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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) evaluates the potential environmental
impacts anticipated to result from construction and operation of The Point Residential Project
(project) that is proposed by West Builder’s, Inc. (project sponsor). It is intended that this IS/MND
will be used for the appropriate discretionary decisions and approvals necessary to implement the
proposed project. The City of Richmond (City) is the Lead Agency for environmental review.
This chapter includes a discussion of the project’s location and existing characteristics, followed by
the details of the project itself and a summary of required approvals and entitlements.

A.

PROJECT SITE

The following discussion describes the geographic context of the project site and provides a brief
overview of the existing land uses within and in the vicinity of the site.

1.

Location

The approximately 0.8 acre (or 40,595 square-foot) project site is located northwest of the South
Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard intersection in the City of Richmond, California in
Contra Costa County (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 558-450-001). The site is located near the
entrance to and within the boundaries of the Point Richmond area of the City. The triangular-shaped
site is generally bounded by a spur line of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF) and the
BNSF railyard to the northeast; South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard to the east; a
pedestrian pathway and Mechanics Bank to the south; and the BNSF rail line to the west. Figure 1
depicts the site’s regional and local context.
Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by Interstate 580 (I-580), located less than
0.5 miles northeast of the site. Direct local access is provided by three main arterial roadways within
the vicinity of the site including: South Garrard Boulevard which provides north-south access, West
Cutting Boulevard which provides east-west access, and Canal Boulevard/Richmond Parkway (north
of the project site) which also provides north-south access through the City. The Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) Richmond station is located about 2.2 miles to the east. Regional bus transit in the
area is provided by Alameda-Contra Costa County (AC) Transit and the nearest bus stop is located at
the intersection of South Garrard Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard, immediately east of and within
walking distance of the project site.

2.

Site Characteristics and Current Site Conditions

The generally level project site is located in an urbanized area and is currently vacant. Vegetation on
the site is sparse and consists of a field of non-native grasses and a few shrubs. A total of 18
ornamental trees are located on the southern boundary of the project site parallel to the existing public
sidewalk that forms the southern boundary of the site.
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The project site also includes a portion of the parking lot and landscaped areas associated with the
Mechanics Bank, located immediately south of the site. Up to three existing parking spaces and one
tree are located within the project area that extends to the Mechanics Bank property.
Figure 2 depicts an aerial view of the project site and surrounding land uses. Figure 3 shows existing
conditions at the site. Figures 4a and 4b include photos of the existing site and surrounding land uses;
viewpoint locations are shown in Figure 2.

3.

Existing General Plan and Zoning

The project site is designated as Neighborhood Mixed Use under the City’s General Plan. The site is
currently zoned M-1 (Industrial –Office Flex) according to the City’s Zoning Map.

4.

Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is located in a developed area and is primarily surrounded by commercial and light
industrial uses. The site is located at the entrance to the Point Richmond community, which is marked
by a plaque and small plaza and open space areas located immediately southeast of the site near the
intersection of South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard.
The site is generally bordered by the BNSF rail spur and the BNSF railyard to the northeast. An
elevated portion of I-580 is located approximately 1,000 feet further to the north of the site. A mix of
industrial, office, and general commercial complexes with large surface parking lots are located east
of the site, across South Garrard Boulevard. Immediately south of the site and partially within the site
boundary is a public sidewalk that provides access between West Richmond Avenue to the west and
South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard to the east. The Mechanics Bank property
(which is also partially within the project area boundary) is located immediately south of the sidewalk
and includes seven off-street surface parking spaces and landscaped areas. A small public open space
area (triangular shape) is adjacent to the Mechanics Bank at the corner of South Garrard Boulevard
and East Richmond Avenue. Southeast and south of the site, land uses consist of a mix of mediumdensity residential uses and public and civic uses, including a municipal indoor swimming pool
(Richmond Plunge), a public park (Washington Park), and a public elementary school (Washington
Elementary School). Washington Park is used by both residents of Richmond and students from the
elementary school. The park includes a baseball diamond, a large meadow, picnic areas and a walking
path. Land uses to the west of the site include the BNSF rail line and commercial and office uses
within central Point Richmond across Railroad Avenue. Medium-density residential uses are located
further to the west.

B.

PROPOSED PROJECT

This section provides a description of the proposed project as identified in the project sponsor’s
application materials dated April 24, 2015. The proposed project would develop the site with 27
residential units within three separate two- and three-story buildings and approximately 1,065 square
feet of ground floor commercial uses. Associated improvements include development of a surface
parking lot, landscaping and open space, extension of utilities, and new curb cuts and access
driveways. The proposed project components are described in detail below. Figure 5 depicts the
conceptual site plan for the project site.
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Building Program

The proposed project would develop a total of 27 for-rent residential units on the site, including 12
one-bedroom and 15 two-bedroom flats/townhome units within three separate buildings (Building A,
Building B, and Building C). There would be four basic apartment configurations: 12 one-bedroom,
single-story, ground-floor units; 12 two-story, two-bedroom townhouses above the one-bedroom
units; 2 stand-alone, two-story townhouses; and a two-bedroom flat above the proposed ground-floor
commercial space. One-bedroom units would generally range between 663 and 830 square feet in size
and two-bedroom (two-story) units would generally range between 994 and 1,168 square feet in size.
Buildings B and C, at the northern and western boundaries of the site, would be entirely residential
while Building A, at the western boundary of the site, would include 1,065 square feet of ground floor
commercial space, with residential uses above. The commercial space would also face the South
Garrard Boulevard street frontage.
Building heights would range between two and three stories and would not exceed 34 feet. Figure 6a,
Figure 6b and Figure 6c show building elevations for the three building types. Figure 7 illustrates the
different building sections.
The minimum lot size proposed for each unit would be 1,503 square feet. Front yard setbacks would
average 5.7 feet, while side yard setbacks would be a minimum of 5 feet.

2.

Open Space and Landscaping

The proposed project would include a total of 19,256 square feet of useable open space (or 48 percent
of the site), which includes common open space areas and landscaping. In addition, a minimum of
140 square feet of private open space would be provided for each residential unit. Private open space
would be provided within private patios or balconies for single-story residential flats or within
rooftop terraces for two-story residential flats/townhomes. Rooftop terraces would be approximately
9 feet in width and 17 feet in length.
Each private open space area would face an internal 2,222 square-foot ground-level common area. In
addition, Building A would include a 714 square-foot common area roof deck and a green roof.
All of the 18 existing street trees that currently border the project site would be removed as part of the
proposed project. In addition, one tree located within the Mechanics Bank property would be also be
removed to accommodate access to the project site. Approximately 50 new trees would be planted
within and along the border of the project site. Landscaping would also be provided throughout the
site.
The project site is currently entirely open and vacant and covered with weedy vegetation.
Development of the proposed project would reduce pervious surface coverage on the site by about 70
percent. A total of 12,208 square feet of pervious surfaces would be provided through landscaping
and associated bio-retention areas.
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Viewpoint 1: Existing project site, view looking north from southwestern boundary of the
project site

Viewpoint 2: Existing project site, view looking southeast from northwestern boundary of the
project site
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Viewpoint 3: Existing project site, view looking southeast from northern boundary of the
project site

Viewpoint 4: Existing Mechanic’s Bank building and parking lot, south of the project site
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Lighting

The proposed project would include a total of four new exterior lighting installations throughout the
project site to provide safe pedestrian access at night. The lighting installations would be provided in
the parking area, along exterior building walls, along the pedestrian access way and within the central
courtyard area.

4.

Access, Circulation and Parking

As previously discussed, vehicular access to the site is not currently provided. The proposed project
would include a new access driveway through the existing Mechanics Bank parking lot. The existing
parking lot and new driveway would be accessed via the existing curb cut and driveway to Mechanics
Bank located at the intersection of South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard. This
driveway would be used for both entering and exiting vehicles. In order to construct the new driveway,
three of the existing parking stalls in the Mechanics Bank parking lot would be removed and a portion
of the existing sidewalk south of the site would be modified to accommodate the new driveway. All
other curbs, gutters, and sidewalks surrounding the project site would remain intact.
The new driveway would provide access to a new approximately 8,871-square-foot surface parking
lot within the project site. The surface parking lot would include on-site parking for 30 vehicles.
The proposed project would also include an enclosure for bicycle parking for up to 30 bicycles, to be
located immediately west of the parking area.
Pedestrian access to individual residential units would be provided via a pedestrian pathway that
would be accessible from the parking area. Access to the surface parking area would be provided at
all times; access to the courtyard and residential units from the surface parking lot would be via a 5foot tall gate that would be locked at night. Residents would be able to unlock the gate and have
secure access through the gate at all times.

5.

Utilities and Infrastructure

The project site is located in an urban area and existing utility connections are available within the
immediate vicinity, including connections to: water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, electricity, and
telecommunications infrastructure. Existing and proposed utility connections are discussed below.
a.
Water. Water in the City of Richmond is provided by the East Bay Municipal Utility District
(EBMUD). Existing water lines within the vicinity of the site include 36-inch water lines beneath
South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard; 12-inch water lines beneath West Cutting
Boulevard, Railroad Avenue, and West Richmond Avenue; a 6-inch water line beneath South Garrard
Boulevard; and an 8-inch water line beneath West Richmond Avenue. The residential units of the
proposed project would connect directly to those existing lines.
b.
Wastewater. The Richmond Municipal Sewer District provides wastewater collection and
treatment service to the project site. Existing sanitary sewer lines within the vicinity of the site
include 12-inch sanitary sewer lines beneath South Garrard Boulevard and West Richmond Avenue
and a 39-inch sewer line beneath West Cutting Boulevard. The residential units of the proposed
project would connect directly to these lines.
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c.
Stormwater. The City of Richmond contracts with Veolia Water North America to operate and
maintain its storm drainage facilities. Storm drainage facilities include curbside catch basins and
underground pipes that direct rain water into San Francisco Bay. Existing storm drainage infrastructure surrounding the site includes a 36-inch and a 24-inch storm drainage line underneath West
Cutting Boulevard; and a 24-inch storm drainage line underneath West Richmond Avenue.
Vegetated bioswales are proposed to be located within four locations on the site, including on both
sides of proposed Building C, at the rear of Building A, and near the site entrance to the east of the
proposed parking lot. Stormwater runoff from the project site would ultimately be directed to these
bioswales for pre-treatment and prior to discharge to the City’s storm drainage system.

6.

Solid Waste

Richmond Sanitary Service, an affiliate of Republic Services, Inc., provides residential and
commercial municipal solid waste, recycling and green waste collection services in the City of
Richmond. The project would receive solid waste service from Richmond Sanitary Service.

7.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas services to the site are provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E). Existing underground utility connections and gas mains provide electricity and gas to the
project site. The proposed project would connect to these existing lines and any new electrical lines
would be installed underground.
To reduce energy usage, the project would incorporate green building measures in compliance with
CALGreen’s 2013 standard building measures for residential buildings and Title 24 requirements.

8.

Demolition, Grading and Construction

All of the existing vegetation on the site would be removed (including 18 ornamental trees on the site
and 1 existing tree on the Mechanics Bank property). Three existing parking stalls on the Mechanics
Bank property would be removed and the existing public sidewalk would also be modified to
accommodate the new access driveway.
Graded soils would be balanced and compacted on site. No pile driving is proposed. Demolition and
construction activities would occur over an approximately 12-month period. The proposed project is
anticipated to be operational by the beginning of 2017.

9.

Discretionary Actions

The proposed project would require a series of discretionary actions including Environmental
Review, Design Review, Conditional Use Permit and a Variance for parking and front yard setbacks.
Specifically, the City of Richmond requires 1.5 parking spaces per each two-bedroom unit and 1
parking space per each one-bedroom unit and 1 additional guest parking space for every 5 units, for a
total of 40 required parking spaces to serve the 27 residential units. The applicant is requesting a 25
percent reduction in the required parking. This reduction is subject to the approval by the Planning
Commission. In addition, front yard setbacks are required to be a minimum of 10 feet. The project
sponsor is also requesting a front yard variance to allow a 0-foot minimum which also must be
approved by the Planning Commission.
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DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project Name: The Point Residential Project
Project Location: The approximately 0.8-acre project site is located at the intersection of South
Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard in Richmond, Contra Costa County. The triangularshaped site is generally bounded by a spur line of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF)
and the BNSF railyard to the northeast; South Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard to the
east; a pedestrian pathway and Mechanics Bank to the south; and the BNSF rail line to the west.
Description of Project: The proposed project would involve the demolition of all existing vegetation
and pavements on the site and construction of 27 for-rent, residential units, 1,065 square feet of
ground floor commercial space and associated improvements. Refer to the Project Description chapter
for a more detailed description of the proposed project.
Findings: It is hereby determined that, based on the information contained in the attached Initial
Study, the project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment.
Mitigation measures necessary to avoid or reduce the project’s potentially significant effects to a lessthan-significant level on the environment and are detailed on the following pages. These mitigation
measures are hereby incorporated and fully made part of this Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.
The project applicant has hereby agreed to incorporate as part of the project and implement each of
these identified mitigation measures, which would be adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1. Project Title: The Point Residential Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Richmond
Planning & Building Services Department
450 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Hector L. Lopez, Senior Planner
Planning & Building Services Department
450 Civic Center Plaza
P.O. Box 4046
Richmond, CA 94804
Phone: 510.620.6702
Email: hector_lopez@ci.richmond.ca.us
4. Project Location: The approximately 0.8-acre project site is located at the intersection of South
Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard in Richmond, Contra Costa County. The
triangular-shaped site is generally bounded by a spur line of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Railroad (BNSF) and the BNSF railyard to the northeast; South Garrard Boulevard and West
Cutting Boulevard to the east; a pedestrian pathway and Mechanics Bank to the south; and the
BNSF rail line to the west.
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Todd Whitlock
West Builder’s Inc.
120 Railroad Avenue
Point Richmond, CA 94801
6. General Plan Designation: Neighborhood Mixed Use
7. Zoning: M-1 (Industrial –Office Flex)
8. Description of Project: The proposed project would involve the demolition of all existing
vegetation and pavements on the site and construction of 27 for-rent, residential units, 1,065
square feet of ground floor commercial space and associated improvements. Refer to the Project
Description chapter for a more detailed description of the proposed project.
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site is located in a developed area of the City
and is surrounded by industrial and commercial, civic and educational (including a school and an
existing park) and residential uses.
10. Other agencies whose approval is required: East Bay Municipal Utility District, Richmond
Municipal Sewer District, Veolia Water North America, PG&E, and Richmond Sanitary Services.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, but would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of recommended mitigation measures,
as indicated by items marked “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” within the
checklist on the following pages. Refer to Table 1 for a complete list of project impacts and
associated mitigation measures.
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic

Agricultural and Forestry Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Utilities/Service Systems

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Mandatory Findings of Significance

Determination. (To be completed by the Lead Agency.)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
III. AIR QUALITY
Construction emissions associated with the proposed
project could violate air quality standards or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Mitigation Measures
AIR-1: Consistent with the BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices,
the following actions shall be incorporated into construction contracts
and specifications for the project:
• All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles,
graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two
times per day.
• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material offsite shall be covered.
• All visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least
once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be
completed as soon as possible.
• Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.
• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off
when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5
minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control
measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations
[CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers
at all access points.
• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly
tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All
equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.
• A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number
and contact information for the designated on-site construction
manager available to receive and respond to dust complaints. This
person shall report all complaints to the City of Richmond and
take immediate corrective action as soon as practical but not more
than 48 hours after the complaint is received. The BAAQMD’s
phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation
LTS
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
The proposed project could expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Mitigation Measures
AIR-2a: To reduce health risk levels for future residents of the project
site the project applicant shall provide an air ventilation system with
filtration that can remove particulate matter from indoor air to a level
sufficient to achieve compliance with the BAAQMD threshold. To
reduce health risk levels for future residents of the project site, the
control efficiency must result in a minimum reduction of 89 percent
of particulates of 2.5 microns or less, such as Minimum Efficiency
Reporting Value (MERV)-11 filters or other indoor air filtration
systems, which would reduce the maximum single source carcinogenic health risk level for future residents to less than 10 in 1 million.
The ventilation system shall be certified to achieve the stated
performance effectiveness from indoor areas.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation
LTS

AIR-2b: The project applicant shall disclose to potential occupants of
the project that the proximity of the project site to the railyard could
result in increased long-term health risks. The disclosure shall
indicate the specifications for the installed air filtration system. The
property manager shall be required to maintain particulate filters to
ensure proper operation of HVAC equipment.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The proposed project could interfere substantially
with the movement of 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.
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S

Mitigation Measures
BIO-1: If feasible, all vegetation removal shall be conducted during
the nonbreeding season (i.e., September 1 – January 31) to avoid
direct impacts to nesting birds. If such work is scheduled during the
breeding season (i.e., February 1- August 31), the project applicant
shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey
to determine if any birds are nesting in the vegetation to be removed.
The pre-construction survey shall be conducted no more than 15 days
prior to the start of work from March through May (since there is
higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period), and no
more than 30 days prior to the start of work beginning June through
July. If active nests are found during the survey, the biologist shall
determine an appropriately sized buffer around the nest in which no
work will be allowed until the fledglings have successfully vacated
the nest. The size of the nest buffer shall be determined by the
biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and would be based on the nesting species, its sensitivity to
disturbance, and the expected types of disturbance. The construction
manager shall implement the buffer recommended by the biologist.
The project applicant shall ensure the survey is filed with the City of
Richmond.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation
LTS
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Ground-disturbing activities associated with site
preparation and the construction of building
foundations and underground utilities could adversely
affect archaeological resources.
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Mitigation Measures
CUL-1: Should an archaeological resource be encountered during
project construction activities, the construction contractor shall halt
construction within 25 feet of the find and immediately notify the
City of Richmond. Construction activities shall be redirected and a
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City, shall: 1)
evaluate the archaeological deposit to determine if it meets the CEQA
definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource and 2)
make recommendations about the treatment of the deposit, as
warranted. If the deposit does meet the CEQA definition of a
historical or unique archaeological resource, then it shall be avoided
to the extent feasible by project construction activities. If avoidance is
not feasible, then adverse effects to the deposit shall be mitigated as
specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b) (for historic
resources) or CEQA Section 21083.2 (for unique archaeological
resources). This mitigation may include, but is not limited to, a
thorough recording of the resource on Department of Parks and
Recreation Form 523 records, or archaeological data recovery
excavation. If data recovery excavation is warranted, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), which requires a data recovery
plan prior to data recovery excavation, shall be followed. If the
significant identified resources are unique archaeological resources,
mitigation of these resources shall be subject to the limitations on
mitigation measures for archaeological resources identified in CEQA
Sections 21083.2(c) through 21083.2(f).

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation
LTS
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
Ground-disturbing activities associated with site
preparation and the construction of building
foundations and underground utilities could adversely
affect paleontological resources.

Ground-breaking activities associated with site
preparation and grading could disturb human remains.
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

S

Mitigation Measures
CUL-2: If paleontological resources are encountered during site
preparation or grading activities, all work within 25 feet of the
discovery shall be redirected until a qualified paleontologist has
assessed the discoveries and made recommendations, and the City of
Richmond shall be notified. Paleontological resources include fossil
plants and animals, and evidence of past life such as trace fossils and
tracks.
If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, adverse
effects to such resources shall be avoided by project activities to the
extent feasible. If project activities cannot avoid the resources, the
adverse effects shall be mitigated in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3). Mitigation may include data
recovery and analysis, preparation of a final report, and the formal
transmission or delivery of any fossil material recovered to a
paleontological repository, such as the University of California
Museum of Paleontology (UCMP). Upon completion of project
activities, the final report shall document methods and findings of the
mitigation and be submitted to the City of Richmond and a suitable
paleontological repository.
CUL-3: If human remains are encountered during construction
activities, work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and
the Contra Costa County Coroner shall be notified immediately. At
the same time, an archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the
situation and consult with the appropriate agencies. If the human
remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the
Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this
identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will
identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and
provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and
associated grave goods.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Occupants of the proposed project would be subject to
seismic shaking hazards and hazards associated with
unstable soils.

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Construction period or operational period activities
could generate stormwater runoff that could cause or
contribute to a violation of water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements for receiving water
bodies.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation

S

GEO-1: Prior to the issuance of any site-specific grading or building
permits, a design-level geotechnical investigation, in compliance with
City of Richmond’s guidelines, shall be prepared by a Certified
Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer and submitted to the
City Engineer for review and approval. The report shall determine the
proposed project’s surface geotechnical conditions and address
potential seismic hazards such as liquefaction, lateral spreading, and
expansive soils. The report shall identify building techniques
appropriate to minimize seismic damage. All mitigation recommendations, design criteria, and specifications set forth in the design level
geotechnical investigation shall be incorporated into final project
design and construction plans.

LTS

S

HYD-1: Prior to proceeding with grading activities, the applicant
shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources
Control Board and upload the associated Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) onto the Water Board’s Stormwater Multi
Application & Reporting System (SMARTS), meeting Construction
General Permit requirements (State Water Resources Control Board
Order No. 2009-000–DWQ, as amended) designed to reduce potential
adverse impacts to surface water quality through the project construction period. The SWPPP shall be submitted to the City for review and
approval prior to the issuance of any permits for ground disturbing
activities.

LTS

The SWPPP shall be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD)
in accordance with the requirements of the Construction General
Permit. These include: Best management Practices (BMPs) for
erosion and sediment control, site management/housekeeping/waste
management, management of non-stormwater discharges, run-on and
runoff controls, and BMP inspection/maintenance/repair activities.
BMP implementation shall be consistent with the BMP requirements
in the most recent version of the California Stormwater Quality
Association Stormwater Best Management Handbook-Construction.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
HYD-1 Continued

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures
The SWPPP shall include a construction site monitoring program that
identifies requirements for dry weather visual observations of
pollutants at all discharge locations, and as appropriate (depending on
the Risk Level), sampling of the site effluent and receiving waters. A
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) shall be responsible for
implementing the BMPs at the site and performing all required
monitoring and inspection/maintenance/ repair activities.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation

HYD-2: The applicant shall fully comply with the Water Board’s
stormwater permit requirements, including Provision C.3 of the MRP.
The project applicant shall prepare and implement a Stormwater
Control Plan (SCP) for the project. The SCP shall be submitted to the
City for review and approval prior to the issuance of any permits for
ground disturbing activities. The SCP would act as the overall
program document designed to provide measures to mitigate potential
water quality impacts associated with the operation of the proposed
project. At a minimum, the SCP for the project shall include:
1. An inventory and accounting of existing and proposed impervious
areas.
2. Low Impact Development (LID) design details incorporated into
the project. Specific LID design may include, but is not limited to:
dispersing runoff to landscaped and self-treating areas, and/or
routing runoff to rain gardens, cisterns bio-treatment areas, and
other small-scale facilities distributed throughout the site.
3. Measures to address potential stormwater contaminants. These
may include measures to cover or control potential sources of
stormwater pollutants at the project site.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
HYD-1 Continued

XI. NOISE
Construction activities associated with the project
would expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of established standards.
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

S

Mitigation Measures
4. The maximum amount of pervious square footage at each lot that
may be converted to impervious areas, such as for backyard patios
and side yard walkways. This will ensure that the pervious
surfaces on each lot that have been designed as self-treating areas
to allow for the infiltration of Stormwater and meet Stormwater
requirements remain effective. The individual property owners
shall also be advised against regarding the pervious areas which
have been designed to contain Stormwater to facilitate infiltration.
NOI-1: The following measures shall be implemented by the construction contractor throughout the duration of construction activities.
• All construction equipment must have appropriate sound muffling
devices, which shall be properly maintained and used at all times
such equipment is in operation.
• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.
• Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, is to
be selected whenever possible.
• The project contractor shall place all stationary construction
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the closest
off-site sensitive receptors.
• The construction contractor shall locate on-site equipment staging
areas so as to maximize the distance between construction-related
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project
construction areas.
• Noise producing construction activities are restricted to the hours
of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., weekdays; 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on
weekends and legal holidays.
• A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number
and contact information for the designated on-site construction
manager available to receive and respond to noise complaints.
This person shall report all complaints to the City of Richmond
Public Works Department and take immediate action to validate
and correct the complaint as soon as practical but not more than
48 hours after the complaint is received.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation

LTS
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
Future on-site residents could be exposed to noise
related to nearby roadways and railroad noise in
excess of established standards.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation
S

Mitigation Measures
NOI-2: To reduce interior noise levels to acceptable levels, the
project applicant shall implement the following measures:
• In order for windows and doors to remain closed, mechanical
ventilation such as air conditioning shall be provided for all units.
• Windows and exterior doors shall be constructed with a Sound
Transmission Class (STC) ratings of STC-30 (or higher).
• All windows and doors shall be installed in an acousticallyeffective manner. Sliding-window panels shall form an air-tight
seal when in the closed position and the window frames shall be
caulked to the wall opening around the perimeter with a nonhardening caulking compound to prevent sound infiltration.
Exterior doors shall seal air-tight around the full perimeter when
in the closed position.
• An acoustical test report of all the sound-rated windows and doors
shall be provided to the City for review by a qualified acoustical
consultant to ensure that the selected windows and doors would
reduce interior noise levels to meet the 45 dBA CNEL interior
noise standard.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2015.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

I.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

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

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

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

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The City’s shoreline is located approximately 0.5 miles west of the project site. Miller/Knox Regional
Shoreline Park and Lagoon, a 307-acre regional park, is also located less than 1 mile southwest of the
project site and includes Keller Beach Park. However, there are no views of the shoreline, lagoon or
park from within the vicinity of the site because all views looking south and west from the project site
are obscured by the hills. Intermittent views of the distant hills north and northeast of the project site
(East Richmond Hills and El Cerrito hills) are available from public areas within the immediate
vicinity of the site, including West Cutting Boulevard, Railroad Road and South Garrard Boulevard.
The project site is currently undeveloped but is adjacent to a developed parcel located immediately
south of the site (Mechanics Bank). The proposed project would redevelop the vacant site with three,
two- and three-story buildings that would provide 27 residential units and one ground floor
commercial space. A surface parking lot and landscaped areas, including approximately 50 trees,
would also be developed on the site. Views of the distant hillside areas to the east and northeast of the
site from surrounding public roadways would not be substantially altered and vistas would be similar
to existing conditions. In addition, existing views to the east from various points west and south of the
project site would not be altered by the proposed project, as there are no direct and open views of the
shoreline. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista, and this impact would be less than significant.
b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? (No Impact)

There are no State scenic highways within the vicinity of the project site.1 The project site is located
approximately 15 miles northwest of the nearest State-designated scenic highway (Highway 24) and
the site is not visible from this or any other scenic highway. In addition, scenic roadways are not
1
California, State of, 2011. Department of Transportation. California Scenic Highway System. Website:
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm (accessed July 8, 2015). August 7.
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designated within the City of Richmond General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not
affect scenic resources within view of a State or local scenic highway.
c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Development of the proposed project would change the visual character of the vacant site by developing the site with three buildings that are two-to-three stories in height and adding landscaping, open
space, and a surface parking lot and access driveway for residential and commercial uses. The
character of the proposed buildings would be similar to existing development in the area. The
majority of buildings surrounding the project site are one, two and three stories in height. Building
heights for the proposed project would not exceed 34 feet, which is also consistent with the height of
existing buildings that surround the site. Buildings would be set back from adjacent roadways by an
average of 5.7 feet, which is similar to the existing development pattern of nearby uses in this urban
area.
The predominant architectural style in this part of Point Richmond is “turn of the century” with
Victorian houses, brick commercial structures and brick or wood churches.2 The proposed development would reflect a modern architectural style and would reflect the urban nature of development in
the area which includes older historic structures as well as recent development of modern design.
Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to review and approval of the Design Review
Board (DRB). The DRB reviews and/or approves the design and exterior construction for all
development for which a building permit or discretionary planning approval is required. DRB review
would ensure that the proposed project is consistent with City policies that govern architectural
design and that the project would be visually compatible with and would not detract from the
architectural character or style of surrounding uses.
In addition, all existing vegetation would be removed from the site, including grass, shrubs and a total
of 18 trees. The developed parcel belonging to Mechanics Bank would require the removal of one
ornamental tree, three parking stalls, and a portion of the existing curb and sidewalk in order to
construct a driveway access route into the project site. The project proposes to plant approximately 50
new trees throughout the site, including along existing roadways that border the site. The proposed
project would therefore enhance the visual character and quality of the currently vacant and
underutilized site; and this impact would be less than significant.
d)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the area in the form of
residential windows, exterior lighting, and street lighting (if required). However, new sources of light
and glare associated with the proposed project would not be substantial and new lighting would
enhance public safety in the area. In addition, daytime glare would not be substantial because the
proposed windows would be required to use low-reflectivity glass and none of the proposed building
materials would consist of highly reflective materials. Proposed landscaping and the planting of 50
trees would further limit potential effects of light and glare on surrounding uses.
2
U.S. National Register of Historic Places, 1979. National Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination Form.
Available online at: pdfhost.focus.nps.gov/docs/NRHP/Text/79000472.pdf (accessed July 10, 2015).
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In addition, the City’s development review process would include an evaluation of proposed new
lighting. The development review process and compliance with the Building Code would ensure that
light and glare impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

II.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

a)

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?

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use? (No Impact)

The project site is located within an urbanized area in the City of Richmond. There are no agricultural
uses located within or adjacent to the project site. Additionally, the site is classified as “Urban and
Built-Up Land” by the State Department of Conservation.3 Therefore, development of the proposed
project would not convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. The proposed project would not
result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
to a non-agricultural use.
b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? (No Impact)

The project site is currently zoned Industrial/Office-Flex (M-1) on the City of Richmond City Zoning
Map4 and Neighborhood Mixed Use under the General Plan. The project site is not subject to a
Williamson Act contract.5 Therefore, development of the proposed project would not conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.
c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))? (No Impact)

The project site is located within an existing urban area within the City of Richmond and is currently
within the Industrial/Office-flex zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with the existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest uses.

3

California, State of, 2012. Department of Conservation. Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program. Available online at: ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2012/con12.pdf (accessed July 9, 2015)
4
Richmond, City of, 2008. Planning and Building Services Department. City of Richmond Zoning Map. Website:
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/3624 (accessed July 9, 2015).
5

California, State of, 2013. Department of Conservation. Division of Land Resource Protection. Contra Costa
County Williamson Act Lands (map).Available online at: ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/contra_costa_12_13_WA.pdf
(accessed July 9, 2015).
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Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (No Impact)

Please refer to Section II.c. The proposed project would not result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest uses.
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 nonforest use? (No Impact)

Please refer to Sections II.a. and II.c. The project site is located within an existing urban environment
and would not result in: the extension of infrastructure into an undeveloped area, the development of
urban uses on a previously undeveloped greenfield site, or other physical changes that would result in
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses. The proposed
project would not adversely affect agricultural or forestry resources.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

III.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?
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Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact)

The applicable air quality plan for the project area is the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
(BAAQMD) Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (Clean Air Plan), which was adopted on September 15,
2010.6 The Clean Air Plan is a comprehensive plan to improve Bay Area air quality and protect
public health. The Clean Air Plan defines control strategies to reduce emissions and ambient
concentrations of air pollutants; safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that
pose the greatest heath risk, with an emphasis on protecting the communities most heavily affected by
air pollution; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions to protect the climate. Consistency with the Clean
Air Plan can be determined if the project: 1) supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan; 2) includes
applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan; and 3) would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan. An evaluation of the project’s consistency with
each of these criteria is provided below. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Clean Air Plan and would result in a less-than-significant impact.
Clean Air Plan Goals. The primary goals of the Clean Air Plan are to: attain air quality
standards; reduce population exposure to air pollutants and protect public health in the Bay Area; and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. As indicated in the analysis that follows in
Sections III.b and VII.a, below, the proposed project would not exceed the BAAQMD’s significance
criteria for air pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions and would not increase exposure of the
population to air pollutants. Therefore, the project supports the goals of the Clean Air Plan.
Clean Air Plan Control Measures. The BAAQMD identifies control measures as part of the
Clean Air Plan to reduce ozone precursor emissions from stationary, area, mobile, and transportation
sources. The transportation control measures are designed to reduce emissions from motor vehicles
by reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in addition to vehicle idling and traffic
congestion. The proposed project would not conflict with the transportation and mobile source control
measures of the Clean Air Plan. Moreover, the proposed project would locate multi-family residential
units near existing AC Transit stops and retail shops, which would reduce VMT and reliance on
personal automobiles. The proposed project includes bicycle storage for up to 30 bicycles.
The Clean Air Plan includes Land Use and Local Impacts Measures (LUMs) that aim to achieve the
following: promote mixed-use, compact development to reduce motor vehicle travel and emissions
and ensure that planned growth is focused in a way that protects people from exposure to air pollution
from stationary and mobile sources of emissions. The LUMs identified by the BAAQMD are not
specifically applicable to the proposed project as they relate to actions the BAAQMD will take in the
future to reduce impacts from the movement of goods and health risks in affected communities. The
LUMs also detail new regulatory actions the BAAQMD will undertake related to land use, including
the updated CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (refer to Section III.b) and indirect source review, which is
still under development by the BAAQMD. However, the project is consistent with these measures,
such that the project is an infill development and would locate future residents near public transit and
retail shops. Therefore, the project is consistent with the vision established in the Clean Air Plan, and
would not conflict with the Clean Air Plan’s land use measures.

6

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2010. Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. September 15.
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The Clean Air Plan also includes Energy and Climate Control Measures (ECM), which are designed
to reduce ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants and reduce emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2).
Implementation of these measures is intended to promote energy conservation and efficiency in
buildings throughout the community, promote renewable forms of energy production, reduce the
“urban heat island” effect by increasing reflectivity of roofs and parking lots, and promote the
planting of (low-VOC-emitting)7 trees to reduce biogenic emissions, lower air temperatures, provide
shade, and absorb air pollutants. The proposed project includes green building features that are
consistent with the ECMs. Building A would feature a green roof that would reduce the buildings
heating effect and support the Clean Air Plan. The project would also be consistent with the latest
Title 24 standards.8 Approximately 50 new trees would be planted throughout the site. Therefore, the
proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan’s energy measures.
Clean Air Plan Implementation. The project would develop residential uses on an infill site
which is consistent with the vision of the Clean Air Plan. Control measures included in the plan
include stationary source measures, transportation control measures, mobile source measures, land
use and local impact measures, and energy and climate measures. The stationary source measures are
not applicable to the proposed project as the measures relate to activities such as metal-melting
facilities, open burning, livestock waste, and refineries which are not proposed as part of the project.
Therefore, the project would not hinder implementation of these measures. As discussed above, the
project would implement the applicable transportation, mobile source, land use and local impact, and
energy control measures and would not hinder implementation of these measures. Therefore, the
proposed project would not hinder or disrupt implementation of any control measures from the Clean
Air Plan.
b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Both State and federal governments have established health-based Ambient Air Quality Standards for
six criteria air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide
(SO2), lead (Pb), and suspended particulate matter (PM). These standards are designed to protect the
health and welfare of the populace with a reasonable margin of safety. The Bay Area is under
nonattainment status for State 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards. In addition, the Bay Area was
designated as a nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour ozone level. The Bay Area is also considered a nonattainment area for particulate matter 2.5 (PM2.5) at the State level and an attainment area at
the federal level.
To meet these standards the BAAQMD has established project level thresholds for reactive organic
gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and PM2.5. ROG is formed from combustion of fuels and
evaporation of organic solvents. ROG is an ozone precursor and a prime component of the photochemical reaction that forms ozone. NOx refers to the compounds of NO2, a reddish-brown gas, and
nitric oxide (NO), a colorless, odorless gas, which are formed from fuel combustion under high
temperature or pressure. NOx is a primary component of the photochemical smog reaction. PM2.5
7

VOC refers to volatile organic compounds.

8

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, also titled The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings, is part of the California Building Standards Code and is regulated by the California Energy
Commission. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy
efficiency technologies and methods. The 2013 standards will be effective July 1, 2014.
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refers to fine suspended particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less, and
particulate matter 10 (PM10) which refers to coarse particles that are larger than 2.5 microns but
smaller than 10 microns.
According to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, 9 to meet air quality standards for
operational-related criteria air pollutant and air precursor impacts, the project must not:


Generate average daily construction emissions of ROG, NOx or PM2.5 greater than 54
pounds per day or PM10 exhaust emissions greater than 82 pounds per day;



Contribute to CO concentrations exceeding the State ambient air quality standards; or



Generate operation emissions of ROG, NOx or PM2.5 of greater than 10 tons per year or 54
pounds per day or PM10 emissions greater than 15 tons per year or 82 pounds per day.

Construction and operation emissions associated with the proposed project are analyzed below. As
discussed, the proposed project would not generate significant operation-period emissions and, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (see below), the project would not generate
construction-period emissions in excess of established standards. Therefore, the project would not
violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation.
Construction Emissions. During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur
due to the release of particulate emissions generated by excavation, grading, hauling, and other
activities. Emissions from construction equipment are also anticipated and would include CO, NOx,
ROG, directly-emitted particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), and toxic air contaminants (TACs) such
as diesel exhaust particulate matter.
Site preparation and project construction would involve clearing, excavation, grading, and building
activities. Construction-related effects on air quality from the proposed project would be greatest
during the site preparation phase because most engine emissions are associated with the excavation,
handling, and transport of soils on the site. If not properly controlled, these activities could temporarily
generate PM10, PM2.5, and small amounts of CO, SO2, and NOx. Sources of fugitive dust would include
disturbed soils at the construction site and trucks carrying uncovered loads of soils. Unless properly
controlled, vehicles leaving the site could deposit dirt and mud on local streets, which could be an
additional source of airborne dust after it dries and is stirred-up by passing vehicles. PM10 emissions
would vary from day to day, depending on the nature and magnitude of construction activity and local
weather conditions. PM10 emissions would depend on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed,
and the amount of operating equipment. Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine
particles would be dispersed over greater distances from the construction site. These emissions would
be temporary and limited to the immediate area surrounding the construction site.
The proposed construction schedule for all improvements is approximately 12 months. Construction
emissions were estimated for the project using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) as approved by the BAAQMD. Construction-related emissions are presented in Table 2.
Model output sheets are included in Appendix A.

9

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2012. California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality Guidelines.

May.
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The effects of construction activities
Table 2: Project Construction Emissions in Pounds
would be increased dustfall and locally
Per Day
elevated levels of PM10 downwind of
Exhaust Exhaust
Project Construction
ROG NOx
PM2.5
PM10
construction activity. Although ROG,
Average Daily Emissions
5.9
9.16
0.77
0.61
NOx and exhaust emissions would not
BAAQMD Thresholds
54.0
54.0
54.0
82.0
exceed the established thresholds as
Exceed Threshold?
No
No
No
No
identified in Table 2, the BAAQMD
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2015.
requires the implementation of construction Best Management Practices to ensure
construction dust impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of the following
mitigation measure would require implementation of the BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices
and would reduce diesel PM exhaust emissions as well as construction dust (PM10 and PM2.5) impacts
to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Consistent with the BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices, the
following actions shall be incorporated into construction contracts and specifications for the
project:


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



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



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



All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.



All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as
possible.



Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders
are used.



Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.



All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.



A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and contact information
for the designated on-site construction manager available to receive and respond to dust
complaints. This person shall report all complaints to the City of Richmond and take
immediate corrective action as soon as practical but not more than 48 hours after the
complaint is received. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.
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Localized CO Impacts. The BAAQMD has established a screening methodology that provides
a conservative indication of whether implementation of a proposed project would result in significant
CO emissions. According to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, a proposed project
would result in a less-than-significant impact to localized CO concentrations if the following
screening criteria are met:


The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, and the
regional transportation plan and local congestion management agency plans.



Project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
44,000 vehicles per hour.



The project 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, or below-grade roadway).

The proposed project would not conflict with the Contra Costa County Transportation Authority’s
Congestion Management Program for designated roads or highways, a regional transportation plan, or
other agency plans. The project site is not located in an area where vertical or horizontal mixing of air
is substantially limited. In addition, traffic volumes on roadways in the vicinity of the project site are
less than 44,000 vehicles per hour and the project would generate 21 peak hour trips (refer to Section
XVI, Traffic for additional information). Therefore, the proposed project would not result in localized
CO concentrations that exceed State or federal standards.
Operational Emissions – Regional Emissions Analysis. In addition to short-term construction
emissions, the project would generate long-term operational air emissions. These long-term emissions
are primarily mobile source emissions that would result from vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project. According to the traffic analysis which has been prepared for the proposed project
(see Section XVI. Transportation and Traffic), the proposed project is expected to generate
approximately 226 daily trips. Area sources, such as natural gas heaters, landscape equipment, and
use of consumer products would also result in pollutant emissions. CalEEMod was used to calculate
long-term mobile and area source emissions. CalEEMod output sheets are included in Appendix A.
The primary emissions associated with the project are regional in nature, meaning that air pollutants are
rapidly dispersed on emission or, in the case of vehicle emissions associated with the project; emissions
are released in other areas of the air basin. The daily emissions associated with project operational trip
generation and area sources are identified in Table 3 for ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. The results
indicate that project emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds for maximum daily or
annual emissions; therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant effect on regional air
quality.
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)?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)

CEQA defines a cumulative impact as two or more individual effects, which when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. According to
the BAAQMD, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact and no single project is sufficient in size to
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itself result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. In developing the thresholds of significance for air pollutants used in the analysis above, the BAAQMD considered the emission levels for
which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. The BAAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines indicate that if a project exceeds the identified significance thresholds, it’s
emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to
the region’s existing air quality conditions.10 If daily average or annual emissions of operationalrelated criteria air pollutants exceed any applicable threshold established by the BAAQMD, the
proposed project would result in a cumulatively significant impact.

Table 3:

Project Regional Emissions

Emission Category
Area Source Emissions
Energy Source
Mobile Source Emissions
Total Emissions
BAAQMD Significance
Threshold
Exceed?

Reactive Organic
Nitrogen
Gases
Oxides
(ROG)
(NOx)
Emissions in Pounds Per Day
13.0
0.5
0.0
0.1
1.1
2.3
14.1
2.9
54.0

54.0

No
No
Emissions in Tons Per Year
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.4
0.4

Area Source Emissions
Energy Source
Mobile Source Emissions
Total Emissions
BAAQMD Significance
10.0
10.0
Threshold
Exceed?
No
No
Note: Column totals may vary slightly due to independent rounding of input data.

PM10

PM2.5

5.4
0.0
1.1
6.5

5.4
0.0
0.3
5.7

82.0

54.0

No

No

0.0
0.0
0.2
0.2

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.1

15.0

10.0

No

No

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2015.

As shown in Table 3 above, implementation of the proposed project would generate regional
emissions below established thresholds. Therefore, the project would not make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts and this impact would be less than
significant.
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Sensitive receptors are defined as residential uses, schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and
medical centers. Individuals particularly vulnerable to diesel particulate matter (DPM) are children,
whose lung tissue is still developing, and the elderly, who may have serious health problems that can
be aggravated by exposure to DPM. Exposure from diesel exhaust associated with construction
activity contributes to both cancer and chronic non-cancer health risks.

10

Ibid.
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Construction of the project could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The closest receptor in the project vicinity would be the residents located on Railroad Avenue,
approximately 125 feet from the project construction area. Residents could be temporarily exposed to
diesel engine exhaust during the construction period due to the operation of construction equipment.
Health risks from Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are a function of both concentration and duration
of exposure. Construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting an area for a period of days or
perhaps weeks. Additionally, construction-related sources are mobile and transient in nature. The
emissions occur within the project site, but would disperse rapidly with distance.
The duration of the construction period is expected to be a total of 12 months, which is relatively short
when compared to the 70 year risk exposure period. As shown in Table 2, construction emissions
would be well below the BAAQMD’s significance criteria. Additionally, with implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which is consistent with BAAQMD guidelines, health risks from construction emissions of diesel particulate would be less than significant.
Once operational, the project would include residential uses which would not be a source of TACs;
however, future residents of the site would be considered sensitive receptors. The California Air
Resources Board (ARB) recommends avoiding the siting of new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of
a freeway. 11 Sources of TACs that could impact future residents would include diesel emissions from
highways, railroad tracks, railyards, and stationary sources. Stationary and mobile sources impacts
identified for the proposed project site are shown in Table 4.
The project site is located adjacent to a rail line which leads to the BNSF Railway Richmond Railyard
approximately 1,000 feet from the project site. The ARB conducted a health risk assessment for the
BNSF Railway Richmond Railyard which concludes that the project site would be exposed to an
increased cancer health risk of between 25 to 50 in 1 million.12 This exposure level exceeds the
BAAQMD’s single source threshold of 10 in 1 million. The project site is approximately 750 from
I-580. Using the BAAQMD roadway screening tools, the proximity of I-580 to the project site would
result in a health risk exposure level of 6.01 in 1 million which is below the single source threshold of
10 in 1 million.
Additionally, the BAAQMD issues permits to businesses whose operation includes the release of
TACs. These operations are known as stationary air pollution sources. The project was evaluated to
determine the potential impact of these stationary air pollution sources on the proposed project. In
order to identify stationary sources for a particular location, the BAAQMD provides KML (Google
Earth) files for each county within their jurisdiction. Using the KML file for Contra Costa County and
a 1,000-foot buffer zone, the stationary source analysis evaluated the risk levels from permitted
sources in the project vicinity. Two sources of emissions within 1,000 feet of the project site were
identified. The results of the stationary source analysis are presented in Table 4. The results indicate
that for other sources in the project vicinity the stationary source threshold for health risk and hazard
would not be exceeded.

11

California Air Resources Board, 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.

April.
12
California Air Resources Board, 2007. Health Risk Assessment for the BNSF Railway Richmond Railyard.
November.
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Stationary and Mobile Sources within 1,000 feet of the Project Site

Source (Name & Address)
Point Richmond R&D Associates, 1001 W. Cutting Blvd.
Sangamo BioSciences, 501 Canal Blvd.
BNSF Railway Richmond Railyard
Interstate 580
BAAQMD Single Source Threshold
Exceeds Threshold?

Cancer Health Risk
(in 1 million)
1.4
0.1
50.0
6.1
10 in 1 million
Yes

PM2.5
(μg/m3)
0.015
0.001
NA
0.036
0.3
No

Hazard
0.022
0.002
0.010
0.002
1.0
No

NA – Results Not Available
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2015; LSA Associates, Inc., 2015.

Future residents of the project site would be exposed to significant health risk impacts from railyard
emissions. An air ventilation system with filtration can remove particulate matter from indoor air and
substantially reduce health risks. To reduce health risk levels for future residents of the project site,
the particulate matter control efficiency requirements for the project were calculated. Results indicate
that an HVAC13 system with control efficiency of 89 to 90 percent would reduce carcinogenic health
risk levels for future residents of the site to 5 in 1 million, which would be below the BAAQMD’s
significance criteria of 10 in 1 million. The ventilation system should be certified to achieve the stated
performance effectiveness from indoor areas. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2a
and AIR-2b, below would require the implementation of air filtration systems in each new unit and
would reduce the health risk impact to project residents to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure AIR-2a: To reduce health risk levels for future residents of the project site
the project applicant shall provide an air ventilation system with filtration that can remove
particulate matter from indoor air to a level sufficient to achieve compliance with the BAAQMD
threshold. To reduce health risk levels for future residents of the project site, the control
efficiency must result in a minimum reduction of 89 percent of particulates of 2.5 microns or
less, such as Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV)-11 filters or other indoor air
filtration systems, which would reduce the maximum single source carcinogenic health risk level
for future residents to less than 10 in 1 million. The ventilation system shall be certified to
achieve the stated performance effectiveness from indoor areas.
Mitigation Measure AIR-2b: The project applicant shall disclose to potential occupants of the
project that the proximity of the project site to the railyard could result in increased long-term
health risks. The disclosure shall indicate the specifications for the installed air filtration
system. The property manager shall be required to maintain particulate filters to ensure proper
operation of HVAC equipment.
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (No Impact)

The project does not include any activities or operations that would generate objectionable odors. The
project is not located in an area with confirmed odor complaints and once operational, the project
would not be a source of odors. Therefore, the project would not create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people.

13

Heating, ventilation and air control.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

IV.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.Would the project:
a)

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

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

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

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

a)

e)

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

f)

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

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service? (No Impact)

The proposed project is located in an urbanized area and the site is currently vacant. Existing
vegetation on the site consists of ruderal grassland vegetation and a few shrubs and a line of 18
ornamental trees parallel to the existing public pedestrian pathway. Redevelopment of the project site
would result in the removal of all of the existing vegetation in the vacant portion of the project site in
addition to removal of the 18 trees. In addition, one tree that is part of the landscaping of the
P:\WEB1501 The Point\Product\IS MND\Public\The Point PubReview Draft IS-MND.docx (09/14/15)

44

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2015

THE POINT RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Mechanics Bank property would also be removed, for a total of 19 trees to be removed. However,
these trees are unlikely to provide suitable habitat for special-status species. Common wildlife species
that are adapted to urban environments would continue to use the site after construction of the project.
The site is not occupied by and does not provide habitat for any special-status species except for the
ornamental trees, which may allow roosting or nesting areas (see IV.b below). Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a direct or indirect adverse effect on special-status wildlife species.
b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (No Impact)

The project site is located in an urban area and is not located within or near any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community. The Richmond shoreline (including Miller/Knox Regional
Shoreline Park and Lagoon) may have sensitive natural communities; however, the shoreline is
located approximately 1 mile west of the project site and is separated from the site by hills and urban
development. The project would not affect this area and would therefore not result in an adverse
effect on a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.
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? (No Impact)

The National Wetlands Inventory of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service contains records of
seasonal wetlands within the City of Richmond. Due to the City’s development pattern, these features
are mostly restricted to areas within industrial buffer areas such as the San Pablo Peninsula, on private
property and on parks including the Point Pinole Regional Shoreline.14 The San Pablo Peninsula is
located approximately 5 miles northwest of the project site. The Point Pinole Regional Shoreline is
located approximately 6 miles northwest of the project site. The project site does not support any
federally protected wetlands. Therefore, no impact to federally protected wetlands would occur as a
result of the proposed project.
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? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

The project site is not located within a migratory wildlife movement corridor. Furthermore, most of
the species that likely use the site are “generalists” that are adept at moving through urban landscapes.
There are a total of 19 trees, along with landscape shrubs, that are proposed for removal. Trees and
other landscape vegetation generally have the potential to support nests of bird species. All native
birds and their nests, regardless of their regulatory status, are protected under the federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. If vegetation removal activities are conducted
during the breeding season (February 1 – August 31), these activities could directly impact nesting
birds by removing trees and/or vegetation that support active nests. Implementation of the following
mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to a less-than-significant level.

14
Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Conservation, Natural Resource and Open Space
Element. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8812 (accessed July 10, 2015).
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If feasible, all vegetation removal shall be conducted during the
nonbreeding season (i.e., September 1 – January 31) to avoid direct impacts to nesting birds.
If such work is scheduled during the breeding season (i.e., February 1- August 31), the
project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey to
determine if any birds are nesting in the vegetation to be removed. The pre-construction
survey shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of work from March
through May (since there is higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period),
and no more than 30 days prior to the start of work beginning June through July. If active
nests are found during the survey, the biologist shall determine an appropriately sized buffer
around the nest in which no work will be allowed until the fledglings have successfully
vacated the nest. The size of the nest buffer shall be determined by the biologist in
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and would be based on the
nesting species, its sensitivity to disturbance, and the expected types of disturbance. The
construction manager shall implement the buffer recommended by the biologist. The project
applicant shall ensure the survey is filed with the City of Richmond.
e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The project proposes to remove 19 trees on the project site and replace those trees with up to 50 new
trees to be located throughout the site and within planting strips along the boundaries of the project
site. The City of Richmond Municipal Code, Chapter 10.08 Trimming, Pruning, Care, Planting,
Removal, and Moving of Trees, Shrubs, or Plants prohibits trimming or removing of any tree, shrub,
or plant, in or on any “street, park, pleasure ground, boulevard, alley, or public place” without first
obtaining a permit from the Recreation and Parks Director of the City of Richmond or any of his or
her authorized deputies.15 The project applicant would be required to comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 10.08 by obtaining the necessary permits prior to trimming or removal of any trees within the
public right-of-way related to project development.16 Additionally, the project applicant would be
required to place protective structures around any trees that would remain after construction to protect
them from harm during construction of future development projects.17 Since the proposed project
would be required by law to comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter 10.08 of the City of
Richmond Municipal Code, the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. The City
has no other policies or ordinances that explicitly protect biological resources. Because the proposed
project would be required to comply with all applicable provisions of the City of Richmond
Municipal Code, this is considered a less-than-significant impact.
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? (No
Impact)

No Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans have been designated
within the City boundaries. The project site is not situated within the planning boundaries of any
15

Richmond, City of, 2015. Municipal Code Article X. Chapter 10.08.030 - Permit from Superintendent. Website:
www.municode.com/library/ca/richmond/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=ARTXPUPR (accessed July 10, 2015).
16

Ibid.

17

Ibid.
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formally adopted conservation plans. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or State habitat conservation plan and there would be no impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

V.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

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

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)
Point Richmond was one of the first communities built in the City of Richmond. Because of the
number of contributing significant historic structures in this area, a portion of Point Richmond was
placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1979.18 The recognized historic district includes
homes and commercial buildings from Richmond’s pre-incorporation. The National Register of
Historic Places states that Point Richmond is a significant historic resource because of its architecture
and history. The National Register of Historic Places specifically states:
“…The Point Richmond District is a coherent representation of a turn-of-the-century industrial
town. The Point Richmond District, through coherence of urban design and maintenance of
older structures, possesses the aura of a bygone day. In the area of history the Point Richmond
is the nucleus which formed the City of Richmond. It is also important to the San Francisco
Bay Area as a whole because it represents a unique developmental history for the region. It still

18
Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Historic Resources Element. Website:
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8819 (accessed July 10, 2015).
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exists relatively unchanged from its beginnings and it continues to possess integrity and
isolation. These latter two factors, in particular, contribute to its continued preservation.”19
The project site is vacant and does not contain any buildings or structures. The developed parcel that
immediately borders the project site to the south includes an officially recognized historic resource,
the Trainmaster’s Building, which is now utilized by the Mechanics Bank.20 This building is the
oldest surviving building of the original Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad established in Point
Richmond in 1902.21 Site preparation and construction activities associated with the proposed project
would not have any direct effect on the Trainmaster’s Building, nor would it materially alter this
historic resource. Therefore, demolition of the existing vegetation and the construction of three new
residential buildings and associated improvements on the currently vacant site would not alter the
significance of a historic resource as defined in in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.
b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to ‘15064.5? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Prehistoric archaeological materials include, but are not limited to, flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile
points, knives and 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, bones, and other cultural materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars,
pestles, and handstones). Historical archaeological materials include, but are not limited to, 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.
Archaeological deposits are typically found near creeks and other waterways, none of which are
located within or immediately adjacent to the project site. The site itself is highly disturbed due to
previous development and the potential for surface and subsurface archaeological resources to be
present at the project site is considered to be low. Although it is unlikely that previously unknown
archaeological resources would be uncovered during site preparation and grading activities,
implementation of the following measure would be required to ensure that potential impacts to
archaeological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Should an archaeological resource be encountered during project
construction activities, the construction contractor shall halt construction within 25 feet of the
find and immediately notify the City of Richmond. Construction activities shall be redirected
and a qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City, shall: 1) evaluate the archaeological
deposit to determine if it meets the CEQA definition of a historical or unique archaeological
resource and 2) make recommendations about the treatment of the deposit, as warranted. If the
deposit does meet the CEQA definition of a historical or unique archaeological resource, then it
shall be avoided to the extent feasible by project construction activities. If avoidance is not
feasible, then adverse effects to the deposit shall be mitigated as specified in CEQA Guidelines
19

United States Department of the Interior, 1979. National Park Service. National Register of Historic Places
Inventory Nomination Form. Available online at: pdfhost.focus.nps.gov/docs/NRHP/Text/79000472.pdf (accessed July 10,
2015).
20

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Historic Resources Element. Map 14.1.

21

Richmond, City of, 2015. Richmond Bay Trail. Historic Point Richmond Walking Tour. Available online at:
www.pointrichmond.com/baytrail/pdfs/PRWalkingTour.pdf (accessed July 10, 2015).
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Section 15126.4(b) (for historic resources) or CEQA Section 21083.2 (for unique archaeological resources). This mitigation may include, but is not limited to, a thorough recording of the
resource on Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523 records, or archaeological data
recovery excavation. If data recovery excavation is warranted, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(b)(3)(C), which requires a data recovery plan prior to data recovery excavation, shall
be followed. If the significant identified resources are unique archaeological resources,
mitigation of these resources shall be subject to the limitations on mitigation measures for
archaeological resources identified in CEQA Sections 21083.2(c) through 21083.2(f).
c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and such trace fossil evidence of past life
as tracks. Ancient marine sediments may contain invertebrate fossils such as snails, clam and oyster
shells, sponges, and protozoa; and vertebrate fossils such as fish, whale, and sea lion bones.
Vertebrate land mammals may include bones of mammoth, camel, saber tooth cat, horse, and bison.
Paleontological resources also include plant imprints, petrified wood and animal tracks.
Although there is no documentation that suggests paleontological resources are present within the
project site, there is a possibility that construction activities could uncover paleontological resources
beneath the surface. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that potential
impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: If paleontological resources are encountered during site preparation or grading activities, all work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until a
qualified paleontologist has assessed the discoveries and made recommendations, and the City
of Richmond shall be notified. Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and
evidence of past life such as trace fossils and tracks.
If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, adverse effects to such resources
shall be avoided by project activities to the extent feasible. If project activities cannot avoid the
resources, the adverse effects shall be mitigated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(b)(3). Mitigation may include data recovery and analysis, preparation of a final report,
and the formal transmission or delivery of any fossil material recovered to a paleontological
repository, such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP). Upon
completion of project activities, the final report shall document methods and findings of the
mitigation and be submitted to the City of Richmond and a suitable paleontological repository.
d)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? (Potentially
Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

The potential to uncover Native American human remains exists in locations throughout California.
Although not anticipated, human remains could be identified during site-preparation and grading
activities and could result in a significant impact to Native American cultural resources.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential adverse impacts to
human remains to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measure CUL-3: If human remains are encountered during construction activities,
work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and the Contra Costa County Coroner
shall be notified immediately. At the same time, an archaeologist shall be contacted to assess
the situation and consult with the appropriate agencies. If the human remains are of Native
American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24
hours of this identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated grave goods.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

VI.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS.Would the project:
a)

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS.Would the project:
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?
e)

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

Responses in this section rely on information and findings provided in the Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation22 prepared for the project site, unless otherwise noted. This report is included in
Appendix B.
a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving: i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault; ii) Strong seismic groundshaking; iii)
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; iv) Landslides? (Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation Incorporated )

Fault Rupture. Fault rupture is the displacement of the earth’s surface resulting from fault
movement associated with an earthquake. The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined
by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act,23 and no known active or potentially active faults
exist on the site. The project site is approximately 5 miles southeast of the A-PEFZ for the Hayward
Fault. Implementation of the proposed project would not impact persons or structures due to rupture
of a known earthquake fault.
Strong Seismic Ground Shaking. The entire San Francisco Bay Area is located in a region of
active seismicity. Historically, numerous moderate to strong earthquakes have been generated in
northern California by several major faults and fault zones in the San Andreas Fault Zone system. The
level of active seismicity results in a classification of the San Francisco Bay Area as seismic hazard
Zone 4 (the highest risk category) in the California Building Code (CBC). The Hayward Fault,
approximately 5 miles southeast of the project site, runs through the City of Richmond following the
west ridge of Wildcat Canyon, running west through Parchester Village and into San Pablo Bay.24
The San Andreas Fault is located nearby, 15 miles to the west, and could potentially produce serious
22

Rockridge Geotechnical, 2015. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, The Point, W. Cutting Blvd. and S.
Garrard Blvd., Richmond, California. April 9.
23

California Department of Conservation, 1982. California Geological Survey –Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone
Map. Richmond Quadrangle. Available online at: gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/quad/richmond/maps/richmond.pdf
(accessed July 22, 2015).
24

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element.
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ground shaking and other earthquake-related hazards.25 Ground shaking from earthquakes along the
known active faults in the region could cause damage to people and property. The seismicity of the
project site is governed by the activity of the Hayward Fault, although ground shaking from future
earthquakes on other faults, including the San Andreas, San Gregorio and Calaveras faults, will also
be felt at the site. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) earthquake hazard mapping
indicates a Magnitude 7.9 event on the San Andreas Fault and a Magnitude 7.0 event on the Hayward
Fault would result in very strong shaking in the vicinity of the project site.26 The US Geological
Survey’s (USGS) 2007 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities has determined that
the overall probability of a moment magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake occurring in the San
Francisco Bay Area during the next 30 years is 63 percent, with the highest probabilities assigned to
the Hayward/Rodgers Creek Fault and the northern segment of the San Andreas Fault.27 Violent
shaking at the site could result in collapse or serious damage to structures or underground
infrastructure.
The adverse impacts of seismically-generated ground shaking on infrastructure, structures, and people
can be reduced to acceptable levels by incorporating appropriate seismic design standards and
construction and conforming to current best standards for earthquake resistant construction per the
City’s geotechnical and seismic design regulations and policies outlined in the Public Safety and
Noise Element of the General Plan, as well as the CBC and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. It is
acknowledged that seismic hazards cannot be completely eliminated, even with site-specific geotechnical methods and advanced building practices. However, exposure to seismic hazards is a generally
accepted part of living in the seismically active areas of California. Therefore, implementation of the
following mitigation measure would reduce the potential hazards associated with strong seismic
ground shaking at the project site to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prior to the issuance of any site-specific grading or building
permits, a design-level geotechnical investigation, in compliance with City of Richmond’s
guidelines, shall be prepared by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer
and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval. The report shall determine the
proposed project’s surface geotechnical conditions and address potential seismic hazards such
as liquefaction, lateral spreading, and expansive soils. The report shall identify building
techniques appropriate to minimize seismic damage. All mitigation recommendations, design
criteria, and specifications set forth in the design level geotechnical investigation shall be
incorporated into final project design and construction plans.
Liquefaction. Liquefaction is the temporary transformation of loose, saturated granular
sediments from a solid state to a liquefied state as a result of seismic ground shaking. In the process,
the soil undergoes transient loss of strength, which commonly causes ground displacement or ground
failure to occur. Since saturated soils are a necessary condition for liquefaction, soil layers in areas
where the groundwater table is near the surface have higher liquefaction potential that those in which
the water table is located at greater depths.
25

Ibid.

26

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2015. Contra Costa County Hazard Map. Website: quake.abag.ca.gov/
earthquakes/contracosta (accessed July 16, 2015).
27

U.S. Geological Survey, 2008. The Uniform California Earthquake Rupture Forecast, Version 2 (UCERF 2):
prepared by the 2007 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report
2007-1437.
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The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the site described soil profiles as generally
consisting of 4 to 6 feet of undocumented fill generally consisting of stiff clay with varying amounts
of sand and gravel and medium dense sand and gravel with varying amounts. Near-surface samples
concluded that the material has high plasticity and high expansion potential. A weak and highly
compressible marine clay deposit, known as Bay Mud, is present beneath the fill. The Bay Mud is
soft near the top and grades towards stiff beneath a depth of 35 feet below ground surface (bgs).28 The
Bay Mud extends to a depth of approximately 55 feet bgs at the project site. Samples concluded that
the Bay Mud is normal to lightly over-consolidated. The Bay Mud is underlain by older bay deposits
generally consisting of stiff to hard clay. The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation estimates that
the groundwater table is about 10 feet bgs; however, the report recommends that the depth of
groundwater should be further evaluated and confirmed in a final field investigation.
The project site is designated within a “Moderate” susceptibility zone for liquefaction according to
the U.S. Geological and California Geological Survey.29 According to the City, the project site is
located in an a Category II (liquefaction potentially possibly present) zone for liquefaction.30 The
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation determined that the native soil (Bay Mud and older bay
deposits) is not susceptible to liquefaction because of its cohesion; however, the analysis indicates
that zones within the Bay Mud layer may experience pore pressure buildup and strength loss, referred
to as cyclic softening, from cyclic loading during a major earthquake event. Dissipation of the excess
pore pressures in the Bay Mud layer after the earthquake would result in ground surface settlement of
an order of 0.5 inch and differential settlement could be on the order of 0.25 inch across a horizontal
distance of 30 feet. The report concludes that because the site is relatively flat, the risk of lateral
spreading is very low.
The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation provides a comprehensive set of recommendations for
seismic design for the proposed project. The recommendations include ensuring that proposed
improvements (i.e., foundations, floor slabs and pavements) are designed and constructed to resist the
effects of the expansive soil. Recommended methods cited in the report include mitigating the effects
of expansive soil by moisture conditioning, using non-expansive fill below interior and exterior slabs,
and supporting foundations below the zone of severe moisture change or use a stiff, shallow
foundation that can limit deformation of the superstructure as the underlying soil shrinks and swells.
To mitigate the effects of soil settlement, the Preliminary Geotechnical Report recommends replacing
a portion of the final subgrade soil with light-weight material, such as light-weight fill, cellular
concrete or expanded polystyrene (EPS) geoform; and, to select the depth for subgrade soil removal
and light-weight fill replacement based on the target net load on the underlying Bay Mud and
tolerable total and differential static settlement for the selected foundation system. The geotechnical
report concludes that because the Bay Mud is highly compressible, that a stiffened mat foundation
system would be the most appropriate foundation system for the proposed buildings on the project
site. The mat is capable of minimizing distortion of the superstructure from static and seismically
induced differential settlement, as well as differential movements resulting from shrink and swell of
the expansive near surface clay.31 The complete Preliminary Geotechnical Report is included in
28

Bgs refers to ‘below ground surface’.

29

U.S. Geological Survey, 2005. Liquefaction Mapping- Susceptibility Map of the San Francisco Bay Area.
Website: geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/susceptibility.html (accessed July 16, 2015).
30

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element, Map 12.2 Liquefaction

Potential.
31

This is a preliminary conclusion.
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Appendix B. The applicant is required to submit a final geotechnical investigation report which would
further ensure geological hazards are reduced through appropriate design and on-site implementation.
In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that potential impacts
associated with liquefaction during seismic ground shaking would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level.
Landslides. Slope failure can occur as either rapid movement of large masses of soil
(“landslide”) or slow, continuous movement (“creep”). The primary factors influencing the stability
of a slope are: 1) the nature of the underlying soil or bedrock; 2) the geometry of the slope (height and
steepness); 3) rainfall; and 4) the presence of previous landslide deposits. Landslides are known to
occur in the Point Richmond area along the San Pablo/Potrero Hill Range of the San Pablo Point
area.32 However, this hill range is not located in the vicinity of the project site. The Richmond
General Plan identifies the project site as within Category 1A – Unstable in regards to landslide
potential.33 However, the project site is relatively level, not adjacent to any slopes, and is not
designated in a landslide zone by the State of California;34 therefore, the proposed project would not
be subject to landslide activity.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project would include excavation and grading activities as part of site development,
which would result in disturbance of site soils. However, upon completion of construction activities,
the project site would be completely covered with buildings, pavements, and landscaping. The
proposed project does not propose any changes to the site conditions that would cause soil erosion or
loss of topsoil and this impact would be less than significant.
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

As previously discussed in Section V1.a, the site would not be subject to landslide activity.
Subsidence or collapse can result from the removal of subsurface water resulting in either
catastrophic or gradual depression of the surface elevation of the project site. The proposed project
would connect to the City’s water infrastructure and would not utilize groundwater resources;
therefore, subsidence or collapse of site soils is not likely.
Lateral spreading is a form of horizontal displacement of soils toward an open channel or other “free”
face, such as an excavation boundary. Lateral spreading can result from either the slump of low
cohesion unconsolidated material or more commonly by liquefaction of either the soil layer or a
subsurface layer underlying soil material on a slope, resulting in gravitationally driven movement.
Earthquake shaking leading to liquefaction of saturated soil can result in lateral spreading where the
soil undergoes a temporary loss of strength. The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation determined
that due to the flatness of the site topography, the risk of lateral spreading is very low. To verify this
32

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element.

33

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element, Map 12.1 Landslide

Potential.
34
California, State of, 1973. The Resource Agency, Department of Conservation. Landslide Map by R.D Knox and
C.C. Bishop. Available online at: ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/pr/PR_19/PR_19_Plate6.pdf (accessed July 17, 2015).
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preliminary conclusion, soil samples should be collected during the final design level geotechnical
investigation to confirm the potential for liquefaction-induced lateral spreading. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that potential impacts associated with lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be reduced to a less than significant level.
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation
Incorporated)

Expansive soils can undergo significant volume changes with variations in moisture content and are
known to shrink and harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. These volume changes
can cause movement and cracking of foundations, slabs and pavements. The soils at the project site
consist of artificial fill, highly compressible marine clay deposit (Bay Mud) and stiff to hard clay
underneath the Bay Mud. The Preliminary Geotechnical Report concludes that the soil exhibits high
expansion potential and provides several recommendations to address the expansive potential,
including designing and constructing the foundations, floor slabs and pavements to resist the effects
of expansive soil using such methods as moisture conditioning, providing non-expansive fill below
interior and exterior slabs, and either supporting foundations below the zone of severe moisture
change or by providing a stiff, shallow foundation that can limit deformation of the superstructure as
the underlying soil shrinks and swells. A final geotechnical analysis to assess the expansion potential
of near surface soils should be performed in the design-level geotechnical investigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would ensure that potential impacts related to expansive soils at
the site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? (No Impact)

The proposed project would connect to the City’s wastewater conveyance system. On-site treatment
and disposal of wastewater is not proposed for the project; therefore, the proposed project would have
no impacts associated with soils incapable of supporting alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
a)

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

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?
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Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or
are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen
as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change are:


Carbon dioxide (CO2);



Methane (CH4);



Nitrous oxide (N2O);



Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs);



Perfluorocarbons (PFCs); and



Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6).

Over the last 200 years, humans have caused substantial quantities of GHGs to be released into the
atmosphere. These extra emissions are increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere and enhancing the natural greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global warming. While manmade
GHGs include naturally-occurring GHGs such as CO2, methane, and N2O, some gases, like HFCs,
PFCs, and SF6 are completely new to the atmosphere.
Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in the atmosphere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long term. Water vapor is
excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.
These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a concept
developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas.
The GWP is based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared
radiation and length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The
GWP of each gas is measured relative to CO2, the most abundant GHG; the definition of GWP for a
particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped
by one unit mass of CO2 over a specified time period. GHG emissions are typically measured in terms
of pounds or tons of “CO2 equivalents” (CO2e).
The following section describes the proposed project’s construction and operational related GHG
emissions and contribution to global climate change. As stated above, while the BAAQMD has not
addressed emission thresholds for construction, the BAAQMD encourages quantification and
disclosure. Thus, construction emissions are discussed in this section. As discussed below, the
proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant effect on the environment and this impact would be less than significant.
Construction Emissions. Construction activities, such as site preparation, site grading, on-site
heavy-duty construction vehicles, equipment hauling materials to and from the site, and motor vehicles
transporting the construction crew would produce combustion emissions from various sources. During
construction of the project, GHGs would be emitted through the operation of construction equipment
and from worker and builder supply vendor vehicles, each of which typically uses fossil-based fuels to
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operate. The combustion of fossil-based fuels creates GHGs such as CO2, CH4, and N2O. Furthermore,
CH4 is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment. Exhaust emissions from on-site construction
activities would vary daily as construction activity levels change.
Using CalEEMod, it is estimated that the project would generate approximately 80 metric tons of
CO2e during construction of the project. The BAAQMD does not have a threshold for construction
emissions. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would further reduce less than
significant construction GHG emissions by limiting construction idling emissions. Construction
emissions would not be considered significant.
Operational Emissions. Long-term operation of the proposed project would generate GHG
emissions from mobile sources and indirect emissions from sources associated with energy consumption. Mobile-source emissions of GHGs would include project-generated vehicle trips associated with
future residents at the project site. Emissions would also be generated at off-site utility providers as a
result of demand for electricity generated by the proposed project.
When calculating project GHG emissions to compare to the thresholds of significance, the BAAQMD
recommends that the lead agency consider project design features, attributes, and local development
requirements as part of the project as proposed and not as mitigation measures. Consistent with
BAAQMD guidance, GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod.
Table 5 shows the calculated GHG emissions for the proposed project. Mobile source emissions are
the largest source of GHG emissions at approximately 84 percent of the total. Energy use is the next
largest category at approximately 11 percent of CO2e emissions. Area source emissions are approximately 1 percent of the total emissions, and waste and water source emissions are approximately 4
percent. Additional calculation details are provided in Appendix A.

Table 5:

GHG Emissions (Metric Tons Per Year)
Operational Emissions

Emissions Source Category
Area
Energy
Mobile
Waste
Water
Total Annual Emissions

CO2
2.0
27.0
207.7
2.7
2.4

CH4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.1

N2O
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

CO2e
2.1
27.2
207.9
6.2
4.1
247.5

Percent
of Total
1.0
11.0
84.0
2.5
1.5
100

Note: Column totals may vary slightly due to independent rounding of input data.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2015.

Based on the analysis results, the proposed project would generate 247.5 metric tons of CO2e per
year, which would be below the BAAQMD’s numeric threshold of 1,100 metric tons CO2e per year.
Therefore, GHG emissions generated by the proposed project would be less than significant.
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Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The City of Richmond addresses Energy and Climate Change in Chapter 8 of their General Plan for
the purpose of reducing the City’s GHG emissions and contribution to climate change.35 The General
Plan includes goals, policies, and implementing actions to serve as strategic directions to reduce GHG
emissions. The City is currently undertaking the development of a Climate Action Plan to set
reduction goals.36 The City Council passed a resolution in 2008 committing to the GHG emissions
targets established by AB 32, to reach 1990 GHG emission levels by 2020.37
The Energy and Climate Change Element identifies six main goals which provide specific actions for
GHG reduction. Actions relevant to the proposed project include EC1.C Safe and Convenient Public
Transit Options, EC2.F Promote Bicycle Use, EC3.F Water Conservation, and EC4.D Infill
Development Standards. The proposed project would be located near existing AC Transit stops which
would provide public transit options. Additionally, the project would include up to 30 covered bicycle
parking spaces which would be consistent with EC2.F. The project would meet the requirements of
California’s Title 24 standards which would reduce GHG emissions through increased energy
efficiency and reduced water usage when compared to historical building standards. The proposed
development is located on a vacant lot within the City, satisfying the infill development standards in
EC4.D.
In developing the threshold of significance for GHG emissions, the BAAQMD identified the
emissions level for which a project would conflict with existing California legislation adopted to
reduce Statewide GHG emissions. As indicated in the analysis presented above, the proposed project
would not exceed the project-level significance criteria established by the BAAQMD and, therefore,
the proposed project would not conflict with plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions
and this impact would be less than significant.

35

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030.

36

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Energy and Climate Change Element.

37

Ibid.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a)

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

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

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

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

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

f)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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Responses in this section rely on information and findings provided in the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (Phase 1)38 prepared for the project site unless otherwise noted. This report is included in
Appendix C.
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The project site is currently vacant and is located in an urban area of Richmond that is developed with
a mix of land uses including residential, commercial, civic and parks, and light industrial. The site
itself is not adjacent to heavy industrial uses, although the Point Richmond area in general is located
between two industrial corridors of the City: the marine and port-related industrial corridor located
approximately less than 1 mile southeast of the project site and the heavy-industry corridor, which
includes the Chevron refinery, located approximately 2 miles northwest of the project site on the San
Pablo Peninsula.
The Phase I prepared for the proposed project determined that the project site has never been used for
industrial operations, storage of hazardous materials, or use as an unpermitted disposal or discharge
site, other than for small debris.39 The proposed project would redevelop the site with 27 residential
units, one ground floor commercial space, associated open space, landscaping, a surface parking lot
and an access driveway. Although small quantities of commercially-available hazardous materials
could be used during project construction activities (e.g., oil, gasoline, paint) and for household
cleaning and landscape maintenance within the project site, these materials would not be used in
sufficient quantities to pose a threat to human health or the environment. Any future business tenant
in the commercial space would be required to comply with federal, State, and local requirements for
managing hazardous materials and wastes.
In addition, operations of the nearby BNSF railroad include annual spraying of herbicides along the
rail corridor for weed control. Hazardous materials are not currently transported along this portion of
the rail corridor. The BNSF is also required to comply with federal, State, and local requirements for
managing hazardous materials and wastes. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials and this impact would be less-thansignificant.
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? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project would involve excavation of soil and removal of a minimal amount of pavement
to create the access driveway to the project site. As noted in Section VIII.a, the project site has never
been used for industrial operations, storage of hazardous materials, or used as an unpermitted disposal
or discharge site, other than for small debris. This includes the storage of underground storage tanks
(USTs) or aboveground storage tanks (ASTs).40 No pipelines or underground lines of any kind exist
underneath the project site. There is a municipal sewer that runs underneath Railroad Avenue,
38

Jeff Root Associates, 2005. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, BNSF Property, Point Richmond. April 21.

39

Ibid.

40

Ibid.
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adjacent to the south of the site.41 There are no underground gas or electricity lines underneath the
project site.42 The environmental review records provided by Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
(EDR) do not identify any known or suspected groundwater contamination that would potentially
impact the site.43 All of the sites in the area listed by EDR where groundwater may have been
impacted, have gone through regulatory closure.44
Based on the above known conditions as reported in the Phase I, no additional site investigation is
required for the project site, including analysis of soil samples.45 Therefore, the proposed project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environmental through reasonable
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)

The proposed project would result in the redevelopment of a vacant site that is located less than 0.2
miles from the Washington Elementary School located on West Cutting Boulevard. However, after
review of historical land use information, regulatory agency records, a site reconnaissance, and Phase
I, it has been determined that there are no known or suspected Recognized Environmental Concerns
(REC) present on or within the immediate vicinity of the site. Although small quantities of
commercially-available hazardous materials could be used during project construction activities (e.g.,
oil, gasoline, paint) and for household cleaning and landscape maintenance within the project site,
these materials would not be used in sufficient quantities to pose a threat to human health or the
environment. Therefore, both the construction and operational phase of the proposed project would
not emit hazardous air pollutants or result in the use of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste. Therefore, there would be no hazards-related impacts associated with proximity
of an existing school.
d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment? (No Impact)

The provisions of Government Code Section 65962.5 require the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC), the State Water Resources Control Board, and the California Department of Health
Services to submit information pertaining to sites associated with solid waste disposal, hazardous
waste disposal, and/or hazardous materials releases to the Secretary of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). Based on a review of regulatory databases, including listed hazardous
materials release sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the project site is not

41

Ibid.

42

Ibid.

43

Ibid.

44

Ibid.

45

Ibid.
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listed as a hazardous materials site.46 Therefore, development of the proposed project would not affect
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 16 miles southeast of the San Rafael Airport (the airport
nearest the site), 22.5 miles northwest of Oakland International Airport, 23 miles southeast of the
Marin County Airport, 30 miles northwest of the Hayward Executive Airport, and approximately 30
miles north of the San Francisco International Airport. The project site does not lie within a restrictive
area of any nearby airports.47, 48 In addition, the proposed buildings would only be two- to threestories tall which is consistent with other building heights in the area. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result a safety hazard to people working or residing in the area due to the proximity of an
airport.
f)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact)

The proposed project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a safety hazard to people working or residing in the area due to the proximity of a
private airstrip.
g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact)

The Richmond Fire Department (RFD) provides fire protection services for the City of Richmond.
The RFD’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) provides the City with comprehensive emergency
management including planning and preparedness for, response and recovery from, and mitigation of
natural, manmade, and accidental incidents of high consequence. The Richmond Police Department
provides police services for the City.
The proposed project would develop the site with new residential and commercial uses. While the
proposed project would introduce a new access driveway into the project site from the existing
Mechanics Bank parking lot, the project would not alter the existing surrounding street grid.
Therefore, the proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with any
emergency response or evacuation plans for the area.

46

Ibid.

47

Port of Oakland, 2005. Oakland Master Plan Project. Website: www.flyoakland.com/masterplan_oak/landuse_maps.shtml (accessed July 21, 2015).
48

Hayward, City of, 2002. Hayward Executive Airport, Airport Master Plan, Final Technical Report. April.
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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? (No Impact)

The project site is in an urban area and is not within or adjacent to a wildland fire hazard area.
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

IX.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
c)

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

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?
e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

a)

i)

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

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? (Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) and nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards regulate water quality of surface water and groundwater bodies throughout California.
In the Bay Area, including the project site, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board (Water Board) is responsible for implementation the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan).
The Basin Plan establishes beneficial water uses for waterways and water bodies within the region.
Runoff water quality is regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Program (established through the federal Clean Water Act). The NPDES program objective is to
control and reduce pollutant discharges to surface water bodies. Compliance with NPDES permits is
mandated by State and federal statutes and regulations. Locally, the NPDES Program is administered
by the Water Board. According to the water quality control plans of the Water Board, any construction activities, including grading, that would result in the disturbance of 1.0 acre or more would
require compliance with the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activity (Construction General Permit). The project site is 0.8 acres
(approximately 41,000 square feet) in size and is therefore is not subject to these requirements.
Operation of the project would be subject to the Water Board’s Municipal Regional Permit (MRP),
implemented in October 2009 by Order R2-2009-0074. Provision C.3 of the MRP addresses new
development and redevelopment projects. A Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) must be prepared and
submitted for the project site detailing design elements and implementation measures to meet MRP
requirements. The project will be required to include Low Impact Development (LID) design
measures and a Stormwater Facility Operation and Maintenance Plan must be prepared to ensure that
stormwater control measures are inspected, maintained, and funded for the life of the project. In the
city of Richmond, the Public Works Department facilitates local compliance with federal, State, and
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Water Board requirements. The City is also a member agency of the Contra Costa County Clean
Water Program.
The proposed project is currently entirely covered by pervious surfaces. Development of the proposed
project would reduce pervious surface coverage on the site by about 70 percent, meaning approximately 22,640 square feet would be covered in new impervious surface area as a result of the project.
A total of 12,208 square feet of pervious surfaces would be provided through landscaping and
associated bio-retention areas.
Stormwater runoff from the project site would ultimately be collected by existing curbside catch
basins and underground pipes that direct rain water into San Francisco Bay. Existing storm drainage
includes a 36-inch and a 24-inch storm drainage line underneath West Cutting Boulevard and a 24inch storm drainage line underneath West Richmond Avenue. Prior to discharging into the existing
public system, runoff from the site would be treated via several stormwater treatment measures
proposed by the project. Vegetated bioswales would be located within four locations on the site
including on both sides of proposed Building C, at the rear of Building A and near the site entrance to
the east of the proposed parking lot. Stormwater runoff from the project site would ultimately be
directed to these bioswales for pre-treatment and prior to discharge to the City’s storm drainage
system.
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would cause disturbance of soil during
excavation work, which could adversely impact water quality. Contaminants from construction
vehicles and equipment and sediment from soil erosion could increase the pollutant load in runoff
being transported to receiving waters during development. Surface runoff from the site would likely
increase with the proposed project due to the increase in impervious cover. Runoff from the proposed
landscaped areas may contain residual pesticides and nutrients (associated with landscaping) and
sediment and trace metals (associated with atmospheric deposition) during operation of the project.
Operation of the proposed project could incrementally contribute to the long-term degradation of
runoff water quality and as a result, adversely affect water quality in the receiving waters and San
Francisco Bay. Given that the project would introduce more than 10,000 square feet of impervious
surface to the project site, the proposed project would be considered a “regulated project” under the
MRP, indicating that the State Water Board has determined the size and nature of the project has the
potential to discharge a significant pollutant load to stormwater runoff and receiving waters.
Therefore, the potential discharges associated with the proposed project are considered to be a
potentially significant impact.
Implementation of the following two mitigation measures would ensure that the proposed project
complies with the Water Board’s water quality standards by reducing the potential construction- and
operation-period impacts to water quality. Therefore, with implementation of these measures, this
impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Prior to proceeding with grading activities, the applicant shall file
a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board and upload the
associated Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) onto the Water Board’s Stormwater
Multi Application & Reporting System (SMARTS), meeting Construction General Permit
requirements (State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 2009-000–DWQ, as amended)
designed to reduce potential adverse impacts to surface water quality through the project
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construction period. The SWPPP shall be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to
the issuance of any permits for ground disturbing activities.
The SWPPP shall be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) in accordance with the
requirements of the Construction General Permit. These include: Best management Practices
(BMPs) for erosion and sediment control, site management/housekeeping/waste management,
management of non-stormwater discharges, run-on and runoff controls, and BMP inspection/
maintenance/repair activities. BMP implementation shall be consistent with the BMP requirements in the most recent version of the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater
Best Management Handbook-Construction. The SWPPP shall include a construction site
monitoring program that identifies requirements for dry weather visual observations of pollutants at all discharge locations, and as appropriate (depending on the Risk Level), sampling of
the site effluent and receiving waters. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) shall be
responsible for implementing the BMPs at the site and performing all required monitoring and
inspection/maintenance/ repair activities.
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: The applicant shall fully comply with the Water Board’s stormwater permit requirements, including Provision C.3 of the MRP. The project applicant shall
prepare and implement a Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) for the project. The SCP shall be
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to the issuance of any permits for ground
disturbing activities. The SCP would act as the overall program document designed to provide
measures to mitigate potential water quality impacts associated with the operation of the
proposed project. At a minimum, the SCP for the project shall include:
1. An inventory and accounting of existing and proposed impervious areas.
2. Low Impact Development (LID) design details incorporated into the project. Specific LID
design may include, but is not limited to: dispersing runoff to landscaped and self-treating
areas, and/or routing runoff to rain gardens, cisterns bio-treatment areas, and other smallscale facilities distributed throughout the site.
3. Measures to address potential stormwater contaminants. These may include measures to
cover or control potential sources of stormwater pollutants at the project site.
4. The maximum amount of pervious square footage at each lot that may be converted to
impervious areas, such as for backyard patios and side yard walkways. This will ensure that
the pervious surfaces on each lot that have been designed as self-treating areas to allow for
the infiltration of Stormwater and meet Stormwater requirements remain effective. The
individual property owners shall also be advised against regarding the pervious areas which
have been designed to contain Stormwater to facilitate infiltration.
b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project would connect to the East Bay Municipal District (EBMUD) water system and
would not use groundwater at the site. The proposed project would increase the impervious surface
coverage at the project site by 70 percent. The total amount of impervious surface area generated on
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the project site would be approximately 22,640 square feet. The proposed project would include
approximately 12,208 square feet impervious surface area through landscaping and bioretention areas,
which would contribute to groundwater recharge at the site. While this would be considered an
overall reduction in groundwater recharge from existing conditions at the site, the project site is not
located in an area that substantially contributes to the recharge of the underlying groundwater aquifer.
Therefore, the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge and this impact would be less than significant.
c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or a river. The project site is in an urban
area and redevelopment of the site would result in only minor alterations to the overall drainage
pattern. In addition, compliance with construction- and operation-phase stormwater requirements
(Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2) would further ensure that development of the project
would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site and this impact would be less than
significant.
d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Less-ThanSignificant Impact)

The proposed project is currently undeveloped and covered entirely with pervious surfaces. No
alteration of a stream or river is proposed. The proposed project would result in a decrease in pervious
surfaces (see discussion under Section IX.a, above) and would alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site. However, this decrease in pervious surface area is not expected to substantially alter the rate
or amount of surface runoff on the site such that on- or off-site flooding would occur. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure HYD-2 would also further reduce the rate and amount of surface runoff from
the project site and this impact would be less than significant.
e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
(Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

The topography of the site is relatively flat. The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces
on the site by 70 percent. There would be a total of 12,208 square feet of pervious surfaces provided
through landscaping and associated bio-retention areas, which would reduce stormwater volume but
could change localized drainage flows. Runoff quality during construction and from landscaped areas
during the operational phase of the project could contain pollutants (see discussion above under
Section IX.a). As previously described, due to the size and nature of the project, without
implementation of proposed control measures, the project has the potential to discharge a significant
pollutant load to stormwater runoff and receiving waters. However, implementation of a required
SWPPP (Mitigation Measure HYD-1) and an SCP (Mitigation Measure HYD-2) would reduce
potential pollutants and result in lower flows to the stormwater sewer system than under current
conditions. No additional mitigation measures are required.
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Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Operation of the proposed project would not result in any substantial changes to on-site water quality,
with the exception of potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff described above.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 would reduce potential impacts to water
quality to a less-than-significant level and no other activities associated with the proposed project
would contribute to additional water quality impacts.
g)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? (No Impact)

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).49, 50 Therefore, no housing would be placed within a 100year flood zone.
h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows? (No Impact)

As discussed in IX.g., the project site is not located within the 100-year flood zone and
redevelopment of the site would not impede or redirect potential flood flows. The project site is not
located in an area that is subject to shallow coastal flooding. 51
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)

Please refer to Section IX.g regarding potential flooding impacts. Most of Richmond is located within
a potential inundation zone for the San Pablo Dam,52 which is approximately 10 miles east of the
project site. However, according to General Plan Goal SN1, Policy SN1, Action SN1.D and SN1.E53,
the City is required to coordinate with agencies responsible for this dam to ensure that dam
infrastructure is maintained and enhanced to withstand potential failures. In addition, EBMUD
completed a seismic retrofit of the San Pablo Dam in 201154 which is intended to prevent seismic dam
failure. Given this, and because the project site is located in an urban area and development of the
proposed project would not pose a significant risk to people or structures as a result of levee or dam
failure.

49

Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2015. Flood Map Service Center. Website: msc.fema.gov/portal
(accessed July 21, 2015).
50
Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Conservation, Natural Resources and Open Space
Element, Map 7.1, Floodplains and Watersheds. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8850
(accessed July 21, 2015).
51
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2015. Sea Level Rise Coast Flooding Impacts, Version 2.0.
Website: coast.noaa.gov/slr (accessed July 21, 2015).
52

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element.

53

Ibid.

54

East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2015. San Pablo Dam Seismic Upgrade. Website: www.ebmud.com/aboutus/construction-my-neighborhood/san-pablo-dam-seismic-upgrade (accessed July 21, 2015).
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Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The project site is flat and is not located near slopes that would be subject to mudflows. Tsunami risk
is elevated along low-lying areas near the shoreline. The project site is located in the Point Richmond
area of the city, which is located less than 0.5 miles from the Richmond shoreline. According to the
California Emergency Management Agency, the project site is not located in a Tsunami Inundation
Area.55 The Richmond General Plan indicates that the tsunami inundation area boundary in the Point
Richmond area is immediately adjacent to the project site.56 However the site is located in an urban
area and inundation from a tsunami at the site would likely be minimal.
A seiche is an earthquake-generated wave within enclosed or restricted bodies of water such as a lake,
reservoir or above-ground tank. A seiche at San Pablo Dam could lead to dam failure and potential
flooding in Richmond.57 As stated earlier, EBMUD completed a seismic retrofit of the San Pablo
Dam in 201158 which would help prevent flooding as a result of a seismically-induced seiche. In
addition, according to General Plan Goal SN1, Policy SN1, Action SN1.D and SN1.E, the City is
required to coordinate with agencies responsible for this dam to ensure that dam infrastructure is
maintained and enhanced to withstand potential failures.
Effects of sea level rise could result in increased flooding in low-lying areas along the shoreline,
infiltration into sanitary sewer and storm drain systems near the Bay and an increase in storm drain
back-ups resulting in more frequent and extensive flooding.59 The project site is located in an area
that would be subject to inundation if sea level rise reached approximately 6 feet;60 however, the
likelihood of that occurring is very minimal. In addition, according to the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development commission (BCDC), the project site is not located in an area that
would be affected by potential one meter sea level rise in 2100.61
Given the above, the proposed project would not be subject to hazardous conditions as a result of
inundation due to seiche, tsunami, mudflows, or sea level rise.

55

California Emergency Management Agency, 2009. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning Richmond
Quadrangle/San Quentin Quadrangle. Available online at: www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/
Inundation_Maps/ContraCosta/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_RichmondSanQuentin_Quads_ContraCosta.pdf (accessed
July 21, 2015).
56

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element. Map 12.5: Tsunami
Inundation Area.
57

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element.

58

East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2015, op. cit.

59

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Public Safety and Noise Element.

60

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2015, op. cit.

61

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Energy and Climate Change Element, Map 8.1, Potential
Sea Level Rise. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8851 (accessed July 21, 2015).
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

X.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c)

a)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

Physically divide an established community? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a physical
feature (such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal of a means of access (such as a
local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing community, or between a
community and an outlying area. For instance, the construction of an interstate highway through an
existing community may constrain travel from one side of the community to another; similarly, such
construction may also impair travel to areas outside of the community.
The project site is located in an urban area developed with a variety of uses including industrial,
commercial, residential, recreation and civic. Mechanics Bank and parking lot is located immediately
south of the project site. An existing park (Washington Park) and an elementary school (Washington
Elementary) are located southeast of the project site. An indoor municipal swimming pool (The
Richmond Plunge) is located further south of the site.
The proposed project would develop the vacant site with new residential and commercial uses, which
is consistent with the Neighborhood Mixed Use land use designation. In addition, the City plans to
change (via a separate process) the zoning of the site from Industrial/Office-flex to Neighborhood
Mixed Use to be consistent with the General Plan. The building of 27 residential units would be
consistent with this new zoning designation.
There currently is no direct access to the project site. In order to create access, the project would use
the existing curb cut and Mechanics Bank driveway at the intersection of South Garrard Boulevard
and West Cutting Boulevard. A portion of the Mechanics Bank parking lot and a public pathway
would be modified to accommodate access to the project site, including the removal of three parking
stalls in the Mechanics Bank parking lot and removal of a portion of the pedestrian pathway.
However, these modifications would not impair mobility or use by patrons of Mechanics Bank or by
pedestrians using the pathway. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in physical division
of an established community or adversely affect the continuity of land uses in the vicinity.
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Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The project site is identified as Neighborhood Mixed Use on the City’s General Plan Land Use
Diagram. Permitted uses in the Neighborhood Mixed Use designation includes residential and
neighborhood-serving retail uses such as shops, markets, professional offices, boutiques, barber
shops, beauty salons and restaurants. Residential development above ground floor commercial is
encouraged in the Neighborhood Mixed Use land use designation.62 The land use designation set
forth by the General Plan allows a residential density of up to 30 dwelling units per acre. The
maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the project site is 28 (0.93 acres x 30 du/ac). The
proposed density of 27 residential units per acres is under the threshold and is therefore consistent
with the General Plan.
The current zoning of the project site is M-1, Industrial/Office-Flex and does not permit residential
uses. However, live-work is allowed with a Conditional Use Permit. The General Plan, adopted in
2012, includes development standards that directly conflict with development standards set forth in
the 1994 Zoning Ordinance. Where there is a direct conflict between a development standard in the
General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance, the standard set forth in the General Plan governs. Generally,
the more recently adopted development standard applies. State law also provides that whenever there
is a conflict, the General Plan prevails.
Land use designations in the surrounding area of the site include: business and light industrial to the
north and to the east; civic and institutional land uses, parks and recreation uses to the south and
southeast; hillside residential and low-density residential to the south; and medium-density residential
to the southeast; and medium-density residential and neighborhood mixed use to the east.
Existing development in the area consists of primarily one-and two-story single-family residential and
light industrial/business buildings and two-and three-story mixed-use buildings.
Zoning districts surrounding the site include: Industrial/Office-Flex (M-1) to the north and northeast;
Public and Civic Uses (PC) and Community and Regional Recreational (CRR) to the southeast and to
the south; Single-Family Very Low Density Residential (SFR-2) to the south; Multi-Family
Residential (MFR-1) to the southeast; and Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) to the east.
The project site is an appropriate location for a residential infill development. A variety of residential
uses currently exist within the general vicinity of the site including medium-density and multi-family
residential uses. Although the proposed project would require variances for setback and parking
requirements, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the intent of the General Plan
and future zoning regulations for the project site. Design review and Planning Commission approval
is required and these processes would ensure the project’s consistency with applicable zoning and
General Plan requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

62
Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Land Use Element, Table 3.1. Website:
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8809 (accessed July 13, 2015).
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Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?
(No Impact)

Please refer to Section IV.f. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XI.

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the State? (No Impact)

Richmond has a history of mineral production, primarily limited to sand, gravel and rock products.
Historic mineral extraction included mining for manganese, crude oil, clay, sandstone and crushed
rock. Two quarries for sandstone and crushed rock operated until recently in Richmond, one on Canal
Boulevard, which is now closed; and the other at Point Molate, which is now focused on recycling
and handling operations rather than extraction. The City is not planning on any new quarry operations
in the future.63
The proposed project is located within an urban area and there are no known mineral resources within
the vicinity of the project site that would be of value to the region or to the State. Therefore, the
project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region or residents of the State.
b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (No Impact)

Please refer to Section XI.a. The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of any
known locally important mineral resource recovery site.

63

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Element 7: Conservation, Natural Resources and Open Space.
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XII. NOISE. Would the project result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise
levels?
c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e)

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

f)

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

The following provides an overview of the characteristics of sound and the regulatory framework that
applies to noise within the vicinity of the project site. The existing noise environment in and around
the project site is also described.
Characteristics of Sound. Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any
sound that may produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication,
work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Several noise measurement scales exist that are used to describe noise
in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement that indicates the relative intensity of
a sound. Sound levels in dB are calculated on a logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a
ten-fold increase in acoustic energy, while 20 dB is 100 times more intense and 30 dB is 1,000 times
more intense. Each 10 dB increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of
loudness; and similarly, each 10 dB decrease in sound level is perceived as half as loud. Sound
intensity is normally measured through the A-weighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater
weight to the frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. The A-weighted sound
level is the basis for 24-hour sound measurements which better represent how humans are more
sensitive to sound at night.
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As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver is from the
noise source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric spreading causes the sound
level to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction in the noise level for each doubling of
distance from a single point source of noise to the noise sensitive receptor of concern. Roadway noise
is represented as a line source and attenuates at the rate of a 3 dBA reduction in the noise level for
each doubling of distance.
There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient noise
affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous sound level
(Leq) is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. However, the predominant
rating scales for human communities in the State of California are the Leq, the community noise
equivalent level (CNEL), and the day-night average level (Ldn) based on A-weighted decibels (dBA).
CNEL is the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the
hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10
dBA weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping
hours). Ldn is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the
evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are normally
exchangeable. The noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring during the more
sensitive hours.
Regulatory Framework. The City of Richmond sets noise standards in the Public Safety and
Noise Element of the General Plan, Chapter 12.64 The General Plan identifies Richmond’s significant
noise generators to be motor vehicles, railroads, BART, and stationary sources. The City identifies
exterior noise thresholds up to 65 dBA CNEL as “normally acceptable” for new multi-family
residential development. Environments with noise levels between 60 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL are
considered conditionally acceptable for new multi-family residential land use development, provided
the interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL is met. General Plan Goal SN4 addresses achieving noise
levels consistent with acceptable standards by applying new technology, buffers, and other solutions
to reduce excessive noise.
The City of Richmond regulates construction noise in the Municipal Code.65 Per Municipal Code
Section 9.52.110, construction activities are restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on
weekdays and to the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on weekends, including legal holidays. In
addition, the noise ordinance requires that maximum noise levels for construction that would occur
more than 15 days, must be below 65 dBA on weekdays and 60 dBA on weekends at the nearest
multi-family residential sensitive receptors, where technically and economically feasible.66
Existing Noise Conditions. The primary noise sources in the project vicinity include vehicular
noise on I-580, the BNSF railroad, and traffic on S. Gerrard Boulevard. To document the ambient
noise conditions on the project site, a long-term ambient noise measurement was attempted on the
project site beginning 11:30 a.m. on July 9, 2015. The noise measurement were conducted on the
south-eastern edge of the project site approximately 15 feet north of the Mechanics Bank and 100 feet
east of the railroad tracks. The measurement however was discontinued due to adverse weather
conditions at 4:20 p.m. the same day. Ambient noise measurements recorded during this time are
64

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030.

65

Richmond, City of, 2015. City of Richmond Municipal Code.

66

Ibid.
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shown in Table 6. An additional long-term ambient noise measurement was attempted on the project
site at 12:30 p.m. on July 14, 2015 and was not completed due to vandalism of the monitoring
equipment. No noise measurements were recovered from this measurement. Therefore, the CNEL for
the project site was estimated based on the measured Leq levels. Based on this calculation, the
estimated CNEL for the project site is 70 dBA CNEL. The primary noise source in the project
vicinity is the BNSF railroad located approximately 40 feet from the project site boundary. The
estimated noise level is consistent with noise levels reported in the City’s General Plan.

Table 6:

Long-Term Noise Monitoring Summary

Date
Thursday, July 9, 2015

Location
LT-1

dBA Leq
51.7 to 67.4

Primary Noise Sources
Railroad and car traffic noise

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 2015

Traffic Noise. Noise levels on W. Cutting Boulevard are 55.9 dBA CNEL at 100 feet from the
centerline; W. Cutting Boulevard is located perpendicular to the southern portion of the site.67 Traffic
noise levels on W. Richmond Avenue would be similar; however, the Mechanics Bank would act as a
noise buffer. Railroad Avenue, located approximately 70 feet northwest of the project site, has
parking spaces located on the eastern site of the street, closest to the project site. Parking activity
noise (e.g., alarms, car doors opening and shutting, conversations) along Railroad Avenue was
observed to be greater than traffic noise.
Railroad Noise. The BNSF railroad operates tracks along the western and northern boundaries
of the project site. The tracks are approximately 15 feet away from the project site boundary and 40
feet from proposed buildings. The City of Richmond has established Train Quiet Zones where the
routine sounding of train horns is prohibited at rail crossings.68 The proposed project is located in
Quiet Zone Richmond West 2, which encompasses Garrard Boulevard, West Cutting Boulevard, and
Canal Boulevard. 69
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? (Potentially
Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Construction Noise Impacts. Two types of short-term noise impacts would occur during
project construction. The first type would result from the increase in traffic flow on local streets,
associated with the transport of workers, equipment, and materials to and from the project site. Heavy
equipment used during construction is expected to be moved to the site and remain for the duration of
the demolition and construction phases. There would be short-term intermittent high noise levels
associated with trucks arriving at and departing from the project site, especially during the demolition
and site preparation phase.

67

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030.

68

Richmond, City of, 2012. Train Quiet Zones. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/1776/Train-Quiet-Zones (accessed
July 20, 2015) October 30.
69

Richmond, City of, 2006. Notice of Quiet Zone Establishment in the City of Richmond, California. November 29.
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The second type of short-term noise impact is related to the noise generated by heavy equipment
operating on the project site. Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has its own
mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases
would change the character of the noise generated on the site and, therefore, the noise levels surrounding the site as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related
noise ranges to be categorized by work phase. Table 7 lists typical construction equipment noise levels
recommended for noise impact assessments, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and
a noise receptor.
Construction activities at the project site are
Table 7: Typical Construction
expected to require the use of earthmovers such
Equipment Maximum Noise Levels, Lmax
as bulldozers, front-end loaders, graders, water
Specification
Impact
Maximum Sound
trucks, and haul trucks. Typical operating cycles
Device?
Levels for Analysis
for these types of construction equipment may
Type of Equipment
(Yes/No)
(dBA at 50 feet)
involve one or two minutes of full-power
Pneumatic Tools
No
85
operation followed by three or four minutes at
Pumps
No
77
Scrapers
No
85
lower power settings. Impact equipment, such as
Cranes
No
85
pile drivers, would not be used during construcPortable Generators
No
82
tion of this project. As shown in Table 7, the
Rollers
No
85
typical maximum noise level generated by
Dozers
No
85
Tractors
No
84
excavators is assumed to be 85 dBA Lmax at 50
Front-End Loaders
No
80
feet from the operating equipment. The maxiBackhoe
No
80
mum noise level generated by an auger drill rig is Excavators
No
85
approximately 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet; while
Graders
No
85
Air Compressors
No
80
compactors or rollers generate approximately 85
Dump Truck
No
84
dBA Lmax at 50 feet under full operation. The
Concrete Mixer Truck
No
85
maximum noise level generated by haul/dump
Pickup Truck
No
55
trucks is approximately 84 dBA Lmax at 50 feet
Source: Federal Highway Administration, 2006. Highway
from these vehicles. Each doubling of the sound
Construction Noise Handbook. August.
sources with equal strength would increase the
noise level by 3 dBA. Assuming each piece of construction equipment operates at some distance apart
from the other equipment, the worst-case combined noise level during this phase of construction
would be 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment
operating at full power simultaneously.
The closest residential land uses to the proposed project construction areas would be the single- and
multi-family residences located on Railroad Avenue, to the west of the project site. These homes are
located 120 feet from the nearest construction area. At this distance, the nearest residential building
façade could be exposed to noise levels up to 82 dBA Lmax intermittently if multiple pieces of heavy
construction equipment are operating simultaneously at the nearest construction boundary. The next
closest residential units would be single- and multi-family residences located across Richmond
Avenue, south of the project site. These units are located approximately 200 feet from proposed
construction areas, and could experience construction noise levels up to 78 dBA Lmax. Washington
Park and Washington Elementary School, which are located southeast of the project site 175 feet and
500 feet away, could experience construction noise levels up to 79 dBA Lmax and 70 dBA Lmax,
respectively.
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As noted previously, typical operating cycles for heavy construction equipment involve one or two
minutes of full-power operation followed by three or four minutes at lower power settings. Therefore,
although there would be a relatively high single event noise exposure potential causing intermittent
noise nuisance, the effect on longer term (hourly or daily) ambient noise levels would be less. The
City’s Municipal Code establishes allowable hours for noise-producing construction activities.
Implementation of the standard noise reduction measures listed in Mitigation Measure NOI-1 and
compliance with the City’s Municipal Code would reduce short-term construction noise impacts to a
less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The following measures shall be implemented by the construction
contractor throughout the duration of construction activities.


All construction equipment must have appropriate sound muffling devices, which shall be
properly maintained and used at all times such equipment is in operation.



Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.



Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, is to be selected whenever
possible.



The project contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted
noise is directed away from the closest off-site sensitive receptors.



The construction contractor shall locate on-site equipment staging areas so as to maximize
the distance between construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors
nearest the project construction areas.



Noise producing construction activities are restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.,
weekdays; 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on weekends and legal holidays.



A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and contact information
for the designated on-site construction manager available to receive and respond to noise
complaints. This person shall report all complaints to the City of Richmond Public Works
Department and take immediate action to validate and correct the complaint as soon as
practical but not more than 48 hours after the complaint is received.

Operational Noise Impacts. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a
minimal increase in vehicle trips in the vicinity of the project site and a very slight increase in traffic
noise along roadway segments in the project vicinity. However, to result in a noticeable increase of 3
dBA or more in traffic noise levels, the volume of existing traffic would have to double. The
proposed project would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes on the surrounding roadways and
would not generate enough vehicle trips to create a significant increase in traffic noise levels.
Therefore, project-related traffic noise impacts for off-site receptors would be less-than-significant.
Land Use Compatibility. The City identifies noise exposure levels for new multi-family
residential development of up to 65 dBA CNEL as “normally acceptable” and noise levels between 60
dBA CNEL and 70 dBA CNEL as “conditionally acceptable.” Future on-site residents could be
exposed to noise related to nearby roadways and railroad noise which was determined to be approximately 70 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the project site would fall within the conditionally acceptable noise
exposure category. The City of Richmond Noise Element of the General Plan states that new construction or development should be undertaken under conditionally acceptable noise environments after a
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detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirement is made and needed noise insulation features have
been included in the design to meet a 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level.
Typical northern California construction provides a 15 dBA reduction in noise levels when windows
and doors are open. Therefore, with windows and doors open, interior noise levels would exceed the
45 dBA interior noise standard. When all doors and windows are closed, a noise reduction of 25 dBA
can be achieved. Therefore, in addition to forced air ventilation, the proposed project would require
additional noise reduction measures to achieve an interior noise level below 45 dBA CNEL (i.e., 70 25 = 45). Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce interior noise impacts to
meet the 45 dBA CNEL standard and this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: To reduce interior noise levels to acceptable levels, the project
applicant shall implement the following measures:


In order for windows and doors to remain closed, mechanical ventilation such as air
conditioning shall be provided for all units.



Windows and exterior doors shall be constructed with a Sound Transmission Class (STC)
ratings of STC-30 (or higher).



All windows and doors shall be installed in an acoustically-effective manner. Slidingwindow panels shall form an air-tight seal when in the closed position and the window
frames shall be caulked to the wall opening around the perimeter with a non-hardening
caulking compound to prevent sound infiltration. Exterior doors shall seal air-tight around
the full perimeter when in the closed position.



An acoustical test report of all the sound-rated windows and doors shall be provided to the
City for review by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure that the selected windows and
doors would reduce interior noise levels to meet the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standard.

Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would reduce interior noise levels by a minimum of 30 dBA, which would
allow for interior noise levels to meet the 45 dBA CNEL threshold. Therefore, the proposed project
would not exposure future residents to noise levels in excess of standards.
b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Refer to Section XII.a. Construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed project
are not expected to result in excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels with
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1. The BNSF railyard is located approximately 1,000 feet
north of the proposed project, therefore train pass-by on the adjacent tracks move at low speeds. As a
result the proposed project would not be significantly impacted by train-related groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels.
In addition, no permanent noise sources that would expose persons to excessive groundborne
vibration or noise levels would be located within the project site. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not permanently expose persons within or around the project site to excessive
groundborne vibration or noise.
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A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Refer to Section XII.a and XII.d. The proposed project would include the construction of a parking lot
that has 30 spaces. Parking lot noise typically ranges from 60 dBA to 70 dBA Lmax and includes
persons talking, slamming of car doors, and starting of cars. The noise associated with parking lot
activity is not expected to be greater than the existing rail and parking activity noise in the vicinity.
Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in the creation of any permanent noise
sources, nor would it expose persons to noise levels in excess of established standard, nor result in a
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.
d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated)

Refer to Section XII.a. Project-related construction activities, including the temporary use of heavy
construction equipment, could result in high intermittent noise levels of up to 82 dBA Lmax at the
closest residential land uses and up to 96 dBA Lmax at commercial land uses. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOI-1, including permissible hours of construction, would reduce potential
impacts associated with construction-related noise to a less-than-significant level.
The City’s Municipal Code addresses maximum noise levels not to exceed 30 minutes in an hour to
be 65 dBA when measured at a multi-family residential property line. The proposed project would not
include any stationary sources that are expected to exceed this limit. Therefore there would be no
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels as a result of the proposed project.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

The project site is located approximately 16 miles southeast of the San Rafael Airport (the airport
nearest the site), 22.5 miles northwest of Oakland International Airport, 23 miles southeast of the
Marin County Airport, 30 miles northwest of the Hayward Executive Airport, and approximately 30
miles north of the San Francisco International Airport. Aircraft using these airports may fly over the
City, but the City is not within the 65 dBA CNEL noise impact areas of any nearby airport and no
impact related to proximity of an airport would result.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? (No Impact)

The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not expose people to excessive noise levels, and no impact would occur.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a)

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c)

a)

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

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

Implementation of the proposed project would directly induce population growth in the City of
Richmond. Based on the estimated average household size per unit of 2.8370, the proposed 27residential units would increase the population in Richmond by up to 77 persons. However, this
population growth would not be considered substantial within the context of existing and projected
population growth in the City of Richmond.
According to the City’s Housing Element, as of 2010, Richmond’s population was 103,701 and is
expected to grow at an average annual rate of 1.2 percent between 2010 and 2030, and will reach a
population of 132,600 by 2030.71 The population increase associated with the proposed project
represents less than 0.27 percent of the projected growth through 2030 and would not be considered
substantial. The project would not indirectly induce population growth elsewhere within the City
since the project site is located within an existing developed area that is adequately served by existing
infrastructure. In addition, the project site is entirely surrounded by existing uses. As such, the
project’s population generation would be consistent with the City’s projected population growth.
b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

The existing project site does not contain any housing and is currently vacant. The project would
increase the housing supply in Richmond by 27 units. Therefore, implementation of the project would
not remove existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and no
impact would occur.

70

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Housing Element.

71

Ibid.
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Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? (No Impact)

Please see XII.b. The project would not displace any people and would not require the construction of
replacement housing. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.
a)

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

Fire protection?

ii) Police protection?
iii) Schools?
iv) Parks?
v) Other public facilities?

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of
the public services: Fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, other public facilities?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The following section addresses the project’s potential effects on fire service, police service, schools,
and parks and other public facilities. Impacts to public services would occur if the project increased
demand for services such that new or expanded facilities would be required, and these new facilities
would themselves cause environmental impacts. As discussed below, the proposed project’s impacts
to existing public services would be less than significant.
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Fire Protection. Fire protection and life safety services for the project site are provided by the
Richmond Fire Department (RFD). The RFD operates seven fire stations and consists of 97 professional and civilian members,72 covering an area of 56.1 square miles. Station 61, located at 140 West
Richmond Avenue, is the closest fire station to the project site, approximately 0.2 miles west of the
project site. The RFD responds to approximately 11,000 alarms per year, of which 77 percent of them
are for medical service. 73 Other calls for service typically include calls for fires, reporting of
hazardous conditions, false alarms, and other service calls. The standard response time for both fire
and medical emergencies is 5 minutes.
The addition of 27 residential units would increase the daytime and nighttime population on the
project site and within the City, incrementally increasing the demand for emergency fire services and
emergency medical services. Proposed residential structures would be two- to -three stories tall (with
a maximum height of 35 feet), and emergency access to the site would be provided by surrounding
roadways. Emergency access to existing BNSF facilities would also continue to be provided by
nearby roadways. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable
codes for fire safety and emergency access and the RFD would review the project site plans to ensure
that adequate emergency access is provided prior to issuance of building permits.
Given that the proposed residential use is located within an area that has existing residential uses, the
RFD would provide services to the project site and would not require additional firefighters to serve
the proposed project. The construction of a new or expanded fire station would not be required. The
proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the physical environment due to the
incremental increase in demand for fire protection and life safety services, and the potential increase
in demand for services is not expected to adversely affect existing response times to the site or within
the City. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact on fire protection and safety services and facilities.
Police Protection. The Richmond Police Department (RPD) provides police protection
services to the project site. Police headquarters are located at 1701 Regatta Boulevard, approximately
3 miles east of the project site. Currently, the Police Department consists of 221 sworn officers and
civilian members. With the current population in Richmond at 107,34674, current staffing levels are
approximately 2 officers per 1,000 residents. The Police Department provides regular patrols to 9
beats within the City, and the project site is located within Beat 1. The RPD answers about 250,000
911 and non-emergency phone calls annually and handles more than 50,000 incidents (estimated) of
on viewed activity by field units every year.75 There was a total of 110 Part I violent76 crimes during

72

Richmond, City of, 2015. Richmond Fire Department. Department Facts. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/
1483/Department-Facts (accessed July 14, 2015)
73
Richmond, City of, 2015. Richmond Fire Department Operations. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/
204/Operations (accessed July 14, 2015).
74

California State Department of Finance, 2015. E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State.
Website: www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/view.php (accessed July 31, 2015).
75

Richmond, City of, 2015. Richmond Policing Bureau. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/2440/PolicingBureau?NID=2440 (accessed July 14, 2015).
76
Part I violent crimes include murder, rape, robbery and aggravated assault; Part I property crimes include arson,
burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft.
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the first 3 months of 2014 (the period for which the most recent information was available).77 In that
same year, there was a total of 993 Part I property crimes during that same 3-month period.78
Development of the existing project site with residential uses would not substantially increase the
demand for police services when examined within a City-wide context. The development of a
primarily vacant and/or underutilized site previously not occupied, and the construction of 27 new
dwelling units, would increase the daytime and nighttime population on the site, incrementally
increasing the demand for police services but also enhancing public safety in the area. It is not
anticipated that new staff or new facilities would be needed in order to serve the additional
population. The Richmond Police Department would not require additional officers to serve the
project site. The construction of a new or expanded police station would not be required. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the
provision of additional police facilities or services.
Schools. The City of Richmond is part of the West Contra Costa Unified School District
(WCCUSD), which operates the majority of the elementary, middle, high, and adult schools in
Richmond. The WCCUSD serves approximately 35,000 students in the City of Richmond.79 Within
Richmond’s city limits, the WCCUSD operates 17 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, 2 adult
schools, 5 alternative continuation high schools and 3 traditional high schools. Richmond also has 2
charter high schools. Ten of the 18 WCCUSD schools identified for program improvement under the
federal No Child Left Behind legislation are located in Richmond.80
The proposed project would increase the demand for school services. The WCCUSD anticipated
student generation rate for new multi-family homes is approximately 0.125students81 per household.82
The proposed 27 residential units would yield approximately 4 additional students. New students
would be expected to attend Washington Elementary School (grades K-6), Korematsu Middle School
(grades 7-9)83, and Kennedy High School (grades 9-12).84 Current 2014/2015 enrollment at these
schools is 467, 539, and 865 students, respectively.85 The addition of four new students at any of
these schools would be negligible given the overall student population at each school. Therefore, it is
anticipated that existing WCCUSD facilities would have sufficient capacity to accommodate new
students generated by the proposed project.

77
Richmond, City of, 2014. Richmond Police Department Monthly UCR Crime Statistics. Website:
www.ci.richmond.ca.us/Archive.aspx?AMID=72 (accessed July 14, 2015).
78

Ibid.

79

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Education and Human Services Element.

80

Ibid.

81

A student yield factor of 0.125 has been identified for multi-family housing units in WCCCUSD in 2014.

82

Jack Schreder & Associates, 2014. West Contra Costa County Unified School District Final School Facility Needs
Analysis. December 4.
83

Korematsu Middle School is located in the City of El Cerrito, California.

84

West Contra Costa County School District. SchoolSite Locator. Website: apps.schoolsitelocator.com/
index.html?districtCode=32073 (accessed July 14, 2015)
85

California, State of, 2015. State Department of Education Demographics Unit. California Longitudinal Pupil
Achievement Data System (CALPADS). Enrollment Data by Grade, 2014/15 Year. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
(accessed July 14, 2015).
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In addition, Senate Bill 50 (SB50), which revised the existing limitation on developer fees for school
facilities, was enacted as urgency legislation which became effective on November 4, 1998 as a result
of the California voters approving a bond measure (Proposition 1A). SB50 established a 1998 base
amount of allowable developer fees (Level One fee) for residential construction (subject to adjustment) and prohibits school districts, cities, and counties from imposing school impact mitigation fees
or other requirements in excess or in addition to those provided by the statute.
Consistent with SB50, developers must pay the required residential development fees to the
WCCCUSD (Level 1 fees are currently $3.36 per square foot per residential unit and $0.54 for
commercial construction).86 These fees would be directed towards maintaining adequate service levels,
which include incremental increases in school capacities. Implementation of the State fee system
would ensure that any impacts to schools that could result from the proposed project would be offset
by development fees, and in effect, reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Parks. Parks and recreational facilities located near the project site include Washington Park,
located 100 feet southeast of the project site; The Richmond Plunge, a municipal indoor pool, located
300 feet south of the project site; Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline Park and Lagoon (307 acre park)
located less than 1 mile southwest of the project site, which includes Keller Beach Park; Point Molate
Beach Park (approximately 25 acres) located 3.4 miles northwest of the project site; and Rosie the
Riveter, Marina Bay and Marina Green (approximately 13 acres) located 3.4 miles southeast of the
project site.
Future residents of the proposed 27 residential units could increase the use of these parks as well as
other parks within the City. However, this increase in use is not expected to adversely affect the
physical conditions of local and regional open space areas or recreational facilities, or require the
provision of new parks or facilities given the relatively small size of the new development and the
availability and capacity of nearby open space and recreation areas. In addition, useable open space
would be provided within the project site via private courtyards and rooftop terraces as well as a
common open space courtyard and common area rooftop terrace.
Based on this analysis, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact
associated with the provision of additional open space or recreational facilities. Also refer to Section
XV.a for additional discussion.
Other Public Facilities. Development of the residential uses on the project site could also
increase demand for other public services, including libraries, community centers, and public health
care facilities. However, the resident population that would result from the project is not expected to
result in substantially increased usage of these facilities, such that new facilities would be needed to
maintain service standards.
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Jack Schreder & Associates, 2014, op. cit.
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XV. RECREATION.
a)

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

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

a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

As discussed in Section XIV, residents of the project site would use local parks in the vicinity of the
project site. Although the project would incrementally increase use of area parks; this minor increase
is not expected to result in substantial physical deterioration of local parks.
Washington Park is a small park in the Point Richmond area of the City that is located within walking
distance from the project site (approximately 100 feet southeast of the site). Washington Park offers
recreational opportunities including a baseball diamond, a field house, a playground, and a large open
grass area for picnicking. The proposed project would not modify or alter the park.
There are several other nearby recreation opportunities including, the Richmond Plunge, a municipal
natatorium, located approximately 300 feet south of the project site, which offers aquatic recreational
opportunities; Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline Park and Lagoon (307 acre park) located less than 1
mile southwest of the project site, and includes Keller Beach Park. This regional park offers picnic
facilities and barbecues, a trail for jogging and bicycling, and wildlife viewing; Point Molate Beach
Park (approximately 25 acres), located 3.4 miles northwest of the project site, offers 1.4 miles of
undeveloped shoreline, a pier, the historic Winehaven district, picnic areas with barbecues, and trails;
and, Rosie the Riveter, Marina Bay and Marina Green (approximately 13 acres) located 3.4 miles
southeast of the project site, offering open space lawn areas, picnic areas and barbecues.
Although the project would incrementally increase the use of nearby parks and recreational facilities,
particularly Washington Park which will be attractive to the new nearby residents, this minor increase
is not expected to result in substantial physical deterioration of these facilities. There are a sufficient
number and variety of open space and recreational opportunities within the area of the project site to
accommodate new project residents and this impact would be less than significant.
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Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (No
Impact)

The proposed project would redevelop the vacant project site with residential uses. The project does
not include or require the construction or expansion of existing public recreational facilities;
therefore, development of the proposed project and associated recreational opportunities for use by
project residents would not result in additional environmental effects beyond those described in this
document.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
a)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)

Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?
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Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by I-580, located less than 0.5 miles northeast
of the site. Direct local access is provided by three main arterial roadways within the vicinity of the
site including: South Garrard Boulevard which provides north-south access, West Cutting Boulevard
which provides east-west access, and Canal Boulevard/Richmond Parkway (north of the project site)
which also provides north-south access through the City.
The proposed project would result in the
Table 8: Project Trip Generation
construction of 27 for rent apartment
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
units. As shown in Table 8, the proposed
In Out Total In Out Total Daily
Apartments
project would generate 21 peak hour
3
11
14
11
6
17
180
(27 units)
trips. Distribution of peak hour trips to
Commercial/ Retail
1
0
1
2
2
4
46
roadways in the vicinity of the project
(1,065 square feet)
would diminish trips to a level which
Total Project Trips 4
11
15
13
8
21
226
would not significantly increase delay or
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2015
substantially diminish levels of service at
those intersections. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, and the potential impact to
roadways systems would be less than significant.
b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? (Less-Than-Significant
Impact)

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) which
is responsible for countywide transportation planning. The CCTA Growth Management Program
requires a detailed traffic impact analysis for projects that generate 100 or more peak hour trips. A
detailed analysis was not performed for the proposed project because the project would not increase
traffic by more than 100 peak hour trips. As shown in Table 8, the project would generate 21 peak
hour trips.
Construction activity associated with the project would temporarily add traffic to the roadways during
the construction period. This traffic would include haul trucks entering and leaving the site to deliver
and pick-up equipment/supplies. In addition, construction workers would arrive and depart the site on
a daily basis. A project of this size would be estimated to generate 24 daily worker trips during the
busiest construction phase. Therefore, based on the size of the project, the number of trips would be
less than the 100 trips per hour that would trigger the need for a traffic analysis and would be only a
small fraction of the daily trips on nearby roadways.
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Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not result in the construction of buildings that would be sufficiently high
enough or configured in a way that would affect air traffic patterns. The proposed project would not
have any impact on air traffic patterns.
d)

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

Vehicle access to the project site would be provided with a one lane ingress and egress, via South
Garrard Boulevard. Site distances and emergency access to the site would be adequate and free of
obstructions. The proposed project would develop 27 apartment units with retail space which would
be compatible with the surrounding land uses. Therefore, based on the proposed circulation design of
the proposed project, it would not create hazardous design features.
e)

Result in inadequate emergency access? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The design, construction, and maintenance of project access locations and on-site roads would be in
compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and would meet all emergency access standards. The
RFD would also review the proposed site plan and provide input on final design in relation to
emergency access prior to issuance of a building permit. Also, as noted in in Section XVI.a,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in the amount of
traffic volume or delay experienced on the local roadway network. Therefore, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact on emergency access.
f)

Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? (LessThan-Significant Impact)

The BART Richmond station is located approximately 2.2 miles to the east of the project site.
Regional bus transit in the area is provided by Alameda-Contra Costa County (AC) Transit and the
nearest bus stop is located at the intersection of South Garrard Boulevard and Cutting Boulevard,
immediately east of and within walking distance of the project site. The project would provide 27
residential units, which would include residents that would utilize these services. The increase in
ridership would not conflict with policies related to public transit.
Bicycle lanes are provided on West Cutting Boulevard and South Garrard Boulevard in the project
vicinity. Development of the proposed project would not impact pedestrian or bicycle activities in the
project vicinity as the project would not significantly change the number of vehicles on the existing
roadway, nor create significant demand on transit, pedestrian, or bicycle facilities. The project would
not result in conflicts related to transit, bicycle or pedestrian plans or facilities.
An Appeals Court ruling in 2002 held that parking is not part of the permanent physical environment,
that parking conditions change over time as people change their travel patterns, and that unmet
parking demand created by a project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under
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CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects.87 Similarly, the December 2009 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines (which became effective March 18, 2010) removed parking from
the State’s Environmental Checklist (Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) as an environmental
factor to be considered under CEQA. Nevertheless, a brief discussion of parking-related considerations is provided below.
Development of the project would result in the removal of three off-street parking stalls currently
used by customers of the Mechanics Bank. The stalls would be replaced with an access driveway for
the project parking lot. According to the Richmond Zoning Code 15.04.850.050 the project would be
required to provide 40 parking spaces. The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a 25
percent parking reduction to allow for the provision of 30 parking spaces. In addition, project
residents would have access to the four remaining parking stalls on the Mechanic’s Bank property
during off-hours.88 The project would also provide up to 36 bicycle parking spaces on the project site.
The provided parking would be adequate as off-street parking within walking distance is available on
South Garrard Boulevard and E. Richmond Avenue. Therefore, it is not expected that the proposed
project would create a parking deficit in the vicinity of the site, such that secondary physical impacts
(e.g., noise or air quality effects), including those caused by congestion resulting from drivers circling
as they look for a parking space, would result.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.Would the
project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

87

San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco, 102 Cal. App. 4th 656

88

Point Richmond Gateway Foundation, 2015. Letter to Hector Lopez, Senior Planner, City of Richmond. June 11.

(2002).
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.Would the
project:
e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project=s projected
demand in addition to the provider=s existing
commitments?

f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project=s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Four separate districts collect and treat wastewater in Richmond. They include the Richmond
Municipal Sewer District, West County Wastewater District, East Bay Municipal Utility District and
Stege Sanitary Sewer District. The Richmond Municipal Sewer District (RMSD) provides service to
the project site. The City of Richmond has entered into a long-term contract with Veolia Water North
America to operate and maintain Richmond Municipal Sewer District’s sewer treatment and
collection facilities.
The RMSD sewer collection system is comprised of approximately 187 miles of active gravity sewer
pipelines with sizes ranging from 4 to 66 inches in diameter, 15 miles of pressure pipelines and 14
pump stations.89 The area of Point Richmond is served by a pump stations located at Keller Beach.90
The City conveys all flows to its Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) located at 601 Canal
Boulevard in Richmond, south of I-580. The NPDES permit states that the WPCP is a secondary
treatment facility and has a secondary treatment capacity of 16 million gallons per day (mgd) for
average day dry weather flow and 20 mgd for peak wet weather flow (40 mgd for primary
treatment).91 The average day dry weather flows (ADWF) reported in the City’s 2010 Waste Water
Treatment Plan was 6.5 mgd and the average peak hour wet weather flow is 40.2, which exceeds the
primary capacity of the WPCP.92

89
Richmond, City of, 2010. Sewer System Management Plan Appendix G. Element 8. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/
DocumentCenter/Home/View/27748 (accessed July 17, 2015).
90

Ibid.

91

Richmond, City of, 2010. Waste Water Management Plan. Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/
Home/View/5628 (accessed July 17, 2014). January.
92

Ibid.
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The WPCP has an approved design flow rate of 16 mgd (average dry weather flow, ADWF), and wet
weather flow rate of 20 mgd based on the hydraulic capacity of the secondary treatment system.93 As
stated above, the WPCP has a maximum wet weather secondary treatment capacity of 20 mgd. When
wet weather inflows exceed 20 mgd, primary effluent flows greater than 20 MGD are diverted to two
equalization basins with a total volume of 2 million gallons. If the equalization basins become full,
the stored primary effluent flows over a fixed weir to mix with secondary effluent in the chlorine
contact basin for disinfection. In recent years, peak wet weather inflows of 21.1 to 40 mgd have
caused blending events to occur. All blended effluent meets secondary treatment standards and is
dechlorinated prior to disposal in the Central San Francisco Bay. The system described above
represents the greatest amount of treatment and the highest quality effluent that can be produced at
the WPCP using the existing treatment facilities. To provide secondary treatment of wet weather
flows up to 40 mgd, the City has identified possible projects to increase treatment capacity. The
proposed capacity improvements reduce flows to the wastewater treatment plant to more closely
match the influent pump station capacity of 42 mgd.
For the purposes of this analysis, wastewater generation is assumed to be approximately 90 percent of
water usage (the 10 percent differential includes consumed water and water used for irrigation).94 As
discussed below in Section XVII.d, water demand associated with the 27 residential units is estimated
to be about 4,050 gpd. Consequently, it is assumed that wastewater generation associated with the
proposed project would be approximately 405 gpd (or about 0.004 mgd). Although the project would
increase wastewater generation, the increase in demand for wastewater services would be minor due
to the small size of the residential subdivision and would result in a 0.025 percent contribution to the
daily permitted treatment capacity of the WPCP.
The project is consistent with the growth projections found in the City’s General Plan. The project
site could be served by existing wastewater lines and would not require the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing ones. There is sufficient capacity available
at the WPCP to treat additional dry weather wastewater flows, but not for wet weather flows. As
stated above, The City has identified several projects to expand this capacity, some of which are
currently in progress. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and this impact would be less than
significant.
b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects? (Less-than-significant Impacts)

Wastewater Infrastructure. As discussed above (Section XVII.a), the proposed project would
generate a minimal amount of new wastewater compared to existing uses in the area, and would not
exceed the capacity of the existing WPCP.
93
Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond Municipal Sewer District Water Pollution Control Plant. Utility Analysis for
Wet Weather Bypass of Secondary Treatment “No Feasible Alternatives Analysis.” Available online at:
www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb2/board_info/agendas/2013/April/CSA/report.pdf (accessed July 12, 2015). September.
94
Water demand is assumed to be 150 gpd for each residential unit. EBMUD does not have standard water demand
rates; therefore, rates from the Alameda County Water District were used, and are assumed to be conservative as these rates
applied to single-family residential uses, which typically have a higher water demand than multi-family uses. Alameda
County Water District, 2008. Water Supply Assessment for Ballpark Village Specific Plan Project. September.
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As previously noted, the WPCP average daily dry weather flow in 2010 was approximately 6.5 mgd.
Any additional wastewater generated by the proposed project would represent only a small percentage
of the WPCP’s permitted treatment capacity. Therefore, the increase in wastewater generated by the
proposed project would not require the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, or the
expansion of existing facilities. Furthermore, the City is planning a number of infrastructure
improvements including the addition of a wet weather storage facility to eliminate wet weather flows
from a 10-year, 24-hour storm, into the Richmond Inner Harbor; replacement of the Cypress Point
sewer to eliminate historic system overflows; replacement of pipelines and sewer collects at Keller
Beach in the Point Richmond area; and ongoing pipeline repairs and replacement throughout the
City.95 Given that the project would use existing infrastructure and the City has infrastructure
improvements already in progress, no new facilities would need to be added as a result of this project
and there would be sufficient capacity to accommodate the wastewater infrastructure demand
generated by the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would therefore be less than significant.
Water Infrastructure. Water in the City of Richmond is provided by EBMUD. The EBMUD
service area consists of 20 incorporated cities and 14 unincorporated cities in the counties of Alameda
County and Contra Costa County. Potable water is supplied by the San Pablo Dam from the
Mokolumne River in the Sierra Nevada Mountains and from local rain-fed reservoirs.96 Groundwater
is only utilized for some irrigation purposes. EBMUD has the water rights and capacity to divert up to
325 mgd from the Mokelumne River for municipal and industrial uses in Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties.97 The 2012 East Bay Municipal Utility District’s Final Water Supply Management Program
states that the EBMUD delivers an average of 220 millions of gallons of potable water per day (mgd)
in non-drought years.98 EBMUD operates five terminal reservoirs including Briones, Chabot,
Lafayette, San Pablo, and Upper San Leandro reservoirs. The maximum capacity of these terminal
reservoirs is 155,550 acre feet. There are a total of six water treatment plants that are located in
Orinda, Walnut Creek, Lafayette, Sobrante, San Pablo and Upper San Leandro. EBMUD’s six water
treatment plants can filter and process more than 375 mgd.99 The City of Richmond is served by the
Orinda Water Treatment Plant (Orinda WTP). The Orinda WTP has the largest output of EBMUD’s
treatment plants with a maximum capacity of 200 mgd.100
The project site is currently served by water infrastructure and the proposed residential units would
connect directly to those existing mains and lines, which include a 36-inch water lines beneath South
Garrard Boulevard and West Cutting Boulevard; 12-inch water lines beneath West Cutting Boulevard,
Railroad Avenue, and West Richmond Avenue; a 6-inch water line beneath South Garrard Boulevard;
and an 8-inch water line beneath West Richmond Avenue. These lines would have sufficient capacity
to accommodate the proposed project and this impact would be less than significant.
95

Richmond, City of, 2010. Sewer System Management Plan, op. cit.

96

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Community Facilities and Infrastructure Element.
Website: www.ci.richmond.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8811 (accessed July 20, 2015).
97

Ibid.

98

East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2012. Water Supply Management Program 2040 Final. Website:
www.ebmud.com/water-and-drought/about-your-water/water-supply/water-supply-management-program-2040 (accessed
July 20, 2015). April.
99

East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2015. Water Treatment. Website: www.ebmud.com/water-and-drought/aboutyour-water/water-quality/water-treatment (accessed July 20, 2015).
100

Ibid.

P:\WEB1501 The Point\Product\IS MND\Public\The Point PubReview Draft IS-MND.docx (09/14/15)

92

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2015

THE POINT RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The proposed project would not substantially increase demand for water and would therefore not
exceed the capacity of existing water treatment plants. The proposed project would not require the
construction of new water treatment facilities, or the expansion of existing facilities.
c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
(Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The City of Richmond contracts with Veolia Water North America to operate and maintain its storm
drainage facilities. Existing storm drainage infrastructure surrounding the site includes a 36-inch and
a 24-inch storm drainage line underneath West Cutting Boulevard; and a 24-inch storm drainage
underneath West Richmond Avenue. Storm drainage facilities include curbside catch basins and
underground pipes that direct rain water into San Francisco Bay.
Stormwater runoff from the project site would ultimately be collected by vegetated bioswales that
would be located within four locations on the site, including on both sides of proposed Building C, at
the rear of Building A, and near the site entrance to the east of the proposed parking lot. Stormwater
runoff from the project site would ultimately be directed to these bioswales for pre-treatment and
prior to discharge to the City’s storm drainage system.
Existing infrastructure within the vicinity of the site can accommodate new stormwater flows
generated by the proposed project. The proposed project would not require or result in the
construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, such that
physical environmental impacts beyond those identified in this Initial Study would occur and this
impact is less than significant.
d)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Water service at the project site and in the project area is provided by EBMUD (also see above discussion under XVII.b). EBMUD obtains approximately 90 percent of its water from the Mokelumne
River watershed, and transports it through pipe aqueducts to temporary storage reservoirs in the East
Bay hills. As stated previously, EBMUD has water rights and facilities to divert up to a daily
maximum of 325 mgd from the Mokelumne River. The average daily water demand is 161 mgd, as
reported the most recent years available, 2011 and 2012.101 EBMUD completed development of a
revised Water Supply Management Program (WSMP) 2040 in April of 2012, which is the District’s
plan for providing water to its customers over the next 30 years. According to the WSMP, EBMUD’s
water supplies are estimated to be sufficient during the planning period (2010-2040) in normal and wet
years.
The WSMP 2040 emphasizes maximum conservation and recycling strategies, with a total of 50 mgd
of future supply to be provided from those two component categories. However, looking toward
2040, EBMUD’s current supply is insufficient to meet customer needs during single-and multi-year
droughts despite EBMUD’s aggressive water conservation and recycled water programs. According
to the WSMP, the combination of rationing, conservation, and raw and recycled water will satisfy

101

East Bay Municipal Utility District, 2012. East Bay Water, A Status Report on Local Water Use & Supplies.

P:\WEB1501 The Point\Product\IS MND\Public\The Point PubReview Draft IS-MND.docx (09/14/15)

93

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2015

THE POINT RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

increased customer demand through 2040. Supplemental supply will also be needed to keep rationing
at a lower level and to meet the need for water in drought years.
The proposed project is infill development that would develop an existing vacant site with residential
uses (and a small amount of commercial space). Using a water demand rate of 150 gpd per residential
unit,102 it is assumed that with 27 residential units, the proposed project would generate a water
demand of 4,050 gpd. Although the project would increase the demand for water, the increase in
demand would be minor due to the small size of the residential subdivision. In addition, the project is
consistent with the growth projections found in the City’s General Plan, which are considered by
EBMUD in developing their water demand projections. Therefore, it is not anticipated that new or
expanded entitlements for water supplies would be required to serve the proposed project.
Future users of the site (and all EBMUD customers) should plan for shortages in times of drought.
Compliance with standard City requirements for incorporating water conservation measures into the
project design will ensure efficient use of water at the project site and minimize the project’s potential
water demand to a level that is considered less than significant.
EBMUD also imposes a system capacity charge on new developments to fund system maintenance
and the development of new water sources. The project applicant would be required to pay this fee
and undertake water conservation measures to conserve water such as the installation of low-flow
toilets. In addition, the project applicant would also be required to comply with Section 31 of
EBMUD’s Water Service Regulations, which require applicable water-efficiency measures be
installed to water using equipment at the project sponsor’s expense. The project sponsor would also
be required to coordinate with EBMUD and the City of Richmond Fire Department to assess fire flow
requirements and comply with them as part of the project. Therefore, the impact related to sufficient
water supplies is less than significant.
e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Please refer to Section XVI.a for a discussion of the project’s impacts to wastewater treatment. The
proposed project would result in a very minor contribution to the daily permitted capacity of the
WPCP; therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the exiting WPCP, resulting
in a less-than-significant impact on the capacity of existing wastewater treatment facilities.
f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs? (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

Richmond Sanitary Service, an affiliate of Republic Services, Inc., provides residential and
commercial solid waste, recycling, and green waste collecting services in the City of Richmond.
Republic Services owns and operates through separate subsidiary corporations, a 21-acre site at the
foot of Parr Boulevard in Richmond that includes the Golden Bear Transfer Facility and former West
Contra Costa Sanitary Landfill (WCCSL). The West County Integrated Resource Recovery Facility

102
Alameda County Water District, 2008. Water Supply Assessment for Ballpark Village Specific Plan Project.
September.
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(IRRF) that includes a household hazardous waste (HHW) facility is located at 101 Pittsburgh
Avenue in Richmond and is operated by another affiliate, West County Resource Recovery.
The Golden Bear Transfer Facility is a transfer point for the City’s garbage solid wastes before being
disposed of at the Keller Canyon Landfill in the City of Pittsburgh. The landfill is operated by
Republic Services, Inc., and has eight to ten years of permitted capacity. Permits to expand the
capacity of this landfill for up to another 30 years are pending.103
California's Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), formerly the California
Integrated Waste Management Board, estimated an average per capita solid waste disposal rate for the
City of Richmond to be 0.36 tons per resident per year. Business waste disposal rates estimated range
from 0.3 tons per year for general merchandise stores to 3.1 tons per year per restaurants. Based on
these rates, the proposed project would generate between 350 and 3,330 tons of waste per year
(depending on the ultimate use of the proposed commercial space), or 0.96 to 9 tons of waste per day.
Due to the relatively minimal amount of waste generated by this small residential subdivision and
given that the receiving landfill will likely be expanded in the future, it is expected that the proposed
project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the solid
waste generated from the project.
The City of Richmond is a member agency of the West Contra Costa Integrated Waste Management
Authority (WCIWMA), a local Joint Powers Authority that is responsible for helping its member
agencies meet the State’s waste diversion mandate. West County had a diversion rate of 51 percent in
2006. To meet and maintain the 50 percent diversion rate, Richmond Sanitary Service offers
residential and commercial co-mingled recycling collection and green waste collection services
throughout its service area.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with regard to waste
generation.
g)

Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (No
Impact)

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local solid waste statutes and/or
regulations related to solid waste. Also refer to Section XVII.f.

103

Richmond, City of, 2012. Richmond General Plan 2030. Community Facilities and Infrastructure Element.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a)

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

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.)
c)

a)

Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

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

The project site consists of an infill site in an urban area. The site is currently vacant and does not
support habitat for special-status plant or animal species. Development of the proposed project would
not: 1) degrade the quality of the environment; 2) substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species; 3) cause a fish or wildlife species population to drop below self-sustaining levels; 4) threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community; 5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or 6) eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
BIO-1 would ensure impacts to nesting or roosting birds are less than significant.
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Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects.) (Less-Than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project’s impacts would be individually limited and not cumulatively considerable. In
addition, most of the potential impacts associated with the proposed project would be related to
construction-period activities, and would be temporary in nature. All environmental impacts that
could occur as a result of the proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
through the implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this document.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? (No Impact)

The proposed project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial
direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings.
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