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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project.  The following 
pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 

made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

will be prepared. 

 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
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 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 

significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 

been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 

effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 

or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 

or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 

or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required 

 
 

Signature: Date: 10/17/2019 

Printed Name: Hector Rojas For:  
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1.1 AESTHETICS 

 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code 
Section 21099, would the project:  

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista 

    

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

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage 
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on the scenic vista? 

No Impact. A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has notable 
scenery or a resource that is indigenous to the area.  A scenic resource may also 
represent a landmark or area that has been noted for its outstanding scenic qualities 
and is thereby protected by State or local plans because of those qualities. Views from 
Browns Island Regional Shoreline, a portion of the East Bay Regional Park system 
(with restricted access by arrangement only), Sherman Island Waterfowl Management 
Area, and the Dow Wetlands Preserve are considered to have scenic vistas.  In views 
from these areas, the existing Corteva property appears as a highly industrialized 
portion of the City. Views in the vicinity of the project area are largely constrained by 
adjacent structures and the area’s relatively flat topography. The new rail facility 
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project area shown in Figure 1 would likely not be visible from offsite viewers. Offsite 
viewers from the scenic shoreline areas would notice no change to views across the site 
to the distant hills. Thus, once built, the new chlorine rail facility would have no impact 
on scenic vistas. 

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

No Impact. Scenic resources refer to historic buildings, urban skylines, or natural 
resources, such as mountain ridgelines, trees, or rock outcroppings. There are no scenic 
resources within the project site. As a result, the proposed project would have no 
impact on scenic resources. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality?  

No Impact. The existing industrial character of the Corteva facility would not be 
altered by the proposed project during construction or operations because the 
structures would blend into the industrial facility. The proposed project would not 
substantially degrade the existing character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
The project is in an industrial zoned area, would not conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic quality and therefore there would be no 
impacts to aesthetic resources. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The facility is currently operating 24 hours per day; 
chlorine loading could take place any time of the day. Additional lighting would be 
added for night time loading of the rail cars. The lighting would be directed 
downward toward the rail loading facility. There are no light- or glare-sensitive land 
uses within proximity of the project site. The closest public roadway is Loveridge 
Road, which is approximately one-half of a mile east of the project site (and is occupied 
by industrial uses). The closest highway to the project site, Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, 
is approximately 1 mile from the project site. State Route 4 is directly south to the 
Pittsburg-Antioch Highway. There are no sensitive receptors to light along SR 4. 
Although additional lighting would be introduced to the project site, the proposed 
project would comply with Title 18 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code (PMC). Title 
18.82.030(B) sets forth performance standards for outdoor lighting to be indirectly or 
diffused or be shielded or directed away from residential areas and requires City 
review of the building plans. As a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on day or nighttime views of the area because the City would 
review per the requirements of PMC Title 18 to ensure that the performance standards 
are met. 
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1.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

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

No Impact.  The proposed project would be constructed within Dow’s property, which 
is developed industrial land and contains no farmlands. As a result, the project would 
have no impact related to the conversion of agricultural land uses to non-agricultural 
land uses. 

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



K2 Pure Solutions - Chlorine Rail Transportation Curtailment 

Brezack&Associates Planning   6 

No Impact.  The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract. The project would be constructed on 
existing industrial land. As a result, the project would have no impact related to 
agricultural zoning. 

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

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

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

c. – e. No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use or involve 
other changes that could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Forest land is not present in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impacts on forest 
land. 
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1.3 AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project: 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non- attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard?  

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

    

 
Discussion: 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the public agency 
responsible for assuring that the National and California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively) are attained and maintained in the nine 
counties that surround San Francisco Bay, including Contra Costa County. The 
BAAQMD’s responsibilities in improving air quality in its nine-county region include: 
preparing plans for attaining and maintaining air quality standards; adopting and 
enforcing rules and regulations; issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollutants; 
inspecting stationary sources and responding to citizen complaints; monitoring air 
quality and meteorological conditions; awarding grants to reduce mobile emissions; 
implementing public outreach campaigns; and assisting local governments in 
addressing climate change. 

The BAAQMD was requested to review the administrative draft of the CEQA project 
description, and the Air Resources and Greenhouse Gas sections of the CEQA 
checklist. BAAQMD did not find any significant impacts to air resources or greenhouse 
gas emissions based on their review of the draft documents. 

The BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)- Air Quality Guidelines 
(updated May 2017) reflect BAAQMD risk and hazard screening thresholds and 
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procedures and include updated CEQA thresholds of significance adopted by the 
BAAQMD’s Board of Directors on June 2, 2010.  

The BAAQMD Guidelines include screening criteria based upon existing and proposed 
land use. The screening criteria identified in the BAAQMD Guidelines are not 
thresholds of significance but were developed to provide CEQA lead agencies with a 
conservative indication of whether a proposed project could result in potentially 
significant air quality impacts. These screening levels are generally representative of 
new development on greenfield (undeveloped) sites without any form of mitigation 
measures taken into consideration. The screening criteria were developed based upon 
the CEQA thresholds of significance adopted by the BAAQMD’s Board of Directors on 
June 2, 2010.  

Would the project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction-Related Criteria Pollutants  

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate 
construction-related emissions for the proposed project. The BAAQMD currently 
recommends the use of CalEEMod for estimating emissions for projects pursuant to 
CEQA. The estimated emissions for construction and operation of the proposed project 
were conservatively estimated based upon CalEEMod default values, except where 
noted, as detailed in Appendix A of the CalEEMod Emissions Data Assumptions and 
Outputs. 

Construction-related criteria pollutants were modeled, assuming no mitigation 
measures were implemented. A detailed summary of the assumptions made for the 
proposed project construction-related pollutant emission modeling and the CalEEMod 
reports for Annual and Peak Summer emissions are included as Appendix A to this 
Initial Study. Table 1 summarizes the results of the Peak Winter/Summer unmitigated 
overall construction emissions. 
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Table 1:  Construction-Related Criteria Pollutants (BAAQMD 2017) 

Pollutant 

Construction-Related  
Average Daily Emissions 
(lb/day) 

Significance Threshold for 
Average Daily Emissions 
(lb/day) 

ROG 2.35 54.0 

NOx 15.2 54.0 

PM-10 (exhaust) 0.7 82.0 

PM-2.5 (exhaust) 0.7 54.0 

Construction-related emissions from the proposed project are estimated to be below 
BAAQMD Significance Thresholds for Construction Related Criteria Pollutants. 
Therefore, construction-related emissions would produce a less than significant 
impact.  

Operational-Related Emissions of Criteria Pollutants  

Operational-related criteria pollutant emissions were modeled using CalEEMod 
Version 2016.3.2, conservatively assuming no mitigation measures would be 
implemented. A detailed summary of the assumptions made for the proposed project 
operational-related pollutant emission modeling and the CalEEMod reports for 
Annual emissions are included as Appendix A to this Initial Study. Table 2 
summarizes the results of the annual unmitigated overall operational-related emissions 
from the proposed project. 

Table 2:  Operational-Related Criteria Pollutants (BAAQMD 2017)  
 

Pollutant 

Operational-Related Significance Threshold 

Average Daily 
Emissions 
(lb/day) 

Max Annual 
Emissions 
(tpy) 

Average Daily 
Emissions 
(lb/day) 

Max Annual 
Emissions 
(tpy) 

ROG 0.097 0.007 54 10 

NOx 0.70 0.02 80 10 

PM-10 
(exhaust) 0.04 0.001 80 15 

PM-2.5 
(exhaust) 0.03 0.001 54 10 
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The proposed project’s operational-emissions are estimated to be below BAAQMD 
Significance Thresholds for Operational-Related Criteria Pollutants and therefore 
results in a less than significant impact.   

Carbon Monoxide Impacts 

The BAAQMD preliminary screening methodology for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
provides a conservative indication of whether the implementation of the proposed 
project would result in emissions that exceed the CEQA Carbon Monoxide Threshold 
of Significance (BAAQMD 2017).  The proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact to localized CO concentrations because the following screening 
criteria are met: 

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

2. Traffic from the proposed project would not increase traffic volumes at affected 
intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. 

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

The K2 proposed project would require from three to six construction workers on 
average for the duration of construction and proposed project operations would not 
require additional operators at the facility. The increased traffic volumes at affected 
intersections resulting from the proposed project would be insignificant, and as such, a 
traffic assessment is not required. The proposed project is consistent with Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority (CCTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP) for 
internal and adjacent roadways, the Regional Transportation Program (RTP), and the 
Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 
during construction or operations resulting in a less than significant impact. 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  As outlined in the section 1.3(a), Operational-Related 
Criteria Pollutants emissions for the proposed project are below Thresholds of 
Significance screening levels. Short-term Construction-Related Criteria Pollutants 
(modeled conservatively, assuming no mitigation measures would be implemented) 
are below Thresholds of Significance. Therefore, impacts to air quality standards 
would be less than significant.   

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
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Less Than Significant Impact.  As discussed in the Section 1.3(a), for the purpose of 
making Significance Determinations, this Initial Study relies on the Thresholds 
included in the BAAQMD’s June 2, 2010 Thresholds of Significance and, draws upon 
the 2017 Guidelines for conservative methodologies for calculating air pollution 
emissions and impacts.  The Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants 
(TAC) in the 2017 guidance is whether the "ground-level concentrations of carcinogenic 
TACs from any source result in an increased cancer risk greater than 10.0 in one 
million, assuming a 70-year lifetime exposure", or “ground-level concentrations of non-
carcinogenic TACs result in an increased chronic or acute Hazard Index (HI) from any 
source greater than 1.0.” 

Chlorine emissions from loading operations is expected to be negligible. Currently the 
facility uses a scrubbing unit to produce bleach out of the chorine. The venting of 
chlorine that would occur while loading a pressurized railcar would be directed to 
K2’s existing bleach production unit, an existing source on K2’s BAAQMD air quality 
permit to operate. The only new source of emissions would result from residual 
chlorine gas in the loading hoses after the hoses are disconnected and isolated. The 
design of the proposed project includes a purging system for the loading hoses, that 
includes a small scrubber, at the loading station. The small scrubber would be used to 
purge the approximately 50-ft of 1-inch diameter loading hose, to safety shutdown 
after a loading event.   

Following the Chlorine Vent Scrubber vendor emission estimation methodology, 
resulting additional chlorine emissions are estimated to be 0.0033 lbs per loading event, 
or 0.22 lbs/yr, assuming 66 loading hose purge events per year. The BAAQMD Reg 2, 
Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants Table 2-5-1 Toxic Air 
Contaminant Trigger Levels for Chlorine are 0.26 lbs/hr and 7.7 lbs/yr. A detailed 
discussion of the Chlorine Vent Scrubber vendor emissions estimates is provided in 
Appendix B - Health Risk Screening Analysis. 

Another potential proposed project source of Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) and 
PM-2.5 (fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 
micrometers or less) emissions is diesel powered switcher equipment used for moving 
the rail cars onsite. The switcher engine currently planned for use moving chlorine rail 
cars between the liquid chlorine rail car loading facility and the Corteva facility is a 
130-hp Trackmobile Viking mobile railcar mover. A detailed discussion of the Rail-
yard Switcher engine emissions estimates is provided in Appendix B - Health Risk 
Screening Analysis.  Emissions from the proposed increase in rail car movement onsite 
are estimated to result in additional diesel particulate matter emissions of 0.23 lb/yr, 
conservatively assuming switching operations of 1.0 hour per car loading, a Load 
Factor of 0.8, and 66 cars per year expected maximum. The BAAQMD Regulation 2, 
Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants Table 2-5-1 chronic Trigger 
Level for diesel particulate matter emissions is 0.26 lbs/yr. There is no acute Toxic Air 
Contaminant Trigger Level for diesel particulate matter. 

The proposed project would not site any new receptors, defined by the BAAQMD 2017 
CEQA Guidelines as residences, schools and school yards, parks and play grounds, 
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daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities, nor is it within a 1,000-foot 
radius of any existing receptors. Operational-Related TAC emissions from the 
proposed project are estimated to be below Thresholds of Significance screening levels. 
The proposed project therefore results in a less than significant impact to exposing 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  Odorous substances may be released from the proposed 
project during rail car loading operations.  Chlorine gas is primarily a respiratory 
irritant. Low concentrations in air (0.1-0.3 ppm) are readily detectable by the normal 
person (White and Martin 2010). At low concentrations, chlorine gas has an odor 
similar to household bleach.   

During loading operation, hoses would be connected from the pipeline to the railcar to 
be loaded. A vent line would be attached that returns to K2’s existing redundant 
chlorine destruction system. A separate vapor scrubber would be installed at the 
loading station to eliminate chlorine from the loading hoses after each loading 
operation. The loading station would be equipped with automated safety devices 
including auto-close valves, remotely operated isolation valves, area chlorine monitors, 
motion detectors and other equipment per recommendations in the Chlorine Institute 
guidance1. Any minor fugitive emissions from loading that are not captured would 
dissipate quickly and should not be noticeable except directly near the source of the 
rail car loading. Existing chlorine monitoring equipment plus the addition of more 
monitors during implementation of the proposed project would ensure elevated 
concentrations of chlorine would not occur. 

The nearest offsite worker receptors are located approximately 0.3 miles from the 
potential sources of odors from the proposed project, and the nearest residential 
receptor is located at a distance of approximately 0.5 mile from the railcar parking 
location. Neither K2 or Corteva have received complaints of nuisance odors from 
residents or workers that live or work near the Pittsburg facility, which currently 
includes operations approximately as close or closer to sensitive receptors as the 
proposed project.  

The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in odors outside of the 
facility that would affect a substantial number of people. Odor complaints due to the 
construction or operation of the proposed project are not expected with minor grading 
and building of the loading facility. Therefore, potential impacts related to 
objectionable odors would be less than significant. 

 

1 The Chlorine Institute exists to support the chlor-alkali industry and serve the public by fostering 
continuous improvements to safety and the protection of human health and the environment connected 
with the production, distribution and use of chlorine and related chemicals. This support extends to 
giving continued attention to the security of chlorine handling operations.  For more information on the 
Institute’s stewardship program, visit CI’s website at www.chlorineinstitute.org 
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1.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

	

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
The area surrounding the proposed project site and the City of Pittsburg is a diverse 
environment that ranges from river to land, to marshes and wetlands, to fully 
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developed industrial, residential, and commercial areas, and hill and mountain 
habitats south of the City. 

The East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy is a joint exercise of powers 
authority formed by the Cities of Brentwood, Clayton, Oakley and Pittsburg and 
Contra Costa County to implement the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (ECCCHCP/NCCP). The 
ECCCHCP/NCCP provides a framework to protect natural resources in eastern 
Contra Costa County, while improving and streamlining the environmental permitting 
process for impacts on endangered species. The ECCCHCP/NCCP would allow 
Contra Costa County, the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, the East Bay Regional Park District, the Cities of Brentwood, Clayton, Oakley, 
and Pittsburg, (the joint exercise powers authority formed East Contra Costa County 
Habitat Conservancy) to control endangered species permitting for activities and 
projects in the region that they perform or approve (ECCCHC 2009). Impacts related to 
species and habitats in the area are measured in terms of compliance with the 
ECCCHCP/NCCP. 

Would the project: 

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

No Impacts. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search locates 
species and habitats that are protected, sensitive, or potentially sensitive according to 
federal, state, regional, and local regulatory agencies. Per the CNDDB searches 
completed for the 2017 Dow Modernization PEIR and the 2009 MND for the K2 
Solutions ECU and Bleach Plant project (2009 MND), the following species have been 
reported as being within a 1-mile radius of the proposed project site: 

Antioch dunes evening-primrose, California black rail, California linderiella, Delta 
mudwort, Delta tule pea, Mason’s lilaeopsis, Suisun Marsh aster, Bolander's water-
hemlock, Contra Costa wallflower Suisun song sparrow, big tarplant, Lange's 
metalmark butterfly, White-tailed kite, Salt-marsh harvest mouse, saltmarsh common 
yellowthroat, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and western pond turtle. 

According to regulatory measures from the City’s Resource Conservation Element of 
the General Plan, projects taking place within the Urban Development Area of the 
General Plan Area would have a significant impact if they involved the incidental take 
of sensitive species or habitat, directly or through ground-disturbing activities that 
removed existing ground cover, or affected marshes, wetlands, and other water bodies 
through a change of drainage patterns that could negatively impact protected species 
and lands. The proposed project would be located entirely on the Corteva facility and 
would not result in the direct or indirect take of additional lands that are protected 
under the General Plan. Construction activities would occur on previously disturbed 
lands under use for industrial activity. Existing vegetative ground cover is absent. The 
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pervious surface on the site is covered with gravel. There would be some grading 
associated with the installation of a new cement slab constructed at the chlorine 
loading station adjacent to the railroad tracks and currently covered with gravel. The 
grading and slab would be less than 1,000 sq. ft. in area. Therefore, construction 
activities are not expected to result in the removal of any existing vegetation or have 
temporary or permanent impacts on sensitive habitats and species throughout the 
General Plan Area. The proposed project is an industrial facility located on an existing 
industrial site. Therefore, there are no impacts with regard to removal or modification 
of habitat for any species identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the State or 
federal regulatory agencies.	

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

No Impacts. As discussed above in “a”, construction or operation activities would not 
result in the removal of existing vegetative cover nor have a temporary or permanent 
impact on sensitive habitats and species throughout the East Contra Costa County 
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan 
(ECCCHCP/NCCP) area, including those state, and federally listed species located on 
the CNDDB search. Existing stormwater runoff at the proposed project site is currently 
collected and conveyed via catch basins and drain pipes to Dow’s storm water 
detention basin. The proposed project would continue to use this storm water 
collection and conveyance system. Thus, the Rail Curtailment project would not affect 
riparian habitats or any other natural communities. Additional information regarding 
stormwater and existing drainage patterns are addressed in Section 1.19 Utilities and 
Service Systems. The proposed project is a rail loading facility on an existing industrial 
site and, thus, would not result in a significant impact to surrounding riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
impacts on sensitive species, riparian habitats, or other sensitive communities. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No Impacts. The proposed project would not involve the direct removal, filling, or 
hydrological interruption in State or federally-protected wetlands or other waters of 
the U.S or the State. The proposed project would be construction of an industrial 
facility component located on an existing portion of an adjacent industrial facility and, 
thus, would not impact surrounding wetlands. Therefore, no impacts to federally 
protected wetlands would occur. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
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No Impacts. The proposed project would not interfere with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident 
migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The 
proposed project would be an industrial facility component located on an existing 
industrial site. Therefore, no impacts would occur with regards to interference or 
removal of access to a migratory wildlife corridor or native wildlife nursery.	

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

No Impacts.	All elements of the proposed project construction and operation would be 
in conformance with all existing local, regional, State, and federal plans, policies, and 
guidelines regarding the protection and conservation of sensitive species and habitats, 
including but not limited to plans, policies and guidelines of the Pittsburg Municipal 
Code (PMC), Pittsburg General Plan, the East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan 
(ECCHCP), the California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The project’s construction and operation would not result in impacts 
to areas outside the existing industrial facility. No impact would occur related to 
violation of local biological regulations.	

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

No Impacts. As noted in the 2009 MND, the area where the proposed project is located 
is under the regulatory jurisdiction of the ECCCHCP/NCCP, which determines 
adherence to State, regional, and national regulatory policies. The proposed project is 
identified as “urban land cover” by the HCP and further development of the site 
would not result in the take of sensitive species or sensitive habitat lands. Therefore, no 
impact would occur regarding inconsistency of the proposed project with policies in a 
drafted or adopted conservation plan. 
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1.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant 
in §15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

     

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant in §15064.5? 

No Impacts. An architectural history survey was prepared on February 26, 2009 in 
support of their cultural resource assessment (Pittsburg, 2009). The survey consisted of 
walking the project area. The portion of the railroad tracks that runs through the 
property, which are part of a large railroad track segment, do not appear significant in 
history or for its engineering. Furthermore, the railroad segment has undergone 
alterations and has not retained integrity. Lacking historical significance and integrity, 
the railroad segment does not meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR and, therefore, 
are not historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. 

Since there are no historical resources within the project study area, for the purposes of 
CEQA, that would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in Section 15064.5, implementation of the proposed project would 
result in no impact on historic resources. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. No known archaeological resources were identified 
through the investigation conducted to support 2009 MND or the 2017 Dow 
Modernization EIR. Archaeological Resources have not been discovered during the 
implementation of the K2 Pure Solutions ECU and Bleach Plant Project. However, such 
resources could be discovered through subsurface construction activities for the 
required grading for the installation of a new cement slab for the chlorine loading 
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station. The proposed Rail Curtailment project area has been previously disturbed 
multiple times from the construction and demolition of the previous C/A 
manufacturing structures and the development of K2 Pure Solutions as they exist 
today on the Corteva property. Although unlikely, due to historic disturbance and 
minimal ground disturbance, if buried cultural resources are inadvertently 
encountered during construction, disturbance could result in the loss of integrity of 
cultural deposits, loss of information, and the alteration of an archaeological site 
setting. The Pittsburg General Plan addresses uncovered archaeological resources in 9-
P-40 and 9-P-41.  

The General plan states: City involvement in the identification, mitigation, and 
monitoring of project impacts on these resources will ensure the protection of 
Pittsburg’s cultural heritage. Also, if archeological resources are found during 
ground-breaking for new urban development, halt construction immediately and 
conduct an archeological investigation to collect all valuable remnants.  

Policies are in place with the City for archaeological protections. Also, the Corteva 
facility including K2 staff are well aware of the best management practices related to 
inadvertent exposure of pre-historic or historic-era archaeological resources through 
CEQA mitigations required for larger projects. As presented in the project description, 
implementation of best management practices of having a qualified archeological 
monitor present during grading, would render any potential impact of inadvertently 
encountering archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. No formal cemeteries are known to have occupied land 
that is now associated with the Corteva property, and any human remains that could 
be encountered would likely be associated with archeological or historical 
archeological contexts. No archeological materials, including human burials, have ever 
been discovered on the Corteva property, and development of the proposed project 
would occur primarily on sites that have previously been subjected to grading and 
other earth-disturbing activities. 

Human burials, in addition to potentially being considered archeological resources, are 
also resources with specific provisions for treatment. These provisions are included in 
PRC Section 5097. Although a slight potential exists for such resources to be present 
and for construction activities involving excavation to disturb these resources, the 
likelihood of discovery is extremely low, and this impact is, therefore, considered to be 
less than significant. However, implementation of construction best management 
practices of having a qualified archeological monitor present during grading, would 
render any potential impact of disturbing human remains to a less-than-significant 
level. 
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1.6 ENERGY 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction 
or operation 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    

 

Discussion: 
On June 5, 2017, the Pittsburg City Council adopted Resolution 17-13321; electing to 
join MCE Clean Energy, a “Community Choice Aggregation” energy program 
administrator, which offers local governments and their residents and businesses a 
choice in their energy provider and what fuel type of energy they choose to receive. 

Community Choice Aggregation is specific to customer energy generation options. 
California law gives ratepayers the option to opt-out of MCE and return to PG&E 
energy if desired. PG&E continues to provide energy delivery, metering and billing 
services as usual. K2 receives both PG&E and Calpine Energy power. 

The Delta Energy Center is an efficient combined-cycle facility with advanced air 
emissions control technologies owned and operated by Calpine Energy located in 
Pittsburg.  It is a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle power plant consisting of three 
combustion turbines, three heat recovery steam generators and one steam turbine 
(Calpine 2019).   The proposed project would be fed by Calpine Energy. 

Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation 

The new rail car loading facility would be composed of best in class equipment for 
safety and energy efficiency. The facility would be constructed using prefabricated 
equipment that would be installed using manufacturers specifications. Raw materials 
and energy consumption would be minimally increased as a result of the proposed 
project operations because the chlorine production limits would remain at current 
levels. The largest energy consumer would be the steam driven heat exchanger. The 
steam is generated onsite via a boiler. The proposed project would increase natural gas 
usage approximately 119 MMBTU/year. Small instrumentation and lighting would 
result in a minimal increase in electrical usage. Therefore, the proposed project would 
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have a less than significant impact related to wasteful inefficient or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources.  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency?  

Energy efficiency plans that demonstrate the project is in line with state and local 
renewable energy plans include some lines would be thermally insulated to ensure 
minimum energy usage. Also, the steam being generated would utilize a mixture of 
natural gas, and hydrogen produced onsite.  

As a result of the project using:  

a) the Delta energy center that is a combined-cycle facility with advanced air 
emissions control technologies;  

b) minimal electricity ( discussed in “a” above) and  

c) some energy efficient planning via insulated lines and steam generation,  

there would be a less than significant impact related to conflicts or obstruction of 
state and local renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
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1.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

    

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

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks 
to life or property?  

    

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

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
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Discussion: 
Table 3 provides a summary of existing faults within the area of the proposed project. 

Table 3: Faults in the Vicinity of Pittsburg 

Fault 

Location 
and 

Direction 
from 

Project 
Area 

Recency of 
Movement 

Fault 
Classification 

Historical 
Seismicity 

Maximum 
Credible 

Earthquake2 

Hayward 20 miles 
west 

Historic (1868 
rupture) 

Active 6.8, 1868; Many 
<4.5 

7.5 

 

Concord- 
Green 
Valley 

6 miles west 
Historic (1955 

rupture) Active Historic active 
creep 

6.5 

 

Clayton-
Greenville 

3 miles 
south Holocene Active None known 

6.3 

 

Marsh 
Creek-
Greenville 

10 miles 
south east 

Historic (1980 
rupture) 

Holocene 
Active 5.6, 1980 6.9 

Franklin 
Fault 

10 miles 
west 

Late Pleistocene Potentially 
Active None documented 6.8 

Antioch 4 miles east Quaternary Potentially 
active Reported creep 6.5 

San 
Andreas  

40 miles 
west 

Historic (1906; 
1989 ruptures) 

Active 
7.1, 1989. 8.25, 
1906. 7.0, 1838. 

Many <6 

8.0 

 

Calaveras 
(Northern) 

15 miles 
south 

Historic (1861 
rupture) 

Holocene 
Active 

5.6–6.4, 1861. 4–
4.5 swarms 1970, 

1990 

 

7.5 

 

Source: City of Pittsburg 2001. Pittsburg General Plan Health and Safety Element. Page 10-6. 

 

The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation developed for the 2006 IS/MND covered 
the proposed project area and was followed by a 2016 Geotechnical Update Report that 

 
2 The Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) is the strongest earthquake that is likely to be generated along a fault zone, based on 
the geologic character of the fault and earthquake history. 
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also address the proposed project area. Both technical reports were completed by 
Hultgren-Tillis Engineers and are referenced in this section. 

Would the project? 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

Less than Significant Impact. The nearest, designated, Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault 
zone is located approximately 10 miles west of the Corteva facility. As shown in Table 
3 the closest fault not designated by Alquist-Priolo, Clayton-Greenville, is 
approximately 3 miles south from the proposed project site. There are no known faults 
that traverse the proposed project site. As a result, the potential to expose people or 
structures to adverse impacts associated with surface fault rupture is less than 
significant. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact. Strong seismic ground shaking could result in damage to 
the rail loading facility, potentially resulting in personal injury and/or the accidental 
release of chemicals stored or transported on the project site. The proposed project 
would be required to comply with State and local building regulations including the 
2016 California Building Code (CBC). The Applicant would implement the 
recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation prepared by Hultgren-
Tillis Engineers (see Appendix C Geotechnical Report Update). The recommendations 
include monitoring and/or test geotechnical aspects of the work for earthwork site 
preparation and appropriate fill materials. As discussed in the project Description, 
depending on the grading details identified in the final design, if the grading requires 
earth moving of more than 1 foot of depth, boring samples would be taken to 
determine underlying soil content. A geotechnical monitor would be present to 
observe soil conditions during grading if the depth of soil disturbance is less than one 
foot. This construction BMP of boring or geotechnical monitoring, subject to the 1 foot 
depth threshold, would be implemented during all ground disturbance onsite resulting 
in a reduction of potential impacts related to exposing people or structures to 
substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death from strong 
seismic groundshaking to less than significant. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact. According to the geotechnical investigation prepared by 
Hultgren-Tillis, the fill used to raise site grades on the lower areas of the Corteva 
property has the potential for liquefaction. Most of the proposed project site is 
underlain by alluvial deposits, which contain a thin layer of liquefiable sand at 
relatively shallow depths (Hultgren-Tillis 2016- Appendix C).  
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Liquefaction within the alluvial areas could result in the surface settlements of less 
than one inch. The settlements that may result from liquefaction would be in addition 
to the potential settlements that could result from the static loads. Potential impacts 
from liquefaction within the alluvial area resulting from settlement would be a 
potentially significant impact. However, design of the proposed project is required to 
comply with State and local building regulations including the 2016 CBC. As discussed 
in “ii” above, the Applicant would implement the recommendations of the site-specific 
geotechnical investigation prepared by Hultgren-Tillis Engineers (see Appendix C 
Geotechnical Report Update). The recommendations include monitoring and/or test 
geotechnical aspects of the work for earthwork site preparation and appropriate fill 
materials. As a result, the potential impacts of seismic groundshaking on proposed 
project structures and their occupants would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impacts. The proposed project site is on relatively flat land and the City of 
Pittsburg General Plan does not include the proposed project site within a potential 
landslide hazard area. Therefore, the potential for landslides from a seismic event does 
not exist. As a result, there would be no impact associated with landslides. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less than Significant Impact. Grading would be necessary for construction of the 
cement slab for rail loading facility. Erosion due to or rain could potentially occur, if 
the soil is left uncovered for long periods of time. Since the proposed project site is 
currently 30 percent impermeable and 70 percent permeable, there’s little potential for 
the loss of top soil. However, compliance with the NPDES and PMC Titles 15 and 18 
would minimize the potential of erosion. As a result, the potential for impacts 
associated with substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

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

Refer to Sections “a.iii” and “a.iv” above for discussions relating to liquefaction and 
landsliding.  

Less than Significant Impact. Lateral spreading can result from the liquefaction of soil 
after a seismic event. The liquefaction of some of the hydraulic fill area could result less 
than an inch of settlement (Hultgren-Tillis 2016 Appendix C). As discussed above, 
there are no proposed structures within the hydraulic fill areas. Compliance with the 
CBC and City review of the engineering drawing and calculations would ensure that 
any potential for lateral spreading impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant Impact. The soils underlain the proposed project site have 
moderate expansive potential (Hultgren-Tillis 2016). Compliance with CBC regulations 
(i.e., standards that specify the minimum acceptable level of safety for constructed 
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objects such as buildings or other structures, including specifications on components, 
installation methodologies, exit sizes and locations, and maximum occupancy for 
building size/square footage) and City review would reduce the potential impacts of 
expansive soils on the proposed structures, consistent with the prevailing engineering 
standard of care. Furthermore, the proposed project site does not include construction 
of residential housing or commercial development that would house or serve large 
populations. The closest sensitive receptor (being a single family neighborhood) is 
approximately three quarters of a mile away (approximately 4,000 feet) and the closest 
school is over a mile away. Approximately 32 employees have been and would 
continue to be working in the proposed project area. The risks of exposure of human 
life to hazards related to expansive soils would be minor because the site is located in a 
heavily industrial area, the number employees at the site would be few, and buildings 
and structures that employees work in and around are required to comply with CBC 
regulations. Therefore, the potential impact of expansive soils on life and property 
would be less than significant. 

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

No Impacts. The proposed project would not substantially increase the generation of 
wastewater. The proposed project would not require the use of a septic tank or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. As a result, the proposed project would have 
no impact related to septic system sighting. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Pleistocene deposits are considered highly sensitive for 
paleontological resources. Any ground disturbance affecting Pleistocene materials, 
whether exposed at the surface, or covered by fill and/or Holocene strata but involved 
in deeper grading requires implementation of Society of Vertebrate Paleontology-
consistent measures for highly sensitive units. 

As discussed in the 2009 MND, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) geologic mapping 
(Helley and Graymer 1997) shows the proposed project site as partially situated on 
alluvial fan deposits of Pleistocene age (south portion) and on alluvial fan and Bay 
mud deposits of Holocene age (northernmost portion; north of approximately 1st 
Street (Hultgren-Tillis, 2008). The Preliminary Geotechnical Report prepared for the 
2009 MND Project (Hultgren-Tillis 2008) indicates that native substrate materials are 
blanketed by existing artificial fill on portions of the site; fill is up to 10 feet thick 
overlying Pleistocene strata on the south portion of the site which would include the 
proposed Rail Curtailment Project. Previous grading on the southern portion of the 
project site has resulted in some areas with little or no fill and others with fill up to 10 
feet. No excavation would occur during construction however, a less than 1,000 square 
foot area would be graded. The grading process may include some excavation to 
remove fill that is unstable. It is unknown what portions of the southern area are filled 
up to 10 feet and which areas have little or no fill as noted in the 2009 MND.  
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Disturbance of Pleistocene strata has the potential to significantly impact 
paleontological resources. Significant impacts to Pleistocene strata at the project site 
would be significant in the following situations: (1) areas where Pleistocene strata are 
exposed at the surface, and would be involved in excavation, regardless of excavation 
depth; and (2) areas where a thin veneer of fill materials overlies Pleistocene strata, and 
excavation would be deeper than the thickness of the fill units, and thus would involve 
the underlying native Pleistocene materials. Thus, there would be the possibility of 
Pleistocene deposits being encountered. 

Based on the probability that Pleistocene deposits could be encountered during 
construction, implementation of K2’s Pittsburg site construction best management 
practices of having a qualified archeological monitor present during grading, would 
render any potential impact of inadvertently encountering paleontological resources to 
a less-than-significant level. 
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1.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
The BAAQMD was requested to review the administrative draft of the CEQA project 
description, and the Air Resources and Greenhouse Gas sections of the CEQA 
checklist. BAAQMD did not find any significant impacts to air resources or greenhouse 
gas emissions based on their review of the draft documents. 

The BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act - Air Quality Guidelines 
(updated May 2017) include updated CEQA thresholds of significance adopted by the 
BAAQMD’s Board of Directors on June 2, 2010, as well as screening criteria based upon 
proposed land use.  For the purpose of making a conservative Significance 
Determinations with respect to GHG emissions, this Initial Study relies on the 
Thresholds and methodologies included in the BAAQMD’s 2017 Guidelines. 

For stationary-source projects, the threshold is 10,000 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of 
CO2e (BAAQMD 2017). Stationary-source projects include land uses that would 
accommodate processes and equipment that emit GHG emissions and would require a 
BAAQMD permit to operate. 

Would the proposed project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  The California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 
2016.3.2 was used to estimate Operational related GHG emissions for the proposed 
project.  Operational-related GHG pollutants were modeled conservatively, assuming 
no mitigation measures were implemented, using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 defaults. 
A detailed summary of the assumptions made for the proposed project facility 
construction-related pollutant emission modeling are included as Appendix A, 
together with the CalEEMod report output for Annual emissions.   

The analysis conservatively estimated the proposed project GHG emissions to be 39.8 
metric tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalent per year (MT CO2e/yr) during construction of 
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the proposed project and increased operational emissions of 5.6 MT CO2e/yr.  The 
BAAQMD recommended Threshold of Significance is 1,100 MT CO2e/yr for projects 
other than Stationary Sources, and 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for Stationary Sources 
(BAAQMD 2017).  The proposed project would therefore result in a less than 
significant impact. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in section 1.7(a) Operational GHG 
emissions for the proposed project are below Thresholds of Significance screening 
levels, and therefore do not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases resulting in a 
less than significant impact. 
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1.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No  
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly 
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland fires?  

    

 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 
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a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the  routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would reduce the amount of 
transportation of chlorine by approximately 1,500 miles. The chlorine railcar loading 
system onsite would be designed and operated employing safe, proven, and Chlorine 
Institute3 recommended equipment including automated valves and pressure 
transmitters, motion detectors, auto shut offs, and a dry air pipeline to offload tanks 
cars with pressurized dry air in the event of an emergency.  The proposed project 
would not increase the volume of hazardous materials onsite. The proposed Rail 
Curtailment project would not create a significant hazard due to routine transport, use 
or disposal of hazardous materials because there would be no increase in hazardous 
material onsite, there would be a reduction of transport of chlorine and proven state of 
the art equipment would be used to load the rail cars. The impact would be a less than 
significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The 2009 IS/MND contains an off-site consequence 
assessment (OCA) associated with an accidental release of chlorine at the K2 Pure 
Solutions ECU and Bleach Plant. The assessment followed the requirements of 
California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program regulation (California 
Code of Regulations Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5, Section 2750) and EPA Risk 
Management Program (RMP) 40 CFR Part 68. The assessment included six scenarios. 
None of the existing scenarios included chlorine loaded into railcars, ton containers, or 
any other form of transport vessel. The High Grade Chlorine Storage tanks that hold 
200 tons of chlorine were used in the worst case scenario that could result in a release 
of up to 40,000 pounds per minute. Based on the worst-case scenario, the entire 200 
tons of compressed liquid chlorine stored in the largest tank would be released within 
10 minutes, reaching a maximum distance of 20 miles from the point of release and 
potentially exposing a maximum residential population of 840,000 people to the 
chlorine gas at the Emergency Response Planning Guideline Level-2 concentration 
threshold of 3 ppm. Level 2 is defined as “the maximum airborne concentration below 
which it is believed that nearly all individuals could be exposed for up to 1 hour without 
experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious health effects or symptoms which impact 
an individuals ability to take protective action.” This value is used to assist local Fire and 
Police Departments with overall emergency management in the event of a release at 
the facility. The existing alternate release scenario is a 0.5 “ leak in a pipeline that leaks 

 
3 The Chlorine Institute exists to support the chlor-alkali industry and serve the public by fostering 
continuous improvements to safety and the protection of human health and the environment connected 
with the production, distribution and use of chlorine and related chemicals. This support extends to 
giving continued attention to the security of chlorine handling operations.  For more information on the 
Institute’s stewardship program, visit CI’s website at www.chlorineinstitute.org 
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161.7 lbs/minute during a ten-minute timeframe for a total of 1,617 pounds. The 
release reaches a distance of 0.23 miles and does not affect any population receptors. 
(Tracer Environmental Sciences & Technologies, 2009) A chlorine railcar has a capacity 
of 90 tons of liquid chlorine. As discussed in the project description, the next revision 
of the Offsite Consequence Analysis would include the proposed project as an 
alternative scenario in the analysis. 

As summarized in the OCA report, the occurrence of such a release would be virtually 
impossible due to the thermodynamic properties of chlorine “Assuming the entire 
contents of the tank were released in 10 minutes, only 13% of that will flash to vapor or 
52,000 lbs. The remaining chlorine will settle as a liquid in the containment berm at the 
boiling point of  -34°C.” (Tracer Environmental Sciences & Technologies, 2009)  

Engineering controls that would be installed to minimize potential consequences if a 
release were to occur were not included in the worst case scenario resulting in an 
analysis that is not reasonably foreseeable. In addition, the assessment did not include 
equipment that would minimize the potential for leaks to occur at all. 

As noted in “a” above, The chlorine railcar loading system onsite would be designed 
and operated employing safe, proven, and Chlorine Institute recommended equipment 
including: automated valves and pressure transmitters, motion detectors, automated 
shut offs, and a dry air pipeline to offload tanks cars with pressurized dry air in the 
event of an emergency.  

Preventive measures recommended by the Chlorine Institute include an inspection 
checklist that would be used for all aspects of the loading operation. The checklist 
documents that the proper loading and securing procedures have been completed. 
Also, during the loading of a rail cars, prevention of the rail car from being hit or 
moved by another car or locomotive is accomplished by using derails or stops 50 feet 
or more from both ends of the rail car. Derails should not be removed for any reason 
until all cars are disconnected from the loading rack. (Chlorine Institute 2015) 

According to the Chlorine Institute, leaks that may occur in chlorine loaded tank cars 
usually involve the angle valves or pressure relief devices and can be controlled with 
the Institute’s Emergency Kit C. As described in the project description an Emergency 
Kit C will be on-site in a location sufficiently away from the tank car, so it will be 
accessible during an emergency. (Chlorine Institute 2015) 

As included in the project description, at least two remote emergency stop buttons 
would be strategically located to shut down the system in the event of an emergency 
during the loading process. A dry air supply would also be installed to facilitate the 
unloading of a railcar in the event of an emergency need to deinventory a railcar. 

The operation of the proposed project would be required to comply with the existing 
management protocols identified in the Contra Costa County Hazardous Materials 
Contingency Plan. Additionally, pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Section 25535.2, facilities that handle regulated substances 
above certain thresholds are required to prepare risk management plans. The goal of a 
risk management program is to prevent chemical accidents that could cause harm to 
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the public and the environment and to reduce the potential impact of accidental 
releases. The risk management plan contains an off-site consequence analysis that 
evaluated specific potential release scenarios including worst-case and alternative 
scenarios; a history of accidental releases; an integrated prevention program to manage 
risk; an emergency response program; and a management system that oversees the 
implementation of the risk management program. The applicant has developed and 
implemented a comprehensive risk management program for compliance with the 
CalARP Program.  

As discussed in the project description, K2 will update their Risk Management Plan 
(RMP) per requirements of the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) 
Program regulation (California Code of Regulations Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5, 
Section 2750) and EPA Risk Management Program (RMP) 40 CFR Part 68. Contra Costa 
County is the designated Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for the facility 
responsible for approving the RMP.  

Submittal of the comprehensive risk management program would be required as a 
condition of project approval and final program approval by the CUPA would be 
required prior to operation. K2 would reissue the risk management plan to the County 
for review and approval and provide a copy to the City. 

The construction of the rail loading facility involves the development of a cement slab, 
assembly of the rail loading equipment and installation of a chlorine pipeline. 
Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment, and therefore, would be a less-
than-significant impact. 

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

No Impacts. No existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of the 
project site. Therefore, there would be no impact associated with hazardous materials 
within one-quarter mile of existing schools. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Department of Toxic Substances Control prepares a 
portion of the information that comprises the Cortese List, in their Envirostor database 
and other State and local government agencies are required to provide additional 
hazardous material release information that is part of the complete List. Table 4 is the 
Cortese List for the Corteva facility.  

During construction, there is potential to encounter contaminated soils that contain 
elevated levels of VOCs and lead compounds during grading for the cement slab. 
Some soils at locations within the Corteva facility are reported to be contaminated with 
VOCs, SVOCs, mercury, and methyl mercury. Board Order No. R2-2002-0014 Site 
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Cleanup Requirement issued by RWQCB to Dow in 2002, detailed the requirement for 
cleanup and remediation of VOCs, SVOCs, mercury, and methyl mercury. The 
proposed project would not impede Dow’s ongoing remediation of groundwater. 
Groundwater beneath the project site is between 5 to 15 feet below ground surface 
(Hultgren-Tillis 2008). 

As discussed in the proposed project description, no excavation would occur however 
proper site preparation may require a small amount of excavation depending on the 
condition of the underlying soil. However, there would be less than 1,000 sq. ft. of 
grading for preparation for the cement slab. All excavations, ground penetrations and 
other soil disturbance activities are subject to Corteva Chemical Safety & Loss 
Prevention Standard S-327, “Excavations”. This standard provides requirements for 
identification of excavation locations, notification of responsible departments and 
competent personnel, identification of hazards associated with the excavation, 
definition of appropriate mitigation procedures and permitting of excavation activities 
consistent with the SWRCB’s requirements for the Corteva facility. Therefore, 
compliance with the Standard S-327 would reduce any significant hazards to the public 
or the environment to a less-than-significant level. 

Table 4 Cortese List 

SITE ID PROJECT NAME STATUS PROJECT 
TYPE ADDRESS 

CAT080010580 AQUILEX HYDROCHEM 
LLC Protective Filer Non-Operating 901 Loveridge 

Rd 

CAD076528678 THE DOW CHEMICAL 
CO Operating Permit Operating 901 Loveridge 

Rd 

80001680 THE DOW CHEMICAL 
COMPANY Refer: RWQCB Corrective 

Action 
901 Loveridge 

Rd 

CAD009150194 USS-POSCO 
INDUSTRIES 

Post Closure 
Permit Post Closure 900 Loveridge 

Rd 

T0601300344 US STEEL POSCO 
INDUSTRIES 

Completed - 
Case Closed 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

900 Loveridge 
Rd 

 

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

No Impacts. The project site is not within the vicinity of an approach/departure flight 
path of a public airport. Therefore, there would be no impact related to airport 
activities. 
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Pittsburg has an Emergency Operations Plan 
(EOP) that contains emergency and recovery plans applicable to natural and human 
induced hazardous situations. The proposed project would be constructed on an 
existing industrial site that is covered by the Corteva Consolidated Contingency Plan 
(CCP). The CCP “consolidates” the multiple emergency response plans required by 
various agencies, including the City’s EOP, into one standardized and functional plan. 
The CCP and site emergency procedures apply to all onsite personnel, including 
contractor, workers, and contractor supervisors.  No potential conflicts have been 
identified between the operation of the rail loading facility and other local emergency 
response and evacuation plans, including the Contra Costa County Emergency 
Operations Plan and Contra Costa County Hazardous Materials Area Plan. Therefore, 
construction and operation of the proposed project would not impair implementation 
or operation of the City’s EOP or other local emergency response or evacuation plans 
resulting in a less than significant impact. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wild land fires? 

No Impacts. The Corteva property and the project site are developed and industrial in 
nature and do not contain, nor are they adjacent to, any wildlands. No impact would 
occur. 
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1.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality?  

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project 
may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would:  

    

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site; 

    

(ii) substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on-or off-site; 

    

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

    

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) in flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?  

    

e) conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan?  
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Discussion: 
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be constructed entirely 
within those areas of the existing K2 facility that are already served by the Corteva 
facility’s existing water and wastewater collection and treatment systems. The Corteva 
facility operates under a NPDES permit to assure water quality standards are met. The 
proposed project would not involve a change in the existing storm water or ground 
water quality conditions. No violations of water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements would occur as a result of the construction or operations of the Rail 
Curtailment Project. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Groundwater would not be used and unlikely exposed 
during the construction of the proposed project.  Construction activities associated 
with rail loading facility would include minimal ground disturbing activities involving 
the grading for development of the cement slab.  The grading and slab would be less 
than 1,000 sq. ft. and less than 5 feet deep. Groundwater depths range from 1 to 8 feet 
(Hultgren Tillis 2016). If grading uncovered unsuitable fill in the area supporting the 
cement slab, the fill would be replaced with more suitable subsurface materials that 
excavation could create an interaction with groundwater. The amount of groundwater 
would be negligible for removing 1-2 feet of fill in a 1,000 sq. ft area, and would not 
deplete groundwater supplies, interfere with groundwater recharge, or impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Therefore, potential impacts 
during construction on groundwater supply would be less than significant. 

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

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 

Less Than Significant Impact. Impacts from erosion or siltation during construction 
would be less than significant due to SWPPP best management practices that would be 
designed during permitting and employed during construction. Operations of the 
project would not have any result in substantial erosion or siltation because the 
movement of the railcars would be on railroad tracks and surfaces around the loading 
facility cement slab would be graveled.  

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on-or off-site 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not alter the course of any 
stream or river.  Construction activities associated with the Rail Curtailment Project 
would include minimal ground disturbing activities related to grading for installation 
of the cement slab. The proposed project would result in an increase in impervious 
surfaces of less than 1,000 sq. ft. No surface / storm water drainages would be altered. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface run off resulting in flooding on or off-site resulting in a less than significant 
impact. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would include minimal ground disturbing activities (e.g., grading or 
excavation). During construction, any surface water runoff would be managed by 
Dow’s existing drainage system.  In addition, there would be minimal increases in 
storm water runoff from the rail loading facility, because the proposed project would 
result in an increase in impervious surfaces of less than 1,000 sq. ft. with the installation 
of the cement slab adjacent to the Corteva facility’s railroad track.   

During construction, any surface water runoff would be managed using BMPs as 
described in the Plan’s construction SWPPP and grading plan.  Construction of the 
proposed project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding onsite or offsite. The proposed project would not 
substantially change existing drainage patterns or alter existing rivers or streams on 
site or in the vicinity resulting in flooding onsite or offsite. Therefore, the impact 
associated with surface water runoff quality or quantity would be less than significant. 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project area would be protected from 
flooding by existing levees along Corteva’s property in the New York Slough. The 
majority of the facility, where most of Corteva’s industrial activity occurs, is served by 
a storm drain system that discharges to a 1.7 MMgal concrete retention basin located at 
the north end of the facility.  In addition, each manufacturing or processing area has 
perimeter diking.  Concrete dike walls surround storage tanks outside of contained 
manufacturing or process areas.  Although failure of the existing levee could result in 
flooding, the effect would be limited to the southernmost portion of the Corteva 
facility.  Intervening structures between a levee failure site and existing drainage, 
would reduce the effects to the Corteva facility. The proposed project would not be 
impacted. Therefore, the potential of the proposed project to expose people or 
structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death from the failure of a levee or dam 
is less than significant. 

d)  in flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 
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No Impacts. The proposed project site is located within Zone C of FEMA’s flood map 
(FEMA 2015). Zone C is an area outside the 1% annual chance floodplain and is labeled 
on the FEMA Flood map as an “Area of minimal flood hazard” (FEMA 2015). The 
proposed project area would be protected from potential flooding by existing levees 
along Dow’s property in the New York Slough. The remaining project site is not 
located within an area classified by FEMA to be subject to flooding. There would be no 
impacts related to location within flood zone.  

The proposed project area is outside a tsunami hazard area as identified on the Contra 
Costa County Tsunami Inundation Map. The project site is not located near a hillside 
that would be susceptible to mudslides or mudflows. As a result, the project site has no 
potential for inundation by mudflow or mudslides. Therefore, there would not be an 
impact from the potential for a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche to damage proposed 
structures, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation or risk the lives of 
people at the project site. 

e) conflict with or obstruct implementation of water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Impacts to the water quality of storm water runoff 
during construction would be avoided through the implementation of a Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). If left unmanaged, storm water runoff from the 
proposed project could develop permanent impacts to water quality from the non-
point source pollutants such as grease and heavy metals that may enter New York 
Slough and ultimately Suisun Bay and the Pacific Ocean. Storm water associated with 
the facility’s operational activities is regulated by the State General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ. 
The Facility is currently enrolled under WDID No. 2-071021408. The increased 
impervious surface would be less than 1,000 sq. ft. and would not result in a violation 
of waste discharge requirements, thereby avoiding adverse effects to water quality 
from storm water discharges.  

As discussed in “b” above, groundwater would not be used and unlikely exposed 
during the construction of the proposed project.  Construction activities associated 
with rail loading facility would include minimal ground disturbing activities involving 
the grading for development of the cement slab less than 1,000 sq ft. Groundwater 
would not be used during operations and unlikely exposed during the construction of 
the proposed project.  Construction activities associated with rail loading facility 
would include minimal ground disturbing activities involving the grading for 
development of the cement slab.  The grading and slab would be less than 1,000 sq. ft. 
and less than 5 feet deep.  If grading uncovered unsuitable foundation materials for the 
cement slab, increased excavation could create an interaction with groundwater. The 
amount of groundwater would be negligible for removing 1-2 feet of fill in a 1,000 sq. ft 
area, and would not deplete groundwater supplies, interfere with groundwater 
recharge, or impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Therefore, 
potential impacts during construction and operations on water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan would be less than significant. 
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1.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established 
community?  

    

b) Cause a significant environmental 
impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

    

 
Discussion: 
Would the Project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impacts. The project site is currently occupied by and is zoned for industrial uses. 
The site is surrounded by industrial uses to the east, industrial and vacant land uses to 
the south and west, and vacant land and the New York Slough of the Suisun Bay to the 
north. As a consequence, development of the site would not physically divide an 
established community. No impact would occur. 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

No Impacts. According to the City of Pittsburg General Plan, the project site has a land 
use designation of Industrial and according to the PMC, the site is zoned as General 
Industrial (IG) District, which allows for industrial uses. The proposed project is an 
industrial facility with storage/handling of hazardous materials and the project fits 
within the specified activities described in the IG zoning district of the PMC, subject to 
the approval of a use permit and design review. The City must grant the required use 
permit before the use can be established as proposed in the submitted application.  

The project site is under the jurisdiction of the ECCCHCP. However, the project site 
contains industrial land uses and is designated by the ECCCHCP as having “urban” 
land cover. Furthermore, the proposed project would not acquire additional land, as all 
elements of the proposed project would reuse or build industrial facilities on a 
developed industrial site. The proposed project would be in compliance with all land 
use plans, policies, and regulations, and thus would have no impact with regard to 
these issues.  
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1.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

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

No Impacts. According to the City of Pittsburg General Plan Resource Conservation 
Element, there are currently no significant mineral deposits or active mining 
operations in the City. Furthermore, the project site is located on a currently developed 
industrial site. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact related mineral 
resources. 

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

No Impacts. Same as “a” above. 
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1.13 NOISE 

Would the project result in:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

    

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

    

 
Discussion: 
Section 9.44.010 (Prohibitions) of the City of Pittsburg’s municipal code prohibits the 
operation of any pile driver, steam shovel, pneumatic hammer, derrick, steam or 
electric hoist (or other appliance) between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Section 
18.82.040 (Noise) identifies noise level performance standards and states that no 
construction event or activity occurring on any site adjoining a lot in a residential, 
planned development or government and quasi-public districts shall generate loud 
noises in excess of 65 decibels measured at the [receiving noise-sensitive] property line, 
except between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 

The 2017 Dow Modernization Project EIR included a Noise Assessment completed by 
CH2M in August of 2015. The Assessment identified three sensitive receptors in the 
vicinity of the Corteva facility. The distances of the same receptors from the proposed 
rail loading facility are approximately three quarters of a mile away (approximately 
4,000 feet). 

The rail loading facility construction includes: 

• Installation of the above ground pipe,  

• Formation of the concrete slab, and  

• Assembly of the rail car loading facility from pre-fabricated components.   
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Construction of the proposed project would result in a temporary increase in ambient 
noise levels within the project vicinity, which could affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
The duration of construction of the new facility is anticipated to be approximately 8-10 
weeks. 

The operations of the rail loading facility would not create an increase in noise from 
current conditions because currently there is railcar movement at the facility. Some of 
the railcar movement would be transferred to the loading facility while some 
movement, created by deliveries of chorine railcars from Texas would be eliminated all 
together. 

Would the project: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be located in an area of 
existing industrial land use, and no noise sensitive land uses adjoin the proposed site. 
At a distance of approximately 4,000 feet to the nearest residence, noise from 
temporary construction could reach Lmax 43 dBA assuming a source level of 92 dBA at 
50 feet and distance and ground attenuation per FTA 2006. This calculation does not 
include the effects of local shielding from buildings, topography, walls or other 
barriers, which may reduce sound levels further. Noise due to temporary construction 
activities is therefore not expected to exceed 65 decibels at the nearest noise-sensitive 
land use. Excessive construction noise would not be generated outside of the hours of 
8:00 am to 5:00. The operations of the rail loading facility would not create an increase 
in noise from current conditions because currently there is railcar movement at the 
facility. Therefore, impacts associated with increased noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other agencies would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The operation of heavy equipment has the potential to 
generate groundborne vibration. The, vibration from construction activity would 
attenuate to less than 0.1 in/sec PPV within about 50 feet according to the 2006 
IS/MND based on reference levels from Federal Transit Administration 2006. At the 
nearest residence of 4,000 feet, groundborne vibration would be well below the 
threshold for potential damage to structures and, furthermore, would not be expected 
to be perceptible at the nearest sensitive land use. This is impact would therefore be 
less than significant. 

c) For a project located within the proximity of a private airstrip or an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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No Impacts. The proposed project is not located within an area covered by an airport 
land use plan, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport or a private 
airstrip. Thus, adoption and implementation of the project would not result in airport 
noise impacts on people residing or working within the project area. There would be 
no impact. 
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1.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
The City of Pittsburg population in 2010 was approximately 84,641 with approximately 
27,897 housing units (Census Bureau 2010a). In 2021, the US Census Bureau estimates 
the population would be 91,323 (US Census 2010b). 

Would the project: 

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

No Impacts. The proposed project does not propose the construction of new homes or 
require the expansion of existing infrastructure that may directly or indirectly result in 
population growth. It is anticipated that approximately 32 facility employees currently 
working at the facility would not change. The maximum of ten construction crew 
members at any one-time during construction would be drawn from the local or 
regional labor pool. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact on 
population growth. 

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

No Impacts. Construction of the proposed rail loading facility would occur within an 
existing industrial site and would not result in the displacement of people. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have no impact on existing housing.  
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1.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

i. Fire protection?     

ii. Police protection?     

iii. Schools?     

iv. Parks?     

v. Other public facilities?     
 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

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

i. Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project 
facility would not substantially increase the need for fire protection services. In the 
unlikely event of a fire or hazardous material release at the proposed project facility, 
the CCCFPD would initially respond.  Stations 84 and 85 are nearest to the proposed 
project sites, are fully equipped and staffed in accordance with current CCCFPD 
policies. Station 85, located at 2331 Loveridge Road, is 1.7 miles from the proposed 
project area. Fire Station 84 at 1903 Railroad Ave. in Pittsburg, is located 2.6 miles from 
the proposed project. The Corteva facility also has a fire brigade with two on-shift 
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firefighters/emergency medical technicians (EMTs) and are certified in exterior process 
firefighting. Dow’s on-site fire suppression infrastructure includes fire detection 
systems, water spray systems (sprinkler or deluge types), hydrants, two fire engines, 
and a response truck equipped with two articulating firewater monitors (Brezack & 
Associates Planning, 2017). 

The Applicant would be required to construct and operate to current building and fire 
life safety codes complying with the rules and regulations set forth by the CCCFPD. As 
such, construction and operation of the proposed project would not create significant 
fire hazards that would substantially increase the need for fire protection services and 
would not require the construction of new or expanded facilities to meet any increased 
need. Therefore, impacts on fire protection services as a result of the proposed project 
would be less than significant. 

ii. Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project 
facility would not substantially increase the need for police services. In the event of an 
emergency, the Pittsburg Police Department (PPD), operating from City Hall, at 65 
Civic Avenue is approximately 2.25 miles west of the Corteva facility and would 
initially respond. The Corteva facility is located within Patrol Beat 2.  Adjacent patrol 
beats 1, 7, and 8 provide backup.  In the event all PPD personnel were dispatched on 
calls, the County Sheriff would be dispatched (CCC Sheriff 2019, personal 
communication).  

Corteva maintains on site private security officers and an extensive security system 
including fencing, gates, cameras, a card access system, and worker security awareness 
training.  A security fence surrounds the industrial portion of the Corteva facility.  
Gates are locked or equipped with secure identification (ID) badge access or staffed by 
security personnel.  Video cameras are located at various points around the industrial 
portion of the Facility.  Corteva security personnel regularly monitor the camera video 
displays to detect unusual activity and patrol the Corteva facility.  All security meets 
current DHS requirements for chemical facilities as administered by the United States 
Coast Guard.  

There are no residential or recreational land uses proposed as part of the proposed 
project, so there would not be an increase the amount of people near the facility which 
could increase the need for police presence. Impacts on police protection services as a 
result of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

iii. Schools? 

No Impacts. Public school services in the project area are provided by the PUSD. The 
proposed Rail Curtailment Project would not include new housing or new 
employment or directly increase the project area residential population. The additional 
3-6 crewmembers for 8 to 10 weeks of construction would not increase the local 
population.  Consequently, proposed project would not increase student enrollment 
levels at PUSD schools and therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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iv. Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not feature a housing element, nor would it 
directly increase population so as to increase demand on parks. The proposed project 
would not increase the number of operating personnel at the facility. The ten 
construction crew members would only be present for up to ten weeks and would 
likely be drawn from the local workforce. The proposed project would not provide, 
alter, or affect demand for parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts to 
parks would occur. 

v. Other public facilities? 

No Impact. No impact to other public facilities would occur as a result of 
implementation of the proposed Project. 
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1.16 RECREATION 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
Would the project: 

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

No Impacts. The proposed project does not include any new residential development. 
There would not be an increase in employees with the operation of the Rail 
Curtailment Project. The construction crewmembers associated with the proposed 
project would likely come from the surrounding local labor pool and there would only 
be 3-6 crewmembers for 8 to 10 weeks of construction. As a result, the proposed project 
would not result in an increase in population or housing in the City of Pittsburg. Thus, 
the proposed project would not increase demand for or use of local recreational 
facilities. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact. 

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

No Impacts. The proposed project does not include construction of recreational 
facilities, nor (as described above under “a”) would it indirectly require the expansion 
of existing recreational facilities. As a result, potential physical effects on the 
environment from the construction of new or expansion of existing recreational 
facilities would not occur. Thus, no impact would occur. 
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1.17 TRANSPORATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation system 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision 
(b)? 

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

    

 

Discussion: 
Loveridge Road is the major arterial within the proposed project vicinity. It has two 
lanes in each direction between Buchanan Road and Pittsburg-Antioch Highway. From 
the proposed project site, Loveridge Road extends southwest, across SR 4, to Buchanan 
Road. North of Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, the road has one lane in each direction. 

Pittsburg-Antioch Highway is another major route that serves as an alternative route to 
SR 4 for regional commuters. It is an east-west aligned major arterial that roughly 
parallels the north side of SR 4, and has one to two travel lanes in each direction. The 
road ends at Harbor Street west of Loveridge Road and at Somersville Road to the east, 
in Antioch. The road is an alternative route for regional commuters when SR 4 is 
congested. (ESA 2007) 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was enacted by the State legislature 
following the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990. The purpose of the CMP is to address 
the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, the local CMP agency, has designated a highway network 
that includes all State highways and principal arterials within the County. Local 
jurisdictions are required to monitor the Level of Service (LOS) standards at the 
designated locations within this network. 

Would the project: 
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a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction of the rail loading facility would take 
up to ten weeks. During the ten-week period, there would be approximately ten trips 
daily generated by the construction crew. There would be less than a dozen material 
delivery total trips during construction. 

The number of peak hour trips generated as a result of the proposed project does not 
meet or exceed the City Traffic Engineering Divisions threshold for requiring a Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS). Therefore, a TIS was not required as part of this Initial Study. 
There would be a net decrease in train trips from Texas delivering chlorine to the 
Corteva facility. The project would not conflict with a with a program, plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities resulting in a less than significant impact to transportation. 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The operations of the proposed project would not 
generate any additional vehicle miles traveled. The current employees would manage 
the rail car loading and no additional supplies are needed for operations that could 
increase vehicle miles traveled to the facility. The proposed project would not generate 
a significant impact in either the AM or PM peak-hour timeframes at any of the 
intersections in the project vicinity, therefore the LOS would not change at any of the 
intersections in the project vicinity as required to be monitored by the City as part of 
the CMP resulting in a less-than-significant impact related to transportation. 

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

No Impacts. The proposed project would not alter the roadway configuration of the 
surrounding roadways and would not be located next to incompatible land uses. The 
rail tracks used within the Corteva facility would not be realigned but would include 
the installation of a rail loading facility for filling rail cars used on private property. 
During the filling of a rail car, prevention of the rail car from being hit or moved by 
another car or locomotive is accomplished by using derails or stops 50 feet or more 
from both ends of the rail car. As described in the project description, derails will not 
be removed for any reason until all cars are disconnected from the loading rack as 
recommended by the Chlorine Institute 2015. Therefore, no impacts from an increase in 
hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use would occur. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact The proposed project would not create any barriers to 
travel or hazardous design features. The project consists of installation of a Chorine rail 
loading facility on existing train tracks that would be used up to 66 times per year. 
Therefore, impacts to emergency access as a result of the proposed project would be 
less than significant.  
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1.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native tribe and that is:  

    

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historic resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code 
5020.1(k), or 

    

ii) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

    

 
Discussion: 
A search of the Sacred Lands File maintained by the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) was completed on June 24, 2015 for the Dow Modernization 
Project EIR.  This search failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural 
resources in the immediate proposed Plan area (NAHC, 2015).  An archeological 
reconnaissance survey of structures that would be demolished as a result of the 
proposed Dow Modernization Plan was conducted on December 18, 2013. This search 
failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate 
proposed Plan area. 

On April 17, 2017, the City completed the California Native American tribal 
consultation process for the Dow Modernization Project by providing notification of 
the proposed Plan to the following tribal representatives.  

• Andrew Galvan, Chairperson Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area
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• Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Castanoan  
• Rosemary Cambra, Chairperson Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay 

Area  
• Raymond Hitchcock, Chairperson Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay 

Area 
• Irenne Zwierlein, Chairperson Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan 

Bautista 

No response requiring further consultation was received from any of the 
representatives. 

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native tribe and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, 
or in a local register of historic resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
5020.1(k), or 

No Impacts. Through the searches completed for the Dow Modernization Project PEIR 
in 2017 and the request for consultation letters, it is apparent that there are no tribal 
cultural resources anticipated to be present in the proposed project area. The area has 
been an industrial site since the early 1900s and is covered with fill. In addition, no 
excavation is planned for the project that would increase the risk of encountering any 
resources. Therefore, there would be no impacts to historic resources of value to Native 
American tribes. 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

No Impacts. See “a” above. 
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1.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction 
or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years? 

    

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

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

 

Discussion: 
Wastewater. The Delta Diablo Sanitation District (“Delta Diablo”) provides water 
resource recovery services for the cities of Pittsburg and Antioch, and the 
unincorporated community of Bay Point, serving a total population of nearly 200,000. 
The water resource recovery services consist of secondary treatment of wastewater, 
recycled water production and distribution, pollution prevention, energy recovery, 
beneficial reuse of biosolids, street sweeping, and household hazardous waste 
collection.  Delta Diablo owns and operates the regional interceptors and collection 
system that transports wastewater to the Delta Diablo Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(WWTP), located north of the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway along the Pittsburg city 
limits, about 0.6 miles east of the proposed project site.  Delta Diablo’s WWTP is a 
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secondary treatment plant with a rated average dry weather flow (ADWF) capacity of 
19.5 mgd and peak wet weather flow (PWWF) treatment capacity of 26.0 mgd. Treated 
and disinfected secondary effluent is discharged to New York Slough in the San 
Joaquin Delta. A portion of the effluent is diverted to the Recycled Water Facility 
(RWF) prior to chlorination at a varying rate depending on recycled water demands 
(DDSD, 2006). NPDES Permit No. CA0038547, Board Order No. R2-2009-0018, cites 
Delta Diablo’s intent to increase permitted flows from 16.5 mgd to 22.7 mgd (37.6 % 
increase). As discussed in the Dow Modernization Project PEIR, Corteva currently 
generates approximately 0.18 mgd of wastewater that is treated at Delta Diablo.  This is 
about 1.0% of Delta Diablo’s 2010 ADWF. 

Stormwater. All existing stormwater infrastructure on Dow’s property is owned and 
operated by Dow.  Under existing conditions, approximately 111 acres of the 420-acre 
site are industrially developed (buildings, trailers, tanks, and roadways) with 
impervious surfaces.  Pervious surfaces (e.g., soil, gravel) cover the remaining acres of 
the Corteva facility.  Stormwater runoff on the Corteva facility is collected by several 
catch basins and storm drainpipes that convey water to Dow’s existing stormwater 
detention basin located west of the Corteva facility’s dock on New York Slough.  The 
stormwater collection and conveyance system were originally designed to 
accommodate stormwater runoff associated with existing land uses within Dow’s 
property.  Stormwater is tested and treated as required by Dow’s stormwater NPDES 
Industrial General Permit before it is released into New York Slough.  The existing 
stormwater system includes the Corteva stormwater detention basin, which has a 
capacity of 1.7 MMgal. 

Non-potable Water Supply. Non-potable water is provided to the proposed project by 
CCWD from the south via CCWD’s pipeline supplied from the CCWD canal. Dow’s 
private emergency firewater system is owned and operated by Corteva and supplied 
directly from the San Joaquin River at New York Slough.  When needed, water 
supplied from New York Slough is pressurized and distributed via Dow’s firewater 
systems throughout the Corteva facility.  More than 95 percent of water used at 
Corteva is for non-potable purposes (Personal Communication with Dale Schell, 2015). 

Potable Water Supply. The City obtains approximately 90 percent of its untreated 
water supply from the CCWD through the CVP. The CCWD’s current contract for its 
entire service area is for 195,000 AFY or 174 million gallons per day (mgd). However, 
these allocations are subject to regulatory or other temporary restrictions that may be 
imposed arising from drought or other conditions. In addition to its CVP contract and 
Los Vaqueros Water Rights, CCWD has negotiated water rights with a number of local 
districts and private entities, including the East Contra Costa Irrigation District. These 
agreements bring CCWD's total annual supply to 242,700 AFY. The City supplements 
its CCWD water supply with two wells, located at City Park and at Dover 
Way/Frontage Road. Combined yield of both wells in Pittsburg is 1,500 AFY (City of 
Pittsburg, 2001) 

Solid Waste. Corteva disposes of nonhazardous solid wastes at the Potrero Hills 
Landfill.  The Class III landfill began operations in 1986 and serves portions of Solano 
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and Contra Costa counties.  The Facility’s estimated permitted capacity is 83.1 million 
cubic yards (yd3), and the estimated capacity used is 13.8 million yd3 (Calrecycle 2012).  
As discussed in the Dow Modernization PEIR, this facility has about 40% of its 
volume-based life remaining.  Nonhazardous solid wastes from construction and 
operation of the proposed project would be disposed of at this facility. 

Electricity and Gas Service. Power to the Corteva facility is provided by the Los 
Medanos Energy Center (LMEC), a Calpine Corporation 550-megawatt combined cycle 
natural gas fired generating facility located at 750 East 3rd Street, in the City of 
Pittsburg.  Power from LMEC is transmitted to the Corteva facility through Corteva 
owned 115 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines.  In addition to electricity, LMEC provides 
steam to the Corteva Facility through a Corteva owned pipeline and buys condensate 
from Corteva to make most of this steam.  PG&E provides the Corteva facility with 
backup electric power and natural gas through PG&E’s existing utility infrastructure.  
Natural gas is distributed throughout the Facility by Corteva owned pipelines. The 
proposed project would have a negligible increase in energy consumption associated 
with lighting of the loading facility and instrumentation. 

Would the project:  

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The addition of the rail loading facility would not 
produce any change in the anticipated volume of wastewater to be discharged by the 
facility; and would therefore not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the 
RWQCB. Additional water use during construction would be temporary. The 
proposed project would not require water during operations. The proposed project 
would not produce any change in the anticipated volume of storm water drainage to 
be discharged by the addition of less than 1,000 sq. ft. of impervious surface to the 
industrial facility. As described above, the proposed project would have a negligible 
increase in energy consumption associated with lighting of the loading facility and 
instrumentation. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As provided in a) above, the proposed project would 
not produce any change in the anticipated volume of water demand. However, there 
may be a slight temporary increase in water use during construction. Therefore, 
impacts to the available water supply during normal, dry, and multiple dry years 
would less than significant.  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The construction of the rail loading facility would not 
have an environmental impact associated with an increase of storm drainage. The 
proposed project would not produce any change in the anticipated volume of storm 
water drainage to be discharged by the addition of less than 1,000 sq. ft. of impervious 
surface to the industrial facility. As discussed in the 2009 IS/MND, the Corteva facility 
storm water collection and conveyance system was originally designed to 
accommodate storm water runoff associated with the land uses within Dow’s property, 
which would have included the chlor-alkali (C/A) manufacturing which existed in the 
proposed project area from 1939-1992. During this period, the site was occupied by 
buildings, containment structures, other associated C/A manufacturing structures, and 
roadways, similar in size and function to those of the existing K2 facility. Therefore, 
because the proposed project is located within the footprint (in overall contribution to 
impervious surfaces) of the historic C/A uses, the addition of the rail loading facility 
would not create a significant increase in stormwater run-off. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 
reduction goals 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction spoils that would be removed during the 
construction process would separate anything that can be recycled. Solid waste would 
primarily consist of packaging from shipment of the prefabricated equipment being 
put together and would be disposed at the Potrero Hills Landfill that has sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s needs. The operation of filling of rail 
cars with chlorine would not significantly increase the anticipated volume of solid 
waste; and would therefore not require additional landfill capacity. The impact of 
disposing of construction debris would be a less than significant impact on landfill 
capacity. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impacts. Wastes generated by construction of the proposed project would not 
conflict with federal state or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. There 
would be no impact. 
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1.20 WILDFIRE  
 

If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and 
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, powerlines or other utilities) that 
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result 
in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability or 
drainage changes? 

    

 
Discussion: 
Would the project:  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation Plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 1.9 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, the City of Pittsburg has an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) that contains 
emergency and recovery plans applicable to natural and human induced hazardous 
situations. The proposed project would be constructed on an existing industrial site 
that is covered by the Corteva Consolidated Contingency Plan (CCP). The CCP 
“consolidates” the multiple emergency response plans required by various agencies, 
including the City’s EOP, into one standardized and functional plan. The CCP and site 
emergency procedures apply to all onsite personnel, including contractor, workers, 
and contractor supervisors.  No potential conflicts have been identified between the 
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operation of the rail loading facility and other local emergency response and 
evacuation plans, including the Contra Costa County Emergency Operations Plan and 
Contra Costa County Hazardous Materials Plan. Therefore, construction and operation 
of the proposed project would not impair implementation or operation of the City’s 
EOP or other local emergency response or evacuation plans resulting in a less than 
significant impact. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

No Impacts. The Corteva property and the project site are developed and industrial in 
nature and do not contain, nor are they adjacent to, any wildlands. The area is 
generally on level ground and bounded by New York Slough to the north and the Dow 
Wetlands preserve to the east of the Corteva facility. The developed area surrounding 
the facility is also industrial.  The CCCFPD Stations 84 and 85 are nearest to the 
proposed project sites, are fully equipped and staffed in accordance with current 
CCCFPD policies and are 1.7 and 2.6 miles from the facility. The Corteva facility also 
has a fire brigade with two on-shift firefighters/emergency medical technicians (EMTs) 
and are certified in exterior process firefighting. Dow’s on-site fire suppression 
infrastructure includes fire detection systems, water spray systems (sprinkler or deluge 
types), hydrants, two fire engines, and a response truck equipped with two articulating 
firewater monitors (Brezack & Associates Planning 2017). The elimination of the 700 
railcars transporting chlorine from Texas also reduces risks to of wildfires. The area is 
not susceptible to the spread of uncontrolled wildfire; therefore, the project would 
have no impacts associated with exacerbating wildfire risks. 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, powerlines or other utilities) that 
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The rail car loading facility would have structures 
where there is currently bare land however the facility is a compact element of a larger 
industrial manufacturing facility built adjacent to existing railroad tracks. The facility 
would not increase the amount of chlorine stored or produced onsite. There is no 
associated infrastructure of the rail car loading facility constructed or operated that 
would exacerbate fire risk resulting in less than significant impacts. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability or drainage changes? 

No Impacts. As discussed in “a” above the facility is on flat ground adjacent to the 
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta. In an industrial zoned area of the City, is not 
susceptible to wild fires or contain slopes or drainages that would create post fire 
impacts. Therefore, the project would not have an impact associated with exposing 
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people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding 
or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability or drainage changes. 
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1.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion: 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in an industrial area of 
the City and would have no significant impacts with respect to biological resources, 
and the project would result in less-than significant cultural resource impacts provided 
that the identified best management practice of having a qualified cultural resource 
monitor onsite during grading is implemented. The proposed project would not 
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degrade the quality of the environment, reduce or threaten any fish or wildlife species 
(endangered or otherwise), or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or pre-history. Therefore, the proposed project is less than significant 
using facility best management practices to address the discovery of any unanticipated 
cultural resources discovered during construction. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  Based on the analysis contained in this CEQA checklist, 
the proposed project’s land uses are consistent with the City’s General Plan land use 
projections. These land uses have been considered with the overall growth of the City 
including increases in traffic, noise and changes to air quality. The analysis contained 
in this CEQA Initial Study checklist demonstrated that the proposed project is in 
compliance with all applicable plans including but not limited to water quality, air 
quality, and habitat conservation. The proposed project would not produce impacts 
that considered with past, present and future projects would be cumulatively 
considerable because potential significant impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the impact analysis above in this CEQA 
Initial Study checklist, the proposed project would not expose persons to adverse 
impacts related to air quality, seismic or geologic hazards, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hazards or hazardous materials, hydrology or water quality, land use planning, noise, 
population and housing, or transportation/traffic hazards, and the provisions to utility 
services to people. The project was identified to have no impact, or a less than 
significant impact in these areas. Therefore, the proposed project does not have 
environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse impacts on human beings 
directly or indirectly. 
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