NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
for Public Review of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration
LAFAYETTE Distribution Date: April 19, 2019

SETTLED 1848 == INCORPORATED 1963

As Lead Agency, the City of Lafayette hereby provides a 20-day public review period for a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the following project:

PROJECT TITLE: 3255 Stanley Boulevard- Shell Station Car Wash
FILE: L04-17

LOCATION: Existing Shell Gas Station at 3255 Stanley Boulevard (APN 177-061-027-5) in the City of Lafayette. The
project site encompasses approximately 0.6 acres and is bounded by Pleasant Hill Road to the west,
Stanley Boulevard to the north, and one-story, single family residences to the south and east.
APPLICANT: Vanita Bindal (Property Owner)

REQUEST: Request for a Land Use Permit to demolish an existing 566 square foot office space and install a new
self-service car wash and a 763 square foot office space, replacing the 173 square foot retail area in
kind on a commercially developed property at 3255 Stanley Blvd, APN 177-061-027.

DETERMINATION

An Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was completed by Rincon Consultants, Inc. staff in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as is available for review in the project file in the Planning
Department at 3675 Mt. Diablo Boulevard, Suite 210 in the City of Lafayette from 8 am to 5 pm, Monday through Friday
or online at www.lovelafayette.org/CEQA. The IS/MND finds that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment because mitigation measures have been incorporated into/added to the project by conditions of approval
that will reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

COMMENTS

Pursuant Section 15073 of the CEQA Guidelines, comments on the MND may be submitted during the 20-day review
period beginning Monday, April 22, 2019 and ending Monday, May 13, 2019. Please submit comments to the project
planner listed below. The Planning Commission will consider the IS/MND and al comments submitted in writing or
verbally at public hearings prior to acting on the Project.

Lead Agency: City of Lafayette, Planning Department

Planning Commission email: planningcommission@lovelafayette.org NOTE NEW PROJECT PLANNER
Kafrina Labira, Planfiing Technician April 19, 2019

May 2, 2019 Note:
NEW Project Planner: Jonathan Fox, Planning Technician ¢ Tel. (925)
299-3242 * Email: jfox@lovelafayette.org

City of Lafayette Planning Services Division
3675 Mount Diablo Boulevard, Suite 210, Lafayette, CA 94549 Phone: 925.284.1976
Planning Counter Hours: 12:00 — 5:00 Monday — Friday www.lovelafayette.org
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Initial Study

1. ProjectTitle

3255 Stanley Boulevard Car Wash and Convenience Store Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address
City of Lafayette

3675 Mt. Diablo Boulevard, #210
Lafayette, California 94549

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Katrina Lapira: (925) 284-1976

4. Project Location
The project site is an existing Shell Gas Station at 3255 Stanley Boulevard (Assessor Parcel Number
177-061-027-5) in the City of Lafayette. The project site encompasses approximately 0.6 acres.

Figure 1 shows the location of the site in the region and Figure 2 shows the project site in its
neighborhood context.

5. Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address

Vanita Bindal
3225 Stanley Boulevard
Lafayette, California 94549

6. General Plan Designation

Pleasant Hill Road Commercial

/. Ioning

Pleasant Hill Road Commercial District (PHC)

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 1
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Figure 2 Project Location
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City of Lafayette
3255 Stanley Boulevard Car Wash and Convenience Store Project

8. Description of Project

The proposed project involves the redevelopment of an existing gas station to add a car wash,
replace the existing convenience store, and reconfigure the site access and circulation patterns. The
existing 2,349 square-foot gas station service pumps and canopy area would remain. The site plan
for the proposed project is shown on Figure 3.

The proposed new car wash would be an 866-square-foot self-serve car wash tunnel with a 502-
square-foot car wash equipment room, located on the southern portion of the project site. Self-
service air/water and vacuum units would be located near the car wash exit on the southwestern
corner of the project site.

The project would also involve demolition of the existing convenience store, which includes a
cashier’s office, retail space, and restrooms, and construction of a 763-square foot snack shop and
office structure near the southeast corner of the site. This structure would include 600 square feet
of office space and 173 square feet of retail space.

Additional site improvements would include construction of a masonry trash enclosure, site lighting,
landscaping, and an extension of the retaining walls on the eastern and southern portion of the site.
The project would also include construction of six-foot tall concrete masonry unit (CMU) noise
barriers along the eastern, southeastern, and southwestern boundaries of the project site.

Currently, the gas station is staffed with three full-time employees over three shifts. With the
project, the number of employees would increase to five full-time employees and two part-time
employees over three shifts per day. Similar to the existing conditions, the gas station and snack
shop would operate 24 hours per day, 7 days a week. The project application includes operating
hours for the car wash of 24 hours per day, 7 days a week.

Fuel delivery trucks would make deliveries six times per week and the convenience store would
receive a truck delivery once per week. Goods and services sold at the station would include
gasoline, snacks, beverages, automobile accessories, and car wash services.

Access, Circulation, and Parking

The proposed project would reduce the number of on-site parking spaces from seven to four spaces.
One space would be located north of the proposed new snack shop and would be Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. Three spaces would be located near the car wash tunnel exit. One
of these spaces would have air/water equipment and one would have vacuum equipment.

The project site is currently accessed via three driveways, one on Pleasant Hill Road and two on
Stanley Boulevard. The driveway on Pleasant Hill Road operates as a right-in and right-out only
access. While left turns are not prohibited at the western Stanley Boulevard Driveway, it primarily
operates as a right-in and right-out only access due to proximity with the intersection. The eastern
Stanley Boulevard Driveway provides full access. The existing Pleasant Hill driveway and the existing
western Stanley Boulevard driveway would remain. The eastern Stanley Boulevard driveway would
be removed and replaced with a 35-foot driveway approximately 30 feet to the west, positioned to
provide access to the car wash queue and tunnel.

The site’s existing sidewalk along the western and northern boundaries would remain, and a new
bicycle rack would be added north of the proposed snack shop. The proposed project would involve
pedestrian access from the sidewalk along Stanley Boulevard to the proposed new snack shop.
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Figure 3 Site Plan
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City of Lafayette
3255 Stanley Boulevard Car Wash and Convenience Store Project

Landscaping

The project site is currently landscaped with approximately 26 trees mostly located along the
southern perimeter and in the southwestern corner of the site. A eucalyptus tree is located in the
site’s northeast corner, and several small trees exist in the landscaping along the northern Stanley
Boulevard street frontage. Six of these trees would be removed with the project, including four
Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) trees and two privet (Ligustrum sp.) trees. Three trees to be removed
are located along or near the southern boundary of the site. Approximately eleven new trees would
be planted around the perimeter of the site, including two along the Stanley Boulevard frontage and
one along the Pleasant Hill Road frontage. New planted trees would include Sterling Silver Linden
(Tilla tomentosa ‘Sterling’) and strawberry trees (Arbutus ‘Marina’ Std.). The project would also
include additional shrubs and vines in planters around the site.

Construction and Grading

Project construction is estimated to occur over an approximately three-month period and would
include demolition, site preparation and grading, and construction. Overall, approximately 420 cubic
yards cut of cut and 120 cubic yards of fill would be required. Approximately 300 cubic yards of
earth materials would be exported from the site.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The project site is located at 3255 Stanley Boulevard in the City of Lafayette. The 0.6-acre site is
currently developed with a Shell gas station and building including a cashier’s office, 173 square feet
of retail space, and restrooms. The existing gas station operates 24-hours per day and has a staff of
three employees. The site is mostly paved but includes several landscaping planters around the
perimeter of the site and approximately 26 mature landscaping trees, including one eucalyptus tree,
six Monterey pines, one oak tree, and several other varieties of landscaping trees. Gas station
operations occur in the central portion of the site, with a fueling canopy shading the station’s eight
gas pumps. Photographs of the project site are included on Figure 4.

The project site is bounded by Pleasant Hill Road to the west, Stanley Boulevard to the north, and
one-story, single family residences to the south and east. Across Stanley Boulevard to the north is
Acalanes High School and across Pleasant Hill Road to the west is undeveloped land currently under
review for a 315 unit project known as The Terraces of Lafayette. Sidewalks are located along both
Pleasant Hill Road and Stanley Boulevard. There is one driveway entrance to the site via Pleasant Hill
Road and two driveway entrances to the site via Stanley Boulevard. Approximately three- to six-foot
high wood fencing is located along the eastern and southern boundaries of the site. Strips of
landscaping with small trees run interior to the sidewalk, and some larger trees exist along the
retaining walls.

The land to the north, east, and south is designated single-family residential, and land to the west is
designated administrative professional office.

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

The city of Lafayette is the lead agency with responsibility for approving the proposed project.
Discretionary approval from other public agencies is not required.
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Figure 4 Site Photographs
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and O  Air Quality
Forestry Resources

[ | Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Geology and Soils

O Greenhouse Gas O Hazards and O  Hydrology and Water

Emissions Hazardous Materials Quality

O Land Use and Planning O  Mineral Resources B Noise

O Population and Housing O  Public Services O Recreation

d Transportation/Traffic B Tribal Cultural O  Utilities and Service
Resources Systems

[ | Mandatory Findings
of Significance

Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

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

[ | | 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 to the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 9
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O

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

Signature Date

Printed Name Title




Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthetics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Have asubstantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? O O [ ] O
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway? O O | O
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? O O | O
d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area? O O | O

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Map I-5 of the City of Lafayette General Plan (City of Lafayette 2002a) identifies scenic viewing
corridors. The south-facing view from Pleasant Hill Road at the intersection of State Route 24 (SR 24)
is a scenic view corridor because it provides views of Mount Ridge and mountain ridges in Moraga.
However, the project site is northeast of the scenic viewing corridor on Pleasant Hill Road and would
not interrupt views of Mount Ridge or other ridges from this corridor. The project site is currently
developed with a snack shop that is 14 feet in height and a fuel canopy that is 17 feet in height. The
project would involve replacing the snack shop with a structure up to 20 feet in height and adding a
car wash 16 feet in height. Therefore, the project would increase the height of structures compared
to current conditions. However, although the project would increase the height of on-site
structures, the addition of these structures would not interrupt views of vistas surrounding the site
compared to existing conditions as such views are and would continue to be unavailable through
the site due to intervening trees (see Photo 2 in Figure 4). This impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 11
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3255 Stanley Boulevard Car Wash and Convenience Store Project

b.  Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

SR 24 through Lafayette is an officially designated State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 2011). Pleasant
Hill Road intersects with SR 24 approximately 0.4 mile south of the project site but the project site
itself is not visible from SR 24. Therefore, the project would not block, obstruct, or degrade scenic
views from SR 24. In addition, the project site does not contain other scenic resources such as rock
outcroppings. Although the project site does include the removal of approximately six trees, these
trees are not prominent scenic resources on the site such that their removal would substantially
change the overall aesthetic of the site and surroundings, and the project would include replacing
removed trees with additional tree plantings around the site. This impact would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?

The project site is currently developed with a gas station and a snack shop and includes landscaped
areas around its perimeter, including approximately 26 trees mostly located along the southern
perimeter and in the southwestern corner of the site. The project would replace and expand the
existing snack shop and add a new car wash tunnel. The visual character of the site after project
completion would be similar to the site’s current conditions. The addition of a car wash structure
would not substantially change the visual character of the site, which is typical of a gas station.
Further, the project involves planting 11 additional trees to replace the six trees that would be
removed. Therefore, the project would add landscaping compared to current conditions. The
project would not substantially alter the visual character of the project site or its surroundings and
this impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

The project site is currently fully developed. Existing sources of light are present from the gas station
and snack shop. As the station currently operates 24-hours per day, these light sources are present
overnight. The proposed project would not substantially change the site’s overall generation of light
and glare. No new sources of light or glare would be added with a greater height than the existing
fuel canopy. The project plans include use of exterior lighting that would ensure the safety of the
facility but would not provide light spillage onto adjacent properties or the public right-of-way.
According to the site plans, exterior lighting would be light-emitting diode (LED) fixtures and would
be oriented towards the site and fully shielded. Therefore, impacts due to light and glare would be
less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT




Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g));
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526); or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g))? O O O [ ]

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? O O O [ |

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? | O O [ ]

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

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) manages the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP). The FMMP prepares maps and statistical data to record the agricultural suitability
of land throughout the state.

The project site is currently used as a gas station, classified by the FMMP as Urban and Built-Up
Land. There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance in the
vicinity of the project site (DOC 2016). The project would not convert any land from agricultural to
non-agricultural use. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

A Williamson Act contract is an agreement between a local government and a private landowner
restricting a parcel of land to agricultural or related open space use. There are no Williamson Act
contracts in the vicinity of the project site (Contra Costa County 2017). There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

d.  Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project site is zoned Pleasant Hill Road Commercial District (PHC), with a General Plan
designation of Pleasant Hill Road Commercial. The site is small and developed, and does not contain
forest land or timberland. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?

The proposed project would redevelop a fully developed site. The area is moderately urbanized,
with the project site bounded to the north by Stanley Boulevard and Acalanes High School, to the
east and south by single family residences, and to the west by Pleasant Hill Road and undeveloped
land. Because there is no farmland surrounding the project site, and the project would not cause
changes that substantially alter its surroundings, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation

of the applicable air quality plan? O O [ ] O
b. Violate any air quality standard or

contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation? O O [ ] O
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or

state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)? O O [ | O
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations? O O [ ] O
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people? d O | O

Setting
Air Quality Background

The City of Lafayette is within the Diablo Valley-San Ramon Valley subregion of the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD). Air quality in the SFBAAB is affected by the region’s emission sources and by
natural factors. Topography, speed and direction of wind, and air temperature gradient all influence
air quality. The SFBAAB is affected by a Mediterranean climate, with warm, dry summers and cool,
damp winters.

Air pollutant emissions within the SFBAAB are generated by stationary and mobile sources.
Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point
sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. Examples
include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat. Area sources are
widely distributed and include sources such as residential and commercial water heaters, painting
operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some consumer products. Mobile sources
refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are
classified as either on-road or off-road. On-road sources may be legally operated on roadways and
highways. Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction
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equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment such as when high
winds suspend fine dust particles.

The U.S. EPA has set primary national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter with a diameter of
up to ten microns® (PMyo) and up to 2.5 microns (PM,s), and lead (Pb). Primary standards are those
levels of air quality deemed necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public health.
In addition, California has established health-based ambient air quality standards for these and
other pollutants, some of which are more stringent than the federal standards.

As the local air quality management agency, the BAAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels
to ensure that state and federal air quality standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop
strategies to meet them. Depending on whether or not standards are met or exceeded, a local air
basin is classified as in “attainment” or non-attainment.” The BAAQMD is in non-attainment for the
federal standards for ozone (O3) and PM, s and in nonattainment for the state standard for O,
PM, s, and PMy,. The health effects associated with criteria pollutants for which the SFAAB is in non-
attainment are described in Table 1.

Table 1 Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Adverse Effects

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PM;) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).’

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PM, ;) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children, such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, including asthma.?

®More detailed discussions on the health effects associated with exposure to suspended particulate matter can be found in the
following documents: EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter, October 2004.

Source: U.S. EPA 2018

Regulatory Setting

Air Quality Management

The BAAQMD is primarily responsible for assuring that the national and State ambient air quality
standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area. The BAAQMD is also responsible for
adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issuing permits for
stationary sources of air pollutants, inspecting stationary sources of air pollutants, responding to

. s . -6
1 one micron equals one-millionth of a meter; i.e., 10
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citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding grants
to reduce motor vehicle emissions, conducting public education campaigns, as well as many other
activities. The BAAQMD has jurisdiction over much of the nine-county Bay Area, including Contra
Costa County.

The BAAQMD adopted the 2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Plan) as an update to the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
The 2017 Plan provides a regional strategy to protect public health and protect the climate.
Consistent with the GHG reduction targets adopted by the State, the 2017 Plan lays the groundwork
for a long-term effort to reduce Bay Area GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030
and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 (BAAQMD 2017a). To fulfill State ozone planning
requirements, the 2017 control strategy includes all feasible measures to reduce emissions of ozone
precursors—reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOyx)—and reduce transport of
ozone and its precursors to neighboring air basins. In addition, the 2017 Plan builds upon and
enhances the BAAQMD's efforts to reduce emissions of fine particulate matter and toxic air
contaminants (BAAQMD 2017a).

Emissions Thresholds

The BAAQMD has developed screening criteria to provide lead agencies and project applicants with
a conservative indication of whether a project could result in potentially significant air quality
impacts. If all of the screening criteria are met by a project, then the lead agency or applicant would
not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of their project’s air pollutant emissions.
These screening levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield sites without
any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. For projects that are infill, such as the
proposed project, emissions would be less than the greenfield-type project on which the screening
criteria are based (BAAQMD 2017b). For convenience markets (24-hour operation), the BAAQMD’s
operational criteria pollutant screening size is 5,000 square feet and the construction screening
threshold is 277,000 sf. However, there are no screening levels included in the BAAQMD CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines for car wash facilities. Therefore, although the project would be less than 5,000
square feet of new development, this analysis quantifies emissions associated with the project and
compares them to BAAQMD's numeric significance thresholds.

The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines quantify project-level air quality thresholds with defined
numeric values and evaluation criteria for pollutant emissions. These project-level thresholds,
shown in Table 2, represent the levels at which a project’s individual emissions of criteria air
pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the SFBAAB's
existing air quality conditions. For the purposes of this analysis, the proposed project would result in
a significant impact if construction or operational emissions would exceed any of the thresholds
shown in Table 2.
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Table 2 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Construction-Related Operational-Related
Thresholds Thresholds
Average Daily Emissions Maximum Annual Average Daily Emissions
Pollutant/Precursor (Ibs/day) Emissions (tpy) (Ibs/day)
ROG 54 10 54
NOy 54 10 54
PMy, 82 (exhaust) 15 82
PM, 5 54 (exhaust) 10 54

Notes: tpy = tons per year; Ibs/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM, s = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PMy, = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10
micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; tpy = tons per year.

Source: Table 2-1, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017

Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

A project’s indirect CO emissions would be significant if they contribute to a violation of the State
standards for CO (9.0 ppm averaged over 8 hours and 20 ppm over 1 hour).

Toxic Air Contaminate Emissions

TACs, including PM, s, can have significant health impacts on local communities. The BAAQMD’s
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines sets thresholds applicable to projects that would site new sensitive
receptors in proximity to permitted or non-permitted sources of TACs or PM, 5 emissions. If impacts
due to emissions of TACs or PM, s from any individual source would exceed any of the thresholds
listed below, the project would result in a significant impact:

=  Non-compliance with a Community Risk Reduction Plan

= An excess cancer risk level of more than 10 in one million (10E-06), or a non-cancer (i.e., chronic
or acute) hazard index greater than 1.0 from any individual source would be a significant
cumulatively considerable contribution

* Anincremental increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?) annual average
PM, s from any individual source would be a significant cumulatively considerable contribution

City of Lafayette

LAFAYETTE 2002 GENERAL PLAN

The Open Space and Conservation Chapter (Chapter 3) of the Lafayette General Plan sets goals to
ensure that residents enjoy the benefits of open space as the city continues to develop. The
following policies and programs addressing air quality relate to the proposed project:

Goal 0S-10: Improve Air Quality

Policy 0S-10.1 Regional Planning: Work with the BAAQMD to implement the Regional Clean
Air Plan
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Policy 0S-10.2  Air Quality Standards: Seek to comply with State and Federal standards for air
quality.

Program 0S-10.2.1: Incorporate the provisions of the BAAQMD’s Air Quality
and Urban Development: Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of Projects and
Plans into CEQA project review procedures.

Program 0S-10.2.4: Evaluate new businesses for air pollutant emissions and
the storage and handling of hazardous materials.

Program 0S-10.2.5: Amend the grading ordinance to include thorough dust
control provisions.

Program 0S-10.2.6: The City will establish buffers around sites where
businesses emit toxic air contaminants and odors. The buffers will be
established consistent with the BAAQMD’s Air Quality and Urban
Development: Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of Projects and Plans and the
regional Clean Air Plan.

Methodology for Estimating Emissions

An air quality study was prepared for this project, and is included as Appendix A. This section
discusses the methodology used to conduct air quality analysis for the proposed project.

The significance thresholds described in the previous subsection represent the levels at which a
project’s individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the SFBAAB’s existing air quality conditions. The California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 was used to calculate total project emissions, which
include construction and operational emissions. CalEEMod does not contain a specific land use
category for car washes; therefore, the “Automobile Care Center”? land use was used as a proxy for
the car wash. As the convenience store is proposed to be open 24 hours a day, seven days a week,
the “Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours)” land use was used to model the associated emissions
with the new convenience store.

Short-Term Emissions

Construction-related emissions are generally short-term in duration, but may still cause adverse air
quality impacts. Temporary emissions would result from three primary sources: operation of
construction vehicles (e.g., scrapers, loaders, and excavators); ground disturbance during clearing
and grading, which creates fugitive dust; and the application of asphalt, paint, or other oil-based
substances. The extent of daily emissions, particularly ROG and NOy emissions, generated by
construction equipment depend on the quantity of equipment used and the hours of operation for
each project. The extent of fugitive dust (PM, s and PM,) emissions would depend upon the
following factors: 1) the amount of disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether

2 According to the CalEEMod Users Guide, there are only two primary automobile-related land use subtypes to choose from in CalEEMod:
“Automobile Care Center,” which houses numerous businesses that provide automobile-related services, such as repair and servicing;
stereo installation; and seat cover upholstering and “Gasoline/Service Station,” which includes service stations where the primary
business is the fueling of motor vehicles; they may also have ancillary facilities for servicing and repairing motor vehicles. There is already
an existing fueling station on-site and the project would not result in the addition of any new facilities where the primary business is the
fueling of motor vehicles. Instead, the “Automobile Care Center” land use more closely aligns with the proposed project design. However,
to more accurately reflect trips associated with the car wash component of the proposed project, the trip generation rates were updated
in CalEEMod based on the “Automated Car Wash” (International Trip Engineers (ITE) Code 948) land use trip generation rates included in
the ITE 9th edition.
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existing structures are demolished; 4) whether excavation is involved; and 5) whether transporting
excavated materials offsite is necessary. The amount of ROG emissions generated by paints and oil-
based substances, such as asphalt, depends upon the type and amount of material used.

CalEEMod was used to estimate air pollutant emissions associated with project construction, which
was assumed to begin in January 2019 with full operation in 2020 based on default construction
phase timeframes incorporated into the model (see Appendix A). Construction would include site
preparation, grading, construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction activities would
result in temporary air quality impacts that may vary substantially from day to day, depending on
the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.
It was assumed the project would comply with all applicable regulatory standards.

Long-Term Emissions

CalEEMod was also used to estimate operational emissions, which included emissions from area
sources, energy use, and mobile sources. Area source emissions, which would be generated by
landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coating, were estimated
using CalEEMod defaults. Mobile source emissions would be generated by the increase in motor
vehicle trips to and from the project site as compared to existing conditions. The default trip
generation rates for the “Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours)” land use was used in CalEEMod.
Default rates are based on the land use specific trip generate rates included in the International Trip
Engineers (ITE) 9™ edition. For the car wash component of the proposed project, the “Automobile
Care Center” trip generation rates were replaced with the “Automated Car Wash” trip generation
rates, which were included in the ITE 9" edition. Based on the updated trip generation rate, the car
wash and convenience store would generate approximately 580 trips during the weekdays, 675 trips
on Saturdays, and 596 trips on Sunday (this does not take into account trips to the gas station). This
trip generation estimate is conservative for the purposes of assuming a “worst-case” air emissions
scenario. As shown in Table 15 in Section 16, Transportation and Trdffic, actual trip generation
estimates for the project show lower trips than these assumptions because most trips to the car
wash would be “pass-by” trips (i.e., stopping by the car wash on the way to another destination)
rather than specific trips to the car wash itself (Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2018, Appendix D).

Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, emissions and ambient concentrations of CO have
decreased in the SFBAAB with the introduction of the catalytic converter in 1975 and no exceedance
of CAAQS or NAAQS for CO have been recorded at nearby monitoring stations since 1991.
Additionally, the SFBAAB is currently designated as an attainment area for the CAAQS and NAAQS
for CO. However, occurrences of localized CO concentrations, known as hotspots, are often
associated with heavy traffic congestion, which most frequently occurs at signalized intersections of
high-volume roadways (BAAQMD 2017).

BAAQMD provides a preliminary screening methodology to conservatively determine whether a
proposed project would exceed CO thresholds. If the following criteria are met, a project would
result in a less than significant impact related to local CO concentrations:

1. The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional
transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans.
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2. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
44,000 vehicles per hour.

3. Project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 24,000
vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g., tunnel,
parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade roadway).

Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions

Local community risk and hazard impacts are associated with TACs and PM, 5 because emissions of
these pollutants can have significant health impacts at the local level. BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines include risk and hazard thresholds that are intended to apply to projects that would site
new permitted or non-permitted sources in proximity to receptors and for projects that would site
new sensitive receptors in proximity to permitted or non-permitted sources of TACs or PM, 5
emissions. According to BAAQMD, sensitive receptors consist of facilities or land uses that include
members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as
children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. The proposed project itself is not a land use or
facility that would be considered a new sensitive receptor. However, the proposed project would be
located within the vicinity of nearby sensitive receptors, including the surrounding residences and
Acalanes High School.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

To be consistent with an air quality management plan (AQMP), a project must conform to the local
General Plan and must not result in or contribute to an exceedance of the local jurisdiction’s
forecasted future population. A project may be inconsistent with the AQMP if it would generate
population, housing, or employment growth exceeding the forecasts used in the development of
the AQMP. Population growth would lead to increased vehicle use, energy consumption, and
associated air pollutant emissions. The most recent and applicable adopted air quality plan is the
2017 Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant impact if it would conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Plan (BAAQMD 2017b).

The proposed project would increase the employment in Lafayette by adding two additional full
time and two additional part-time employees for a total of four new employees. BAAQMD uses the
Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) growth forecast. The ABAG employment projection
for 2040 is 9,900 and in 2010 there were approximately 9,000 employees based on ABAG forecasts,
which represents an increase of 900 employees. As mentioned above, according to the project
applicant, the project would generate approximately four employees. This would represent an
increase of approximately less than one percent increase. Because this employment increase would
be within ABAG’s projected 2040 employment growth for the City of Lafayette, employment growth
generated by the project would be consistent with the AQMP. Therefore, the project would not
generate growth beyond AQMP forecasts and the project would be consistent with the AQMP.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

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

Construction of the project would involve site preparation, grading, excavation, building
construction, and other construction-related activities that have the potential to generate air
pollutant emissions. The temporary construction emissions and long term operational emissions for
the proposed project were calculated using CalEEMod, and are discussed below.

Construction Emissions

Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions. Table 3 summarizes the
estimated maximum daily emissions of pollutants during project construction. As shown, project
emissions for all criteria pollutants would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the average
daily emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD project-level construction thresholds.

Table 3 Project Construction Emissions

Estimated Emissions (lbs/day)

(exhaust) (exhaust)

2019 Maximum Daily Emissions 2.4 22.1 11.1 0.6 0.6 <0.1
BAAQMD Thresholds (average daily emissions) 54 54 N/A 82 54 N/A
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A No No N/A

See Table 2.0 “Overall Construction-Mitigated Construction” emissions. Winter emissions results are shown for all emissions except CO,
which has higher summer emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A.

N/A = not applicable; no BAAQMD threshold for CO or SOx

Operational Emissions

Long-term emissions associated with project operation, as shown in Table 4 and Table 5, would
include emissions from vehicle trips (mobile sources), natural gas and electricity use (energy
sources), and landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products and architectural coating
associated with on-site development (area sources). As shown in Table 4 and Table 5, emissions
would not exceed BAAQMD daily or annual thresholds.
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Table 4 Project Operational Average Daily Emissions
Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Sources ROG NOy co PM;q PM, 5 SOy
Area <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile 1.0 3.0 7.0 1.1 0.3 <0.1
Total Project Emissions 1.1 3.0 7.0 11 0.3 <0.1
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 N/A 82 54 N/A
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A No No N/A

See Table 2.0 “Overall operational-mitigated” Winter emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A. Numbers may not add up
due to rounding.

N/A = not applicable; no BAAQMD threshold for CO or SOx

Table 5 Project Operational Maximum Annual Emissions

Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year)

Sources ROG NOy co PM;q PM, 5 SOy
Area <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile 0.1 0.5 1.0 0.2 <0.1 <0.1
Total Project Emissions 0.1 0.5 1.0 0.2 <0.1 <0.1
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 N/A 15 10 N/A
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A No No N/A

See Table 2.0 “Overall operational-mitigated” Winter emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A. Numbers may not add up
due to rounding.

N/A = not applicable; no BAAQMD threshold for CO or SOx

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

As mentioned under “Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations,” the proposed project would
result in a less than significant impact related to local CO concentrations if the project is consistent
with an applicable congestion management program; would not increase traffic volumes at affected
intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour; and would not increase traffic volumes at
affected intersections to more than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal
mixing is substantially limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street
canyon, below-grade roadway). There are no applicable congestion management programs or plans
in which the project must comply with.

The project site is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard/Deer Hill
Road and Pleasant Hill Road. Pleasant Hill Road north of Stanley Boulevard has the greatest number
of trips out of the roadways at the intersection (City of Lafayette 2018a). Specifically, Pleasant Hill
Road north of Stanley Boulevard has approximately 32,200 estimated daily two-way tips. With the
increase of an estimated 580 trips during the weekdays, 675 trips on Saturdays, and 596 trips on
Sunday, the project would not result in an increase in traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. Furthermore, the project would include construction of a car
wash facility and convenience store and would not be located in an area where vertical and/or
horizontal mixing is substantially limited; therefore, the 24,000 vehicle per hour standard is not
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applicable. As a result, the project would not result in individually or cumulatively significant impacts
from CO emissions.

Development of the on-site car wash would involve idling vehicles queuing along the eastern
boundary of the site adjacent to nearby residences. Site plan measurements for the proposed car
wash shows the site can accommodate about 175 feet of queued vehicles, or approximately eight
total vehicles (Kittelson & Associates Inc. 2018, Appendix D). Exhaust CO gas from the eight vehicles
while idling would not result in substantial CO emissions such that a CO hotspot would occur in the
queue. In addition, the vehicle queueing line would be separated from residences by vegetation and
trees that would absorb some CO emissions.

Toxic Air Contaminants

A TAC is defined by California law as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in
mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to
human health. In the Bay Area, there are a number of urban or industrialized communities where
the exposure to TACs is relatively high in comparison to others. However, according to the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines (Figure 5-1), the project site is not located within an impacted community.

Sources of TACs include, but are not limited to, land uses such as freeways and high volume
roadways, truck distribution centers, ports, rail yards, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry
cleaners using perchloroethylene, and gasoline dispensing facilities (BAAQMD 2017). Although
gasoline stations are typically identified as sources of TACs, the proposed project does not involve
expansion of the existing gas dispensing facilities. The proposed project would involve construction
of a new car wash facility and convenience store. The proposed car wash and convenience store are
not sources of TACs and are not stationary sources regulated by the BAAQMD.

The project would not violate any air quality standards or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment. Therefore, these
impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Certain population groups, such as children, the elderly, and people with health problems, are
particularly sensitive to air pollution. Sensitive receptors are defined as population groups that are
more susceptible to exposure to pollutants and examples include health care facilities, retirement
homes, school and playground facilities, and residential areas. The proposed project itself is not a
land use or facility considered a new sensitive receptor. However, the proposed project would be
located within the vicinity of nearby sensitive receptors, including the surrounding residences and
Acalanes High School.

As discussed above in the response to questions (b) and (c), the project would not create emissions
that would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and would not generate new sources of TACs. Therefore, it
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

During construction activities temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and construction equipment
engines would occur. Construction-related odors would disperse and dissipate and would not cause
substantial odors at the closest sensitive receptors (adjacent residences). In addition, construction-
related odors would be temporary and would cease upon completion of construction.

The proposed project would involve construction of a car wash and convenience store, as well as
other site improvements to the existing Shell Gas Station. The site improvements would involve a
new accessible path of travel, a new trash enclosure, a new self-service air/water and vacuum units,
and new lighting and landscaping. The new trash enclosure would reduce existing odors from trash
stores on-site. In addition, car washes and convenience stores are not considered sources of
substantial objectionable odors as listed on Table 3-3 in the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
(BAAQMD 2017b).

As discussed above, approximately eight total vehicles could queue in line for the car wash
(Kittelson & Associates Inc. 2018, Appendix D). Exhaust gas from a total of eight vehicles while idling
would not result in substantial odors. Additionally, the vehicle queueing line would be separated
from residences by vegetation and trees that would absorb and block some potential exhaust odors.
As a result, impacts from odors would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 25



City of Lafayette
3255 Stanley Boulevard Car Wash and Convenience Store Project

This page intentionally left blank.

26



Environmental Checklist
Biological Resources

4 Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

The project site is located in the city of Lafayette, approximately ten miles west of Mount Diablo and
eleven miles east of the San Francisco Bay. The project site is 0.6 acre and fully developed with a gas
station and a snack shop. The project site is currently landscaped with approximately 26 trees
mostly located along the southern perimeter and in the southwestern corner of the site. The project
site is fully developed with a gas station and has low habitat value.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it illegal for anyone to take, possess, import, export,
transport, sell, purchase, barter, or offer for sale, purchase, or barter, any migratory bird, or the
parts, nests, or eggs of such a bird except under the terms of a valid permit issued pursuant to
Federal regulations. These regulatory standards include disturbance of nests during construction.

City of Lafayette

CITY OF LAFAYETTE TREE PRESERVATION ORDINANCE

The Tree Protection Ordinance seeks to protect trees for their added value to scenic beauty,
property value, wildlife habitat, and other ecosystem services. A Tree Permit is required to remove,
destroy, or excessively prune a protected tree. Any tree within a commercial zoning district is
considered to be protected.

Impact Analysis

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

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

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The project site is located in an urbanized area and is currently developed with a gas station. As
discussed in the project description, the site contains a number of landscaping trees. The project
site does not contain riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities (USFWS 2018a) and is not
located within a known regional wildlife movement corridor or any other sensitive biological area as
indicated by the USFWS Critical Habitat portal or CDFW BIOS (USFWS 2018b; CDFW 2018). Based on
the developed nature of the site and lack of native or riparian habitat located on the site, no
federal-or state-listed endangered, threatened, rare, or otherwise sensitive flora or fauna or wildlife
nursery sites are anticipated to be located on site.
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While the project site is highly unlikely to provide habitat for special status species, due to its small
size, commercial use, and moderately urban surroundings, the site does contain approximately 26
trees. These trees could contain bird nests and birds that are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA). Protected birds include all common songbirds, waterfowl, shorebirds, hawks,
owls, eagles, ravens, crows, native doves and pigeons, swifts, martins, swallows, and others,
including their body parts (feathers, plumes etc.), nests, and eggs. Although the proposed
landscaping includes planting additional trees to replace the trees to be removed, and would involve
planting additional on-site landscaping trees along the project site boundary, the removal of the
existing trees and general construction activity may affect protected nesting birds. Therefore,
impacts would be potentially significant without mitigation. The following mitigation measure is
required to protect nesting birds.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required.

BIO-1 Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

If project construction activities occur between February 15 and August 31, a qualified biologist shall
conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds no more than 14 days prior to construction. The
survey shall include the entire project site and a 300-foot buffer to account for nesting raptors. If
nests are found, the qualified biologist shall establish an appropriate species-specific avoidance
buffer of sufficient size to prevent disturbance by project activity to the nest (up to 300 feet for
raptors, up to 150 feet for all other birds). The qualified biologist shall perform at least two hours of
pre-construction monitoring of the nest to characterize “typical” bird behavior.

During construction, if active nests are present, the qualified biologist shall monitor the nesting
birds to determine if construction activities are causing any disturbance to the bird, and shall
increase the buffer if it is determined the birds are showing signs of unusual or distressed behavior
associated with project activities. Atypical nesting behaviors that may cause reproductive harm
include, but are not limited to, defensive flights, vocalizations directed towards project
personnel/activities, standing up from a brooding position, and flying away from the nest. The
qualified biologist shall have authority, through the resident engineer, to order the cessation of all
project activities if the nesting birds exhibit atypical behavior that may cause reproductive failure
(i.e., nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or young) until a refined appropriate buffer is
established. To prevent encroachment, the established buffer(s) should be clearly marked by high
visibility material. The established buffer(s) should remain in effect until the young have fledged or
the nest has been abandoned as confirmed by the qualified biologist. Any sign of nest abandonment
should be reported to the City and CDFW within 48 hours. The monitoring biologist, in consultation
with the resident engineer and project manager shall determine the appropriate protection for
active nests on a case by case basis using the criteria described above.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would ensure protection of nesting birds that may be
present on the site during construction activities. These measures would reduce the potentially
significant impact to special status species to a less than significant level.

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

The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) was reviewed to determine if any wetland and or non-
wetland waters had been previously documented on or in the vicinity of the project site (United
States Fish and Wildlife Service 2018). No wetlands resources were identified on the site. Riverine
and Freshwater Emergent wetlands habitat types were identified within 0.25 mile southwest of the
site. The project would involve redevelopment of a fully developed site. The project would not
require and ground disturbance off-site. No direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of
wetlands would occur. Drainage and erosion would be controlled, as described in Section 6, Geology
and Soils, and Section 9, Hydrology and Water Quality. Because the site has no wetlands resources
and would not impact nearby wetlands resources, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The project would include removal of six trees to accommodate the car wash structure. Under the
City’s Tree Protection Ordinance, all trees in commercial districts to be protected, regardless of size
or species. Therefore, tree removal associated with the project would be prohibited without a Tree
Removal Permit. The City would require the planting of replacement trees to mitigate the tree loss
and enhance the landscaping of the site. According to the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance, for each
six inches of the diameter of the tree to be removed, two 15 gallons species are required to be
planted. The City also accepts in-lieu payments for tree replacement, with proceeds funding tree
education or tree planting programs. The proposed project involves planting 11 additional trees on
the site in order to comply with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance. City approval of landscape
plans, including plans for mitigation tree planting, is required as a condition of approval for the
project. Compliance with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance and Tree Removal Permit conditions
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that apply to the
project site or its surroundings (CDFW 2017). There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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5 Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5? O O O [ |
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
as defined in §15064.5? O [ | O O
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature? O [ | O O
d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O O [ | O

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.57?

The City of Lafayette General Plan identifies six properties as historical landmarks, and recognizes an
additional nine properties as significant to the community. None of these properties are on or
adjacent to the project site, which is currently developed with a gas station. There would be no
impact.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in §15064.5?

The project site is currently developed, and the ground has been previously disturbed during
construction of the existing gas station, including excavation associated with fuel storage tanks.
Because the site has been previously disturbed and excavated and no cultural resources were
found, the potential to uncover an archaeological resource is very low. However, ground disturbing
activities always involve the possibility of uncovering previously unidentified cultural resources.
Mitigation Measure CR-1 is required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure is required.
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CR-1 Archaeological Resources Recovery Procedures

If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during Project activities, all work
within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected, the Planning Department shall be contacted
directly, and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the situation, consult with
agencies as appropriate, and make recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery.
Preservation in place shall be implemented in feasible. Excavation as mitigation shall be limited to
those parts of resources that would be damaged or destroyed by the proposed Project. Possible
mitigation under CEQA emphasizes preservation in place measures, including planning construction
to avoid archaeological sites, incorporating sites into open spaces, covering sites with stable soils,
and deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. Project personnel should not collect
or move any archaeological materials or human remains and associated materials. Archaeological
resources can include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert,
basalt, or quartzite tool-making debris; bone tools; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often
containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains, faunal bones, and cultural
materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones). Prehistoric
archaeological sites often contain human remains. Historical materials can include wood, stone,
concrete, or adobe footings, walls, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and
deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal, and other refuse.

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature?

As described above, the project site covers less than one acre and the ground has been previously
excavated without the discovery of paleontological resources. Therefore, the potential to unearth a
paleontological resource or unique geological feature is very low. However, discovery of such
resources could result in a significant impact. Mitigation Measure CR-2 is required.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required.

CR-2 Paleontological Resources Recovery Procedures

If paleontological resources are encountered during grading or excavation, all construction activities
within 50 feet must stop and the City shall be notified. A qualified archaeologist shall inspect the
findings within 24 hours of discovery. Cultural resources shall be recorded on California Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Form 523 (Historic Resource Recordation form). If it is determined
that the proposed development could damage unique paleontological resources, mitigation shall be
implemented in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the
CEQA Guidelines. Possible mitigation under Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 requires that
reasonable efforts be made for resources to be preserved in place or left undisturbed. Preservation
in place shall be implemented if feasible. Excavation as mitigation shall be limited to those parts of
resources that would be damaged or destroyed by a project. Possible mitigation under CEQA
emphasizes preservation in place measures, including planning construction to avoid archaeological
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sites, incorporating sites into parks and other open spaces, covering sites with stable soil, and
deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. Under CEQA Guidelines, when
preservation in place is not feasible, data recovery through excavation shall be conducted with a
data recovery plan in place. Therefore, when considering these possible mitigations, the City shall
have a preference for preservation in place.

Significance After Mitigation
With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

d. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

In the event that human remains are discovered, Public Resources Code Section 5097, Section
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines require that
construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the County
Coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American and that the remains
be reported to the Native American Heritage Commission. Compliance with these regulations would
ensure that human remains are handled appropriately and that associated impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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6 Geology and Soils

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potentially
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. 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? O O [ | O
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O [ ] O
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? d O | O
4. Llandslides? O O [ | O
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O [ | O
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that
is made unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? O O [ | O
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property? O O | O
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater? O O O [ |
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Sefting

The project site is located in Lafayette, approximately ten miles west of Mount Diablo and eleven
miles east of the San Francisco Bay. Lafayette is in the California Coast Ranges geomorphic province.
The western edge of the continental plates runs along the California shoreline, resulting in a
complex network of faults. Major faults in the region include the San Andreas, Franklin, Hayward,
Calaveras, and Concord fault zones. The region is seismically active, and Lafayette has experienced
damage from earthquakes (City of Lafayette 2009).

While faults have been mapped in Lafayette, none of them are identified as active or potentially
active, meaning that recorded earth movement or displacement has not occurred within the past
10,000 years. However, future seismic activity along faults in Lafayette is possible, from either a
major earthquake nearby or an independent movement along one of the local faults (City of
Lafayette 2009).

Regulatory Setting
State

CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (CBC)

California law provides a minimum standard for building design through the CBC. The CBC specifies
acceptable design criteria for construction of facilities with respect to seismic design and load-
bearing capacity, as summarized below:

= Chapter 23 contains specific requirements for seismic safety.
= Chapter 29 regulates excavation, foundations, and retaining walls.

= Chapter 33 contains specific requirements pertaining to site demolition, excavation, and
construction to protect people and property from hazards associated with excavation cave-ins
and falling debris or construction materials.

= Chapter 70 regulates grading activities, including drainage and erosion control.

Construction activities are subject to occupational safety standards for excavation, shoring, and
trenching as specified in California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA)
regulations (Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]) and in Section A33 of the CBC.

ALQUIST-PRIOLO EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONING ACT

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was signed into law in 1972, in response to
widespread damage caused by the 1971 San Fernando Earthquake. The purpose of this Act is to
avoid or reduce damage to structures in the future, by prohibiting the location of most structures
intended for human occupancy across the traces of active faults, thereby mitigating the hazard of
fault rupture. Under the Act, the State Geologist is required to delineate “Earthquake Fault Zones”
along known active faults in California. Cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate
certain development projects within the zones by withholding development permits for sites within
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened by surface
displacement from future faulting.
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SEISMIC HAZARDS MAPPING ACT

The California Geologic Survey, formerly the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Mines and Geology (CDMG), provides guidance with regard to seismic hazards. Under COMG's
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (1990), seismic hazard zones are identified and mapped in order to
assist local governments in land use planning. The intent of this publication is to protect the public
from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, ground failure, or other hazards
caused by earthquakes. In addition, CDOMG's Special Publications 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and
Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, provides guidance for the evaluation and mitigation of
earthquake-related hazards for projects within designated zones of required investigations.

City of Lafayette

LAFAYETTE 2002 GENERAL PLAN

The Safety Element (Chapter 6) of the Lafayette General Plan addresses earthquake risks and
seismic hazards. The following policies and programs addressing geology and soils relate to the
proposed project:

Goal S-2: Minimize risks to Lafayette residents and property from earthquakes.

Policy S-2.1 Seismic Hazards: New development, including subdivisions, new construction,
and remodels or expansions of existing structures, shall minimize exposure to
seismic hazards through site planning and building design.

Program S-2.1.1: Comply with the provisions of the State Alquist-Priolo Act, as
appropriate. The Alquist-Priolo Act was adopted by the State legislature which
established special Studies Zones throughout California. Geologic investigations
must be prepared prior to certain types of new development in these zones.
There are, at present, no Special Studies Zones in the Lafayette Planning Area.

Program S-2.12: Strengthen existing structures against seismic events to
applicable nationally-recognized standards. Give priority to emergency
buildings, schools, theaters, meeting halls, apartment complexes and major
transportation facilities. There are no high priority buildings such as schools,
theaters, or hospitals located on an active fault in Lafayette.

Program S-2.13: Provide information to the public on ways to reinforce
buildings to reduce damage from earthquakes and what to do in the event of an
earthquake.

Program S-2.14: Require, as conditions of approval, measures to mitigate
potential seismic hazards for structures.

Program S-2.15: Require geotechnical reports by a state registered geologist for
development proposals on sites located in known or suspected seismically or
geologically hazardous areas and for all critical structures.

Policy S-2.2 Areas of Significant Risk Potential: Locate construction of high density
residential and other critical, high-occupancy or essential services buildings
outside high risk zones.
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Program S-2.2.1: Require that development in areas identified by Map VI-3:
Earthquake Hazard be supervised and certified by a geotechnical engineer and,
where necessary, by an engineering geologist.

Program S-2.2.2: Establish setbacks from active or potentially active fault lines
or traces for structures intended for human occupancy. Although there are no
active fault lines or traces identified in the Planning Area, new information
about faults may be discovered in the future. Under the Alquist-Priolo Act special
studies Zone Act construction of new facilities within 50 feet of designated active
faults is prohibited. (Designation of newly discovered faults under this Act may
occur in the future.) Setback areas should be established where deemed
necessary by geologists or soils engineers. Parking lots and landscaped areas are
examples of uses that could be located in these setbacks.

Impact Analysis

a.1. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 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?

Active faults in the region surrounding Lafayette include the Hayward Fault to the west, the Concord
Fault to the east, and the Calaveras Fault to the southeast. An inactive fault mapped within
Lafayette runs north-south approximately 0.4 mile west of the project site (City of Lafayette 2002a).
However, no active or potentially active faults are mapped within Lafayette in the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Therefore, the project would have very low potential
for fault rupture, and no potential for rupture of a known fault. This impact would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.2. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

As with any site in the San Francisco Bay Area, the project site is susceptible to strong seismic
ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. As described above, there are active faults in
the region.

The project would involve construction of a new snack shop and car wash facility. While the
structures would be small and would be built in an already developed site, structural damage would
be potentially hazardous in the event of strong seismic ground shaking.

The project would be required to comply with the latest California Building Code (CBC)
requirements, which have been adopted by reference in the City of Lafayette Municipal Code. The
2016 California Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, Volumes 1 and 2), the
2016 California Residential Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2.5), the 2016
California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, title 24, Part 11), the 2016
California Existing Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 10), and Title 7,
Division 74 of the Contra Costa County Ordinance Code, as amended, are incorporated in Chapter
74-2 of the City of Lafayette Municipal Code (City of Lafayette 2017a). The 2016 California Building
Code requires that every structure shall be designed and constructed to resist the effects of
earthquake motions.
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City of Lafayette General Plan Program S-2.2.1 requires that development in areas identified by Map
VI-3: Earthquake Hazard be supervised and certified by a geotechnical engineer and, where
necessary, by an engineering geologist. Map VI-3 identifies the inactive faults within the City’s limits.
The nearest fault is approximately 0.4 mile west of the project site. Therefore, the project would not
require special geologic clearance. Modern construction practices and adherence to the City of
Lafayette building code would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

As described above, the project site is in a region with seismic-related risks. Liquefaction is a process
in which saturated or partially saturated soil behaves like liquid in response to an applied stress such
as seismic shaking. The area of the project site has been classified as a zone of “moderate”
liguefaction potential (USGS 2006). However, the California Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES)
does not identify the project site as with a Liquefaction Zone (Cal OES 2015). Because the site is not
in a Liquefaction Zone, this impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.4. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving landslides?

The project site is relatively flat, fully developed, 0.6 acre lot. As there are no significant slopes,
there are no substantial landslide risks on the site. Construction activities would not create
conditions that could lead to a landslide risk. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The project site is fully developed, with most of the surface area paved or built on. The proposed
project would involve demolition and grading activities prior to construction of new structures.
During demolition and grading, there would be a potential for soil erosion or topsoil loss to occur.
However, Chapter 3-7 of the City of Lafayette Municipal Code requires projects that involve more
than 50 cubic yards of grading to have a grading permit and develop a grading plan subject to review
and approval by the City engineer and the zoning administrator. The grading plan must show that
grading would not significantly increase erosion. In addition, as required under Section 716-2.604,
“no person shall grade...such that dirt, soil, rock, debris, or other material washed, eroded or moved
from the property natural or artificial means does not create a public nuisance or hazard.”

Therefore, with compliance with City of Lafayette Municipal Code requirements, impacts related to
erosion and topsoil loss would be reduced to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is made unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

A landslide is a movement of surface material down a slope. Lateral spread and liquefaction are
processes in which material flows in a fluid-like movement; lateral spread refers to this movement
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over a gentle slope during a landslide, and liquefaction refers to water-saturated sediment losing
strength due to ground-shaking. Subsidence and collapse refer to the caving in or sinking of land
(USGS 2018).

The project site is relatively flat, and approximately 0.6 acres in size. The project would involve the
demolition the existing snack shop and construction of a new snack shop and a car wash facility.
Such activity is unlikely to destabilize soil to an extent that could result in geologic hazards. Further,
the project would be required to comply with the City of Lafayette Municipal Code, described
above, which regulates ground disturbing activities. Specifically, the adopted Grading Ordinance
prohibits issuance of a grading permit if the zoning administrator or Design Review Commission find
that grading would endanger the stability of the site or adjacent property or pose a significant
ground movement hazard. Therefore, compliance with applicable regulations would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Expansive soils are generally clays, which increase in volume when saturated and shrink when dried.
The swelling that occurs in expansive soils exerts pressure that can damage the foundation of a
building. When expansive soil is present, foundations must be designed to prevent uplift of the
supported structure or to resist forces exerted on the foundation due to soil volume changes.

According to Web Soil Survey mapping by the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), various clay soil types are present at the project site (NRCS
2017). Therefore, ground disturbance on the site could potentially result in hazards due to
expansive soils.

The Contra Costa County Grading Ordinance, adopted by reference by the City, authorizes the
county building official to require a soil investigation and report prior to issuance of a grading
permit. If such a report was deemed necessary, it would be performed by a soil engineer and would
be required to indicate the presence of critically expansive soils. If expansive soils are found, CBC
Section 1808.6 requires special foundation design for buildings constructed on expansive soils. If the
soil is not removed or stabilized, then foundations must be designed to prevent uplift of the
supported structure or to resist forces exerted on the foundation due to soil volume changes or
shall be isolated from the expansive soil.

Compliance with the CBC and City of Lafayette Municipal Code requirements would ensure that
hazards related to expansive soils are avoided. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

The proposed project would be connected to the local wastewater treatment system and would not
involve a septic tank. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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/  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O O [ ] O
b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purposes of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? O O | O

Setting

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative
sources of greenhouse gases (GHG), gases that trap heat in the atmosphere, analogous to the way in
which a greenhouse retains heat. Common GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CH,), nitrous oxides (N,0), fluorinated gases, and ozone (O3). GHGs are emitted by both
natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH, are emitted in the greatest
quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO, are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion,
whereas CH, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Man-made
GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include fluorinated gases,
such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) (California
Environmental Protection Agency [Cal EPA] 2015).

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the
natural heat trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (Cal EPA 2015).
However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil
fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in
the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.

Regulatory Setting

Pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 97, the California Natural Resources Agency
adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions and
analysis of the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide regulatory guidance
on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the
discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs
and climate change impacts.
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The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).

According to the CEQA Guidelines, projects can tier off of a qualified GHG reduction plan, which
allows for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the project’s
consistency with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This
approach is considered by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) in their white paper,
Beyond Newhall and 2020, to be the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to
determine the significance of a project’s GHG emissions (2016). The City of Lafayette does not
currently have a qualified GHG reduction plan, and thus this approach is not currently feasible.

To evaluate whether a project may generate a quantity of GHG emissions that may have a
significant impact on the environment, a number of operational bright-line significance thresholds
have been developed by state agencies. Significance thresholds are numeric mass emissions
thresholds that identify the level at which additional analysis of project GHG emissions is necessary.
Projects that attain the significance target, with or without mitigation, would result in less than
significant GHG emissions. Many significance thresholds have been developed to reflect a 90
percent capture rate tied to the 2020 reduction target established in AB 32. These targets have been
identified by numerous lead agencies (including the City of Palo Alto) as appropriate significance
screening tools for residential, commercial, industrial, and public land uses and facilities projects
with horizon years before 2020.

Regional

BAAQMD CEQA AIR QUALITY GUIDELINES

In the 2017 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the BAAQMD outlines an approach to determine
the significance of projects. For residential, commercial, industrial, and public land use development
projects, the thresholds of significance for operational-related GHG emissions are as follows:

=  Compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy
= Annual emissions less than 1,100 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO,e
= Service person threshold of 4.6 MT CO,e/SP/yr (residents + employees)

The BAAQMD annual emissions threshold of 1,100 MT of CO,e per year was designed to capture 90
percent of all emissions associated with projects in the Basin and require implementation of
mitigation so that a considerable reduction in emissions from new projects would be achieved.
According to the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA &
Climate Change (2008), a quantitative threshold based on a 90 percent market capture rate is
generally consistent with AB 32 (CAPCOA 2008). SB 32, codified in 2016, sets a more conservative
emission reduction target of 40 percent below the 1990 level by 2030. However, because the
project is estimated to be operational in 2020, the BAAQMD emissions threshold of 1,100 MT of
CO,e consistent with AB 32 is the threshold used for the project.
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LAFAYETTE 2002 GENERAL PLAN

The City’s General Plan includes policies and programs to address air pollution. Implementation of
these items would also reduce or mitigate GHG emissions. Refer to the Regulatory Setting portion of
Section 3, Air Quality, for a list of General Plan items related to air quality.

CITY OF LAFAYETTE ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION PLAN

To monitor the City’s progress in meeting its sustainability goals, the Environmental Task Force
developed an Environmental Action Plan to document how the City can reduce its environmental
footprint. The Environmental Action Plan is a living document intended to change in response to
changing requirements, regulations, and circumstances. Regarding GHG emissions, the Plan states
that the City is on track to reduce emissions by 19.5 percent below 1990 levels by 2020. The plan
states that it will meet its own reduction goal by 2020 based on State regulations alone.

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions for the proposed project were modeled using CalEEMod and compared to
BAAQMD thresholds.

CalEEMod provides operational emissions of CO,, N,0, and CH,. Emissions from energy use include
electricity and natural gas use. The emissions factors for natural gas combustion are based on EPA’s
AP-42 (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors) and CCAR. Electricity emissions are calculated
by multiplying the energy use times the carbon intensity of the utility district per kilowatt hour. The
default electricity consumption values in CalEEMod include the CEC-sponsored California
Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS) and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS) studies.
CalEEMod incorporates 2016 Title 24 CALGreen Building Standards, which are the most recent and
thus apply to the proposed project.

Emissions associated with area sources, including consumer products, landscape maintenance, and
architectural coating were calculated in CalEEMod and utilize standard emission rates from CARB,
U.S. EPA, and emission factor values provided by the local air district (CAPCOA 2016).

Emissions from waste generation were also calculated in CalEEMod and are based on the IPCC's
methods for quantifying GHG emissions from solid waste using the degradable organic content of
waste (CalEEMod User Guide 2017). Waste disposal rates by land use and overall composition of
municipal solid waste in California was primarily based on data provided by the California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

Emissions from water and wastewater usage calculated in CalEEMod were based on the default
electricity intensity from the CEC’s 2006 Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in
California using the average values for Northern and Southern California.

For mobile sources, CO, and CH, emissions were quantified in CalEEMod. Because CalEEMod does
not calculate N,O emissions from mobile sources, N,O emissions were quantified using the CCAR
General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion. Estimates
of vehicle trips associated with the proposed development are based on default rates provided in
CalEEMod. Emission rates for N,O emissions were based on the vehicle mix output generated by
CalEEMod and the emission factors found in the CCAR General Reporting Protocol.
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Construction Emissions

Construction of the development would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due to the
operation of construction equipment and truck trips. Site preparation and grading typically generate
the greatest amount of emissions due to the use of grading equipment and soil hauling. Although
construction activity is addressed in this analysis, CAPCOA does not discuss whether any of the
suggested threshold approaches adequately address impacts from temporary construction activity.
As stated in the CEQA and Climate Change white paper, “more study is needed to make this
assessment or to develop separate thresholds for construction activity” (CAPCOA 2008).
Additionally, the BAAQMD does not have specific quantitative thresholds for construction activity.
Therefore, although estimated in CalEEMod and provided for informational purposes, construction
activity is not included in the total emissions calculations.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

The project’s proposed construction activities, energy use, daily operational activities, and mobile
sources (traffic) would generate GHG emissions. CalEEMod was used to calculate emissions resulting
from project construction and long-term operation (see Appendix B for model output).

Construction Emissions

Emissions generated by construction of the proposed project are estimated at 67 MT of CO,e.
However, as mentioned under Construction Emissions, the BAAQMD does not have a recommended
threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. Therefore, emissions associated with
construction are not included in Table 6 and compared to BAAQMD significance thresholds.

Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions

Long-term emissions relate to area sources, energy use, solid waste, water use, and transportation.
Each of the operational sources of emissions is discussed further below.

Area Source Emissions

CalEEMod was used to calculate direct sources of air emissions associated with the proposed
project. These include consumer product use and landscape maintenance equipment. Area
emissions are estimated at less than 1 MT of CO,e per year.

Energy Use Emissions

Operation of the residential development would consume both electricity and natural gas. The
generation of electricity through combustion of fossil fuels emits CO,, and to a smaller extent, N,0
and CH,4. The proposed project would generate approximately 8 MT of CO,e per year associated
with overall energy use, of which approximately 6 MT of CO,e per year is due to electricity
consumption and approximately 2 MT of CO,e per year is due to natural gas use.
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Solid Waste Emissions

The project would, at a minimum, be required to comply with AB 939 and AB 341, which would
increase waste diversion to 75 percent by 2020. CalEEMod does not take into account these
diversion requirements, and therefore provides a conservative estimate of emissions associated
with solid waste decomposition at landfills. Based on this estimate, solid waste associated with the
proposed project would generate approximately 4 MT of CO,e per year.

Water Use Emissions

Based on the amount of electricity generated in order to supply and convey water for the project,
the proposed project would generate an estimated 1 MT of CO,e per year.

Transportation Emissions

As calculated by CalEEMod, the proposed project would generate an estimated 470,102 annual
VMT. As noted above, CalEEMod does not calculate N,O emissions related to mobile sources. As
such, N,0 emissions were calculated based on the project’s VMT using calculation methods
provided by the CCAR General Reporting Protocol (January 2009). The proposed project would emit
an estimated 224 MT of CO,e per year from mobile sources.

Combined Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions

Table 6 combines the operational and mobile GHG emissions associated with the proposed project.
The annual emissions would total approximately 238 MT of CO,e per year. These emissions do not
exceed the 1,110 MT of CO,e per year threshold for compliance with BAAQMD thresholds. Since
GHG emissions would not exceed the adjusted BAAQMD threshold, the project would not generate
a substantial increase in GHG emissions and would not conflict with AB 32 or SB 32. This impact
would be less than significant.

Table 6 Operational GHG Emissions

Operational

Area 1
Energy 8
Waste 4
Water 1
Mobile

CO, and CH, 215
N,O 9
Total 328
BAAQMD Threshold 1,110
Exceeds Threshold? No

See Table 2.2 “Overall Operational” emissions. CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix B.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b.  Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The City of Lafayette does not currently have a qualified GHG reduction plan. As described above,
the proposed project does not exceed thresholds established by the BAAQMD.

SB 375, signed in August 2008, requires the inclusion of Sustainable Communities’ Strategies (SCS) in
Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) adopted an
SCS that meets GHG reduction targets. Plan Bay Area 2040 is a state-mandated, integrated long-
range transportation, land-use, and housing plan that would support a growing economy, provide
more housing and transportation choices and reduce transportation-related pollution in the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area (ABAG 2017). The SCS builds on earlier efforts to develop an efficient
transportation network and grow in a financially and environmentally responsible way. Plan Bay
Area 2040 would be updated every four years to reflect new priorities. A goal of the SCS is to reduce
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita by 10 percent (ABAG 2017).

The proposed project would be infill development and would maintain sidewalk access around its
perimeter. The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be less
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials? O O [ | O

b. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment? d O [ | O

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O O [ | O

d. Be located on asite that is included on a
list of hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment? O O [ | O

e. Fora project located in an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area? O O O [ |

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? O O O [ |
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
g. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? O O [ | O
h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands? O O O [ |

Setting

The project would involve demolition of the site’s existing snack shop, and addition of a car wash
and a new snack shop. The components associated with the gas station, including the fuel tanks and
pumps, would not change under this project. The baseline for project analysis includes the site’s
current gas station and snack shop uses. The gas station fueling canopy area covers 2,349 square
feet. Fuel is delivered six times per week and is stored on-site in underground tanks west-adjacent
to the canopy area.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

THE FEDERAL TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT AND THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION RECOVERY ACT

These Acts, signed in 1976, established a program administered by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency for the regulation of the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and
disposal of hazardous waste. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) was amended in
1984 by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA), which affirmed and extended the “cradle to
grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes. Among other things, the use of certain techniques
for the disposal of some hazardous wastes was specifically prohibited by HSWA.

THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT

This Act was enacted in 1980 and amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) in 1986. This law provides broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment.
Among other things, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) established requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites,
provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and
established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party could be identified.
CERCLA also enabled revision of the National Contingency Plan (NCP), which provided the guidelines
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and procedures needed to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants. The NCP also established the National Priorities List (NPL).

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION ACT

The Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) receives the authority to regulate the
transportation of hazardous materials from the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA).
This act administers container design, labelling, shipper and carrier responsibilities, training
requirements, and incident reporting requirements. These regulations are contained in Title 49 —
Transportation, Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 100 to 180 and includes all modes of
transportation — air, highway, rail, and water (Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration [FMCSA]
2014).

State

THE DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)

This department of the California Environmental Protection Agency is the primary agency in
California that regulates hazardous waste, cleans up existing contamination, and looks for ways to
reduce the hazardous waste produced in California. DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California
primarily under the authority of RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code.

DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) to regulate hazardous
wastes. While the HWCL is generally more stringent than RCRA, until the USEPA approves the
California program, both State and federal laws apply in California. The HWCL lists 791 chemicals
and approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for
identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; proscribes management controls; establishes
permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some
wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.

Government Code section 65962.5 requires the DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, the
SWRCB, and CalRecycle to compile and annually update lists of hazardous waste sites and land
designated as hazardous waste sites throughout the State. The Secretary for Environmental
Protection consolidates the information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each city
and county where sites on the lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for
any development project as complete, the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site
atissue is included.

If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it would be considered a
hazardous waste if it exceeded specific criteria in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.
Remediation of hazardous wastes found at a site may be required if excavation of these materials is
performed; it may also be required if certain other activities are proposed. Even if soil or
groundwater at a contaminated site does not have the characteristics required to be defined as
hazardous waste, remediation of the site may be required by regulatory agencies subject to
jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are determined on a case-by-case basis by the agency
taking lead jurisdiction.
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Regional

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (RWQCB)

San Francisco Bay RWQCB regulates discharges and releases to surface and groundwater in the
project area. The RWQCB is one of nine RWQCBs in the state. The San Francisco Bay RWQCB
oversees preservation of water resources and drinking water, and generally oversees cases involving
groundwater contamination.

City of Lafayette

LAFAYETTE 2002 GENERAL PLAN

The Safety Element (Chapter 6) of the Lafayette General Plan addresses safety risks associated with
hazardous materials and fire hazards. The following policies and programs addressing hazards and
hazardous materials relate to the proposed project:

Goal S-5: Reduce the hazards of the storage, transportation and disposal of hazardous materials.

Policy S-5.1 Storage of Hazardous Materials: Strictly enforce the regulations governing the
storage of chemical, biological and other hazardous materials as set forth in
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5.

Policy S-5.2 Transport of Hazardous Materials: Develop, in cooperation with the County and
neighboring cities, regulations prohibiting through-transport by truck of
hazardous materials on the local street systems and require that this activity be
limited to State highways.

Program S-5.2.1: Consider establishing and enforcing a Local Hazardous
Material Route Plan, installing signage and publicizing routes for hazardous
materials transport in the Lafayette Planning Area. Adopt an ordinance
designating specific routes within the Planning area for transport of hazardous
materials.

Policy S-5.3 Transportation, Storage and Disposal Facilities: Provide measures to protect the
public from the hazards associated with the Transportation, Storage and
Disposal (“TSD”) of hazardous wastes.

Program S-5.3.1: Develop, in cooperation with the County and neighboring
cities, regulations prohibiting through-transport by truck of hazardous materials
on the local street systems and require that this activity be limited to State
highways.

Program S-5.3.2: Support the establishment of a household hazardous waste
disposal program.

Program S-5.3.3: Maintain the Hazardous Materials and Waste Ordinance.

Program S-5.3.4: Require as a condition of City development project approvals,
that the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District be notified of all hazardous
substances that are transported, stored, treated or could be released
accidentally into the environment.

Program S-5.3.5: Support thorough environmental review for Hazardous Waste
Transportation, Storage and disposal (TSD) Facilities proposed in the Lafayette
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Planning Area and throughout Contra Costa County, since the potentially
significant, widespread and long-term impacts on public health and safety of
these facilities do not respect jurisdictional boundaries.

Goal S-8: Provide adequate response and support services in the event of a major emergency or
natural disaster.

Policy S-8.1 Emergency Operations Plan: Periodically review the Emergency Operations Plan
to assure that it meets current needs in the event of a major disaster.

Program S-8.1.3: Maintain designated emergency evacuation routes in a
passable condition at all times, as feasible.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b.  Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Existing conditions at the project site include six fuel deliveries per week and one snack shop
delivery per week. With development of the project, the number and frequency of deliveries would
not change. Transport, use, and disposal of materials involved in the operation of the existing gas
station and snack shop would be unchanged by the project.

The project would add a car wash to the site’s commercial operations. The car wash would not
involve the use of hazardous materials other than standard cleaning materials used for automobiles.
The recycled car wash water would run through a sand/oil separator treatment tank, followed by a
clarifier tank. This recycling process would allow for disposal of sand and oil separately from the
wastewater disposal, and would also capture some water for reuse. Oil would be disposed of in
accordance with regulatory requirements. Because the project would not introduce significant new
source of hazardous materials, and would include a recycled water process for safe disposal of
wastewater, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are three schools within 0.25 mile of the project site: ILM Tree Homeschooling Cooperative,
Happy Days Learning Center, and Acalanes High School.

The project would involve routine demolition, grading, and construction activities. As stated in the
response to questions (a) and (b), the project itself would not emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous materials. Substantial amounts of hazardous materials would not be required for
development and operation of the car wash or convenience store. The project would result in
emissions related to minor construction activities, but these would not be hazardous and would be
below BAAQMD thresholds. For analysis of the project’s emissions, refer to Section 3, Air Quality.
This impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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d. Would the project be located on a site included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

A Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup previously occurred on the project site. The
cleanup is recorded in the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker database (2018) with
global ID number T0601329788. The potential contaminant of concern was gasoline. The cleanup
involved several tons of material excavated from the former underground storage tank (UST) and
from beneath the gas station’s fuel dispensers during UST replacement activities in 2005. The case
was closed on September 30, 2015, meaning that all prescribed corrective actions have been taken
and no further action is required (SWRCB 2015).

Two other LUST Cleanup sites in the vicinity of the project site are listed in the GeoTracker database,
each within 0.25 mile of the project site: a former Chevron station at 1175 Pleasant Hill Road, and
Acalanes High School at 3210 Stanley Boulevard. The cases were closed in 1997 and 1994,
respectively.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database was also reviewed for
additional hazardous materials sites in the vicinity of the project site. EnviroStor is the DTSC’s data
management system for tracking cleanup, permitting, enforcement and investigation efforts at
hazardous waste facilities and sites with known contamination. No cleanup sites are listed within
one mile of the project site (DTSC 2018).

The gas station operations at the project site do involve the storage and sale of gasoline, which is
stored in tanks west-adjacent to the fueling canopy area. However, the project would not involve
ground disturbance above or near the storage tanks.

Because there are no unresolved hazardous materials cleanups on or near the project site, and the
project would not result in hazards to the public or environment related to the release of hazardous
materials, this impact would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

f. For a project near a private airstrip, would it result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

There are no public airports or private airstrips within two miles of the project site. The nearest
public use airport is Buchanan Field Airport, located at 550 Sally Ride Drive in the City of Concord,
approximately 6.5 miles northeast of the project site. The proposed project is not in the Safety Zone
of the airport (Contra Costa County 2000). Therefore, no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACT

g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The City of Lafayette’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) provides guidance for a safe and effective
community response to a wildfire or other emergency incident that could require an evacuation of
the City (City of Lafayette 2016). The EOP lists Pleasant Hill Road at Stanley Boulevard as a critical
intersection for evacuating routes.
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The proposed project would involve the addition of a car wash and other site improvements on a
0.6 acre site. The project does not change traffic patterns or involve any components that would
interfere with the City’s EOP. As discussed in Section 16, Transportation/Traffic, the project would
not create significant traffic congestion and queues from the car wash would not block traffic on
Stanley Boulevard. The project would not interfere with an emergency evacuation and this impact
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

h.  Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) prepares maps of fire threat
potential throughout California. Lafayette is listed as a city with Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones (VHFHSZ). However, the project site is not within one of these zones, and is identified as Non-
VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2009). Further, the proposed project is for infill development on a 0.6 acre site
that is already used as a gas station; thus, the project would not impact the site’s existing level of
fire risk. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to risks related to wildfire. No
impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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9 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements? O O [ | O

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 or the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level that would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)? O O [ | O

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site? O O [ | O

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on- or off-site? O O [ | O

e. Create or contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? O O [ | O

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? O O [ | O
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

g. Place housing in a 100-year flood hazard

area as mapped on a federal Flood

Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate

Map, or other flood hazard delineation

map? O O O |
h. Place structures in a 100-year flood

hazard area that would impede or

redirect flood flows? O O [ | O
i. Expose people or structures to a

significant risk of loss, injury, or death

involving flooding, including that

occurring as a result of the failure of a

levee or dam? O O [ | O
j. Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami,

or mudflow? O d O [ |

Setting

The project site is 0.6 acre and generally flat. The project site is developed with an existing gas
station and is mostly paved with strips of landscaping around the perimeter. Several creeks and
streams are present in Lafayette and are affected by pollution from storm drains and other sources
(City of Lafayette 2002a). The nearest stream to the project site is an unnamed stream
approximately 0.5 mile to the south. Las Trampas Creek is approximately 0.75 mile to the
southwest. Lafayette receives approximately 19.8 inches of rain annually, with rainfall concentrated
in the winter months (Intellicast 2018).

Regulatory Setting
Federal

CLEAN WATER ACT

Congress enacted the Clean Water Act (CWA), formerly the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972, with the intent of restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
the waters of the United States. The CWA requires states to set standards to protect, maintain, and
restore water quality through the regulation of point source and non-point source discharges to
surface water. The NPDES permit process regulates those discharges (CWA Section 402). NPDES
permitting authority is administered by the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The project site is in a watershed
administered by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB (San Francisco Bay RWQCB 2017).
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Individual projects in the City that disturb more than one acre would be required to obtain NPDES
coverage under the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit). The Construction
General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) describing Best Management Practices (BMP) the discharger would use to
prevent and retain storm water runoff. The SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a
chemical monitoring program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of
BMPs; and a sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a waterbody listed on the
303(d) list for sediment.

Section 401 of the CWA requires that any activity that would result in a discharge into waters of the
U.S. be certified by the RWQCB. This certification ensures that the proposed activity does not violate
State and/or federal water quality standards. Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material to the waters of the U.S. and
adjacent wetlands. Discharges to waters of the U.S. must be avoided where possible, and minimized
and mitigated where avoidance is not possible. Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to
establish TMDL programs for streams, lakes and coastal waters that do not meet certain water
quality standards.

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT/FLOOD DISASTER PROTECTION ACT

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 made flood insurance available for the first time. The
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 made the purchase of flood insurance mandatory for the
protection of property located in Special Flood Hazard Areas. These laws are relevant to
development projects because they led to mapping of regulatory floodplains and to local
management of floodplain areas according to guidelines that include prohibiting or restricting
development in flood hazard zones.

Stafe

CALIFORNIA PORTER COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT

The Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1967 requires the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs to
adopt water quality criteria to protect State waters. These criteria include the identification of
beneficial uses, narrative and numerical water quality standards, and implementation procedures.
The criteria for State waters within the region are contained in the Water Quality Objectives Chapter
of the Basin Plan for the San Francisco Bay RWQCB (San Francisco Bay RWQCB 2017). The Water
Quality Control Plan, or Basin Plan, protects designated beneficial uses of State waters through the
issuance of Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) and through the development of TMDL. Anyone
proposing to discharge waste that could affect the quality of the waters of the State must make a
report of the waste discharge to the RWQCB or SWRCB as appropriate, in compliance with Porter-
Cologne.

City of Lafayette

LAFAYETTE 2002 GENERAL PLAN

The Land Use Element and the Safety Element of the General Plan addresses hydrology and water
quality issues. The following policies and programs relate to the proposed project:
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Goal LU-18: Coordinate with other jurisdictions to protect and restore environmental resources
and to provide public services.

Policy LU-18.2 Coordination of Public Services: Coordinate water supply, flood control,

wastewater and solid waste disposal, soil conservation, and open space
preservation with other jurisdictions to create the greatest public benefit and
the least degree of environmental impact.

Program LU-18.2.1: Periodically review level of service standards with the
districts providing water supply, flood control, wastewater and solid waste
disposal, soil conservation, and open space preservation.

Program LU-18.2.2: Monitor growth and infrastructure capacity through project
review under CEQA and through coordination with provider agencies.

Program LU-18.2.3: Consider infrastructure and service capacity when reviewing
development proposals.

Goal S-3: Reduce Flood Hazards.

Policy S-3.1

Policy S-3.2

Policy S-3.3

Reduce Flood Hazards: Reduce flood risk by maintaining effective flood drainage
systems and regulating construction.

Program S-3.1.1: Condition new development to maintain post development
peak runoff rate and average volume similar to the predevelopment condition,
to the maximum extent feasible. Consider use of alternative drainage systems
that utilize on-site infiltration or slow runoff during peak periods. Where this is
not feasible, the increase must be mitigated. Include clear and comprehensive
mitigation measures as part of project approvals with financial and other
measures to ensure their implementation.

Program S-3.1.2: Require runoff rate/volume analysis and flow-duration analysis
of projects where deemed necessary by City staff and/or required by provisions
of the NPDES municipal stormwater permit. .

Program S-3.1.3: Require analysis of the cumulative effects of development
upon runoff, discharge into natural watercourses, and increased volumes and
velocities in watercourses and their impacts on downstream properties. Include
clear and comprehensive mitigation measures as part of project approvals with
financial and other measures to ensure their implementation.

Flood Protection Standard: In the review of flood control for proposed new
development, establish as a standard the flow recurrence intervals used by the
Contra costa County Flood Control District (e.g., the 100-year flood event).

Program S-3.2.1: Utilize the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) to reduce the risk of flooding, to identify 100 Year
Flood Events, to calculate flow rates within identified stream channels, and to
review development proposals.

Storm Drainage System: Maintain unobstructed water flow in the storm
drainage system.
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Program S-3.3.1: Enforce measures to minimize the volume and velocity of
surface runoff, soil erosion, and sedimentation both during and after
construction through implementation of the Grading Ordinance.

Policy S-3.5 Building Location: Consider potential flood hazards when siting a building.
Intensity of development shall be the lowest in areas of high risk.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

f. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

The project site is currently developed with a gas station and snack shop and is mostly covered in
impermeable surfaces. The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing snack shop
and construction of a new snack shop and a car wash as well as other site improvements.
Redevelopment could create changes to stormwater flow and introduce additional urban pollutants
to the stormwater system through runoff. Further, construction activities could result in temporary
impacts to water quality of runoff leaving the site. Water quality impacts associated with
construction and operation are discussed further below.

Construction Impacts

Grading activity during construction has the potential to impact water quality through erosion and
through debris carried in runoff. Further, the project would introduce heavy equipment during
construction which could result in an increase in fuel, oil, and lubricants in the stormwater runoff
due to leaks or accidental releases. To minimize these impacts, the project would be required to
comply with the Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Chapter of the City’s Municipal
Code (Chapter 5-4) which requires all construction projects to incorporate site-specific best
management practices for erosion control. In addition, the project is required to comply with the
City’s Grading Ordinance, which adopts by reference the Contra Costa County Grading Ordinance.
Section 716-4.202 prohibits grading without a permit. To grant a permit, the zoning administrator or
Design Review Commission must make a number of findings related to preventing adverse
environmental impacts of grading activities. Findings must include a determination that the grading
would not significantly increase erosion or flooding of the site, or cause impacts to water quality
that cannot be substantially mitigated. These regulations would prevent degradation of water
quality from runoff at the project site. Each 