; however, fuel oil storage occurred at the WWTP approximately 400 feet northeast 

of the access area excavation. The case has been closed since July 18, 2000. The database 

also lists neighboring LUST cleanup sites at 2584 and 2600 Grant Avenue. 2584 Grant 
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Avenue is located immediately adjacent to the project site at the Thompson and Thompson 

Fence Company. The potential contaminate of concern was gasoline from an underground 

storage tank removed in 1992. The groundwater surrounding the site was periodically 

sampled between 1996 and 2005. Results of the sampling indicated that the groundwater 

contaminates were all below water quality criteria. 2600 Grant Avenue is located across the 

street from the project site. The released chemicals included benzene, diesel and gasoline 

from an underground storage tank removed in 1992. The impacted soils were excavated, as 

a result soil and groundwater samples confirmed that the site was eligible for closure as of 

June 3, 2013. Groundwater generally flows in a southerly direction from the site towards 

the main interceptor in Grant Avenue, where it is collected and treated by the WWTP. 

Concentration limits of contaminants in soil do not exceed limits for construction workers 

(RWQCB, 2013; SWRCB, 2012). Because these sites have been closed in compliance with 

robust regulatory requirements, the project would not create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment. The impact would be less than significant.  

e) Less than Significant. The proposed project is located approximately 1.5 miles 

northwest of the Hayward Executive Airport located a 20301 Skywest Drive in Hayward. 

The Hayward Executive Airport is comprised of a 543-acre campus with two parallel 

runways, and owned and operated by the City of Hayward. Construction and operation of 

the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for people working in the project 

area. Additionally, the project area, although located greater than two miles from the 

Oakland International Airport, is within the Oakland International Airport influence area. 

The Hayward Executive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan published by the Alameda 

County Community Development Department in August 2012 (ESA, 2012), is the 

official airport land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) for the Hayward Executive Airport. 

Based on a review of the Hayward Executive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the 

project site lies within the Airport Influence Area for the Hayward Executive Airport; 

however, the project site is located outside of the community noise equivalent level 

(CNEL) noise exposure contour for the Hayward Executive Airport. 

Although the ALUC does not have the authority under state law to require that all 

actions, regulations, and permits be referred for review, the ALUC requests that certain 

types of actions be referred to the ALUC for determination of consistency with the 

ALUCP prior to their approval by the local jurisdiction. For example, the scope or 

character of certain proposed major land use actions, including other non-residential 

development such as wastewater treatment facilities, is such that their compatibility with 

airport activity may be cause for concern. Even though these actions may be generally 

consistent with the local general plan or specific plan, sufficient detail may not be known 

to enable a full airport compatibility evaluation at the time that the general plan or 

specific plan is reviewed. The project site is not located within the 7 safety zones 

identified in the ALUC. However, the ALUC identifies that land uses with certain 

characteristics could represent a hazard to safe air navigation in the vicinity of Hayward 

Executive Airport. These characteristics include, but are not limited to: (1) land uses that 

generate smoke or rising columns of air, and (2) land uses within approach and climb out 
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areas that attract large concentrations of birds. The proposed project is not expected to 

generate measurable amounts of smoke or steam and would not attract large 

concentrations of wildlife (birds) that might pose a hazard to safe air navigation. For 

these reasons, the impact would be less than significant.  

f) No Impact. The proposed project is not within two miles of a private airstrip. There 

would be no impact. 

g) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not significantly interfere with 

emergency response plans or evacuation plans because it would not impede or require 

diversion of rescue vehicles or evacuation traffic in the event of a life-threatening 

emergency. The impact would be less than significant. 

h) No Impact. The project site is located in an industrial area of San Lorenzo. The project 

site is not located within any Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (County of Alameda, 

2010). No impact would occur.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Impacts that could result from the project’s use of hazardous materials would be primarily restricted 

to the project area and immediate vicinity; therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts is 

limited to the project area and immediate vicinity. As shown in Table 3-1, there are no other 

projects within the area and immediate vicinity; for this reason, there would be no cumulative 

impact related to hazardous and hazardous materials to which the project could contribute.  
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3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —  
Would the project: 

    

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a, f) Less than Significant. 

Construction 

Storm water runoff from soil disturbance associated with construction activities is a 

common source of pollutants to receiving waters. Storm water runoff can also convey 

fuels and hazardous materials used during construction if releases were to occur. All 

project ground-disturbing activities would occur within the WWTP fenceline, where 

storm water is collected and routed to the WWTP headworks for treatment.  

The project would also rehabilitate the existing outfall pipelines using cure-in-place pipe 

(CIPP). As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the CIPP would be installed in 
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the dry pipelines by inversion. Hot water would be circulated through the inverted CIPP 

and liner to complete the curing process, and the curing water would be collected and 

treated prior to discharge or disposal. The inversion method ensures that the hot water 

circulating in the pipelines during curing is contained. The pipelines would not be open to 

water until the structural liner is dry. Use of the inversion method, hot water curing, and 

collection and treatment of cure water would reduce the potential to adversely affect 

water quality to less-than-significant levels.  

All water associated with project construction would be collected and treated prior to 

discharge or disposal; project construction would therefore result in less-than-significant 

impacts related to water quality. 

Operation 

Oro Loma Sanitary District is one of the member agencies of the East Bay Dischargers 

Authority (EBDA). The EBDA member agencies are subject to waste discharge 

requirements set forth in RWQCB Order No. R2-2017-0016 (NPDES No. CA0037869; 

RWQCB, 2017). This Order applies to the EBDA Common Outfall (where effluent from 

the agencies is generally discharged into San Francisco Bay) as well as the water 

pollution control plants and collection systems of the City of Hayward, City of San 

Leandro, Oro Loma and Castro Valley Sanitary Districts, and Raymond A Boege 

Alvarado. The Livermore-Amador Valley Water Management Agency discharge to the 

EBDA system is also included in this Order.  

As described in Order Attachment F (Fact Sheet), Item II.A.1.f, the EBDA agencies’ 

collection and treatment systems are generally designed for up to a 10-year storm; 

however, capacity of the EBDA Common Outfall is reduced during high storm tides, and 

under such conditions the Oro Loma WWTP is not be able to convey all of the treated 

effluent through the EBDA pipeline to the Common Outfall. Under existing permitted 

operations, secondary-treated, dechlorinated effluent can be released to San Francisco 

Bay over the existing emergency overflow weir at the WWTP during wet weather events.  

The RWQCB has stated that adverse effects will not occur during these conditions 

because the bypasses consist of secondary-treated wastewater that must comply with 

all effluent limits. Further, these bypasses occur rarely (most recently in 1998) and 

only during peak wet weather events, where tidal mixing will greatly dilute the 

discharge in Lower San Francisco Bay. Bypassing to Lower San Francisco Bay is 

preferable to discharging to San Lorenzo Creek because San Lorenzo Creek is a 

smaller, more sensitive water body, comprised entirely of shallow and fresh waters 

not subject to the strong tidal mixing that occurs in Lower San Francisco Bay 

(RWQCB, 2017). The last time OLSD had to use the overflow weir was during a 25-

year storm in 1998 (RWQCB, 2012). Currently OLSD uses all other equalization 

facilities in the WWTP prior to discharging over the emergency overflow weir.  

The project would optimize secondary treatment to enhance nutrient removal and 

rehabilitate the existing outfall pipelines for use during wet weather, and would allow 

OLSD would to direct advanced secondary-treated dechlorinated effluent to San 



3. Environmental Checklist 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 3-51 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

Francisco Bay via the existing outfall pipelines as needed to prevent flooding during wet 

weather conditions. OLSD evaluated the dilution of the proposed intermittent peak wet 

weather discharges from the existing outfall pipelines (RMA, 2017). The RMA Bay-

Delta model was used for this analysis, and is a well-established tool for analysis of 

hydrodynamic and water quality in the Bay and Delta. The RMA Bay-Delta Model has 

been used extensively for analysis of wastewater discharges throughout the Bay and 

Delta. Enhanced grid model detail was added in the vicinity to better represent the 

existing emergency overflow weir, outfall pipelines, San Lorenzo Creek, Bockman 

Canal, and marsh area north of San Lorenzo Creek. Modeling efforts indicate frequency 

of occurrence of 0-8 times per year with a discharge period of between 0 and 12 hours 

(one tidal cycle). During these discharge periods,  effluent released through the existing 

outfall pipelines could temporarily result in a maximum plume area of approximately 

47.3 acres of the Bay with a dilution ratio of 5:1 or lower on a 12-hour basis. Over a 24-

hour basis, the 5:1 plume area would diminish to a maximum of 15.3 acres (or minimum 

of less than one acre depending on the storm event and tidal conditions; RMA, 2017). 

The area of 5:1 or less dilution would be spatially localized around the outfall and 

temporally limited to specific wet weather events. In general, lowest plume dilution 

occurs under conditions of low tide and low creek inflows. Higher tides and higher 

creek inflows increase dilution. Use of the existing outfall pipelines would occur 

during peak wet weather events, when tidal mixing dilution is strong and adjacent 

creek inflows are relatively high, conditions likely to increase initial dilution and 

reduce plume area.  

The treatment optimization proposed would improve the quality of the effluent by 

reducing the annual average ammonia and total nitrogen loads by 80 percent and 50 

percent, respectively (presuming current primary effluent wastewater ammonia 

concentrations over a 20-year planning period), and consequently would reduce oxygen 

demand in the effluent, which based on monitoring data between 2012 and 2016 has not 

been above current effluent limitations (HDR, 2016; RWQCB, 2017). This reduction in 

nutrient loading and oxygen demand would improve water quality compared to existing 

WWTP effluent. No new pollutants would be introduced to the effluent as part of the 

project, nor would the mass loading of any other pollutants increase.   

The OLSD is seeking waste discharge requirements for the proposed discharge through 

the outfall pipelines, and anticipates that the proposed discharge requirements would 

include maintaining average ammonia levels in effluent below 2 milligrams per liter and 

total nitrogen reductions of 50 percent on an annual basis compared to existing total 

nitrogen loadings. Any future waste discharge requirements would involve coordination 

with the RWQCB and would assign effluent limitations to the outfall pipelines discharge 

that would be protective of beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan. This would not 

adversely affect the WWTP’s ability to comply with existing waste discharge 

requirements to the EBDA outfall and would enhance, not degrade water quality. 

Because operation of the project would increase nutrient removal, it would not inhibit the 

ability of the WWTP to comply with existing waste discharge requirements and would 

enhance, not degrade water quality. The impact would be less-than-significant. 
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b)  Less than Significant. Project construction would involve subsurface excavation that 

may encounter groundwater. If encountered during excavation, groundwater would have 

to be pumped out of the excavated access area in order to create a dry work surface. 

However, this dewatering activity would be temporary and unlikely to substantially affect 

local groundwater levels.  

The project would not involve long-term groundwater extraction as part of operations, 

and less than 5,000 square feet of new impervious surface would be created by the project 

(in the form of new blowers). Therefore, potential impacts of the project on groundwater 

supplies, recharge, or the local groundwater table would be less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant. Currently all storm water that falls at the WWTP is collected 

onsite and routed to the influent channel for treatment. Most of the WWTP is paved or 

otherwise impervious. The project would add approximately 3,000 square feet of new 

impervious surface to the already-developed site in the form of structures (blowers) but, 

due to the location of this impervious area, storm water draining from this impervious 

area would continue to be collected by existing storm water collection facilities onsite. 

The project would not otherwise alter the existing drainage patterns such that new erosion 

or sedimentation would result. The impact would be less than significant. 

d) Less than Significant. As described above in item c), the project would add impervious 

area to the WWTP but would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area (by which 

storm water is collected and routed to the influent channel for treatment). Drainage 

patterns and runoff rates at the site would not be substantially altered, and thus the project 

would not increase the potential for on- or offsite flooding, a less-than-significant impact. 

e) Less than Significant. As discussed above, runoff from the new impervious area would 

be accommodated within the existing storm water collection system at the WWTP. 

Runoff water quality from the project areas during construction and operation would be 

similar to current WWTP storm water quality; regardless, it would be treated at the 

WWTP prior to discharge. The impact would be less than significant. 

g) No Impact. The project does not include construction of housing and there would be no 

impact with respect to this criterion. 

h) Less than Significant. The southern-most old secondary clarifier is within Zone AO 

(depth of flooding 1 foot), but otherwise all project activities would not occur in flood 

hazard zones as mapped by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA, 2009). 

The project proposes to use this existing structure and would not place new structures that 

could impede or redirect flood flows in this area. This impact would be less than 

significant.  

i) No Impact. The project would not exacerbate existing flood hazards in the area. There 

would be no impact.  
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j) No Impact. The project would not exacerbate existing risk for inundation by seiche, 

tsunami, or mudflow. There would be no impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Concurrent construction of the project and other projects in the cumulative geographic area could 

result in increased erosion of exposed soils during land disturbing activities and subsequent 

sedimentation, which could have a cumulative effect on the water quality of receiving waters. 

Also, any inadvertent release of fuels or other hazardous materials during concurrent construction 

of projects could affect the water quality in the stream channels or storm drains that eventually 

flow into San Francisco Bay. As described under a, f), above, all waters encountered or used 

within the main plant site during construction (including construction dewatering, stormwater and 

water used as part of dust control) would be managed by and discharged to the WWTP storm 

drainage system, which is routed to the headworks for treatment and subsequently discharged as 

per OLSD’s existing NPDES permit, which incorporates discharge limits for listed pollutants and 

constituents. Adherence to the requirements of the existing NPDES permit would reduce potential 

cumulative impacts associated with stormwater runoff and water quality associated with 

construction of the project. 

Operation of the project would not represent a substantial land use change within the watershed 

compared to current conditions at the site and in the surrounding area. The project site is currently 

paved with impervious surfaces and storm runoff generated at the project site would be similar to 

the existing runoff onsite. Stormwater runoff would continue to be managed in a manner similar 

to existing conditions. The NPDES discharge requirements, established by the RWQCB, are 

themselves measures based on consideration of cumulative effect. Although other projects listed 

in Table 3-1 that are located along the waterfront or within the watershed could also involve 

similar activities that could affect water quality in receiving waters, the project’s contribution to 

this cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable given compliance with existing 

regulations. 
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3.13 Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

10. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. As noted above, the project site is located within the Grant Avenue Industrial 

Area (County of Alameda, 2010). The surrounding community is comprised of other 

Public and Industrial uses, including adjacent properties developed as the OLSD WWTP, 

OLSD biosolid drying beds, a wooden palette manufacturing facility, and trucking yards 

and storage facilities. The project would replace and upgrade existing public facilities, 

and thus would not result in the direct or indirect physical division of an established 

community. No impact is expected. 

b) Less than Significant. Land use at the project site are designated by the Alameda County 

Eden Area General Plan (2010) for Public land uses with a zoning designation of public-

quasi public land. The Public Land Use category covers multiple uses including schools, 

libraries, churches, and public medical facilities, and other facilities that have a unique 

public character, such as water treatment facilities. Industrial land use parcels are used for 

production and manufacturing and accommodate buildings such as warehouses, self-

storage facilities and production-oriented small businesses (County of Alameda, 2010). 

The proposed project would not conflict with land use designations/zoning or current 

uses at the site. Note that pursuant to California Government Code Section 53091 the 

project is exempt from compliance with local zoning ordinances.  

Portions of the project site are within the Bay and work within the outfall and within 100 

feet of the Bay (i.e., the shoreline band, which extends into portions of the treatment 

plant) may be subject to the San Francisco Bay Plan, implemented by the San Francisco 

Bay Conservation and Development Commission. The Bay Plan guides the protection 

and use of the Bay and its shoreline. Under the McAteer-Petris Act, the Bay Plan 

provides policy direction regarding the placement of fill; extraction of materials; 

substantial changes in use of land, water, or structures within its jurisdiction; protection 

of the Bay habitat and shoreline; and public access to the Bay. As described in Chapter 2, 

Project Description, the project is limited to minor improvements to existing facilities. 

With respect to the project’s potential to affect Bay habitat and the shoreline, refer to 
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Section 3.6, Biological Resources, and 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality. As described 

in Section 3.18, Recreation, construction and operation of the project would not affect the 

Bay Trail or other nearby recreational facilities. As described in Section 3.3, Aesthetics, 

the project would not block views to the Bay or nearby tidal marsh habitat, and project 

components within the 100-foot shoreline band would not be visible from the Bay Trail 

(as this work would be underground). Construction activities include prompt removal of 

the pipe coupon from the Bay end of the outfall pipelines. Consequently, the project is 

not considered inconsistent with the San Francisco Bay Plan.  

The proposed project is being designed to comply with environmental plans and policies 

that regulate wastewater treatment, including RWQCB NPDES Permits and San 

Francisco Basin Plan and Antidegradation Policy, and Bay Area Air Quality Management 

guidelines, as discussed in the respective analysis sections in this IS/MND. Compliance 

with these environmental plans and policies would ensure the project is compatible with 

applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations. 

c) No Impact. The project site does not lie within the jurisdiction of a habitat conservation 

plan or natural community conservation plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope for potential cumulative land use impacts encompasses the WWTP and 

adjacent areas. No other projects are proposed in the geographic scope. Because the project would 

have no impact on land use, it would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on these resources. 
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3.14 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a, b) No Impact. The project site is located in an area classified as MRZ-1, with no known 

significant mineral deposits present (CDMG, 1987). In addition, there are no mines, 

mineral plants, oil, gas, or geothermal wells located at the project site (USGS, 2003; 

CDC, 2017). The local land use plans do not indicate presence of locally important 

mineral resources for the project site (Alameda County, 1994). The proposed project 

would not involve mining onsite. Therefore, the construction or operation of the proposed 

project would not result in the loss of availability of any existing significant mineral 

resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Because the project would have no impact on mineral resources, it would not contribute to any 

potential cumulative impacts on mineral resources. 
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3.15 Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

12. NOISE — Would the project result in:     

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) For a project located within an airport 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The proposed project is located within an unincorporated area of 

Alameda County. According to the County’s municipal code, Article 6.60.070 

(Exceptions), construction noise is exempt from the County’s noise standards provided it 

is limited to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 

between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday. Since project 

construction would not occur outside of the County’s construction noise exception hours, 

project construction would not result in a violation of the County’s noise standards and 

would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Following construction, the only permanent noise sources would be the blowers to 

support the fine-bubble diffuser aeration system and new high efficiency electric pumps 

to convey secondary effluent through the existing outfall pipelines. According to the 

County’s municipal code 6.60.040 (Exterior Noise Level Standards), sensitive receptors 

exposed to noise levels that exceed 65 dBA Leq/85 dBA Lmax during the daytime hours 

(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or 60 dBA Leq/80 dBA Lmax during the nighttime hours 

(10:00 pm to 7:00 a.m.) would result in a violation of the County’s noise standards. Since 

there are 1,300 feet of industrial intervening industrial buildings/structures between the 

WWTP and nearest sensitive receptor, it is unlikely that operational noise levels at the 

nearest sensitive receptor would exceed the County’s daytime or nighttime exterior noise 

standards. Therefore, project operation would not result in a violation of the County’s 

noise standards and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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b) Less than Significant. Vibration impacts from construction activities primarily occur as 

a result of large or impact equipment use. The proposed project would not include 

blasting, drilling, or other activities typically associated with groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise. In addition, there are no uses in the vicinity of the project site that are 

sensitive to vibration. This impact would be less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant. Once construction is complete, operations at the WWTP would be 

similar to current operations with the exception of new blowers to support the fine-bubble 

diffuser aeration system and new high efficiency electric pumps to convey secondary 

effluent through the existing outfall pipelines. Since there are 1,300 feet of industrial 

intervening industrial buildings/structures between the WWTP and nearest sensitive 

receptor, it is unlikely that operational noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor would 

perceptible. There would be no increase in worker vehicle and haul trips. Since the 

project would not result in an increase in existing noise levels during operation, this 

would be a less-than-significant impact. 

d) Less than Significant. Construction activity noise levels at the project site would 

fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of use of various pieces 

of construction equipment. Construction of the proposed project would begin in June 

2019, and be completed in March 2020. Construction activities associated with the 

proposed project would involve some excavation and earth movement. Table 3-4 shows 

typical reference noise levels of off-road construction equipment likely to be used during 

project construction. 

TABLE 3-4 
REFERENCE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS (50 FEET FROM SOURCE) 

Type of Equipment Lmax, dBA Hourly Leq, dBA/% Use1 

Grader 85 81/40% 

Concrete Mixer Truck 85 81/40% 

Pneumatic Tools 85 82/50% 

Air Compressor 80 76/40% 

Crane 85 77/16% 

Excavator 85 81/40% 

NOTES: 

1  Percent used during the given time period (usually an hour – hourly Leq) were obtained from the FHWA Roadway 
Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. 

SOURCE: FHWA, 2006. 

 

The operation of each piece of off-road equipment within the project area would not be 

constant throughout the day, as equipment would be turned off when not in use. Most of 

the time over a typical work day, the equipment would operate at different locations 

within the project area and would not likely operate concurrently. However, for a more 

conservative approximation of construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor, 

it is assumed for this analysis that two of the loudest pieces of construction equipment 
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would operate at the same time and location within the project area nearest to an offsite 

sensitive land use.  

The nearest potentially sensitive land uses surrounding the proposed project site consist 

of high-density single-family residences located approximately 1,300 feet to the north 

and 2,000 feet to the east. Using the reference noise levels provided in Table 3-4, a crane 

and grader running at the same time and location could generate a maximum noise level 

of 88 dBA from a distance of 50 feet. Assuming 7.5 dB per doubling of distance drop-off 

rate, the nearest single-family residence located approximately 1,300 feet north of the 

project area could be exposed to noise levels of 53 dBA Lmax and 49 dBA Leq during 

project construction. 

Single-family residences near the WWTP are subject to elevated existing noise sources 

typical of an urban environment, which include vehicular traffic noise along Railroad 

Avenue, Grant Avenue, and Bockman Road and aircraft noise from Hayward Executive 

and Oakland International airports. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA), typical ambient noise levels for a normal suburban residential 

environment range from 53 to 57 dBA Ldn (USEPA, 1974). As discussed above, the 

nearest residences to the WWTP could be exposed to construction noise levels as high as 

53 dBA Lmax during the daytime hours. Since on-site construction activities would only 

occur during the daytime hours when ambient noise levels are at their highest, the single-

family residences would not be exposed to project-related construction noise that would 

result in a temporary substantial noise increase over existing conditions. This would 

result in a less-than-significant impact.  

e) Less than Significant. The proposed project is located within 1.5 miles of Hayward 

Executive Airport. The proposed project would not result in the introduction of a new 

noise-sensitive land use. Noise from aircraft activity at this airport would be a source of 

noise contributing to the noise environment at the WWTP. However, the WWTP is 

located outside the 65 dBA contour for the airport, and hence would be normally 

acceptable for the proposed uses with respect to noise. Consequently, the proposed 

project would have a less-than significant impact with regard to exposure of people 

residing or working to excessive noise levels from a public airport. 

f) No Impact. The proposed project would not be located within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip. Therefore, there would be no impact with regard to exposure of people residing 

or working to excessive noise levels from a private airstrip.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic context for changes in the noise and vibration environment due to the propose 

project would be localized in mainly adjacent urban areas of the community of San Lorenzo. In 

order to contribute to a cumulative construction noise impact, another project in close proximity 

would have to be under construction at the same time as the proposed project. There are 

foreseeable development projects at various locations near the proposed project site, currently in 

the planning stages, which could be constructed and operational in the foreseeable future. The 
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largest cumulative projects in close vicinity of the proposed project are the Monarch Bay 

Shoreline Development Project (located approximately 2.7-miles north of the project site), Castro 

Valley Sanitary District Wastewater Collection System Master Plan (located approximately 

5-miles east of the project site), and Fairview Orchards/Meadows Project (located approximately 

5-miles east of the project site). 

The nearest cumulative project is located less than 1 mile east of the project site. Construction 

and operation of the proposed project would not expose residences located 1,300 feet north of the 

project site to noise levels that violate the County’s municipal code or result in an increase in 

ambient noise levels. Due to the distance between the project site and nearest cumulative project, 

the combined effect would not result in the exposure of nearby offsite sensitive receptors to 

higher construction and operation noise levels already predicted under the project. Therefore, 

noise generated by the proposed project in conjunction with nearby cumulative projects would 

result in a less-than-significant impact.  

The proposed project would not include blasting, drilling, or other activities typically associated 

with groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. Since the project by itself would not result in 

vibration impacts and the nearest cumulative project is located over 2-miles from the project site, 

the combined effect would not result in the exposure of nearby offsite sensitive receptors to 

higher vibrations levels already predicted under the project. Therefore, vibration impacts from the 

proposed project in conjunction with nearby cumulative projects would result in a less-than-

significant impact.  

The project would not require additional staff and would not result in the introduction of a new 

noise-sensitive land use. The San Lorenzo Community Park project would also occur within two 

miles of the Hayward Executive Airport. These two projects would both be outside the 65 dBA 

contour for the airport and thus would be normally acceptable for the proposed uses with respect 

to noise. Therefore, people working within the project site would be exposed to aircraft noise 

levels that would result in a less than significant cumulative impact.  

References 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 2006. FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model. 

January 2006. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 1974. Information on Levels of Environmental 

Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety. 

March 1974. 
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3.16 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The project does not propose new homes or businesses and thus 

would not induce population growth directly. The project would not induce growth 

indirectly because it would not increase the capacity of the WWTP. It is expected that 

construction workers would be drawn from the local and regional construction work 

force. Project construction workers who do not live in San Lorenzo would likely 

commute from elsewhere in the Bay Area rather than relocate from more distant cities or 

towns. Consequently, project construction would not induce population growth by 

attracting a substantial number of workers from outside the region to relocate to the area, 

and therefore would not create demand for additional housing or other facilities and 

services associated with growth. Therefore, the growth-inducing impact of the project 

would be less than significant.  

b, c) No Impact. The proposed project would not displace people or existing housing units or 

necessitate construction of replacement housing. The proposed project would have no 

impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative population and housing impacts encompasses the 

community of San Lorenzo and the nearby vicinity. Potential project-specific population and 

housing impacts would be limited to the possibility of growth inducement related to the short-

term relocation of construction workers. Project construction could overlap with that of multiple 

cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1. Construction of those projects could potentially induce 

growth to the south Bay Area due to short-term construction worker relocation. This could 

contribute to potential impacts on population and housing resulting from short-term construction 

worker relocation. However, the total number of construction workers seeking temporary 

relocation for employment is not anticipated to be substantial given the available construction 

workforce within commuting distance of San Lorenzo. Therefore, project construction, in 

conjunction with the other cumulative projects in the vicinity, would not induce substantial 

population growth, and there would be no significant cumulative impact on population and 

housing. 
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3.17 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered government 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 following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a.i) No Impact. The Alameda County Fire Department provides fire protection and 

emergency medical services to the unincorporated Alameda County. The nearest fire 

station to the project site is Fire Station 22 located at 427 Paseo Grande in San Lorenzo 

and primarily responds to the downtown, residential, and business areas of the Town of 

San Lorenzo (Alameda County, 2016). The proposed project would involve short-term 

construction activities and the operations would continue consistent with the existing 

practices. The proposed project would not significantly increase demand for fire 

protection services. Construction activities would not affect response times or service 

rations for fire response. There would be no impact. 

a.ii) No Impact. The Alameda County Sheriff’s Department Eden Township Substation 

provides police services to the project area (Alameda County Sheriff, 2017). Construction 

and operation of the proposed project would not substantially induce population growth 

and thus not increase demand for police protection services such that new or physically 

altered facilities would be needed. Existing security fencing would minimize the potential 

for security-related concerns during project construction. There would be no impact. 

a.iii) No Impact. There are no schools within 0.5 mile of the project site. There would be no 

direct effect on local schools. There are two schools in the vicinity of the project area, 

accessible off of Grant Avenue: Arroyo High School located at 15701 Lorenzo Avenue, 

and Bay Elementary School located at 2001 Bockman Road (San Lorenzo Unified School 

District, 2016). Construction traffic along Grant Avenue is not anticipated to affect access 

or safe routes to the school. The proposed project would not result in an increase of 

employees or otherwise substantially induce population growth; therefore, it would not 

result in an increase in the use of school facilities. There would be no impact. 



3. Environmental Checklist 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 3-63 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

a.iv) No Impact. The proposed project would not result in an increase of employees, therefore 

it would not result in an increase in the use of recreational facilities, nor contribute to the 

need to build new recreational facilities. There would be no impact. 

a.v) No Impact. The proposed project would not involve new permanent employees and 

therefore is not expected to increase the use of other public facilities such as libraries or 

hospitals. There would be no impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of cumulative impacts to public services is comprised of the service areas 

of the fire, police, and parks departments and other public facilities that serve the WWTP or the 

area surrounding the WWTP. However, the proposed project would not include or result in the 

need for additional public facilities, and thus the project would not contribute to any cumulative 

impact on these services. 

References 

Alameda County Fire Department, 2016. Fire Station/Facilities, ACFD Station 22, official 

website, https://www.acgov.org/fire/about/station22.htm, accessed June 13, 2017, updated 

2016. 

Alameda County Sheriff’s Department, 2017. Eden Township Substation, official website, 

https://www.alamedacountysheriff.org/ets_ets.php, accessed June 13, 2017.  

San Lorenzo Unified School District, 2016. Official website, http://www.slzusd.org/cms/page_

view?d=x&piid=&vpid=1218758559725, accessed June 13, 2017. 
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3.18 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

15. RECREATION:     

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a, b) No Impact. The project site is located approximately 0.2 miles north of the 1,862-acre 

Hayward Regional Shoreline Park and the San Lorenzo Community Park. The project 

site and these recreational facilities are physically separated by the Bockman Canal and 

the OLSD biosolids drying property. The Hayward Regional Shoreline Park is accessible 

via Grant Avenue to the Bay Trail. The Bay Trail traverses the shoreline in the immediate 

vicinity of the project (refer to Figure 2-3). A trailhead and parking lot are located near 

the western terminus of Grant Avenue, where a spur connects this area to the larger Bay 

Trail network (County of Alameda, 2010). The proposed project would not affect access 

to the nearby recreational areas as no temporary or permanent changes are proposed to 

the Bay Trail, trailhead, or parking lot as part of the project. In addition, the project 

would not increase the use of the existing neighborhood and regional parks in the project 

vicinity because it would not substantially induce population growth. The proposed 

project also does not include a residential component that could contribute to a direct 

increase in the use of existing recreational facilities in the area or require the expansion or 

construction of new facilities. Furthermore, the proposed project does not propose new 

recreational facilities and would not result in the alteration or deterioration of existing 

recreational facilities. No impact is expected. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of cumulative impacts on recreation facilities would include all projects 

that may increase use of the same recreational facilities that would be affected by the proposed 

project. Because the project would have no impact on recreational facilities and does not propose 

new or expanded recreational facilities, it would not contribute to any potential cumulative 

impacts on recreational facilities.  

References 

County of Alameda, Alameda County Community Development Agency, Eden Area General 

Plan, Parks and Recreation Element, March 10, 2010.  
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3.19 Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC —  
Would the project: 

    

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. The project site is located on the shoreline of San Francisco Bay. 

Access to the site is from Grant Avenue in San Lorenzo, via Interstate 880 (I-880) and 

Interstate 238 (I-238) to Washington Avenue.  

I-880 is a six- to eight-lane freeway running north and south between the San Francisco-

Oakland Bay Bridge and San Jose. The freeway passes through San Lorenzo and 

Hayward Acres in the Eden Area. Due to restrictions on truck travel on Interstate 580 

(I-580) in Oakland, which runs parallel to I-880, there is a high volume of truck traffic on 

I-880; it carries an average daily traffic volume of about 237,000 vehicles in the project 

area, with trucks comprising approximately 8.5 percent of total vehicles (Caltrans, 2016). 

I-238 is an approximately one-mile long, six-lane freeway running east and west between 

I-880 and I-580. I-238 also carries a relatively high proportion of truck traffic; it carries 

an average daily traffic volume of about 105,000 vehicles in the project area, with trucks 

comprising approximately 7.6 percent of total vehicles (Caltrans, 2016). 

Grant Avenue is an undivided two lane arterial collector street with designated bike lanes 

in both directions, as well as areas for on-street parking, and provides access to 
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residential, commercial, and industrial uses in the Grant Avenue Industrial Area. 

Washington Avenue is a four-lane road that runs north from Grant Avenue into the 

southwest section of the City of San Leandro. Daily traffic volumes on Grant Avenue and 

Washington Avenue are between 9,500 to 17,900 vehicles, and 29,000 vehicles, 

respectively (County of Alameda, 2010). Grant and Washington Avenues are designated 

truck routes under the Alameda County Eden Area General Plan. The intersection of 

Grant Avenue/ Washington Avenue experiences level of service (LOS) D conditions 

during the AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour; the PM peak hour 

operating condition exceeds the County’s LOS policy (County of Alameda, 2010). 9 

Trucks provide a significant component of the motor vehicles on the circulation network 

in the project vicinity (County of Alameda, 2010). Truck travel is regulated by Alameda 

County Traffic Ordinance, which restricts routes by which heavy trucks may travel 

within this portion of Alameda County. Due to the number and density of industrial and 

commercial uses in the Grant Avenue Industrial Area, there is a high volume of traffic. 

Truck traffic was found to constitute between 27 to 30 percent of the traffic on Grant 

Avenue during peak hours based upon counts conducted on January 28, 2003 (County of 

Alameda, 2010). Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) buses (e.g., Route 

93) serve the Grant Avenue area. 

Project Construction 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project would optimize the WWTP 

treatment process to reduce nutrient loading and would rehabilitate the existing outfall 

pipelines for intermittent wet weather use. Construction activities would involve site 

preparation, materials delivery, grading, excavation, and construction of new facilities on 

the project site. Direct traffic impacts from construction of the project would be short-

term and temporary. The duration of impacts related to short-term disruption of traffic 

flow and potential increased congestion generated by construction vehicles would be 

limited to the period of time needed to complete construction of the project components. 

Construction activities that would generate off-site traffic would include the delivery of 

construction vehicles and equipment to the project site, the daily arrival and departure of 

construction workers, the delivery of materials throughout the construction period. 

Construction equipment would be delivered to and removed from the project site in 

phases for the different construction activities. The estimated haul truck traffic would 

vary depending on the activity, but would peak at up to approximately 18 trucks per day 

during the Outfall Pit Excavation phase, which would yield up to 36 daily one-way trips 

to and from the project site, and would be spread over the course of one work day.10 

Although all excavated materials would be reused as fill surrounding the structure and 

other areas of the WWTP, it was conservatively assumed for the traffic impact analysis 

that the excavated materials would be exported to the Altamont Landfill.  

                                                      
9  The operation of a local roadway network is commonly measured and described using a grading system called 

LOS. The LOS grading system qualitatively characterizes traffic conditions associated with varying levels of 
vehicle traffic. 

10  The estimated truck trips are based on a quantity of about 178 cubic yards of excavated soils being transported in 
16-cubic yard-trucks over the course of one work day, plus an additional 12 trucks per day delivering materials.  
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There would be up to ten construction workers on a peak day and five on an average day, 

and they would commute to and from the worksite primarily before or after peak traffic 

hours. Parking for worker vehicles and construction vehicles would be available in 

designated on-site staging areas within the existing WWTP fenceline. 

Construction-generated traffic would be temporary, and therefore, would not result in any 

long-term degradation in operating conditions on any locally used roadways for the 

project. The impact of construction-related traffic would be a temporary and intermittent 

lessening of the capacities of streets in the project area because of the slower movements 

and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared to passenger vehicles. Drivers 

could experience delays if they were traveling behind a heavy truck. Project construction-

related traffic would not be substantial in relation to traffic flow conditions on I-880, I-

238, Washington Avenue, and Grant Avenue. The project trips would fall within the daily 

fluctuations of traffic volumes on I-880 and I-238 (not perceptible to the average 

motorist), and so while the traffic generated by construction activities would be 

noticeable (i.e., would represent a higher percent increase in traffic volumes) on the local-

serving roadways serving the construction site, the effect on traffic flow would be less 

than significant. 

Project Operations 

Long-term project operation would be similar to the existing traffic and circulation 

conditions within the project area, consisting of continuing maintenance trips, with no 

expected increase in permanent employees working onsite. The impact would be less 

than significant. 

b) Less than Significant. As noted above, the intersection of and Grant Avenue/ 

Washington Avenue has LOS E or F conditions during the PM peak hour and exceeds the 

County’s LOS policy. Level-of-service standards for roadways that are part of the 

Alameda County Congestion Management Program (CMP) network are intended to 

regulate long-term traffic increases from operation of new development and do not apply 

to temporary construction projects. Currently, Grant Avenue is not part of the Alameda 

County CMP network, and is listed in the Alameda County Eden Area General Plan as 

requiring long-term improvement to address LOS deficiency. For the roadways that are 

not part of the Alameda County CMP network, the current operating standard adopted by 

the County is LOS D or better during peak travel periods and LOS C during non-peak 

periods. 

Project Operations 

As described above, project operations would be similar to the existing traffic and 

circulation conditions within the project area, consisting of continuing maintenance trips, 

with little if any increase in operational and/or maintenance traffic on area roads. As 

such, it is reasonable to conclude that the project would not result in further increases in 

exceeded level-of-service standards established by Alameda County for non-CMP 

network roadways. The impact would be less than significant. 
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c) No Impact. The project site lies about four miles south of the southernmost part of the 

Oakland International Airport and about 1.5 miles northwest of the Hayward Executive 

Airport, and the project would not place any object within the flight path for airplanes in 

the area. The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 

an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

There would be no impact. 

d) No Impact. Neither project construction nor project operations would alter the physical 

configuration of the existing roadway network serving the area, and would not introduce 

unsafe design features. The project also would not introduce uses that are incompatible 

with existing uses already served by the road system that serves the project area. There 

would be no impact. 

e) No Impact. As described above, neither project construction nor project operations 

would alter the physical configuration of the existing roadway network serving the area, 

and would have no effect on access to local streets or adjacent uses (including access for 

emergency vehicles). There would be no impact. 

f) Less than Significant. Implementation of the project would neither directly nor 

indirectly eliminate existing or planned alternative transportation corridors or facilities 

(e.g., bike paths, lanes, bus turnouts, etc.), include changes in policies or programs that 

support alternative transportation, nor construct facilities in locations in which future 

alternative transportation facilities are planned. The project would not conflict with 

adopted policies, plans and programs supporting alternative transportation. The 

performance or safety of alternative transportation facilities could be temporarily affected 

by additional truck traffic along Grant Avenue; however, this affect would be of limited 

duration. The impact would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative traffic impacts includes access routes to area 

roadways used for haul routes and construction equipment/vehicle access to the construction 

sites. Cumulative effects on transportation facilities/conditions could occur as a result of 

cumulative projects that generate increased traffic at the same time on the same roads as would the 

project, causing increased congestion and delays. A review of planned projects in the geographic 

scope (listed in Table 3-1 of this IS/MND) indicate projects that could generate construction-

related traffic impacts at the time that the project would be under construction. Phase 2 of San 

Lorenzo Community Park project construction could occur concurrently with the proposed 

project. Implementation of Construction Traffic Management Plans, and coordination among 

overlapping projects, would lessen respective transportation and circulation impacts, and would 

reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
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3.20 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

17. Tribal Cultural Resources —  
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 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: 

a) 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  

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) 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 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe.  

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

Tribal cultural resources are: 1) sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and 

objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are listed, or determined to 

be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register), or 

local register of historical resources, as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k); or, 2) a resource 

determined by the lead CEQA agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 

be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). For a cultural landscape to 

be considered a tribal cultural resource, it must be geographically defined in terms of the size and 

scope of the landscape (PRC Section 21074[b]). Also, an historical resource, as defined in PRC 

Section 21084.1, unique archaeological resource, as defined in PRC Section 21083.2(g), or non-

unique archaeological resource, as defined in PRC Section 21083.2(h), may also be a tribal 

cultural resource. 

ESA sent a Sacred Lands File search request to the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) on June 2, 2017. On behalf of the Oro Loma Sanitary District, ESA sent letters to the 

local tribes and individuals on June 7, 2017. ESA received a response from the NAHC on June 

14, 2017. The NAHC search of the Sacred Lands File produced negative results. No other 

responses have been received. 

ESA completed a records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 

Historical Resources Information System on June 3, 2013 (File No. 13-1492) and updated the 

record search on March 20, 2017 (File No. 16-1123).  

The records search indicated that seven cultural resources studies have been completed within or 

immediately adjacent to the project area. None of these studies resulted in the identification of 

any archaeological resources. No prehistoric archaeological sites have been previously identified 

within the project area or within a ½-mile radius of the project area. 
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Geotechnical investigations in the project vicinity indicate that the area is underlain by up to five 

feet of recently deposited artificial fill consisting of sandy clay with gravel and rock fragments 

(EBMUD, 2004). Below the fill is young deposits of silts and clays referred to as unconsolidated 

San Francisco Bay Mud. San Francisco Bay Mud is a soft dark gray silty clay that is rich in 

organic materials and highly compressible. 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Based on the results of correspondence with the 

NAHC and the NWIC records search, no known tribal cultural resources listed or 

determined eligible for listing in the California Register, or included in a local register of 

historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), pursuant to PRC Section 

21074(a)(1), would be impacted by the project.  

However, if any previously unrecorded archaeological resource were identified during 

ground-disturbing construction activities and were found to qualify as a tribal cultural 

resource pursuant to PRC Section 21074(a)(1) (determined to be eligible for listing in the 

California Register or in a local register of historical resources), any impacts to the 

resource resulting from the project could be potentially significant. Any such potential 

significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level by implementing 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources; refer to 

the Section 3.7, Cultural and Paleontological Resources). 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Based on the results of correspondence with the 

NAHC and the NWIC records search, OLSD did not determine any resource that could 

potentially be affected by the project to be a tribal cultural resource significant pursuant to 

criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). Therefore, the project is not anticipated to 

affect any such resources.  

However, if any previously unrecorded archaeological resource were identified during 

project implementation, particularly ground-disturbing construction activities, and were 

found to qualify as a tribal cultural resource pursuant to PRC Section 21074(a)(2) 

(determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC 

Section 5024.1[c]), any impacts to the resource resulting from the project could be 

potentially significant. Any such potential significant impacts would be reduced to a less 

than significant level by implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Inadvertent 

Discovery of Archaeological Resources; refer to Section 3.7, Cultural and Paleontological 

Resources). 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope for cumulative effects on tribal cultural resources includes the immediate 

vicinity of locations where the project could cause disturbance to known tribal cultural resources. 

As the project would not have an impact on known tribal cultural resources there would be no 

cumulative impact. Similar to the proposed project, cumulative projects in the project vicinity 

could have a significant impact on previously undiscovered archaeological resources, including 

human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, during ground-disturbing activities that 

could be considered tribal cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
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CUL-1 and CUL-2 would require that work halt in the vicinity of a find until it is evaluated by a 

Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist, and in the case of human remains the County 

Coroner. In addition, cumulative projects undergoing CEQA review would have similar types of 

inadvertent discovery measures. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 

and CUL-2, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable, 

and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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3.21 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —  
Would the project: 

    

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the purpose of the 

project is to optimize treatment processes at the WWTP to improve nutrient removal 

from wastewater and to enable the use of the existing outfall pipelines during peak wet 

weather events. Rehabilitation and use of the existing outfall pipelines will allow OLSD 

to reduce peak discharge to the EBDA Common Outfall at times when capacity is 

limited. As discussed in Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would 

improve effluent quality beyond the existing wastewater treatment requirements, and 

OLSD is seeking waste discharge requirements for the proposed use of the outfall 

pipelines that would be more stringent in terms of effluent quality than existing 

requirements. The impact would be less than significant.  

b, e) Less than Significant. The project would not directly result in the need for expanded 

water or storm drainage facilities because the project would not alter water supply 

demand or alter stormwater drainage patterns. During construction, the project would use 

relatively small amounts of potable water for some site needs such as drinking water, on-

site sanitary needs, pressure washing, and cement mixing. The small increase in potable 

water use would be temporary, terminating with the completion of construction. Water 

supplies are planned such that short-term spikes in potable use can be accommodated and 

there would be no need for new or expanded water supplies or water treatment facilities. 
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The project consists of the replacement of secondary treatment and outfall facilities at the 

WWTP. Once operational, the project would not increase the number of employees at the 

WWTP and would not increase wastewater or stormwater flows to the WWTP. 

Construction and operation of the proposed project would not disrupt capacity to existing 

users. The impact would be less than significant. 

c) No Impact. As stated in item c) of Section 3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality, storm 

water draining from impervious areas at the WWTP are collected and would continue to 

be collected by existing storm water collection facilities onsite. The project would not 

otherwise alter the existing drainage patterns and no new stormwater facilities would be 

required. There would be no impact.  

d) Less than Significant. The proposed project would not require new water entitlement, as 

the project does not propose to increase the water supply demand. The impact would be 

less than significant. 

f, g) No Impact. The amount of biosolids requiring disposal would be similar to or less than 

existing conditions because of proposed changes being implemented in the secondary 

treatment process. The project would not require additional landfill service and would not 

alter existing projections for landfill capacity. OLSD and its contractor would be required 

to comply with all pertinent regulations regarding the disposal of solid waste generated 

by construction activities. No long-term solid waste generation would be associated with 

proposed project operations. There would be no impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope for potential cumulative utilities and service systems impacts consists of 

the project area and the service areas of regional service/utility providers. The cumulative projects 

listed in Table 3-1, regardless of construction date, would dispose of construction debris at 

available landfills, which would contribute to potential impacts on available landfill capacity. As 

discussed above, the project could reduce the amount of biosolids sent to the landfill on an annual 

basis, reducing the incremental effect of the project’s daily and overall solid waste contribution to 

local landfills. The project’s contribution to a cumulative impact on landfill capacities would not 

be cumulatively considerable. 

 

  



3. Environmental Checklist 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 3-75 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

3.22 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —  
 

    

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The discussion in Chapter 3, Environmental 

Checklist, identifies potentially significant impacts of the project on the environment 

related to air quality, biological resources, and cultural resources. However, mitigation 

measures have been provided to address these potentially significant project-specific 

impacts. Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to a less-

than-significant level. Impacts related to reducing the number or restricting the range of a 

rare or endangered plant or animal would be less than significant with mitigation. 

b) Less than Significant with Mitigation. Section 15130 of the CEQA guidelines requires 

a reasonable analysis of the significant cumulative impacts to which a project could 

contribute. Cumulative impact refers to “two or more individual effects that, when 

considered together, are considerable or able to compound or increase other 

environmental impacts.” The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 

project or an increase in the number of environmental impacts. The cumulative impact is 

the change in the environment that results when the incremental impact of the project is 

added to closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. 

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 

projects that take place over time (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 [a][b]). 

For the purposes of this initial study, the geographic context for the project’s cumulative 

impact assessment is generally the WWTP vicinity, although an expanded geographic 

context was considered for some topics. Reasonably foreseeable projects and planning 

efforts in the vicinity of the project site are presented in Table 3-1. 
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Potential cumulative impacts are assessed in the relevant subsections of Chapter 3, 

Environmental Checklist. However, for the reasons described in these topic areas, with 

implementation of mitigation measures to address potentially significant project-specific 

impacts, the project’s contribution to all cumulative impacts on the environment would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 

c) Less than Significant with Mitigation. The discussion in Chapter 3, Environmental 

Checklist, identifies potentially significant impacts related to biological resources, 

cultural resources, energy, tribal cultural resources, and air quality. Of these, impacts 

related to air quality could adversely affect humans. Mitigation measures have been 

provided in this initial study to reduce these potentially significant project-specific 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. No project-specific significant impacts were 

identified for the other environmental topics. Therefore, with implementation of the 

mitigation measures specified above in the sub-sections of Chapter 3, the project would not 

result in substantial adverse effects, direct or indirect, on human beings. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program 

This chapter summarizes the mitigation measures that would be integrated into the proposed project 

to reduce the potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. Also provided is a 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) organized in a tabular format, keyed to 

each mitigation measure incorporated into the project. The tables following each measure provide 

a breakdown of how the mitigation measure would be implemented, who would be responsible, 

and when it would occur. The tables consist of four column headings which are defined as follows: 

 Implementation Procedure: If needed, this column provides additional information on how 
the mitigation measures would be implemented. 

 Monitoring and Reporting Actions: This column contains an outline of the appropriate 
steps to verify compliance with the mitigation measure. 

 Monitoring Responsibility: This column contains an assignment of responsibility for the 
monitoring and reporting tasks. 

 Monitoring Schedule: The general schedule for conducting each monitoring and reporting 
task, identifying where appropriate both the timing and the frequency of the action. 

Air Quality 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Implement BAAQMD Basic 

Mitigation Measures. 

During construction, the Oro Loma Sanitary District will require its contractor(s) to implement all 

the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, listed below: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., unpaved parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, 
and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 

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

4. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible. 
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders 
are used. 
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5. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne 
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). 
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 

6. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

7. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the Oro 
Loma Sanitary District regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s phone 
number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

 

Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall require 
BAAQMD’s Basic 
Construction Measures be 
included in contractor bid 
specifications. 

1. OLSD reviews contractor 
bid documents. 

1. OLSD 1. Prior to construction. 

2. Contractor implements 
measures in the program. 

2. OLSD documents that 
measures are being 
implemented. 

2. OLSD 2. During construction 
and final inspection. 

 

Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to 

Nesting Birds. 

Project staging, project construction, vegetation removal, or tree trimming should be performed 

outside of the bird nesting season (February 1st through August 31st) to avoid impacts to nesting 

birds; if these activities must be performed during the nesting bird season, a qualified biologist 

shall be retained to conduct a pre-construction survey in the Project construction and staging areas 

for nesting birds and verify the presence or absence of nesting birds no more than 14 days prior to 

construction activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be 

performed for the Project construction and staging areas and suitable habitat within 250 feet of 

the 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. If nesting birds and 

raptors do not occur within 250 and 500 feet of the project site, respectively, then no further 

action is required if construction begins within two weeks. 

If active nests are located during the pre-construction bird nesting surveys, no-disturbance buffer 

zones shall be established around nests, with a buffer size established by the qualified biologist. 

Typically, these buffer distances are between 50 feet and 250 feet for passerines and between 300 

feet and 500 feet for raptors. These distances may be adjusted depending on the level of 
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surrounding ambient activity (i.e., if the Project area is adjacent to a road or community 

development) and if an obstruction, such as a building or structure, is within line-of-sight between 

the nest and construction. Reduced buffers may be allowed if a full-time qualified biologist is 

present to monitor the nest and has authority to halt construction if bird behavior indicates 

continued activities could lead to nest failure. Buffered zones shall be avoided during 

construction-related activities until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned. 

 

Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall contract with a 
qualified biologist to 
conduct pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds. 

1. OLSD executes contract. 1. Qualified biologist. 1. Prior to construction.  

2.  OLSD shall establish 
buffer zones, if active 
nests are observed. 

2.  OLSD consults with 
agency. 

2.  OLSD, regulatory 
agency. 

2.  Prior to construction. 

3.  OLSD shall include in its 
contractor specifications 
that buffer zones will be 
avoided during 
construction. 

3.  OLSD documents that 
measures are being 
implemented. 

3.  OLSD 3.  During construction. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Survey for Rare Plants within the 

Marsh in the Outfall Pipelines Access Path 

The OLSD shall implement the following measure: 

a.  Prior to project implementation, a rare plant survey shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist in accordance with CDFW’s 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 

Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities. 

b.  If a special status plant species is encountered on the access path, it shall be documented 

and submitted to the CNDDB. The project shall endeavor to avoid impacts during 

construction by clearly marking and delineating the location in the field and encircling 

the species with protective silt exclusion fencing. Visible signage shall be attached to the 

silt fencing to instruct workers to stay out of the sensitive rare plant area. If direct impacts 

cannot be avoided, then the District shall consult with CDFW to devise a plan for 

minimizing the impacts by one or more of the following methods: 1) salvage and 

replanting of plants at the same location following construction; 2) salvage and relocation 

of the plants to a suitable off-site location with long-term assurance of site protection; 

3) collection of seeds or other propagules for reintroduction at the site or elsewhere; 

4) payment of fees in lieu of preservation of individual plants, to be used for conservation 

efforts elsewhere. 
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Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall contract with a 
qualified biologist to be 
conduct a rare plant 
survey. 

1. OLSD executes contract. 1. OLSD 1. Prior to construction. 

2. Contractor shall 
implement required 
measures. 

2. Inspection during 
construction along the 
outfall pipelines access 
path. Sign-off by OLSD 
that measures are being 
implemented. 

2. OLSD 2. During construction. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Olympia Oyster Avoidance. 

In order to avoid the destruction of Olympia oyster beds during project implementation, before 

construction begins a qualified biologist will survey the shoreline and nearshore aquatic habitat 

that will be used as access to the outfall pipeline and document any existing oyster beds. If any 

oyster beds are found, these areas will be sectioned off and avoided by construction crews when 

accessing the outfall pipelines, or any other infrastructure in the aquatic environment, for 

maintenance. 

 

Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall contract with a 
qualified biologist to be 
conduct a survey of the 
shoreline and nearshore 
aquatic habitat. 

1. OLSD executes contract. 1. OLSD 1. Prior to construction. 

2. Contractor shall 
implement required 
measures. 

2. Periodic inspections 
during construction 
along the outfall 
pipelines access path. 
Sign-off by OLSD that 
measures are being 
implemented. 

2. OLSD 2. During construction. 

 

Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of 

Archaeological Resources. 

The OLSD shall implement the following measure: 

If prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources are encountered, all construction 

activities within 100 feet shall halt and the Oro Loma Sanitary District shall be notified. 

A Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist shall inspect the findings within 24 

hours of discovery. If it is determined that the project could damage a historical resource 
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or a unique archaeological resource (as defined pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), 

mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with PRC Section 21083.2 and Section 

15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, with a preference for preservation in place. Consistent 

with Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place may be accomplished through planning 

construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping 

and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. If 

avoidance is not feasible, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a detailed 

treatment plan in consultation with the Oro Loma Sanitary District and the affiliated 

Native American tribe(s), if applicable. Treatment of unique archaeological resources 

shall follow the applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most 

resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation, artifact 

collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the recovery 

of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be 

impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data 

in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and 

data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories, 

libraries, and interested professionals. 

 

Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall contract with an 
archaeologist meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for professional 
archaeology to monitor all 
ground-disturbing activities. 

1. OLSD executes 
contract. 

1. OLSD, qualified 
archaeologist. 

1. Prior to and during 
construction. 

2. OLSD shall review 
construction specifications to 
ensure procedures for 
archaeological resources 
discovery are included.  

2. OLSD reviews 
construction 
specifications. 

2. OLSD 2. Prior to construction. 

3. In the event subsurface 
archeological resources are 
discovered, construction 
within 50 feet of the find shall 
be halted and the qualified 
archaeologist shall be notified. 

3. OLSD shall notify the 
County of the discovery. 

3. OLSD 3. During construction. 

4. The archaeologist shall 
complete a final monitoring 
report. 

4. Archaeologist 
completes report.. 

4. Qualified 
archaeologist. 

4. Following construction. 

 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Human 

Remains. 

The OLSD shall implement the following measure: 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains during construction 

activities, such activities within 100 feet of the find shall cease until the Alameda County 

Coroner has been contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is 

required. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be contacted within 

24 hours if it is determined that the remains are Native American. The NAHC will then 



4. Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

Wet Weather Outfall and Nutrient Optimization 4-6 ESA / 170194.01 

IS/MND August 2017 

identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely descendant from the 

deceased Native American, who in turn would make recommendations to the Oro Loma 

Sanitary District for the appropriate means of treating the human remains and any grave 

goods. 

 

Implementation  
Procedure 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Monitoring  
Responsibility 

Monitoring  
Schedule 

1. OLSD shall review 
construction specifications to 
ensure procedures for 
human remains discovery 
are included.  

1. OLSD reviews 
construction 
specifications. 

1. OLSD 1. Prior to construction 

2. In the event human remains 
are discovered, construction 
in the area shall be halted 
and OLSD shall consult the 
County Coroner. 

2. The contractor shall 
notify OLSD of the 
discovery. 

2. OLSD 2. During construction 
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Construction Phase

Phase Duration (one 

week = five days) CalEEMod Phase Name Start Date End Date

Equipment (hp values shown are 

CalEEMod/ARB default values)

Total Hours 

(offroad)

One-Way Trips/ 

Day (onroad) Month 1* Month 2* Month 3* Month 4*

Vendor Trucks (200hp) 6

Crane (231hp) 160

Building Construction 1a 6/10/2019 4/10/2020 Vendor Trucks (200hp) 2

Crane (231hp) 480

Welders (46 hp)** 480

Building Construciton 1c 11/10/2019 2/10/2020 Welders (46 hp)** 480

Building Construction 1d 6/10/2019 8/10/2019 Grader 320

Building Construciton 1e 9/10/2019 11/10/2019 Concrete Mixer (200hp) 320

Haul Trucks (200hp) 24 ***

Excavator (158 hp) 8

Concrete Mixer (200hp) 320

Vendor Trucks (200hp) 2

Vendor Trucks (200hp) 2

Air Compressor (78hp) 80

Boiler 80

Grader (15hp) 8

Vibraplate/Wacker (15hp) 8

* Approximate schedule, June 2019 to March 2020. Colors above indicate construction activity overlap assumptions made to calculate conservative emissions estimates. 

** Welding equipment would use onsite PGE power.

*** Assumes 16 CY per truck, and that all excavated material would be hauled to Altamont Landfill.

Building Construction 3 6/10/2019 6/21/2019

Site Prep 9/10/2019 9/10/2019

Trenching 2 6/10/2019 6/10/2019

Building Construction 2 6/10/2019 8/10/2019

Trenching 1 10-Jun-19 7/10/2019

Building Construction 1b 6/10/2019 9/10/2019

Outfall Rehab Two weeks

Site restoration One Day

Hydraulic Structure Two months

RAS Pipeline Extension 

and Pumps
One month

Outfall Pit Excavation One day

Ten monthsAeration Install



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Heavy Industry 653.40 1000sqft 15.00 653,400.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

5

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 63

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Wet Weather Outfall and Secondary Clarifier Optimization
Alameda County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction schedule provided by the project applicant.

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Trips and VMT - Construction equipment provided by applicant.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 220.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 67.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 66.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 44.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 45.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/9/2019 7/10/2019

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.50 0.00
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tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cement and Mortar Mixers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Plate Compactors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 24.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 6.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 107.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 274.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 5.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.4947 4.4936 3.5281 5.7600e-
003

0.0164 0.2663 0.2827 6.9700e-
003

0.2503 0.2572 0.0000 503.9455 503.9455 0.1215 0.0000 506.9837

2020 0.1086 0.9873 0.8630 1.4000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

0.0570 0.0581 2.9000e-
004

0.0536 0.0539 0.0000 120.5616 120.5616 0.0289 0.0000 121.2851

Maximum 0.4947 4.4936 3.5281 5.7600e-
003

0.0164 0.2663 0.2827 6.9700e-
003

0.2503 0.2572 0.0000 503.9455 503.9455 0.1215 0.0000 506.9837

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.4947 4.4936 3.5281 5.7600e-
003

0.0164 0.2663 0.2827 6.9700e-
003

0.2503 0.2572 0.0000 503.9449 503.9449 0.1215 0.0000 506.9831

2020 0.1086 0.9873 0.8630 1.4000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

0.0570 0.0581 2.9000e-
004

0.0536 0.0539 0.0000 120.5615 120.5615 0.0289 0.0000 121.2850

Maximum 0.4947 4.4936 3.5281 5.7600e-
003

0.0164 0.2663 0.2827 6.9700e-
003

0.2503 0.2572 0.0000 503.9449 503.9449 0.1215 0.0000 506.9831

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Energy 0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 2,329.398
2

2,329.398
2

0.0828 0.0296 2,340.278
0

Mobile 0.3109 2.1139 3.6990 0.0139 1.0702 0.0138 1.0840 0.2877 0.0129 0.3006 0.0000 1,279.445
7

1,279.445
7

0.0527 0.0000 1,280.762
5

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 164.4673 0.0000 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 47.9367 237.8479 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Total 3.2915 2.9092 4.3730 0.0187 1.0702 0.0742 1.1444 0.2877 0.0734 0.3611 212.4040 3,846.703
5

4,059.107
5

14.7895 0.1481 4,472.963
4

Unmitigated Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 6-10-2019 9-9-2019 2.9771 2.9771

2 9-10-2019 12-9-2019 1.5803 1.5803

3 12-10-2019 3-9-2020 1.2142 1.2142

4 3-10-2020 6-9-2020 0.2463 0.2463

Highest 2.9771 2.9771
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Energy 0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 2,329.398
2

2,329.398
2

0.0828 0.0296 2,340.278
0

Mobile 0.3109 2.1139 3.6990 0.0139 1.0702 0.0138 1.0840 0.2877 0.0129 0.3006 0.0000 1,279.445
7

1,279.445
7

0.0527 0.0000 1,280.762
5

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 164.4673 0.0000 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 47.9367 237.8479 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Total 3.2915 2.9092 4.3730 0.0187 1.0702 0.0742 1.1444 0.2877 0.0734 0.3611 212.4040 3,846.703
5

4,059.107
5

14.7895 0.1481 4,472.963
4

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Trenching 1 Trenching 6/10/2019 7/10/2019 5 23

2 Building Construction 1a Building Construction 6/10/2019 4/10/2020 5 220

3 Building Construction 1b Building Construction 6/10/2019 9/10/2019 5 67

4 Building Construction 1c Building Construction 11/10/2019 2/10/2020 5 66

5 Building Construction 1d Building Construction 6/10/2019 8/10/2019 5 45

6 Building Construction 1e Building Construction 9/10/2019 11/10/2019 5 44

7 Trenching 2 Trenching 6/10/2019 6/10/2019 5 1

8 Building Construction 2 Building Construction 6/10/2019 8/10/2019 5 45

9 Building Construction 3 Building Construction 6/10/2019 6/21/2019 5 10

10 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/10/2019 9/10/2019 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Building Construction 1d Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Building Construction 1e Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 8.00 9 0.56

Building Construction 1b Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29

Trenching 2 Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Building Construction 2 Cement and Mortar Mixers 9 0.56

Building Construction 3 Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Site Preparation Plate Compactors 1 8.00 8 0.43

Building Construction 1a Excavators 1 0.00 158 0.38

Building Construction 1a Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 1c Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 1d Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 1e Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 2 Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 3 Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 1a Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 1b Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 1c Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 1d Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 1e Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 2 Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 3 Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction 1a Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 1b Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 1c Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 1d Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 1e Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 2 Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction 3 Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction 1a Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 1b Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 1b Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 7/19/2017 10:20 AMPage 9 of 45

Wet Weather Outfall and Secondary Clarifier Optimization - Alameda County, Annual



Building Construction 1c Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction 1c Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 1d Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 1e Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Trenching 1 Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29

Building Construction 3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction 1a Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction 1d Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction 1e Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction 2 Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction 3 Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Trenching 1 1 5.00 6.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
1a

10 0.00 2.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
1b

9 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
1c

9 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
1d

10 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 9 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
1e

10 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
2

9 5.00 2.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 
3

10 5.00 2.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Trenching 2 1 5.00 0.00 24.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Trenching 1 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.8000e-
003

0.0691 0.0264 7.0000e-
005

2.9300e-
003

2.9300e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0000 5.9592 5.9592 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 6.0064

Total 5.8000e-
003

0.0691 0.0264 7.0000e-
005

2.9300e-
003

2.9300e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0000 5.9592 5.9592 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 6.0064

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Trenching 1 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.1000e-
004

8.8200e-
003

1.9500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.8380 1.8380 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.8408

Worker 2.2000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

0.0000 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4170 0.4170 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4173

Total 5.3000e-
004

8.9900e-
003

3.6300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.2550 2.2550 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2582

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.8000e-
003

0.0691 0.0264 7.0000e-
005

2.9300e-
003

2.9300e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0000 5.9592 5.9592 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 6.0064

Total 5.8000e-
003

0.0691 0.0264 7.0000e-
005

2.9300e-
003

2.9300e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0000 5.9592 5.9592 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 6.0064

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Trenching 1 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.1000e-
004

8.8200e-
003

1.9500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.8380 1.8380 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.8408

Worker 2.2000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

0.0000 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4170 0.4170 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4173

Total 5.3000e-
004

8.9900e-
003

3.6300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.2550 2.2550 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2582

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1736 1.5493 1.2615 1.9800e-
003

0.0948 0.0948 0.0891 0.0891 0.0000 172.8016 172.8016 0.0421 0.0000 173.8540

Total 0.1736 1.5493 1.2615 1.9800e-
003

0.0948 0.0948 0.0891 0.0891 0.0000 172.8016 172.8016 0.0421 0.0000 173.8540

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 6.6000e-
004

0.0188 4.1600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.9157 3.9157 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.9217

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.6000e-
004

0.0188 4.1600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.9157 3.9157 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.9217

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1736 1.5493 1.2615 1.9800e-
003

0.0948 0.0948 0.0891 0.0891 0.0000 172.8014 172.8014 0.0421 0.0000 173.8538

Total 0.1736 1.5493 1.2615 1.9800e-
003

0.0948 0.0948 0.0891 0.0891 0.0000 172.8014 172.8014 0.0421 0.0000 173.8538

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 6.6000e-
004

0.0188 4.1600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.9157 3.9157 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.9217

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.6000e-
004

0.0188 4.1600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

9.7000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.9157 3.9157 2.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.9217

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0774 0.7003 0.6150 9.8000e-
004

0.0408 0.0408 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 84.5376 84.5376 0.0206 0.0000 85.0533

Total 0.0774 0.7003 0.6150 9.8000e-
004

0.0408 0.0408 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 84.5376 84.5376 0.0206 0.0000 85.0533

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.7000e-
004

8.5800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9309 1.9309 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9337

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7000e-
004

8.5800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9309 1.9309 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9337

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0774 0.7003 0.6150 9.8000e-
004

0.0408 0.0408 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 84.5375 84.5375 0.0206 0.0000 85.0532

Total 0.0774 0.7003 0.6150 9.8000e-
004

0.0408 0.0408 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 84.5375 84.5375 0.0206 0.0000 85.0532

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction 1a - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.7000e-
004

8.5800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9309 1.9309 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9337

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7000e-
004

8.5800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9309 1.9309 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9337

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction 1b - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0812 0.7313 0.5846 9.3000e-
004

0.0443 0.0443 0.0416 0.0416 0.0000 80.9298 80.9298 0.0199 0.0000 81.4267

Total 0.0812 0.7313 0.5846 9.3000e-
004

0.0443 0.0443 0.0416 0.0416 0.0000 80.9298 80.9298 0.0199 0.0000 81.4267

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction 1b - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.3000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.2149 1.2149 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2157

Total 6.3000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.2149 1.2149 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2157

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0812 0.7313 0.5846 9.3000e-
004

0.0443 0.0443 0.0416 0.0416 0.0000 80.9298 80.9298 0.0199 0.0000 81.4266

Total 0.0812 0.7313 0.5846 9.3000e-
004

0.0443 0.0443 0.0416 0.0416 0.0000 80.9298 80.9298 0.0199 0.0000 81.4266

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction 1b - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.3000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.2149 1.2149 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2157

Total 6.3000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3300e-
003

3.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.2149 1.2149 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2157

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0437 0.3900 0.3175 5.0000e-
004

0.0239 0.0239 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 43.4943 43.4943 0.0106 0.0000 43.7592

Total 0.0437 0.3900 0.3175 5.0000e-
004

0.0239 0.0239 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 43.4943 43.4943 0.0106 0.0000 43.7592

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.5000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6709 0.6709 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6714

Total 3.5000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6709 0.6709 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6714

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0437 0.3900 0.3175 5.0000e-
004

0.0239 0.0239 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 43.4942 43.4942 0.0106 0.0000 43.7591

Total 0.0437 0.3900 0.3175 5.0000e-
004

0.0239 0.0239 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 43.4942 43.4942 0.0106 0.0000 43.7591

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.5000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6709 0.6709 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6714

Total 3.5000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6709 0.6709 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6714

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0307 0.2782 0.2443 3.9000e-
004

0.0162 0.0162 0.0152 0.0152 0.0000 33.5835 33.5835 8.1900e-
003

0.0000 33.7883

Total 0.0307 0.2782 0.2443 3.9000e-
004

0.0162 0.0162 0.0152 0.0152 0.0000 33.5835 33.5835 8.1900e-
003

0.0000 33.7883

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.5000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5096 0.5096 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5099

Total 2.5000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5096 0.5096 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5099

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0307 0.2782 0.2443 3.9000e-
004

0.0162 0.0162 0.0152 0.0152 0.0000 33.5834 33.5834 8.1900e-
003

0.0000 33.7882

Total 0.0307 0.2782 0.2443 3.9000e-
004

0.0162 0.0162 0.0152 0.0152 0.0000 33.5834 33.5834 8.1900e-
003

0.0000 33.7882

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction 1c - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.5000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5096 0.5096 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5099

Total 2.5000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.8000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5096 0.5096 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5099

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Building Construction 1d - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0641 0.6223 0.4275 7.5000e-
004

0.0338 0.0338 0.0317 0.0317 0.0000 66.3217 66.3217 0.0171 0.0000 66.7500

Total 0.0641 0.6223 0.4275 7.5000e-
004

0.0338 0.0338 0.0317 0.0317 0.0000 66.3217 66.3217 0.0171 0.0000 66.7500

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Building Construction 1d - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Total 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0641 0.6223 0.4275 7.5000e-
004

0.0338 0.0338 0.0317 0.0317 0.0000 66.3216 66.3216 0.0171 0.0000 66.7500

Total 0.0641 0.6223 0.4275 7.5000e-
004

0.0338 0.0338 0.0317 0.0317 0.0000 66.3216 66.3216 0.0171 0.0000 66.7500

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 7/19/2017 10:20 AMPage 24 of 45

Wet Weather Outfall and Secondary Clarifier Optimization - Alameda County, Annual



3.6 Building Construction 1d - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Total 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Building Construction 1e - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0532 0.4718 0.3844 6.1000e-
004

0.0287 0.0287 0.0270 0.0270 0.0000 52.7311 52.7311 0.0127 0.0000 53.0488

Total 0.0532 0.4718 0.3844 6.1000e-
004

0.0287 0.0287 0.0270 0.0270 0.0000 52.7311 52.7311 0.0127 0.0000 53.0488

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Building Construction 1e - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.8000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.7978 0.7978 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7984

Total 4.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.8000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.7978 0.7978 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7984

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0532 0.4718 0.3844 6.1000e-
004

0.0287 0.0287 0.0270 0.0270 0.0000 52.7311 52.7311 0.0127 0.0000 53.0487

Total 0.0532 0.4718 0.3844 6.1000e-
004

0.0287 0.0287 0.0270 0.0270 0.0000 52.7311 52.7311 0.0127 0.0000 53.0487

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Building Construction 1e - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.8000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.7978 0.7978 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7984

Total 4.2000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.8000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.7978 0.7978 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7984

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.8 Trenching 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.3000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.6400e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2330 0.2330 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2348

Total 1.3000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.6400e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2330 0.2330 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2348

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.8 Trenching 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.1000e-
004

3.7300e-
003

6.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9286 0.9286 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9298

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.7400e-
003

7.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9467 0.9467 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9479

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.3000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.6400e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2330 0.2330 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2348

Total 1.3000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.6400e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2330 0.2330 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2348

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.8 Trenching 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.1000e-
004

3.7300e-
003

6.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9286 0.9286 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9298

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.7400e-
003

7.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9467 0.9467 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9479

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.9 Building Construction 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0531 0.4743 0.3862 6.1000e-
004

0.0290 0.0290 0.0273 0.0273 0.0000 52.8984 52.8984 0.0129 0.0000 53.2206

Total 0.0531 0.4743 0.3862 6.1000e-
004

0.0290 0.0290 0.0273 0.0273 0.0000 52.8984 52.8984 0.0129 0.0000 53.2206

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.9 Building Construction 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.0000e-
004

5.7600e-
003

1.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.3000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.1987 1.1987 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2005

Worker 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Total 6.3000e-
004

6.0800e-
003

4.5500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.1900e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

3.3000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.0146 2.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0171

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0531 0.4743 0.3862 6.1000e-
004

0.0290 0.0290 0.0273 0.0273 0.0000 52.8984 52.8984 0.0129 0.0000 53.2206

Total 0.0531 0.4743 0.3862 6.1000e-
004

0.0290 0.0290 0.0273 0.0273 0.0000 52.8984 52.8984 0.0129 0.0000 53.2206

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.9 Building Construction 2 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.0000e-
004

5.7600e-
003

1.2700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.3000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.1987 1.1987 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2005

Worker 4.3000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.2800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.8160 0.8160 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8165

Total 6.3000e-
004

6.0800e-
003

4.5500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.1900e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

3.3000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.0146 2.0146 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0171

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.10 Building Construction 3 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0136 0.1176 0.0981 1.5000e-
004

7.3100e-
003

7.3100e-
003

6.9200e-
003

6.9200e-
003

0.0000 13.4574 13.4574 3.0100e-
003

0.0000 13.5326

Total 0.0136 0.1176 0.0981 1.5000e-
004

7.3100e-
003

7.3100e-
003

6.9200e-
003

6.9200e-
003

0.0000 13.4574 13.4574 3.0100e-
003

0.0000 13.5326

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.10 Building Construction 3 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2664 0.2664 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2668

Worker 9.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1813 0.1813 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1815

Total 1.4000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4482

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0136 0.1176 0.0981 1.5000e-
004

7.3100e-
003

7.3100e-
003

6.9200e-
003

6.9200e-
003

0.0000 13.4574 13.4574 3.0100e-
003

0.0000 13.5326

Total 0.0136 0.1176 0.0981 1.5000e-
004

7.3100e-
003

7.3100e-
003

6.9200e-
003

6.9200e-
003

0.0000 13.4574 13.4574 3.0100e-
003

0.0000 13.5326

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.10 Building Construction 3 - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2664 0.2664 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2668

Worker 9.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1813 0.1813 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1815

Total 1.4000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4477 0.4477 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4482

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.11 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4300e-
003

0.0262 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0214 2.0214 6.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0373

Total 2.4300e-
003

0.0262 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0103 4.9700e-
003

1.2000e-
003

6.1700e-
003

0.0000 2.0214 2.0214 6.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0373

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.11 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Total 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 9.0300e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 4.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4300e-
003

0.0262 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 2.0214 2.0214 6.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0373

Total 2.4300e-
003

0.0262 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

9.0300e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0103 4.9700e-
003

1.2000e-
003

6.1700e-
003

0.0000 2.0214 2.0214 6.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.0373

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.11 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Total 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0181 0.0181 0.0000 0.0000 0.0182

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.3109 2.1139 3.6990 0.0139 1.0702 0.0138 1.0840 0.2877 0.0129 0.3006 0.0000 1,279.445
7

1,279.445
7

0.0527 0.0000 1,280.762
5

Unmitigated 0.3109 2.1139 3.6990 0.0139 1.0702 0.0138 1.0840 0.2877 0.0129 0.3006 0.0000 1,279.445
7

1,279.445
7

0.0527 0.0000 1,280.762
5

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Heavy Industry 980.10 980.10 980.10 2,861,413 2,861,413

Total 980.10 980.10 980.10 2,861,413 2,861,413

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Heavy Industry 9.50 7.30 7.30 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Heavy Industry 0.559358 0.040058 0.190549 0.109335 0.016678 0.005213 0.023344 0.044042 0.002152 0.002669 0.005545 0.000316 0.000739

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1,463.628
0

1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1,463.628
0

1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

1.62239e
+007

0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

Total 0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

1.62239e
+007

0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

Total 0.0875 0.7953 0.6680 4.7700e-
003

0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0604 0.0000 865.7703 865.7703 0.0166 0.0159 870.9151

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

5.03118e
+006

1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

Total 1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Unmitigated 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

5.03118e
+006

1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

Total 1,463.628
0

0.0662 0.0137 1,469.362
9

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.3407 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5519 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Total 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.3407 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5519 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Total 2.8931 6.0000e-
005

6.0300e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0117 0.0117 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0125

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Unmitigated 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

151.099 / 
0

285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Total 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Unmitigated

7.0 Water Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

151.099 / 
0

285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Total 285.7845 4.9343 0.1185 444.4496

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

 Unmitigated 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

810.22 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Total 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Heavy 
Industry

810.22 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Total 164.4673 9.7197 0.0000 407.4609

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Averaging of Construction Emissions

Annual Emission from CalEEMod: ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5

2019 0.4947 4.4936 0.2663 0.2503 TPY

2020 0.1086 0.9873 0.057 0.0536 TPY

Total 0.6033 5.4809 0.3233 0.3039 tons/project

Days of Construction  = (from CalEEMod input file)

Days

2019 180

2020 120

Average daily Emissions = ROG Nox PM10 PM2.5

2019 5.50 49.93 2.96 2.78 pound/day

2020 1.81 16.46 0.95 0.89 pound/day
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Regional Species and Natural Communities of Concern 

Table B-1 below includes a list of special-status species and sensitive natural communities that have been 

regionally observed. This list was derived from the CNDDB and CNPS database searches of the San 

Leandro USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle and an official list of threatened and endangered species that may 

occur in the study area or be affected by the proposed project from USFWS.  

The table includes a summary of whether special-status species or sensitive natural community habitat is 

present within the study area and includes rationale for the potential for each sensitive biological resource 

to occur within the study area.  

The following special-status species were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur within 

the study area: 

 California seablight (Suaeda californica)

 Point Reyes bird’s beak (Suaeda californica)

 Marin knotweed (Polygonum marinense),

 Saline clover (Trifolium hydrophilum).

 Central California coast (CCC) steelhead Distinct Population Segment (DPS) (Oncorhynchus

mykiss)

 Salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris)

 Salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans halicoetes)

These species are discussed in detail in Section 3. 



 

OLSD Wet Weather Outfall and Secondary Clarifier Optimization Project 

B-2 

Table B-1. Special-Status Species Evaluated for Potential Presence in the Study Area 

Common Name 
Scientific Name  Status General Habitat Requirements 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential for Species Occurrence 

Species Listed or Proposed for Listing 

Plants 

Robust spineflower 
Chorizanthe robusta var. 
robusta 

FE/--/CRPR 
1B.1 

Openings in cismontane woodland, coastal 
dunes, coastal scrub, sandy terraces or bluffs in 
loose sand. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Contra Costa goldfields 
Lasthenia conjugens 

FE/--/CRPR 
1B.1 

Mesic areas in woodland, alkaline playas, 
valley/foothill grassland, and vernal pools. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. One historic (1959) record ~2 
mi SW of study area. 

Adobe sanicle 
Sanicula maritima 

--/Rare/CRPR 

1B.1 

Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows and seeps, 

valley and foothill grassland, in clay and 

serpentine soils. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

California seablight 
Suaeda californica 

FE/--/CRPR 
1B.1 

Coastal salt marshes and swamps, coastal 
dunes. 

 Moderate. Successful transplant population 
within ~0.5 mi of study area. Suitable habitat 
present in salt marsh surrounding pipelines. 
Possibly extirpated natural population on 
shoreline ~3 mi north of study area. 

Invertebrates 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
Branchinecta lynchi 

FT/--/-- Rock outcrop pools or other areas capable of 
ponding water seasonally. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

San Bruno ElfinButtefly 
Callophrys mossii bayensis 

FE/--/XSIC CI Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf 
stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium). Occurs in 
San Mateo County only. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Fish 

Steelhead (Central California 

Coast DPS) 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

FT/-- Spawns and rears in coastal streams between 

the Russian River and Aptos Creek, as well as 

drainages tributary to San Francisco Bay, where 

gravelly substrate and shaded riparian habitat 

occurs. 

Present Moderate. No spawning habitat exists near the 
study area, however San Lorenzo and 
Alameda Creek support steelhead and 
juveniles are known to spend time in San 
Francisco Bay. 

Steelhead (California Central 

Valley DPS) 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

FT/-- Larger rivers serve as migration pathways for 

adults; juveniles rear in smaller tributaries. 

Present Low. Migrates through San Francisco Estuary. 
Unlikely to stray into southern San Francisco 
Bay. 

Chinook salmon (Central 
Valley spring-run) 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

FT/CT Spawning and rearing restricted to Sacramento 

River basin, migrate through San Francisco Bay 

Present Low. Migrates through San Francisco Estuary. 
Unlikely to stray into southern San Francisco 
Bay. 
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Table B-1. Special-Status Species Evaluated for Potential Presence in the Study Area 

Common Name 
Scientific Name  Status General Habitat Requirements 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential for Species Occurrence 

Species Listed or Proposed for Listing 

and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

Chinook salmon (Sacramento 
River winter-run) 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

FE/SE Spawning and rearing restricted to Sacramento 

River basin, migrate through San Francisco Bay 

and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, require 

clean, cold water and gravel beds for spawning. 

Present Low. Migrates through San Francisco Estuary. 
Unlikely to stray into southern San Francisco 
Bay. 

Green sturgeon (southern 
DPS) 
Acipenser medirostris 

FT/-- Spends majority of life in ocean waters near 

shore, estuaries, and bays, spawns in fresh 

water rivers. 

Present Low. Spawns upstream in Sacramento River. 
Travels through San Pablo Bay and northern 
San Francisco Bay, and is an infrequent visitor 
to southern San Francisco bay. 

Longfin smelt 
Spirinchus thaleichthys 
 

--/CT Estuaries and near-coastal waters from 

Monterey Bay to the Smith River. Found in salt 

and brackish water only. 

Present Low. Primarily found in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin River Delta and in the northern 
portions of San Francisco Bay. 

Amphibians 

California tiger salamander 
Ambystoma californiense 
 

FT/ST/-- Aestivation sites occur in small mammal burrows 
in grasslands; breed in fresh emergent and 
seasonal wetlands, and slow-moving or receding 
streams. Needs 3-6 month hydroperiod to 
complete metamorphosis. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii 

FT/SSC/-- Breeds in fresh emergent and seasonal 

wetlands, and slow-moving streams. Aestivation 

habitat includes oak woodlands and grasslands. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Reptiles 

Alameda whipsnake (=striped 
racer) 
Masticophis lateralis 
euryxanthus 
 

FT/ST/-- Primarily associated with scrub and chaparral 
habitat. Require open areas to maintain optimal 
body temperature. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Birds 

Western snowy plover 
Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus 

FT/--/-- Nest on coasts and estuaries on dune-backed 
beaches and salt pans at lagoons/estuaries. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo FT/--/-- Cottonwood-dominated forests that line larger  Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
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Table B-1. Special-Status Species Evaluated for Potential Presence in the Study Area 

Common Name 
Scientific Name  Status General Habitat Requirements 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential for Species Occurrence 

Species Listed or Proposed for Listing 

Coccyzus americanus rivers in arid habitats. the study area. 

California black rail 
Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus 

--/ST/-- Nests and forages in tidal emergent wetland with 

pickleweed. 

 Not expected. Suitable breeding habitat not 
present in the study area due to regular tidal 
flooding. One recorded observation ~2.5 mi 
south of study area. 

California Ridgway’s rail 
Rallus obsoletus obsoletus 

FE/SE/-- Nests and forages in emergent wetlands with 

pickleweed, cordgrass, and bulrush. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. Recent records in vicinity of 
project area but those sites contain cordgrass. 

California least tern 
Sternula antillarum browni 

FE/SE/-- Nest on open beaches free of vegetation along 

the California coast; forage for fish in Bay 

waters. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Mammals 

Salt-marsh harvest mouse 
Reithrodontomys raviventris 

FE/SE/-- Saline emergent marshlands with dense 
pickleweed. Will forage in adjacent grasslands. 

 High. Habitat present in surrounding pipe 
outfall. Documented in pickleweed marsh 
~0.25 mi north of study area, as well as areas 
~1 mi SW and ~2.7 mi S of study area.  

Harbor Seal 
Phoca vitulina 

MMPA/- Only permanent resident marine mammal in San 
Francisco Bay. Haul-out sites are used for 
pupping and are primarily located on tidal flats in 
north central and the west side of San Francisco 
Bay. Utilizes deep water for foraging and feeds 
primarily on fish. 

Absent Low. No deep water habitat or haul-out sites 
exist within the vicinity of the Project Site. 

California sea lion 
Zalophus californianus 

MMPA/- Occurs along west coast from Vancouver to Gulf 
of California. In San Francisco Bay, utilizes deep 
water habitat and primarily hauls out at Pier 39, 
Angel Island, and Seal Rock. 

Absent Low. No deep water habitat or haul-out sites 
exist within the vicinity of the Project Site. 
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Common Name  
Scientific Name  Status General Habitat Description 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential to Occur in the Study Area 

Non-Listed Special-Status Species 

Plants 

Alkali milk-vetch 
Astragalus tener var. tener 

--/--/CRPR 1B.2 Grows in playas, valley and foothill grasslands 
in adobe clay, and vernal pools in alkaline soils. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. One historic (1936) record of 
population believed to be extirpated ~3 mi SW 
of study area. A second historic (1959) record 
of possibly extirpated population ~2 mi SW of 
study area. 

Congdon’s tarplant 
Centromadia parryi ssp. 
congdonii 

--/--/CRPR 1B.1 Valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline soils, 

sometimes described as heavy white clay. 

1-230m.  

Blooms May – October 
 

 Not expected. Historic (1958) observation in 
“low field” near Bay, ~2.5 mi N of study area. 
More recent observation in 2009 ~2.75 mi S of 
study area in site with disturbed seasonal 
wetlands and weedy species present. 
Observed in 2013 in ruderal area ~0.3 mi E of 
study area; however, suitable upland habitat 
not present in study area. 

Point Reyes salty bird’s beak 
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. 
palustre 

--/--/CRPR1B.2 Coastal salt marshes and swamps.  Moderate: No observation recorded of this 
species within 3 miles of the study area; 
however, suitable habitat present. 

Dark-eyed gilia 
Gilia millefoliata 

--/--/CRPR 1B.2 Interior and coastal dunes, coastal strand. 5 – 

610m. 

Blooms April – July. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Loma Prieta hoita  
Hoita strobilina  
 

--/--/CRPR1B.1 Mixed evergreen forest and chaparral. Affinity 
for serpentine soil. 90 – 1170m.  
Blooms May – July 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. One historic record (1865) from 
the Oakland Hills, ~3 miles from the study 
area. 

Kellogg’s horkelia 
Horkelia cuneata var. sericea 

--/--/CRPR 1B.1 Openings in closed-cone coniferous forest, 
maritime chaparral, coastal scrub, sandy or 
gravelly soil. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Woodland woolythreads 
Monolopia gracilens  

--/--/CRPR 1B.2 Mixed evergreen forest, broadleaved upland 
forest, redwood forest, and chaparral, and 
valley and foothill grasslands. Affinity to 
serpentine soil. 60 – 1360m. Blooms March – 
July 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. One historic (1888) record from 
Oakland Hills, ~3 mi from study area. 

Marin knotweed 
Polygonum marinense 

--/--/CRPR 3.1 Coastal salt or brackish marshes and swamps.  Moderate: No observation recorded of this 
species within 3 miles of the study area; 
however, suitable habitat present. 
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Common Name  
Scientific Name  Status General Habitat Description 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential to Occur in the Study Area 

Non-Listed Special-Status Species 

Most beautiful jewelflower 
Streptanthus albidus ssp. 
peramoenus 

--/--/CRPR 1B.2 Serpentine grassland, chaparral  Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Saline clover 
Trifolium hydrophilum 

--/--/CRPR 1B.2 Marshes and swamps, valley and foothill 
grassland in mesic and alkaline soils, and in 
vernal pools. 

 Moderate: No observation recorded of this 
species within 3 miles of the study area; 
however, suitable habitat present. 

Invertebrates 

Monarch butterfly – 
overwintering population 
Danaus plexippus 

--/*/-- Eucalyptus groves (winter sites). 

Period of identification: Winter 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Fish 

Pacific herring 
Clupea pallasii 

--/CDFW 
Managed Fishery 

San Francisco Bay has been a major spawning 
ground for species. Preferred spawning 
substrate is eelgrass and algae but will also 
use pier pilings, riprap, and other rigid, smooth 
structures within Bay waters.  

Absent Low. No spawning or deepwater habitat exists 
within the vicinity of the Project Site. 
Additionally, no eelgrass habitat exists within 
close proximity to the Project Site. 

Chinook salmon (Central 
Valley fall/late-fall run ESU) 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

--/SSC Spawning and rearing restricted to Sacramento 
River basin, migrate through San Francisco 
Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, 
require clean, cold water and gravel beds for 
spawning. 

Present Low. A few streams in south San Francisco 
Bay continue to support small numbers of the 
species, however no streams within the vicinity 
of the Project Site support Chinook salmon. 

Amphibians 

None     

Reptiles 

None     

Birds 

Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii 

--/WL/-- Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, and 
hunts songbirds at woodland edges. 
Increasingly found nesting in neighborhood 
landscape trees. 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area. 

Burrowing owl 
Athene cunicularia 

--/SSC/-- Open grasslands and shrublands where 
perches and existing rodent burrows are 
available 

 Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in 
the study area: marsh floods regularly and no 
rodent burrows present. One recorded 
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Common Name 
Scientific Name Status General Habitat Description 

Habitat Present/ 
Absent Potential to Occur in the Study Area 

Non-Listed Special-Status Species 

observation approximately 0.6 mi west of study
area in a habitat of annual grasses mixed with
seasonal wetlands.

Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus 

--/SSC/-- Nests on ground in salt or freshwater wetlands,
and forages over wetlands and annual
grasslands.

Not expected. Marsh surrounding outfall
pipelines is too close to human activity to allow
nesting. One record of breeding in marsh
within Hayward Shoreline Regional Park,
approximately 2.3 mi south of study area.

Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuosa 

--/SSC/-- Breeds in moist saltmarsh habitats with dense,
low cover.

Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in
the study area.

Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula 

--/SSC/-- Inhabits brackish marshes of east San Francisco
Bay, perching and nesting in dense vegetation
along tidal channels.

Not Expected. No dense vegetation in the
marsh. One historic (1939) record mapped as
non-specific location covering 3 miles of
shoreline and overlapping with pipeline outfall.

Black skimmer
Rynchops niger 

--/SSC/-- Almost exclusively coastal, except for inland
lakes such as Salton Sea, CA. Breeds on open
sandy areas or gravel bars with sparse
vegetation, or broad mats of vegetation on salt
marsh. During migration, flocks rest on coastal
beaches, occasionally inland. Winters on coastal
beaches, sand or shell bars in estuaries.

Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in
the study area.

Mammals 

Alameda Island mole
Scapanus latimanus parvus 

--/SSC/-- Only known from Alameda Island. Found in a
variety of habitats, especially annual and
perennial grasslands. Prefers moist, friable soils.
Avoids flooded soils.

Not expected. Suitable habitat not found in
the study area.

Salt-marsh wandering shrew
Sorex vagrans halicoetes 

--/SSC/-- Salt marsh habitat 6-8 feet above sea level,
with abundant pickleweed and driftwood.

Moderate. Tidal marsh surrounding outfall
pipelines provides suitable habitat. Historic
(1951) record at Johnson and Hayward
Landings in diked and tidal salt marsh.
Trapping in 1983 resulted in no shrews
captured.

Sensitive Habitats 

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh Northern Coastal Salt Marsh is identified in the
CNDDB as occurring in Arrowhead Marsh, ~5
mi N of the study area.
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KEY: 

STATUS: Federal/State/Other (CNPS CRPR, WBWG, XSIC) 

Federal: (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) 
FE = Listed as Endangered (in danger of extinction) by the Federal Government.
FT = Listed as Threatened (likely to become Endangered within the foreseeable future) by the Federal Government.
FC = Candidate to become a proposed species.
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
MMPA = Marine Mammal Protection Act

State: (California Department of Fish and Wildlife)
SE = Listed as Endangered by the State of California SSC = California Species of Special Concern
ST = Listed as Threatened by the State of California FP = State Fully Protected
SC = State Candidate for Listing 
* = Special Animals List SR = State Rare (plants)

Other:
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR)
1A = Presumed extirpated in California; Rare or extinct in other parts of its range.
1B = Rare, threatened, or endangered throughout range; Most species in this rank are endemic to California.
2A = Extirpated in California, but common in other parts of its range.
2B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but common in other parts of its range.
3 = Need more information about species to assign it a ranking.
4 = Limited distribution and therefore warrants monitoring of status.
.1 = Seriously endangered in California
.2 = Fairly endangered in California

Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) 
Low = Stable population
Medium = Need more information about the species, possible threats, and protective actions to implement
High = Imperiled or at high risk of imperilment

Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation (XSIC)
CI = Critically imperiled
IM = Imperiled
VU = Vulnerable
DD = Data Deficit

SOURCES: CDFW, 2017; CNPS, 2017; USFWS, 2017.
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State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial   
NRHP Status Code 

Other Listings 
Review Code  Reviewer Date  

Page   1  of  9 *Resource Name or #:   Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Waste
Pollution Control Plant 

P1.  Other Identifier: 
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County: Alameda 

and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 
    *b.  USGS 7.5' Quad:  Date: T  ; R  ; ¼ of ¼ of Sec  ; M.D. B.M. 

c. Address:  2655 Grant Avenue City: San Lorenzo Zip: 94580 
d. UTM:  Zone: ;  mE/  mN (G.P.S.) 
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate)

APN # 438-0010-006-01; also includes part of APN # 438-0010-007-10. 

*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

The subject property is a campus of industrial buildings that comprise a wastewater treatment facility in the City of San Lorenzo.
The property occupies a 50-acre parcel at the western terminus of Grant Avenue, between San Lorenzo Creek to the north, Sulphur
Creek to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the west. All vehicular traffic enters the property by an access road from Grant
Avenue. The entire property is paved with asphalt. The campus was built in several phases between 1948 and 2014.

Operations Building (1949, 1967, 1971)
Located near the northeast corner of the plant property, the operations building is a single-story building with an irregular plan.
The concrete industrial building is clad in stucco. It terminates in a flat roof and parapet walls around segments of the roof’s
perimeter. The building features a variety of aluminum- and steel-sash windows and glazed aluminum doors. A series of
rectangular panels run around the eastern half of the building below the roofline. The building was modified in 1967 and 1971.
(Continued on Page 4)

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: HP9. Public utility building
*P4.  Resources Present: Building Structure Object Site District Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.)

P5b.  Description of Photo: 
Operations Building, looking 
southwest, ESA 2017 

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: 
Historic Prehistoric Both 
1948-2014 

*P7.  Owner and Address:
Oro Loma Sanitary District 
2600 Grant Avenue 
San Lorenzo, CA 94580-1838 

*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name,
affiliation, and address)   
Johanna Kahn / ESA 
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

*P9.  Date Recorded: 6/9/2017

*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe)

Intensive
*P11.  Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.")  None

*Attachments: NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information

P5a.  Photo or Drawing  



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#  
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of  9 *NRHP Status Code 6Z 

 *Resource Name or # Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water Pollution Control Plant 

DPR 523B (1/95) *Required information 

 
B1. Historic Name: None 

B2. Common Name: Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Waste Pollution Control Plant 
B3. Original Use:  Wastewater treatment plant B4.  Present Use: Same 

*B5. Architectural Style:  Utilitarian 
*B6. Construction History:  The earliest extant buildings were constructed in 1948-1950. At that time the sanitary district 
engineer was L. Cedric Macabee and the associate engineer was Don Reinoehl, and their office was located in Palo Alto. Buildings 
and structures were constructed in the following phases: 
Ca. 1948-1950: The total cost for the first phase of the treatment plant was over $1.8 million, and construction costs were more than 

$650,000. Buildings and structures constructed during this phase include the inlet control structure (extant); grit removal 
(extant); operations building (extant); primary digestion tanks 1-3 (extant); secondary digestion tanks 1-2 (extant); 
sedimentation units no. 1-6 (demolished); sedimentation units no. 7 and 8 (a.k.a. aeration basin, extant); weir structure 
(demolished); well pumps (demolished); outfall pipeline (extant); outlet structure (extant).  

Ca. 1951-1966: Equipment garage (extant); carport (partially demolished ca. 1987-1993); digestion control building (extant) 
Ca. 1967-1969: This phase of construction was designed by the civil engineering firm of Kennedy Engineers. Buildings and 

structures constructed during this phase include the inlet structure (extant, located below entrance wall); grit washer (extant); 
sewage pump building (extant); fuel tanks (extant); treatment unit (a.k.a. aeration basins, extant); overflow structure (extant); 
sludge incinerator (demolished); chlorine storage tank (demolished); expansion of operations building (extant) 

Ca. 1970-1971: North part of operations building (extant); entrance wall to the plant at the western terminus of Grant Avenue 
(extant) 

Ca. 1978: East Bay Dischargers Authority effluent pump station (extant) 
Ca. 1980s-1990s: Maintenance/storage building (extant); addition to digestion control building (extant) 
Ca. 2006-2014: Maintenance/storage building (extant); secondary clarifiers and flow splitter (extant); two digester tanks (extant) 
 

*B7. Moved? No Yes Unknown Date: N/A Original Location: N/A 
*B8. Related Features:  none 

 
B9a.  Architect:  L. Cedric Macabee and Don Reinoehl (engineers, 1948-1950 buildings); Kennedy Engineers (civil engineer, 1967-

1969 buildings) b.  Builder:  unknown 

*B10. Significance:  Theme:  N/A Area:  San Lorenzo 

Period of Significance:  1948-1967  Property Type:  Public utility Applicable Criteria: N/A 
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also 
address integrity.)   

 
(Continued on page 8) 
 
B11. Additional Resource Attributes: none  
 

*B12. References: See page 9 
B13. Remarks:  none 
 

*B14. Evaluator:  Johanna Kahn, ESA 
   550 Kearny Street, Suite 800 
   San Francisco, CA 94108 

Date of Evaluation:  June 2017 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

 
Source: Google Maps, 2017. Edited by author. 

 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #        
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #   
SKETCH MAP Trinomial        
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Page  4  of  9 *Resource Name or #:  Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water 
Pollution Control Plant  

*Recorded by  Johanna Kahn/ESA *Date  June 2017 Continuation Update 

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required information 

*P3a.  Description: (continued from page 1) 
 

Digestion Tanks (1949) 
The plant contains five 1940s-era digestion tanks that are located near the northeast corner of the plant property. The concrete 
tanks are circular in plan and are interconnected at the roofline by a series of metal staircases and handrails.  
 

 
Cluster of old digestion tanks, looking southeast. 

 
Equipment Garage and Carport (1949) 
The equipment garage is rectangular in plan and is capped by a semicircular metal roof. The building features eight roll-up 
metal doors on its south façade. The south wing of the adjacent carport structure was demolished ca. 1987-1993; only the north 
wing remains, and it has been altered. The carport has been converted to office space for the Oro Loma Sanitary District. 
 

 
Equipment garage (left) and carport (right center) Source: Google Maps, 2017. 

 
Old Sedimentation Units No. 7 and 8 / Aeration Basin (1949) 
This is the only remaining of four buildings originally designed to function as sedimentation units. (The other three were 
demolished ca. 1980-1987.) The building features a roll-up door on its north façade, is composed of a pair of metal doors at the 
top of a concrete landing on its east façade, and a metal door accessed by a metal staircase on its south façade. It’s east and north 
façades are clad in smooth concrete, and its south and west façades are clad in textured concrete. The building is capped by a 
shallow gable roof clad in standing seam metal. Two rectangular tanks/basins (currently empty) are located on the west side of 
the building. 

 
Looking west toward old sedimentation units no. 7 and 8. 
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*P3a.  Description (continued from page 4) 

Digestion Control Building (post-1950, addition post-1980) 
The irregular-plan concrete digestion control building is clad in stucco. The north façade features a pair of partially-glazed metal 
doors, and the west façade features three louvered openings. A concrete staircase with a metal handrail is attached to the 
building’s west façade, and it provides roof access to the digestion control building and the digestion tanks. The building 
terminates in a simple stucco molding at the roofline and metal guardrails around the building’s perimeter. 
 

 
Digestion control building, looking northeast. 

The post-1980 addition is in the left foreground, and the original building is in the right foreground and background. 
 

Pump Unit and Grit Basins (1967, 2006) 
The pump unit is located near the northwest corner of the plant property and contains the pump building, an elevated walkway 
that spans two in-ground wet wells and connects the pump building to the headworks, and a circular, in-ground grit tank. The 
concrete pump building is rectangular in plan and is capped by a flat roof. It features a series of rectangular panels (possibly 
painted or metal panels) below the roofline. The building was originally designed to contain engines and a control center for the 
plant’s pump unit. A building that is similar in design to the pump building was constructed adjacent to it ca. 2006. 
 

 
Pump building (left) and building constructed ca. 2006 (right), looking west. 

 

Filter Unit (1967) 
The filter unit is located near the center of the eastern boundary of the plant property is roughly L-shaped in plan. The western 
portion of the building was designed to contain the pump and filter equipment. It is capped by a flat roof and features a series of 
rectangular panels below the roofline. The eastern portion of the building is lower in height and is capped by a concrete deck 
that is open to elutriation tanks below. 
 

  
Filter unit building, looking northeast. 
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*P3a.  Description (continued from page 5) 

Treatment Unit (1967) 
The treatment unit is roughly rectangular in plan and is located near the center of the plant’s western boundary. It was originally 
designed to contain an influent flume, sedimentation and aeration tanks, a bypass control chamber, and an overflow structure. 
These interconnected structures are arranged in a grid-like pattern. 
 

 
View across the treatment unit, looking south. 

 
Plant Entrance (1971) 
The plant entrance is located at the western terminus of Grant Avenue. It features a low concrete wall on a landscaped island 
with a concrete curb. Lettering on the low wall reads “Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water 
Pollution Control Plant.” The inlet control structure is located below the entrance. 
 

 
Plant entrance, looking southwest. Source: Google Maps, 2017. 

 
East Bay Dischargers Authority Effluent Pump Station (1978) 
The effluent pump station is T-shaped in plan and capped by a flat roof. A tower on the building’s west side is twice the height 
of the rest of the building. There is a roll-up door on the building’s south façade. A mural featuring a pod of humpack whales 
covers the entire building. Two in-ground tanks are located in the building’s east side. 
 

  
East Bay Dischargers Authority pump station in left distance, looking west. 
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*P3a.  Description (continued from page 6) 

Maintenance and Storage Buildings (ca. 1980s-1990s, ca. 2009-2010) 
Two maintenance/storage buildings were recently constructed near the center of the plant property. Both are rectangular in 
plan and are capped by flat standing-seam metal roofs. Both buildings feature roll-up doors on their south façades, and the 
south building also has roll-up doors on its north façade.  
 
Secondary Clarifiers and Flow Splitter (2006) 
Three circular, in-ground secondary clarifiers are arranged in a triangular pattern. In the center is the flow splitter building, 
which is rectangular in plan and is capped by a flat roof.  It features a series of rectangular panels below the roofline. 
 

 
Secondary clarifiers in foreground and flow splitter building in background, looking west. 

 
Digestion Tanks (2014) 
Two large, circular digestion tanks were recently constructed near the center of the eastern boundary of the plant property. 
Metal handrails are located around the perimeter of both tanks at the roof. 
 

  
New digestion tanks, looking south. 
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*B10.  Significance (continued from page 2) 
 

The Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water Pollution Control Plant was originally constructed in 
1948-1950. The plant, which was designed by district engineer L. Cedric Macabee and associate engineer Don Reinoehl, 
provided primary sewage treatment with a hydraulic capacity of 12 million gallons per day. In 1962, the Oro Loma Sanitary 
District’s offices relocated to 2600 Grant Avenue—at the plant site—from an office in San Leandro. At this writing, the offices 
have been continually occupied for 55 years. The second phase of construction lasted from 1967 until 1969. During this time, the 
activated sludge method of secondary sewage treatment was adopted and the modern sewage treatment plant was built. The 
civil engineering firm was Kennedy Engineers of San Francisco. Expansion of the plant cost $8 million. The project was funded 
jointly by the Oro Loma and Castro Valley sanitary districts, with a federal grant under the Federal Clean Waters Act, and by a 
general obligation bond issued in February 1968. Between 1974 and 1981, the East Bay Dischargers Authority (EBDA) 
constructed common wastewater facilities between five local sanitation agencies, including Oro Loma. These facilities, whose 
cost totaled over $50 million, included pipelines, pump stations, a common submarine outfall, and a dechlorination station, and 
an effluent pump station was constructed at the Oro Loma plant in 1978. In 1991, the district’s aging facilities were improved 
and renovated as a result of $12 million in sewer revenue bonds. Extensive plant improvements included the purchase of 
computers, technology upgrades, remodeling the administration building, construction of the engineering building, 
rehabilitation of three digestion tanks and three clarifiers, demolition of the 1940s-era incinerator, replacement of the electrical 
power system. A $34 million Treatment Plant Capacity Restoration Project took place from 2004 to 2007. During this time, 
improvements to the plant’s facilities resulted in increasing its treatment capacity to process 20 million gallons per day, meeting 
current effluent standards. The project, which was designed by HDR Engineering and constructed by Monterey Mechanical, 
consisted of numerous improvements to plant facilities, including improving the secondary clarifier and headworks, replacing 
the digester mixer, electrical modification of the sludge thickener, replacement of the primary clarifier feedwells, replacement of 
the de-gritter, heat recovery of the cogeneration system, replacing the boiler, and installing a siloxane gas filtration system. 
 
The Oro Loma Sanitary District has received many awards and accolades in recent years. Its recognitions from the California 
Wastewater Environment Association (CWEA) include Plant of the Year 1972, 1988, 1997, and 2001 in its size category; 
Collection System of the Year in 1990, 1997-2000, 2004-2005; Plant Safety Awards in 1997 and 1999; and Public Education Awards 
in 1991 and 1995. During the 1990s and early 2000s, the California Sanitation Risk Management Authority recognized the plant 
for the low number of claims and incidents it incurred. The California Association of Sanitation Agencies awarded the plant a 
Public Education Program Award in 1998 and an Innovation Award in 2000. 
 
Evaluation  
An ESA architectural historian evaluated the property for its potential historical significance under California Register of 
Historical Resources Criteria 1 through 4 and the National Register of Historic Places Criteria A through D below. While the 
campus as a whole was investigated, only the historic-age buildings were evaluated. The period of significance for this 
evaluation is 1948-1967. The buildings that were evaluated are the operations building, the five original digestion tanks the 
digestion control building, the old sedimentation units no. 7 and 8, the garage and carport near the plant’s entrance, the pump 
unit and grit basins, the filter unit, and the original treatment unit. All other buildings on campus are less than 50 years old and 
are not age-eligible to be considered for listing in the California and National Registers. 
 
Criterion 1/A (Events). The Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water Pollution Control Plant provides 
necessary public services, and it is not exceptional or significant for the role that it plays in San Lorenzo and the surrounding 
area. The facility won many awards and recognitions, mostly during the 1990s and 2000s, but not enough time has passed to 
gain a historical perspective on those events. Other water treatment plants in California predate the subject property, including 
the 1895 filtration plant at Lake Chabot in Castro Valley, which was the first on the Pacific Coast. Prior to the 1920s, large-scale 
filtration plants had been used by larger cities in the eastern United States for decades, but California had focused on smaller 
scale local water distribution. Research does not suggest that the subject property contributed to broad patterns of local or 
regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States, and for this reason it is not recommended eligible for 
listing under Criterion 1/A. 
 

(Continued on page 9) 
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*B10.  Significance (continued from page 7) 
 

Criterion 2/B (People). Research did not reveal that the subject property is associated with any people who were/are important to 
local, California, or national history. Numerous people were involved in the design and construction of the wastewater 
treatment plant, and numerous others have been employed there over the years. However, none of these individuals has made 
specific contributions to history that have been identified and documented as significant and associated with this property. For 
these reasons, the property is not recommended eligible for listing under Criterion 2/B. 
 
Criterion 3/C (Design/Construction). Buildings constructed on the subject property between 1948 and 1969 were designed in a 
simple utilitarian style, meaning that the design was dictated primarily by the buildings’ functions, with little architectural 
detail. The buildings do not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, nor do they possess 
high artistic value. Buildings dating from the first phase of construction (1948-1950) were designed by the sanitary district’s 
engineer, L. Cedric Macabee, and associate engineer, Don Reinoehl. Macabee, a Stanford University-trained civil engineer, 
operated a consulting engineering firm from 1939 until 1973. Reinoehl was employed by Macabee before becoming the district 
engineer for the East Cliff Sanitation District in Santa Cruz in the 1950s. Buildings dating from the second phase of construction 
(1967-1969) were designed by Kennedy Engineers of San Francisco. Kennedy Engineers was founded by Clyde Kennedy in 1919; 
the firm remains in business today and is known as Kennedy/Jenks Consultants. Archival research reveals little information 
about Macabee, Reinoehl, and Kennedy Engineers and does not indicate any other significant construction designs are 
associated with their practices. As such, the plant does not reflect the work of a master. For these reasons, the subject property is 
not recommended eligible for listing under Criterion 3/C.  
 
Criterion D/4 asks whether a proposed project has the potential to yield information important to pre-history or history. With 
regard to historical information potential, it does not seem likely that the plant would yield significant information that would 
expand our current knowledge or theories of methods of construction, operation, or other information that is not already 
known. As such, the property does not appear to be historically significant under Criterion D/4. 
 
Integrity 
While most of the historic-age components of the plant (the operations building, digester tanks, digestion control building, filter 
unit, pump unit, grit basins, and the treatment unit) are still in use, the plant has undergone several significant alterations since 
its construction during the 1940s (primary treatment) and 1960s (secondary treatment). As early as the 1970s and as late as 2014, 
the plant expanded with construction of new facilities and adopted new technology and practices in waste water treatment. The 
plant retains its integrity of location, but its setting, workmanship, materials, design, feeling, and association have all been been 
significantly impacted by the introduction of newer, modern facilities to the plant, alterations to existing buildings, and 
demolition of obsolete buildings and structures. As such, the property does not retain sufficient physical integrity to convey any 
potential historical significance. 
 
Summary  
As the Oro Loma Sanitary District & Castro Valley Sanitary District Water Pollution Control Plant neither meets any of the 
California and National Register criteria nor retains sufficient physical integrity, ESA recommends it to be ineligible for listing in 
the California and National Registers. 
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