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1.0 OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) constitutes the
Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal
Facility (TCRDF) Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan in Fremont, California.

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Lead Agency is required, after
completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain comments from public agencies having
jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed project, and to provide the general public with an
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. The City of Fremont, as the Lead Agency, is then
required to respond to significant environmental issues raised in the review and consultation process,
as described in CEQA Section 15132.

Comments on the Draft EIR were to be received in writing by no later than July 6, 2007.
1.1 FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR
This document, which includes responses to comments and text revisions, has been prepared in
accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition to Section 1.0 describing an
overview of the purpose and format of the Final EIR, the Final EIR includes the following sections:
Section 2.0  List of Agencies and Individuals Receiving the Draft EIR
The agencies, organizations, and individuals who received copies of the Draft EIR or a notice
of availability, are listed in this section. The locations where the Draft EIR could be
reviewed during the 45-day circulation period are also included in this section.
Section 3.0  List of Agencies and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR
This section contains a list of all parties who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR.

Section 4.0  Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

This section contains the written comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those
comments.

Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR

Section 5.0 contains text revisions to the Draft EIR. Text revisions can be made as a result
of comments received during the Draft EIR public review process, corrections or
clarifications to the text, or to reflect modifications that have been made to the project to
reduce impacts.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

In conformance with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151), EIRs should be prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to
make a decision on a project that takes into account environmental consequences. The Final EIR
also is required to examine mitigation measures and alternatives to the project intended to reduce or
eliminate significant environmental impacts.



Section 1.0 — Introduction and Purpose of the Final EIR

Prior to approving the proposed project, the Lead Agency is required to certify that the Final EIR has
been completed in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the decision-making body (in this case the
Fremont City Council) has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior
to project approval, and the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and
analysis.

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15091) and the State Public Resources Code (Section 21081) also
require that, while the information in the Final EIR does not control the agency’s ultimate discretion
on the approval of a project, the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the Final
EIR by making written findings for each of those significant effects. Possible findings are:

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which will
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.

(@) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities of highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental
impact report.

Findings made by the Lead Agency must be supported by substantial evidence in the environmental
or administrative record for a proposed project.



2.0 AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING THE DRAFT EIR OR
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT EIR

Federal
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
State of California

California Highway Patrol

Caltrans, District 4

Department of Conservation
Department of Fish and Game, Region 3
Department of Health Services
Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Department of Water Resources
Development Commission

Integrated Waste Management Board
Public Utilities Commission

Resources Agency

Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 2

San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

Native American Heritage Commission
State Clearinghouse

County of Alameda

Regional and Local Agencies

ABAG

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
City of Newark

School Districts

Organizations and Individuals

The complete list of individuals receiving notice is on file at City of Fremont Development Services

Counter.

The Draft EIR was also on file and available for review at the Alameda County Main Library,
Fremont Branch, located at 2400 Stevenson Boulevard and on the City of Fremont website.
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3.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE
DRAFT EIR

3.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES

Comment Letter 1

United States Department of the Interior

3.2 LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES

Comment Letter 2
Comment Letter 3
Comment Letter 4
Comment Letter 5
Comment Letter 6

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency

Alameda County Health Care Services Agency

Alameda County Water District

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
San Francisco Bay Trail Project
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40 WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

This section includes the comment letters and documents that were received on the Draft EIR during
the public review period by the City of Fremont. It also includes responses to those comments. Each
comment document (letter, e-mail, or transcript) is reproduced in its entirety and followed
immediately by the responses to identified comments on the substance of the Draft EIR.

Comment documents are arranged in chronological order by the date received within each category
(i.e., Federal Agencies and Local and Regional Agencies). Each comment document is identified by
a number in the upper right corner of the letter. Individual comments are then labeled with a
reference number in the margin. Responses use the same corresponding numbering system.

Where the same comment has been made in more than one comment document or is similar to
another comment, the response may direct the reader to a previous numbered response. Where a
response requires revisions to the text of the Draft EIR, those revisions are generally described in the
response, and included in Chapter 5.0 of this Final EIR.

Some comments do not raise significant environmental issues. A substantive response to such
comments or statements of opinion is neither appropriate nor required under the context of CEQA.
Such comments are generally responded to with a “comment acknowledged” or “comment noted”
reference, or a statement that no significant environmental issue has been raised. “Comment
acknowledged” indicates that the comment will be forwarded (by its inclusion in this document) to
the appropriate decision makers for their review and consideration.



COMMENT LETTER 1

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Retuge Complex
9500 Thornton Avenue
Newark, California 94560

Kelly Dieckmann JUN 2 6 2007
Community Development Department

City of Fremont

39550 Liberty Street

Fremont, California 94537

SUBJECT: Comuments regarding the Notice of Availability of a draft Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Diekmann:

The Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the notice of availability of a draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility (TCRDF) Landf{ill Closure and Land Use
Plan. We support the closure of the landfill. We have been concerned about plastic waste
blowing over to the Refuge {from the landfill. We are also interested in the plans for operation
and management of the existing wetlands and wildlife habitat within the project boundary. We
hope that these areas continue to be managed for wetland habitat, especially since so much
habitat has been lost in the San Francisco Bay area.

For your information, these lands are within the congressionally authorized expansion boundary
of the NWR. If the TCRDF no longer needs ownership of the wetlands, the Refuge would be
interested in obtaining them.

Thank you for including our comments. Please keep us informed of the EIR process. If you have
questions regarding our comments. please contact me or Clyde Morris, Manager Don Edwards
San Francisco Bay NWR, at 510-792-0222, x25.

Sincerely,

e

’fé’ I” G. Mendel Stewart
Manager,
San Francisco Bay NWR Complex

1-1
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

41 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1: UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-1:

The commentor’s support for closure of the landfill and concerns about plastic waste are noted.
Under the proposed project, management of the existing wetland areas east and south of the landfill
would not change.

The comment regarding interest in expanding the boundaries of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge to include existing wetland areas has been provided to the project
applicant, Waste Management.

These comments do not identify a new environmental impact not identified in the Draft EIR and no
further response is required.
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COMMENT LETTER 2

ALAVEDA COUNTY
CONGESTION NMANAGEMENT AGENCY

1333 BROADWAY, SUITE 220 « OAKLAND, CA 94612 « PHONE: (510) 836-2560 * FAX: (510) 836-2185
E-MAIL: mail@accma.ca.gov ® WEB SITE: accma.ca.gov

June 4, 2007

Ms. Kelly Diekmann
Senior Planner
39550 Liberty Street
Fremont, CA 94537

TUYL YT e g i thio ot Yooy antal by et Neooye e s Uer 0 ces e
SURIECT: Commcius on the Draft Cavironmesal bmpact Report for the Tei-Cites Recy eling

and Disposal Facility Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan
Dear Ms. Diekmann:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Tri-Cites Recycling and Disposal Facility Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan in the City of
Fremont. The Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility (TCRDF) is located at 7010 Automall
Parkway i the City- of Fremont. The 378-zcre TCRDF includes an active 115-acre landfill.
resource recovery operations. an on-site storage area, corporation yard, and upland and wetland
areas. The proposed project includes: 1. Installation of a final cover over the active landfill and
assceiated environmental monitoring and maintenance i the landfill for 30 years; 2. excavation
and conditioning of soil materials from an approximately 88-acre borrow area onsite; 3. alternative
import of off-site borrow for landfill cover; and 4. planning permits related to the continued and
ongoing use of the corporation yard and concrete recycling facility on up to 46 acres of the overall
site. The planning permits include a General Plan Amendment from Solid Waste Facility to Light
Industrial.

As informed in our response to the Notice ol Preparation of the DEIR dated Tebruary 2. 2007,
based on our review of the DEIR, it appears that the project does not meet the Tier | requirements
of generating 100 or more pan. peak hour tnips over existing or baseline conditions. Therefore,
this project is exempt from the Land Use Analysis Program of the CMP.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions or require

any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (510) 836-2560 ext.24.

Sincercly,

Saravana Suthanthira
Senior Transportation Planner

Copy: Ed Chew, Database and Mapping Specialist, City of Fremont
file: CMP - Environmental Review Opinions - Responses - 2007
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

42 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2: ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-1:

The commentor’s concurrence that the project would not generate 100 or more PM peak hour trips is
acknowledged and noted in the environmental record. No further response is required.

11



COMMENT LETTER 3

DEPARTMENT of ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

1131 Harbor Bay Parkway

Alameda, CA 94502

(510) 567-6790

Fax (610) 337-9234

ALAMEDA COUNTY
HEALTH CARE SERVICES

AGENCY
DAVID J. KEARS, Agency Director

June 26, 2007

Kelly Diekmann
City of Fremont
Planning Division
39550 Liberty Street
Fremont, CA 94537

SUBJECT:  Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Project Titled “Tri-Cities Recycling and
Disposal Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan”. May 2007, SCH# 2006112013

Dear Ms. Diekmann:

The Alameda County Department of Environmental Health, the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) thanks
you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft environmental impact report for the subject
project noted above. As the agency responsible for the inspections and permitting of solid waste
facilities, we provide the following comments;

1. In addition to what is described for the postclosure maintenance of the landfill in the Final
Closure and Postclosure Plan (Appendix B), the LEA will monitor the closed landfill on a
quarterly basis to assure compliance with state regulations.

<
—_—

2. The LEA recommends that any potential expansion of the concrete recycling facility to
process other recyclable materials such as construction and demolition inert debris be
reviewed by the lead agency, and that the applicant be notified to contact the LEA prior to
any proposed expansion,

¢
N

3. Solid waste vehicles used for the purposes of hauling municipal solid waste utilizing the
corporation yard are required to file and be inspected by the LEA. 3 '3

4. The applicants Final Closure and Postclosure Plan dated December 2006 has been deemed
complete pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, Title 27, Section 21860 and is 3_ 4
consistent with State Minimum Standards pursuant to Title 27 Section 21685(b)(5) by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board and the LEA.

The LEA requests copies of any notices, public meetings subsequent information, or revisions of the
project as proposed in the DEIR. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
Roel Meregillano at (510) 567-6752.

Yours truly,

Karen Moroz
Supervising E.H.S.
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

43 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3: ALAMEDA COUNTY HEALTH CARE
SERVICES AGENCY

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-1:

This comment, regarding monitoring of the closed landfill by the LEA on a quarterly basis, is noted
as a part of the environmental record.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-2:

The Draft EIR evaluates continued operation of the existing concrete recycling facility at current
levels of throughput during the busiest construction months. Additional uses (i.e., processing and
recycling of additional types of construction demolition debris) would require subsequent
environmental review and modification of the proposed [land use entitlement/PD zoning/Conditional
Use Permit. The City of Fremont would confirm that the LEA was contacted by the applicant prior
to modifications of allowed uses at this solid waste facility.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-3:

The commentor’s statement regarding filing and inspection of vehicles used for hauling municipal
solid waste by the LEA are noted and will be provided to the project applicant. As this comment
does not identify a new environmental impact, no further response is required.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-4:

The statement that the Final Closure and Postclosure Plan dated December 2006 has been deemed
complete by the California Integrated Waste Management Board and the LEA is noted. No further
response is required.

13



COMMENT LETTER 4

Y (A17/4

HIRMEOHR COONTY WRIER O/STRICT

DIRECTORS 43885 SOUTH GRIMMER BOULEVARD « P.O. BOX 5110, FREMONT, CALIFORNIA 94537-5110 MANAGEMENT
ARTHUR LAMPERT (510) 668-4200 » FAX (510) 770-1793 « www.acwd.org PAUL PIRAINO

President General Manager
JOHN H. WEED WILBERT LIGH

Vice President Finance Manager/Treasurer
JAMES G. GUNTHER ROBERT SHAVER

JuDY C. HUANG Engineering Manager

MARTIN L. KOLLER KARL B. STINSON
Operations Manager

June 29, 2007

Kelly Dickmann

City of Fremont, Planning Division
39550 Liberty Street

Fremont, CA 94537

Dear Kelly Dickmann:

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility
Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan

The Alameda County Water District (ACWD) wishes to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the “Draft Environmental Impact Report, Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility
(TCRDF) Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan” for the TCRDF located at 7010 Automall
Parkway, Fremont.

ACWD has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and would appreciate your
consideration of the following comments:

1. Groundwater: Local and imported water is recharged into the Niles Cone Groundwater
Basin through percolation both in Alameda Creek and the adjacent recharge ponds in the
Quarry Lakes Regional Park. The water is subsequently recovered through ACWD’s
groundwater production wells and provided as a potable supply to a population of over
320,000 in the cities of Fremont, Newark and Union City. Therefore, protecting the
groundwater basin is a high priority for ACWD.

a. Borrow Area: Historical groundwater elevations at the site ranged from artesian
conditions to approximately 7 feet below mean sea level (msl). Excavation in the borrow
area is proposed to be conducted during late spring through late summer (dry season),
over a four year period with proposed excavation depths of approximately 3 to 4 feet. 4-1
Even though the DEIR specifies that the proposed excavation would cease if groundwater
is encountered, the EIR should address the potential impacts of the excavation to
groundwater during winter or wet seasons, when groundwater levels tend to be higher
and therefore may be exposed in the excavated areas.
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Kelly Diekmann
Page 2 of 3
June 29, 2007

b. Groundwater Removal: Since groundwater is an important component of ACWD’s water
resources, the EIR should address any temporary and permanent groundwater removal
activities associated with the TCRDF, and the potential impact of these activities on the
local drinking water supply. It is critical that the amount of water that may be extracted
be estimated and documented in the EIR. Groundwater losses due to dewatering or
extraction must be measured and are subject to a replenishment assessment fee.

c. Well Protection/Destruction: In order to protect the groundwater basin, each well located
within the project area must be either protected or properly destroyed prior to or during
proposed TCRDF closure activities. Wells associated with this site include groundwater
detection wells, groundwater monitoring wells, leachate wells, gas monitoring wells,
water well(s), and monitoring wells associated with the former Leaking Underground
Fuel Tank cleanup site at the corporation yard. If the wells are to remain, a letter so
indicating must be sent to ACWD along with survey data documenting the locations of
each of the wells.  If well(s) are: 1) no longer required by any regulatory agency; 2) no
longer monitored on a regular basis; or 3) damaged, lost, or the surface seal is
jeopardized in any way during construction and excavation activities, the wells must be
destroyed in compliance with the City of Fremont Well Ordinance. Abandoned wells
located within the project area must be properly destroyed prior to construction activities.

In addition, the EIR should specify that after the post closure monitoring period and after
the existing wells are no longer required by any regulatory agencies, the wells will be
destroyed in compliance with the City Well Ordinance.

d. Drilling Permit Requirement: As the enforcing agency for the City of Fremont’s Well
Ordinance, ACWD requests that the EIR include the requirement of obtaining a drilling
permit from the Alameda County Water District prior to the start of any subsurface
drilling activities. Application for a permit may be obtained from ACWD’s Engineering
Department, at 43885 South Grimmer Boulevard, Fremont or online at
http://www.acwd.org/engineering/drilling_permit.php5. Before a permit is issued, the
applicant is required to deposit with ACWD a check or cash in a sufficient sum to cover
the fee for issuance of the permit or charges for field investigation and inspection. All
permitted work requires scheduling for inspection; therefore, all drilling activities must
be coordinated with ACWD prior to the start of any field work.

e. Groundwater Monitoring: The landfill was initially developed by the removal of the top
soil down to the water table (approximately 1 to 3 feet). Refuse was then placed and
compacted in this excavation which constitutes the base of the landfill. Even though a
leachate collection and removal system is in operation, the refuse is just above or in direct
contact with shallow groundwater. The EIR should address potential vertical migration
of the leachate to the Newark Aquifer and the need to monitor groundwater quality in the
Newark Aquifer during and after TCRDF closure activities.
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Kelly Diekmann
Page 3 of 3
June 29, 2007

f.

Reporting: The EIR should specify that ACWD will continue to receive groundwater
monitoring reports during the 30-year post closure monitoring and maintenance period.
ACWD should also be notified in the event of a spill, leak or system breakdown that
could adversely affect surface or groundwater quality. A contingency plan is also needed
if groundwater contamination is still confirmed at the end of the 30-year period.

2. ACWD Contacts: The following ACWD contacts are provided so that the City can
coordinate with ACWD as needed during the CEQA process:

Eileen Chen, Groundwater Resources Scientist at (510) 668-4473, or by email at
eileen.chen@acwd.com, for coordination regarding ACWD’s groundwater resources.

Michelle Myers, Well Ordinance Program Coordinator, at (510) 668-4454, or by email at
michelle.myers@acwd.com for coordination regarding groundwater wells and drilling
permits.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project at this time.

Sincerely,

g

(Oﬂ’ Robert Shaver
Engineering Manager

CcC:

Steven Inn
Michelle Myers
Fileen Chen

Ed Stevenson

4-6
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

44  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4: ALAMEDA COUNTY WATER
DISTRICT

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-1:

Once the borrow area is excavated, it is possible that groundwater levels from the surficial zone in
Younger Bay Mud could reach the surface when groundwater levels fluctuate during the wetter parts
of the year. Reported seasonal groundwater levels in the vicinity can be at four feet mean sea level
(msl) or less. Ponding would be most likely to occur in the western portions of the borrow area,
away from the UPRR tracks.

Two types of uses are proposed in the borrow area following removal of soil materials. Most of the
site would be graded and seeded following excavation of soil materials. In the area shown on Figure
2-9 of the Draft EIR as Phase 5 and portions of Phases 3 and 4 (near the UPRR tracks), continued
concrete recycling is proposed.

No dewatering is included in the project. In order to avoid contact of possible pollutants from
concrete recycling operations with standing groundwater from the surficial aquifer above the Newark
Agquifer, two additional measures have been included in the project. The first measure would require
that drainage from the concrete facility and Corporation Yard be directed away from the borrow area
during construction and post construction periods. The second measure requires an on-site
inspection of finished grades and an assessment of seasonal groundwater levels within the borrow
area. In the event groundwater would extend to the surface where the concrete recycling facility
would be located, the area will be excluded from the concrete recycling facility and a boundary
(fence or curb) established that would preclude vehicle movements and storage from occurring there.
These measures are included in Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of
this document.

The borrow area will continue to be surrounded by a levee and, as noted above, groundwater may
pond in the event it reaches the surface. Since there is no place for the groundwater to run off and no
pumping is proposed, the project would not result in impacts to groundwater levels in surficial
aquifer or the underlying Newark Aquifer in the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-2:

As described on pages 93 and 95 of the Draft EIR, the City will require as a condition of project
approval that dewatering of excavations within the 88-acre borrow area as part of landfill closure is
prohibited. The project applicant has been notified that in the event dewatering is considered
elsewhere on the site in the future, groundwater losses due to dewatering or extraction must be
measured and are subject to a replenishment assessment fee under the Replenishment Assessment
Act of the Alameda County Water District.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-3:

These comments regarding the importance of proper well management and protection of the
groundwater basin are acknowledged. Text has been added to the Draft EIR to reflect well protection
and destruction requirements of the City of Fremont Municipal Code and the Alameda County Water
District (see Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of this document).

17



Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-4:

Text has been added to the Draft EIR to address standard requirements for obtaining a drilling permit
within the City of Fremont (see Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of
this document).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-5:

The Draft EIR addresses the possible movement of leachate to groundwater in the Newark Aquifer in
several sections. As described in Sections 4.4..1.4 Water Quality (Existing Setting) and 4.4.2.4
Groundwater Quality (Impacts) of the Draft EIR, monitoring of leachate within the landfill and
groundwater quality at the perimeter of the landfill is on-going under existing conditions and would
continue during landfill closure and post-closure periods. These measures are regulatory
requirements under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. As described on
page 85 of the Draft EIR, the existing leachate collection and removal system at the landfill is
designed to create an inward gradient around the landfill to prevent migration of leachate from the
landfill to groundwater. Leachate is monitored and removed from the landfill to avoid “leachate
breakout” to underlying groundwater (refer to page 86 of the Draft EIR).

The existing groundwater monitoring system on the site is located beyond the leachate collection and
removal system and is designed to detect vertical and horizontal migration of leachate from the
landfill. As noted on page 86 of the Draft EIR, groundwater monitoring systems are located along
the eastern and western boundaries of the site. Vertical movement would be detected if chemical
constituents of concern were found in the groundwater monitoring samples at these locations, which
capture the regional and local groundwater movement directions (i.e., constituents in leachate that
move vertically would also move horizontally with regional and local groundwater movements).

Because of the potential for leachate to move from landfill materials to groundwater, groundwater
monitoring and leachate removal will continue through the closure and post-closure periods for at
least 30 years following closure. Under Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (Section
21900), the operator of a solid waste landfill may be released from postclosure, after a minimum
period of thirty (30) years upon demonstration to and approval by the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board that the solid waste landfill no longer poses a threat to the public health and safety and the
environment. These agencies could extend monitoring and/or operation of the leachate removal
system if groundwater quality could be adversely impacted following this period. As noted on page
86 of the Draft EIR, detection of constituents of concern in groundwater above regulatory limits
requires immediate corrective action measures in accordance with Regional Water Quality Control
Board requirements. Through these existing and proposed measures identified in the Draft EIR and
the proposed Closure and Post Closure Monitoring Plan, impacts from leachate to groundwater
quality in the Newark Aquifer would be reduced to a less than significant level.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-6:

The project will be required, as a condition of approval, to continue sending groundwater monitoring
reports during the 30-year post closure monitoring and maintenance period to the Alameda County
Water District (refer to Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of this
document) has been added to the Draft EIR . The Regional Board (as stated in Response 405) may
extend the monitoring period and treatment beyond 30 years if necessary.
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COMMENT LETTER 5

L
e |

Making San Francisco Bay Better

June 7, 2007

Kelly Diekmann
City of Fremont
39550 Liberty Street
Fremont, CA 94537

SUBJECT: Notice of BCDC Jurisdiction
Dear Ms. Diekmann:

We have received notice that you are planning a construction project at the West terminus of
Automall Parkway in the City of Fremont, Alameda County. We believe your project is located
in the Commission’s Bay and shoreline band jurisdiction along the Alameda County Flood 5-1
Control Channel at the North end of the site. If work is being done within the Commission’s
jurisdiction, you will need the Commission’s authorization before any work may begin at the
site.

Please contact me or Karen Wolowicz at the Commission's office at (415) 352-3669 to
discuss the matter and determine if a permit is necessary and the process for obtaining one.

Sincere],

——
STEVEN A. McADAM
Deputy Director

SAM/KW/MM

State of California « SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION « Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor
50 Catifornia Street, Suite 2600 » San Francisco, California 84111 + (415) 352-3600 « Fax: (415) 352-3606 « info@bcdc.ca.gov + www.bcdc.ca.gov
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

45 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5: SAN FRANCISCO BAY
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-1:

The text of the Draft EIR has been modified to list the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) as one of the agencies that may use the EIR as part of review for
a discretionary permit (refer to Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of
this document). This comment does not identify any environmental issues.

{***TO BE CONFIRMED ONCE | HEAR BACK FROM BCDC}
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COMMENT LETTER 6

doo02/003

5104647970 ABAG PLANNING

June 28. 2007

n
treel
538

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal
Facility (TCRDF) Landfill Closure and Land Use Plar Froject

ann.

San Francisco Bay Trail Project. [ am writing to submit comments on the Draft

mpact Report (DEIR) for the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility Landfill Closure
an Froject {TCRDF Project) located in the City of Fremont. The Bay Trail Project 1s a
zation administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that plans,
vocates for the implementation of the Bay Trail. The Bay Trail 1s 2 planned 500-mile
ork of mufti-use bicycling and hiking paths that. when complete, will encircle San

in Pablo Bays in their entirety and cross seven toll bridges. It will link the shorelme of all
nunties, as well as 47 cities. To date. 290 miles of the proposed Bay Trail systen has

ty of the TCRDF Project, there are two alignments of the Bay Trail. An existing
nent of the Bay Trail runs along Boyce Road and Cushing Parkway as Class 1 bicycle
lks. There is also a planned recreation alignment that currently is indicated to run
nion Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way. However, the recreational alignment shown
PRR was developed simply as a place-holder, and it is the goal of the Bay Trail Project
cational alignment of the Bay Trail to the Bay’s edge. At the time that the original Bay
vas developed through Fremont. the existing uses along the shoreline such as the TCRDIE
@ the proposed Bay Trail alignment along the Bay’s c¢dge, so the UPRR alignment was
ace-holder for the recreationat alignment. This was done to preserve a recreational

if tae shoreline activities didn’t change over time to allow the placement of the trail near
Wit the proposed landfill closure and cessation of associated activities, this presents an
mity to place the recreational alignment of the Bay Trail on the Bay's edge along the

¢ project site boundaries. This new recreational alignmer t would be consistent with the
plicy of locating the Bay Trail as close to the Bay sharelire as feasible. We are also
ussions with the City of Newark on moving the recreational alignment of the Bay Trail to
{ the proposed Newark Area 3 & 4 development.
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5104647970 ABAG PLANNING

Kelly Dickniuin
June 28, 2007

the DEIR. we have the following comments to strengthen the DEIR s discussion and
CRDF Project’s impacts and mitigation related to the Bay Trail.

I Th :lI)IZLR should be revised to discuss and evaluate the potenual irpacts ot the TCRDF Project

ssihility of relocating the recreational alignment of the Bay Trail on top of the outer

ong the project site boundaries. Any impacts that would prevent or impede the placement
ay Trail along the levees at the project boundaries should be mitigated to the point that
DF Project impacts would not interfere with the possible development of the Bay Trail

¢ levees. The DEIR should be revised so that all project alternatives consider and evaluate
cts "o a possible Bay Trail alignment on top of the levees along the project site

‘bo ndafies. During its evaluation of all project alternatives, the LEIR needs to analyze the

ncy of cach alternative with the adopted Bay Trail Plan policy of locating the recreational
31 alignment as close {o the shoreline as feasible.

R should be revised to include a cumulative impacts analysis on the Bay Trail as a result

of his project, the proposed residential developments in the adjacant Newark Area 3 & 4 Specific

a. and the proposed A's bascball stadium. The impacts aralysis should include, but not

‘be imitgd te. increases in demand for Bay Trail use, safety of Bay Trail users, and the ability to

to the proposed recreational Bay Trail alignment to the north and south ol the project site.

413 {Recreation) of the DEIR needs to be revised to identify the proposed Bay Trail as a
% fsigniﬁcanl recreational facility and evaluate the project nmpacts on the Bay Trail as a
recreational facility.

out the DEIR and on Figure 4.1.2. the commuter alignme 31 of the Bay Trail is identified
pariially located on Auto Mall Parkway and near Nobel Drive on the Pacific Commons
as & planned facility. The Bay Trail Project worked with the City of Fremont in 2006 to
e commuter alignment of the Bay Trail so that it's entirely Jocated on Boyce Road and
Parkway as Class U Bicycle Lanes and sidewalks. This rezligned commuter route has
eer developed and was adopted by the Bay Trail Board in 2006. As such, the DEIR

be revised to reflect this realigned commuter route of the Bay Trail.

Please add ne 19 the mailing list for this project, and send a copy of the revised EIR and draft land use

bw when they become avatlable.

roject appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the proposed TCRDF
5 forward to working with you on this project. Please do not hesitate to call me at (510)
have any questions regarding the above comments or the Bay Trail.

—

Ce: Jin "{['ownsend‘ East Bay Regional Park District

c Adam, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Developmeat Commission

5
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Section 4.0 — Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

46  RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6: SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL
PROJECT

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-1: The Draft EIR described the planned locations of the Bay
Trail shown on Bay Trail maps at the time the EIR Notice of Preparation was circulated November
2006. Subsequently, a revised map of the existing and planned Bay Trail was issued that showed
revised routes and completed sections. Figure 4.1.2 in the Draft EIR has been revised to show
changes in the project area (see Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text of the Draft EIR on page ___ of
this document).

Closure of the landfill and adoption of a General Plan amendment that would allow operation of a
Corporation Yard and continued operation of a concrete recycling facility would not modify existing
access in the area, including vehicular access to the site over the UPRR tracks at the terminus of Auto
Mall Parkway.

Possible future changes to planned Bay Trail alignments that have not been publicly reviewed or
adopted by the Board of Directors of the San Francisco Bay Trail Project or the City of Fremont are
speculative. Review of possible new alignments closer to the Bay, therefore, is beyond the scope of
this EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-2:

As stated in the discussion of cumulative land use impacts on page 152 of the Draft EIR, the project
does not include a substantial intensification of human activities on the site. The proposed project
would not introduce new residents or a substantial number of new employees or users of the site to
the area. The project would substantially reduce possible sources of conflict with existing, planned
and future Bay Trail alignments by reducing activity on the site, ending the importation of garbage,
and reducing noise and dust. Closure of the landfill may increase the attractiveness of the Bay Trail
but cannot be accurately characterized as contributing to the demand for Bay Trail use. It also would
not change or result in features that would block access to the planned Bay Trail alignment. The
project, therefore, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any future uses of the
Bay Trail or result in a cumulatively significant adverse impact to existing or planned segments of
the trail. Further discussion of cumulative demand, safety and connections to the proposed Bay Trail
alignment is not required.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-3:

References to the discussions of the future Bay Trail alignment west of the Union Pacific Railroad
line in Section 4.1.2 Land Use and Section 4.6.2 Transportation (Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities)
of the Draft EIR have been added to Section 4.13 Recreation (see Section 5.0 Revisions to the Text
of the Draft EIR). CEQA requires a discussion of project inconsistencies with regional and general
plans; an EIR must also address impacts on physical conditions that exist at the time the Notice of
Preparation is circulated. The planned recreational trail is not an existing recreational facility in the
project vicinity and the project would not result in direct impacts to any existing segments of the
trail.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-4:

As noted in Response to Comment 6-1 above, Figure 4.2.1 has been revised to reflect the completed
segment of Class Il Bike Lanes and sidewalks along Boyce Road and Cushing Parkway, including
the realigned segment.

23



5.0

REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR

This section contains revisions to the text of the Draft EIR dated March 2007, as amended on April
20, 2007. Revised or new language is underlined. All deletions are shown with-a-tine-through-the

fext

Page
i-iii

2

38

93

93

95

Insert Table of Contents as shown on the following pages.

Section 1.4 Uses of the EIR; insert the following text after the Regional Water
Quiality Control Board:

San Francisco Bay Conservation San Francisco Bay Permit, if needed
and Development Commission

Section 4.1.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses; revise Figure 4.1.2 Existing and Planned
Sensitive Uses as shown on the following pages.

Section 4.4.2.4 Groundwater Quality; insert the following text after the end of the
first paragraph on the page:

On-Site Monitoring Wells

Active wells on the site include leachate and groundwater monitoring wells and
landfill gas sampling wells. Some wells on the landfill or adjacent Corporation Yard
could be closed and relocated during the closure and post-closure periods. All active
wells that would be removed by the project will be appropriately abandoned per the
requirements of the Alameda County Water District.

Section 4.4.2.4 Groundwater Quality; insert the following text after the second
complete paragraph under the subheading Borrow Area:

During the wet season, groundwater from the surficial aquifer in Young Bay Mud
could extent to the excavated soil surface in portions of the borrow area. In order to
avoid possible impacts to groundwater quality in this aquifer, surface water runoff
from the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility will be directed away from
the borrow area. In addition, an inspection of on-site finished grades by a qualified
hydrogeologist or hydrologist will be required, as a condition of approval, for any
part of the borrow area proposed for concrete recycling or Corporation Yard uses.
Fill materials or active industrial activities would be prohibited in areas where there
was standing groundwater or areas with elevations where groundwater would
seasonally extend to the final grade of the ground surface. In the event groundwater
would extend to the surface where the concrete recycling facility would be located,
the area will be excluded from the concrete recycling facility and a boundary (fence
or curb) established that would preclude vehicle movements and storage from
occurring there.

Section 4.4.3.1 Hydrology and Water Quality Program Level Mitigation Measures;
insert the following text after the third paragraph on the page:

PMM H/WQ 8.1: Several state and local requlations are in place to prevent
contamination of groundwater aquifers through wells. The State Water Code notes

24



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY et b et h e Rt btk R e bR Rt b et r e v
1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES.........cccccoiiiiiiiii e 1
11 INTRODUCTION ..ottt 1
1.2 BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW .......cooiiiiiiieee s 1
13 PROJECT OBJIECTIVES ... 1
1.4 USES OF THE EIR ...ooiiiiiiie e 2
1.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW........ccooviiiiiiiiie, 2
1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR....cciiiiii e, 3
1.7 REFERENCE AVAILABILITY ..o 5
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...ttt 6
2.1 HISTORIC OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND ........ccccoiiiiii e 6
2.2 DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT OPERATIONS. ........ooiiiiiiiieiie e 6
2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION......coiiiiiiiiiii s 13
2.4 REGULATORY OVERVIEW OF LANDFILL CLOSURE ........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiiice 25
3.0 CONSISTENCY WITH ADOPTED PLANS.......ccoiiiiii e 27
3.1 FREMONT GENERAL PLAN ..o 27
3.2 ALAMEDA COUNTY INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN.........ccccuennnne 30
3.3 BAY AREA 2005 OZONE PLAN ...t 32
3.4 BASIN PLAN L.ttt 32
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION .......cccoooiviiiiiiins 34
41 LAND USE ...t 35
4.2  GEOLOGY AND SOILS ..o 43
4.3  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. .........ocoiiiiei e 51
44  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY ..o 81
45 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.........ooieeeeeeee e 97
46  TRANSPORTATION. ..o 102
47  AIR QUALITY L 108
4.8 NOISE.....o s 122
49  CULTURAL RESOURCES. ........coiiii s 130
410 VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS .......coiiiiicesas 133
411 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS ... 139
4.12 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES........c.oooiiieieeeeeeeee e 144
4.13  RECREATION ..ot 147
414 ENERGY ..ottt 149
5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ... 151
6.0 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS ..o 157
7.0 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ... 158
8.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT ......ccciiiiiiiiiiiceee 159
8.1  SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES.......coo o 159
8.2  NOPROJECT ALTERNATIVES........cci i 159
8.3  NO ON-SITE BORROW ALTERNATIVE ... 161

8.4  CORPORATION YARD/CONCRETE RECYCLING LOCATION ALTERNATIVE...163

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan i Draft EIR
City of Fremont May 2007



Table of Contents

85  FINAL COVER DESIGN ALTERNATIVE ......cooi ittt 164
8.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE......ccooiiiiiiiiieeee e 166
9.0 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES ..........cccoovenne. 168
10.0 REFERENGCES........c.coo ottt ettt b et e e be e sb e e nbeennne e 169
11.0 LIST OF PREPARERS. . ... ..ottt 171
12.0 LIST OF SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS .......oooiiiiiiie e 172
Appendix A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Responses to the NOP
Appendix B Final Closure/Post Closure Plan
Appendix C  Evaluation of Alternative Cover

Appendix D
Appendix E

Biological Resources Report
Noise Analysis

Appendix F Air Quality Analysis
Figures
Figure 2-1: REGIONAI IMAD ... bbbttt nae e 7
Figure 2-2: WICINTEY IVIAD et bbbttt bbbttt ne et et 8
Figure 2-3: Aerial Photograph/Site MaP .......coveiiiiiiiciee e 9
Figure 2-4: =Tl | 112 o = o SRR 11
Figure 2-5: (€] Lo 100 o - o OSSPSR 15
Figure 2-6: Proposed Cover LINEr SYSLEM(S) ....vceeereriieirieeeeeeseees s eeeeneas 16
Figure 2-7: DraiNage PLaN........coooiiiieeee ettt 19
Figure 2-8: PRASING ...ttt ettt et e et eeneas 21
Figure 2-9: Proposed Borrow Area EIVALIONS...........cc.oiiiieieiiieiee e 23
Figure 2-10:  Proposed General Plan and ZOoNiNg..........cccooeieieieiiieieieeeee e 26
Figure 4.1-1:  SUrrounding Land USES.........cccuiiiriiiiiiiiie it 36
Figure 4.1-2:  SENSItIVE LANA USES.......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie sttt sttt s 37
Figure 4.1-3:  General Plan Land Use DeSIgNatiONS...........ccoiiieriiiiienenieenieseesieseesieses e sses e e seas 38
Figure 4.3-1:  BiIOtIC HADITALS .....cveiiiiiiiieie et nns 53
Figure 4.4-1:  L0oCal HYArOlOQY .....cc.ooieiiiiiiiiiie sttt 83
Tables

Table 2-1: Estimated Quantity Of MaterialS .........ccooeiiiiiiiiiee e 18
Table 2-2: Proposed Plant List for REVEGELatioN...........cooevieiieiieiiiieieiee e 20
Table 4.2-1:  Estimated Soil Erosion of Landfill SIOPeS.........cccccvviiiiiiiii e 49
Table 4.3-1:  Mapped Soil Types 0N the ProjeCt SIte.........cccuvieiiiiiiiiiieiesienesee e 51
Table 4.3-2:  BIOtIC HADIALS .......ocviieiii e 52
Table 4.3-3:  SPECIal-StAtUS SPECIES .....veveiiieieiieie ettt e e e e 59
Table 4.4-1:  Estimated INFIEration ...........oooiiiiii e 92
Table 4.6-1:  EXISEING TIUCK TTIPS .viitiitiitiiteite ittt 104
Table 4.6-2:  Comparison Of VehiCle TIPS ......ccoiiiiiiiieee e 105
Table 4.7-1:  Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards............ccoceeerereneneieneieeee 109
Table 4.7-2:  Summary of Air Quality MONITOIING ......ccoiveiiiieieieee e 113
Table 4.7-3:  Final Cover Soil Requirements for Air Quality AnalysiS........cccooeverereneieieiienenn 115
Table 4.7-4:  Estimated Emissions from Off-Site Soil Transport .........cccocvveviivieiieinnisiesee 117
Table 4.8-1:  Typical Sound Levels in the ENVIFONMENT...........cccooiiiiiiiiiee e 123
TCRDF Landfill Closure i Draft EIR
City of Fremont May 2007



Table of Contents

Photographs

[ 00 (0 FY = g [ 2T 134
(00 (0 YR JX= g [0 [ SRR 135
(o (o) (o ST 1 g [0 < T TR 136
(010 (o =T [o IR TR 137
TCRDF Landfill Closure iii Draft EIR

City of Fremont May 2007



s ¢ Project Site

— - — Planned Bay Trail

Existing
Residential
Development

"""""""" Completed Bay Trail

Proposed General Plan
Amendment

Scale: 1" = £1500'

LAND USE LEGEND

|| wildife Refuge

Planned Park and
Water Quality Ponding

Wetland Preserve

L= Existing Residential
I Development

Planned Low Density
Residential Uses

\

\ Sy

~|Planned Low Density \\‘
- Residential Uses A

\ \%%

\ 2 )

/\ﬁ;\% \

. R WY
. W\\ \ AUTO MALL PK
.\ A
) \
; \
N [ )
\Z
3} 5 A&
\\ .\ \ ) A0
— Existing s Do
§// Landfil o R
NY -+ {Park and| -
N RS-
N Lo ,:,g (\gVater
N 4" Vo A S| Quality [
i\\\\\ \ Tri-Cities S Pondinyg B
\ Landfill oSt AT o700
NS N TS TERRID
=W \ (TCRDF RIS
SV s ( ) oot oot e totetotototototototel
= ! A \ RS S SSRGS
N/ \ \otosetotetetotetetetotetete!
= \-- A\ Wetland P
N\ — ' \(< Wetland Preserv
N 4 \EX5505E
N LXK
NI RRRRRRRKS
\\ \ KR
] oSeset
SN\ piss
EV4 AN
S <5
N/ <5
N~ K5
\ ‘ %)
N
N %
\ \\\\% :
N \\/ %
/

KRS
900090802

S
K8

%%

3RS

SRS
35

85

55

%

K>
::
::
&

£

p

2




Section 5.0 — Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Page 95

that the location, construction, maintenance, abandonment,
and destruction of wells, including groundwater monitoring
wells are activities that can directly affect the guality and
purity of underground waters.

The Water Code directs counties and cities to adopt an
ordinance establishing standards of water well, cathodic
protection well, and monitoring well construction,
maintenance, abandonment, and destruction.

The Alameda County Water District and the City of Fremont
(under the City of Fremont Municipal Code (Section 3-10000
et.seq.)), have adopted standards, guidelines and permit
processes that cover the drilling and abandonment of existing
wells, including the various monitoring wells on the project
site. Under these requirements, any abandoned wells on the
project site must be properly destroyed prior to construction
activities or once no longer required by requlatory agencies.
A drilling permit also may be required for drilling on the site.

Section 4.4.3.1 Hydrology and Water Quality Project Level Mitigation Measures;
insert the following text above the heading 4.4.4 Conclusions Regarding Hydrology
and Water Quality Impacts:

MM H/WQ 8.1: Although not mitigation for a significant impact, the project
includes the following measure to ensure that Alameda

County Water District is notified of possible impacts to

groundwater quality:

. The operator of the landfill shall send copies of
groundwater monitoring reports to the Alameda
County Water District in a timely manner during the
post-closure monitoring and maintenance period.

. The Alameda County Water District shall be notified
by the operator of the landfill in the event of a spill,
leak or system breakdown that could adversely affect
surface or groundwater guality.

MM H/WQ 9.1: The project includes the following measure to avoid possible

impacts to groundwater quality in the borrow area:

° Surface water runoff from the Corporation Yard and
concrete recycling facility will be directed away from
the borrow area.

. An inspection of on-site finished grades and site
conditions by a qualified hydrogeologist or
hydrologist shall completed for any part of the borrow
area proposed for concrete recycling or Corporation
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Section 5.0 — Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

147

147

Yard uses. Based upon the inspection and review of
site conditions and available information on
hydrogeologic conditions in the area, the
hydrogeologist or hydrologist shall determine what
portions of the borrow area would be subject to
groundwater ponding at the soil surface. Fill materials
or active industrial activities shall be prohibited in
areas where there was standing groundwater or areas
with elevations where groundwater would seasonally
extend to the final grade of the ground surface.

Where groundwater would extend to the surface, the
area will be excluded from the concrete recycling
facility and a boundary (fence or curb) established that
would preclude vehicle movements and storage from
occurring there. Copies of the assessment of finished
grades and groundwater conditions shall be submitted
to the Planning Director and Alameda County Water
District prior to use of graded borrow areas by the
concrete recycling facility.

Section 4.13.1 Recreation Existing Setting; insert after the third paragraph on the
page:

As described in Section 4.1, a future planned segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail
is designated west of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, near the terminus of Auto
Mall Parkway. The San Francisco Bay Trail is a regional trail system that is planned
to circle San Francisco Bay. As of early 2007, 288 miles of 500 planned miles of the
trail system are complete (Source: San Francisco Bay Trail Spring 2007 Newsletter;
http://baytrail.abag.ca.gov/pdfs/BayTrailNewsltrSprng2007.pdf).

Section 4.13.2 Recreation Impacts; insert after the sixth paragraph on the page:

The planned Bay Trail near the project site is not currently in place or in use. As
discussed in Section 4.6.2.4 Impacts to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, one concern
would be possible conflicts between trucks and bicycles and pedestrians. At the time
this segment of trail is designed, sight distance and the physical arrangement of the
street crossing near the site entrance and UPRR crossing will need to be addressed.
Any further discussion at this time would be speculative.
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SUMMARY

The Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility (TCRDF) is located in western Fremont, California at
the terminus of Auto Mall Parkway. The Tri-Cities Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan project
includes:

1) Installation of a final cover over the active landfill and associated environmental monitoring
and maintenance of the 115 acre landfill for 30 years;

2) Excavation and conditioning of soil materials from an 88-acre borrow area within the 378
acre TCRDF;

3) Alternative import of off-site borrow for landfill cover; and

4) Continued operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility on up to 46 acres
of the site.

The project proposes modification of the Conditional Use Permit and Solid Waste Facilities Permit
for the TCRDF to address closure of the landfill in conformance with state and federal requirements
and to allow for excavation of some of the soil materials for landfill closure from an on-site borrow
area. A General Plan amendment is proposed on 46 acres of the TCRDF site from Solid Waste
Facility to Light Industrial, as is rezoning to L-I1(F) for Light Industrial uses to allow consideration of
a Conditional Use Permit for continued operation of the on-site Corporation Yard and concrete
recycling facility. The Corporation Yard would be used, in part, during the approximately 30-year
postclosure period of the landfill by personnel responsible for monitoring and maintenance activities.
Trucks used for residential and commercial waste collection in Fremont (up to 50 haul trucks) also
could be parked and serviced in the Corporation Yard on a daily basis.

Permanent closure of a sanitary landfill is a process regulated by federal and state laws, and governed
by the regulations of several agencies, including the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB), the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the
Alameda County Department of Environmental Health. These agencies will be responsible for
assuring that the Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan for the TCRDF meets the specific
technical requirements for landfill closure in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations,
especially in the areas of preventing ponding and erosion, final cover, financial assurance, and
maintenance and monitoring.

The City of Fremont is responsible for enforcement of local land use regulations, including the City’s
General Plan and zoning. Under their municipal code, portions of the site are regulated under a
Conditional Use Permit. The City of Fremont will need to modify the Conditional Use Permit for the
landfill to reflect its permanent closed condition, and any uses that may be proposed on it.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following table summarizes the significant environmental impacts identified and discussed
within the text of the EIR, and identifies the mitigation measures proposed to avoid or reduce those
impacts. Alternatives to the proposed project and known views of local groups and areas of
controversy are also summarized at the end of the table. A complete description of the project and of
its impacts and proposed mitigation measures can be found in the text of the EIR which follows this
summary. Standard conditions that apply to the project and would avoid significant adverse
environmental impacts are also identified in the text of the EIR.

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan iv Draft EIR
City of Fremont May 2007



Summary

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

STANDARD CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
After
Mitigation

Biological Resources

Impact BIO-5: Grading and excavation
activities in the borrow area during landfill
closure could impact individual tiger
salamanders if they move onto the site from
breeding ponds to the east. (Significant
Impact)

MM BIO-5.1: Exclusion of California Tiger Salamanders from Project Site.
To minimize possible impacts to individual tiger salamanders from borrow
activities, a barrier to tiger salamander dispersal shall be placed along the eastern
boundary of the site, from the existing entrance road southeast to the
southeastern limit of the borrow area. This barrier should be designed to prevent
salamanders dispersing from breeding sites east of the railroad tracks from
entering the project area. This barrier shall be designed by a qualified
herpetologist, and checked and maintained regularly to ensure that gaps that
could allow salamanders to enter the project site do not occur. Because the
borrow activities are proposed to be phased, such a barrier shall also be placed
between borrow areas and portions of the Resource Recovery Area not being
used for borrow activities, to prevent any salamanders from entering the active
borrow area.

MM BI0O-5.2: Salvage of Individual Tiger Salamanders During Project
Activities. While Mitigation Measure BI10O-5.2 would minimize the probability
of salamanders entering the site, any salamanders already present in the borrow
area shall be salvaged and translocated off site to the extent practicable.
Although detecting every tiger salamander on a site is not feasible due to this
species’ secretive, subterranean habits, a qualified herpetologist shall be present
during removal of debris and initial clearing and grubbing on the Resource
Recovery Area prior to excavation at a particular borrow area. The herpetologist
would look for individual tiger salamanders that may be taking refuge under
debris or in the few mammal burrows present on the site. Any individuals
detected would be captured and translocated to a safe location outside the project
area; this relocation site shall be approved by the USFWS prior to translocation.

MM BI0O-5.3: On-site Construction Crew Education Program for Tiger
Salamander. A worker education program shall take place before the
commencement of borrow excavation activities. A USFWS-approved biologist
shall explain to construction workers how best to avoid impacts to California

LTS
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Summary

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

STANDARD CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
After
Mitigation

tiger salamanders. The approved biologist will conduct a training session that
would be scheduled as a mandatory informational field meeting for contractors
and all construction personnel. The field meeting will include topics on species
identification, life history, descriptions, and habitat requirements during various
life stages. Handouts, illustrations, photographs, and project mapping showing
areas where minimization and avoidance measures are being implemented will
be included as part of this education program. The program will increase the
awareness of the contractors and construction workers about existing federal and
state laws regarding endangered species as well as increase their compliance with
conditions and requirements of resource agencies.

Prior to the start of work each day, dedicated construction personnel will inspect
pits that were left open overnight for tiger salamanders. If a tiger salamander is
encountered during project construction, the following protocol will be
implemented:

e  All work that could result in direct injury, disturbance, or harassment of the
individual animal must immediately cease;

e  The foreman will be immediately notified;

e  The foreman will immediately notify a qualified biologist, who in turn will
immediately notify USFWS and CDFG; and

e |f approved by the USFWS and CDFG, the qualified biologist will remove
the individual to a safe location nearby.

Impact BIO-7: Although not currently on the
site, landfill closure activities could impact
individual Burrowing Owils in the event
Burrowing Owls move onto the landfill or
borrow area in the future. (Significant

Impact)

MM BIO 7.1: Pre-construction Surveys for Burrowing Owl. Pre-
construction surveys for Burrowing Owls shall be conducted in potential habitat
(inactive slopes of the landfill and the borrow area) in conformance with CDFG
protocols, no more than 30 days prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activity such as clearing and grubbing, excavation, or grading. If no Burrowing
Owls are located during these surveys, no additional action would be warranted.
However, if Burrowing Owils are located on or immediately adjacent to the site
the following mitigation measures will be implemented.

LTS
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STANDARD CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
After
Mitigation

Buffer Zones. If Burrowing Owls are present during the nonbreeding
season (generally September 1 to January 31), a 150-foot buffer zone,
within which no new project-related activity will be permissible, shall be
maintained around the occupied burrow(s). During the breeding season
(generally February 1 to August 31), a 250-foot buffer, within which no
new project-related activity will be permissible, will be maintained
between project activities and occupied burrows. Owls present at
burrows on the site after February 1 will be assumed to be nesting on or
adjacent to the site unless evidence indicates otherwise. This protected
area will remain in effect until August 31, or at the discretion of the
CDFG and based upon monitoring evidence, until the young owls are
foraging independently.

If ground-disturbing activities will directly impact occupied burrows,
eviction outside the nesting season may be permitted pending evaluation
of eviction plans by, and receipt of formal written approval of the
relocation from the CDFG. No Burrowing Owls shall be evicted from
burrows during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) unless
evidence indicates that nesting is not actively occurring (e.g., because the
owls have not yet begun nesting early in the season, or because young
have already fledged late in the season).

A report on the results of the pre-construction survey(s) for Burrowing Owls,
including any required buffer zones or protection measures, shall be submitted to
the Planning Director prior to the start of grading each year and/or at the start of
a new phase of grading or landfill closure.

Impact BIO-8: Removal of dense vegetation
during the nesting season could result in
impacts to nesting Alameda Song Sparrow and
Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroats.
(Significant Impact)

MM BI0O-8.1: Prior to ground disturbing activities in the borrow area, suitable
habitat for breeding by Alameda Song Sparrow or Saltmarsh Common
Yellowthroats (e.g., dense wetland and ruderal vegetation) will be identified and
mapped by a qualified biologist. To the extent feasible, vegetation that could be
used for breeding by these species within the area to be graded during the next

LTS
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year will be removed during the non-breeding season (mid-August to late
February). In addition, all vegetation that could serve as suitable nesting habitat
for these species, and that is located within 50 feet of areas of disturbance, shall
be removed to prevent the project from disturbing active nests. During the
construction period, the project site and adjacent areas shall be maintained so that
no vegetation suitable for nesting by Song Sparrows and Common Yellowthroats
is allowed to develop. If vegetation is removed during the non-breeding season
prior to construction, no impacts to nesting would occur.

A report documenting the removal of vegetation within the active borrow area
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to the start of grading each year.

MM BIO 8.2 In the event suitable vegetation has not been removed and project
activities are to occur during the breeding season in or near potential nesting
habitat for Alameda Song Sparrow or Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroats, a
qualified ornithologist shall conduct pre-disturbance surveys no more than 15
days prior to the initiation of disturbance in any given area. If Song Sparrow or
Common Yellowthroat nests are found to be present within or near (i.e., within
50 feet of) the impact areas during the breeding season, a buffer free from any
new project-related disturbance shall be established around any active nest, the
width of this buffer being determined by an experienced ornithologist in
consultation with CDFG. This buffer shall be maintained until nesting has been
completed.

A report on the results of any pre-construction surveys for Alameda Song
Sparrow and Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroats, including any required buffer
zones or protection measures, shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to
the start of grading each year.

LTS=Less Than Significant

S=Significant

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan
City of Fremont

viii

Draft EIR
May 2007




Summary

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

STANDARD CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
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Impact BIO-10: Grading and excavation
activities in dense vegetation in the borrow
area near pickleweed areas during landfill
closure could result in impacts to individual
salt marsh harvest mice and salt marsh
wandering shrews. (Significant Impact)

MM BIO 10.1: Exclusion of Individual Salt Marsh Harvest Mice and Salt
Marsh Wandering Shrews from Project Site. A barrier to exclude salt marsh
harvest mice and salt marsh wandering shrews from the project’s impact areas
shall be constructed under the guidance of a qualified biologist. The fence shall
consist of a three-foot tall, tight cloth silt fence toed into the soil at least three
inches deep and supported with stakes. Additionally, vegetation within the
impact area and within ten feet of the barrier shall be removed by hand; such
bare areas are unlikely to be crossed by salt marsh harvest mice and salt marsh
wandering shrews and provide additional insurance against the dispersal of
individuals into the project site. Alternatively (if the barrier of bare ground is not
practicable), a three-foot-high smooth metal fence toed into the soil at least three
inches shall be constructed instead. All fence construction and vegetation
removal shall be conducted under the supervision of a qualified biological
monitor who is permitted by the USFWS to move salt marsh harvest mice out of
the construction area.

MM BI0O-10.2: Salvage of Individual Salt Marsh Harvest Mice and Salt
Marsh Wandering Shrews During Project Activities. While Mitigation
Measure BIO-10.1 would minimize the probability of salt marsh harvest mice
and salt marsh wandering shrews entering the site, any individuals already
present in the impact areas should be salvaged and translocated off site to the
extent practicable. Although detecting every individual on a site is not feasible
due to these species’ secretive habits, a qualified mammalogist shall be present
during construction of the barrier fence, removal of vegetation, and initial
clearing and grubbing within ten feet of the barrier fence. The mammalogist
would look for individual salt marsh harvest mice and salt marsh wandering
shrews that may be present within the project area. Any individuals detected
would be captured and translocated to a safe location within the closest suitable,
pickleweed-dominated habitat.

A report documenting the construction of the exclusionary fencing and
translocation of any salt marsh harvest mice or salt marsh wandering shrewsshall

LTS
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be submitted to the Planning Director prior to the start of grading of the borrow
area each year.

MM BI10-10.3: On-site Construction Crew Education Program for Salt
Marsh Harvest Mice or Salt Marsh Wandering Shrews. A worker education
program will take place before the start of borrow excavation each year. A
USFWS-approved biologist will explain to construction workers how best to
avoid impacts to salt marsh harvest mice and salt marsh wandering shrews. The
approved biologist will conduct a training session that would be scheduled as a
mandatory informational field meeting for contractors and all construction
personnel. The field meeting will include topics on species identification, life
history, descriptions, and habitat requirements. Handouts, illustrations,
photographs, and project mapping showing areas where minimization and
avoidance measures are being implemented will be included as part of this
education program. The program will increase the awareness of the contractors
and construction workers about existing federal and state laws regarding special-
status species as well as increase their compliance with conditions and
requirements of resource agencies.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact H/WQ-5: Substantial impacts to
water quality associated with installation of the
final cover on the landfill would be avoided by
implementation of measures included in the
NPDES Industrial Permit for the TCRDF.
Grading and excavation in the proposed
borrow area and soil conditioning and

handling could result in substantial short-term
impacts to surface waters quality during
construction. (Significant Impact)

MM H/WQ 5.1: The project will be required to conform with the requirements
and guidelines of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program and the City of
Fremont to reduce nonpoint pollution in storm water runoff. The project also
proposes to comply with nonpoint pollution control measures during construction
as required under the NPDES General Construction Permit for activities in the
borrow area.

Erosion and Sedimentation Control. Contractors shall implement erosion
control measures on site to retain all debris, dirt and pollutants, and prevent said
pollutants from flowing into the on-site storm water collection system. Erosion
control plans and/or SWPPPs shall be submitted for review and approval by the
Community Development Department prior to issuance of any grading permits.

LTS
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Air Quality

Impact AIR-1: Landfill closure activities
would intermittently generate fugitive dust and
exhaust emissions from construction
equipment. This could result is short-term air
quality impacts. (Significant Impact)

MM AIR 1-1: Implementation of the measures recommended by the BAAQMD

would reduce the air quality impacts associated with grading and other landfill
cover construction activities. Contractors shall implement the following

measures during excavation of the borrow area and placement of the final cover

over the landfill:

Water all active construction areas twice daily and more often during windy
periods.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or maintain at
least two feet of freeboard.

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (hon-toxic) soil stabilizers on
all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas.

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas,
and staging areas and sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible
soil material is deposited onto the adjacent roads.

Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction
areas.

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles.

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to
public roadways.

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Suspend excavation and grading activity when high winds cause visible
dust clouds to extend beyond the construction site.

Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity
at any one time.

LTS
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MM AIR-3.1: Although not a significant impact, the following measures are
included in the project (or will be required as conditions of approval) to reduce
emissions of diesel particulates during construction of the final cover of the
landfill:

e  Opacity is an indicator of exhaust particulate emissions from off-road diesel
powered equipment. The project shall ensure that emissions from all
construction diesel powered equipment used on the project site do not
exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any
equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be
repaired immediately.

e  The contractor shall install temporary electrical service whenever possible
to avoid the need for independently powered equipment (e.g., COMpressors).

e  The proposed project shall limit idling of construction equipment to five
minutes and properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions.

LTS

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact CUL-1: The proposed project
includes excavation of native soil materials in
an on-site borrow area. Although unlikely,
buried archaeological resources could be
encountered during soil excavation for landfill
cover material. (Significant Impact)

MM CUL 1.1: In the event cultural materials are found during site grading or
excavation in the borrow area, the following measures will be implemented: All
construction within 50-feet of the find would be halted, the Director of
Community Development would be notified, and a qualified archaeologist would
examine the find and make recommendations regarding the significance of the
find and the appropriate mitigation. Recommendations could include collection,
recordation, and analysis of any significant cultural materials.

e If human remains are discovered, the Alameda County Coroner shall be
notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner
shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission, who shall identify
the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) of the deceased Native American.

e If the Planning Director finds that the cultural resource find is not a
significant resource, work shall resume only after the submittal of a
preliminary report and after provisions for reburial and ongoing monitoring

LTS
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are accepted. Provisions for identifying descendants of a deceased Native
American and for reburial shall follow the protocol set forth in the CEQA
Guidelines. If the site is found to be a significant archaeological site, a
mitigation program shall be prepared and submitted to the Director of the
Community Development Department for consideration and approval, in
conformance with the protocol set forth in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

Impact CUL-2: Future modifications to the
Corporation Yard to facilitate the parking and
maintenance of haul trucks could disturb
native soils. Although unlikely, buried
archaeological resources could be encountered
during site grading. (Significant Impact)

Measures that would avoid or reduce possible future cultural resources impacts
associated with the General Plan amendment are identified below, in the form of
Plan policies or programs and local, regional, state or federal regulations.
Program level mitigation measures would be applicable to future modifications
to the Corporation Yard or concrete recycling facility.

PMM CUL-2.1: The California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 outlines
the requirements for handling human remains if found outside of a dedicated
cemetery. The county coroner is required to contact the Native Heritage
Commission within 24 hours if the coroner recognizes the remains to be those of
a Native American. The Native American Heritage Commission then identifies
the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) of the deceased Native American.
Provisions for reburial will be made with the MLD.

PMM CUL-2.2: Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines identifies steps that
should be taken in the event Native American remains, historical resources or
unique archaeological resources are accidentally discovered during construction.
These steps include immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist
and implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation. For future
projects that involve ground disturbance, the City of Fremont will include
standard conditions that incorporate these measures outlined in the CEQA
Guidelines.

LTS
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requires that an EIR identify alternatives to a project as it is proposed. The CEQA Guidelines
specify that the EIR should identify alternatives that “will feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but will avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The
purpose of this section is to determine whether there are alternatives of design, scope or location that
will substantially lessen the significant impacts, even if those alternatives “impede to some degree
the attainment of the project objectives,” or are more expensive. [Section 15126.6]

In order to comply with the purposes of CEQA, it is important to identify alternatives that reduce the
significant impacts that are anticipated to occur if the project is implemented and to try to meet as
many of the project’s objectives as possible. The Guidelines emphasize a common sense approach --
the alternatives should be reasonable, should “foster informed decision making and public
participation,” and should focus on alternatives that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
impacts.

All impacts that might have been significant will be reduced to a less than significant level by
mitigation or avoidance measures included in the proposed project. The significant impacts for
which mitigation or avoidance is proposed include: biological resources during construction (Borrow
Area); air quality impacts during construction (Borrow Area and Landfill), hydrology and water
quality impacts (Borrow Area to Landfill), and cultural resources (Excavation in Native Soils). All
of the significant impacts of the project would be reduced or avoided by implementation of program
(standard) mitigation measures and mitigation measures included in the project. Alternatives
required by CEQA to be considered should be capable of avoiding or reducing some or all of the
significant impacts listed above.

Consideration of a “No Project” alternative is mandatory. In addition, a logical alternative which
might reduce the significant impacts identified for the proposed project includes a different location
for landfill borrow or the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility. A different location
should be considered only if it is capable of avoiding or reducing some or all of the significant
impacts identified.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines stipulate that an EIR specifically include a “No Project” Alternative, which
should discuss both “the existing conditions, as well as what will be reasonably expected to occur in
the foreseeable future if the project is not approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services.”

The proposed project includes two components; closure of the active landfill and a General Plan
amendment and rezoning to allow on-going industrial uses. The discussion below addresses both a
no landfill closure scenario and a no project scenario upon the current land use designation for the
site.

No Project/No Landfill Closure Scenario

Under this scenario, the landfill would continue receiving waste, which would be covered with daily
and intermediate cover. The final cover and extension of the landfill gas and leachate collection
systems would not be installed. Existing improvements (maintenance buildings) and the concrete
recycling facility could remain.
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This No Project alternative scenario would not conform to regulatory requirements, including the
Solid Waste Facility Permit for the TCRDF. It would avoid construction impacts (air quality and
biological resources) associated with removal of borrow materials, but would increase impacts to
underlying groundwater and could result in accelerated erosion. The No Project/No Landfill Closure
is not a feasible alternative from a regulatory standpoint and will not be discussed further in this EIR.

No General Plan Amendment or Rezoning Scenario

Under this alternative, the existing General Plan designation and zoning would remain in place. The
final cover would be placed over the active landfill, in conformance with regulatory requirements.
Limited facilities for maintenance activities at the landfill would be allowed to remain for the 30-year
postclosure maintenance period. The existing Corporation Yard would be limited to uses related to
landfill maintenance and would not include operation of fleet services. The concrete recycling
facility would not continue to operate on the site.

The No General Plan Amendment or Rezoning Alternative is feasible from a land use and planning
standpoint. The final cover would be installed under this alternative and construction impacts
(biological resources, air quality, water quality, and cultural resources) during from site grading in
the borrow area would be the same as the proposed project.

Under this alternative scenario, industrial uses (i.e., operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete
recycling facility) would be limited to maintenance activities for the landfill. The drainage patterns
at the Corporation Yard would not substantially change. Possible impacts to buried cultural
resources would be avoided. This alternative would avoid increased activity (such as vehicle
maintenance and repair) that could have water quality impacts if hazardous materials are improperly
handled or there are accidental spills. Implementation of regulatory requirements for industrial
facilities could substantially reduce impacts from allowed on-site uses, however.

The No General Plan Amendment or Rezoning Alternative would be consistent with the basic
objectives of the project that pertain to construction of the Final Closure Cover Liner at the landfill in
compliance with state and federal regulations to protect public health, safety, and the environment.

The City of Fremont’s objectives for the proposed General Plan and zoning changes include allowing
for the continuation of existing uses on the site to the extent they are deemed compatible with future
adjacent uses while encouraging resource recovery and diversion activities, ongoing maintenance and
supervision of the landfill closure, maintaining the integrity of the site for future appropriate
industrial uses within known access, utility, and natural environment constraints. This alternative
would allow for ongoing maintenance and supervision of the landfill closure but would not wholly
meet the objective of allowing continuation of existing uses that encourage resource recovery (i.e.,
concrete recycling).

NO ON-SITE BORROW ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, all of the materials would come from off-site and no excavation would not be
undertaken in the proposed borrow area. The final cover would be placed over the active landfill, in
conformance with regulatory requirements. Like the proposed project, this alternative would include
operation of the existing Corporation Yard and the Raisch Corporation concrete recycling facility.
The focus of this alternative would be the reduction of possible biological resources impacts within
the proposed borrow area.
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Like the proposed project, the No On-Site Borrow Alternative would require a modification of the
General Plan land use designation and zoning to Light Industrial on 46 acres of the TCRDF (and
consideration of a conditional use permit for the proposed post-closure facility usage. Use of soil
materials from off-site locations is feasible from a land use and planning standpoint.

There would be no on-site excavation for soil borrow. This would avoid the possible impacts to
nesting birds and individual California tiger salamanders and salt marsh harvest mice during
construction. On-site generation of dust from the borrow area would be avoided. On a regional
basis, dust and particulate matter could be generated at other sites where soil materials for the final
cover are obtained. Air quality impacts during installation of the final cover would be the same as
the proposed project. Emissions of pollutants from mobile sources (i.e., haul trucks) would increase
if all soil needed for the final cover was transported to the site from off-site sources. This alternative
could result in a new, short-term significant impact to regional air quality. The total emissions would
not exceed 15 tons per year during the construction phase, however.

This alternative would avoid short-term water quality impacts associated with excavation in the on-
site borrow area during construction of the final cover. Possible impacts to buried cultural resources
would also be avoided. This alternative would result in increased truck trips to and from the site over
a four year period compared to the proposed project. This would incrementally increase air
emissions and energy use.

The No On-Site Borrow Alternative would be consistent with the basic objectives of the project that
pertain to construction of the Final Closure Cover Liner at the landfill in compliance with state and
federal regulations to protect public health, safety, and the environment. This alternative would not
meet the applicant’s goal of reducing the amount of earthen lining from off-site hauling.

The City of Fremont’s objectives for the proposed General Plan and zoning changes include allowing
for the continuation of existing uses on the site to the extent they are deemed compatible with future
adjacent uses while encouraging resource recovery and diversion activities, ongoing maintenance and
supervision of the landfill closure, maintaining the integrity of the site for future appropriate
industrial uses within known access, utility, and natural environment constraints. This alternative,
like the proposed project, is consistent with the City of Fremont’s objectives for the proposed
General Plan and zoning changes.

CORPORATION YARD/CONCRETE RECYCLING LOCATION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, the existing General Plan designation and zoning would remain in place. The
project applicant would locate a Corporation Yard in an industrial area within the East Bay and the
concrete recycling uses would be moved to another facility or considered on a case by case basis for
on-site operations at individual construction sites. Possible locations for a Corporation Yard for
waste hauling trucks may be available in the industrially zoned area in the vicinity of Boyce Road
and Christy Street, approximately one-half to one mile from the TCRDF facility.

The final cover would be placed over the active landfill, in conformance with regulatory
requirements. Limited facilities for maintenance activities at the landfill would be allowed to remain
for the 30-year postclosure maintenance period. The existing Corporation Yard would be limited to
uses related to landfill maintenance. The concrete recycling facility would not continue to operate on
the site.

This alternative would reduce activity within the Corporation Yard and concrete facility, but would
not avoid or lessen one of the identified significant environmental effects of the project. Itis
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presented to provide additional information to the decision-makers, responsible agencies, and the
public.

Within areas designated for General Industrial uses, the Corporation Yard/Concrete Recycling
Location Alternative is feasible from a land use and planning standpoint. The feasibility of individual
sites for use as a Corporation Yard in nearby industrial areas of Fremont would depend on site size,
existing buildings and other improvements, and surrounding land uses. Possible truck routes to and
from the site and the proximity of sensitive receptors to those routes and the facility itself would
affect the feasibility of a Corporation Yard for an approximately 50-truck fleet. On-site concrete
recycling at construction sites in Central Fremont, especially near residential and commercial areas,
may not be considered feasible due to possible noise and dust impacts. The final cover would be
installed under this alternative and construction impacts (biological resources, air quality and
hydrology) from site grading in the borrow area would be the same as the proposed project. Under
this alternative scenario, industrial uses would be limited to maintenance activities for the landfill.
This alternative would avoid increased activity (such as vehicle maintenance and repair) that could
have water quality impacts if hazardous materials are improperly handled or there are accidental
spills. Implementation of regulatory requirements for industrial facilities could substantially reduce
impacts from allowed on-site uses, however. If located near residential uses on Stevenson
Boulevard, there could be noise and land use compatibility impacts along truck routes. Impacts to
sensitive uses would generally be limited if a Corporation Yard was located within an existing
industrial area.

The Corporation Yard/Concrete Recycling Location Alternative would be consistent with the basic
objectives of the project that pertain to construction of the Final Closure Cover Liner at the landfill in
compliance with state and federal regulations to protect public health, safety, and the environment.

Parking and maintenance of waste haul trucks that serve Fremont residences and businesses would be
at another location within the City. This alternative would allow for ongoing maintenance and
supervision of the landfill closure but would not wholly meet the City’s objective of allowing
continuation of existing uses that encourage resource recovery (i.e., concrete recycling).

FINAL COVER DESIGN ALTERNATIVE

The alternative described in the following section is a modification of the final cover design on the
top deck of the landfill. Unlike the other alternatives, it would not avoid or lessen one of the
identified significant environmental effects of the project. It is presented to provide information to
the decision-makers, responsible agencies, and the public on a modified design that could improve
performance of the final cover.

A review of the proposed GCL alternative cover on the top of the landfill found that the proposed
final cover would meet or exceed the performance of the prescriptive cover design (one foot of low
permeability material) in state regulations for landfill closure. There are several measures, however,
that could improve the performance of the final cover and avoid desiccation and drying of the GCL
alternative cover.

The project proposes one foot of soil over the GCL. A thicker layer of soil above the geosynthetic
clay liner may be advisable in semi-arid areas, such as Central California, to prevent moisture
reaching the underlying waste materials through cracks in the overlying vegetative soil layer or the
geosynthetic clay liner if they dry and crack and to protect the GCL from damage by construction
equipment operating on the top of the landfill. Without a thicker vegetative layer above the
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geosynthetic layer, more maintenance could be required over time or there could be an increase in
leachate.

Under the Final Cover Design Alternative, the thickness of the vegetative soil cover would be
increased from 12-inches to 18- to 24-inches. This would require an additional 45,000-90,000 cubic
yards of soil materials. A conservative overlap of GCL panels, as much as 12-inches, would also be
used to avoid separation of the GCL panels due to differential settlement of the top deck. Like the
proposed project, this alternative would include operation of the existing Corporation Yard and the
Raisch Corporation concrete recycling facility.

Like the proposed project, this alternative would require a modification of the General Plan land use
designation and zoning to Light Industrial on 46 acres of the TCRDF (and consideration of a
conditional use permit for the proposed post-closure facility usage. Modifications to the final cover
design would not require modification of the General Plan or zoning. The modifications would be
feasible from a land use and planning standpoint.

Additional soil material (45,000-90,000 cubic feet) would be required for the vegetative layer, which
would incrementally increase the area within the borrow area that is disturbed. Borrow would occur
in previously disturbed areas. Construction impacts to biological resources from site grading in the
borrow area, therefore, would be similar to the proposed project.

Daily construction emissions and identified air quality impacts during excavation of the borrow area
and installation of the final cover would be the similar to the proposed project. Grading and
construction activities could occur on more days in the borrow area and on top of the landfill during
the final year of cover construction, however. Like the proposed project, the significant construction
impacts of the project can be reduced by the mitigation measures included in the project.

Short-term water quality impacts and possible impacts to buried cultural resources associated with
excavation in the proposed borrow area would be similar to the proposed project. Like the project,
the significant construction impacts of the project can be reduced by the mitigation measures
included in the project.

The Final Cover Design Alternative would be consistent with the basic objectives of the project that
pertain to construction of the Final Closure Cover Liner at the landfill in compliance with state and
federal regulations to protect public health, safety, and the environment. The City of Fremont’s
objectives for the proposed General Plan and zoning changes include allowing for the continuation of
existing uses on the site to the extent they are deemed compatible with future adjacent uses while
encouraging resource recovery and diversion activities, ongoing maintenance and supervision of the
landfill closure, maintaining the integrity of the site for future appropriate industrial uses within
known access, utility, and natural environment constraints. Like the proposed project, this alternative
meet the objective of allowing continuation of existing uses that encourage resource recovery (i.e.,
concrete recycling).

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The CEQA Guidelines specify that an EIR must identify the environmentally superior alternative
among those alternatives discussed.

The No On-Site Borrow Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project during the
four seasons of construction of the final cover in terms of possible impacts to individual animals that
are listed as special status species. This alternative, however, could result in a new, short-term
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impact to regional air quality due to increased truck trips. Overall, this alternative is not clearly
superior to the proposed project.

The Final Cover Design Alternative could reduce the possibility of the final cover being
compromised by desiccation cracks (that do not heal when rewetted) or punctures or tears in the
GCL. Itis presented to provide information to the decision-makers, responsible agencies, and the
public on a modified design that could improve performance of the final cover. It would require
more excavation and grading during construction of the final cover on the top deck of the landfill.
This alternative would not reduce any of the identified significant impacts of the project.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

11 INTRODUCTION

This document has been prepared by the City of Fremont as the Lead Agency in conformance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of this
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to inform decision makers and the general public of the
environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify ways in which the significant effects might
be minimized, and to identify alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce those significant
impacts.

This document includes descriptions of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project, as those conditions existed at the time the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was
circulated for a 30-day period starting on November 2, 2006. The consideration and discussion of
environmental impacts that follow evaluate whether the environmental effects are significant; that is:
do those effects exceed stated levels, or “thresholds” of significance. Mitigation measures, proposed
to minimize the identified significant environmental effects, are also described in the discussion of
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.

1.2 BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

The Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility (TCRDF) in Fremont, California began accepting
municipal solid waste in 1967 and was formerly known as the Durham Road Landfill. Recycling
activities were added on the site in 1991.

The project proposes closure of the 115-acre active landfill and continued operation of the on-site
Corporation Yard and a concrete recycling facility. The project proposes modification of its
Conditional Use Permit and Solid Waste Facilities Permit to address closure of the landfill in
conformance with state and federal requirements and allow for excavation of some of the soil
materials for landfill closure from an on-site borrow area. A General Plan amendment is proposed on
46 acres of the TCRDF site from Solid Waste Facility to Light Industrial, as is rezoning to L-I(F) for
Light Industrial uses to allow consideration of a Conditional Use Permit for continued operation of
the on-site Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility.

1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The stated purpose of the project applicant, Waste Management, Inc., is provided below.

The purpose of the Fill Area 1 Final Closure Cover Liner (FCCL) construction is to isolate the wastes
contained in the landfill from the environment and to minimize precipitation infiltration into the
landfill by constructing a cover liner system over the surface of the landfill. State and Federal
regulations require FCCL construction as part of landfill closure so as to protect public health, safety,
and the environment. Therefore, the objective of the Fill Area 1 FCCL construction project is to
comply with applicable federal and state regulations for closure of solid waste landfills and to
comply with applicable local agency permit conditions so as to protect public health, safety, and the
environment. Specifically, applicable provisions of Code of Federal Regulations Part 258 (Subtitle
D) and California Code of Regulations Title 27 establish requirements for design and construction of
FCCL systems. To this end, the FCCL goal is to meet these obligations and reduce the amount of
earthen lining required to meet this requirement from off-site hauling.
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The City of Fremont’s objectives for the proposed General Plan and zoning changes are as follows:

The General Plan amendment, rezoning and Conditional Use Permit project components are intended
to allow for the continuation of existing uses on the site to the extent they are deemed compatible
with future adjacent uses while encouraging resource recovery and diversion activities, ongoing
maintenance and supervision of the landfill closure, maintaining the integrity of the site for future
appropriate industrial uses within known access, utility, and natural environment constraints.

14 USES OF THE EIR

It is proposed that this EIR be relied upon in issuing appropriate program-level and project-specific
discretionary and non-discretionary approvals necessary to implement this project as proposed.
These actions include the following approvals by the agencies indicated:

City of Fremont General Plan Amendment (for Corporation Yard and
Concrete Recycling Facility)
Zoning (for Corporation Yard and Concrete Recycling
Facility)
Conditional Use Permits (for Landfill Closure,
Corporation Yard, and Concrete Recycling Facility) or
other Development Permits for improvements and use
(e.g. Zoning Administrator)
Grading Permit(s) (For Borrow Area)

California Integrated Waste Management Solid Waste Facilities Permit

Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permits (Industrial, Construction, and
Municipal)

County of Alameda -Stopwaste.org Solid Waste Facilities Permit

(Local Enforcement Agency)

1.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The City of Fremont, as required under CEQA, encourages public participation in the environmental
review process. Opportunities for comments by public agencies and the public include responding to
the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR, written comments on this Draft EIR, and presentation of
written or verbal comments at future public hearings.

A Notice of Preparation for this Draft EIR was circulated to public agencies in November 2006.
Responses to the Notice of Preparation are included in Appendix A of this document.

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Lead Agency is required, after
completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain comments from public agencies having
jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed project, and to provide the general public with an
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Written comments concerning the environmental review
contained in this Draft EIR must be submitted to the Lead Agency, the City of Fremont, to the
attention of Kelly Diekmann, Senior Planner, City of Fremont, 39550 Liberty Street, Fremont, CA
94538 during the 45-day public review and comment period. Written and verbal comments may also
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be presented at scheduled public hearings on certification of the Final EIR, but may not be included
in the response to comments and Final EIR.

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR
The Draft EIR includes the following sections:
Summary

The Summary of the Draft EIR, which precedes this introduction, includes a brief description of the
proposed project and summarizes the project's impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives to the
project. The summary also briefly describes any known areas of public controversy and the views of
local groups.

Section 1. Introduction and Project Objectives

This section provides a general overview of the CEQA process, describes the public participation
process and opportunities for input, describes the intended uses of the EIR, lists the applicant and
City objectives for the project, and outlines the contents of the Draft EIR.

Section 2. Description of the Proposed Project

This section describes the physical and operational characteristics of the proposed project (at both a
program level and project level). Information on the location of the project and assumptions about
implementation of the proposed General Plan change are addressed in this section.

Section 3. Consistency with Adopted Plans

The project's conformance with objectives, goals, and policies in applicable General Plans and
regional plans is described in this section.

Section 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation

The Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation section includes descriptions of the physical
setting of the project area, identifies environmental impacts resulting from the project, and identifies
mitigation measures for the environmental impacts examined in the EIR. The primary environmental
issue areas addressed in this Draft EIR are land use (including land use compatibility), geology and
soils, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials,
transportation, noise, air quality, and visual resources and aesthetics. The Draft EIR identifies
proposed mitigation measures for significant impacts in this section and briefly evaluates the
expected effectiveness/feasibility of these measures.

Each impact is numbered using an alpha-numerical system that identifies the environmental issue.
For example, Impact BIO — 1, denotes the first impact in the biological resources section.

Mitigation measures and conclusions are also numbered to correspond to the impacts they address.
For example, MM NOI - 2.3 refers to the third mitigation measure for the second impact in the noise
section. The letter codes used to identify environmental issues are listed on the following page.
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Letter Codes for Environmental Issues
Letter Code Environmental Issue
AES Aesthetics
AIR Air Quality
BIO Biological Resources
CUL Cultural Resources
GEO Geology and Soils
HAZ Hazards and Hazardous Materials
H/WQ Hydrology and Water Quality
LU Land Use
NOI Noise
P&H Population and Housing
PS Public Service
REC Recreation
TRAN Transportation
UTIL Utilities and Service Systems
Section 5. Cumulative Impacts

This section includes a discussion of cumulative environmental impacts of the project along with
other pending and future development in the area.

Section 6. Growth Inducing Impacts

The discussion of growth inducing impacts addresses the ways in which a proposed project could
foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing in the surrounding
area.

Section 7. Significant Unavoidable Impacts

This section lists any significant unavoidable impacts that could result if the proposed project is
implemented.

Section 8. Alternatives to the Proposed Project

This section identifies a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen the
significant effects of the project. The environmental impacts associated with each alternative are
discussed and a comparison of the impacts to those of the project is presented. How well each of the
alternatives meets the objectives of the applicant and City of Fremont is also assessed.

Section 9. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

This section discusses the irreversible commitment of natural resources that could occur as a result of
implementation of the proposed General Plan amendment.
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Section 10. References

This section lists the references, persons, and organizations consulted during preparation of the Draft
EIR.

Section 11. Authors and Consultants

This section lists the lead agency staff and consultants who participated in preparation of the Draft
EIR.

Section 12. List of Symbols and Abbreviations

This section consists of a list of symbols, acronyms, and abbreviations used in the text of the Draft
EIR.

1.7 REFERENCE AVAILABILITY
Copies of all documents referred to in this EIR are available for review at the Department of

Community Development, Planning Division, City of Fremont, 39550 Liberty Street, Fremont, CA
94537, during normal business hours.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 HISTORIC OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

The 378 acre Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility (TCRDF) in Fremont, California includes a
115-acre Class 111 Landfill,* resource recovery operations and storage on approximately 61 acres, and
an approximately 14-acre Corporation Yard (refer to Figures 2.1-2.3). Approximately 32 acres of
upland and four acres of wetlands are located immediately south of the resource recovery operations.
The remainder of the site (approximately 148 acres) consists of two diked areas and levees in the
northeast and western areas of the property. The northeastern diked area is used for surface water
control and is intermittently wet and dry depending on seasonal climatic conditions. High voltage
electrical transmission towers are located in the northeastern diked area and there is an easement for
the electrical transmission lines that crosses this area. The western diked area is a jurisdictional
wetland area.

The TCRDF began accepting municipal solid waste in 1967 and was formerly known as the Durham
Road Landfill. In 1991, the name was changed to Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility to
reflect the addition of recycling activities on the site.

Waste received at the TCRDF includes residential, commercial, industrial, and demolition waste.
Roughly 80 percent is residential and commercial waste, one percent is industrial waste, and 19
percent is demolition waste.? The TCRDF does not accept hazardous wastes. Designated wastes,
such as asbestos, infectious bio-medical wastes, and liquid wastes (i.e., grease trap pumped wastes
and on-site truck wash wastewater) were disposed in the landfill in relatively small quantities prior to
1990.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT OPERATIONS

The landfill and recycling facilities on the site are open to the general public every day from 8 a.m. to
5 p.m., excluding New Year’s Day, Easter Sunday, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas
Day. Collection trucks can deliver waste to the landfill from 2 a.m. to 5 p.m.

2.2.1 Active Landfill Area

The 115-acre Class 111 Solid Waste Landfill is designated as Fill Area 1 and was formerly known as
the Durham Road Landfill.> Solid waste disposal operations began in Fill Area 1 Landfill in 1967.
The maximum daily waste disposal allowed at the landfill is 2,628 tons per day. TCRDF receives
residential, commercial, and industrial wastes collected in the Cities of Fremont, Newark, and Union
City.

Collection trucks and private vehicles deposit the permitted solid waste at specified locations on the
top and sides of the landfill. These materials are covered on a daily basis with soil or similar
materials (i.e., Alternative Daily Cover, such as shredded green waste or tarps). In general, refuse is

! The levee at the perimeter of the landfill occupies an additional approximately four acres of the 378-acre Tri-Cities
site (Guy Petraborg, Waste Management, written communications, August 28, 2006).

2 Joint Technical Document Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility, Alameda County, California, July 2003,
Volume I (Prepared for Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. by Shaw EMCON/OWT, Inc.).

¥ A Class I11 disposal site, as defined in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations, can receive municipal solid
waste (such as putresible garbage and refuse). Hazardous materials, including hazardous liquids, are prohibited.
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Section 2 - Project Description

placed in two foot thick layers and compacted. Multiple layers of refuse make up what is called a
“lift”. Daily lift thicknesses vary but are typically on the order of 15 to 25 feet thick.

A leachate collection and removal system (LCRS) is located around the perimeter of the landfill. The
LCRS consists of a collection trench that contains a perforated collection pipe surrounded by
permeable gravel material. The collection pipes are connected to sumps at several intermediate
locations. As water levels rise in the collection trench, pumps located in the sumps are activated and
the water levels are pumped down. The water is conveyed in solid transmission pipes to the on-site
sanitary sewer lift station. The water is then pumped by the lift station pumps to the off-site sanitary
sewer lines via a force main. The leachate is conveyed in the force main to and treated by the Union
Sanitary District.

222 Landfill Flare and Landfill Gas Collection System

A landfill gas collection system and landfill flare are also in place at the landfill (Figure 2.4).
Landfill gas is a decomposition product of putresible waste, such as kitchen waste, and consists
primarily of methane (approximately 50 percent) and carbon dioxide with smaller amounts of other
constituents. The gas collection system is a system of extraction wells which are operated under a
slight vacuum. The gas is collected and burned at a landfill flare located north of the Corporation
Yard. The flare is operated under a permit issued by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

2.2.3 Remaining Landfill Capacity

As of July 2006, there was approximately 1.1 million cubic yards of remaining landfill space
available for refuse disposal at the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility.* The average daily
landfilling rate between 1999 and 2003 was 1,337 cubic yards (based upon an average of 488,130
cubic yards per year). The operator of TCRDF proposes to stop accepting direct haul waste for
landfilling at the site on June 30, 2007. After June 30, 2007, waste from the Fremont Transfer
Station will be delivered to the landfill until TCRDF reaches the permitted capacity and maximum
height of the top-deck of the landfill (an elevation of 150 feet above mean sea level including
placement of the final cover).

2.2.4 Landfill Closure

At the completion of waste disposal activities, the entire landfill area will be capped with a multiple
layer final cover system designed to minimize moisture infiltration into the landfill. The proposed
landfill final cover is described below under Project Description.

2.25 Resource Recovery Operations

Construction and demolition debris, wood waste, yard waste, soil, and large appliances are currently
processed as part of resource recovery operations in an area south of the existing Corporation Yard
and east of the landfill (refer to Figure 2.3). Material is accepted from contractors, landscapers and
private individuals. Co-mingled recyclable materials are also unloaded and consolidated into larger
loads at the TCRDF and hauled to a materials recovery facility (MRF) on Davis Street in the City of
San Leandro for processing.> Once the TCRDF stops accepting direct haul waste on June 30, 2007,

* Source: Guy Petraborg, Waste Management, written communications, August 28, 2006.
> Source: Joint Technical Document Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility, Volume 1, Alameda County,
California, July 2003 (Revised December 2004).
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Section 2 - Project Description

resource recovery operations (with the exception of concrete recycling) from would be undertaken at
the Fremont Transfer Station.

2251 Concrete and Asphalt Processing

Concrete and asphalt recycling is carried out on-site by a lessee, Raisch Corporation. The concrete
recycling facility is open Monday through Saturday from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Customers haul
material to the site and Raisch hauls crushed products from the site, with the busiest period of the
year being May through August.

A portable processing plant is brought to the site approximately once per month and concrete rubble
is crushed and sized using a crusher and a variety of screens. Crushed concrete is stored in piles
prior to trucking off-site. The management and regular removal of stockpiled material within the
Resource Recovery Area is a function of market conditions and hauler availability. Approximately
8,800 trucks bring loads to the concrete recycling facility per year. Approximately 6,000 outbound
trucks transport crushed concrete and asphalt products from the site, in trucks with larger average
capacities than inbound loads. In the most active month, the Raisch recycling facility processed
1,400 inbound truck loads of concrete and asphalt, or a maximum of 64 trucks per day.®

2.2.5.2 Yard, Landscaping, and Wood Waste
For the yard and wood waste type, larger woody material is separated and ground in a barrel grinder
to create wood chips. Wood waste consists of brush, tree trimmings, and wood. Ground wood waste

is hauled off site for use as fuel or used at the landfill as Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) in the active
landfill areas.

2.2.5.3 Drop-off Center for Recycled Materials

An on-site drop-off center for recycled materials, such as cardboard, newspaper, metal cans and
bottle glass is operated on the site, south of the truck scales.

2254 Appliance Recycling

Large appliances, such as stoves, washing machines, refrigerators, and clothes dryers, are recycled
on-site. Recyclable materials (such as metals) are manually removed from non-recyclable materials.
Hazardous materials, such as oil in motors and refrigerants (i.e., Freon), are removed and disposed of
off-site by contractors licensed to handle the specific materials.

2.255 Tires

The TCRDF accepts whole tires for recycling. An outside recycler removes tires from the site for
off-site recycling.’

® Source: Rick Navarro, Raisch Products, personal communications, November 17, 2006.
"Joint Technical Document Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal Facility, Alameda County, California, July 2003,
Volume I (Prepared for Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. by Shaw EMCON/OWT, Inc.)
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2.25.6 E-Waste

E-waste, such as televisions and computer monitors, is collected and shipped off-site for processing
by specialized, third-party recycling firms.

2.2.6 Corporation Yard

On-site facilities within the Corporation Yard include administrative offices and parking, a
maintenance office and shop facility, a waste oil recycling area, a truck and container washing
facility, a water supply station, and waste water pump station. Also included along the access haul
road in this area are truck scales and collection booths. Currently there are approximately 35-38
employees at the TCRDF.

227 On-Site Wetlands

The western diked area within the TCRDF property, separated from landfilling and resource recovery
operations, supports tidal wetlands (refer to Figure 2.3).

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Tri-Cities Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan project includes several components. The
components include:

1) Installation of a final cover over the active landfill and associated environmental monitoring
and maintenance of the 115 acre landfill for 30 years;

2) Excavation and conditioning of soil materials from an 88-acre borrow area within the 378
acre TCRDF,

3) Alternative import of off-site borrow for landfill cover; and

4) Continued operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility on up to 46 acres
of the site.

The closure of the landfill will require modifications to the Conditional Use Permit for the landfill.
The continued and ongoing operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility without
an active landfill as the primary land use will require a General Plan Amendment and Rezoning to
Light Industrial and a Conditional Use Permit.

These activities are described below.

231 Description of Installation of Landfill Final Cover

Installation of final cover on the side slopes and top deck of the landfill will start after completion of
landfilling operations in Fill Area 1. The maximum height of the top-deck of the landfill will be at
an elevation of 150 feet above mean sea level (msl), which is consistent with the existing Closure and
Postclosure Plan for the landfill.

23.1.1 Grading Plan/Final Slopes
The landfill will continue to settle due to the compression and decomposition of refuse and

consolidation of underlying Bay Mud. The final grading plan for the landfill calls for slopes that
meet the criteria below at the time of placement of final cover.

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan 13 Draft EIR
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. West Side-Slope. The existing lower slope will be maintained. The lower bench will be
maintained at the existing width of 15 to 25 feet. Subsequent slopes above the existing
2H:1V (horizontal:vertical) will be limited to a maximum grade of 2.5H:1V.

. South Side-Slope. The existing 2.5H:1V slope will be maintained. The slopes above the
existing 2.5 H:1V will be limited to a maximum grade of 2.5H:1V.

. Other Side-Slopes. The remaining side-slopes will be filled to 2.75H:1V along the lower
intermediate slope and 2.5:1V above.

. Top-Deck. The top deck slope grades at closure will be five percent to insure that the three
percent slope gradient of the closure plan is achieved.

The grading plan is shown on Figure 2.5.
2.3.1.2 Final Closure Cover

The proposed Final Closure Cover Liner (final cover or FCCL) consists of a prescriptive
[standardized] cover liner system for the side-slope areas of the landfill and an alternative cover liner
system for the top deck portion of the landfill that meets the hydraulic conductivity and durability
requirements in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations.

The side slopes are proposed to be covered first, in three separate phases. The top-deck of the
landfill, which is the most susceptible to adverse settlement impacts, will be covered last. This will
allow for filling to maintain proper drainage on the top-deck prior to placement of the final cover.

Side-slope Cover

The cover for the side-slopes is proposed to conform to the prescriptive cover liner system in Title 27
of the California Code of Regulations. The final cover of side-slopes will consist of the following
layers from bottom to top:

. Foundation Layer. A minimum two (2) foot thick foundation layer of soil will cover waste
materials and will be compacted to support overlying layers. The Foundation Layer soil may
include gravel or crushed-concrete where the location was used by landfill operations as a
stabilized pad area necessary for wet-weather disposal operations.

. Low-Hydraulic Conductivity Layer. A minimum one (1) foot thick low-hydraulic
conductivity layer, having a hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10°® cm/sec or less to minimize the
infiltration of water into the underlying foundation layer and waste materials.?

. Erosion-Resistant (Vegetative) Layer. A minimum one (1) foot thick soil layer to support
vegetation and provide erosion resistance during wet weather.

The proposed cover of the side-slopes is shown graphically on Figure 2.6.

® Hydraulic conductivity measures how fast water can move through a specific thickness of material. A hydraulic
conductivity of 1 x 10° cm/sec is very low. It is equivalent to approximately one foot of infiltration over a one year
period, under specific testing conditions.

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan 14 Draft EIR
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Top of Landfill Cover

Similar to the side-slope cover, the cover liner system for the top deck of the landfill is proposed to
consist of three layers. In this case, the middle, low-hydraulic conductivity layer would consist of a
geosynthetic clay liner.” The geosynthetic clay liner will have a maximum hydraulic conductivity of
approximately 5 x 10°° cm/sec or less, which is lower than the hydraulic conductivity of the middle
layer on the side-slopes.

The applicant’s purposes in proposing this alternative cover are:

. To provide greater infiltration resistance over the gently sloping top deck; and

. To provide greater postclosure integrity as a barrier in light of the magnitude of the total and
differential settlements predicted to occur in the landfill, as well as seasonal soil moisture
fluctuations.

The final cover of the top deck will consist of the following layers from bottom to top:

. Foundation Layer. A minimum one (1) foot thick soil layer will cover waste materials and
will be compacted to support the overlying geosynthetic clay liner.

. Low-Hydraulic Conductivity Layer. An internally reinforced geosynthetic clay liner with a
maximum hydraulic conductivity of 5 x 10”° cm/sec or less to minimize infiltration into the
underlying foundation layer and waste materials.

. Erosion-Resistant (Vegetative) Layer. A minimum one (1) foot thick soil layer to support
vegetation and provide erosion resistance during wet weather.

The proposed cover of the top deck of the landfill is shown graphically on Figure 2.6.

2.3.2 Soil Quantities

Table 2-1 outlines the estimated quantities of soil materials required for construction of the
foundation layer, low-hydraulic conductivity layer and erosion-resistant (vegetative) layer as part of
the final cover of the landfill.

A total of about 320,000 cubic yards of soil will be required to construct the foundation layer on the
side-slopes and top deck of the landfill. From 0.5-1.5 feet of this layer (or approximately 96,000 to
219,000 cubic yards) could be in-place as intermediate soil cover placed over wastes upon
completion of waste disposal operations. The upper range listed in Table 2-1 assumes that 0.5 feet of
soil will be in place and could be utilized as a part of the final foundation layer. The lower range of
soil required assumes up to 1.5 feet of intermediate soil cover could meet requirements for the
foundation layer.

Approximately 110,000-127,000 cubic yards of soil will be required to construct the low-hydraulic
conductivity soil layer on the side-slopes, and approximately 190,000 cubic yards of soil is proposed

% A geosynthetic clay liner is a manufactured material composed of sodium bentonite clay bonded between two
layers of geotextile or bonded to a geomembrane.
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to be installed for the erosion resistant (vegetative) layer.”® These estimates assume one foot of
compacted soil on side slopes and a geosynthetic clay layer on the top deck of the landfill.

Table 2-1
Estimated Quantity of Soil Materials
(in cubic yards)

Final Cover Layers Cubic Yards
Foundation Layer 100,000-222,000*
Low Hydraulic Conductivity Layer 110,000-127,000
Erosion Resistant (VVegetative) Layer 190,000-193,000

Total Volume Required for Final Cover 400,000-542,000
Sources of Soil Material
On-Site Borrow 542,000V **
Off-Site Import 25,000-185,000

Total Volume
from On-Site and Off-Site Sources 400,000-542,000

* The total volume of soil in the foundation layer would be about 320,000 cubic yards. The upper value listed in
this table (222,000 cubic yards) assumes 0.5 feet of soil (approximately 96,000 cubic feet) will be in place and
could be utilized as a part of the final foundation layer. The lower value (100,000 cubic yards) assumes
approximately 1.5 feet of acceptable soil will be in place as intermediate cover.

** Golder Associates (2006) estimated the following quantities available from the proposed on-site borrow area:
200,000-260,000 cubic yards of silt available for the vegetative layer;
200,000-260,000 cubic yards of alluvium available for the foundation and/or vegetative layers; and
160,000-220,000 cubic yards of clay available for all three layers.
This estimate exceeds the estimated 542,000 cubic yards needed for the final cover. Some off-site import may
be used instead of the on-site borrow, as available.

Sources: Waste Management, Inc., March 27, 2006, Golder Associates, December 28, 2006, and City of Fremont.

The project proposes to obtain soil for the construction of the final cover from an 88-acre on-site
borrow area and/or to import it from off-site locations. The location of the borrow area and proposed
excavation is described under On-Site Borrow Area.

2.3.3 Relocation of Gas Collection and Drainage Systems

Currently, the landfill gas system is extended as the landfill area is filled. As a part of the landfill
closure the gas control system would be temporarily disconnected and extended through the final
cover. Elements of the gas collection and control system will be extended above the surface of the
final cover, as needed for maintenance and monitoring.

Drainage channels will be constructed on the top deck, side slopes and around the perimeter of the
landfill, as shown on Figure 2.7. The drainage system is designed to accommodate a 24-hour, 100-
year storm event. Drainage from the top of the landfill will be conveyed to the Alameda County
Flood Control Channel to the northwest of the landfill through an existing 36-inch pipe and flapgate.
The flood control channel discharges to Mowry Slough, which in turn discharges to San Francisco
Bay.

19 Source: Guy Petraborg, Waste Management, written communications, February 10, 2006 and Table 2 in Final
Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan for Fill Area 1 (Golder Associates, December 2004). Quantities from
the Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan are rounded.
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Section 2 - Project Description

Leachate collected in the existing leachate collection system will continue to be conveyed to the
Union Sanitary District for treatment.

234 Revegetation of Landfill Cover

Following placement of the vegetative layer, grasses and wildflowers will be planted on the top deck
and side-slopes of the landfill. Woody shrubs and perennial plants are proposed for northern and
eastern side slopes that are more protected from sun, salt and wind exposure. Proposed plant species
are listed in Table 2-2. The proposed plant plantings on the landfill would not be irrigated.

Table 2-2
Proposed Plant List for Revegetation

Plant Community

Scientific Name

Common Name

A- Grasses and Wildflowers Avena fatua Wild oat
Briza major Quaking grass
Bromus rubens Red brome

Holcus lanatus

Velvet grass

Lolium spp.

Rye grasses

Eschscholtzia californica

California poppy

Nemophilia menziesii

Baby blue eyes

Layia platyglossa Tidy tips
Lupinus spp. Lupine species
B-Woody and Perennial Shrubs Atriplex spp. Saltbush
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush
Heteromeles arbutifolia Toyon
Rhamnus californica Coffeeberry
Symphoricarpos sp. Snowberry

Source: Guy Petraborg, Waste Management, Inc. from Joint Technical Document, TriCities Waste Management
Facility (1999).

2.35 Phasing of Landfill Cover Installation

The final landfill cover over the 115-acre Fill Area 1 portion of the site is proposed to be installed
over a period of four years. Construction of the final cover would occur during the dry season (May
to September). The final cover would be placed over the side-slopes of the landfill during the first
three dry seasons following the completion of landfilling operations. The final closure cover liner
would be placed on the top deck of the landfill during the fourth and final dry season. Each year, the
closure area would range from more than 20 acres to about 40 acres (see Figure 2.8).

The construction schedule would allow total and differential settlements to occur in the top deck area
prior to installation of the liner in this area, allow for revegetation of disturbed areas and limit the
area of disturbance at any one time, and allow for the completion of drainage features (or systems)
prior to the start of the wet season.

2.3.6 Maintenance and Monitoring of Final Cover

As described in the Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan for Fill Area 1 (Golder
Associates, December 2004), the final cover will be inspected semi-annually for the first five years
and annually thereafter for an additional 25 years, or until such time as the post-closure period is

Draft EIR
May 2007
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certified as completed, to ensure that the final cover continues to function as an infiltration barrier.
Visual inspections by qualified personnel will be performed on the integrity of the final cover and
vegetative cover. ltems requiring corrective action, such as settlement and subsidence, erosion, or
cracking will be repaired. Where there is insufficient vegetative growth, additional seed and mulch
will be applied.

The surface drainage system will be inspected semi-annually for evidence of damage, excessive
erosion, settlement, and obstruction by debris. Regrading will be performed as necessary to maintain
positive drainage.

Existing groundwater monitoring, landfill gas, and leachate monitoring systems will be maintained
and monitored during the postclosure period. Postclosure monitoring and maintenance at the landfill
will occur for a period of at least 30 years, unless a reduced monitoring frequency is approved by all
applicable regulatory agencies (in this case, Alameda County (Local Enforcement Agency), San
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB)). Groundwater wells, leachate riser pipes, and landfill gas probes
will also be inspected as part of a periodic sampling program, as described in the Final Closure and
Postclosure Maintenance Plan (refer to Appendix B).

Reports of the inspections and any repairs will be submitted to the RWQCB, the CIWMB, and the
LEA (Alameda County Department of Environmental Health).

2.3.7 Future Land Use of 115-acre Landfill

The postclosure land use of the 115-acre landfill area is private, non-irrigated open space with no
public access. The current land use designation and zoning is Agricultural with Flood District
Overlay. No change to the land use designation is proposed for this area of the project site.

2.3.8 Description of On-Site Borrow Area

An 88-acre area south of the Corporation Yard would be used as a source of soil materials for the
final cover, for construction staging, and for testing and conditioning of soil materials. The northern
portion of this area is currently used for resource recovery operations and plastic cart storage.

Soil would be excavated from four or five areas within the proposed 88-acre borrow area as shown
on Figure 2.9. If enough suitable material is available, only the four southern-most areas will be
excavated. The estimated minimum and maximum amount of soil material available from the on-site
borrow area is summarized in Table 2-1.

The elevation of the borrow area will be lowered by approximately three to four feet. Final
elevations in the borrow area would range from approximately one to four feet msl from west to east,
as shown on Figure 2.9. These values are maximum depths; if less soil is used, finish elevations in
the borrow area could be higher.

Once excavation in the borrow area is complete each construction season, the disturbed area would
be smoothly graded and seeded for erosion control.

2.3.8.1 On-Site Staging and Soil Conditioning

A construction staging area, including a temporary construction office, equipment and supply storage
area, and fueling and maintenance area would be located within the on-site borrow area.

TCRDF Landfill Closure and Land Use Plan 22 Draft EIR
City of Fremont May 2007



> AUTO MALL
= PRKWY.

7/ RPPROXIMATE LiMI bF
?ixmmN&~}A;\IDFILL .

3 ﬁ—/ii

————— Borrow Area
Source: Waste Management (March 2006)
ON-SITE BORROW AREA CONCEPTUAL EXCAVATION PLAN FIGURE 2-9

23




Section 2 - Project Description

A portion of the borrow area would also be used as a test pad area for controlled construction and
testing of the low-hydraulic conductivity soil layer to confirm construction quality and compliance
with the minimum criteria for hydraulic conductivity.

Soils excavated from the borrow area may be wet and/or contain a mixture of materials. Soil
materials excavated from the borrow area may be spread out for moisture conditioning prior to
hauling and placement and compaction on the landfill. Soil not suitable for use as final cover will
remain or be placed back in the borrow area.

2.3.9 Future Land Use of On-Site Borrow Area

The northeastern portion of the borrow area is included in the area proposed to be changed from an
Agricultural land use designation to a Light Industrial land use designation. This area is part of the
existing concrete recycling facility and would continue to be used for this purpose.

Waste Management is considering several possible future land uses for the remainder of the on-site
borrow area. These uses include commercial or industrial development and/or use of some or all of
the area as a wetland mitigation bank. None of these land uses is proposed as a part of the Landfill
Closure project and all would require subsequent environmental review by the City of Fremont at the
time a specific proposal is submitted for review.

2.3.10 Off-Site Sources of Soil for Landfill Cover

Some soil materials for the final cover could come from off-site sources. Off-site materials would be
used if market conditions permit or in the event there was not an adequate supply of on-site soil
suitable for the various layers of the final cover. For example, soils from the borrow area are clayey
and may not be suitable for the upper vegetative layer or may require the addition of soil
amendments. As shown in Table 2-1, an estimated 25,000 to 327,000 cubic yards of material could
come from off-site sources. Assuming an average of 12 cubic yards per truck, off-site truck trips to
the site could range from approximately 2,080 truck loads to 27,250 truck loads over four dry
seasons. The location of possible off-site soil sources are not known at this time. Anticipated
sources would be sites in east and south Fremont, Milpitas, and Sunol.

2.3.11 Corporation Yard and Concrete Recycling Facility

The project proposes continued operation of the existing Corporation Yard and the Raisch
Corporation concrete recycling facility. The Corporation Yard would be used, in part, during the
approximately 30-year postclosure period of the landfill by personnel responsible for monitoring and
maintenance activities. Trucks used for residential and commercial waste collection in Fremont (up
to 50 haul trucks) also could be parked and serviced in the Corporation Yard on a daily basis. Some
of the structures on the site used for truck maintenance and repair would be reconstructed as enclosed
structures and the area around repair facilities would be paved.

The concrete recycling facility was originally approved to operate until the landfill closes. A request
with this application asks for an extension of the existing concrete recycling facility into the future in
the same general configuration and scope of activities as currently exists at the site.

Concrete recycling operations by the Raisch Corporation are projected to continue during landfill
closure operations. Some of the area used for recycling activities is within the proposed soil borrow
area (Phase 5 on Figure 2-9). It is anticipated that stockpiles would relocated within the processing
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area to accommodate the remove of one to three feet of soil materials, if needed. After removal of
the borrow material, concrete processing could resume in the borrow area.

23111 General Plan Amendment and Rezoning

Continued operation of a corporation yard and concrete recycling facility on the site for activities not
directly connected with the operation of an active landfill will require a modification of the General
Plan land use designation and zoning on 46 acres of the TCRDF (Figure 2-10). The proposed land
use designation is Light Industrial. The Light Industrial designation is intended for a wide variety of
industrial uses which are generally oriented toward serving local businesses and residents. The
proposed zoning would be L-I(F) for Light Industrial uses within a flood hazard zone.** A
conditional use permit will be considered for the proposed post-closure facility usage. All future
improvements within the L-I District would be subject to Site Plan and Architectural Review by the
City’s Development Organization.

The full potential of development allowed under the proposed Light Industrial General Plan
designation and zoning is not analyzed in this EIR. The analysis in this EIR assumes that uses within
the 46 acre area covered by the General Plan amendment and rezoning would continue to be used as
a Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility. Other uses are not currently proposed.

There are no potable water lines that serve the site that could be used to support industrial uses such
as manufacturing or office/research and development. Should new industrial development or land
uses with greater employment or traffic generating uses be proposed in the future, additional
environmental review that includes an analysis of resulting traffic, site access and safety, and utility
capacity issues, would be required under CEQA.

2.4 REGULATORY OVERVIEW OF LANDFILL CLOSURE

Permanent closure of a sanitary landfill is a process regulated by federal and state laws, and governed
by the regulations of several agencies, including the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB), the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the
Alameda County Department of Environmental Health. Under Title 27 of the California Code of
Regulations, the Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan for Fill Area 1 of the TCRDF is
subject to review and approval by the CIWMB and the State Water Resources Control Board. The
County of Alameda, as a Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the landfill and the RWQCB also
review and approve the Plan. These agencies will be responsible for assuring that the Plan meets the
specific technical requirements for landfill closure in Title 27, especially in the areas of preventing
ponding and erosion, final cover, financial assurance, and maintenance and monitoring.

The City of Fremont is responsible for enforcement of local land use regulations, including the City’s
General Plan and zoning. Under their municipal code, portions of the site are regulated under a
Conditional Use Permit. The City of Fremont will need to modify the Conditional Use Permit for the
landfill to reflect its permanent closed condition, and any uses that may be proposed on it.

1 According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the project
site is located within the 100-Year tidal floodplain (Panel 0650280045D, 2/9/2000). The site is shown within Zone
Al (elevation 8 feet). Most of the landfill is well above this elevation and would not be subject to tidal flooding in
the event of overtopping or failure of bayfront levees.
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3.0 CONSISTENCY WITH ADOPTED PLANS

The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR should discuss “any inconsistencies between the proposed
project and applicable general plans and regional plans” [Section 15125(d)].

The TCRDF is located within the City of Fremont and the applicable General Plan is the City of
Fremont General Plan adopted in 1991 (as amended). Applicable regional plans include the Alameda
County Integrated Waste Management Plan (ColWMP), the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Plan, and the San
Francisco Bay Region Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). The following sections discuss the
consistency of the proposed project with these plans.

3.1 FREMONT GENERAL PLAN
3.1.1 Land Use

The project site is located in the City’s Baylands Planning Area and is designated Solid Waste
Landfill in Fremont’s General Plan.

Closure of the landfill is a foreseeable use within the Solid Waste Landfill designation. Projections
for solid waste facilities include the assumption that ultimately a landfill site will be closed in
accordance with relevant health and safety requirements. Continued operation of a Corporation Yard
on the site for activities not directly connected with the TCRDF will require a modification of the
General Plan land use designation and zoning on 46 acres of the TCRDF, however. The proposed
land use designation for this area is Light Industrial. The Light Industrial designation is intended for
a wide variety of industrial uses which are generally oriented toward serving local businesses and
residents. These include auto repair and servicing, machine shops, cabinet shops, small warehouse
and delivery operations, small wholesale businesses, printing and other smaller industrial operations.
Light industrial areas are generally in the vicinity of residential or commercial areas and allowed uses
are limited in the City’s General Plan.

Consistency: The proposed landfill closure activities would be consistent with the General Plan
land use designation of Solid Waste Landfill. The project proposes to change the General Plan
designation on 46-acres to Light Industrial to allow for continued operation of a Corporation Yard
and concrete recycling operation. A Conditional Use Permit will be required for the proposed uses.
With this change to the General Plan and issuance of a Conditional Use Permit, the proposed project
would be consistent with the industrial uses allowed under the Light Industrial designation.

3.1.2 Transportation

The Transportation chapter of the City’s General Plan addresses the transportation network and the
City’s fundamental goals for the character of the City.

Policy T1.3.2 Encourage through truck traffic to use interstate highways rather than local truck
routes in Fremont.

Policy T1.3.3: Protect neighborhoods from intrusion by truck traffic.
Haul trucks will continue to use the existing roadway system, including Auto Mall Parkway, to reach

the landfill (during landfill closure activities), the Corporation Yard, and concrete recycling facility.
Garbage collection trucks and private haul vehicles will not haul waste to the TCRDF site once gate
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closure occurs in June 2007. The amount of truck traffic will decrease once placement of the final
cover over the landfill is complete.

Consistency: The proposed project is not inconsistent with Transportation policies of the General
Plan.

3.1.3 Natural Resources

The Natural Resources chapter of the City’s General Plan addresses a range of natural resources in
the City, including biological, water, air and visual resources. Policies applicable to the proposed
project are discussed below.

3.131 Biological Resources

Policy NR 1.1.1:  Whenever feasible, natural and semi-natural wetland areas, including riparian
corridors, vernal pools and their wildlife habitat shall be preserved or impacts
minimized.

Implementation 1: Development encroaching on wetland areas, including lakes, ponds, marshes, and
vernal pools shall be discouraged.

The proposed project includes excavation and removal of borrow materials for placement on the
landfill as final cover and continued operation of a Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility.
As discussed in Section 4.3 Biological Resources, the project would avoid direct and indirect impacts
to salt marsh habitat, pickleweed/cattail, and aquatic habitats. Disturbed seasonal depressions in the
existing Resource Recovery Area (refer to Figure 4.3-1) that provide some of the functions of
wetlands or aquatic habitats by providing foraging habitat for waterbirds would be disturbed in the
borrow area. The borrow area, however, represents a very small fraction of disturbed seasonal
depression habitat available regionally, and the loss of such habitat will not result in significant
impacts to biological resources.

Consistency:  The proposed project is not inconsistent with policies on the preservation of
wetlands.

Policy NR 2.2.2:  Minimize impacts of development in uplands adjacent to or associated with
seasonal and other wetlands (see Figure 9-2 in the General Plan for approximate
location).

Implementation 1: As part of the environmental assessment process, identify uplands areas adjacent
to wetlands species habitat and propose mitigations for potential significant
environmental impacts on the wetlands from development.

Implementation 2: Projects proposed in uplands areas should minimize runoff of excess nutrients,
sediments and pesticides into seasonal and other wetlands. To the degree
feasible, require conservation or revegetation of uplands vegetation for nesting,
foraging and retreat.

Placement of the landfill cover and continued operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete
recycling facility will be in previously disturbed areas and runoff from these areas will continue to be
directed to the adjacent Alameda County Flood Control District channel. Construction of the final
cover of the landfill will be required to conform to construction and post-construction measures to
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prevent erosion and sedimentation called for in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
for the landfill.

Consistency: Overall, the project would not result in substantial impacts to uplands immediately
adjacent to wetlands or runoff with elevated levels of sediments into wetlands.

Policy NR 2.2.4  Avoid disruption of grassed and natural areas known to provide groundnesting for
endangered threatened or candidate animals.

Consistency: The project includes removal of vegetation outside the nesting season, preconstruction
surveys and other measures to avoid possible impacts to individual nesting birds within the borrow
and landfill areas (see Section 4.3.3 Biological Resources Mitigation and Avoidance Measures).
3.1.3.2 Air Quality

Policy NR 12.17: Reduce particulate emissions.

Implementation 1: Reduce emissions form construction of roads and buildings through enforcement
of construction practices that reduce dust and other particulate emissions.

Consistency: As discussed in Section 4.7 Air Quality, the project includes measures to reduce dust
during construction of the landfill final cover and grading of the borrow area.

3.14 Health and Safety

The Health and Safety chapter of the City’s General Plan addresses issues related to geologic,
seismic, flood and fire hazards, hazardous materials, emergency preparedness, and noise. The
following specific policies are relevant to the proposed landfill closure and continued operation of
the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility.

3.14.1 Geologic Hazards

Policy HS 2.1.1:  Locate development to minimize potential damage resulting from seismic
activity.

Implementation 2: Require site specific soils, geologic and/or geotechnical engineering studies prior
to development approval of sites in areas identified with moderate to high (S4) or
Severe Shaking Potential (S5) shown on Figure 10-3 of the General Plan,
Groundshaking and Liquefaction Potential Map.

Implementation 3: Require site specific soils, geologic and/or geotechnical engineering studies prior
to development approving development on sites in areas identified as L3(w), L4
or L5 as shown on Figure 10-3 of the General Plan, Groundshaking and
Liquefaction Potential Map.

Consistency: The design of the final cover for the landfill is based upon site specific studies of the
underlying geologic conditions and settlement rates at the landfill.
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3.14.2 Flooding

Policy HS 3.1.1:  Continue to prohibit development of habitable (as defined by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency) structures within the 100 year flood zone
shown on Figure 10-6 of the General Plan, Inundation Hazards Map, unless the
structures are designed to comply with existing National Flood Insurance
Program Criteria for construction.

Implementation 1: Enforce the City’s existing flood control ordinances and regulations, amending
them as necessary to conform with National Flood Insurance Program Criteria.

Consistency: The project will comply with the City’s existing flood control ordinances and
regulations. Elevations in the Corporation Yard range from approximately six to 12 feet above mean
sea level. This could require raising site elevations in portions of the Corporation Yard that are
below the flood elevation of eight (8) feet msl.

3.143 Fire Hazards

Policy HS 4.1.2: Require adequate access and clearance for fire equipment, fire suppression
personnel, and evacuation.

Implementation 1: Continue to review projects for necessary fire access and clearances.

Consistency: Fire Department personnel will review site plan designs to ensure adequate access
prior to approval of the Conditional Use Permits for the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling
facility. Access to the site is limited and other normally allowed uses under the Light Industrial land
use designation (for example a use with greater employment densities) may not meet fire access
requirements.

3.144 Noise

Policy HS 8.1.3: Noise created by commercial or industrial sources associated with new
projects or developments shall be controlled so as not to exceed the noise
level standards set fourth in Table 10-2 as measured at any affected
residential land use.

Consistency: As discussed in Section 4.8 Noise of this EIR, the proposed project will not cause an
exceedance of the City’s nose level standards.

3.15 Overall General Plan Consistency

The proposed closure of the Tri-Cities landfill and General Plan Amendment to allow continued
operation of a Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility is not inconsistent with relevant
General Plan policies.

3.2 ALAMEDA COUNTY INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan is a state-mandated plan prepared by the
Alameda County Waste Management Authority. The Plan identifies solid waste facilities, waste
sources, and areas of waste collection within Alameda County. It describes the countywide plan for
reaching the state-mandated 50% recycling goal and the county-mandated 75% recycling goal. Waste
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reduction and disposal facilities in the county that require Solid Waste Facility Permits must conform
with policies and siting criteria contained in the ColWMP.

The ColWMP includes, by reference, source reduction and recycling elements, household hazardous
waste elements and non-disposal facility elements for each city and the unincorporated county area,
as well as a plan that describes countywide diversion programs and landfill disposal needs.

The COIWMP also includes the Countywide Siting Element. The TCRDF is identified as a fully
permitted landfill in the Plan and is part of the needed landfill capacity to serve the County. The Plan
also identifies the anticipated closure date as being around 2004.

Goals, objectives and policies in the ColWMP focus on promoting environmental quality, achieving
feasible waste reduction, information and education, meeting disposal needs, cost-effective services
and financing, and promotion of interjurisdictional cooperation. The goals and policies that directly
relate to the proposed project are related to minimization of environmental impacts in all aspects of

solid waste management and waste reduction. These objectives and policies are discussed below.

3.2.1 Goal 1: Promote Environmental Quality

This goal calls for ensuring protection of public health and safety and minimizing environmental
impacts. ldentified areas of concern range include, but are not limited to, public health, hydrology,
biotic, traffic and roadways, noise, air quality, energy use, land use compatibility, and visual impacts.
The implementing objective and policies under this goal are:

Objective 1.1: that existing solid waste facilities cause no new public health, safety or environmental
impacts, that are not evaluated and permitted by the agencies of jurisdiction.

Policy 1.1.1:  facilities must comply with all applicable permit conditions and standards and shall
be monitored regularly for compliance.

Policy 1.1.2:  environmental impacts should be re-evaluated each time permits are reviewed or
revised.

The proposed project is revision of the existing Solid Waste Facilities Permit and City of Fremont
Use Permit to provide for final closure of the Tri-Cities Landfill. The project includes design
features and monitoring plans to comply with state and federal regulations regarding environmental
protection, including modifications to the landfill gas collection, leachate, and storm water drainage
systems. The final cover has also been designed to account for differential settlement, stability of
side slopes, and use of an appropriate alternative cover design on the top of the landfill. The
project’s environmental impacts and compliance with standards are specifically discussed in Sections
4.2 Geology and Soils, 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.4. Hydrology and Water Quality, 4.5 Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, 4.7 Air Quality, 4.8 Noise, 4.9 Visual Resources and Aesthetics, and 4.11
Public Facilities and Services of this EIR.

Consistency: The proposed landfill closure is consistent with the environmental protection goal,
objective and policies in the ColWMP.

3.2.2 Goal 2: Achieve Maximum Feasible Waste Reduction

One of the primary goals of the CoIWMP is to reduce waste and disposal of material in landfills.
Applicable objectives and policies to the project under this goal include:
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Obijective 2.1: achieve countywide waste reduction of 75 percent by 2010. In calculating waste
reduction, give credit for:

. Existing waste reduction in the 1990 base year.

. Changes in population or in the number or size of industrial, commercial and
governmental operations after 1990.

. Special factors such as cleanup of debris from natural disasters.

Obijective 2.3: To achieve by recycling, countywide waste reduction of 75 percent by 2010.

Policy 2.31:  The Authority shall support recycling programs as a form of resource conservation
and economic development.

The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment and Use Permit that would allow
continued concrete recycling on the site. This activity would assist the cities of Fremont, Newark,
and Union City with waste reduction from construction demolition materials.

Consistency: The proposed continued operation of concrete recycling on a portion of the TCRDF is
consistent with the waste reduction goals and policies in the ColIWMP. The landfill closure is also
consistent with the assumptions in the Countywide Siting Element of the ColWMP.

3.3 BAY AREA 2005 OZONE PLAN

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), in cooperation with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), prepared
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy which serves as a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay
Area will achieve compliance with the state one-hour air quality standard for ozone as expeditiously
as practicable, and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to
neighboring air basins. The Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy updates Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
and other assumptions in the 2000 Clean Air Plan (CAP) related to the reduction of ozone in the
atmosphere and serves as the current CAP for the Bay Area. The consistency of the proposed project
with this regional plan is primarily a question of the consistency with the population/employment
assumptions utilized in developing the Ozone Strategy, which were based on ABAG Projections
2002.

Consistency: The project proposes to change the land use designation on a portion of the project
site from Solid Waste Landfill to Light Industrial and implement a Closure Plan at the active landfill.
Compared to the existing conditions, the project would not increase the number of vehicle trips or
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the long term or increase population (refer to Section 4.7, Air
Quality). For these reasons, the proposed project is consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone
Strategy.

3.4 BASIN PLAN

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has developed and adopted a Water Quality
Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Region. The Plan is a master policy document
that contains descriptions of the legal, technical, and programmatic bases of water quality regulation
in the San Francisco Bay Region. The Regional Board first adopted a water quality control plan in
1975 and the last major revision was adopted in 1995.
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The Plan provides a program of actions designed to preserve and enhance water quality and to
protect beneficial uses. It meets the requirements of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and
establishes conditions related to discharges that must be met at all times.

The implementation portion of the Basin Plan includes descriptions of specific actions to be taken by
local public entities and industries to comply with the policies and objectives of the Plan. These
include measures for urban runoff management and wetland protection.

Consistency: The proposed landfill closure activities would conform to the requirements of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board for landfill closure and waste discharge requirements for
leachate. Activities within the borrow area, Corporation Yard, and concrete recycling facility will be
required to conform with the requirements and guidelines of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water
Program and the City of Fremont to reduce nonpoint pollution in storm water runoff. The project
also proposes to comply with nonpoint pollution control measures during construction as required
under the NPDES General Construction Permit for activities in the borrow area, including
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Through these measures, the
project will comply with the intent of the Basin Plan.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

In accordance with Section 15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion in this EIR is focused on
the significant effects on the environment resulting from the proposed landfill closure, General Plan
amendment on 46 acres of the site, and continued operation of a Corporation Yard for garbage haul
trucks and a concrete recycling facility.

This EIR is both a “program level” document, and a “project specific” EIR. The proposed project
includes various levels of entitlement that will occur over a period of time, and addresses impacts in
varying degrees of specificity.

The mitigation measures that are appropriate to the types of approvals being considered also differ in
terms of their specificity and degree of entitlement and enforceability. While CEQA requires that
mitigation measures should be “fully enforceable,” it also acknowledges that impacts from adoption
of a plan or policy can best be mitigated by measures incorporated into the plan or policy [CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2)].

Program Level Review (for General Plan Amendment and Regulatory Requirements for Landfill
Closure)

The proposed General Plan and zoning changes that are a part of the project considered in this EIR
would apply to the site in the future. General Plan policies are therefore the most relevant statement
of how and to what degree impacts likely to result from those approvals can be avoided or reduced,
even though they are not very detailed or specific. General Plan policies are subsequently
implemented through the City’s standards and/or through discretionary review processes.

Where it is possible or appropriate, some mitigation can be accomplished by implementation
policies, ordinances, or laws that are already in place. These regulations may occur at the City,
regional, state or federal levels. Like General Plan policies, this “program level” mitigation is
identified where it exists.

For each topic, measures that would avoid or reduce possible future impacts associated with the
General Plan amendment are identified in the form of Plan policies or programs and local, regional,
state or federal regulations. Program level mitigation measures would be applicable to future
projects, such as construction of a new repair facility and paving on the 46 acre area of the
Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility. Project-specific mitigation measures that are
proposed by this project to implement these policies and regulations for Landfill Closure follow the
program level discussion in each section of this EIR.

Project Level Review

Project level mitigation and avoidance measures fall into one of two categories: 1) specific measures
that are included in the project as proposed; or 2) specific measures that could reasonably be
expected to reduce adverse impacts, but are not included in the project as proposed. The latter
category is important because it provides information to decision makers regarding potential
mitigation measures, which could be required as conditions of project approval, as described in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(A).
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41 LAND USE
41.1 Existing Setting
41.1.1 On-Site Land Uses

Land uses on the project site include an active landfill used to dispose of municipal solid waste,
sorting and processing areas for recyclable materials (including concrete, asphalt, metal, cardboard,
glass, appliances, tires, wood, yard waste, televisions, and computer equipment), and vacant areas.
Vacant areas include diked wetlands and areas supporting a mosaic of upland and seasonally ponded
depressions (Figure 2-3). Some of what appears to be vacant land has been filled over time with soil
and compost.

Auto Mall Parkway, which extends westerly from Interstate 880, terminates at the TCRDF site.
41.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is bordered by the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Salt
Evaporation Ponds M5 and M6), an Alameda County Flood Control District channel (Line N), and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) line. The UPRR line is an active line used by passenger and
freight trains, including approximately 26 passbys of the Capitol Corridor, Altamont Corridor
Express (ACE), and Coast Starlight trains per weekday. Land on the other side of the flood control
channel and the Union Pacific Railroad line in the immediate project vicinity is vacant. Some of the
vacant land east of the railroad line is a wetlands preserve. Industrial and commercial uses are
present along Auto Mall Parkway and Boyce Road, north and east of the vacant land (refer to Figures
4.1-1and 4.1-2).

The Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge consists of over 30,000 acres of open
bay waters, salt evaporation ponds, salt marshes, mudflats, uplands and vernal pool habitats located
in the South San Francisco Bay area. The Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge
is part of a complex made up of six other wildlife refuges in the San Francisco Bay Area
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The refuge provides critical habitat for
endangered species, habitat for shorebirds and waterfowl along the Pacific Flyway, and opportunities
for public use of the baylands. In the vicinity of the project, public access is limited to hunting and
non-motorized boating in adjoining salt evaporation ponds (M5 and M6). Hunting is prohibited
within 300 feet of the Union Pacific Railroad line.

41.1.3 General Plan and Zoning

The City’s General Plan land use designation for the site is Solid Waste Facility and the underlying
zoning is Agricultural. Figure 4.1-3 shows the surrounding area. Land to the northeast is designated
for Institutional Open Space and General Industrial with a Commercial-Industrial Overlay G(C-1) in
the City of Fremont General Plan. Land north of the Alameda County Flood Control District channel
and south of the UPRR line is designated for Low Density Residential, a golf course, and open space
uses in the Newark General Plan.

Under the General Industrial with a Commercial-Industrial Overlay designation, retail and
amusement uses may be allowed where the Fremont City Planning Commission finds the use
occupies at least 50,000 square feet or is located in a shopping center with a total leasable area of at
least 150,000 square feet; the use is oriented to the regional market; convenient access to the freeway
is available; and the proposed use would be compatible with existing industrial uses and would not
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Section 4.1 — Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation: Land Use

impede future industrial development. Near the project site, these uses are designated north of Auto
Mall Parkway. The underlying zoning designations are G-I and G-I (F) for General Industrial uses
and General Industrial uses in a flood zone. Institutional Open Space in the vicinity of Auto Mall
Parkway and the Union Pacific Railroad line are designated for a park, transit center or water quality
pond. Under the Pacific Commons Planned District zoning this area is intended to be used for park,
recreation, and/or wildlife habitat uses. To the south, this designation includes a wetlands preserve
adjacent to the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. These areas are part of a
larger Planned Development zoning (P-2000-214) for the Pacific Commons project.

Lands north of the Alameda County Flood Control District channel are within “Area 4” in the City of
Newark General Plan. The area is planned for low density residential use (4.2-8.5 units per acre), a
golf course (if feasible), and open space. Residential uses should be of high quality and a mix of
executive housing types. Development in this area requires adoption of a Specific Plan including
recreational amenities and transportation, sewage, water, drainage and other infrastructure
improvements. This area is currently zoned Agricultural.

The Bay Trail

The Bay Trail is a planned regional hiking and bicycling trail around the perimeter of San Francisco
and San Pablo Bays.'> A planned, but not developed, segment of The Bay Trail is shown along the
northeast side of the UPRR line in the vicinity of the project.** This planned segment extends from
Thornton Avenue in the City of Newark. Another planned segment of the trail would extend along
Boyce Road and a segment of Auto Mall Parkway near Nobel Drive and cross the Pacific Commons
property. The segment along Boyce Road is mapped as an on-street “Unimproved Bay Trail”, with
no bike lanes and/or no sidewalk. Planned Bay Trail routes are shown in Figure 4.1-2.

41.1.4 Constraints to Development

The project site is currently partially developed and within the city limits of the City of Fremont.
The site is bordered by the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge and wetland
areas. Physical conditions on or adjacent to the site that could cause potential constraints to future
development include:

The water table can be two to five feet below the ground surface;

The proximity to wetlands and other sensitive habitats;

Electrical transmission towers cross the eastern portion of the site;

The site is served by sanitary sewer service, but potable water infrastructure has not been
extended to the site.

o Emergency access limited to one improved access point.

These issues are discussed in Section 4.2-Geology and Soils, Section 4.3.Biological Resources, 4.6
Transportation, and Section 4.10 Utilities and Services.

2 ABAG. 1989. The Bay Trail Planning for a Recreational Ring Around San Francisco Bay. San Francisco Bay
Trail Project. Reprinted March 2001.

3 Sources: City of Fremont General Plan maps and San Francisco Bay Trail, South Bay-Redwood Shores to
Newark map with recommended routes for walking and bicycling.
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41.2 Land Use Impacts

Thresholds of Significance
For the purposes of this EIR, a land use impact is considered significant if the project will:

. physically divide an established community; or

. 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, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or

. conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan.

The proposed project, closure of an existing landfill and a General Plan amendment to allow
continued use of a Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facility at the TCRDF, would not
physically divide an established community. The City of Fremont does not currently have a habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan in place; therefore, the project site is not
included in a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. The following
discussion addresses potential land use conflicts.

41.2.1 Land Use Conflicts

Land use conflicts can arise from two basic causes: 1) a new development or land use may cause
impacts to persons or the physical environment in the vicinity of the project site or elsewhere; or 2)
conditions on or near the project site may have impacts on the persons or development introduced
onto the site by the new project. Both of these circumstances are aspects of land use compatibility.
Potential incompatibility may arise from placing a particular development or land use at an
inappropriate location, or from some aspect of the project’s design or scope. Depending on the
nature of the impact and its severity, land use compatibility conflict can range from minor irritation
and nuisance to potentially significant effects on human health and safety. The discussion below
distinguishes between potential impacts from the proposed project upon people and the physical
environment, and potential impacts from the project’s surroundings upon the project itself.

Impacts From the Proposed Project

The TCRDF is located at a distance from sensitive receptors, such as residential uses, and other
businesses. The closest residences are located approximately one mile northeast of the site and the
closest industrial use is located on Auto Mall Parkway, approximately 0.3 mile from the entrance to
the TCRDF. Sensitive wildlife habitats, such as salt marsh, are present on and adjacent to the project
site. Possible impacts to sensitive wildlife habitats are discussed in Section 4.3 Biological Resources.
Adjacent areas of the Don Edwards San Francisco National Wildlife Refuge are also seasonally open
for hunting. Section 4.13 Recreation discusses recreational uses in adjacent areas of the Don
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, including hunting.

The proposed project will not substantially change the character of the project site. Overall, the
intensity of activities on the landfill portion of the site will decrease once waste hauling for disposal
ceases. The use of heavy equipment, such as front end loaders and large trucks, to install the landfill
cover will continue for approximately four years, during the months of May through September.
These activities would generate dust and noise; however, given the separation distance between the
landfill and sensitive receptors and existing businesses, this would not result in a land use
compatibility impact. After placement of the landfill cover, activities will be limited to maintenance
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and monitoring activities, such as filling settlement areas, collecting landfill gas and leachate
samples, and maintaining the landfill gas flare. Concrete and asphalt recycling activities would
continue and trucks and other equipment would continue to access the Corporation Yard for parking
and equipment maintenance. Currently, concrete crushing at the concrete recycling facility is done
with a portable crusher several times per month.

As discussed in Section 4.9 Visual Resources and Aesthetics, the project would not construct any
new buildings that would be a source of daytime glare. No changes to hours of operation or lighting
are proposed on the site and the site would not be a source of new nighttime light. Compared to
existing conditions, the proposed project would not increase the number of large trucks on Auto Mall
Parkway or otherwise result in possible sources of conflict with existing businesses.

Impact LU-1: The proposed project will not result in significant adverse land use impacts as
a result of substantial increases in dust or noise levels. (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Future Bay Trail

The project site is located at the terminus of Auto Mall Parkway, west of the Union Pacific Railroad
line. A proposed alignment of the Bay Trail would cross Auto Mall Parkway near the entrance to
the TCRDF. One concern would be possible conflicts between trucks and bicycles and pedestrians.
At the time this segment of trail is designed, sight distance and the physical arrangement of any street
crossings will need to be addressed.

As discussed above, trucks accessing the site will eventually decrease compared to existing
conditions and the proposed project would not substantially change the character of the TCRDF site.
In addition, the concrete recycling facility and Corporation Yard would continue to operate primarily
on weekdays, when use of the trail may be less. The proposed project, therefore, would not result in
a new land use compatibility impact to the planned Bay Trail.

Impact LU-2: The proposed landfill closure and continued use of the site as a Corporation
Yard and concrete recycling facility will not conflict with the planned Bay
Trail shown in the City of Fremont’s General Plan. (Less Than Significant
Impact)

Future Residential Development in the City of Newark

Vacant land north of the Alameda County Flood Control District channel within the City of Newark
is designated in the Newark General Plan for low density residential use (4.2-8.5 units per acre), a
possible golf course, and open space. Development in this area requires adoption of a Specific Plan.

Under the proposed project, a final cover would be installed over the entire landfill. Work on the
side slopes of the landfill closest to the City of Newark would be completed as part of the second
phase of the landfill closure, during the second season. Since a Specific Plan has not currently been
approved for the land north of the flood control channel, it is unlikely that landfill closure activities
would impact any future residences in the City of Newark.

The Corporation Yard and concrete recycling operations that would be allowed to continue under the
proposed General Plan amendment are located over 2,000 feet from the boundary with the City of
Newark. With this separation distance, there would be no land use compatibility impacts associated
with operation of the Corporation Yard and concrete recycling and possible future residences.
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Impact LU-3: The proposed landfill closure and continued use of the site as a Corporation
Yard and concrete recycling facility will not conflict with possible future low
density residential uses north of the site in the City of Newark. (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Impacts to the Project

The closest developments to the TCRDF are industrial, which are uses compatible with the industrial
uses proposed, and allowed by the proposed General Plan designation and zoning. None of these
uses will result in adverse impacts to the proposed project.

Impact LU-3: Existing industrial land uses in the vicinity of the TCRDF would not
adversely impact the proposed uses. (Less Than Significant Impact)

4122 Other Impacts of the General Plan Amendment and Zoning

Future development or redevelopment under the proposed General Plan designation and zoning could
occur. While the Light Industrial designation allows a floor area ratio of 35 percent** for industrial
buildings, the unusual nature of the site makes it difficult to predict either the amount or type of such
development at some time in the future. Since no specific proposal for development at a greater
intensity is currently available, further evaluation of possible land use impacts at this time would be
speculative. Any additional development will require a project specific CEQA review.

41.3 Mitigation and Avoidance Measures

No mitigation or avoidance measures are required.

41.4 Conclusions Regarding Land Use Impacts

The proposed closure of the landfill and a General Plan amendment to allow continued use of the
Corporation Yard and concrete recycling facilities on a portion of the TCRDF site would not result in
substantial land use impacts. (Less Than Significant Impact)

! The floor-area ratio, or FAR, is the total floor area of all buildings or structures on a property divided by the total
area of the lot. For example, a 46-acre property is approximately two million square feet in size. A property of this
size with a FAR of 35 could be developed with approximately 700,000 square feet of buildings.
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4.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The following discussion is based upon the Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan
(December 2004) and the Joint Technical Document for the Tri-Cities Recycling and Disposal
Facility and an evaluation of the proposed alternative cover by CDM. A copy of the text of the Final
Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan is included in Appendix B and the evaluation of the
proposed alternative cover in provided in Appendix C of this EIR.

421 Existing Setting

4211 Regulatory Framework

The geotechnical and seismic safety of landfills in California is governed by Title 27 of the
California Code of Regulations. Those regulations build upon federal requirements for landfills in the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The California Integrated Waste Management Board, Regional
Water Quality Control Board, and the Local Enforcement Agency (County of Alameda) are
responsible for enforcing these requirements during the active operation and postclosure periods for
landfills. For example, the slope of the final site face of a landfill must be no greater than 30 degrees
and must be engineered to withstand the maximum probable earthquake for the area. The
mechanisms for enforcing state and federal regulations include review and implementation of Solid
Waste Facilities Permits and Landfill Closure Plans.

In addition, regulations in the Uniform Building Code (1997 Edition) and implementation measures
in the City’s General Plan, as adopted by the City of Fremont, have been developed to protect lives
and property from building failure due to geologic conditions and earthquakes. The Uniform
Building Code includes design standards for buildings in Seismic Zone 4 and for construction on
expansive soils. The requirements in the building code are implemented as a part of the City’s
review of building permit applications. Building permit requirements apply to existing and any
future new structures in the Corporation Yard. The General Plan calls for site specific soils, geologic
and/or geotechnical engineering studies in identified areas of the City prior to development.

Erosion and sedimentation are processes that can be accelerated when a construction site is disturbed.
Regulations set forth by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State Water
Resources Control Board to fulfill the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and California’s
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act include provisions to reduce the amount of pollutants,
such as sediment, in stormwater runoff. These provisions are implemented through National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Landfills fall under the industrial
NPDES permit category. Locally, development projects over one acre in size must also comply with
the statewide General Construction permit and the NPDES permit issued to the TCRDF by the San
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board. The methods used to achieve permit requirements
vary from site to site, but generally include measures to reduce or avoid erosion and sedimentation
during construction and grading and post-construction periods.

4212 Geology and Soils

The project site is mapped in the Soil Survey of Alameda County (1975) as consisting primarily of
Willows clay. The parent material is alluvium, derived mainly from sedimentary rock. This soil is
very deep, poorly drained, and located on basin rims. Willows clay has gray and brown mottles from
poor drainage. Due to the high clay content of the soil, native soils on the site have a high
shrink/swell potential.
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Approximately 115-120 acres of the site are covered with landfilled materials (waste and daily cover)
and levee roads. Unengineered fill materials are also present in the Resource Recovery Area (refer to
Figures 2-3 and 2-4).

The subsurface profile down to approximately 50 feet below sea level is composed of three geologic
units: Younger Bay Mud at the surface; Older Bay Mud in the middle; and the alluvial m