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EBMUD
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
LELAND RESERVOIR REPLACEMENT PROJECT
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

August 31,2016
TO: Responsible and Trustee Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties

FROM: East Bay Municipal Utility District
375 Eleventh Street, MS 701
Oakland, CA 94607-4240

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Leland Reservoir
Replacement Project

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), acting as lead agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Leland Reservoir Replacement

Project.

AGENCIES: EBMUD requests your input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information
that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project.

ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES: EBMUD requests comments and concerns from
organizations and interested parties regarding the environmental issues associated with construction and operation

of the proposed project.
PROJECT TITLE: Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

PROJECT LOCATION: Leland Reservoir is located on a 14.5-acre site opposite 1050 Leland Drive in the City
of Lafayette. The site is south of State Route 24 and east of Pleasant Hill Road (see Figure 1).

PROJECT PURPOSE: The Leland Reservoir Replacement Project will replace the existing open-cut
reservoir (60 years old), which is under the California Division of Safety of Dams’ (DSOD) jurisdiction, with
new on-site facilities to ensure long-term reliability and redundancy of the water distribution system, meet
existing and future water needs, facilitate repair and replacement of aging infrastructure, and maintain water
quality by downsizing the reservoir and replacing it with optimal storage based on projected future demands.
The project will remove the dam embankments from DSOD's jurisdiction.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project includes replacement of the existing 18-million-gallon (MG) open-cut
Leland Reservoir with two new 8-MG prestressed concrete tanks within the existing reservoir basin. The project
also includes replacing approximately 1,700 linear feet of existing 36-inch transmission pipeline that currently
runs beneath the reservoir with approximately 2,700 linear feet of pipeline to be constructed in Windsor Drive,
Condit Road and a short section of Leland Drive between Condit Road and Meek Place, and approximately

950 feet of pipeline within the Leland Reservoir site. The current access road from Leland Reservoir up to and
around the reservoir perimeter will be retained and improved. Figure 2 shows the reservoir site and proposed
pipelines. Construction would involve demolition of the existing reservoir structure, removing vegetation and
breaching the embankment to provide access into the existing reservoir basin, constructing two new tanks within
the basin, and restoring and landscaping the site following construction. Construction would require stockpiling of
soil from the embankment on the eastern portion of the site adjacent to Leland Drive.



POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Based on the Initial Study completed for the project, the
following areas of potentially significant environmental impact will be analyzed in the Draft EIR: Aesthetics, Air
Quality/Climate Change, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise, Recreation, and
Transportation/Traffic. Potential cumulative impacts and potential for growth inducement will be addressed;
alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, will be evaluated.

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: This NOP is available for public review and comment pursuant to California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15082(b) for 30 days. The comment period for the NOP begins August 31,
2016 and ends on September 30, 2016. Due to the limits mandated by State Law, your response must be sent at
the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

SCOPING MEETING: EBMUD will hold a scoping meeting on September 15, 2016, starting at 6:30 pm, at
The Meher School, located at 999 Leland Drive in Lafayette. You are welcome to attend and present
environmental information that you believe should be addressed in the EIR.

RESPONSES AND QUESTIONS: Responses to, or questions regarding, this NOP should be directed to:

Oscar Herrera, P.E.

East Bay Municipal Utility District
375 Eleventh Street, MS 701
QOakland, CA 94607-4240

Phone: 510-287-1005

Email: lelandreservoir@ebmud.com

CEQA PROCESS: The Draft EIR is planned for publication in spring 2017, with action by EBMUD’s Board of
Directors expected in fall 2017. Notice will be given of public meetings, including a meeting that will be held
during the Draft EIR comment period. At the end of the review and comment process, EBMUD’s Board of
Directors will determine whether to certify the EIR and approve the Leland Reservoir Replacement Project. The
NOP and all CEQA-related documents for this project will be available for review on the EBMUD website at:

https://www.ebmud.com/about-us/construction-my-neighborhood/leland-reservoir-and-pipeline-replacement/

Sy o % -3)-/4

Xavier J. Irias Date
Director of Engineering and Construction
East Bay Municipal Utility District

sb16_159



Figure 1: Project Location

Leland Reservoir Replacement Project
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Figure 2: Location of Facilities

Leland Reservoir Replacement Project
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East Bay Municipal Utility District
Leland Reservoir Replacement EIR

NOP Distribution List

DRAFT
Agencies that Received Notice of Preparation
Contact Person/
Agency Title Address City State Zip
Bay Area Air Quality Alison Kirk, 939 Ellis St. San CA 94109
Management District Environmental Francisco
(BAAQMD Planner
California Department of Scott Wilson, 7329 Silverado Trail Napa CA 94558
Fish and Wildlife (CDFw) — | Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region
California Department of Elise Rothschild, 1001 | St. Sacramento | CA 05814
Toxic Substances Control - | Deputy Director
Headquarters
California Department of Karen Toth, Unit 700 Heinz Ave. Berkeley CA 94710
Toxic Substances Control | Supervisor Suite 100
— Regional Office
California Department of Melanie Brent, 111 Grand Ave. Oakland CA 94612
Transportation (Caltrans) — | District Deputy for
District 4 Environmental
Planning and
Engineering
City of Lafayette, Planning Niroop Srivatsa, 3675 Mt. Diablo Bv. Lafayette CA 94549
Department & Building Director #210
Services Department
City of Lafayette, Tony Coe, City 3675 Mt. Diablo Bv. Lafayette CA 94549
Engineering Department Engineer #210
San Francisco Bay Water Resources 1515 Clay St. Oakland CA 94612
Regional Water Quality Control Engineer Suite 1400
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Division of 2800 Cottage Way Sacramento | CA 95825
Service Ecological Services | E-1803
County Connection Yvette Moran, 2477 Arnold Industrial Concord CA 94520
Manager of Way
Transportation
County Connection Rashidi Barnes, 2477 Arnold Industrial Concord CA 94520
Senior Manager of | Way
Transportation
Contra Costa County, Danielle Kelly, 30 Muir Rd. Martinez CA 94553
Department of Secretarial
Conservation and Assistant to the
Deve|opment Deputy Director
Metropolitan Ken Kirkey, 101 8™ st. Oakland CA 94607
Transportation Director of
Commission Planning
Central Contra Costa Russell Leavitt, 5019 Imhoff PI. Martinez CA 94553
Sanitary District Planner/
Environmental
Coordinator
The Meher Schools lvy Summers, 999 Leland Dr. Lafayette CA 94549
Co-Principal

November 2017




East Bay Municipal Utility District
Leland Reservoir Replacement EIR

NOP Distribution List

DRAFT
Contact Person/
Agency Title Address City State Zip
Sun Valley Bible Chapel 1031 Leland Dr. Lafayette CA 94549
Lafayette School District Rachel Zinn, 3477 School St. Lafayette CA 94549
Superintendent
Lafayette Library 3491 Mt. Diablo Bv. Lafayette CA 94549

November 2017




East Bay Municipal Utility District
LELAND RESERVOIR

REPLACEMENT PROJECT
Initial Study

September 2016

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Water Distribution Planning Division — MS 701
375 11™ Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Prepared with Assistance from:

RMC Water and Environment
2175 N. California Blvd., Suite 315
Walnut Creek, CA 94596



Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
(Revised September 2016)

1. Project Title: Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:  East Bay Municipal Utility District
Water Distribution Planning Division — MS 701
375 11th Street
Oakland, CA 94607

3. Contact Person: Oscar Herrera, Project Manager
East Bay Municipal Utility District
Water Distribution Planning Division — MS 701
375 11™ Street
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 287-1005
lelandreservoir@ebmud.com

4. Project Location: In Lafayette, opposite 1050 Leland Drive. Pipeline work in
Windsor Drive between Old Tunnel Road and Condit Road,
Condit Road between Windsor Drive and Leland Drive, and
Leland Drive between Condit Road and Meek Place.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and East Bay Municipal Utility District
Address: Water Distribution Planning Division — MS 701
375 11™ Street
Oakland, CA 94607

6. General Plan Designation: Civic Use

7. Zoning: R-10 (Single Family Residential District-10)

8. Description of Project (Describe the whole action involved, including, but not limited to later
phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The project includes replacement of the existing 18-million-gallon (MG) open-cut Leland
Reservoir with two new 8-MG prestressed concrete tanks within the existing reservoir basin.
The project also includes replacing approximately 1,700 linear feet of existing 36-inch
transmission pipeline that currently runs beneath the reservoir with approximately 2,700
linear feet of pipeline to be constructed in Windsor Drive, Condit Road and a short section of
Leland Drive between Condit Road and Meek Place, and approximately 950 feet of pipeline
within the Leland Reservoir site. The current access road from Leland Reservoir up to and
around the reservoir perimeter would be retained and improved. Figure 1 shows the project
location and Figure 2 shows the reservoir site and proposed pipelines. Construction would
involve demolition of the existing reservoir structure, removing vegetation and breaching the
embankment to provide access into the existing reservoir basin, constructing two new tanks
within the basin, and restoring and landscaping the site following construction. Construction
would require stockpiling of soil from the embankment on the eastern portion of the site
adjacent to Leland Drive.
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

9. Surrounding land uses and setting (briefly describe project’s surroundings):

The Leland Reservoir site is surrounded to the east and west by single family residential homes. A
church is adjacent to the southern property boundary of the reservoir site. The land between the
northern property boundary and Old Tunnel Road is vacant land, zoned for single family
residential use. The proposed pipeline route is under streets in single-family residential
neighborhoods, and also passes a private elementary school, and a community swim center.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement):

Table 1 is a preliminary summary of the public agencies from which EBMUD may require approval
and/or coordination is necessary in order to construct the proposed project. The EIR will confirm this
list based upon input in response to the Notice of Preparation.

Table 1
Other Required Approvals and/or Coordination Necessary for the Proposed Project
Type of Type of Approval and/or Coordination
Agency/ Stakeholder Jurisdiction Necessary
City of Lafayette Local Encroachment permit for construction within

city streets.

Approval for use of storm drains for dewatering

activities.
Central Contra Costa Local Approval for use of sewer line for dewatering
County Sanitary District activities.
Division of Safety of Dams | State Review and approval of plans for modifying

Leland Reservoir Dam

3
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

Figure 1: Project Location
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

Figure 2: Project Facilities
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below could potentially be affected by this project, but would be
mitigated to a less than significant level as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X | Aesthetics [1|Agriculture and Forestry X | Air Quality
Resources
X Biological Resources X | Cultural Resources [_]|Energy Use
X | Geology/Soils X | Greenhouse Gas Emissions X | Hazards/Hazardous
Materials
X |Hydrology/Water Quality [ ]|Land Use/Planning []|Mineral Resources
X | Noise []|Population/Housing [ ]| Public Services
[ ]| Recreation X] | Transportation/Traffic [ ]| Utilities/Service Systems
X | Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

L] I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” 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.

L] 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
Environmental Impact Report pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier Environmental Impact Report, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

6
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

3. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination
is made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to
a “Less Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a
project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The analysis of each issue should identify:
a)  The significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each question; and

b)  The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

7
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CHECKLIST
I. Aesthetics Less than
Significant with
Potentially Mitigation Less than
Would the Project: Significant Impact Incorporated Significant Impact No Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a I:' I:' I:' |X|

scenic vista?

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

¢) Substantially degrade the existing

visual character or quality of the site Izl I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
and its surroundings?

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

DISCUSSION
a. No Impact. The project site is not within a designated scenic vista.

b. No Impact. State Route 24 from the Caldecott Tunnel to Interstate 680 is a designated
scenic highway (Caltrans, 2016). The project site is located about 650 feet south of this scenic
highway, but is not visible from State Route 24 because it is screened from the highway by the
intervening topography.

c. Potentially Significant Impact. The Leland Reservoir property is visible to homes located
across from the site on Leland Drive (1024-1074 Leland Drive) and to homes on Sunset Loop
(1381 through 1451 Sunset Loop) and at the end of Ruth Drive (20 and 24 Ruth Drive), which
are located above Leland Drive. The homes along Leland Drive currently view the access road
to the reservoir, grassy hillsides and trees. Homes adjacent to the western boundary of the
Leland Reservoir property (3143 Old Tunnel Road, 3134 and 3135 Maryola Court, 3131 and
3132 Mars Court) have views of the tree-covered reservoir embankment along the back of the
property. Some of these homes may also have views of the existing security fencing
surrounding the existing reservoir. The entire site perimeter is surrounded by barbed wire
fencing.

The project would change the visual character of the site by removing trees along the western
and southwestern areas of the property for the construction of a new access road and tanks, and
by creating temporary excavated soil storage areas. The number of trees to be removed for
construction would be determined during preparation of the EIR. The existing access road
would be rebuilt and may be lowered to enter the reservoir basin. The new concrete tank roofs
would sit approximately six feet above the existing roofline. The new concrete tanks would be
partially buried with the soil material excavated for the construction of the new tanks. The EIR
will provide a detailed evaluation of potential impacts to the existing visual character of the

8
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

site. Mitigation measures will be identified, as appropriate, to minimize any potentially
significant impacts.

The proposed 36-inch transmission pipeline installation in Windsor Drive, Condit Road, Leland
Drive, and on the Leland Reservoir site would be installed underground and would not be visible,
and, therefore would have no permanent impact on the visual character of the site or surrounding
area. Any deterioration of existing public facilities resulting from construction (e.g., streets)
would be restored by EBMUD to pre-construction condition upon completion of construction.

d. Less than Significant Impact. Any external lighting added to the project would be directed
towards the reservoir valve pit and electrical equipment cabinet and would not be visible
outside the reservoir site. The lighting would be used on a short-term, as-needed basis for
emergency operation and/or repair of the valve pit or electrical equipment.

Il. Agriculture and Forestry Less than
Resources Significant with
Potentially Mitigation Less than
Would the project: Significant Impact Incorporated | Significant Impact No Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland) to non- D D D Izl
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act I:‘ I:‘ I:‘ |X|
contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220[g]) or timberland (as
defined in Public Resources Code D D D Izl
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section51140 (g))

d) Result in the loss of forest land or

conversion of forest land to non- |:| |:| |:| IXI

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- D D D Izl
agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

DISCUSSION

a. No Impact. The project site is not designated as prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance. The California Department of Conservation designates the
site as “Urban and Built-Up Land” (California Department of Conservation, 2014). The project
site is located within an urban area surrounded by residential uses east and west of the project
site, a church and elementary school to the south, and State Route 24 to the north.

9
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

b. No Impact. The project site is not currently zoned for agricultural use (City of Lafayette
General Plan Land Use Map, 2002) nor is it under a Williamson Act contract for agricultural
preservation.

c-d. No Impact. The project site is not designated as forest land or timberland.
e. No Impact. The project site would not involve changes that would result in loss of

Farmland to non-agricultural use. The project site is located within an urban area surrounded
by residential, religious, and school uses.

I11. Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality

management or air pollution control Less Than

district may be relied upon to make the Potentially Significant With Less Than

following determinations. Would the Significant Mitigation Significant

project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Contflict with or obstruct implementation & I:‘ I:‘ I:‘

of the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or

contribute substantially to an existing or Izl I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
projected air quality violation?

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? Izl D D D
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a & I:' I:' I:'

substantial number of people?

DISCUSSION

a-d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would require the use of
construction vehicles and machinery, which could result in temporary, but potentially
significant emission of criteria pollutants. The EIR will include a detailed analysis, including
air quality modeling of construction emissions, to assess the potential impacts. Mitigation
measures will be identified, as appropriate, and could include implementing the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) recommended Basic Construction Mitigation
Measures, which includes Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as minimizing idling time
and ensuring proper maintenance of construction equipment. Operation of the project would
require limited maintenance. Air quality impacts from maintenance vehicles are expected to be
minimal.

10
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Initial Study

e. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate odors from diesel
exhaust emission during project construction. Impacts would be temporary but could be
potentially significant. The EIR will address odor impacts during construction. Mitigation
measures will be identified, as appropriate, and could include reducing idling time of
construction equipment that produces diesel exhaust emissions and requiring that all equipment
comply with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) Airborne Diesel Air Toxic
Measures (ATCMSs). Operation of the project would have no significant odor impacts.

1V. Biological Resources Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse impact, 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 D D D Izl
regulations or by the California Dept. of
Fish & Game or U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service?

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

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

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

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

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

11
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DISCUSSION

The Biological Resource discussion is based upon a report titled Leland Reservoir
Replacement Project Biological Resources Assessment (Biological Resources Assessment)
prepared by EBMUD’s Fisheries and Wildlife staff (updated May 2016).

a. No Impact. The project site does not contain any habitat suitable to support sensitive and
special status plant, as identified in the Biological Resources Assessment (EBMUD, 2010).
The project site is landscaped and regularly maintained. The habitats present within the project
site are characteristic of disturbed and urban habitats and are dominated by planted landscape
and other non-native species. No impacts to sensitive and special status plant species are
anticipated.

b. No Impact. No riparian habitats or other sensitive natural community occur on or directly
adjacent to the proposed project site. Therefore, the project would not result in any impacts to
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

c. No Impact. No federally-protected wetlands occur within the project site. Therefore, the
project would not result in any impacts on federally-protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means.

d. Potentially Significant Impact. The project site does not function as an important regional
wildlife corridor because the site and adjacent areas have been developed, paved, or
landscaped. The site is surrounded by residential development east and west sides, State
Highway 24 on the north side, and a church and elementary school south of the project site.
There would be no impact to wildlife movement corridors. However, nesting birds and roosting
bats could use trees on the reservoir site.

Nesting and migratory birds that are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the
California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5 have potential to nest within the
project area. These species may use trees, shrubs, man-made structures or the ground for
nesting habitat. Disruption of nesting special status avian species could occur as a result of
increased human activity (e.g., due to the use of heavy equipment and human traffic) during
the breeding season (approximately February through August). Construction activities could
disturb nesting avian species and lead to nest abandonment or poor reproductive success.

Roosting habitats for special status bat species may be present in the project site. These species
typically use buildings, trees, bridges, and rock crevices for roost habitat. Construction
activities may result in the removal or disturbance of hibernation or maternal roost sites due to
tree removal, ground disturbance, noise or human intrusion. This is a potentially significant
impact as it may result in direct mortality and reduction in reproductive success.

12
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The EIR will address impacts to special status bat species and migratory birds and include
mitigation measures such as pre-construction surveys, establishment of work buffers for active
nests, and on-site monitoring, if appropriate.

e. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would require the trimming or
removal of trees. The City of Lafayette has established ordinances for tree protection. EBMUD
is not subject to permitting under these ordinances per California Code Section 53091;
therefore, impacts associated with conflicting with local policies would be less than significant.
However, where tree removal is required, EBMUD would replace established trees as
necessary and would also implement standard practices consistent with tree protection
ordinances for tree pruning and care. The EIR will evaluate the impact of tree removal and will
recommend mitigation measures to address the loss of trees on the site.

f. No Impact. There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plans (NCCP), or other local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans within
the proposed project area. There would be no impacts associated with conflicts with HCPs or
NCCPs.

V. Cultural Resources Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource Izl |:| |:| |:|

as defined in section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a unique
archaeological resource as defined in Izl D D D
section 15064.5?

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

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

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

DISCUSSION

a-c. Potentially Significant. Although the project site and pipeline routes are in substantially
disturbed areas given the built environment, construction has the potential to disturb or damage
buried and previously undiscovered archaeological, paleontological or historic resources in the
project area. The EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of potential cultural resource impacts.
An archeological and a historical study will be prepared to identify areas of moderate or high
potential for buried cultural, historic, or paleontological resources. Mitigation measures would
be implemented to avoid or minimize effects to any archaeological, paleontological or historic
resources.

13
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d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve trenching and
excavation on the roadways and on the existing reservoir site. There is potential during
trenching and excavation to uncover human remains. Impacts to human remains would be
considered a potentially significant impact. The potential for impacts to human remains will be
identified in the EIR. Mitigation measures will be implemented which would require EBMUD
to implement state regulations, including Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98 and
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.

V1. Energy Use Potentially |Less-than-Significant Impact| Less-than- No
Significant with Mitigation Measures Significant |Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

Environmental impacts may include:

a) The project’s energy requirements by amount I:I I:I |Z
and fuel type for each stage of the project including
construction, operation, and maintenance

b) The effects of the project on local and regional
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
capacity

¢) The effects of the project on peak and base
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy

d) The degree to which the project complies with
existing energy standards

e) The effects of the project on energy resources

oo gy o
oo gy o
oo gy o
XXX X X| O

f) The project’s projected transportation energy use
requirements and its overall use of efficient
transportation alternatives

a-f. Less than Significant Impact. Construction for the proposed project would require the
use of fuels, including gas, diesel, and motor oil for construction activities. In addition, indirect
energy use would be required for the production of construction materials, including extraction
of raw materials and manufacturing. Operation of the proposed project could also potentially
require the use of energy for periodic flushing, anode replacement, leak detection, repair, and
maintenance, but this is not expected to be materially different from the energy requirements
for maintenance of the existing facility. Construction impacts would be temporary and are
expected to be less than significant with implementation of standard practices, such as reducing
idling time for construction equipment and vehicles.

14
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Vil

. Geology and Soils

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

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

X

[l

[l

[l

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.

[]

[]

[]

X

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?

XXX X

OO0 O

OO0

O O

c)

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

X

[]

[]

[]

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?

©)

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

DISCUSSION

Geology, geotechnical and seismicity assessments were conducted to evaluate potential

environmental impacts for the proposed project based on review of available geological maps, reports
and other related literature. From geotechnical and geological viewpoints, the project site is suitable

for construction of the proposed project.

a. (1) No Impact. The project area is not within mapped fault zones (EBMUD, 2011).

a. (ii-iv) and b-d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project may be susceptible to
unstable soil or geologic conditions including liquefaction, ground shaking and erosion. The
proposed pipeline route is in areas considered to have very low to moderate liquefaction
potential, and the reservoir site is entirely within an area of very low liquefaction potential
(City of Lafayette, 1976). The project site is not in an area of known landslides or ground
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susceptible to sliding (City of Lafayette, 1976), but there are some slopes on the project site
that could be susceptible to sliding. Although the proposed project would be designed and
constructed to meet the latest building code requirements to resist strong ground motions, the
EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of potential geology and soil impacts and mitigation
measures to mitigate significant impacts.

e. No Impact. Wastewater generation or disposal is not a part of the proposed project, therefor
land would not be used for treatment or disposal of wastewater. During construction,
temporary self-contained toilets and hand washing facilities would be located on site. Any
wastewater generated by these facilities would be hauled off site for treatment and disposal.

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the Izl D D D
environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of IXI |:| |:| |:|
greenhouse gases?

DISCUSSION

a-b. Potentially Significant Impact. Project construction would result in temporary emissions
of greenhouse gases. The EIR will provide a detailed analysis of greenhouse gas emissions
from construction. The air quality modeling prepared for the EIR will include an analysis of
the potential increases in greenhouse gas emissions. Mitigation measures will be identified, as
appropriate, and could include BMPs recommended by the BAAQMD and reduction of idling
for vehicles and machinery. The EIR will identify the significance of greenhouse gas impacts
and the mitigation measures that will be implemented to mitigate impacts.

16
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) Less Than
IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public

or the environment through the routine

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous Izl D D D

materials?

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within & I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

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

e) For aproject 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, D I:' I:' |X|
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 D D D Izl
working in the project area?

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

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

DISCUSSION

Leland Reservoir consists almost entirely of concrete slabs and beams, reinforced with steel
rebar. The reservoir lining is a 4-inch concrete slab overlying a 3/16-inch impervious
membrane, 4-inch asphalt plant mix base, and a 2.5-inch gravel blanket. The roof consists
entirely of precast concrete roof panels supported by a precast concrete framing system of
beams, girders, and columns.

17
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The Hazards and Hazardous Materials discussion is based on past investigations conducted for
EBMUD facilities. In 1994, lead was detected at high concentrations in a Leland Reservoir
roof caulking material sample and in a soil sample (PES Environmental, 1994). Because of
elevated lead concentration, additional sampling in 1996 was performed. The 1996 testing
concluded there was no significant potential health or ecological risks and no remedial action
or further investigation was required (PES Environmental, 1996). Samples collected at Leland
Reservoir as part of a reservoir materials assessment of all EBMUD reservoirs (CH2MHill,
1995) did not exceed concentrations of contaminants that would require special Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) health and safety requirements or hazardous
material disposal.

a-d. Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would require the
use of typical construction-related hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, lubricants and solvents) that
must be properly handled and disposed of to minimize effects on the environment. Although
there are no mapped areas showing historical contamination in the California Department of
Toxic Substance Control’s EnviroStor Data Management System (accessed June 2016), soils in
the project area may contain hazardous materials depending on historical land uses. Because
the proposed project would include excavation and trenching, there is the potential for the
release of contaminated soil and/or groundwater, if encountered. Although samples collected at
Leland Reservoir as part of a reservoir materials assessment of all EBMUD reservoirs
(CH2MHLill, 1995) did not exceed concentrations of contaminants that would require special
OSHA health and safety requirements or hazardous material disposal, sediment samples would
need to be collected at Leland Reservoir and tested prior to disposal. EBMUD would comply
with federal, state, and local laws regarding testing, management, and disposal of hazardous
materials. Rupture of a subsurface gas pipeline, if present, during construction trenching could
also generate a significant hazard. The EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of the potential
hazards based on previous data available for hazardous material sites and contamination in
soils. Mitigation measures will be identified such as implementation of a Safety Environmental
Awareness Program; preparation and implementation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Plan; implementation of Best Management Practices; and potholing to
identify subsurface utilities.

e-f. No Impact. The closest airport is Buchanan Field Airport, located in Concord,
approximately 8 miles from the project site. The proposed project would not use any
aeronautical equipment and would therefore not interfere with the airspace for any airport.
None of the activities for the proposed project would create any significant hazards for people
residing or working in or near an airport. There would be no impact associated with creating
hazards near a public or private airport.

g. Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the pipelines would require temporary lane
and roadway closures during laydown of the pipelines and trenching. Although there are
alternative vehicle routes in the project vicinity, impacts to emergency access could be
potentially significant. The EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of potential impacts and will
identify measures to mitigate significant impacts such as coordination with local emergency
providers, and identification of alternative routes where appropriate.

18
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h. No Impact. The proposed project is located completely in an urban/suburban area and
would not include work in wildlands. The proposed project would not expose people or
structures to a potential wildfire. There would be no impact to the public from wildfires.

X. Hydrology and Water Quality Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or I:‘ I:‘ |Z I:‘

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 (i.e., the production rate of D D |X| D
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?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which |:| |:| lz |:|
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 I:‘ I:‘ |Z I:‘
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding
on-site or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or

planned storm water drainage systems or D D |X| |:|
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? D D D Izl

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

h) Place within a 100-year flood plain
structures which would impede or D D D IZ
redirect flood flows?

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

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow? D D D

19
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DISCUSSION

a. Less than Significant Impact. EBMUD water distribution system/facilities are designed,
constructed, operated and maintained to conform to state and federal requirements for water
treatment and discharge, thus no impacts to water treatment and discharge are anticipated.

b. Less than Significant Impact. The project would not deplete groundwater supplies or
recharge, because there would be no groundwater extraction associated with the project. The
project would not reduce groundwater recharge because the existing impermeable surface
would be restored thus maintaining the status quo commensurate with infiltration (from
precipitation), groundwater and recharge. No drinking water wells are located in the vicinity of
the project site and thus no impacts to groundwater are anticipated.

c-e. Less than Significant Impact. Existing constructed and natural drainage features at the
project site would be re-used and improved. Drainage patterns may be temporarily disrupted
during construction. EBMUD Standard Construction Specifications require that the contractor
develop and implement an erosion and sedimentation control plan for work performed in
unpaved areas.

The existing roadway drainage pattern and system would not be altered by the pipeline
construction by this project, and thus the project would not increase storm-water run-off.

f-h. No Impact. The project site is not located within a 100-year flood plain (FEMA, 1996).

i. Less than Significant. Prior to construction activity on the Leland Reservoir site, the
existing reservoir would be drained. The existing dam embankment would be removed
following the dewatering of the reservoir. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause
flooding due to the failure of a dam or levee because there would be no water impounded
behind the dam prior to its removal. EBMUD maintains a Dispatch Center and field crew 24
hours a day, 7 days a week to respond to emergencies. The pipelines would be designed with
isolation valves that can be closed to interrupt the flow of water to a ruptured pipe. The
pipelines would be designed to withstand substantial stress and pressures, and the possibility of
a rupture is considered remote. Due to the remote possibility of rupture and the level of
protection inherent in the design of the pipeline, this impact is considered to be less than
significant and will be described further in the EIR.

J. No Impact. The proposed project is not located in an area susceptible to seiches, tsunamis,
or mudflows; therefore, there would be no impact.

20
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XI. Land Use and Planning Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Physically divide an established
community? D D D Izl

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 |:| |:| lz |:|
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 I:‘ I:‘ I:‘ Izl
conservation plan?

DISCUSSION

a. No Impact. The proposed project would place pipelines underneath existing roadway and
would replace an existing reservoir at a site already developed with a reservoir. There would be
no impact to communities associated with the division of an established community.

b. Less than Significant Impact. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 53091(e),
county and city zoning ordinances do not apply to the location or construction of facilities for
the transmission of water. The EIR will, however, consider resource policies in the zoning
ordinances and general plans for the City of Lafayette in corresponding EIR sections (e.g.,
Noise, Biological Resources). The reservoir site is designated as “Community Facilities/Civic
Uses” in the City of Lafayette General Plan (City of Lafayette, 2002), and the use of the site
would not change. The site is zoned R-10 (Single Family Residential District — 10) (City of
Lafayette, 2013); publicly owned structures are allowed within this zoning district.

c. No Impact. There are no adopted HCPs, NCCPs, or other local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plans within the proposed project area. There would be no impacts associated
with conflicts with HCPs or NCCPs.
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XI1. Mineral Resources Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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?

[l

[l

[l

Y

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?

[l

[l

[l

X

DISCUSSION

a-b. No Impact. The proposed project is located in an urban/ suburban environment. There
are no mineral resources within the proposed project area. There would be no impact to
mineral resources.

XIII. Noise Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project result in : Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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?

X

[l

[l

[l

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

X

<)

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?

€)

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?

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

22
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DISCUSSION

a, b and d. Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would
require the use of machinery and equipment that would generate short-term noise and

vibration. The EIR will include a detailed analysis of impacts. A technical noise study will be
performed to identify existing noise levels and sensitive receptors and provide an assessment of
future noise levels with construction, including the duration of impacts. Mitigation measures
will be identified, if appropriate, and could include using noise blankets on machinery to

reduce noise, minimizing idling time, notifying residents of upcoming construction work, and
coordinating with nearby schools.

c. No Impact. The proposed project would include the installation of underground water
pipelines and replacement of an existing open-cut reservoir with two concrete tanks, which
would not generate a new source of ambient noise. There would be no impact associated with a
permanent increase in ambient noise levels.

e-f. No Impact. The closest airport is Buchanan Field Airport, located in Concord,
approximately 8 miles from the proposed project site. The proposed project would not expose
people residing or working near the airport to excessive noise levels; therefore, there would be
no impact associated with exposing people near a public or private airport to excessive noise
levels.
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XIV. Population and Housing Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through D D D Izl
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
of replacement housing elsewhere?
¢) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
replacement housing elsewhere?
DISCUSSION

a-c. No Impact. The proposed project would not create infrastructure that would induce
unanticipated population growth. The proposed project entails replacement of an existing 18-
MG reservoir with two 8-MG tanks, and would thus not increase capacity to store water. The
project would be constructed to meet water supply requirements for existing and projected
future customer demands and to ensure long-term water supply to the Cities of Lafayette,
Walnut Creek, and Pleasant Hill. There would, therefore, be no impacts to population and
housing associated with inducing population growth from operation of the proposed project. In
addition, none of the activities of the proposed project would displace housing or people. There

would be no population and housing impacts associated with the proposed project.

XV. Public Services

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

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

[]

[]

[]

X

i)  Fire protection?

ii) Police protection?

iii) Schools?

iv) Parks?

v)  Other public facilities?

N

N

N

XXX
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DISCUSSION

a. No Impact. The proposed project replaces an existing reservoir and water transmission
pipeline. The project would not generate a need for any new public facilities (schools, fire or
police protection, parks, or other public facilities) because it does not induce population and
employment growth. Workers at the project site are likely to commute from the existing Bay Area
labor supply. Any deterioration of existing public facilities resulting from construction

(e.g., streets) would be restored by EBMUD to pre-construction condition upon completion of
construction.

XVI. Recreation Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

DISCUSSION

a. No Impact. The project would not generate or attract additional population, as would be
associated with residential, commercial or industrial uses; therefore, it would not affect
demand for recreational facilities. While the project would not increase use of recreational
facilities, there could be short-term effects on the Sun Valley Swimming Pool, an existing
recreational facility located on Leland Drive across the street from the reservoir site. Potential
for construction to affect traffic and parking on Leland Drive, which provides access to the
swimming pool, will be addressed in the EIR in the Traffic and Transportation section.

b. No Impact. The proposed project consists exclusively of water distribution system facilities
and does not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
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XVII. Transportation / Traffic Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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 Izl D D D
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 demands and
travel demand measures, or other Izl I:‘ I:‘ I:‘
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads an or highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results D D D Izl
in substantial safety risks?

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? |X| |:| |:| |:|

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or & I:' I:' I:'
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

DISCUSSION

a-b. Potentially Significant Impact. The construction of the proposed project would result in
temporary lane and road closures. In addition, the proposed project would generate vehicle
trips during project construction, temporarily contributing to increased traftic on local
roadways. Truck trips would be associated with hauling materials, construction debris and
equipment to and/or from the site. Construction employees would also contribute to vehicle
trips. The EIR will include a detailed analysis of traffic impacts. A traffic study will be
prepared that will identify traffic impacts from construction, including road and lane closures
and traffic impacts. Detour routes will be identified. Mitigation measures will be identified to
minimize traffic impacts, as feasible.

c. No Impact. The proposed project would not include any aeronautical equipment and would
not include any activities that would interfere with the airspace above the site. There would be
no impact to the public associated with a safety risk from changes to air traffic patterns.
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d. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would require the use of heavy
machinery, equipment, and materials in public roadways, which could pose a hazard to the
public using these roadways. The EIR will provide a detailed analysis of hazards to traffic and
the public and will identify mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, as appropriate.

e. Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of pipelines would require temporary lane and
roadway closures during laydown of the pipelines and trenching. These land and roadway
closures may impede emergency access, which would be considered a potentially significant
impact. Impacts to emergency access would be potentially significant. The EIR will provide a
detailed evaluation of potential impacts and will identify measures to mitigate significant
impacts such as coordination with local emergency providers, and identification of alternative
routes.

f. Potentially Significant Impact. Temporary lane and road closures could potentially affect
bike lanes and pedestrian access, and haul truck traffic could increase traffic on streets served
by public transit services. The EIR will include an evaluation of potential impacts to bike lanes,
pedestrian access, and public transit services and will include mitigation measures to reduce
impacts, as appropriate.
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XVIII1. Utilities and Service Systems Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional I:‘ I:‘ I:‘ Izl
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 |:| |:| |:| IXI
could cause significant environmental
effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the I:‘ I:‘ |Z I:‘
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 D D D Izl
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project, that it
has adequate capacity to serve the D D D Izl
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 I:' I:' IZ |:|
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid |:| |:| |Z []
waste?

DISCUSSION

a-b and d-e. No Impact. The proposed project would not include or require new expanded
water or wastewater treatment facilities. In addition, the proposed project would not require
additional water supplies; rather, the proposed project would ensure continuation of existing
water supplies by replacing existing aging infrastructure, improving reliability and providing
redundancy, as needed. There would be no impact to water or wastewater treatment facilities.

c. Less Than Significant. The project would include the design of on-site drainage facilities
that would connect to the City of Lafayette’s existing storm drainage system. Because
impervious surface area would not increase, the volume of storm water would not increase, and
thus the existing system would not need to be expanded.

f-g. Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate construction debris
from demolition of the existing reservoir, trenching and excavation of in-place soils.
Construction debris would only be generated during constriction and not during operation and
the impact would therefore be temporary. Some of this soil may be contaminated requiring
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special disposal. Impacts are anticipated to be less than significant if all applicable regulations
are followed. The EIR will identify the approximate amount of debris that would be generated
by the proposed project, will identify how the waste would be characterized and will identify
the landfills that would serve the proposed project.

XIX. Mandatory Findings of Less Than
Significance Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
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 & |:| D D
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 & |:| |:| I:'
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
¢) Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either Izl D D D
directly or indirectly?
DISCUSSION
a. Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in an urban/suburban
environment; therefore, it is unlikely that the proposed project would substantially degrade
the quality of the environment or substantially reduce habitat for special-status species. The
proposed project would include trenching and ground disturbance. Construction of the
proposed project, therefore, has the potential to disturb or damage previously undiscovered
buried archaeological, paleontological and historic resources if they are encountered during
construction. The EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of potential cultural and
paleontological resource impacts and mitigation measures to mitigate significant impacts.
b. Potentially Significant Impact. At this time, no other projects in the vicinity are

anticipated to be underway during construction of the proposed project. However, the City
of Lafayette will be contacted during preparation of the EIR to help identify other planned

projects in the vicinity of the project. If any projects are identified, potential for cumulative
traffic, noise, and air quality impacts could be significant. The EIR will include a
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description of projects that may overlap with the proposed project and will include an
assessment of cumulative impacts. Mitigation measures will be identified, as appropriate.

c. Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in
environmental impacts that have the potential to contribute to adverse effects on human
beings such as from noise generation, generation of air quality impacts, and other safety
hazards. The EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of potential impacts and mitigation
measures to mitigate significant impacts.
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Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 443-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 scH#2016082082

Project Title: Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Lead Agency: East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Contact Person: Oscar Herrera
Mailing Address: 375 Eleventh Street, MS 701 Phone: 510-287-1005
City: Oakland Zip: 94607-4240  County: Alameda
Project Location: County:Contra Costa City/Nearest Community: Lafayette
Cross Streets: Leland Drive, Condit Road, Windsor Drive, Old Tunnel Road, Meek Place Zip Code: 94549
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 37 °53 42 ~N7 122 205 18 W Total Acres: 14.5
Assessor's Parcel No.: 185-052-001-4 Section: 33 Twp.: 1 North  Range: 2 West  Base: Mt. Diablo
Withtn 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 24 waterways: Reliez Creek, Las Trampas Creek
Airports: None Railways: BART Schools: The Meher Schools

Document Type:

CEQA: [] NOP Draft EIR NEPA: [ NOI Other: [} Joint Document
[] Early Cons (] Supplement/Subsequent EIR ] EA [J Final Decument
[] NegDec (Prior SCH No.) [] DraftEIS [ Other:
[] Mit Neg Dec  Other: [] FONSI
Local Action Type:
[_] Generat Plan Update [] Specific Plan [] Rezone [] Annexation
[0 General Plan Amendment [] Master Plan [] Prezone [] Redevelopment
[] General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development  [] Use Permit [J Coastal Permit
[J Community Plan [J Site Plan [J Land Divisicn (Subdivision, etc.) Other-Approval of new

water facilities

Development Type:
[] Residential: Units Acres

[] Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees, {_] Transportation: Type

[] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees ] Mining: Mineral

[ Industrial: ~ $q.ft. Acres Employees ] Power: Type MW

] Educational: ] Waste Treatment: Type MGD

[] Recreational: ] Hazardous Waste: Type

Water Facilities: Type Storage MGD 16 MG Other; 36-inch water pipeline

Project issues Discussed in Document:

Aesthetic/Visual [] Fiscal Recreation/Parks Vegetation

[] Agricultural Land [] Floed Plain/Flooding [ Schools/Universities Water Quality

Air Quality [ Forest Land/Fire Hazard [] Septic Systems Water Supply/Ground water
Archeological/Histerical Geologic/Seismic ] Sewer Capacity [] Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources [ Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading [] Growth Inducement
[J Coastal Zone Noise [] Solid Waste Land Use

[] Drainage/Absorption [] Population/Housing Balance [X] Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
[] Economic/Jobs [[] Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation [] Other:

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Zoning: R-10, Single Family Residential District-10; Rep Land use designation: Civic Use

P-roi—ecT D-esEriFti;n:- (please use a separate page if necessary)
The project description is included in the DEIR. The project involves replacing the existing 18-million-gallon (MG) open-cut

Leland Reservair with two new 8 MG prestressed concrete tanks within the existing reservoir basin. The project also includes
replacing approximately 1,700 linear feet of existing 36-inch transmission pipeline that currently runs beneath the existing
reservoir with approximately 2,700 linear feet of 36-inch pipeline to be constructed in Windsor Drive, Condit Road and a short
section of Leland Drive between Condit Road and Meek Place, and approximately 950 feet of 36-inch pipeline within the Leland
Reservair site. A new 30-inch storm drain pipeline would also be installed on site and connected to the City of Lafayette’s
existing storm drain system at the intersection of Leland Drive and Patty Way.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Nefice of Preparation or

previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X",
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

Air Resources Board

Boating & Waterways, Department of
California Emergency Management Agency
California Highway Patrol

Caltrans District #4

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
Caltrans Planning

Cenltral Valley Flood Protection Board
Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of
Corrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission
Education, Department of

Energy Commission

Fish & Game Region #:_3_

Food & Agriculture, Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of
General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of
Housing & Community Development
Native American Heritage Commission

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date January 25, 2018

Lead Agency {Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: RMC Water and Environment

Address: 2175 North California Blvd., Suite 315

City/State/Zip: Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Contact; Robin Cort

Phone: 925-627-4100

Signature ot Lead Agency Representative:

_ —

Office of Historic Preservation
Office of Public School Construction
Parks & Recreation, Department of
Pesticide Regulation, Department of
Public Utilities Commission
Regional WQCB #2
Resources Agency
Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of
S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm,
__ San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mitns. Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy
Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy

11

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

_____Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control, Department of
Water Resources, Department of

T

>

Other: Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Other: City of Lafayette

ot

Ending Date March 12, 2018

Applicant: East Bay Municipal Utility District
Address: 375 Eleventh Street, MS 701
City/State/Zip: Oakland, CA 94607

Phone: 510-287-1005

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.

Revised 2010
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Leland Reservoir Replacement EIR Scoping Commenters

DRAFT

Agencies, Organizations and Residents Submitting Comments
during Scoping

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — District 4

California Department of Toxic Substances Control

Native American Heritage Commission

The Meher Schools

Roth Grossman and Erin Beaver, Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch Association

Kathy McCann

November 2017






McGregor, Jennifer

From: Murphy, Daniel@DTSC <Daniel.Murphy@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 10:05 AM

To: McGregor, Jennifer; Herrera, Oscar

Subject: RE: Leland Reservoir Replacement Initial Study

Mr. Herrera and Ms. McGregor:

Thanks for sending along the IS. After a quick read, the only thing that DTSC would offer by way of comment is that the
caulking material and soil would need to be managed appropriately. IF it tests out as either California or RCRA hazardous
waste, it should be disposed as such. Note that lead at concentrations that do not require removal from some particular
application may still require extraordinary disposal practices.

| would prefer that this email suffice for consideration as a comment by DTSC in EIR preparation, but if you need a letter
with DTSC letterhead, let me know.

From: McGregor, Jennifer [mailto:jennifer.mcgregor@ebmud.com]
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2016 3:00 PM

To: Murphy, Daniel@DTSC

Cc: Herrera, Oscar

Subject: Leland Reservoir Replacement Initial Study

Mr. Murphy:

Please see the attached Initial Study for the Leland Reservoir Replacement Project. My apologies for the delay in getting
it to you. We'll also have it posted to our website in the next few days. Please contact Oscar Herrera, Project Manager,
at (510) 287-1005 should you have any questions or need additional information. Thank you.

Regards,

Jeni McGregor, PE

Senior Civil Engineer | Water Service Planning | East Bay MUD
375 11" Street, Oakland, California 94607 — MS 701

Tel. 510-287-1030 | jennifer.mcgregor@ebmud.com

























From: Ruth Grossman

To: Leland Reservoir Replacement EIR

Cc: Erin Lynn Beaver; Horn, Kathryn; Srivatsa, Niroop

Subject: Public comment regarding Leland Reservoir Replacement project
Date: Friday, September 30, 2016 2:20:37 PM

Attachments: PublicComments 20160930.pdf

Dear Mr. Herrera:

We are attaching a letter to you (in a .pdf format) which lays out the concerns of the Old
Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch group regarding the reservoir
replacement/pipeline project referenced above.

Thank you for your consideration. Please feel free to contact us should you have any

questions.

Ruth M. Grossman, NW Co-Coordinator
nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com

Erin Beaver, NW Co-Coordinator

nw.lafayette.ca.eb@gmail.com


mailto:nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com
mailto:lelandreservoir@ebmud.com
mailto:nw.lafayette.ca.eb@gmail.com
mailto:kathryn.horn@ebmud.com
mailto:NSrivatsa@ci.lafayette.ca.us
mailto:nw.lafayette.ca.rg@gmail.com
mailto:nw.lafayette.ca.eb@gmail.com

Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch

September 30, 2016

Oscar Herrera, Associate Civil Engineer
EBMUD

375 Eleventh Street, M/S 701

Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Sir:

The OId Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch is a group of approximately
75 homes located in Lafayette, CA. Our neighborhood group includes homes near the
intersection of Old Tunnel Road and Windsor Drive plus the following streets off of
Windsor Drive: Maryola Court, Mars Court, Windsor Court, and Buckeye Court. We
were formed several years ago as a response to a series of home break-ins, but we
work as a group on any matter that affects the safety and security of our neighborhood.

To that end, the following are our comments regarding the “Leland Reservoir and
Pipeline Replacement” project currently under consideration.

1. As a neighborhood that includes both commuters and families with school-age
children, the proposed construction hours of 7 am - 7 pm is incompatible for most
of us. Even if actual constuction doesn’t begin until 8:00 am, the arrival of noisy
vehicles at 7:00 am is unwelcome. We propose construction hours of 8 am - 6 pm.

2. Residents in homes that abut the reservoir are concerned about the noise from the
demolition of same. How will that noise be mitigated?

3. Residents are concerned regarding the impact construction will have on Windsor
Drive, Condit Road and Leland Drive with respect to school bus access, access to
Sun Valley Bible Chapel, access to Meher School and access to the Sun Valley
Swimming Pool. It should be noted that the latter hosts swim meets that involve
hundreds of families, not to mention daily swim practices.

4. Residents on Windsor Drive have concerns about access to/from their homes
during construction.





10.

Will Windsor Drive be closed at both ends on occasion during construction? What
is meant by/who determines local traffic access?

The group is concerned that no matter how EMBUD accesses the reservoir from
Pleasant Hill Road (via Old Tunnel Road or via Condit Road) that trees along the
route be protected from heavy trucks/equipment traffic. There are a number of
heritage oaks on both routes that our group feels strongly about protecting.

Inasmuch as Old Tunnel Road is so heavily trafficked, our group encourages
EBMUD to use the route to the reservoir from Pleasant Hill Road via Condit to
Leland to balance out the congestion. Moreover, Old Tunnel Road is far too narrow
for many large construction trucks. There is, by the way, a City of Lafayette
ordinance forbidding large trucks on Old Tunnel Road. While EBMUD can disregard
this ordinance, we request that you take this matter into consideration in the draft
EIR. Finally, in consideration of its parallel location to Highway 24, Old Tunnel Road
is frequently used as a frontage road during the hours of 7-9:30 am and 2:30-6:30
pm when the freeway is clogged with commuter traffic.

With the pending development of new commercial and residential space in
Saranap, our group is concerned about the cumulative impact of concurrent
construction on the neighborhood, especially with regard to heavy trucks and
equipment.

It is the opinion of our group that the landscape plan for the reservoir is sadly
lacking. We are opposed to the removal of any heritage oaks. We believe that for
every tree removed, four should be planted as replacements. Moreover, the
suggested size of the replacements (24” box-sized oaks) is totally inadequate. The
group is also desirous that the landscape design for the back side of the reservoir
(e.g., facing Maryola and Mars Courts) be expanded so that the replacement tanks
are not so visible as to invite potential grafitti artists. Our neighborhood is semi-
rural in nature, so the impact of the removal of existing trees/vegetation on wildlife
is a concern, especially if the replacement plan is inadequate.

Inasmuch as the residents of Windsor Drive will be terribly inconvenienced during
the pipeline construction phase of the project, it seems appropriate that rather than
repairing the street “at the level at which (it) existed prior to project construction,”
that Windsor Drive be entirely repaved at the end of construction (not merely
slurried) and that Old Tunnel Road also be repaved, especially if it is used
consistently over the two + year period for contruction traffic.





11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The neighborhood group is also concerned that overnight and on weekends that
heavy equipment is not parked on our streets but removed either to the reservoir
site or, alternatively, to the City of Lafayette maintenance yard on the other side of
Highway 24, e.g. Camino Diablo. The presence of heavy equipment, while not in
use, is a safety issue for many families.

The group wants the name/contact information for an EBMUD employee whom we
can contact during construction if there is an issue with construction equipment or
personnel.

The issues of changes to drainage, enviromental hazards, and geological reports
should be addressed in the draft EIR.

The duration of pipeline construction needs to be addressed in the draft EIR as
well.

The issue of any possible water shut-down during constuction is of concern to the
neighborhood.

Will the movement of soil during pipeline construction have a negative impact on
the primary sewer line and/or on the lateral sewer lines to homes along the
construction route? We believe EBMUD should assess any damage to existing
sewer laterals post-construction.

What steps will EBMUD take with respect to dust mitigation during the construction
process?

Will the installation of the two tanks reduce flood risk? Will the neighborhood

remain a flood plain and/or an inundation zone? These particulars need to be
spelled out in the draft EIR.

Sincerely yours,

Erin Beaver, 3169 Old Tunnel Road - Lafayette
Ruth Grossman, 3167 Old Tunnel Road - Lafayette
Co-Coordinators, Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch






Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch

September 30, 2016

Oscar Herrera, Associate Civil Engineer
EBMUD

375 Eleventh Street, M/S 701

Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Sir:

The OlId Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch is a group of approximately
75 homes located in Lafayette, CA. Our neighborhood group includes homes near the
intersection of Old Tunnel Road and Windsor Drive plus the following streets off of
Windsor Drive: Maryola Court, Mars Court, Windsor Court, and Buckeye Court. We
were formed several years ago as a response to a series of home break-ins, but we
work as a group on any matter that affects the safety and security of our neighborhood.

To that end, the following are our comments regarding the “Leland Reservoir and
Pipeline Replacement” project currently under consideration.

1. As a neighborhood that includes both commuters and families with school-age
children, the proposed construction hours of 7 am - 7 pm is incompatible for most
of us. Even if actual constuction doesn’t begin until 8:00 am, the arrival of noisy
vehicles at 7:00 am is unwelcome. We propose construction hours of 8 am - 6 pm.

2. Residents in homes that abut the reservoir are concerned about the noise from the
demolition of same. How will that noise be mitigated?

3. Residents are concerned regarding the impact construction will have on Windsor
Drive, Condit Road and Leland Drive with respect to school bus access, access to
Sun Valley Bible Chapel, access to Meher School and access to the Sun Valley
Swimming Pool. It should be noted that the latter hosts swim meets that involve
hundreds of families, not to mention daily swim practices.

4. Residents on Windsor Drive have concerns about access to/from their homes
during construction.
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Will Windsor Drive be closed at both ends on occasion during construction? What
is meant by/who determines local traffic access?

The group is concerned that no matter how EMBUD accesses the reservoir from
Pleasant Hill Road (via Old Tunnel Road or via Condit Road) that trees along the
route be protected from heavy trucks/equipment traffic. There are a number of
heritage oaks on both routes that our group feels strongly about protecting.

Inasmuch as Old Tunnel Road is so heavily trafficked, our group encourages
EBMUD to use the route to the reservoir from Pleasant Hill Road via Condit to
Leland to balance out the congestion. Moreover, Old Tunnel Road is far too narrow
for many large construction trucks. There is, by the way, a City of Lafayette
ordinance forbidding large trucks on Old Tunnel Road. While EBMUD can disregard
this ordinance, we request that you take this matter into consideration in the draft
EIR. Finally, in consideration of its parallel location to Highway 24, Old Tunnel Road
is frequently used as a frontage road during the hours of 7-9:30 am and 2:30-6:30
pm when the freeway is clogged with commuter traffic.

With the pending development of new commercial and residential space in
Saranap, our group is concerned about the cumulative impact of concurrent
construction on the neighborhood, especially with regard to heavy trucks and
equipment.

It is the opinion of our group that the landscape plan for the reservoir is sadly
lacking. We are opposed to the removal of any heritage oaks. We believe that for
every tree removed, four should be planted as replacements. Moreover, the
suggested size of the replacements (24” box-sized oaks) is totally inadequate. The
group is also desirous that the landscape design for the back side of the reservoir
(e.g., facing Maryola and Mars Courts) be expanded so that the replacement tanks
are not so visible as to invite potential grafitti artists. Our neighborhood is semi-
rural in nature, so the impact of the removal of existing trees/vegetation on wildlife
is a concern, especially if the replacement plan is inadequate.

Inasmuch as the residents of Windsor Drive will be terribly inconvenienced during
the pipeline construction phase of the project, it seems appropriate that rather than
repairing the street “at the level at which (it) existed prior to project construction,”
that Windsor Drive be entirely repaved at the end of construction (not merely
slurried) and that Old Tunnel Road also be repaved, especially if it is used
consistently over the two + year period for contruction traffic.



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The neighborhood group is also concerned that overnight and on weekends that
heavy equipment is not parked on our streets but removed either to the reservoir
site or, alternatively, to the City of Lafayette maintenance yard on the other side of
Highway 24, e.g. Camino Diablo. The presence of heavy equipment, while not in
use, is a safety issue for many families.

The group wants the name/contact information for an EBMUD employee whom we
can contact during construction if there is an issue with construction equipment or
personnel.

The issues of changes to drainage, enviromental hazards, and geological reports
should be addressed in the draft EIR.

The duration of pipeline construction needs to be addressed in the draft EIR as
well.

The issue of any possible water shut-down during constuction is of concern to the
neighborhood.

Will the movement of soil during pipeline construction have a negative impact on
the primary sewer line and/or on the lateral sewer lines to homes along the
construction route? We believe EBMUD should assess any damage to existing
sewer laterals post-construction.

What steps will EBMUD take with respect to dust mitigation during the construction
process?

Will the installation of the two tanks reduce flood risk? Will the neighborhood

remain a flood plain and/or an inundation zone? These particulars need to be
spelled out in the draft EIR.

Sincerely yours,

Erin Beaver, 3169 Old Tunnel Road - Lafayette
Ruth Grossman, 3167 Old Tunnel Road - Lafayette
Co-Coordinators, Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive Neighborhood Watch



From: Kathy Mccann

To: Leland Reservoir Replacement EIR
Subject: Comments to the project

Date: Friday, September 30, 2016 2:31:36 PM
Oscarr,

Although my name is on the neighborhood comments, | would like to emphasize the following concerns:
1) Safety of everyone, especially the elderly who walk and the neighborhood children going to and from
school bus, area schools, church, the pool on Leland, etc. Although it may not look like it, our
neighborhood is very active with walkers and biking. A

2) Street repair, sewer lines, etc. We discussed this at the meeting, but we would like EBMUD to factor in
the cost of completely re paving, and properly grading, at least the following streets:

Old Tunnel Rd, Leland, Windsor and Condit. Also, making sure that the sewer lines are not damaged or
that the weight of the equipment causes "off-sets".

3) Trees-Larger and more trees need to be planted around the new tanks so that they will get established
quicker.

4) Requesting that the trucks and equipment use Condit as Old Tunnel Rd is very busy.

Thank you!

Kathy McCann


mailto:mccanncan@aol.com
mailto:lelandreservoir@ebmud.com
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LELAND RESERVOIR REPLACEMENT PROJECT : e

Project Overview

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Leland Reservoir has
provided drinking water to the communities of Lafayette, Walnut Creek,
and Pleasant Hill for over 60 years. The replacement of this structure is
critical to maintaining a reliable system that is accessible to maintenance
and repairs, safe for personnel access, seismically secure, and current
with today’s needs and requirements.

The Leland Reservoir Replacement Project will replace the existing
18-million-gallon open-cut reservoir with two 8.0 million-gallon concrete
tanks. Approximately 1,700 linear feet of 36-inch water transmission
pipeline that traverses under the existing open cut reservoir will be
replaced with approximately 2,700 linear feet of 36-inch pipeline that
will be installed in Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and a short section of
Leland Drive between Condit Road and Meek Place. Approximately 950
linear feet of additional 36-inch pipeline will be installed within the Leland
Reservoir property. The pipeline will extend from the new concrete tanks
down the new site access road and then parallel Leland Drive, within the
site property boundary, and connect to an existing 36-inch transmission
main on the southeast side of the property. All tank infrastructure will be
located within the existing basin, simplifying site security and maintenance.
Access from Leland Drive to the upper perimeter road around the tanks
will be provided by an additional access road.

Maintenance Access Road
View from Leland Drive

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT



PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goal of the architecture and landscape conceptual design for the Leland
Reservoir Replacement Project is to develop conceptual plan alternatives that
address the replacement of the Leland Reservoir while maintaining privacy
for neighboring properties and preserving the overall physical character of the
site.

GOALS

1. Modernize the Leland Reservoir facilities
2. Mitigate construction impacts

3. Maintain landscape quality

4. Maintain facility privacy and security

OBJECTIVES

1. Modernize the Leland Reservoir facilities
* Replace existing reservoir
* Replace existing pipelines
2. Mitigate construction impacts
* Provide alternative routes for traffic through duration of construction
to maintain local access
e Provide daily access to local residents
* Maintain emergency vehicle access
e Control dust and noise
* Mitigate impacts to sewer laterals and utilities
3. Maintain landscape quality
* Replant with native grassland species
e Hydroseed impacted constructed areas
* Remove dead/dying trees
* Protect healthy native trees outside of construction zone
e Limit tree removal within construction zone
e Protect oaks with trunk diameters of 12 inches or more,
where possible
e Replant with native, non-invasive tree species
4. Maintain facility privacy and security
* Replace existing security fence
* Replace trees that provide visual screening
e Install access gates at both the tank perimeter road entrance
and the basin maintenance entrance
e Install bar gate at site entrance



EXISTING CONDITIONS

Reservoir Property

Leland Reservoir is located on a 14.5-acre site along Leland Drive in the City
of Lafayette, California. The access road into the site is opposite 1050 Leland
Drive.

Native Landscape

The site surrounding Leland Reservoir hosts a native Oak Savannah landscape.
The most common species are Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) and Valley
Oak (Quercus lobata). Pine species, including Canary Island Pines (Pinus
canariensis), Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata), and Gray Pine (Pinus sabiniana)
are the second most prevalent. Two varieties of eucalyptus, Blue Gum
eucalytpus (Eucalyptus globulus) and Red Ironbark (Eucalytpus sideroxylon),
make up the third most prevalent species.

The site understory is comprised of a native grass mix, including oatgrass and
bromes, whose root systems contribute to slope stabilization.

The vegetation and elevation change are valuable natural defenses for security
and site screening. The height and shape of the hills help visually obscure
the reservoir and inhibit public entry. Maintaining these defenses is key in
developing both a visual and physical separation from the adjacent neighbors.

Existing Site

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
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SITE ANALYSIS - OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

SITE CONSTRAINTS

The following are some of the
constraints associated with the
Leland Reservoir site:

Steep slopes limit construction
storage, staging, and stockpiling.
Slopes steeper than 3:1 (33%) are
not appropriate for tree planting.

Existing trees conflict  with
construction access, proposed
infrastructure, and soil stockpiling
locations.

The main access road into the facility
must be secure.

AR

Site security must be maintained
during and after construction.

Approximately 16 trees with a
designated “protected” status
are located within the critical limit
of work. Trees are identified as
“protected” based on their unique
size and species by Lafayette City
Code 6-1702

The facility should be screened
from adjacent properties to the
extent practicable.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITEGTURE + PLANNING



LANDSCAPE PRESERVATION
Tree Inventory

Trees on site were inventoried by Arborist Dennis Yniguez to determine their health and prioritize their preservation. The
Arborist Report is dated July 2016, and 467 trees were surveyed. Trees were identified by species and given a conditional
rating from 1 to 7 with 1 indicating optimal tree health.

Tree Preservation

To maintain the native landscape, it is important to preserve as many trees as possible. Trees were inventoried based on their
condition, health, Diameter at Breast Height (DBH), crown spread, and native species status. These factors contributed to their
conditional rating. Additional arborist comments related to removal, pruning recommendations, and structural weaknesses
were also noted.

Tree Removal

Tree removal is necessary for project construction and safety (hazardous limbs and fire fuel load). Subsequently, trees were
categorized as safety related removal or project construction related removal.

Twenty-three (23) trees are proposed to be removed for safety reasons. Trees with conditional ratings from 5 (fair), 6 (poor),
and 7 (dead) were likely to drop limbs. Trees with conditional ratings 3 (good) and 4 (moderate) posed a threat to fire prevention
management due to the high oil content of their species or fuel load of their branches.

Eighty-eight (88) trees are slated to be removed due to construction, including those that would interfere with the replacement
of site infrastructure. During construction, soil will need to be stockpiled on site. Steep topography limits the locations where
stockpiling is feasible; therefore, trees in identified stockpiling locations as shown in the following section will be removed.

SITE CONSTRUCTION STOCKPILING

Below are the stockpile locations where soil will be stored and moved during the
construction process.

LELAND RESERVOIR Figure 2.0
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT



LANDSCAPE PRESERVATION

TREE REMOVAL PLAN
| BY/ENYES

>< Tree removed for
“._.~~ construction
QTY 88

/U Tree removed for safety /
\”>/ fire prevention
QTY 23

TOTAL REMOVAL
QTY 111

SRR T
i \\Q\-g\\\\\\
TR

TREES REMOVED

The following are trees to be removed as described above.

Tree Inventory Key

QTY ID# COMMON SCIENTIFIC NAME DBH COND FOR QTY = QUANTITY

ID# = IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

1 1374 Valley Oak Quercus lobata 8.57 2 C DBH = DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT
2 1375 Valley Oak Quercus lobata 10.5” 2 C COND = CONDITIONAL RATING
3 1376 Valley Oak Quercus lobata 8” 2 C
4 1377 Firethorn Pyracantha sp. 4.5” 4 C FOR = REASON FOR REMOVAL
5 1402 Valley Oak Quercus lobata 9.5” 2 c C = CONSTRUCTION
6 1404 Buckthorn Rhamnus sp. 4” 3 C S = SAFETY
7 1405/1406 Buckthorn Rhamnus sp. 3”7 4 C
8 1408 Almond Prunus dulcis 8” 3 C . .
9 1428 Buckthorn Rhamnus sp. 45 6 s Conditional Rating
10 1429 Coast Live Oak  Quercus agrifolia 7.5” 2 C 1 = EXCELLENT
11 1431 Buckthorn Rhamnus sp. 5” 4 C 2 = VERY GOOD
12 1432 Valley Oak Quercus lobata 8.57 3 C 3= GOOD
13 1459 Gray Pine Pinus sabiniana 1057 2 C
14 1460 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 39" 4 c 4 = MODERATE
15 1461 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 24" 3 C 5= FAIR
16 1462 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 48" 3 C 6 = POOR
17 1463 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 49”7 2 C 3
18 1464 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 26.5" 4 C 7 =DEAD
19 1465 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 36" 3 C
20 1488 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 13” 4 C
21 1489 Blue Gum Eucalyptus globulus 44" 3 C
22 1490 Eucalyptus Eucalyptus sp. 21" 4 C
23 1491/1492 Eucalyptus Eucalyptus sp. 36" 3 C
rhaa
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TREES REMOVED

Continued...
QTY ID#
24 1493
25 1504
26 1505
27 1553
28 1554
29 1555
30 1556
31 1557
32 1558
33 1559
34 1560
35 1561
36 1562
37 1573
38 1581
39 1583
40 1584
41 1603
42 1604
43 1605
44 1606
45 1607
46 1608
47 1609
48 1610
49 1611
50 1612
51 1613
52 1614
53 1615
54 1616
55 1617
56 1618
57 1619
58 1620
59 1621
60 1644
61 1645
62 1647
63 1648
64 1649
65 1650
66 1651
67 1653
68 1654
69 1655
70 1656
71 1657
72 1667
73 1668

LELAND RESERVOIR

COMMON

Eucalyptus
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Almond

Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Coast Live Oak
Coast Live Oak
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum

EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Eucalyptus sp.
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Prunus dulcis
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus agrifolia
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus

9.5”

24.7”
24”
207
8.5”
12.5”
14.77

6.5”
32.5”
36.5”
35”
74.5”
21.5”
38”
41.5”

COND
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Oak Tree ID #1170
Valley Oak to be protected and
preserved

Oak Tree ID #1365
Valley Oak to be protected and
preserved



TREES REMOVED

Continued...
QTY ID#
74 1669
75 1670
76 1671
77 1672
78 1673
79 1681
80 1737
81 1738
82 1739
83 1740
84 1797
85 2108
86 2109
87 2157
88 2168/2169/
2170
89 2188
90 2191
91 2192
92 2230
93 2231
94 2247
95 2249
96 2250
97 2264
98 2875
99 2933
100 2934
101 2935
102 2939
103 2972
104 2973
105 2974
106 3136
107 NA
108 NA
109 NA
110 NA
111 NA

COMMON

Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Coast Live Oak
Gray Pine
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Gray Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Blue Gum
Coast Live Oak
Blue Gum

Canary Isl Pine
Monterey Pine
Gray Pine

Blue Gum
Blue Gum
Valley Oak

Red Ironbark
Red Ironbark
Valley Oak
Cherry Plum
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Coast Live Oak
Gray Pine
Coast Live Oak
Almond
Canary Isl Pine
Valley Oak
Valley Oak
Valley Oak

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Quercus agrifolia
Pinus sabiniana
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Pinus sabiniana
Pinus canariensis
Eucalyptus globulus
Quercus agrifolia
Eucalyptus globulus

Pinus canariensis
Pinus radiata

Pinus sabiniana
Eucalyptus globulus
Eucalyptus globulus
Quercus lobata

Eucalyptus sideroxylon
Eucalyptus sideroxylon

Quercus lobata
Prunus cerasifera
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Quercus agrifolia
Pinus sabiniana
Quercus agrifolia
Prunus dulcis
Pinus canariensis
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata
Quercus lobata

DBH COND

36.5”
53”
11.5”
17"
16"
257
23.7"
4r

6"
14”
327
18.5”
56"
6"
207

W WWwWwouaoEFErNWE WNWO Wk

12”7
35”
197
43”
26"
4r
12”7
15”
13.7”
8"
18”
18”
17"
18.5”
18.7”
5
227
11.77
3.5”
3.5”
7.5
3"

3"

O O1TOTOINWWWENNMNNMNNOO OO P~WOo Wb

FOR

OO ;moOoOoooon

OO OmoOOTOHOOOOOLLOWmW!L!L!L!mnmw,m

Eucalyptus globulus
Invasive species among trees to be

removed

LANDSCAPE PRESERVATION
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DESIGN PROCESS

The design process included preparing landscape concepts based on the needs of the reservoir infrastructure and the
goal to visually screen the project. Different alternatives were explored and presented to the community. After several
meetings and obtaining feedback, a preferred plan was developed.

Design Alternatives for Community Meeting #1

The first community meeting occurred on August 3, 2016 at Meher School. Two alternatives, as shown in Figure 4.0
and Figure 5.0, were presented with plans and perspectives of visual impacts of the new tanks and are described
below.

Both alternative designs proposed replanting native tree species: Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak) and Quercus lobata
(Valley Oak). Proposed native shrubs included Ceanothus ‘Julia Phelps’ (Small Leaf Mountain Lilac), Dendromecon
rigida (Bush Poppy), Festuca californica (Fescue), Heteromeles arbutifolia (Toyon), Leymus condensatus (Giant Wild
Rye), Muhlenbergia rigens (Deer Grass), Myrica californica (Pacific Wax Myrtle), Rhamnus californica (Coffeeberry), and
Ribes sanguineum (Redflower Currant). Disturbed areas were proposed to receive a hydroseed mix of native grasses.

Design Alternative 1

Alternative 1 proposed partially backfilling the concrete tanks with the excavated soil and demolition debris from the
open cut reservoir demolition. Partially backfilling the tanks would provide access to the bottom of the tanks and valve
pits via a maintenance road through the existing slope. The top of the tanks would be accessed by a perimeter road.
Forty-five new trees were proposed where slopes did not exceed 3:1.

Design Alternative 2

Alternative 2 proposed completely backfilling the concrete tanks which would be a more challenging and expensive
grading and staging process. This alternative maintained access to the top of the tanks with a perimeter road. An
access pad at a lower elevation, east of the tanks, would house the valve pit. Alternative 2 also proposed adding 45
trees.

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
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Alternative 1

Figure 4.0

Alternative 2

Figure 5.0
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DESIGN PROCESS
Visual Impact Assessment for Community Meeting #1

A series of visual simulations were created to assess potential views into the site for both design
alternatives. Digital models simulated the site landscaping 15 years after installation and were
compared to an existing conditions model and photographs. The visual assessment helped
determine the minimum number of replacement trees needed for screening along Leland Drive.
During this process, it was determined that Alternative 1, with its curvilinear road and adjacent
berm, better screened the new tanks.

The steep site topography greatly limited the amount of excavated soil material and demolition
debris associated with the open cut reservoir demolition that could be temporarily stockpiled on
site. The construction stockpile limitations did not allow for enough material to be stored on site
to completely backfill around the tanks as proposed in Alternative 2. Alternative 1 maximized
reusing the excavated demolition material that could be stored on site to partially backfill the
concrete tanks.

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

Figure 6.0

Figure 7.0



Community Meeting #1 Feedback

The first community meeting was attended by neighboring residents with direct views into the
site and by those who may be affected by the pipeline installation and road closures. The two
alternatives and visual simulations were presented to the community to obtain feedback.

The primary concerns of attendees were construction inconveniences which included road
closures, access, traffic control on detour routes, damage to roadways due to heavy construction
machinery, damage to utilities, visual/audio impact of construction, length of the construction
process, storage of machinery and materials, construction staging, and control of wildlife that may
be displaced during the construction process. Additional concerns received during the Question
and Answer process after the public meeting focused on tree removal and visual impact.

At the conclusion of the meeting, the community preferred Alternative 1. The feedback received
from the first community meeting was used to refine Alternative 1 and study the visual impacts in
greater detail.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITEGTURE + PLANNING

Figure 8.0

Figure 9.0
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DESIGN PROCESS

Refining the Design Selection
for Community Meeting #2

The second community meeting was held on September 15, 2016.
Alternative 1 from the first community meeting had been selected as
the preferred design. Minor changes were made to the design including
a reduction in the overall quantity of shrubs and variety of species that
was made as a response to maintenance concerns.

At the first community meeting, attendees wanted to see in more detail
how the design would affect their views. In response, more refined
photo-realistic renderings and models (where access to properties
was not feasible) were provided at this meeting to help neighbors
visualize the proposed conditions. Five locations were explored with
views into the site.

Alternative 1 as presented at
Community Meeting #2

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
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Figure 10.0



Community Meeting #2 Feedback

Atthe conclusion of the meeting, the community accepted the views,
the reservoir location, the access road configuration, the existing
tree removal, the security fence location, and the elimination
of proposed shrubs. However, they did request additional trees
for visual screening. One attendee requested a photo-realistic
rendering of the view from their property.

With the feedback received, 30 additional trees were added to
the plan in strategic locations to better screen the reservoir, and
a photo-realistic view from the property requested was included in
the final preferred design package.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS.

Photo-realistic renderings and models Figure 11.0
presented at meeting

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
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PREFERRED DESIGN

The final conceptual design considers the visual impact to the community. The placement of trees maintains a
naturalized pattern and addresses views into the site and compatibility with slope. The functional relationships
between the structures, access requirements, efficient circulation, and preservation of open space were considered
in the design as developed by EBMUD.

Maintenance Access

The new access road from Leland Drive to the reservoir tanks and valve pit will be constructed of asphalt and is 12
feet wide. Intercepting this road will be a 15-foot wide maintenance road that connects to the upper perimeter road.
An 8-foot security fence with barbed wire will be constructed adjacent to the upper perimeter road. The entrance to
the overall site will be controlled by a manual bar gate at Leland Drive. The entrance to the perimeter road and the
entrance to the valve pit will be secured with additional gates. Personnel can access the tanks by stairs from the
perimeter road.

Access to new utility easements is maintained. Proposed trees are planted clear of the easement to avoid any future
conflict with tree roots when maintaining equipment.

Tree and Grass Selection

Plants were selected based on their native status to the site. Two varieties, Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) and
Valley Oak (Quercus lobata), were chosen as replacement trees for the site. The two species are currently the most
prevalent on site. Both are low water use and California natives. Additionally, Coast Live Oak is an evergreen species
and will provide screening year round.

Replacement trees are recommended to be 24-inch box size. A 24-inch box tree provides the greatest balance between
tree size at installation and eventual adaptability and success. Smaller trees, while often better able to respond to
transplant stress due to smaller, less constrained root systems, take time to provide the needed vegetative screening.
Larger trees, while providing a more immediate visual impact, typically have a slower growth rate and are more
commonly affected by transplant stress, root damage, and general structural damage.

During the design process, individual shrubs were eliminated due to the associated cost and maintenance. A
hydroseed mix of native grasses was selected in lieu of individual shrubs to ensure full coverage of disturbed areas
and reduce maintenance costs.

Tree Locations

Tree locations were determined during the visual simulation process. The iterative 3D modeling process studied tree
placement based on views and slope steepness. The proposed layout establishes tree plantings in a naturalized
pattern of clumped, staggered groupings. Trees are clear from the 25-foot pipeline and stormdrain easement.
Plantings were limited to slopes that were less that 3:1. Seventy-five (75) new trees are proposed.

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT



PREFERRED DESIGN - SITE PLAN

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
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Figure 12.0
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| TREES

| HYDROSEED MIX

|FENCE

PLANT SPECIES

QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA QUERCUS LOBATA
Coast Live Oak Valley Oak

SITE DESIGN

NATIVE GRASS MIX

Bromus carinatus, California Brome
Elymus glaucus, Blue Wildrye

Vulpia microstachys, Three Weeks Fescue
Trifolium obtusiflorum, Native Clover

SECURITY FENCE
8-foot high, 1-inch black vinyl coated mesh
with barbed wire



1040 LELAND DRIVE
EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Figure 13.0
Final Visual Simulations

Visual simulations of the final design were developed for
five adjacent locations. Where access was provided, a
photo-realistic visualization was developed. Properties
that could not be accessed were studied using a 3D
model of the site’s existing and proposed conditions.

STATE ROUTE 24
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1050 LELAND DRIVE
EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Figure 14.0

STATE ROUTE 24




24 RUTH COURT
EXISTING CONDITIONS

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Figure 15.0

STATE ROUTE 24
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1411 SUNSET LOOP
EXISTING CONDITIONS
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OPINION OF COST
Opinion of Probable Cost

The Opinion of Probable Cost includes elements related to landscape
preparation, planting, irrigation, and fencing. It excludes costs related
to reservoir construction including but not limited to cut/fill, paving,
roadways, utilities, and reservoir infrastructure.

Landscape Costs

Landscape demolition is limited to the removal of previously specified
trees throughout the site. This removal includes the physical removal of
the tree as well as chipping for reuse as mulch on site. Considerations
based on ease of accessibility have not yet been incorporated and may
affect the total cost.

Soil stabilization assumes a hydroseed mix will be applied to all disturbed
areas, that is the limit of work minus the total area of hardscape and site
infrastructure.

New 8-foot chain link fence and gates with barbed wire are designed to
border the upper perimeter road of the reservoir. Replacement fencing at
Leland Drive, if desired, has not been designed or included in the costs.

Irrigation is intended for tree establishment only and would consist
of bubblers. These bubblers may be decommissioned after a 3-year
establishment period pending annual weather conditions. Hydroseeded
areas are not irrigated and are recommended to be seeded in winter
months.

Seventy-five (75) replacement trees have been designed for the site. To
increase the likelihood of tree establishment and success, all trees are
assumed to be a 24-inch box. Each tree has been outfitted with cobble
rock mulch to prevent rodent damage, deer protection fencing, and soil
amendment.

LELAND RESERVOIR
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT



OPINION OF PROBABLE COSTS LANDSCAPE

QTY UNIT _ [COST TOTAL
1.0 |DEMOLITION
inc stump ripped out with tractor and disposed off-
1.1|Tree Removal - 6 to 8" dia site, easy access 32 EA $275.00 $8,800.00
inc stump ripped out with tractor and disposed off-
1.2|Tree Removal - 9 to 14" dia site, easy access 30 EA $460.00 $13,800.00
inc stump ripped out with tractor and disposed off-
1.3|Tree Removal - 15 to 30" dia site, easy access 53 EA $1,330.00 $70,490.00
Subtotal $93,090.00
2.0 [SOIL STABILIZATION
2.1|Hydroseed Native Grasses, inc soil prep 229,340 SF $0.45| $103,203.00
Subtotal $103,203.00
3.0 [FENCING
8 ft high, 9-gauge top and bottom rails, posts 10 ft
3.1|Chainlink Fence oc, vinyl coated, security barbed wire 1670 LF $115.00f $192,050.00
8 ft high, 9-gauge top and bottom rails, vinyl coated,
3.2|Chainlink Vehicular Gate security barbed wire 45 LF $145.00 $6,525.00
Subtotal $198,575.00
4.0 [IRRIGATION
4.1 |Backflow inc cage 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
4.2|Meter 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
4.3|lrrigation Controller inc cabinet 1 EA $6,000.00 $6,000.00
4.4|Flow Meter 1 EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00
4.6[Mainline 2" 2000 LF $10.00 $20,000.00
4.7 |Remote Control Valves 2" 6 EA $600.00 $3,600.00
4.8|Bubblers 2 per tree, includes lateral line 150 EA $200.00 $30,000.00
Subtotal $71,100.00
5.0 [PLANTING
5.1[24" Box Tree inc double stake 75 EA $330.00 $24,750.00
5.2|Rodent Protection 8 ft dia cobble rock @ 3" depth = 50 SF @ $2.50/SF 75 EA $125.00 $9,375.00
5.3|Deer Protection trunk protection 75 EA $15.00 $1,125.00
5.4|Planting Soil Amendment at trees, 16 SF at $0.50 75 EA $8.00 $600.00
Subtotal $35,850.00
Total $501,818.00
Contingency 25%| $125,454.50
Grand Total $627,272.50
Note: This Opinion of Probable Cost excludes cut/fill, paving, roadway, utilities, and reservoir infrastructure. Figu re 19.0
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1 Introduction

This Technical Memorandum (TM) addresses aesthetic and visual quality impacts associated with
construction and operation of the proposed Leland Reservoir Replacement Project (Project) proposed by
the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). The TM includes a description of visual conditions in
the Project area and an evaluation of the Project’s potential effects on visual resources using
photorealistic visual simulations for publicly accessible viewpoints. Simulated views from private
viewpoints, which were developed using a 3D computer model, are also discussed, based on existing
visual conditions at the Project site and the site’s surroundings.

2 Project Background

The existing 18-million-gallon (MG), open-cut Leland Reservoir, constructed in 1955, is a critical
drinking water facility for the Leland Pressure Zone, which serves the cities of Pleasant Hill, Walnut
Creek, and Lafayette. The reservoir is at the end of its useful service life, and its replacement is necessary
due to the deteriorated condition of the pre-cast concrete roof (including rainwater ponding), mature trees
growing in the earthen embankment, obsolete mechanical and electrical equipment, and the reservoir’s
criticality in serving the Leland Pressure Zone.

The Project includes replacement of the reservoir with two new 8-MG pre-stressed concrete tanks within
the existing reservoir basin. The Project would also include replacing approximately 1,700 linear feet of
existing 36-inch transmission pipeline that is currently located beneath the reservoir with approximately
2,700 linear feet of 36-inch pipeline to be constructed within the public right-of-way (ROW) in Windsor
Drive, Condit Road and Leland Drive and about 950 feet of 36-inch pipeline within the Leland Reservoir
site. The access road from Leland Drive to the reservoir would also be improved. Approximately 1,000
linear feet of 30-inch new storm drain pipeline would also be installed on site and connect to the City of
Lafayette’s existing storm drain system at the intersection of Leland Drive and Patty Way.

2.1 Approach

This TM provides an analysis of the Project’s effects on visual resources based on criteria specified in
Appendix G, Environmental Checklist of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
The Project involves replacement of an existing storage reservoir and associated pipelines. The TM
evaluates short term Project related effects that would occur during the construction period, as well as
effects of Project implementation that would be noticeable over a longer term.

3 Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

3.1 Environmental Setting

The following sections describe existing environmental conditions relative to visual resources and
potential effects the Project may have on those resources.

3.1.1 Regional Setting

The Project site and surrounding area contains visual resources representative of California’s northern
Coast Range mountains and inland valley landscapes. Natural features include rolling grass covered
hillsides, steep rugged hills and narrow ravines, broad valleys and prominent ridges, meandering tree
lined creeks and drainages, and oak woodlands. Within this setting, peaks, open ridgelines and wooded
hillsides are prominent landscape features that provide a visual backdrop for the region’s urban and
suburban development pattern.
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Leland Reservoir is located on a 14.5-acre site opposite 1050 Leland Drive, south of Old Tunnel Road in
a residential area of the City of Lafayette. The City of Lafayette is primarily a residential community and
it is the residential neighborhoods that largely define its character. Residential development is located on
either side of the Mt. Diablo Boulevard corridor, along valley floors and on the surrounding hillsides.
Residential neighborhoods present a diverse visual environment, offering a variety of housing types, and
architecture that is sensitive to the hilly landscape. Most of the City of Lafayette’s commercial and
institutional development is concentrated in the City’s downtown, which is located about one mile west of
the Project site along the State Route 24 (SR 24) corridor. SR 24 is a major highway that bisects the City
of Lafayette, passing through the City from west to east. Areas of the City of Lafayette located in the
immediate vicinity of SR 24 are characterized by a more urban visual character that is dominated by the
large scale physical features of the highway, in contrast to other parts of the City of Lafayette that retain a
development pattern that is smaller in scale and blends in with surrounding natural landscape features.
Figure 1 shows the Project site within its regional context.

Figure 1: Leland Reservoir Replacement Site — Regional Context

Source: RHAA,2017

3.1.2 Leland Reservoir Project Site Setting

Leland Reservoir is surrounded by embankments that screen it from view from the adjacent streets. The
reservoir is about 700 feet south of SR 24, but is not visible from the highway because there is a hill
between the freeway and the Project site that obstructs views of the reservoir. There are about a dozen
homes on the east side of Leland Drive that are at higher elevations and therefore have views of the
reservoir site, but not the reservoir itself. Homes at the end of Maryola Court, Mars Court and Windsor
Court have backyards that are immediately adjacent to the west side of the reservoir site, but are also
screened from the reservoir itself by the intervening embankment. The Sun Valley Bible Chapel is
immediately south of the reservoir site. The reservoir is not visible from the Sun Valley Bible Chapel,
because intervening vegetation and an elevation change between the two locations obscure sight lines
from the Chapel to the reservoir. The reservoir itself is only visible from homes at higher elevations at the
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end of Ruth Court and Sunset Loop, east of the Project site. The site is vegetated with scattered mature
native oak trees, along with oak, pine, redwood and eucalyptus trees that were planted by EBMUD to
screen the reservoir. The visual character of the site changes slightly due to seasonal patterns that affect
the color of vegetation on the embankments that surround the site. The grasses on the embankments are a
golden brown during the dry summer and fall seasons and normally change to green during wetter months
of the year. Trees on the site are a combination of deciduous and evergreen trees. During the late fall and
winter, the deciduous trees lose their leaves, and re-grow them in the spring, resulting in visual character
variability during the year. Figure 2 shows the Leland Reservoir site and its existing features.

Figure 2: Leland Reservoir Replacement Site — Existing Features

Source: RHAA, 2017

The area surrounding Leland Reservoir hosts a native Oak Savannah landscape. The most common tree
species on the site are Coast Live Oak and Valley Oak, and other trees include various pine and
eucalyptus species. The site’s understory is comprised of native grasses. The site’s vegetation and
elevation above most of the surrounding area are valuable natural defenses for security and site screening,
and the height and shape of the hills help to visually obscure the reservoir and inhibit public entry.
Maintaining these defenses is key in developing both a visual and physical separation between the site
and adjacent neighbors. However, steep slopes at the site limit the area available for construction storage,
staging and stockpiling of materials, and existing trees constrain construction access and availability of
soil stockpiling locations.

3.2 Regulatory Framework
There are no federal regulations regarding visual resources relevant to the proposed Project.
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3.2.1 State Policies and Regulations

California State Scenic Highways Program

California's Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose is to protect and
enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors, through special
conservation treatment. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the natural
landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which
development intrudes upon the traveler's enjoyment of the view. SR 24, which passes approximately 700
feet north of the reservoir site, is a state designated scenic highway (California Department of
Transportation, 2017).

3.2.2 Local Policies and Regulations
Overview

Pursuant to California Government Code § 53091, EBMUD, as a local agency and utility district serving
a broad regional area, is not subject to building and land use zoning ordinances (e.g., tree ordinances) for
projects involving facilities for the production, generation, storage, or transmission of water. However, it
is the practice of EBMUD to work with local jurisdictions and neighboring communities during project
planning, and to consider local environmental protection policies for guidance. At the local level,
aesthetic quality is addressed through implementation of General Plan policies and compliance with the
City of Lafayette’s Tree Ordinance, which provide guidelines for preserving and enhancing the visual
character and scenic resources of the area. Applicable local policies regarding aesthetics are identified
below.

City of Lafayette General Plan
Chapter I: Land Use

Policy LU-1.1 Scale: Development shall be compatible with the scale and pattern of existing
neighborhoods.

Policy LU-2.3: Preservation of Views: Structures in the hillside overlay area shall be sited and
designed to be substantially concealed when viewed from below from publicly
owned property. The hillsides and ridgelines should appear essentially
undeveloped, to the maximum extent feasible.

Policy LU-15.1 Review Capital and Public Improvements: Review capital and public
improvements to ensure that they are designed and built in a manner sensitive to
the surrounding area.

Policy LU-15.2 Inter-Agency Coordination: Work with agencies who carry out capital
improvements in the City to ensure that they are aware of, and comply with, the
city's aesthetic standards and review procedures.

Chapter I11: Open Space and Conservation

Policy OS-3.1 Protect Natural Features of the Lands: The character and natural features of hills,
steep slopes, riparian areas, woodlands, and open areas will be preserved in as
natural a condition as feasible.

Policy OS-3.2 Preserve the predominant views of the hill areas: Require that structures in
identified environmentally sensitive areas be substantially concealed by existing
vegetation or terrain when viewed from lower elevations, to the maximum extent
feasible.
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Policy LU-4.1 Infrastructure Design: Public and private infrastructure should reinforce the semi-
rural qualities of residential neighborhoods.

City of Lafayette Municipal Code — Tree Ordinance

Title 6: Planning and Land Use, Chapter 6-17

6-1703 Destruction of a Protected Tree: It is a violation of this chapter for any person to
remove or destroy a protected tree without a category I or category II permit
under Section 6-1706 or 6-1707, or without the approval of an exception under
Section 6-1705.

6-1704 Permit Required to Remove a Protected Tree: A category I or category II permit
under Section 6-1706 or 6-1707 is required to remove or destroy a protected tree.

6-1707 Permit Category II: Protected Tree on Developed or Undeveloped Property
Associated with Development Application: A category Il permit is required if the
proposed construction may result in the destruction or removal of a protected
tree.

EBMUD Standard Construction Specifications

EBMUD’s Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44 requires controls on site activities and describes
measures that shall be implemented to reduce the potential for damage to native and non-native protected
trees, which play an important role in defining the visual character of the Project site. Measures to protect
trees as required by the specification include:

Locations of trees to be removed and protected are shown in the drawings. Pruning and trimming
shall be completed by the Contractor and approved by the Engineer. Pruning shall adhere to the
Tree Pruning Guidelines of the International Society of Arboriculture.

Erect exclusion fencing five feet outside of the drip lines of trees to be protected. Erect and
maintain a temporary minimum 3-foot high orange plastic mesh exclusion fence at the locations
as shown in the drawings. The fence posts shall be six-foot minimum length steel shapes,
installed at 10-feet minimum on center, and be driven into the ground. The Contractor shall be
prohibited from entering or disturbing the protected area within the fence except as directed by
the Engineer. Exclusion fencing shall remain in place until construction is completed and the
Engineer approves its removal.

No grading, construction, demolition, trenching for irrigation, planting or other work, except as
specified herein, shall occur within the tree protection zone established by the exclusion fencing
installed shown in the drawings. In addition, no excess soil, chemicals, debris, equipment or other
materials shall be dumped or stored within the tree protection zone.

In areas that are within the tree dripline and outside the tree protection zone that are to be traveled
over by vehicles and equipment, the areas shall be covered with a protective mat composed of a
12-inch thickness of wood chips or gravel and covered by a minimum %-inch thick steel traffic
plate. The protective mat shall remain in place until construction is completed and the Engineer
approves its removal.

EBMUD’s Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44 and Standard Construction Specification 01 74
05 require controls on site activities relative to the cleanliness of construction areas and describe measures
that shall be implemented to ensure that the Project site is maintained in as clean a condition as possible.
Measures related to construction site maintenance required by the specifications include:
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e ...When operations are completed, excess materials or debris shall be removed from the work
area as specified in the Construction and Demolition Waste Disposal Plan.

e Excess material shall be disposed of in locations approved by the Engineer consistent with all
applicable legal requirements and disposal facility permits.

e At all times maintain areas covered by the Contract and public properties free from accumulations
of waste, debris, and rubbish caused by construction operations.

e During execution of work, clean site and public properties and legally dispose of waste materials,
debris, and rubbish to assure that buildings, grounds, and public properties are maintained free
from accumulations of waste materials and rubbish. All soil and any other material tracked onto
the streets by the Contractor shall be cleaned immediately. The Contractor shall comply with all
rules and regulations as applicable for its cleaning method.

o Dispose of all refuse off District property as often as necessary so that at no time shall there be
any unsightly or unsafe accumulation of rubbish.

3.3 Impact Analysis
3.3.1 Methodology for Analysis

For purposes of the analysis, visual resources are generally defined as the natural and built landscape
features that can be seen. The overall visual character of a given area results from the combination of
natural landscape features, including landform, water, and vegetation patterns, as well as the presence of
built features such as buildings, roads, and other structures.

This analysis considers view obstruction, negative aesthetic effects, and light and glare effects. As part of
the analysis, computer-generated visual simulations were produced to illustrate conceptual “before” and
“after” visual conditions as seen from key public and private viewpoints. The visual simulations provide a
clear depiction of the location, scale, and general appearance of proposed Project changes. Digitized
photographs and computer modeling and rendering techniques were used to prepare the simulation
images. The visual analysis is also based on field observations of the Project site and its surroundings, in
addition to a review of Project drawings, and aerial and ground-level photographs of the Project area.

3.3.2 Viewpoints — Existing and Proposed Conditions

Figure 3 is a plan view rendering of the Project site after Project implementation which illustrates the
location and dimensions of the proposed reservoir tanks, the alignment of the road that would surround
the tanks, the new site access road, and proposed replacement trees that would be planted as part of the
Project.

Computer-generated visual simulations and renderings are tools that are helpful in evaluating a project’s
anticipated impacts on visual resources, especially when the simulations of views after project
implementation are compared to images of existing views. Figure 4 is an aerial image of the Project area
showing the viewpoint locations and view directions using arrows on the image. Figure 5 (View 1) and
Figure 6 (View 2) illustrate before and after views toward the Project site from two publicly accessible
viewpoints located along Leland Drive, while Figure 7 (View 3) presents a rendering of a private view
from the backyard of a residence located at 24 Ruth Court. Because the private backyard is not publicly
accessible, both the existing and proposed conditions for the view from 24 Ruth Court are based on
computer renderings.
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3.3.3 Thresholds of Significance
Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines an impact to visual resources would be considered
significant if the Project would:

e Have a substantial, adverse effect on a scenic vista;

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

e Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or

e Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area.

The significance determination is based on several evaluation criteria, including the extent of Project
visibility from sensitive viewing areas such as residential areas; the degree to which the various Project
elements would contrast with or be integrated into the existing landscape; the extent of change in the
landscape’s composition and character; and the number and sensitivity of viewers.

Figure 3: Leland Reservoir Replacement Site — Plan View Design Concept

Source: RHAA, 2017
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions and Viewpoints Locations Map

Source: RMC, 2017

Leland Reservoir Boundary
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Figure 5: View 1 — Existing and Simulated Views from 1040 Leland Drive

Source: RHAA, 2017
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Figure 6: View 2 — Existing and Simulated Views from 1050 Leland Drive

Source: RHAA, 2017
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Figure 7: View 3 — Existing and Simulated Views from 24 Ruth Court

Source: RHAA, 2017
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3.3.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact AES-1  Substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista
Construction

The Project site is not located within an officially designated scenic vista. The site’s elevated topography
and perimeter vegetation prevent views into the Project site for most viewers. Construction activities
involving soil disturbance, vegetation removal, excavation, cutting/filling, stockpiling and grading at the
reservoir site, as well as in public ROWs where construction would take place, could result in temporary
effects on the visual quality of the Project site and its surroundings. However, none of these effects would
occur within a designated scenic vista. The Project would result in no impact to a designated scenic vista,
and no mitigation is required.

Operation

As discussed above, the Project site is not located within an officially designated scenic vista; therefore,
activities occurring during the Project’s operational period would have no impact on a designated scenic
vista, and no mitigation is required.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

No Impact

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

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

Construction

SR 24, which passes within approximately 700 feet north of the reservoir site, is a state designated scenic
highway (California Department of Transportation, 2017). Travel along some portions of SR 24 offers
sweeping, scenic views of the East Bay hills, including occasional unobstructed views of Mt Diablo. Due
to the topography of the area near the Project site, it is not possible for travelers on SR 24 to view Leland
Reservoir as they drive along the highway in either the westbound or eastbound direction. The hill upon
which Leland Reservoir was constructed, as well as perimeter vegetation located on the hill, obstruct any
views toward the reservoir site. In addition, views from the highway toward the public ROWs where
pipeline construction would occur are similarly obstructed by the area’s topography. Project construction
activities would remove approximately 90 trees from the Project site, none of which would be visible
from the highway. Therefore, the Project would result in no impact to scenic resources within a state
scenic highway.

Operation

Activities occurring during the Project’s operational period would have no impact on a state scenic
highway because it is not possible for travelers on SR 24 to view Leland Reservoir as they drive along the
highway in either the westbound or eastbound direction. In addition, the hill upon which Leland Reservoir
was constructed, as well as perimeter vegetation located on the hill, obstruct any views toward the
reservoir site from SR 24. No mitigation is required.

Significance Determination before Mitigation
No Impact
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

Impact AES-3  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings

A total of approximately 90 trees would be removed for construction of the Project, sixteen of which are
designated “protected” status by the City of Lafayette. Approximately 30 additional trees would be
removed from the site prior to the reservoir replacement project due to being in fair, poor or dead
condition, or because they pose a threat to fire prevention management efforts.

Construction activities associated with the Project would require vegetation removal, earthwork,
stockpiling of material and the use of heavy equipment. The degree to which construction activities would
be noticeable would vary, depending on the views experienced by residents, pedestrians and motorists,
and on the type and location of those activities. Pipeline construction, vegetation removal and soil
stockpiling on hill embankments would be highly visible to viewers directly adjacent to the work area,
and though temporary, would occur over an extended time. The proximity and high visibility of
construction activities would be a potentially significant impact of the Project. However, as detailed in the
Project Description, a number of EBMUD standard practices and procedures, applicable to all EBMUD
projects, have been incorporated into the Project, including Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44.
Section 3.7, Tree Protection, of Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44, which would ensure that
trees on the reservoir site that do not need to be removed for construction would be protected from
damage and that trees along Windsor Drive, Condit Road and Leland Drive would not be adversely
affected by pipeline construction; tree protection measures included erection of exclusion fencing around
trees, and completing any necessary pruning of limbs or roots according to the guidelines of the
International Society of Arboriculture. EBMUD Standard Construction Specifications 01 74 05 and 01 35
44, Section 1.1(B) require construction practices that will ensure the site is maintained in as orderly and
clean condition as possible throughout the construction period.

Because Section 3.7, Tree Protection, and Section 1.1(B), Site Activities, of Standard Construction
Specification 01 35 44, and Standard Construction Specification 01 74 25, Cleaning, have been
incorporated into the Project and include measures to maintain an orderly construction site and to protect
trees, and because visual disruption during construction would be temporary, the degradation of visual
character from construction activities would be less than significant.

Once the pipeline is constructed the visual character of the pipeline alignment along Windsor Drive,
Condit Road and Leland Drive would be restored to existing conditions and would be essentially
unchanged, other than some minor pruning of trees, similar to what might occur regularly for
maintenance of power lines. The new tanks at the reservoir site would be screened from view by the
reservoir embankment, which would be remain in place after Project construction. Design of the tanks is
thus consistent with Lafayette General Plan policies regarding hillside overlay areas, which state that
structures should be designed to be substantially concealed from view when viewed from below from
publicly owned property.

However, due to physical changes to the vegetation at the reservoir site resulting from the Project, there
would initially be a major alteration in the appearance of the site at completion of construction. The
Project’s effect on the visual character and quality of the Project site and its surroundings would be
attributable primarily to changes caused by the proposed removal of approximately 90 trees from the
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site.! Views toward the site would be significantly altered due to removal of the many mature trees that
currently provide screening and are assets in terms of the area’s visual quality. However, as part of the
Project EBMUD would plant 75 coast live oak and valley oak trees on the reservoir site, as described in
the Project Description and depicted in Figure 3. The Project’s impact would be less than significant
because replacement vegetation would become established and the site would be restored to be visually
comparable to its existing condition. Over time, components of the proposed Project’s landscape design
would replicate, to the extent possible, the role vegetation plays in terms of the area’s visual character
under current conditions.

Visual changes associated with the Project would be most noticeable in the early years after Project
implementation, given that replacement trees would not have grown sufficiently to provide a level of
screening and aesthetic value that is similar to current site conditions. Trees would initially be fairly small
(approximately 6 to 12 feet in height) because the optimal size for replacement trees is 24-inch box size.
Smaller trees, while often better able to respond to transplant stress due to smaller, less constrained root
systems, take time to provide the needed vegetative screening. Larger trees, while providing a more
immediate visual impact, typically have a slower growth rate and are more commonly affected by
transplant stress, root damage, and general structural damage.

Visual simulations were prepared (see Figures 5 through 7) and illustrate conditions as they would appear
15 years after planting of replacement trees. Figure 5 (View 1) and Figure 6 (View 2) illustrate before and
after views toward the Project site from two publicly accessible viewpoints located along Leland Drive,
while Figure 7 (View 3) presents a rendering of a private view from the backyard of a residence located at
24 Ruth Court. Both the existing and proposed conditions for the view from 24 Ruth Court are based on
computer renderings because the area is not publicly accessible. As shown in the simulations, views
toward the Project site from View 1 and View 2 would mimic the current tree distribution pattern, and in
the case of View 2, a portion of the western storage tank and perimeter security fence would be visible
through the replacement vegetation. From View 3, even after 15 years, replacement vegetation would not
conceal the proposed Project’s infrastructure because it is not possible to screen views from above the
site. However, the difference between the site’s existing and proposed visual character as viewed from the
three Views 15 years after Project completion would not be substantial because the proposed landscape
design would result in site conditions that would be very similar to existing conditions relative to visual
character and quality.

Significance Determination before Mitigation
Less than Significant

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required

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

Construction

The proposed new 36-inch water transmission pipelines would connect to the EBMUD existing water
transmission pipelines. The work to connect the new pipelines to existing pipelines would require the
excavation of a trench or pit at each connection location: Old Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive, Leland

! Approximately 30 additional trees would be removed from the site for maintenance purposes, not for reasons
directly related to the proposed reservoir replacement Project. Trees removed for maintenance purposes would not
be an impact of the Project.
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Drive/Meek Place, and at the southern edge of the reservoir site at Leland Drive. The proposed tie-ins
would be located within street ROWSs. Construction of the connections is estimated to require a
continuous 71- to 76-hour period, and night work would be necessary.

Night lighting would be used, but would be removed when the tie-in process is complete. Nighttime
construction would affect views from adjacent residences in that it could be visible from residences along
Old Tunnel Road, Windsor Drive, Condit Road, Meek Place and Leland Drive. Exposure of nearby
residences to nighttime construction lighting would be a potentially significant impact of the Project.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
The Project would not introduce reflective surfaces such as glass or metal that has the potential to reflect
light. Therefore, the Project would not result in permanent new sources of glare.

Operation

The Project would not include installation of new permanent exterior night lighting fixtures at the Leland
Reservoir site.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Potentially Significant

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure AES-1: Nighttime Lighting Controls

To the extent possible, EBMUD will ensure that temporary stationary lighting used during nighttime
construction is of limited duration, shielded and directed downward or oriented such that little or no
light is directly visible from nearby residences.

Significance Determination after Mitigation

Less than Significant
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Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

1 Introduction

This Technical Memorandum (TM) provides information on air quality that will be used in the evaluation
of environmental impacts associated with the Leland Reservoir Replacement Project (Project), which is
proposed by the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD).

2 Project Description

Project Location

The Project site is located in the City of Lafayette (Figure 1). State Route 24 (SR 24), located north of the
project site, provides regional access to the site. Pleasant Hill Road, Old Tunnel Road, and Leland Drive
provide local access to the site. Windsor Drive and Condit Road also provide local access.

Project Construction

The Project includes two primary elements: demolition and replacement of the existing open-cut reservoir
with two new concrete 8-MG storage tanks and replacement of the existing pipeline that is located under
the reservoir. A 36-inch critical transmission pipeline that is located beneath the existing reservoir basin
would be demolished and removed as part of the reservoir demolition. In addition, the 36-inch pipeline
that extends beyond the reservoir basin would be abandoned in place along with a 30-inch pipeline in an
unimproved right-of-way, west of the property boundary.

Construction Phasing. Construction would occur in phases. The first phase would involve construction
of approximately 2,700 feet of 36-inch diameter pipeline in Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland
Drive, which replaces the existing transmission pipeline located beneath the existing reservoir. Once the
new pipeline is completed and in service, the second phase would begin, which includes demolition of the
reservoir, abandonment of this existing pipeline, and construction of the new tanks. An additional 950 feet
of 36-inch pipeline would be constructed on the reservoir site, connecting the new tanks to the existing
transmission main on the southeast side of the project site. Approximately 1,000 feet of 30-inch storm
drain would also be constructed on the reservoir site. Figure 2 indicates the locations of the proposed
pipeline alignments, while Figure 3 shows the proposed reservoir conceptual plan (including storm drain
location).

The pipeline in Windsor Drive and Condit Road would be constructed using open-trench construction
method. After construction of this new pipeline is complete, the work to connect the new pipeline to
existing pipelines (pipeline tie-ins) would require the excavation of a trench or pit at each connection
location: on Old Tunnel Road at Windsor Drive and on Leland Drive at Meek Place. The entire pipeline
construction process from start to finish could take approximately six months, out of which active
construction' would occur over approximately 16 weeks, proceeding along the alignment at a rate of
approximately 80 linear feet per day.

Prior to the start of reservoir construction, trees would be removed from the existing embankment on the
east side and southwest side of the reservoir, and the existing reservoir would be drained. Once the
reservoir is fully drained and sediments are disposed of, the east side embankment would be breached and
approximately 42,000 cubic yards (CY) of excavated soil would be stockpiled and approximately 66,000
CY of excavated soil and demolition debris would be hauled off site. The existing reservoir and pipeline
beneath the existing reservoir basin would be demolished and construction of the new tanks could begin.
Existing pipelines beyond the reservoir basin and in an unimproved right-of-way (R/W 1002), west of the
property boundary, would be abandoned in place. The abandonment process would include filling

! Active construction time does not include down time, submittal review, material procurement, and fabrication inspection and
approval process.
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Figure 1 Project Location

Source: Compiled by RMC, a Woodard & Curran company, 2017
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Figure 2 Proposed Pipeline Alignments

Source: Compiled by RMC, a Woodard & Curran company, 2017
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Figure 3: Reservoir Conceptual Plan

Source: RHAA Landscape Architecture + Planning, 2017
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the pipelines with cellular concrete and capping the ends. Once the tanks are constructed, the stockpiled
soil would be used to partially backfill around the tanks and reconstruct the embankment. A new access
road from Leland Drive would also be constructed. The new road would provide access to the tank roofs
via an upper perimeter road around the dual tanks and into the basin of the new tanks via a lower road.
After construction of this new pipeline is completed, the work to connect the new pipelines to existing
pipelines (pipeline tie-ins) would require the excavation of a trench or pit at each connection location: Old
Tunnel Road/Windsor Drive and Leland Drive/Meek Place in 2022 and at the southeast side of the
reservoir site in 2025.

Proposed reservoir demolition activities would occur over approximately 50 weeks, while construction of
the new tanks would occur over approximately 63 weeks. The new water pipeline on the reservoir site
would be installed and connected to the existing transmission water pipeline at the southeast side of the
project site (7 weeks), and a new storm drain pipeline would be constructed within the reservoir site and
connected to the City of Lafayette’s existing storm drain system across Leland Drive (5 weeks). Final site
restoration (tank backfilling and contouring/landscaping) would occur over approximately 27 weeks.

Construction Schedule. Total construction duration is estimated at approximately 168 weeks
(approximately 3+ years), spanning from fall of 2022 to fall of 2025. A summary of construction
activities by construction year is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Proposed Construction Activities by Year

Year ‘ Project Component Activity Duration? ‘
T S Pipeline installation in Windsor
2022 | Pipelinein Public Rights-of- | 5" 0 ndit Road, and 13 weeks (65 work days)
Way .
Leland Drive
Pipeline in Public Rights-of- Pipeline testing and paving 3 weeks (15 work days)
Way
2023 b " ¢ Existi
emo |t|9n of Existing Reservoir demolition 49 weeks (245 work days)
Reservoir
. . Reservoir demolition (final
Demolition of Existing L
. week) and pipeline 1 week (5 work days)
Reservoir
abandonment
2024 .
Construction of new tanks
Tank Construction (including 4 weeks of valve pit | 51 weeks (255 work days)
and pit piping/valves)
3 weeks of valve pit and pit
Tank Construction piping/valves, testing and 12 weeks (60 work days)
startup
2025 Pipeline on Reservoir Site Pipeline installation 7 weeks (35 work days)
Storm Drain Storm drain installation 5 weeks (25 work days)
Site Restoration Site restoration 27 weeks (135 work days)
NOTE:
@ Active construction time does not include down time, submittal review, material procurement, and fabrication inspection and
approval process.
SOURCE: EBMUD (2017)

Construction Equipment. In order to estimate the Project’s construction-related criteria pollutant
emissions and associated health risks, EBMUD compiled a list of construction equipment expected to be
operated at the reservoir site and along pipeline alignments (off-road equipment), and also estimated
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haul/delivery (vendor) trucks and worker vehicles that would operate on local roadways (on-road
vehicles). Expected durations of off-road equipment use were also estimated by EBMUD and based on
the proposed construction schedule (Table 1), annual off-road equipment operations and on-road vehicle
use by construction year were derived and used to model annual and average daily criteria pollutant
emissions. Off-road equipment that is expected to be used on site to construct each Project component is
presented in Table 2. This table also presents expected duration of equipment use and separates this by
construction year.

Table 2: Estimated Construction Equipment and Duration of Use for Project Construction

Equipment Type ‘ Total Number of Hours Average Hours per Day®

2022 - Pipeline Installation in Public Rights-of-Way (13 Weeks)

Concrete Saw 10 0.15
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 150 2.31
Excavator 120 1.85
Dewatering Pump 36 0.55
Generator 150 2.31
Air Compressor 100 1.54

2023 — Pipeline Installation in Public Rights-of-Way (3 Weeks) and Reservoir Demolition (49 Weeks)

Generator 18 0.07
Excavator/Hoe Ram 1,903 7.32
Chain Saw (2) 96 0.37
Pump 153 0.59
Air Compressor 234 0.90
Crusher 678 2.61
Dozer 805 3.10
Pavers 15 0.06
Compactor 20 0.08
Rollers 20 0.08
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 78 0.30
Sweeper/Scrubber 5 0.02
2024 — Reservoir Demolition (1 Week) and Construction (51 Weeks)

Excavator 35 0.13
Dozer 35 0.13
Crane/Stress Tower 250 0.96
Pump 370 1.42
Hydroblast 84 0.32

2025 — Tank Construction (12 Weeks),

Pipeline Installation on Reservoir Site (7 Weeks), Storm Drain
Installation (5 Weeks), Site Restoration (27 Weeks)

Excavator 96 0.38
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 123 0.48
Pump 76 0.30
Generator 120 0.47
Air Compressor 80 0.31
Paver 15 0.06
Compactor 20 0.08
Roller 20 0.08
Sweeper/Scrubber 5 0.02
NOTES:

@ Averaged over 65 days (13 weeks x 5 days per week = 65 workdays) for 2022, 260 days per year (5 days per week x 52
weeks per year = 260 work days) for 2023 and 2024, and 255 days per year 5 days per week x 51 weeks per year = 255
work days) for 2025.

SOURCE: EBMUD (2016 and 2017; see Appendix A for estimated hours of equipment usage)
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In addition to the off-road equipment that would operate at the reservoir site and along pipeline
alignments, the Project would also require use of on-road vehicles. Trucks would be used to haul
excavated materials or construction debris to landfills or disposal sites as well as deliver construction
materials. Personal vehicles or company-owned vehicles (e.g., pickup trucks) would be used by
construction workers to commute to work each day. The estimated number of truck trips was estimated by
EBMUD for each Project component and trip generation estimates are included in Appendix A (Trip
Generation Estimates). Construction-related vehicle miles were estimated assuming average round trip
distances of 100 miles (50 miles each way) to the closest landfills for haul trucks” and 40 miles (20 miles
each way) for worker commute trips’ and materials/supplies delivery trucks®. The estimated on-road
mileage is summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Estimated Construction Vehicle Trips and On-road Miles

Number of Round Miles per

Year Vehicle Type Trips Round Trip® Miles per Year
Commuting Vehicles 1,230 40 49,200

2022 | Vendor Flat Bed Trucks 205 40 8,200
Heavy Duty Haul Trucks 450 100 45,000
Commuting Vehicles 2,775 40 111,000

2023 | Vendor Flat Bed Trucks 222 40 8,880
Heavy Duty Haul Trucks 4,690 100 469,000
Commuting Vehicles 4,280 40 171,200

2024 | Vendor Flat Bed Trucks 8,305 40 332,200
Heavy Duty Haul Trucks 425 100 42,500
Commuting Vehicles 2,360 40 94,400

2025 | Vendor Flat Bed Trucks 1,120 40 44,800
Heavy Duty Haul Trucks 1,070 100 107,000

NOTE:

@Miles per trip are based on the average round trip distance of 100 miles for haul trucks (to closest landfills) and an average

round trip of 40 miles for delivery trucks and worker vehicles.
SOURCE: EBMUD (2017) for trip estimates

Project Operation, Maintenance, and Dam Inspections

The existing open cut Leland Reservoir is unstaffed and generates approximately three site visits each
month for operations, site maintenance, dam inspections and a yearly inspection with the Division of
Safety of Dams (DSOD). Following construction completion of the open cut reservoir replacement with
dual concrete tanks, the monthly/yearly dam inspections will no longer be necessary as the facility will be

The CalEEMod default for one-way haul trips is 20 miles, but since the Altamont Landfill is approximately 40 miles from
Leland Reservoir site and the Potrero Landfill is about 50 miles from the Project site, the default per trip mileage was increased
to 50 miles per one-way trip.

The CalEEMod default for worker trips (one-way) is 10.8 miles per worker, but the default per trip mileage was increased to
20 miles per one-way trip because the distances from Lafayette to East Bay cities such as Antioch, Livermore, and Brentwood
range from 25 to 35 miles.

The CalEEMod default for one-way delivery/vendor trips is 7.3 miles, but since materials could be delivered from as close as
Concord (9 miles) or as far as the Livermore/Sunol area (30 miles) or other Bay Area locations, the default per trip mileage
was increased to 20 miles.
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out of DSOD jurisdiction. Site visits would be reduced to approximately two per month for operation and
site maintenance inspections.

2.1 Approach

Air Quality

This TM assesses potential criteria pollutant and health impacts that would result from construction and
operation of the Project, consistent with guidelines and methodologies from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD), California Air Resources Board (CARB), California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA). Consistent with the methods recommended in those guidelines, the health risk
screening analysis evaluates the estimated excess lifetime cancer risk, chronic and acute non-cancer
hazard indices (HI), and particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations from the Project’s short-term
construction activities. The cumulative analysis estimates excess lifetime cancer risks and PM; 5
concentrations that are attributable to other mobile and stationary sources within the Project vicinity, in
addition to impacts from Project-related construction emissions. Maintenance activities associated with
the proposed dual tanks would remain essentially the same or less than maintenance activities associated
with the existing reservoir. There would be no substantial change in emissions associated with
maintenance activities. Therefore, there is no further analysis of operational emissions.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as GHGs because they capture heat radiated from
the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does. As discussed further
below, the accumulation of GHGs contributes to global climate change. GHG emissions and global
climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant
adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG
emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature (BAAQMD, May 2017, p. 2-1); instead,
the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects and activities across the entire
planet have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and associated
environmental impacts. Therefore, the GHG emissions impact analysis is a cumulative impact analysis
only, and this cumulative analysis does not rely on a list-based approach but rather on adopted regional
and statewide guidelines described below and consistent with California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B).

3 Environmental Setting

3.1 Environmental Setting - Air Quality

The following sections describe the existing environmental conditions regarding air quality and the
potential effects the Project may have on the site and its surrounding area.

3.1.1 Climate and Meteorology

The Project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The SFBAAB has
moderate climate for much of the year, although storms generally affect the region from November
through April.

Temperatures in the Lafayette area range from summer highs in the mid-80s (degrees Fahrenheit) and
winter lows in the upper-30s. The rapid modification of coastal marine air as it moves inland results in
temperatures that are about 15 degrees Fahrenheit warmer in the Lafayette area than west of the coastal
hills on summer afternoons and about 10 degrees Fahrenheit colder on winter mornings. While the coastal
hills create sharp contrasts in temperature within short distances, precipitation is more uniformly
distributed and averages about 20 inches per year throughout much of the Bay Area. Annual precipitation
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varies markedly from year to year. Thus, the rainfall total in one month of a heavy-precipitation year may
exceed an entire annual total during a drought condition.

Winds are an important element in characterizing the air quality impact of any project. Wind controls
both the microscale dispersion of any locally generated air emissions as well as their regional trajectory.
Winds in the Lafayette area are rather complex, because the prevailing onshore winds are southwest to
west while the valley topography runs mainly northwest to southeast. During the day, emissions
generated in the project vicinity (e.g. from vehicles on SR 24) are funneled in a southeastward direction.
At night, emissions are less readily ventilated and travel in more random directions. During the daytime,
when the winds travel at an average speed of about 8 miles per hour (mph), there is usually little potential
for localized stagnation of air pollutants. Daytime ventilation is thus normally robust in the project area.
However, about one-third of the time winds at night are less than 2 to 3 mph. Local radiation temperature
inversions during the night (when the ground is cooler than the air) can combine with these light winds to
create localized air stagnation near major air pollution emissions sources (e.g., freeways).

3.1.2 Ambient Air Quality

Criteria Air Pollutants

As required by the 1970 federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) initially identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments
and for which state and federal health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. The
USEPA calls these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by
developing specific public-health-based and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible
levels. The six criteria air pollutants originally identified by the USEPA are ozone, carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Since that time,
subsets of particulate matter have been identified for which permissible levels have been established.
These include particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5
microns in diameter or less (PM2.5). In accordance with the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) and federal
CAA, air pollutant standards are identified for the six criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, PM, NOz2, SOz,
and lead.

The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction for regulating air quality within the nine-county
SFBAAB. The region’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations
of criteria air pollutants at various locations in the San Francisco Bay Area. Table 4 presents a five-year
(2011-2015) summary of the highest annual criteria air pollutant concentrations, collected at the closest
air quality monitoring station operated and maintained by the BAAQMD in Concord, approximately 4.4
miles northeast of the Project site. Table 4 also compares measured pollutant concentrations with the
most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards (state or federal). Concentrations shown in bold
indicate an exceedance of a standard.

In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or
state standards. The SFBAAB is designated as either in attainment’ or unclassified for most criteria
pollutants with the exception of ozone, PM, s, and PM;, for which the SFBAAB is designated as non-
attainment for either the state or federal standards.

Ozone Precursors. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex
series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG, also sometimes referred to as
volatile organic compounds or VOCs by some regulating agencies) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main

5 “Attainment” means the region is meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant. “Non-attainment” means
the region does not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant. “Unclassified” means there are not enough
data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant.
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Table 4: Summary of Air Quality Monitoring Data (2011-2015) at BAAQMD Monitoring Stations in
Concord

Most Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded
Stringent and Maximum Concentrations Measured?
Applicable

Pollutant Standard 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Ozone

- Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded 2 0 0 1 0

- Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm) [>0.09 ppm® | 0.099 0.093¢ |0.074 |0.095 0.088

- Days 8-Hour Standard Exceeded 2 2 0 2 2

- Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm) [>0.07 ppm%¢ | 0.078 0.085 |0.062 |0.080 0.073

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

- Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded 0 0 0 0 0

- Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm) >20 ppmP 1.6 1.2 1.2 14 1.4

- Days 8-Hour Standard Exceeded 0 0 0 0 0

- Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm) | >9 ppm® d 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.1 14

Suspended Particulates (PM?1o)

- Days 24-Hour Standard Exceeded 1 0 1 0 0

- Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (pg/m3) >50 pg/m3b 59 35 51 43 24

Suspended Particulates (PMz.5)

- Days 24-Hour Standard Exceeded 2 0 1 0 0

- Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (ug/m°)| >35 ug/m®¢ | 47.5 32.2 36.2 30.6 31.0

- Annual Average (ug/m®) >12 ug/m®vd| 7.8 6.5 7.6 6.6 8.8

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

- Days 1-Hour Standard Exceeded 0 0 0 0 0

- Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm) | >0.10 ppm¢ | 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.03

NOTES:
Bold values are in excess of applicable standard.

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; ppm = parts per million; PM1o0 = particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter
or less; PM2.5 = particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or less; pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

All values from BAAQMD Concord air quality monitoring station on Treat Boulevard (approximately 1.6 miles from Project site).

@ Number of days exceeded is for all days in a given year, except for particulate matter of 10 microns in diameter or less. PM10 was
monitored every six days prior to 2013 and has been monitored every 12 days effective January 2013. Therefore, the number of
days exceeded is out of approximately 60 annual samples for 2011 and 2012 and out of approximately 30 annual samples
afterward. PM2.5 is monitored continuously (hourly, 365 days per year).

State standard, not to be exceeded.

In 2012, the attainment designation for one-hour ozone was 0.1 ppm for state and 0.095 ppm for federal. The attainment
designation can change depending on the three most recent years of monitoring data.

Federal standard, not to be exceeded.

In October 2015, the USEPA implemented a new 8-hour ozone standard of 70 parts per billion (equivalent to 0.070 ppm), which
is the same as the California standard.

SOURCE: BAAQMD (2011-2015)
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sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including
motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. In the Bay Area, automobiles
are the single largest source of ozone precursors. Ozone is referred to as a regional air pollutant because
its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the
photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath
and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases, such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.

Table 4 shows that, according to published data, the most stringent applicable standards for ozone (state
1-hour standard of 0.090 parts per million [ppm] and the state/federal 8-hour standard of 0.070 ppm) were
exceeded in Concord on 1 to 2 days per year in four of the five years between 2011 and 2015. The
SFBAAB is listed as non-attainment for ozone.

Carbon Monoxide. CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete
combustion of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during
low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard accelerations. Exposure to high concentrations
of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, nausea, dizziness, and
fatigue; impair central nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart
disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal. As shown in Table 4, the most stringent applicable standards
for CO (state 1-hour standard of 20 ppm and the state/federal 8-hour standard of 9 ppm) were not exceeded
between 2011 and 2015.

Particulate Matter (PMz10 and PM25). Particulate matter (PM) is a class of air pollutants that consists of
heterogeneous solid and liquid airborne particles from man-made and natural sources. Particulate matter
is measured in two size ranges: PM1o for particles 10 microns in diameter or less, and PM2.5 for particles
2.5 microns in diameter or less.® In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate about one-half of the air basin’s
particulates, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Wood burning in fireplaces
and stoves, industrial facilities, and ground-disturbing activities such as construction are other sources of
particulates. One component of these particulate emissions is fine particulates, PM2.5, which are small
enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts of the human lung and can cause adverse health effects.
Between 2011 and 2015, Table 4 shows that an exceedance of the state PM1o standard occurred on one
monitored occasion in 2011 and 2013 in Concord. It is estimated that the state’s 24-hour PM 1o standard of
50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’) was exceeded on up to six days each in 2011 and 2013.” The
state’s 24-hour PM2.5 standard was exceeded on two days in 2011 and one day in 2013.* The federal and
state annual average PM2.5 standard was not exceeded between 2011 and 2015.

Nitrogen Dioxide. NOz2 is a reddish-brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles
and industrial operations are the main sources of NO2. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO2
can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a
coloring component of the air on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels.
Currently, the Project area (Contra Costa County) is designated as an attainment area for both state and
federal standards.

The USEPA has also established requirements for a new monitoring network to measure NO2
concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new
near-roadway monitoring sites were required in California, three of which are in the Bay Area. These
monitors are located in Livermore (Patterson Pass), Oakland (Laney College Freeway), and San Jose (San

® PMo is often called “coarse” particulate matter. PM25 is often called “fine” particulate matter.

7 PM,, concentrations were sampled every sixth day prior to 2013; therefore, actual days over the standard can be estimated to
be six times the numbers listed in the table.

8 PMa2.s5 concentrations are continuously monitored.
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Jose Freeway). The Oakland station commenced operation in February 2014, the San Jose station
commenced operation in September 2014, and the Livermore station commenced operation in April 2015.
The new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations in the future. The CARB will
revise the area designation recommendations, as appropriate, once sufficient new monitoring data become
available.

Sulfur Dioxide. SOz is a colorless, acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fuels such as oil, coal, and diesel. SO, has the potential to damage materials and can
cause health effects at high concentrations. SO, can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and
chronic respiratory disease. As indicated by the BAAQMD’s long-term air monitoring, pollutant trends
suggest that the SFBAAB currently meets and will continue to meet the state standard for SOz for the
foreseeable future.

The USEPA has designated the SFBAAB as an attainment area for SO2. On June 2, 2010, the USEPA
strengthened the primary NAAQS for SO2. The USEPA revised the primary SO, standard by establishing a
new 1-hour standard at a level of 75 parts per billion (ppb). USEPA’s evaluation of the scientific
information and the risks posed by breathing SO2 indicate that this new 1-hour standard will protect

public health by reducing people’s exposure to high short-term (5-minutes to 24-hours) concentrations of
SO2 (USEPA, 2010).

Lead. Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses, cars),
smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the primary sources of
lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which put
children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air
have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only
monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California.

On October 15, 2008, the USEPA strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by
lowering it from 1.5 ug/m3 to 0.15 ug/m3. The USEPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in
December 2010 (USEPA, 2010a) with a focus on airports and large urban areas, resulting in an increase
in 76 monitors nationally. Lead monitoring stations in the Bay Area are located at Palo Alto Airport,
Reid-Hillview Airport (San Jose), and San Carlos Airport. Non-airport locations for lead monitoring are
in Redwood City and San Jose.

3.1.3 Sensitive Receptors

Land uses such as schools, children’s daycare centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered
to be more sensitive than the general public to poor air quality because the population groups associated
with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress. Persons engaged in strenuous work or
exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality. Residential areas are considered more sensitive
to air quality conditions than commercial and industrial areas, because people generally spend longer
periods of time at their residences, resulting in greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions.
Recreational uses or parks are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions, and because the presence of pollution detracts from the recreational experience.

There are residences directly adjacent to the western and eastern reservoir site boundaries. Most existing
residences to the west are located off Old Tunnel Road and at the ends of Maryola Court, Mars Court, and
Windsor Court. Existing residences to the east of the reservoir site are on the east side of Leland Drive.
There is one residence located on the west side of Leland Drive, adjacent to the site’s northeast boundary.
The Meher Schools are located approximately 800 feet south of the reservoir site.

There are residences located on Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland Drive, adjacent to the off-site
pipeline alignment.
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3.2 Environmental Setting - GHG Emissions

3.2.1 Overview

The primary GHGs, or climate pollutants, are carbon dioxide (CO,), black carbon, methane (CH,4), nitrous
oxide (N,O), ozone, and water vapor.

Individual development projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs
during demolition, construction, and operational phases. While primary GHGs occur naturally in the
atmosphere, CO,, CH,4, and N,O are also emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate at which
these compounds occur within the earth’s atmosphere. Emissions of CO; are largely by-products of fossil
fuel combustion, whereas CH,4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices, landfills,
and to a lesser extent wastewater treatment. Black carbon has emerged as a major contributor to global
climate change, possibly second only to CO,. Black carbon is produced naturally and by human activities
as a result of the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, biofuels, and biomass (Center for Climate and
Energy Solutions, 2010). N,O is a byproduct of various industrial processes including wastewater
treatment. Other GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are
generated in certain industrial processes. GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent”
(CO,e) measures.’

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs contribute to global
warming and, thus, climate change. Many impacts resulting from climate change, including sea level rise,
increased fires, floods, severe storms, and heat waves, already occur and will only become more severe
and costly (IPCC, 2013). Secondary effects of climate change likely include impacts on agriculture, the
state’s electricity system, and native freshwater fish ecosystems; an increase in the vulnerability of levees
such as in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta; changes in disease vectors; and changes in habitat and
biodiversity (IPCC, 2013; CCCC, 2012).

3.2.2 GHG Emission Estimates and Energy Providers in California

The CARB estimated that in 2010 California produced about 451.60 million gross metric tons of COe
(MT COse; CARB, 2013). The CARB found that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the state’s
GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state generation and imported electricity) at
21 percent and industrial sources at 19 percent. Commercial and residential fuel use (primarily for
heating) accounted for 10 percent of GHG emissions. The remaining 12 percent of the state’s GHG
emissions are generated by compost/landfill facilities, agriculture, forestry, and processes involving the
use of high global warming potential gases (i.e., ozone depleting substance substitutes, electricity grid
SF6 losses, and semiconductor manufacturing).

Energy to most EBMUD facilities (and the City of Lafayette) is provided by the Pacific Gas and
Electricity Company (PG&E). Both PG&E and Marin Clean Energy (MCE) provide electric service to the
City of Lafayette (including the Leland Reservoir site). MCE’s power mix for the City of Lafayette is 50
percent renewable energy, which is derived from solar, wind, bioenergy, geothermal, and small
hydroelectric (MCE, 2017). Similarly, about half of the electricity delivered by PG&E is from renewable
and GHG-free sources. For example, PG&E’s 2016 power mix was as follows: 17 percent natural gas, 24
percent nuclear, 33 percent eligible renewables, 12 percent large hydroelectric, and 14 percent unspecified
power (PG&E, 2016).

° Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon
dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential.
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4 Regulatory Framework

4.1 Air Quality Regulations, Plans, and Policies

4.1.1 Federal Regulations

The 1970 federal CAA (last amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air pollution control
agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile
sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the
CAA. These ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they
specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be
exposed without adverse health effects and are designed to protect those segments of the public most
susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from
other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate
occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before
adverse health effects are observed.

The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized in
Table 5. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to
federal standards (i.e., in attainment), except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10and PM2.5,
respectively). The Bay Area’s attainment status for federal standards is classified as “marginal
nonattainment” for 8-hour ozone and “nonattainment” for PM2.5 (see Table 5). In response to the
USEPA’s designation of the overall basin for the 8-hour federal ozone standard, the BAAQMD, ABAG,
and MTC were required to develop an ozone attainment plan to meet this standard. The 1999 Ozone
Attainment Plan was prepared and adopted by these agencies in June 1999, and this plan was updated in
2001. The most recent state ozone plan is the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 Clean Air Plan
was developed as a multi-pollutant strategy to simultaneously reduce emissions and ambient
concentrations of ozone, fine particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, as well as greenhouse gases that
contribute to climate change.

4.1.2 State Regulations

California Clean Air Act

While the federal CAA established national ambient air quality standards, individual states retained the
option to adopt more stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. The State of California
had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and
because of the unique meteorological conditions in California, there is considerable diversity between the
state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 5. California ambient standards tend
to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are often more stringent.

In 1988, the State of California passed the CCAA (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et
seq.), which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or non-
attainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards. As indicated
in Table 5, the SFBAAB is designated as “non-attainment” for state ozone, PM1o, and PM2.5 standards.
The SFBAAB is designated as “attainment” for other pollutants.

Requlation of Toxic Air Contaminants

For toxic air contaminants (TACs), both the USEPA and the CARB recognize that air pollution affects
the public’s health, especially sensitive groups, and can result in respiratory and cardiovascular effects.
Section 41700(a) of the California Health and Safety Code prohibits the discharge, from any source, of
quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or to the public, or that endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of
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Table 5: State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards and San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin
(SFBAAB) Attainment Status

| State (SAAQS?) Federal (NAAQS")

Averaging Attainment Attainment
Pollutant Time Standard Status Standard Status

1 hour 0.09 ppm N None n/a
Ozone

8 hour 0.070 ppm N 0.070 ppme¢ N
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm A 35 ppm A
(CO) 8 hour 9.0 ppm A 9 ppm A
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour 0.18 ppm A 0.100 ppm u
(NOy) Annual 0.030 ppm n/a 0.053 ppm A

1 hour 0.25 ppm A 0.075 A
Sulfur Dioxide (SO;) | 24 hour 0.04 ppm A 0.14 A

Annual n/a n/a 0.03 ppm A
Particulate Matter 24 hour 50 pg/m’ N 150 pg/m® U
(PMy) Annual® 20 pg/m’® N n/a n/a
Fine Particulate 24 hour n/a n/a 35 ug/m’ N
Matter (PMs) Annual 12 ug/m® N 12 ug/m® U/Ae
Sulfates 24 hour 25 pg/m® A n/a n/a

30 day 1.5 pg/m® A n/a n/a
Lead Cal. Quarter | n/a n/a 1.5 ug/m® A
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm u n/a n/a
Visibility-Reducing 8 hour See Note f U n/a n/a
Particles
NOTES:

A = Attainment; N = Non-attainment; U = Unclassified; n/a = not applicable, no applicable standard; ppm = parts per million;
ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter.

8 SAAQS = state ambient air quality standards (California). SAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur
dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be
exceeded. All other state standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.

NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. NAAQS, other than ozone and particulates, and those based on annual
averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 8-hour ozone standard is attained
when the three-year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.08 ppm or less. The 24-hour PM;, standard is
attained when the three-year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than the standard. The
24-hour PM, 5 standard is attained when the three-year average of the 98th percentile is less than the standard.

€ On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm. An
area will meet the standard if the fourth-highest maximum daily 8-hour ozone concentration per year, averaged over three
years, is equal to or less than 0.070 ppm. EPA will make recommendations on attainment designations by October 1, 2016,
and issue final designations October 1, 2017. Nonattainment areas will have until 2020 to late 2037 to meet the health
standard, with attainment dates varying based on the ozone level in the area.

State standard = annual geometric mean-

€ In December 2012, the USEPA strengthened the annual PM2s National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) from 15.0 to
12.0 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m®). In December 2014, the USEPA issued final area designations for the 2012 primary
annual PMz2s NAAQS. Areas designated “unclassifiable/attainment” must continue to take steps to prevent their air quality from
deteriorating to unhealthy levels. The effective date of this standard was April 15, 2015.

Statewide visibility-reducing particle standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an
extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit
the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.

SOURCE: BAAQMD (2017)
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any of those persons or the public, or that cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to
business or property.

In 2005, CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by
limiting the idling of new heavy-duty diesel vehicles, which altered five sections of Title 13 of the
California Code of Regulations. The changes relevant to the proposed Project are in Section 2485,
Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle 1dling, which limits
idling of a vehicle’s primary diesel engine for greater than five minutes in any location (with some
exceptions) or operation of a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system within 100 feet of residential areas.

Emission Standards for New Off-Road Equipment. Prior to 1994, there were no standards to limit the
amount of emissions from off-road equipment. In 1994, the USEPA established emission standards for
hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter to regulate new pieces of off-
road equipment. These emission standards came to be known as Tier 1. Since that time, increasingly more
stringent Tier 2, Tier 3, and Tier 4 (interim and final) standards were adopted by the USEPA, as well as
by the CARB. Each adopted emission standard was phased in over time. New engines built in and after
2015 across all horsepower sizes must meet Tier 4 final emission standards. In other words, new
manufactured engines cannot exceed the emissions established for Tier 4 final emissions standards. Out
of the estimated 161,420 pieces of construction equipment used statewide in 2014, 59 percent are Tier 2
and above.

Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies (VDECS). Since these tiered emission standards described
in the previous paragraph only apply to new engines and off-road equipment can last several years,
verified diesel emission control strategies (VDECS) were developed to help reduce emissions from
existing engines. VDECS are designed primarily for the reduction of diesel particulate matter emissions
and have been verified by the CARB. There are three levels of VDECS. The most effective VDECS (a
device, system, or strategy used to achieve the highest level of pollution control from an existing off-road
vehicle) is the Level 3 VDECS. Tier 4 engines are not required to install VDECS since they already meet
the emissions standards for lower tiered equipment with installed controls.

In July 2007, the CARB adopted the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation to reduce diesel
particulate matter and nitrogen oxides emissions from in-use existing off-road diesel vehicles in
California. This regulation includes:

Equipment labeling requirements
Annual reporting of equipment
Five-minute (30 seconds within 100 feet of schools) idling limit (applies to off-road and on-road
diesel vehicles)
o Restrictions on adding older and dirtier Tier 0 and Tier 1 vehicles to construction fleets.

4.1.3 Local Policies and Standard Specifications

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county SFBAAB, which includes
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa Counties and portions
of Sonoma and Solano Counties. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality
in the SFBAAB within federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal CAA and the
CCAA, respectively. Specifically, the BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant
levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal
and state standards. The BAAQMD does not have authority to regulate emissions from motor vehicles.

Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans.
The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards.
The most recent air quality plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the BAAQMD on April 19,
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2017 (BAAQMD, 2017). The 2017 Clean Air Plan updates the 2010 Clean Air Plan, pursuant to air
quality planning requirements defined in the California Health and Safety Code. To fulfill state ozone
planning requirements, the 2017 Clean Air Plan control strategy is to include all feasible measures to
reduce emissions of ozone precursors — reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) — and
reduce transport of ozone and its precursors to neighboring air basins. The 2017 Clean Air Plan describes
a multi-pollutant strategy to simultaneously reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of ozone, fine
particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, as well as greenhouse gases that contribute to climate change.

The 2017 Clean Air Plan’s control strategy includes 85 control measures that apply to stationary sources,
transportation sources, energy production, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, waste
management, water, and super-GHGs. The key priorities of the control strategy are to: (1) reduce
emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from all key sources; (2) reduce emissions
of super-GHG pollutants such as methane; (3) decrease demand for fossil fuels by increasing efficiency
and reducing demand; and (4) decarbonize our energy system. The 2017 Clean Air Plan represents the
most current applicable approved air quality plan for the SFBAAB. Consistency with the 2017 Clean Air
Plan is the basis for determining whether the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of
air quality plans.

In June 2010, BAAQMD adopted CEQA significance thresholds and updated the previous CEQA
Guidelines. These 2010 thresholds include quantitative CEQA significance thresholds for emissions of
criteria pollutants, ozone precursors, and TACs during project construction and operations. The thresholds
are designed to establish the level at which the BAAQMD believed air pollution emissions would cause
significant environmental impacts under CEQA. These thresholds were challenged in court, and in view
of the Supreme Court’s opinion, the BAAQMD has initiated an update of the 2010 CEQA Guidelines to
reflect new or revised requirements in the state CEQA Guidelines, recent court decisions, improved
analytical methodologies, and new mitigation strategies. The BAAQMD issued an interim update (dated
May 2017). This update includes thresholds of significance consistent with those adopted in 2010, but
does not address outdated references, links, analytical methodologies, or other technical information. It
should be noted in an opinion issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that
CEQA does not generally require an analysis of the impacts of locating development in areas subject to
environmental hazards unless the project would exacerbate existing environmental hazards. The Supreme
Court also held that public agencies remain free to conduct this analysis regardless of whether it is
required by CEQA. The BAAQMD has advised local agencies that the thresholds are not mandatory and
agencies should apply them only after determining that they reflect an appropriate measure of a project’s
impacts.

EBMUD Standard Construction Specifications

EBMUD’s Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44 (Environmental Requirements) includes
practices and procedures for minimizing air quality impacts and GHG emissions, including dust control
and monitoring, emissions control, and use of BAAQMD-compliant architectural coatings, as described
below.

Submittal of Dust Control and Monitoring Plan. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44, Part 1,
Section 1.3, Subsection E requires that the contractor submit a Dust Control and Monitoring Plan
detailing the means and methods for controlling and monitoring dust generated by demolition and other
work on the site for the Engineer’s acceptance prior to any work at the jobsite. The specification requires
that the plan shall:
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Comply with all applicable regulations including but not limited to the BAAQMD visible
emissions regulation'’ and Public Nuisance Rule."’

Include items such as mitigation measures to control fugitive dust emissions generated by
construction activities.

Outline best management practices for preventing dust emissions, provide guidelines for training
of employees, and procedures to be used during operations and maintenance activities.

Include measures for the control of paint overspray generated during the painting of exterior
surfaces.

Detail the equipment and methods used to monitor compliance with the plan.

Dust Control. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44, Part 3, Section 3.3, Subsection B requires
the Contractor to implement all necessary dust control measures, including but not limited to the
following:

All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved
access roads) shall be watered minimum two times per day or as directed by the Engineer.

Water and/or coarse rock all dust-generating construction areas as directed by Engineer to reduce
the potential for airborne dust from leaving the site.

Water and/or cover soil stockpiles daily.
Cover all haul trucks entering/leaving the site and trim their loads as necessary.
Using wet power vacuum street sweepers (dry power sweeping is prohibited) to:

- Sweep all paved access road, parking areas and staging areas at the construction site daily or
as often as necessary.

- Sweep public roads adjacent to the site at least twice daily or as often as necessary.

All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the site.

Gravel or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging
areas at construction sites.

Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with 12-inches of
compacted coarse rock.

Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.

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.

Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be planted in disturbed
areas as soon as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation is established.

' BAAQMD Regulation 6, Particulate Matter and Visible Emissions, limits the quantity of particulate matter in the atmosphere
through the establishment of limitations on emission rates, concentration, visible emissions and opacity.

"' BAAQMD Regulation 1-301, Public Nuisance, limits air contaminants which cause a public nuisance to any considerable
number of persons or the public.
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Wind breaks (e.g., fences) shall be installed on the windward sides(s) of actively disturbed areas
of construction. Wind breaks should have a maximum 50 percent air porosity.

The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground disturbing construction
activities on the same area at any one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to reduce
the amount of disturbed surfaces at any one time.

All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended when average wind
speeds exceed 20 mph.

All vehicle speeds shall be limited to fifteen (15) mph or less on the construction site and any
adjacent unpaved roads.

Dust Monitoring During Demolition and Construction. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44,
Part 3, Section 3.3, Subsection C requires the Contractor shall provide air monitoring per the Dust Control
and Monitoring Plan along the perimeter of the job site. A minimum of 4 stations, one on each side of the
EBMUD property, shall be established, capable of continuous measurement of total particulate
concentration when any dust generating activity is occurring. Dust monitoring shall include:

Contractor shall not emit from any source for a period or periods aggregating more than three
minutes in any hour, a visible emission which is as dark as or darker than No. 1 on the
Ringelmann Chart, or of such opacity as to obscure an observer's view to an equivalent or greater
degree.

Contractor shall not emit from any source for a period or periods aggregating more than three
minutes in an hour an emission equal to or greater than 20% opacity as perceived by an opacity
sensing device, where such device is required by Air Quality Management District regulations.

All environmental and personal air sampling equipment shall be in conformance with the
Association of Industrial Hygiene and National Institute of Safety and Health (NIOSH) standards.

All analysis shall be completed by a California Department of Health Services certified
laboratory for the specific parameters of interest.

— The Contractor shall provide to the Engineer, within 72 hours of sampling all test results.

Dust Control System Compliance. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44, Part 3, Section 3.3,
Subsection D requires the dust control system to comply with the Dust Control and Monitoring Plan and
any applicable laws and regulations.

Air Quality and Emissions Control. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44, Part 3, Section 3.4,
Subsection A requires implementation of the following control measures:

The Contractor shall ensure that line power is used instead of diesel generators at all construction
sites where line power is available.

The Contractor shall ensure that for operation of any stationary, compression- ignition engines as
part of construction, comply with Section 93115, Title 17, California Code of Regulations,
Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines, which specifies
fuel and fuel additive requirements as well as emission standards.

Fixed temporary sources of air emissions (such as portable pumps, compressors, generators, etc.)
shall be electrically powered unless the Contractor submits documentation and receives approval
from the Engineer that the use of such equipment is not practical, feasible, or available. All
portable engines and equipment units used as part of construction shall be properly registered
with the California Air Resources Board or otherwise permitted by the appropriate local air
district, as required.
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e Contractor shall implement standard air emissions controls such as:
— Minimize the use of diesel generators where possible.

— 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 (ATCM) Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations. Clear signage
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.

— Minimize the idling time of diesel powered construction equipment to five minutes.

— Follow applicable regulations for fuel, fuel additives, and emission standards for stationary,
diesel-fueled engines.

— Locate generators at least 100 feet away from adjacent homes and ball fields.

— Perform regular low-emission tune-ups on all construction equipment, particularly haul trucks
and earthwork equipment.

e Contractor shall implement the following measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fuel
combustion:

— Onroad and off-road vehicle tire pressures shall be maintained to manufacturer
specifications. Tires shall be checked and re-inflated at regular intervals.

— Construction equipment engines shall be maintained to manufacturer’s specifications. All
equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper
condition prior to operation.

— All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with Best
Available Control Technology for emission reductions of Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and
Particulate Matter (PM).

— Demolition debris shall be recycled for reuse to the extent feasible. See the Construction and
Demolition Waste Disposal Plan paragraphs above for requirements on wood treated with
preservatives.

Architectural Coatings. EBMUD Construction Specification 01 35 44, Part 3, Section 3.4, Subsection B
requires that architectural coatings shall be used in compliance with appropriate Volatile Organic
Compound limits as established in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Regulation 8, Rule 3,
and any amendments thereto.

4.2 GHG Regulations, Plans, and Policies
4.2.1 Federal Regulations

Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 98, Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting, establishes
mandatory GHG reporting requirements for certain industrial facilities that directly emit operational
GHGs.'? The purpose of the mandated GHG Reporting Program is to provide accurate and timely GHG

12 Title 40, Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 98, Subparts A and II. Available online at http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/
retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=c784a291ba489991c58a3321c8{f8fcf&mc=true&n=pt40.23.98&r=PART&ty=HTML#se40.23.98 _
12. This reporting requirement applies to facilities industrial facilities (e.g., manufacturing, petroleum refineries,
petroleum/natural gas systems, etc.) but also includes electricity generation and industrial wastewater facilities as well as
municipal solid waste landfills. Accessed on September 9, 2017.
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data to inform the public, policy makers, and other interested parties regarding emissions from specific
industries, emissions from individual facilities, factors that influence GHG emission rates, and actions
that could be taken at facilities to reduce emissions. These mandatory GHG reporting requirements would
not apply to this Project’s water facilities.

4.2.2 State Regulations

Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs
need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels
(approximately 457 million MT CO,e); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at

427 million MT COse); and by 2050, reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately
85 million MT COze). As discussed in Section 4.9.1, California produced about 452 million MT CO,e in
2010, thereby meeting the 2010 target date to reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels.

EO B-30-15 set an additional, interim statewide GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels to
be achieved by 2030. The purpose of this interim target is to ensure California meets its target of reducing
GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 (Governor’s Office, 2015). EO B-30-15 also
requires all state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions to implement measures within
their statutory authority to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG
emissions reductions targets.

Assembly Bill 32

In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) No. 32 (California Health and Safety Code
Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq.), also known as the California Global Warming Solutions Act. AB
32 requires the CARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such
that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.

California Climate Change Scoping Plan. Pursuant to AB 32, the CARB adopted the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in December 2008 outlining measures to meet the 2020 GHG reduction
limits. In order to meet the goals of AB 32, California must reduce its GHG emissions by 30 percent
below projected 2020 business-as-usual emissions levels (approximately 15 percent below 2008 levels).
The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million MT CO,e from transportation, energy, agriculture,
forestry, and other high global warming sectors (CARB, 2010).

The Scoping Plan anticipates that actions by local governments will result in reduced GHG emissions
because local governments have the primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit development to
accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions (CARB, 2008). The
Scoping Plan also relies on the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 375 (discussed below) to align local land
use and transportation planning to achieve GHG reduction.

The Scoping Plan must be updated every five years to evaluate AB 32 policies and ensure that California
is on track to achieve the 2020 GHG reduction goal. In 2014, the CARB released the First Update to the
Climate Change Scoping Plan (First Update), which builds upon the initial scoping plan with new
strategies and recommendations. The First Update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new
funds to further drive GHG emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted low carbon
investments. The First Update defines the CARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and
sets the groundwork to reach long-term goals set forth in EO S-3-05. The First Update highlights
California’s progress toward meeting the near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals in the initial
scoping plan. It also evaluates how to align the state's longer-term GHG reduction strategies with other
state policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land use
(CARB, 2014).
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As identified in the First Update, California is on track to meeting the goals of AB 32. The First Update
also addresses the State of California’s longer-term GHG goals within a post-2020 element. The post-
2020 element provides a high-level view of a long-term strategy for meeting the 2050 GHG goals,
including a recommendation for the State to adopt a mid-term target. According to the First Update, local
government reduction targets should chart a reduction trajectory that is consistent with, or exceeds, the
trajectory created by statewide goals. According to the First Update, reducing emissions to 80 percent
below 1990 levels will require a fundamental shift to efficient, clean energy in every sector of the
economy. Progressing toward California’s 2050 climate targets will require significant acceleration of
GHG reduction rates. Emissions from 2020 to 2050 will have to decline several times faster than the rate
that was needed to reach the 2020 emissions limit.

Senate Bill 375

The Scoping Plan also relies on the requirements of SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), also known
as the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, to reduce carbon emissions from
land use decisions. SB 375 requires regional transportation plans developed by each of the state’s

18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to incorporate a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” in
each regional transportation plan that will then achieve GHG emission reduction targets set by the CARB.
For the Bay Area, the per-capita GHG emission reduction target is a 7 percent reduction by 2020 and a 15
percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2035 (CARB, 2011). Plan Bay Area, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s regional transportation plan, adopted in July 2013, is the region’s first plan
subject to SB 375 requirements (ABAG and MTC, 2013).

Senate Bills 1078, 107, X1-2, and 350 and Executive Orders S-14-08 and S-21-09

California established aggressive renewable portfolio standards under SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of
2002) and SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006), which require retail sellers of electricity to provide at
least 20 percent of their electricity supply from renewable sources by 2010. EO S-14-08 (November
2008) expanded the state’s renewable portfolio standard from 20 to 33 percent of electricity from
renewable sources by 2020. In September 2009, then Governor Schwarzenegger continued California’s
commitment to the renewable portfolio standard by signing EO S-21-09, which directed the CARB to
enact regulations to help California meet the renewable portfolio standard goal of 33 percent renewable
energy by 2020 (CPUC, 2015).

In April 2011, Governor Brown signed SB X1-2 (Chapter 1, Statutes of 2011) codifying the GHG
reduction goal of 33 percent by 2020 for energy suppliers which preempts the CARB’s 33 percent
renewable sources electricity standard and applies to all electricity suppliers (not just retail sellers) in the
state, including publicly owned utilities, investor-owned utilities, electricity service providers, and
community choice aggregators. Under SB X1-2, all of these entities must adopt the new renewable
portfolio standard goals of 20 percent of retail sales from renewable sources by the end of 2013, 25
percent by the end of 2016, and 33 percent by the end of 2020 (CPUC, 2015). Eligible renewable sources
include geothermal, ocean wave, solar photovoltaic, and wind, but exclude large hydroelectric (30
megawatts [MW] or more).

Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197

In August 2016, the California state legislature passed SB 32 which establishes a new target for GHG
emissions reductions in the state. SB 32 requires the CARB to ensure that statewide GHG emissions are
reduced to 40 percent below the 1990 level by the year 2030 and would augment AB 32 (described
above). The Legislature paired SB 32 with AB 197, which directs the CARB to prioritize disadvantaged
communities in its climate change regulations and to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the measures it
considers. SB 32 and AB 197 have been enacted (Chapters 249 and 250, Statutes of 2016 (chaptered
September 8, 2016) and became effective on January 1, 2017.
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California Green Building Standards Code

The 2013 California Green Building Standards Code, as specified in Title 24, Part 11 of the California
Code of Regulations, specifies building standards to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by
enhancing the design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a positive
environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices in five categories: planning and
design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation and resource
efficiency, and environmental quality. The provisions of this code apply to the planning, design, operation,
construction, replacement, use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and demolition of every
building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such building structures throughout
California.

4.9.2.3 Local Plans

BAAQMD

CEQA Guidelines. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines also assist lead agencies in complying
with the requirements of CEQA regarding potentially adverse impacts on air quality. The BAAQMD
advises lead agencies to consider adopting a GHG reduction strategy capable of meeting AB 32 goals and
then reviewing projects for compliance with the GHG reduction strategy as a CEQA threshold of
significance which is consistent with the approach to analyzing GHG emissions described in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District Climate Protection Program. On June 1, 2005 the
BAAQMD Board of Directors adopted a resolution establishing a Climate Protection Program and
acknowledging the link between climate protection and programs to reduce air pollution in the Bay Area.
A central element of the BAAQMD’s Climate Protection Program is the integration of climate protection
activities into existing BAAQMD programs.

2017 Clean Air Plan. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state air
quality standards in the SFBAAB, as established by the federal CAA and the CCAA, respectively. The
CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards,
generally. The most recent air quality plan, the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, includes a goal of
reducing GHG emission to 1990 levels by 2020, 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2035, and 80 percent
below 1990 levels by 2050.

In addition, the BAAQMD established a climate protection program to reduce pollutants that contribute to
global climate change and affect air quality in the SFBAAB; the program includes GHG reduction
measures that promote energy efficiency, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and develop alternative energy
sources (BAAQMD, 2017).

EBMUD

EBMUD Climate Mitigation Action Plan. In 2008, EBMUD adopted a climate change objective in
EBMUD’s Strategic Plan focusing on using resources (economic, environmental, and human) in a
responsible manner that meets current needs without compromising the ability to meet future needs. In
response to the climate change objective, EBMUD prepared the EBMUD 2014 Climate Change
Monitoring and Response Plan. EBMUD also prepared an Action Plan that provides guidance to inform
EBMUD of decisions regarding water supply, water quality, and infrastructure planning. EBMUD’s goal
is to reduce GHG emissions by 50 percent by 2040 (as compared to baseline GHG emissions in year
2000). In 2013, GHG emissions generated by EBMUD were 31,244 MTCO.e which was 31 percent
below 2000 GHG emission levels. EBMUD tracks GHG emissions per the California Climate Action
Registry protocols (EBMUD, 2014).

EBMUD Standard Construction Specifications. EBMUD’s Standard Construction Specification 01 35
44 (Environmental Requirements) includes practices and procedures for minimizing GHG emissions from
fuel combustion and they are listed above in Section 4.1.3, Local Policies and Standard Specifications.
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City of Lafayette

The City of Lafayette has not prepared a qualified Climate Action Plan and there are no other city
regulations or policies relating to the reduction of GHGs (e.g., reducing energy use, reducing use of
single-occupant automobiles, encouraging alternative modes of transportation) that are applicable to the
Project.

5 Impact Analysis

5.1 Methodology for Analysis

Construction-related Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

This air quality impact analysis considers construction-related impacts associated with the proposed
Project. Construction equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and ground-disturbing activities associated with
the proposed Project would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors. Construction-
related emissions are evaluated consistent with methodologies outlined in the 2017 BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines for assessing and mitigating air quality impacts (BAAQMD, 2017) including quantification of
the Project’s construction-related exhaust emissions and comparison to the daily criteria pollutant
emissions significance thresholds in order to determine the significance of a Project’s impact on regional
air quality. The Project’s off-road, construction-related emissions were estimated using the equipment
mix and operating durations provided by EBMUD, presented in Table 2. The CalEEMod emissions
estimator model (Version 2016.3.2) was used to estimate off-road equipment emissions. However,
because of the characteristics of the Project’s on-road construction-related vehicular traffic (different from
construction of a typical residential or commercial development project), the Project’s on-road,
construction-related worker, haul, and vendor truck emissions were more accurately modeled using
vehicle miles estimated by EBMUD (see Table 3) and EMFAC2014 emission factors."> Model results are
discussed below under Impact AIR-1.

A screening-level health risk analysis was conducted to determine cancer and non-cancer risks from
Project-related construction activities at the closest sensitive receptor and modeling results are discussed
under Impact AIR-2. The EPA AERSCREEN air dispersion model was used to evaluate concentrations of
DPM and PM2.5 from diesel exhaust. AERSCREEN is a single source Gaussian plume model which
provides a maximum one-hour ground-level pollution concentration estimate.

Consistent with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this analysis assumes potential health risk and hazard
impacts could occur at sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of emission sources. Thus, human
health risks and hazards associated with Project construction are calculated at the Maximally-Exposed
Individual (MEI) within the 1,000-foot zone of influence of the Project site. This analysis evaluates risk
and hazard impacts on the MEI due to the proposed Project’s construction-related TAC emissions,
primarily as DPM in combination with other existing major sources of DPM, such as freeways. Emissions
from other projects within 1,000 feet of the Project site, which could be under construction at the same
time as the proposed Project, are considered in the cumulative impact analysis (see Impact AIR-5).

Construction-related GHG Emissions

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not include significance thresholds for construction-related GHG
emissions. However, the BAAQMD recommends that construction-related GHG emissions be quantified
and disclosed. The CalEEMod emissions estimator model (Version 2016.3.2) was used to estimate GHG
emissions from off-road equipment emissions, while the Project’s GHG emissions from on-road,
construction-related worker, haul, and vendor truck emissions were estimated using estimated vehicle

13 CalEEMod outputs are included in Appendix B.
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miles presented in Table 3 and EMFAC2014 emission factors. Model results are discussed below under
Impact GHG-1.

Operational Emissions

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines also provide significance thresholds for criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions associated with Project operations. Project facilities would not include any new air pollutant
emission sources and therefore, the potential for the Project to generate operational emissions increases
would be limited to mobile sources (i.e., service vehicles) associated with maintenance activities. Since
no substantial changes in operations and maintenance activities would occur at the reservoir site, there
would be no increase in existing operational criteria pollutant emissions, health risks, and GHG
emissions. Therefore, no further analysis of operational emissions is included below.

5.2 Thresholds of Significance

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, an impact on air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions would be considered significant if the Project would:

1. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation;

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people;

o~ 0N

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

6. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment; or

7. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

The BAAQMD (2017) recommends the following thresholds for construction-related and operational
criteria pollutant emissions which have been used in the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis
to determine whether the proposed Project’s air pollutant emissions would significantly affect the
SFBAAB'’s regional air quality (both at a project level and cumulatively):

e 54 pounds/day NOy and ROG
e 82 pounds/day PM10
e 54 pounds/day PM2.5

In addition to establishing the above significance thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions, BAAQMD
(2017) also recommends the following quantitative thresholds to determine the significance of
construction-related and operational emissions of toxic air contaminants from individual project and
cumulative sources on cancer and non-cancer health risks and have been applied in the air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions analysis to construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions only since there
would be no change in operational emissions associated with Project implementation:

e Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million for individual projects and >100 in a million (from all
local sources) for cumulative sources.

e Increased non-cancer risk of >1.0 Hazard Index (Chronic or Acute) for individual projects and
>10.0 Hazard Index (from all local sources) for cumulative sources.
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e Ambient PM;;increase: >0.3 ug/m3 annual average for individual projects and >0.8 ug/m3 annual
average (from all local sources) for cumulative sources.

5.3 Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Criteria Air Pollutants

Impact AIR-1:  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? (Criterion 1)

Project pipeline construction would involve cutting the pavement, excavating the trench, removing/
stockpiling the soils, installing the pipeline, backfilling the trench, and repaving. Project reservoir
construction would entail site grading/preparation for equipment and truck access into the reservoir area,
demolition of the existing reservoir, construction of the replacement dual tanks, installation of a storm
drain, and restoration of the Project site (including landscaping). Emissions from the Project’s construction
equipment and vehicles would be generated from multiple sources, including heavy mobile equipment and
delivery/haul trucks, and worker vehicles.

Average daily emissions by construction year that would be associated with construction of each Project
element are presented in Table 6. Emissions from on-road vehicle and off-road equipment are calculated
using different emission models (as described above under Methodology for Analysis) and, thus, are
presented separately. Construction-related criteria pollutant emissions from off-road equipment were
calculated for the Project using the BAAQMD-recommended CalEEMod model (CalEEMod Version
2016.3.2). On-road vehicle emissions were calculated using EMFAC2014 emission factors. CalEEMod
outputs and EMFAC emissions estimates are included as Appendix B. As indicated in Table 6,
construction of proposed pipelines, storm drains, and the replacement reservoir would not exceed
BAAQMD significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, and therefore, the Project’s construction-related
criteria air pollutant emissions would have a less-than-significant impact on air quality.

Whether or not a project’s emissions exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds, the BAAQMD
recommends that all projects implement the Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, and these are
typically included as mitigation measures. A number of EBMUD standard practices and procedures,
applicable to all EBMUD projects, have been incorporated into the Project, including Standard
Construction Specification 01 35 44, Environmental Requirements. Sections 1.3E, Dust Control and
Monitoring Plan, 3.3B, Dust Control, and 3.4A, Air Quality and Emissions Control, of Standard
Construction Specification 01 35 44 require BAAQMD-recommended measures addressing dust and
emissions controls. Therefore, no additional mitigation is required to include BAAQMD-recommended
measures.

Because Sections 1.3E, Dust Control and Monitoring Plan, 3.3B, Dust Control, and 3.4A, Air Quality and
Emissions Control, of EBMUD’s Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44, Environmental
Requirements, have been incorporated into the Project and include specified dust control BMPs to
minimize short-term construction-related emissions, the Project construction impacts related to
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions would be less than significant.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than Significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.
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Table 6: Project Construction-related Criteria Pollutant Emissions

‘ Criteria Pollutants (pounds per day)

Construction Activities by Year ‘ ROG CO NOx PMo ‘ PM:s
2022

Pipeline in Public Rights-of-Way (Installation)

- Off-road Equipment 0.54 6.51 444 |0.23 0.22

- On-road Vehicles 0.21 1.74 | 546 |0.29 0.13
Total (2022) 0.75 8.25 | 10.90 | 0.52 0.35
2023

Pipeline in Public Rights-of-Way (paving) and Reservoir Demolition

- Off-road Equipment 1.55 15.00 | 13.19 | 0.62 0.58

- On-road Vehicles 0.32 2.28 |5.93 |0.50 0.19
Total (2023) 1.87 17.28 | 19.12 | 1.12 0.77
2024

Tank Construction

- Off-road Equipment 0.25 1.93 | 246 | 0.1 0.10

- On-road Vehicles 0.18 155 |3.71 0.51 0.22
Total (2024) 0.43 3.48 | 6.17 | 0.62 0.32
2025

Tank Construction (piping/valves, testing), Pipeline on Reservoir Site, Storm Drain Installation, and Site
Restoration

- Off-road Equipment 0.10 1.56 | 0.89 | 0.04 0.04

- On-road Vehicles 0.09 0.84 | 165 |0.18 0.08
Total (2025) 0.19 2.54 | 2.55 | <0.28 | <0.18
Significance Thresholds (pounds per day) 54 -a 54 82 54
NOTES: Based on pipeline progression rate of 80 feet per day.

@ There is no daily emissions threshold for CO. If localized carbon monoxide estimated emissions exceed 550 pounds/day, more
detailed analysis is required. Therefore, emissions below this threshold indicate that CO emissions would be less than significant.
SOURCE: CalEEMod and EMFAC (Appendix B), Orion Environmental Associates.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Impact AIR-2:  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Criterion 2)

Project construction would utilize diesel-powered equipment such as excavators, dozers, loaders,
backhoes, and cranes. Operation of such equipment would generate emissions of TACs, including DPM
and PM2.s.

Given the project’s construction duration and proximity of sensitive receptors, there is the potential for
the Project’s construction-related DPM emissions to exceed the BAAQMD’s risk and hazard significance
thresholds of 10 excess cancer cases in a million, a HI of 1 for chronic and acute non-cancer risks, and an
annual PM2.5 concentration of 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3). Therefore, a screening-level
individual cancer analysis was conducted to determine the cancer and non-cancer health risks from
Project-related construction activities at the closest sensitive receptor (see Methodology for Analysis
discussion above for a description of the methodology for this analysis). The excess individual cancer risk
factor for DPM exposure is approximately 300 in a million per 1 ug/m’ of lifetime exposure. More recent
research has determined that young children are substantially more sensitive to DPM exposure risk. If
exposure occurs in the first several years of life, an age sensitivity factor (ASF) of 10 should be applied.
For toddlers though mid-teens, the ASF is 3. The DPM exposure risk from construction exhaust thus
depends upon the age of the receptor population. However, even with the application of ASFs, the
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exposure risk at residences for the highest risk group (babies) would 4.94 in a million. Thus, the
maximum individual cancer risk would be well below the 10 in a million significance threshold for all age
groups.

Pipeline construction would progress along pipeline alignments at a rate of about 80 feet per day
(approximately two weeks of exposure at any given receptor), while reservoir demolition/construction
would occur at one location for over two years. The only areas where equipment would operate for any
length of time at one location would be the reservoir site. Therefore, the MEI for this analysis is the group
of residences located closest to and downwind of the reservoir site, which are residences located along the
east side of Leland Drive and adjacent to the reservoir site.

Estimated increases in cancer risk, non-cancer chronic and acute hazards, and PM2.5 concentrations are
broken down by Project component in Tables 7, 8, and 9, respectively. As indicated in these tables,
Project-related construction activities would result in a maximum excess cancer risk of 4.94 in a million
(for infants and pregnant women in their last trimester), chronic non-cancer risk of 0.024 HI, acute non-
cancer risk of 0.136 HI, and PM2.5 concentration of 0.115 pg/m’.

As shown in Tables 7 through 9, the Project’s construction-related DPM emissions would be well below
BAAQMD project-level thresholds of significance for cancer and non-cancer risks as well as PM2.5
concentrations, and therefore, the Project’s health risks from DPM would be less than significant.

Operation of Project facilities would not be a source of TACs or PM2.5 emissions because there would be
no substantial changes in operations and maintenance activities at the reservoir site. Therefore, there
would be no operational risk and hazard impacts associated with operation of the Project.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

Table 7: Project Construction-related Cancer Health Risks by Component

Excess Cancer Risk

(cancer cases per one million population)
Age Group Reservoir? Pipelineb Storm Drain® Total

'”fi"/\’l‘;r(:ei {I:ﬁ)r%”edsti ':)acgna”t 4.659 0.187 0.094 4.94
Child (2-14 years)®© 1.398 0.056 0.028 1.482
Adult 0.466 0.019 0.009 0.494
Significance Threshold 10

NOTES:

@ Assumes exposure to entire 3% years of construction (2022-2025).
b Assumes exposure for 12.5 days at an individual location along the pipeline alignment assuming construction would progress
at a rate of 80 feet per day.

¢ If exposure occurs in the first several years of life, an age sensitivity factor (ASF) of 10 is applied to account for higher
sensitivity of infants than adults and children. For toddlers though mid-teens, the ASF is 3 to account for higher sensitivity of
children than adults.

SOURCE: AERSCREEN outputs (Appendix C), Orion Environmental Associates.
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Table 8: Project Construction-related Non-cancer Health Risks by Component

Non-Cancer Risk (hazard index or HI)

Reservoir Pipeline Storm Drain
Non-Cancer Chronic Hazard 0.022 0.001 0.001 0.024
Non-Cancer Acute Hazard 0.126 0.005 0.005 0.136
Significance Threshold 1
SOURCE: AERSCREEN outputs (Appendix C), Orion Environmental Associates.

Table 9: Project Construction-related PM2.5 Concentration by Component

‘ Average Annual PM2.5 Concentration (pglm3)

‘ Reservoir  Pipeline Storm Drain ‘ Total
PM2.5 Concentration 0.109 0.004 0.002 0.115
Significance Threshold 0.3 ug/m®

SOURCE: AERSCREEN outputs (Appendix C), Orion Environmental Associates.

Consistency with Clean Air Plan

Impact AIR-3:  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Criterion 3)

The most recently adopted air quality plan in the SFBAAB is the BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan
whose primary goals are to protect public health and protect the climate. The 2017 Clean Air Plan
includes a wide range of control measures, which consist of actions to reduce combustion-related
activities, decrease fossil fuel combustion, improve energy efficiency, and decrease emissions of potent
GHGs. Numerous measures address reduction of several pollutants: ozone precursors, particulate matter,
air toxics, and/or GHGs. Other measures focus on a single type of pollutant, super GHGs such as methane
and black carbon, or harmful fine particles that affect public health.

As indicated in Impacts AIR-1 (Table 6), AIR-2 (Tables 7, 8, and 9), and GHG-1 (Table 11), the
Project’s construction-related criteria pollutant, TAC, and GHG emissions would not exceed threshold
levels (consistent with BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines), indicating that Project-related emissions would not
have a significant impact on regional air quality or climate change, and would not pose significant health
risks to the public. Heavy-duty vehicles used by EBMUD and its contractors for Project construction
would comply with applicable diesel emission standards for heavy-duty on-road and off-road engines.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s measures requiring use of
cleaner diesel-fueled engines. In addition, a number of EBMUD standard practices and procedures
applicable to all EBMUD projects have been incorporated into the Project, including Standard
Construction Specification 01 35 44, Environmental Requirements (listed above). Sections 1.3E, Dust
Control and Monitoring Plan, 3.3B, Dust Control, and 3.4A, Air Quality and Emissions Control, of
Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44, Environmental Requirements, require BAAQMD-
recommended measures addressing dust and emissions controls. Incorporation of these dust and air
quality emission controls, which are consistent with BAAQMD-recommended Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures, would further reduce the Project’s construction-related criteria pollutant emissions.

For these reasons, the Project would not hinder the Plan’s ability to meet its primary goals to reduce
emissions and harmful pollutants, safeguard public health, and reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
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Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Odors
Impact AIR-4:  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (Criterion 4)

During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors at various
locations within the vicinities of the Project reservoir site and pipeline alignment. Residential uses are
located as close as 80 feet west (generally upwind) and 400 feet east (generally downwind) from
construction work areas at the reservoir site. Although diesel exhaust odors would be generated in the
reservoir site vicinity over the 2+ year construction duration, such setbacks in combination with
prevailing wind conditions would help minimize the potential for nuisance odors at the closest receptors
even though perceptible diesel odors could occur. However, such construction-related nuisance odors
would be temporary, varying from day to day with the level of construction activity and meteorological
conditions (i.e., dispersion by winds, etc.), and would cease after Project construction is complete. In
addition, the Project would involve commonly used construction techniques and materials, which are not
particularly odorous. Thus, construction activities at the reservoir site are are not expected to create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, and this impact would be less than
significant.

Existing residences are located much closer (as close as 40 feet) to the Project pipeline alignment and
these residences, particularly those located downwind of the pipeline alignment, would be subject to
perceptible diesel exhaust odors. Despite their proximity, each receptor would be subject to nuisance
diesel odors for less than two weeks (10 work days). Given this short duration, construction activities
along the pipeline alignment are not be expected to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people, and this impact would be less than significant.

A number of EBMUD standard practices and procedures, applicable to all EBMUD projects, have been
incorporated into the Project, including Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44, Environmental
Requirements. Section 3.4A, Air Quality and Emissions Control, of Standard Construction Specification
01 35 44 limits idling time of diesel engines and minimize use of diesel generators. Such limits would
help to further minimize these temporary construction-related nuisance odor effects.

Odors would not be emitted during operation of the proposed replacement reservoir or pipeline, just as no
odors are associated with operation of the existing reservoir and pipelines.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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Cumulative Impacts

Impact AIR-5:  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)? (Criterion 5)

Cumulative Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions. By definition, regional air pollution is largely a
cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air
quality on a cumulative basis. No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of
air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are considered to contribute to existing
cumulative air quality impacts (BAAQMD, 2017). The Project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are
based on levels that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants if they
are exceeded. Projects that would result in criteria pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds
would result in a less than cumulatively considerable increase in criteria air pollutants. As shown in Table 6,
the Project’s construction-related emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD’s construction-related criteria
air pollutant significance thresholds (see Impact AIR-1 above). Therefore, because the Project’s emissions
(Impact AIR-1) would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed Project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts, a less-than-
significant cumulative impact.

Cumulative Health Risks. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines require a determination of cumulative health
risk impacts. Therefore, in addition to Project construction, possible local stationary or vehicular source
emissions must be added to the concentration to determine the cumulative total. Specifically, the CEQA
Guidelines require that existing stationary and mobile emissions sources within 1,000 feet of the Project
area also be considered. Any potential cumulative health risk would, therefore, derive from Project
activities plus any existing identified risk sources within the Project vicinity.

The BAAQMD has developed a Google Earth application that maps the locations of all stationary sources
in the region that the BAAQMD permits. For each source, the application lists the name of the source and
the conservative screening level cancer risk and PM2.5 concentration values. According to BAAQMD
records (BAAQMD, 2012), there are no permitted stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the Project site.
One mobile source, SR 24, that carries a volume over 10,000 average daily traffic (ADT) and is located
approximately 1,000 feet from the Project’s MEI, which was included in the cumulative analysis. There is
also one proposed six-lot subdivision at the end of Hoedel Court, which is located 1,000 feet west of the
Project site. Although construction is estimated to occur prior to 2022, DPM emissions associated with
construction of that project would contribute to cumulative health risks for residences located in the
Project vicinity. Therefore, health risks associated with these sources have been included to determine the
cumulative health risks. Table 10 presents cumulative health risks (cancer risk, annual average PM2.5
emissions, and non-cancer (chronic and acute) hazards) associated with these sources.

As indicated in Table 10, the cumulative or combined health risks from exposure of sensitive receptors in
the Project vicinity to existing and proposed sources within 1,000 feet of the MEI would not exceed the
BAAQMD’s cumulative health risk significance thresholds. Therefore, cumulative health risks would be
less than significant and the Project’s contribution to cumulative health risks would be less than
cumulatively considerable.

Project facilities would not be a source of TACs or PM2.5 emissions because there are no emissions
sources (i.e., diesel-fueled equipment), and therefore, operation of the Project would not contribute to
cumulative risk and hazard impacts.
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Table 10: Cumulative Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks and PM2.5 Concentrations

Average Annual

Cancer Risk Acute

Source (cases in one Flobs . Hazard
o Concentration
million) 3 (H1)
(ng/m’)

SR 242 9.70 0.092 0.009 0.011
Proposed Project (worst-case)® 4.94 0.115 0.024 0.136
Hoedel Subdivision (Construction)° 13.30 0.310 0.056 0.361
Cumulative Risk (Maximum) 27.94 0.517 0.198 0.508
Significance Threshold 100 0.8 1 1
NOTES:

@ Health risks at 1,000 feet south of SR 24, which approximately coincides with MEI location.

b Total Project emissions, which includes emissions associated with construction of the pipelines, reservoir, and storm drain.

¢The CalEEMod defaults for the Hoedel project assume all six homes would be built simultaneously and completed in 10
months, but it is likely that construction would occur over a longer period of time. Therefore, construction-related emissions
associated with this project should be considered very conservative and are likely overestimated.

SOURCES: BAAQMD, 2015 for SR 24; Tables, 7, 8, and 9 (above) for Proposed Project; CalEEMod for Hoedel Subdivision.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

5.4 GHG Emissions Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact GHG-1: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment or conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
(Criterion 6)

Construction-related GHG emissions would include direct GHG emissions from operation of construction
equipment and increases in vehicle trips over the Project’s 3+ years of construction. Construction-related
GHG emissions associated with mobile sources were estimated using CalEEMod, EMFAC2014 emission
factors, a Project-specific construction equipment list, and on-road haul/delivery truck and worker vehicle
volume estimates provided by EBMUD. Table 11 summarizes the Project’s annual and total
construction-related GHG emissions from off-road equipment and on-road trucks.

Table 11: Project Construction-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

‘ GHG Emissions (MT CO.e per year)

Off-Road Equipment On-Road Vehicles

2022 31 96 126
2023 327 777 1,103
2024 53 507 560
2025 28 242 270

NOTE: Due to rounding conventions, the numbers in the first two columns may not add up to totals in the right column.

SOURCE: CalEEMod for off-road equipment (outputs in Appendix B) and EMFAC2014 emissions factors for on-road vehicles,
Orion Environmental Associates.

November 2017 32



Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Neither the state nor BAAQMD has adopted a methodology or quantitative threshold, such as those that
exist for criteria pollutants, which can be applied to a construction project to evaluate the significance of
an individual project’s construction-related contribution to GHG emissions. However, when the Project’s
construction-related annualized GHG emissions are compared to the BAAQMD’s operational threshold
for stationary sources of 10,000 MT CO,e per year, the Project’s annual and total construction-related
GHG emissions shown in Table 11 would remain well below BAAQMD’s threshold and would be less
than significant.

Although BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines do not specify thresholds of significance for construction-
related GHG emissions, they do encourage incorporation of best management practices (BMPs) to reduce
GHG emissions during construction, where feasible and applicable. Consistent with these BMPs,
EBMUD proposes to use excavated material as backfill where feasible, thereby minimizing GHG
emissions associated with construction haul trucks and solid waste disposal.

Additionally, a number of EBMUD standard practices and procedures, applicable to all EBMUD projects,
have been incorporated into the Project, including Standard Construction Specification 01 35 44,
Environmental Requirements. Section 3.4A, Air Quality and Emissions Control, of Standard Construction
Specification 01 35 44, requires construction crews to use alternative-fueled construction equipment and
to recycle or reuse construction waste or demolition materials to the extent feasible.

Because Section 3.4A, Air Quality and Emissions Control, of EBMUD’s Standard Construction
Specification 01 35 44, Environmental Requirements, has been incorporated into the Project and includes
specified air emission control BMPs to minimize short-term construction diesel exhaust emissions, and
includes GHG emission controls which would reduce GHG emissions from fuel combustion, the Project
construction impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Following completion of Project pipelines, operational and maintenance practices for the Leland
Reservoir would not change substantially. Therefore, direct GHG emissions associated with this
maintenance traffic would be similar to existing levels, and operational GHG emissions would be less
than significant.

Indirect operational GHG emissions are typically associated with emissions by electricity providers for
line power and the source of line power that would be used by Project facilities is provided by PG&E.
PG&E derives almost half of its power from eligible renewables and large hydroelectric, which would
help minimize the potential for Project-related indirect GHG emissions.

Significance Determination before Mitigation
Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Impact GHG-2: Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or requlation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases? (Criterion 7)

Construction of Project facilities would result in operation of diesel vehicles and equipment that would
directly generate GHG emissions and the vehicles and equipment would be subject to actions outlined in
the California Climate Change Scoping Plan. Actions pertinent to Project facilities relate to emission
controls that will be imposed in the future, including future implementation of additional controls (Phase
2) to reduce GHG emissions in new heavy-duty vehicles beyond 2018, continued implementation of
diesel controls to reduce black carbon emissions from heavy-duty on-road engines as well as off-road
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engines, and reducing emissions of smog-forming pollutants by about 90 percent below 2010 levels by
2032 to meet the NAAQS for ozone. Heavy-duty vehicles used by EBMUD and its contractors would
comply with applicable emission standards. As indicated in Table 6, the project’s construction-related
ROG and NOx emissions (smog-forming pollutants or ozone precursors) would not exceed BAAQMD-
recommended CEQA threshold levels. These thresholds are intended to ensure that the SFBAAB would
meet NAAQS standards. Therefore, the Project’s construction-related GHG emissions would not conflict
with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions (i.e., Scoping
Plan actions, 2017 Clean Air Plan, and the BAAQMD-recommended CEQA significance thresholds).
Diesel trucks and off-road equipment operated by EBMUD and its contractors would comply with the
latest vehicle emission standards established by CARB pursuant to the Scoping Plan.

According to EBMUD’s Climate Mitigation Action Plan (2014), the majority of EBMUD’s total
operational GHG emissions are indirect GHG emissions associated with the use of electrical energy.
However, 22 percent of EBMUD’s total GHG emissions are direct GHG emissions associated with fleet
operations (vehicles and portable equipment). Following completion of Project facilities, operational and
maintenance practices for the reservoir and pipelines would remain the same, which would include
periodic maintenance. Because GHG emissions associated with this maintenance traffic would be similar
to existing levels, there would be no substantial increase in direct GHG emissions due to the Project.
EBMUD’s heavy-duty maintenance vehicles would comply with the latest vehicle emission standards
established by CARB pursuant to the Scoping Plan. Therefore, the Project’s direct operational GHG
emissions would not conflict with Scoping Plan actions, 2017 Clean Air Plan, or the BAAQMD-
recommended CEQA significance thresholds.

With respect to indirect operational GHG emissions associated with electrical energy use, EBMUD’s
2014 Climate Change Monitoring and Response Plan outlines how GHG emissions reductions are
accomplished through implementation of energy efficiency practices, use of low-carbon energy sources,
reductions in non-CO; emissions reductions (including black carbon), and carbon sequestration. EBMUD
evaluates each project for water and energy conservation opportunities as well as the potential to create
renewable energy. Energy efficiency measures implemented by EBMUD that pertain to the Project
include the following:

e Minimizing GHG emissions as a goal in planning new projects;
e Reducing water use at District facilities through equipment upgrades and metering; and

e Reviewing the District’s master equipment specifications to ensure energy efficient systems are
appropriately procured.

Implementation of such measures would help to minimize the Project’s indirect GHG emissions
associated with energy use. Since EBMUD’s 2014 Climate Change Monitoring and Response Plan goal
is to reduce GHG emissions by 50 percent by 2040 and energy efficiency measures would be
implemented as part of the Project per the Response Plan, the Project’s indirect operational GHG
emissions would not conflict with Scoping Plan actions, 2017 Clean Air Plan, or the BAAQMD-
recommended CEQA significance thresholds.

Significance Determination before Mitigation

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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Appendix A

Trip Generation and Equipment Operation Estimates

September 2017



Leland Reservoir Replacement and Pipeline Installation at 80 LF/Day Production Rate - Truck Trip Estimate

Trips per Day

Daily One-Way Trips

Approx.
: Max Hourl
Construction Phase Duration Materials Worker 2 v
Haul Trucks . 2 2 Total One-Way Trips®*
(weeks) (per day) Trucks Vehicles Trucks Workers [Trucks + Workers]
(per day) (per day)
Pipeline Installation - Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland Drive
Pipeline Installation Mobilization 2 0 4 2 8 4 12 Trucks
2 Vehicles
Pipeline Connection 1 - Windsor Drive/Old Tunnel Road 1 3 3 24 12 48 60 2 Trucks
24 Vehicles
Pipeline Connection 2 - Leland Drive/Meek Place 1 3 3 24 12 48 60 2 Trucks
24 Vehicles
Pipeline Installation (2,700 LF at 80 LF/Day Production Rate) - 7 12 3 24 30 48 78 4 Trucks
Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland Drive 24 Vehicles
Pipeline Testing - 4 0 3 13 6 26 32 1 Trucks
Flushing, Pressure Testing, and Chlorination 13 Vehicles
Pipeline Paving - 1 10 0 13 20 26 46 3 Trucks
Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland Drive (2,700 LF) 13 Vehicles
Demolition
Reservoir Replacement Mobilization 2 0 4 2 8 4 12 2 Trucks
2 Vehicles
Site Work-Tree Removal 2 0 2 2 4 4 8 1 Trucks
2 Vehicles
Drain Reservoir 4 0 1 2 2 4 6 1 Trucks
2 Vehicles
Removal and Crush Concrete Roof Panels and Structure 6 13 1 15 28 30 58 4 Trucks
15 Vehicles
Remove and Crush Concrete Girders 3 3 1 15 8 30 38 2 Trucks
15 Vehicles
Remove and Crush Concrete Columns and Footings 3 2 1 15 6 30 36 1 Trucks
15 Vehicles
Remove and Crush Concrete Lining 6 5 1 15 12 30 42 2 Trucks
15 Vehicles
Open Cut Excavation and Soil Hauling 24 35 0 10 70 20 90 10 Trucks
10 Vehicles
Tank Construction and Onsite Water Pipeline and Stormdrain Installation
Reservoir Concrete Foundation 8 0 53 23 106 46 152 16 Trucks
23 Vehicles
Reservoir Concrete Walls/Columns 11 0 13 18 26 36 62 4 Trucks
18 Vehicles
Reservoir Prestress Wrapping/Shotcrete 8 0 8 8 16 16 32 3 Trucks
8 Vehicles
Reservoir Concrete Roof Slab 20 0 50 18 100 36 136 15 Trucks
18 Vehicles
Valve Pit and Pit Piping/Valves 7 10 6 8 32 16 48 5 Trucks
8 Vehicles
Reservoir Field Testing and Startup 9 0 1 8 2 16 18 1 Trucks
8 Vehicles
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Leland Reservoir Replacement and Pipeline Installation at 80 LF/Day Production Rate - Truck Trip Estimate

Trips per Day Daily One-Way Trips
Approx.
: Max Hourl
Construction Phase Duration Materials Worker 2 v
Haul Trucks . 2 2 Total One-Way Trips®*
(weeks) (per day) Trucks Vehicles Trucks Workers [Trucks + Workers]
(per day) (per day)
Pipeline Connection 3 - Within Leland Reservoir Property Boundary 1 3 3 24 12 48 60 2 Trucks
24 Vehicles
P?pel.ine Ihst.allation (580 LF a_lt 80 LF/Day Produc_tion Rate) - 2 12 3 24 30 48 78 4 Trucks
Pipeline within Leland Reservoir property boundary in unpaved area (cross-country) 24 Vehicles
P?pel.ine Ihst.allation (370 LF e_lt 80 LF/Day Produc.tion Rate - 1 12 3 24 30 48 78 4 Trucks
Pipeline within Leland Reservoir property boundary in new access road (to be paved) 24 Vehicles
Pipeline Testing - 2 0 3 13 6 26 32 1 Trucks
Flushing, Pressure Testing, and Chlorination 13 Vehicles
Pipeline Paving - _ 1 6 0 13 12 26 38 2 Trucks
New access road paving within Leland Reservoir property boundary 13 Vehicles
Stormdrain Connection - 1 2 3 24 10 48 58 1 Trucks
Patty Way/Leland Drive 24 Vehicles
Stormdrain Installation - 3 10 3 24 26 48 74 4 Trucks
Leland Reservoir Property 24 Vehicles
Paving - _ _ 1 9 0 13 18 26 44 3 Trucks
Across Patty Way and Leland Drive Connection Area 13 Vehicles
Site Restoration
Tank Backfill 13 4 1 4 10 8 18 2 Trucks
4 Vehicles
Contouring/Landscaping 8 4 20 8 48 16 64 7 Trucks
8 Vehicles
Complete Civil Work 4 4 0 4 8 8 16 2 Trucks
4 Vehicles
Demobilization 2 4 0 4 8 8 16 2 Trucks
4 Vehicles
Total Duration (weeks) 168
Max Hourly One Way Trips = 16 Trucks
24 Vehicles

Assumptions:

Haul trucks for soil disposal and transporting excavated soil material onsite for temporary soil stockpiling and partially backfilling around new tanks.

Material trucks for building material, piping, paving, and equipment delivery.
Haul trucks average 16 cubic yards; Concrete trucks average 10 cubic yards

Excavation is approximately 108,000 CY with off haul of approximately 66,000 CY.
Backfill is approximately 42,000 CY, which can be temporarily stockpiled onsite

Notes:
1. Work schedule: 8-hour workday, typical construction hours M -F between 7:00 am to 7:00 pm
2. Daily One-Way Vehicle Trips Account for Trucks/Vehicles going to and leaving the project site on a daily basis .
3. Max hourly one-way truck trips is estimated by averaging the number of trucks going to and leaving
the job site on a daily basis over a 7-hour period.
4. Max hourly one-way vehicle trips is estimated by assuming all workers are arriving and leaving the job site during a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
5. Contractor could typically install 80 to 200 lineal feet (LF), 100 LF on average, of 36-inch transmission pipeline per workday in paved areas.
6. One paving crew could typically pave 700 LF of trench with 6" AC paving per day.
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Leland Reservoir Replacement - Major Equipment Hour Estimate 12/21/2016

. Duration Major Estimated Total Equipment
Construction Phase .
(Weeks) | (Days) Equipment Hrs/Wk| Hrs/Day Hours
Mobilization 2
Mobilization
6 Generator 3 18
6 Excavator 3 18
Demolition
Site Work-Tree Removal 2
8 |Chain Saws (2) 12 96
8 |Wood Chipper 6 48
8 Backhoe 6 48
Drain Reservoir 4
Portable Pump 30 6 120
Remove and Crush Concrete Roof Panels and Stucture 6
Excavator (2) 40 12 240
Hoe Ram 20 4 120
Air Compressor 13 3 78
Concrete Crusher 35 7 210
Remove and Crush Concrete Girders 3
Excavator (2) 40 12 120
Hoe Ram 20 4 60
Air Compressor 13 3 39
Concrete Crusher 35 7 105
Remove and Crush Concrete Columns and Footings 3
Excavator (2) 40 12 120
Hoe Ram 20 4 60
Air Compressor 13 3 39
Concrete Crusher 35 7 105
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Leland Reservoir Replacement - Major Equipment Hour Estimate

12/21/2016

. Duration Major Estimated Total Equipment
Construction Phase .
(Weeks) |(Days) Equipment Hrs/Wk Hrs/Day Hours
Remove and Crush Concrete Lining 6
Excavator (2) 40 12 240
Hoe Ram 20 4 120
Air Compressor 13 3 78
Concrete Crusher 35 7 210
Open Cut Excavation and Soil Hauling 24
Excavator 35 7 840
Bulldozer 35 7 840
Tank Construction
Reservoir Concrete Foundation 8 4
Crane 6 24
Concrete Pump 8 120
Reservoir Concrete Walls/Columns 11 15
Crane 6 90
Concrete Pump 8 120
Reservoir Prestress Wrapping/Shotcrete 8
6 Hydroblasting Machine 6 84
14  |Pre-Stressing Tower 8 112
12 |Concrete Pump 7 84
Reservoir Concrete Roof Slab 20 4
Crane 6 24
Concrete Pump 8 32
Valve Pit and Pit Piping/Valves 7 3
Backhoe 3 21
Concrete Pump 8 24
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Leland Reservoir Replacement - Major Equipment Hour Estimate 12/21/2016

. Duration Major Estimated Total Equipment
Construction Phase .
(Weeks) |(Days) Equipment Hrs/Wk Hrs/Day Hours
Field Testing and Startup 9 None
Site Restoration
Tank Backfill 13
Bulldozer 35 7 455
Backhoe 35 7 455
Compactor 35 7 455
Contouring/Landscaping 8
Backhoe 20 4 160
Complete Civil Work 4
Asphalt Paver 8 2 32
Scraper 8 2 32
Roller 8 2 32
Bulldozer 16 4 64
Demobilization 2
Backhoe 8 2 16
Estimated Construction Duration (weeks) 140

Leland Reservoir Open Cut - 18.3-MG; Future Tanks - Dual 8.0-MG Tanks;
Open Cut Demo Excavation (Soil + demo material) ~ 108,000 CY, Offhaul ~ 66,000 CY
Onsite Temp Soil Storage/Backfill Around New Tanks ~ 42,000 CY
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Leland Reservoir Replacement 36-inch Pipeline Installation - Major Equipment Hour Estimate Phase 1

Pipeline Installation Phase 1 - Pipeline Installation in Windsor Drive, Condit Road, and Leland Drive

36-inch Pipeline Installation Equipment Hour Use Estimate (80 LF/Day)

Construction Phase and

Estimated Equipment Use Duration

Major Equipment Average Hours/Day Days Total Hours
Demolition
Concrete/Industrial Saws 2 5 10
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes x2 12 5 60
Pipeline Installation
Excavators 8 15 120
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 15 90
Dewatering Pump
(Per Pipeline Connection to Existing
Distribution System - 2 Connections) 18 2 36
Generator 6 25 150
Air Compressors 4 25 100
Paving
Cement/Mortar Mixers Pumps 6 5 30
Pavers 3 5 15
Compactor 4 5 20
Rollers 4 5 20
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 5 30
Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 5 5
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Leland Reservoir Replacement 36-inch Pipeline Installation - Major Equipment Hour Estimate Phase 2

Pipeline Installation Phase 2 - Pipeline Installation within Leland Reservoir Property Boundary

36-inch Pipeline Installation Equipment Hour Use Estimate (80 LF/Day)

Construction Phase and

Estimated Equipment Use Duration

Major Equipment Average Hours/Day Days Total Hours
Demolition*
Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0 0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes x2 0 0 0
Pipeline Installation
Excavators 8 6 48
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 6 36
Dewatering Pump
(Pipeline Connection to Existing
Distribution System) 18 2 36
Generator 6 10 60
Air Compressors 4 10 40
Paving
Cement/Mortar Mixers Pumps 6 3 18
Pavers 3 3 9
Compactor 4 3 12
Rollers 4 3 12
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 3 18
Sweepers/Scrubbers 1 3 3

*Demolition work for pipeline installation phase 2 will be completed during the existing reservoir demolition phase
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2022 Pipeline (Phase 1)
Summary Year Equipment Type Total Hrs  Ave. Hrs/Day

Equipment Type Total Hrs  Ave. Hrs/Day | 2022 Concrete Saw 10 0.15
Concrete Saw 10 0.15 2022 Tractor/Loader/Backho 60 0.92
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 150 2.31 2022 Excavator 120 1.85
Excavator 120 1.85 2022 Tractor/Loader/Backho 90 1.38
Pump 36 0.55 2022 Dewatering Pump 36 0.55
Generator 150 2.31 2022 Generator 150 2.31
Air Compressor 100 1.54 2022 Air Compresor 100 1.54
Color Key

2022

2023

2024

2025




2023 Reservoir Demolition Pipeline Construction
Summary Year Equipment Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day Year Phase Equipment Type Days Total Hrs  Ave. Hrs/Day
Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day
Generator 18 0.07 2023  Generator 18 0.07 2023 Paving  Pumps 5 30 0.12
Excavator/Hoe Ram 1903 7.32 Excavator 18 0.07 Pavers 5 15 0.06
Chain Saw 96 0.37 Compactor 5 20 0.08
Pump 153 0.59 Rollers 5 20 0.08
Air Compressor 234 0.90 2023  Chain Saw (2) 96 0.37 Tractor/Loader/Backt 5 30 0.12
Crusher 678 2.61 Wood Chipper 48 0.18 Sweeper/Scrubber 5 5 0.02
Dozer/Excavator 805 3.10 Backhoe 48 0.18
Pavers 15 0.06
Compactor/Chipper 20 0.08
Rollers 20 0.08 2023  Portable Pump 123 0.47
[ractor/Loader/Backho¢ 78 0.30
Sweeper/Scrubber 5 0.02
2023  Excavator 240 0.92
Hoe Ram 120 0.46
Air Compressor 78 0.30
Crusher 210 0.81
2023  Excavator 120 0.46
Hoe Ram 60 0.23
Air Compressor 39 0.15
Crusher 105 0.40
2023  Excavator 120 0.46
Hoe Ram 60 0.23
Air Compressor 39 0.15
Crusher 105 0.40
2023  Excavator 240 0.92
Hoe Ram 120 0.46
Air Compressor 78 0.30
Color Key Crusher 210 0.81
2022
2023
2024 2023  Excavator 805 3.10
2025 Dozer 805 3.10




2024

Reservoir Construction

Reservoir Demolition

Summa ry Year Phase Equipment Type Total Hrs Hrs/Yr Year Equipment Type Total Hrs Hrs/Yr
Equipment Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day
Excavator 35 0.13 2024 Reservoir Concrete Foundation 2024 Excavator 35 0.13
Dozer 35 0.13 Crane 24 0.09 Dozer 35 0.13
Crane and Stress Tower 250 0.96 Pump 120 0.46
Pump 370 1.42
Hydroblast (pressure washer) 84 0.32 2024  Res Concrete Walls/Columns
Crane 90 0.35
Pump 120 0.46
2024 Reservoir Prestress Wrapping/Shotcrete
Hydroblast 84 0.32
Stress Tower 112 0.43
Pump 84 0.32
Color Key 2024  Reservoir Concrete Roof Slab
2022 Crane 24 0.09
2023 Pump 32 0.12
2024
2025
2024  Valve Pit and Pit Piping Valves
Backhoe 12 0.05
Concrete Pump 14 0.05




2025 Reservoir Construction Pipeline (Phase 2) Storm Drain
ary Equipment Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day Year Juir Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day Year Equip Type Total Hrs Ave. Hrs/Day
Equipment Type Total Hrs  Ave. Hrs/Day
Excavator 96 0.38 Valve Pit and Pit Piping Valves 2025 Excavator 48 0.19 2025 Concrete Saw 1 0.00
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 123 0.48 Backhoe Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 36 0.14 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 12 0.05
Pump 76 0.30 Concrete Pump Dewatering Pump 36 0.14
Generator 120 0.47 Generator 60 0.24
Air Compressor 80 0.31 Air Compressor 40 0.16 2025 Excavator 48 0.19
Paver 15 0.06 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 36 0.14
Compactor 20 0.08 Dewatering Pump 0 0.00
Roller 20 0.08 2025 Pumps 18 0.07 Generator 60 0.24
Sweeper/Scrubber 5 0.02 Pavers 9 0.04 Air Compressor 40 0.16
Compactor 12 0.05
Color Key Rollers 12 0.05
2022 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 18 0.07 2025 Pumps 12 0.05
2023 Sweeper/Scrubber 3 0.01 Pavers 6 0.02
2024 Compactor 8 0.03
2025 Rollers 8 0.03
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 12 0.05
Sweeper/Scrubber 2 0.01




Reservoir Construction

Construction Duration Average
Phase Year Equipment Type (Weeks) Total hours Hours/Day' Weeks/Year
Mobilization
Mobilization 2023 2
Generator 18 0.07
Excavator 18 0.07
Demolition
Demolition and Pipe Abandonment 2023 2
Concrete Pump 3 0.01
Chain Saw (2) 96 0.37
Wood Chipper 48 0.18
Backhoe 48 0.18
Drain Reservoir 2023 4 0.00
Portable Pump 120 0.46
Remove Roof and Crush 2023 6
Excavator 240 0.92
Hoe Ram 120 0.46
Air Compressor 78 0.30
Crusher 210 0.81
Remove Girders and Crush 2023 3
Excavator 120 0.46
Hoe Ram 60 0.23
Air Compressor 39 0.15
Crusher 105 0.40
Remove/Crush Footings 2023 3
Excavator 120 0.46
Hoe Ram 60 0.23
Air Compressor 39 0.15
Crusher 105 0.40
Remove and Crush Lining 2023 6
Excavator 240 0.92
Hoe Ram 120 0.46
Air Compressor 78 0.30
Crusher 210 0.81
Open Cut Excavation and Soil Hauling 2023 23
Excavator 805 3.10
Dozer 805 3.10 49
Open Cut Excavation and Soil Hauling 2024 1
Excavator 35 0.13
Dozer 35 0.13
Tank Construction
Reservoir Concrete Foundation 2024 8
Crane 24 0.09
Concrete Pump 120 0.46
Res Concrete Walls/Columns 2024 11
Crane 90 0.35
Concrete Pump 120 0.46
Reservoir Prestress Wrapping/Shotcrete 2024 8
Hydroblast 84 0.32
Stress Tower 112 0.43
Concrete Pump 84 0.32
Reservoir Concrete Roof Slab 2024 20
Crane 24 0.09
Pump 32 0.12
Valve Pit and Pit Piping/Valves 2024 4
Backhoe 12 0.05
Pump 14 0.05 52
Valve Pit and Pit Piping/Valves 2025 3
Backhoe g 0.03
Pump 10 0.04
Reservoir Field Testing and Startup 2025 9
None
Site Restoration
Tank Backfill 2025 13
Dozer 455 1.7/5
Backhoe 455 1.75
Compactor 455 1.75
Contouring/Landscaping 2025 8
Backhoe 160 0.62
Complete Civil Work 2025 4
Paver 32 0.12
Scraper 32 0.12
Roller 32 0.12
Dozer 64 0.25
Demobilization 2025 2
Backhoe 16 0.06 39

NOTES:

lAverage hours per day are derived from the total hours of equipment operation averaged over the construction duration (5 days/week
x 52 weeks = 260 work days. However, average hours per day in 2025 are derived from total hours of equipment operation averaged
over the construction duration of 51 weeks (255 work days).

SOURCE:EBMUD, Leland Reservoir Replacement - Major Equipment Hour Estimate, December 21, 2016.

Combined

Equipment Type Total Hours
Generator 18
Excavator 773
Chain Saw 96
Wood Chipper 48
TTB 48
Pump 123
Air Compressor 234
Crusher 363
Color Key

2022

2023

2024

2025

+3 for pipeline = 52 Weeks

+6+6 for pipeline & storm drain=51 Weeks



Pipeline Construction

Construction Average
Phase 1 Year Equipment Type Total hours Hours/Day’ Weeks/Year
Demolition 2022 Concrete Saw 10 0.15
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 60 0.92
Installation 2022 Excavator 120 1.85
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 90 1.38
Dewatering Pump 36 0.55
Generator 150 2.31
Air Compressor 100 1.54 13
Paving 2023 Pumps 30 0.46
Pavers 15 0.23
Compactor 20 0.31
Rollers 20 0.31
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 30 0.46
Sweeper/Scrubber 5 0.08 3
Construction Average
Phase 2 Year Equipment Type Total hours Hours/Day>
Demolition 2025 Concrete Saw 0 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 0 0
Installation 2025 Excavator 48 0.185
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 36 0.138
Dewatering Pump 36 0.138
Generator 60 0.231
Air Compressor 40 0.154
Paving 2025 Pumps 18 0.069
Pavers 9 0.035
Compactor 12 0.046
Rollers 12 0.046
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 18 0.069
Sweeper/Scrubber 3 0.012 6
NOTES:

1Average hours per day are derived from the total hours of equipment operation averaged

over the construction duration (20 work days/month x 3.25 months (13 weeks) = 65 work

days.

2Average hours per day are derived from the total hours of equipment operation averaged

over the construction duration (5 days/week x 52 weeks = 260 work days.

SOURCE:

EBMUD, Leland Reservoir Replacement 36-inch Pipeline Installation -

Major Equipment Hour Estimate Phase 1, April 10, 2017.
EBMUD, Leland Reservoir Replacement 36-inch Pipeline Installation -
Major Equipment Hour Estimate Phase 2, April 10, 2017.

Color Key

2022

2023

2024

2025




Stormdrain Construction

Construction Average

Phase Year Equipment Type Total Hours Hours/Day! Weeks/Year
Demolition 2025 concrete saw 1 0.004
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe x2 12 0.046
Installation 2025 Excavator 48 0.185
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 36 0.138

Dewatering Pump
Generator 60 0.231
Air Comperssor 40 0.154
Paving 2025 Pumps 12 0.046
Pavers 6 0.023
Compactor 8 0.031
Rollers 8 0.031
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 12 0.046
Sweeper/Scrubber 2 0.008
245 6

NOTES:
1Average hours per day are derived from the total hours of equipment operation

averaged over the construction duration (5 days/week x 52 weeks = 260 work days.

SOURCE:  EBMUD, Leland Reservoir Replacement 36-inch Pipeline Installation -
Major Equipment Hour Estimate Phase 1, April 10, 2017.

Color Key

2022

2023

2024

2025




Leland Reservoir Replacement Project

Appendix B

CalEEMod (Off-Road Equipment) and EMFAC (On-Road
Vehicles) Outputs for Criteria Pollutant Emissions

September 2017



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 5

2022 Leland - San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, Summer

2022 Leland

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, Summer

Date: 6/20/2017 3:33 PM

1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 64
Climate Zone 4
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Construction Phase - 2022 equipment
Off-road Equipment - 2022
Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 250 0
tblConstructionPhase NumbDays 2.00 65.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 13.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.73 1.00




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1 Page 2 of 5 Date: 6/20/2017 3:33 PM

2022 Leland - San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, Summer

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.48 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading
tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading
tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading
tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading
tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 2.31
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

2.0 Emissions Summary

Page 3 of 5

2022 Leland - San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, Summer

Date: 6/20/2017 3:33 PM

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM25 | Bio- cO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2 | cCH4 N20 Cco2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 0.5401 | 4.4431 6.5075 i 0.0108 0.8349 i 0.2312 1.0661 i 04356 | 0.2213 0.6569 0.0000 }1,033.450 i 1,033.450 ; 0.1992 0.0000 §1,038.430
6 6 8
Maximum 05401 | 4.4431 6.5075 | 0.0108 0.8349 | 02312 1.0661 | 04356 | 02213 0.6569 0.0000 | 1,033.450 | 1,033.450 | 0.1992 0.0000 | 1,038.430
6 6 8
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM25 | Bio- cO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2 | cCH4 N20 Cco2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2022 05401 | 4.4431 6.5075 i 0.0108 0.8349 i 02312 1.0661 i 04356 | 0.2213 0.6569 0.0000 i 1,033.450 i 1,033.450 i 0.1992 0.0000 i 1,038.430
6 6 8
Maximum 05401 | 4.4431 6.5075 | 0.0108 0.8349 | 02312 1.0661 | 04356 | 02213 0.6569 0.0000 | 1,033.450 | 1,033.450 | 0.1992 0.0000 | 1,038.430
6 6 8




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

Page 4

of 5

2022 Leland - San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, Summer

Date: 6/20/2017 3:33 PM

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 |Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 |Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 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
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 :Grading :Grading 1/2/2022 4/1/2022 5 65

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad E