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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVI ATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
AFS American Fisheries Society
BLM Bureau of Land Management
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA California EnvironmeQiadlity Act
Ch methane
CHP combined heat and power generator
Cco carbon monoxide
CQ carbon dioxide
CQe carbon dioxide equivalent
County County of Santa Barbara
ECAP Energy and Climate Action Plan
GHG greenhouse gas
GSD Goleta Sanitary District
GWP global warming potential
HIC chronic hazards index
HRA health risk assessment
IS Initial Study
IUCN International Uniondonservation of Nature and Natural Resources
Lystek Lysteknternational Limited
MEIR maximallgxposedndividuakceptor
MEIW maximallgxposedhdividuakorker
MT metric ton
N/A not applicable
NO nitrous oxide
NABCI North American Bird Conservation Initiative
ND Negative Declaration
NG oxides of nitrogen
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge ElimBydiem
Os ozone
PMo coarse particulate matter
PM.s fine particulate matter
PMI point ofmaximunimpact
Project Organic MateriadsEnergy Demonstration Project
RE Renewable Energy
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
SB Santa Barbara
SBCAG SantaBarbara County Association of Governments
SBCAPCD Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy
SG sulfur oxides
TAC toxic air contaminant
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Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

UCSsB

University of California, Santa Barbara

USFS U.S. ForeService

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
VOC volatile@rganic compound
WBWG Western Bat Working Group
WR Waste Reduction

WWTP wastewater treatment plant
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Overview

The Goleta Sanitary District (GSD) proposes the Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration
Project (Project) at its location in unincorporated Santa Barbara County (County). GSD’s property
is adjacent to the City of Santa Barbara Municipal Airport to the west, the City of Goleta to the
north and east, and the Goleta Slough and Pacific Ocean to the south (see Figure 1, Project
Location). The Project is intended to primarily receive and process materials from a location at the
University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB), located approximately 1.5 miles west of the
Project site; manage the resulting end products; and generate electricity on a small scale. The
Project would involve GSD as the host Project location, Lystek International Limited (Lystek) as
the equipment supplier and operator, and UCSB as the initial/primary source of organic materials.

The organic material to be processed by the Project would include a variety of waste material
(e.g., source-separated organic material/food waste; pre-consumer organic material/food waste;
and dewatered biosolids, liquid organic materials, and other similar organic materials from the
agricultural, waste, and food-processing sectors). The end-products of the process would include
a pathogen-free and nutrient-rich fertilizer that would be appropriate for land applications and
composting or to enhance anaerobic digester efficiency.

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

In accordance with Section 15073 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, this Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) is being circulated to relevant local,
state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals who may wish to
review and comment on the IS/ND. GSD circulated the IS/ND to the State Clearinghouse for
distribution and a 30-day public review. GSD will evaluate comments received on the Draft
IS/ND and will prepare responses to address any substantial evidence that the Project could have
a significant impact on the environment. If there is no substantial evidence, GSD as lead agency
will adopt the IS/ND in compliance with CEQA.

Written comments should be submitted to GSD by 5:00 p.m. on May 31, 2018. Submit
comments to the following:

Goleta Sanitary District
Attention: Steve Wagner
1 William Moffett Place
Goleta, California 93117
or by email at swagner@goletasanitary.org
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This IS/ND and any comments received during the public review process will be considered by
the GSD Board of Directors at a public hearing on June 4, 2018, at GSD (1 William Moffett
Place, Goleta, California 93117).

1.3 Project P lanning Setting

The Project would be located at the existing GSD wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) at 1
William Moffett Place, Goleta, California 93117 (Figure 1). The area surrounding the Project site
is primarily open space to the north, south, and east. To the west is the City of Santa Barbara
Municipal Airport. Figure 1 shows an aerial of the Project location; Figure 2, Site Map, and
Figure 3, Project Facilities, show site details; and Figure 4, Zoning and Land Use, shows current
zoning in the area.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

GSD is proposing the Project at the GSD WWTP site in unincorporated Santa Barbara County.
The Project is intended to receive and process organic materials, manage the resulting end-
products, and generate electricity on a small scale. In the County and surrounding area, there is
significant production of organic material. The majority of this material is currently sent to a
landfill, with a small percentage sent to composting. The intent of the Project is to demonstrate
that organic material can be efficiently processed into a nearly contaminate-free feedstock for
conversion into energy, and the resulting end-products can be used for beneficial uses.

The Project would rely on a combination of advanced technologies for processing and treating
the variety of expected organic materials. These technologies would include Smicon
depackaging equipment; advance anaerobic digesters to process at higher solid contents;
dewatering units; and Lystek’s patented low-temperature, alkali, high-speed shearing technology
to stabilize the material, create a pumpable liquid, and neutralize pathogens. An advanced
process control system would automate and monitor the entire process, provide redundancy and
emergency shut down capability, and provide periodic manual inspections.

Equipment needed for the Project would be mounted on up to three skids or trailers and delivered
to the site by standard 18-wheel tractor/trailer/flatbed combinations. Initial construction of the
system would require approximately 10 truck trips over 2 weeks.

Organic material used by the Project would come from existing source-separated waste streams
and pre-consumer outlets and UCSB food preparation and services halls. No hazardous material
would be accepted at the Project site. The organic material would be transported to the Project
site at GSD’s WWTP on a weekly basis at the rate of up to two trips per week by standard
garbage trucks (typically 10-wheel) that carry a roll-off-size waste container. Once on site, the
material would be unloaded into a 20-foot-wide by 30-foot-deep receiving bunker with 4-foot-
high sidewalls, and processing would begin within 48 hours. The receiving of organic materials
would occur at scheduled times of day and week. Trained personnel would be on site when
organic materials are received and when the final fertilizer product is collected.

Processing of materials delivered to the site would begin with the separation of organic material
from inorganic material using depackaging equipment provided by Smicon, a company that
specializes in organic material handling equipment. This equipment would be an enclosed unit
and housed on a single skid or trailer approximately 100 feet from the receiving bunker. Waste
from the depackaging process, including inorganic packaging material and a thick mash (solid
content greater than 25%) with a high contaminant level, would be collected and stored in
covered waste containers and deposited off site to a landfill on a weekly basis. If odors become
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an issue, which is unanticipated, the removal would increase to twice per week. The purified
organic material (between 15% and 30% solid with a less than 1% contamination fraction) would
be stored in closed containers for delivery to the digester units.

Once purified, the organic material would be used as feedstock for the anaerobic digester units,
which would be housed on a skid or trailer next to the dewatering equipment and Lystek
reactors. The digester units would be stainless steel, vertical, cylindrical sealed tanks with a
center mixing unit (blade). Inlets to the units would include the slurry feedstock, heat/steam, and
water. Discharges would be liquid effluent, vapor biogas, and digestate. The digesters would
operate at approximately 100°F and would include a gas pressure release valve for excessive
pressure buildup, although this is not anticipated to be used on a regular basis. The purified
organic material would be fed into the digester units at a prescribed rate to replicate a full size
anaerobic digester system. The digesters would be monitored and operated to various degrees of
digestion to simulate normal biological treatment processes.

The digester units would generate biogas (primarily methane at approximately 60% and carbon
dioxide at approximately 40%) through the anaerobic digestion process. Each batch cycle of
feedstock processing would last at least 60 days, and biogas would be generated on an ongoing
basis during this time. The biogas would be routinely removed from the digester and delivered to
a small-capacity electrical conversion unit (either a fuel-cell, micro-turbine, or similar type
equipment), which would be located on a skid or trailer. Biogas would be sent to a potable flare,
Solar Spark Passive Vent Flare Model CF-5, under three possible scenarios: when the biogas
flowrate is insufficient for the electrical conversion unit, when the biogas flowrate exceeds the
needs of the electrical conversion unit, or when the electrical conversion unit is inoperable.

At the completion of each batch processing cycle, the effluent from the digester units would be
fed into a small-scale mobile dewatering unit (either a belt press or centrifuge, or similar device).
Polymers that are commonly used in the wastewater industry would be added in the dewatering
process to assist in dewatering the effluent to a final biosolids product. The liquid concentrate
product of dewatering would be fed back into the GSD WWTP for final processing. The
resulting biosolids would be fed into the patented Lystek technology system for finishing.

The Lystek process uses high shear mechanical mixing with alkali and temperature adjustment
for the biosolids feedstock to achieve a homogenous end-product. The process relies on
physical/chemical principles with heat input by injecting low-pressure steam into the reactor to
achieve the processing function. The material is stabilized at a minimum temperature of 70°C for
30 minutes (or 75°C for 20 minutes). No biological process steps are involved. The alkali used in
the process would come from a non-hazardous material, such as a lime product (powder or
quick-lime pellets), or a liquid form such as potassium hydroxide, stored in an enclosed storage
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unit that is used to adjust the pH to approximately 9.5 or 10. The product of the Lystek process
would be a nutrient-rich, pathogen-free fertilizer that meets the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency standard as a Class A-EQ (Exceptional Quality) biofertilizer that is suitable for land
application, composting, or digestion enhancement.

Design Capacity and Feedstock Generators

The ultimate design capacity of the Project would be no more than 5 tons of processed
organic material per day. This could be further broken down to the various processing
components as follows:

l

Incoming organic material could be received at a maximum of 20 tons per day; however,
this quantity of material is expected to be delivered no more than 2 days per week.

The Smicon depackaging unit is rated to process up to 5 tons of feedstock per hour. At
the expected delivery rate described above, the unit would operate for approximately 8
hours per week. In the event that slightly larger volumes of feedstock are received (due to
the variability of source-separated organics), the depackaging unit could operate for the
required time to process incoming material.

The anaerobic digesters are anticipated to be fed at the rate of no more than 2 tons per day.
The rate may be slightly higher during periods of initial loading. Due to the high variability
of processing times, the feed rate could be up to 4 tons per day on given occasions.

The dewatering unit would be able to process up to 5 tons per hour. The actual operating
time would depend on the quality of the digester effluent and the amount of polymer
added to assist in dewatering.

The Lystek reactors would be able to process up to 2 tons per hour of finished biosolids.
This processing rate may change during the processing period due to the rate of steam
addition (adding heat), and the biosolids cake and water.

Site Design and Facilities

The Project infrastructure, components, and facility services would generally consist of the following:

T

Two skids or trailers mounted with the digester, reactor, and electrical conversion units
(one skid with the digesters, the dewatering equipment, and Lystek reactors, and the other
skid with the electrical conversion unit and supporting accessories)

One skid- or trailer-mounted Smicon depackaging unit

One portable flare, Solar Spark Passive Vent Flare Model CF-5

10708

DUDEK 13 May 2018



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

T

One receiving bunker for incoming material
Various storage containers for residuals, un-finished, and finished material

Piping and utility connections to/from the existing GSD facility as needed (electrical,
water, return feed)

A back-up generator unit (if needed during operation)

Project components would primarily be located to the east of the existing GSD dewatering building.
This area is an existing paved area with stormwater drainage and proximity to existing site utilities.

Biosolids Pad Reconstruction

The Project would require repaving an existing biosolids pad. Completion of this would occur in
two steps: (1) demolition of the existing paved area, and (2) installation of the improved surface.
The demolition phase is anticipated to take 1 week, and the installation phase is anticipated to
take 3 weeks, for a total of 4 weeks of construction activities.

Demolition Phase

1.

a &~ DN

6.

The existing concrete and asphalt paved areas adjacent to the drying pad area to be
improved would be sawcut, and the portions located within the site would be removed
and stockpiled on site.

Existing safety bollards would be removed and salvaged for reuse.
Existing vertical concrete walls would be removed to 1 foot below finished grade.
Existing pavement on the bottom of the basin would be broken up and left in place.

Existing drain lines would be cut, capped, and abandoned in place or extended
as required.

Existing concrete and asphalt pavement from step 1 would be used as fill.

Installation Phase

1.
2.

Concrete for new footings/vertical wall would be poured in place.

Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of fill would be imported to fill the existing basins
to subgrade.

The subgrade would be compacted with a roller compactor.
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4. Approximately 500 cubic yards of base would be imported, placed, and compacted
on the subgrade.

5. Approximately 500 cubic yards of concrete would be poured in place to construct a
new pad area.

6. The safety bollards and bucking wall would be installed.
Site Fencing

The entire GSD site is enclosed with a chain-link fence and gates. Lockable gates are provided
along the access roads. No new roadways would be constructed as a result of the Project. Access
to the Project site is regulated, and only authorized personnel are permitted in the general area of
the Project facilities.

Operations and Monitoring

An operations manual would be developed for the Project, and personnel would be trained
according to the procedures in the manual. A copy of the operations manual would be available
for reference in a central location on the Project site at all times. The operations manual would be
periodically updated and revised as required.

Monitoring programs would be developed and employed to ensure that best management
practices are being effectively used to protect the surrounding environment and the Project
site. On-site records would be maintained of materials received, stored, processed, and
transferred. Records would be retained on the Project site and made available upon request
during the Project term period.
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3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This IS/ND prepared for the Project has found that there are no potential impacts or impacts that
must be mitigated.

3.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
There are no environmental factors potentially affected.
3.2 Environmental Determination

An environmental determination has been made on the basis of the analysis contained and
incorporated by reference in this IS/ND that the Project would not have a significant effect on the
environment. Therefore, an ND has been prepared.
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4 INITIAL STUDY CHECKL IST
1. Project title:

Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project (Project)
2. Lead agency name and address:

Goleta Sanitary District
1 William Moffett Place
Goleta, California 93117

3. Contact person and phone number:

Steve Wagner, General Manager
805.967.4519

4. Project location:

Goleta Sanitary District WWTP
1 William Moffett Place
Goleta, California 93117

5. Project sponsorods name and address:

Goleta Sanitary District
1 William Moffett Place
Goleta, California 93117

6. General plan designation:

Public Utility (UT)

7. Zoning:
Utility
8. Description of project:

The Project would be located at the GSD WWTP in unincorporated Santa Barbara
County. The Project is intended to receive and process organic materials, manage the
resulting end-products, and generate electricity on a small scale.
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The Project would rely on a combination of advanced technologies for processing and
treating the variety of expected organic materials. These technologies would include Smicon
depackaging equipment; advance anaerobic digesters to process at higher solid contents;
dewatering units; and Lystek’s patented low-temperature, alkali, high-speed shearing
technology to stabilize the material, create a pumpable liquid, and neutralize pathogens. An
advanced process control system would automate and monitor the entire process, provide
redundancy and emergency shut-down capability, and provide periodic manual inspections.

Organic material used by the Project would come from existing source-separated waste streams
and pre-consumer outlets and UCSB food preparation and services halls. No hazardous
material would be accepted on the Project site. The organic material would be transported to
the Project site at GSD’s WWTP on a weekly basis at the rate of two trips per week by
standard garbage trucks (typically 10-wheel) that carry a roll-off-size waste container.

Project infrastructure would include up to three skid-mounted units, one with the
digesters, dewatering equipment, and Lystek reactors; another with the electrical
conversion unit and supporting accessories; and the third with the Smicon depackaging
unit. All three would be delivered to the Project site fully constructed. Various storage
containers would also be delivered to the site and used to hold the residuals and un-
finished and finished material. A receiving bunker for incoming material would be
located at the current biosolids pad, which would be repaved as part of the Project. The
receiving bunker would be located to the south of the biosolids truck-loading station and
constructed of prefabricated concrete blocks. The bunker would be approximately 20 feet
wide by 30 feet deep with 4-foot-high sidewalls.

The Project would require repaving of a biosolids pad. Completion of this would occur in
two steps: (1) demolition of the existing paved area, and (2) installation of the improved
surface. The demolition phase is anticipated to take 1 week, and the installation phase is
anticipated to take 3 weeks, for a total 4 weeks of construction activities.

The existing concrete- and asphalt-paved areas adjacent to the drying pad area to be
improved would be sawcut, and the portions located within the Project site would be
removed and stockpiled on site. Existing safety bollards would be removed and salvaged
for reuse. Existing vertical concrete walls would be removed to 1 foot below finished
grade. Existing pavement on the bottom of the basin would be broken up and left in
place. Existing drain lines would be cut, capped, and abandoned in place or extended as
required. Existing concrete and asphalt pavement sawcut from the drying pad area would
be used as fill. Subsequently, construction would commence. This would entail concrete
being poured in place for new footings/vertical wall. Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of
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fill would be imported to fill the existing basins to subgrade. The subgrade would be
compacted with a roller compactor, and approximately 500 cubic yards of base would be
imported, placed, and compacted on subgrade. Approximately 500 cubic yards of
concrete would be poured in place to construct a new pad area, and safety bollards and
bucking wall would be installed.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:

The Project site is located in unincorporated Santa Barbara County adjacent to the
City of Santa Barbara Municipal Airport to the west, the City of Goleta to the north
and east, and the Goleta Slough and Pacific Ocean to the south (see Figure 1). The
Project would be located at the existing GSD WWTP (see Figure 2) on an existing
asphalt surface. The area surrounding the Project site is primarily open space to the
north, south, and east. To the west is the City of Santa Barbara Municipal Airport.

10.  Other public agencies whose approval is required:

Based on a thorough review of existing permits for the current GSD operation, permits
from the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) would be
needed for construction (Authority to Construct) and operation (Permit to Operate) of the
facility as it is currently proposed.

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested consultatiorpursuant to Public Resources CodeSection
21080.3.17 If so, has consultation begun?

GSD operates an existing WWTP with existing permits and has an underlying zoning of
Public Utility (PU) and a land use designation of Public Utility (UT) (see Figure 4). The
Project is allowed under the existing zoning and land use as a matter of right. The Project
would be a demonstration project that would have a finite period of associated operation.
There would be no ground disturbance other than repaving a previously constructed and
disturbed drying bed. No excavation is proposed. Units associated with the Project would
be driven onto the site on existing pavement, located on an existing asphalt surface
currently used as a storage area, and connected to existing aboveground utilities.

Pursuant to Section 21080.31 of the California Public Resources Code, GSD has not
received requests for consultation from any recognized or unrecognized Native
Americans; therefore, no consultation has been conducted or is anticipated.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

[

O 0O 0O 0o o060

Aesthetics

Biological Resources
Emissions

Land Use and Planning
Population and Housing

[]
[]
Greenhouse Gas 0
[]
[]
[]

Transportation and Traffic

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Cultural Resources

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Minerd Resources

Public Services

Tribal Cultural
Resources

[

[]
[]
[]

Air Quality

Geology and Soils

Hydrology and Water
Quality
Noise

Recreation

Utilities and Service
Systems

There are no environmental factors that would be potentially affected by the Project.
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

[] 1 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.

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

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

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

Signature Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

4.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
AESTHETIG®Would the project
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scen ] ] ] X
b) Substantially damage scenic resicluelng,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, ] ] ] X
historic buildings within a state scenic highy
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual ch
or quality of the site and its surroundings? O O O >
d) Create a new source of substantial light or |
which would adversely affect day or nighttir ] ] ] X
views in the area?

a) Would the project have a substantial adse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. The Project site is an existing and developed WWTP. The Project would be
located on an existing asphalt surface between existing buildings at the WWTP (see
Figure 3). It would not be different in form from other structures on site and would blend
in with the existing facility; thus, it would not significantly change the visual
environment. Therefore, the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista, and there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. There are no state scenic highways near or with a view of the Project site;

therefore, there would be no impact.

C) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the

site and its surroundings?

No Impact. The Project would be located in the central portion of the existing WWTP
site on an existing asphalt surface (see Figure 3). The Project would be consistent with

the existing visual character and quality of the site. There would be no impact.
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d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare whiebuld
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
No Impact. No added lighting is proposed as part of the Project; therefore, there
would be no impact.

4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant \ith
Mitigation

Incorporated

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No Impact

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCE®rmining whether impacts to agricultural resources are sig
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the CalifornidaygtiEvialmation and Site Assessment M
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, includingjgimfisentand, a

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Protection regarding
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocolg

t he

California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

stateods

i nventory odst

a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmlar
Farmland of Statewide Impor{&acenland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuanj
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Progrg
the California Resources Agency,-to non
agricultural use?

O

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
a Williamson Act contract?

c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause r¢
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resourt
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as def
Public Resources Code section 4526), or

timbednd zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 5110

d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversif
forest land to nforest use?

e)

Involve other changes in the existing envirc
which, due to their location or nature, could
in conversion of Farmland, tagwcultural use

or conversion of forest land tfonest use?
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a) Would the project 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 oftie California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The Project would be located at the WWTP, which is zoned as a Public
Utility (PU) and has a land use designation of Public Utility (UT). The Project would be
located on an existing asphalt surface between existing buildings.

The California Department of Conservation produces maps and statistical data used to
analyze impacts on California’s agricultural resources through its Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation
status; the best-quality land is called Prime Farmland. The maps are updated every 2
years using a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, public review, and field
reconnaissance. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the
Project site is designated as Urban and Built-Up Land, and the surrounding area does not
include Farmland (CDC 2018). Therefore, there would be no potential for conversion of
Farmland, and there would be no impact.

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

No Impact. The Project site is not zoned for agriculture, and there are no agricultural
properties adjacent to the site or in the vicinity (see Figure 4). There are no Williamson
Act properties in the vicinity. Therefore, there would be no impact for this issue area.

C) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 122P0(gmberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned Public Utility (PU) and would use an existing
concrete slab. Therefore, there would be no conflict with existing zoning for, or cause for
rezoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.
Therefore, there would be no impact to this issue area.
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d) Would the project result in the loss dérestland or conversion of forest land to nen
forest use?

No Impact. The Project site is located at the existing WWTP site on an existing asphalt
surface between existing buildings. There is no forest land adjacent to or in the vicinity of
the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and there would be no impact.

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to neagricultural
use or conversion of forest land to neflorest use?

No Impact. The Project site is located at the existing WWTP site on an existing asphalt
surface between existing buildings. There is no Farmland or forest land on the Project site,
adjacent to the Project site, or in the vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, the Project would
not involve changes in the existing environment that could result in conversion of Farmland
to non-agricultural use or of forest land to non-forest use, and there would be no impact.

4.3 Air Quality

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

AIR QUALITIYWhere available, gignificance criteria established by the applicable air quality management of
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of {
applicable ajuality plan? O O 2 O

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribut
substantially to an existing or projected air | ] ] X ]
violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net ir
of any criteria pollutant for which the projec|
is norattainrant under an applicable federal
state ambient air quality standard (including [ [ X [
releasing emissions which exceed quantita
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial p
concentrations? O O I O
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a subs [] [] X []

number of people?
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a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Less Than Significant SBCAPCD and the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (SBCAG) are responsible for developing and implementing the Clean Air
Plan (SBCAPCD and SBCAG 2015) for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air
quality standards in the basin. SBCAPCD further describes consistency with the Clean
Air Plan for projects subject to these guidelines, which means that direct and indirect
emissions associated with the Project are accounted for in the Clean Air Plaris
emissions growth assumptions, and the Project is consistent with policies adopted in
the Clean Air Plan The 2016 Ozone Planvas adopted by the SBCAPCD Board on
October 20, 2016, and is the most recent applicable air quality plan. The 2016 Ozone
Plan is the 3-year update required by the state to show how SBCAPCD plans to meet
the state 8-hour ozone (O3) standard (SBCAPCD 2016).

The 2016 Ozone Plarrelies primarily on the land use and population projections
provided by SBCAG and the California Air Resources Board on-road emissions forecasts
as a basis for vehicle emissions for County incorporated and unincorporated areas.

If a project proposes development that is greater than that anticipated in the local plan
and SBCAG’s growth projections, the project might be in conflict with the 2016 Obne
Plan and may contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on air quality.
The Project site is within the Public Utility (PU) zone of the County. The Public Utility
(PU) zone is applied to areas that are appropriate for the siting of large-scale public
works, utilities, and private service facilities. The intent is to provide adequate design
requirements to ensure that these facilities are compatible with surrounding land uses.
Because the Project is consistent with the zoning for the Project site, it would not conflict
with the growth projections of the County.

Based on the nature of the Project, implementation of the project would not result in
development in excess of that anticipated in local plans or increases in
population/housing growth beyond those contemplated by SBCAG. As such, the Project
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a local air quality plan; therefore,
impacts associated with consistency with local plans would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.
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b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant. Neither the construction emissions nor the operational emissions
would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

Construction Emissions

Construction of the Project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the
local airshed caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment) and off-
site sources (i.e., on-road haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicle trips).
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level
of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather
conditions. Therefore, such emission levels can only be estimated, with a corresponding
uncertainty in precise ambient air quality impacts. Table 1 presents the estimated
annual construction emissions generated during construction of the Project. Details of
the emission calculations are provided in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Assessment Memorandum (Appendix A).

Table 1
Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
voc | No | co | sa | PMo PMs
Year Tons per Year

2018 0.02 0.24 0.13 0.00 0.01 0.01

SBCAPCHhresholg 25 25 25 25 25 25

Threshold exceeded No No No No No No

Source AppendiA.

Notes:VOC =volatileorganic compound;xR@Xxides of nitrog€® = carbon monox®&; = sulfur oxides; RM coarse particulate
matter; PM= fine particulate maB&CAPCB SantaBarbara County Air Pollution Control District

The values shown arecttimabined maximammuaémissions results fitbeCalifornia Emissions Estimator.Model

SeeAppendiR for complete results.

As shown in Table 1, annual construction emissions would not exceed the SBCAPCD
significance thresholds for volatile organic compound (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOy),
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOy), coarse particulate matter (PMyo), or fine
particulate matter (PM_5) emissions during construction. Therefore, construction of the
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.

10708
May 2018

DUDEK 29



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

Operational Emissions

The Project involves development of an organic materials conversion facility. Operation
of the project would generate VOC, NOy, CO, SOy, PMyg, and PM,s emissions from
mobile sources, including vehicle trips from worker vehicles and haul trucks and
stationary sources. Pollutant emissions associated with long-term operations were
quantified using a spreadsheet model. Project-generated mobile source emissions were
estimated based on Project-specific trip rates.

Table 2 presents the maximum daily emissions associated with operation (Year 2018) of
the Project. Details of the emission calculations are provided in the Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment Memorandum (Appendix A). Table 2 presents
the emissions from the scenario when the combined heat and power generator (CHP) is
operating normally, and the flare is operating 1 hour per day.

Table 2
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions i
CHP Operating with Flare Backup

vwc | N | co | sa PMo PMs
Emission Source Pounds pebay
CHP 0.34 0.36 1.07 0.01 0.31 0.31
Flare 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Emergency generatol 0.05 0.96 1.19 0.00 0.01 0.01
Boiler 0.08 0.53 4.36 0.25 0.11 0.11
Offroad equipment 0.06 0.76 0.87 0.00 0.04 0.03
Mobile 0.02 0.13 1.82 0.00 0.02 0.01
Total 0.56 2.74 9.32 0.27 0.48 0.47
Vehicle sourg 25 25 — — — —
emission threshg
Vehicle source No No — — — —
emissions thresholq
exceeded?
Areat vehicle sourg 55 55 — — 80 —
emissions threshg
Area+ vehicle sourcg No No — — No —
emissions thresholq
exceeded?
SourceAppendiA.

Notes:CHP = combined heat and power gen@&atenolatil@rganic compound;xH@xides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SO
= sulfur oxides; BM coarse particulate mattersPHRihe particulate matter
SeeAppendir for complete results.
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As shown in Table 2, the combined daily emissions would not exceed the SBCAPCD
operational thresholds for VOC, NOy, CO, SOy, PMyg, and PM2s. The emissions from the
scenario where the CHP would not be operable and the flare would operate 24 hours per
day are provided in Table 3.

Table 3
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions i
Flare Operating (No CHP)

VOC N | co | sa PMo PMs
Emission Source Pounds pdpay
CHP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Flare 0.23 0.08 0.35 0.24 0.02 0.02
Emergency generatol 0.05 0.96 1.19 0.00 0.01 0.01
Boiler 0.08 0.53 4.36 0.25 0.11 0.11
Offroad equipment 0.06 0.76 0.87 0.00 0.04 0.03
Mobile 0.02 0.13 1.82 0.00 0.02 0.01
Total 0.43 2.45 8.58 0.50 0.20 0.18
Vehicle sourc 25 25 — o} o] o]
emission threshg
Vehicle source No No o] o} o] o]
emissions threshol
exceeded?
Areat vehicle sourg 55 55 o] o} 80 o]
emissions threshg
Area+ vehicle source No No o] o} No o]
emissions threshol
exceeded?
SourceAppendiA.

Notes:CHP = combined heat and power gen@aierolatilerganic compound;xN®@xides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SO
= sulfur oxides; RBM coarse particulate mattersPHRihe particulate matter
SeeAppendiR for complete results.

As shown in Table 3, the combined daily emissions would not exceed the SBCAPCD
operational thresholds for VOC, NOy, CO, SOy, PMjg, and PM,s. The emissions from the
flare operating 24 hours per day are less than the scenario in Table 2 for all pollutants except
SOy. Impacts associated with Project-generated operational criteria air pollutant emissions

would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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C) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nomttainment under an applicabléederal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant. Cumulative air quality impacts are the effect of long-term
emissions of the Project plus any existing emissions at the same location, as well as the
effect of long-term emissions of reasonably foreseeable similar projects, on the projected
regional air quality or localized air pollution in the County. As discussed in SBCAPCD’s
Scope and Content of rAQuality Sections in Environmental Docume(&CAPCD
2017), the cumulative contribution of Project emissions to regional levels should be
compared with existing programs and plans, including the most recent Clean Air Plan

Due to the County’s nonattainment status for the 8-hour O standard and its regional nature,
if a project’s emissions from traffic sources of either of the O3 precursors VOC or NOy
exceed the long-term emission thresholds, then the project’s cumulative impacts would be
considered significant. For projects that do not have significant Oz precursor emissions or
localized pollutant impacts, if emissions have been taken into account in the most recent
Clean Air Plangrowth projections, regional cumulative impacts may be considered less than
significant. When a project’s emissions exceed the thresholds and are clearly not accounted
for in the most recent Clean Air Plangrowth projections, then the project is considered to
have significant cumulative impacts that must be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

In analyzing cumulative impacts from the Project, the assessment must specifically
evaluate the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the
County is designated as nonattainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or
California Ambient Air Quality Standards. The County is currently in attainment for the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and is in attainment for the California Ambient
Air Quality Standards, with the exception of the state 8-hour O3 standard and the state
PMjo standards. Construction and operation of the Project would generate emissions of
VOCs and NOy (O3 precursors) and PMjo; however, the Project would not exceed
SBCAPCD guidance for annual construction emissions or SBCAPCD thresholds for daily
operational emissions. Because implementation of the Project would result in less-than-
significant impacts associated with operation of the Project, the Project’s contribution to
the County’s nonattainment status for the state 8-hour O3 and PM;, standards would be less
than cumulatively considerable. Because the Project would not result in significant O3
precursor emissions or PMjo emissions, and Project-generated emissions were taken into
account in SBCAPCD’s 2016 Ozone Plagrowth projections, cumulative impacts would
be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

10708

DUDEK 32 May 2018



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

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

Less Than Significant.“Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a
person continuously exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACSs) resulting
from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year exposure period would contract cancer based
on the use of standard U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In addition,
some TACs have non-carcinogenic effects. TACs that would potentially be emitted
during construction activities would be diesel particulate matter, which is emitted by
heavy-duty construction equipment and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction
equipment and diesel trucks are subject to the California Air Resources Board’s
Airborne Toxic Control Measures to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions.
According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (HRAS), which determine the
exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure
period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such assessments should
be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with a project (OEHHA 2015).
Thus, the duration of the Project (2 years) would only constitute a small percentage of the
total long-term exposure period and would not result in exposure of proximate sensitive
receptors to substantial TACs.

In an abundance of caution based on the long-term operation of the Project, a voluntary
HRA was performed in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and SBCAPCD guidance. The HRA
methodology is described in detail in Appendix B, Operational Health Risk Assessment.
The results of the HRA for Project operational activity are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Operational Activity Health Risk Assessment Results

Impact Parametel| Units Project Impact CEQA Threshold Level of Significance
PMIi cancer risk | Per million 0.2 10.0 Lesghan significant
PMIi HIC N/A 0.0a 1.0 Less than significant
MEIR cancer risk | Per million 0.002 10.0 Less than significant
MEIR HIC N/A 0.00000 1.0 Less than significant
MEIW cancer risk| Per million 0.0002 10.0 Less than significant
MEIW HIC N/A 0.00005 1.0 Less than significant
SourceAppendiB.

Notes:CEQA = California Environmental QuaiityiApgint omaximunmpagtHIC= chronidiazardndexN/A = not applicable;
MEIR=maximallgxposedhdividuakceptor; MEIMMaximallgxposedndividuakorker
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The results of the operational HRA demonstrate that the emergency generator, flare,
CHP, and mobile-source TAC exposure would result in cancer risk at the maximally
exposed individual receptor (MEIR) below the 10 in 1 million threshold, as well as a
chronic hazard index of less than 1. Therefore, TAC emissions from operation of the
Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and
impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation
measures are required.

e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant.Although SBCAPCD has not adopted quantitative thresholds of
significance for odor impacts, SBCAPCD recommends the development of an odor
abatement plan for projects that may generate nuisance odors that may affect a substantial
number of people.

Construction Odor Impacts

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include diesel
equipment and gasoline fumes. Odors from these sources would be localized and
generally confined to the Project site. The closest sensitive receptor to the Project site is a
single-family residence located approximately 2,170 feet to the northeast of the Project
site. The release of odor-causing compounds would tend to be during the workday, when
many residents would not be at home. Such odors are temporary and generally occur at
magnitudes that would not affect a substantial number of people. Also, the construction
of the Project is only expected to last up to 2 weeks. Therefore, construction of the
Project would not cause an odor nuisance, and impacts associated with odors during
construction would be considered less than significant.

Operational Odor Impacts

Certain projects have the potential to cause significant odor impacts because of the nature
of their operation and their location. Examples include fast-food restaurants, bakeries,
and coffee-roasting facilities (SBCAPCD 2017). Other projects may be developments
(e.g., residential areas or sensitive receptors) that are located downwind of existing
sources of odor. Although food waste may generate odors if left exposed to the elements
for an extended period of time, the Project would begin processing the food waste as
soon as it is received. Any odors generated by the Project would be brief and infrequent
because the amount of material being processed would be minimal. Also, the Project
would be co-located on the existing WWTP site. Any odors generated by the Project

10708

DUDEK 34 May 2018



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

would be minimal compared to those associated with the existing WWTP. Therefore, the
Project would result in a less-than-significant odor impact, and no mitigation measures

are required.

4.4 Biological Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE®uld the project:

a)

Have a substantial adveffezt, either directly
through habitat modifications, on any speci
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or spec
status species in local or regional plans, po
or regulations, or by the California Departm
Fish and Game or U.S. Fisélddife Service]

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any ri
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies
regulations, or by the California Depéaudf Fis
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Have a substantial adverse effect on feders
protected wetlands as defined by Section 4
the Clean Water Act (iticlg, but not limited t
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through d
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
means?

d)

Interfere substantially with the movement o
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife ¢
or with established native resident or migra|
wildlife corridors, or impede the use®f nati\
wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policiesiorances
protecting biological resources, such as a ti
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an atiatieak
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local

regional, or state habitat conservation plan
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a) Would the project 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 regnal plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The Project site is located in the Goleta Slough in the unincorporated area of
the County adjacent to the City of Santa Barbra Municipal Airport and the City of Goleta
city limits. A search was performed of the California Natural Diversity Database for the
Goleta U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle to identify potential species of
concern for the Project area (CDFW 2018). Table 5 contains the results of the California
Natural Diversity Database search. The Project would not involve ground disturbance or
a change in land use or the physical environment of the Project site, with the exception of
repaving a previously excavated and disturbed biosolids pad. The Project would take
place within the footprint of the existing WWTP between existing buildings on an
existing asphalt surface where there are no extant biological resources. The Project site
contains no suitable habitat for sensitive species; therefore, no adverse direct or indirect
impacts would occur.

Table 5
California Natural Diversity Database Species List

CommorName Scientific Name| Feceral Status| State Status OtherStatus
Tricoloretlackbird Agelaiugricolor None Candidate | BLM Sensitive
Endangered| CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNEndangered

NABCIRed Watch List
USFWSBIrd of Conservation Conc

Southergalifornia Aimophila ruficep None None CDFWWatch kt

rufouscrowned sparrovy canescens

Grasshoppsparrow Ammodramus None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
savannarum IUCNLeast Concern

Northeralifornia Anniella pulchra None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern

legless lizard USFSSensitive

Pallidhat Antrozous pallidy None None BLM Sensitive

CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNLeast Concern

USFSSensitive
WBWGHigh Priority
Refugio manzanita Arctostaphylos None None USFSSensitive
refugioensis
Greablue heron Ardea herodias None None CDRM Sensitive
IUCNLeasConcern
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Table 5

California Natural Diversity Database Species List

CommorName Scientific Name| Feckeral Status State Status OtherStatus
Bel& sage sparrow Artemisiospiza b None None CDFWWatch List
USFWSBIrd of Conservation Conc
Coultes saltbush Atriplex coulteri None None SB Rancho Santa Ana Botanic G4
Davidsah saltscale Atriplex serenana None None o}
var.davidsonii
Crotch bumble bee Bombus crotchii None None o}
Lateflowered maripesg Calochortus None None BLM Sensitive
lily fimbriatus USFSSensitive
Southertarplant Centromadia par None None SB Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Ga
ssp australis
Westersnowy plover | Charadrius Threatened None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
alexandrinus NABCIRed Watch List
nivosus USFWSBIrd of Conservation Conc
Sandypeach tiger beet| Cicindela hirticoll None None o}
gravida
Globoséune beetle Coeluglobosus None None IUCNVulnerable
Townser@l bigeared Corynorhinus None None BLM Sensitive
bat townsendii CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNLeast Concern
USFSSensitive
WBWGHigh Priority
Monarch California Danauglexippus None None USFSSensitive
overwintering populati{ pop. 1
Whitetailed kite Elanus leucurus None None BLM Sensitive
CDFWFully Protected
IUCNLeast Concern
Westerpond turtle Emys marmorata None None BLM Sensitive
CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNVulnerable
USFSSensitive
Tidewategoby Eucyclogobius Endangered None AFSEndangered
newberryi CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNVulnerable
Ojai fritillary Fritillaria ojaiensi None None BLM Sensitive
USFSSensitive
Mesahorkelia Horkelia cuneata None None USFSSensitive
var.puberula
Santa Lucia dwarf ruslf Juncus luciensis None None USFSSensitive
Westerned bat Lasiurus blossev None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNILeast Concern
WBWGHigh Priority
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Table 5

California Natural Diversity Database Species List

CommorName Scientific Name| Feceral Status| State Status OtherStatus
Contra Costa goldfield| Lasthenia Endangered None SB UC Berkeley Botanical Garden
conjugens
Coultes goldfields Lasthenia glabrai None None BLM Sensitive
ssp coulteri SB Rancho Santa Ana Botanic G4
Paleyellow layia Layia heterotrich None None BLM Sensitive
SB Santa Barbara Botanic Garden
USFSSensitive
Santa Barbara Lonicera None None USFSSensitive
honeysuckle subspicatear.
subspicata
San Diego desert Neotoma lepida None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
woodrat intermedia
Belding savannah Passerculus None Endangered| o
sparrow sandwichensis
beldingi
Coashorned lizard Phrynosoma None None BLM Sensitive
blainvillii CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNLeast Concern
Lighffooted Ridgw&y | Rallus obsoletus| Endangered| Endangered| CDFWFully Protected
rail levipes NABCIRed Watch List
California rddgged fro¢ Rana draytonii Threatened None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
IUCNVulnerable
Bankswallow Riparia None Threatened | BLM Sensitive
IUCNLeast Concern
Coaspatchnosed snak( Salvadora None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
hexalepis virgulte
Blacklowered figwort | Scrophularia atra None None SB Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Gal
Southerpoastal salt o} None None o}
marsh
California least tern Sternula antillaru| Endangered| Endangered| CDFWFully Protected
browni NABCIRed Watch List
Estuargeablite Suaeda esteroa None None o}
Coast Range newt Taricha torosa None None CDFWSpecies of Special Concern
Sonoran maiden fern | Thelypteris None None USFSSensitive
puberulaar.
sonorensis
Mimidryonia (=Califorr| Tryonia imitator None None IUCNData Deficient
brackishwater snail)

Notes:AFS = American Fisheries Sqddtyl = Bureau of Land Management; CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; [IUCN =

International UnionGainservation of Nature and Natural Red8ABES = North American Bird Conservation DitiattyedbB =
Santa Barbara; USFS = U.S. Forest SéBRWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife SAMBEG Western Bat Working Group
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b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife See?

No Impact. The Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plarea includes the Project site,
and the plan identifies environmentally sensitive habitats and riparian corridors (County
of Santa Barbara 2015a). The Eastern Goleta Valley Communitiplan identifies
environmentally sensitive habitat adjacent to the GSD WWTP site to the north and east,
as well as along the southern section of the WWTP, including the Project site (see Figure
5, Biological Resources). The Eastern Goleta Valley Communi@®an also identifies the
Eastern Goleta Valley Atascadero Creek Greenway and Wildlife Corridor, which runs
from Goleta Slough to the San Marcos Foothills along the southern border of the GSD
WWTP site. No riparian habitats are identified in the vicinity of the Project site. The
Project site is located between existing buildings on an existing asphalt surface. No
natural habitats occur on the Project site. In addition, the Project would not involve any
change in land use or physical change to the environment. Based on the above, there
would be no impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.

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

No Impact. San Pedro Creek runs adjacent to the GSD WWTP site to the east; however,
stormwater runoff from the WWTP, including the Project site, is routed to existing solids
stabilization basins and does not reach the creek. Wetlands exist northwest of the WWTP
site, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act protects this area. The Project would not
involve the direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of this wetland or any
other area. The Project would occur on an existing asphalt surface between existing
buildings at the southern end of the existing WWTP site. Stormwater originating at the
Project site would be routed to solids stabilization basins and would not affect the
wetland. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Would the project interfere substantially 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?

No Impact. The Project site is located in the Goleta Slough within unincorporated Santa
Barbara County and is identified in the Goleta SloughArea Sea Level Rise and
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f)

ManagementPlan (GSMC 2015). The Eastern Goleta Valley Atascadero Creek
Greenway and Wildlife Corridor identified in the Eastern Goleta Valle@ommunityPlan
(County of Santa Barbara 2015a) runs along the southern edge of the GSD WWTP
property adjacent to the Project site. The Project would not interfere with this wildlife
corridor. The Project site is located between existing buildings on an existing asphalt
surface. There is no natural area, suitable habitat, nursery site, or wildlife corridor on the
Project site; therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project would occur on an existing asphalt surface between existing
buildings at the existing WWTP site. There are no biological resources, including trees,
on the Project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project site is located in the Goleta Slough within unincorporated Santa
Barbara County, and is identified in the Goleta SloughArea Sea Level Rise and
ManagemenPlan (GSMC 2015). The plan identifies the Project site as a utility, and the
Project is consistent with that designation. The Project would not conflict with the
provisions of the Goleta SloughArea Sea Level Rise addanagementPlan, and no
impact would occur.
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4.5 Cultural Resources
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
CULTURAL RESOURCHE¥%ould the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defil ] ] ] X
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource ] ] ] X
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique g ] ] ] X
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including thos|
interred outsidedefdicatedemeteries? O O O I

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined i815064.5?

No Impact. The WWTP facility is in an area that has been identified as having significant
historical resources. Archaeological investigations were conducted for previous projects at
the WWTP site (GSD 2009) and identified the need to avoid ground disturbances. The
Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface, and there would be no ground
disturbance other than repaving of a previously constructed and disturbed drying bed. No
excavation is proposed. Therefore, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in the California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5. No impact would occur.

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resourcg@ursuant to 815064.57?

No Impact. The WWTP facility is in an area that has been identified as having significant
archaeological resources. Archaeological investigations have been conducted for previous
projects at the WWTP site (GSD 2009) and identified the need to avoid ground disturbances.
The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface, and there would be no ground
disturbance other than repaving of a previously constructed and disturbed drying bed. No
excavation is proposed. Therefore, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource as defined in the California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5. No impact would occur.
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C) Would the project directly or indirecyl destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

No Impact. Previous investigations have found a low paleontological sensitivity for the
Project site (GSD 2009). The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface, and the
only ground disturbance would be repaving a previously constructed and disturbed drying
bed. Therefore, the Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geological feature, and no impact would occur.

d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicateccemeteries?

No Impact. The WWTP facility exists in an area that has been identified as having
significant archaeological resources. Archaeological investigations have been conducted
for previous projects at the WWTP site (GSD 2009) and identified the need to avoid
ground disturbances. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface, and
there would be no ground disturbance other than repaving a previously constructed and
disturbed drying bed that has been subject to previously conducted and approved
environmental documents. No excavation is proposed. Therefore, the Project would not
disturb any human remains, and no impact would occur.

4.6 Geology and Soils

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOil\Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse efféatdiding the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, a
delineated on the most recent Atgioist
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued b
State Geologist for the area or based 0 ] ] ] X
substantial evidence of a known fault?
to Division of Mines and Geology Spec
Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] ] X
iii) Seismicelated ground failure, including
liquefaction? [ [ [ &
iv) Landslides? O O L] X
10708
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
) O O O =

topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable af
result of the project, and potentially resur i ] U] U] X
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subside|
liquefaction oollapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defiredule
181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), [l ] ] X
creating substantial risks to life or property’

e) Have soils incapable of adequately support
use of septic tanks or alternative waste wat
dispeal systems where sewers are not avali O O O X
for the disposal of waste water?

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault ZoningMap 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.

No Impact. The Project site is within the County. According to the County’s
Comprehensive Plan Seismic and Safety Element, nine faults within the County are
considered active (County of Santa Barbara 2015b). Included in the list of active faults is
the More Ranch Fault, which runs along the southern boundary of the Project site (see
Figure 6, Fault Lines and Flood Zone). The More Ranch Fault is classified by the
California Geological Survey as a potentially active fault rather than an active fault and
is, therefore, not delineated in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone map. Due to the
resulting uncertainty as to whether the fault is active or potentially active, GSD hired a
consultant to conduct a fault investigation in July 2009 in preparation for upgrades to the
WWTP (GSD 2009). The fault investigation included two fault trenches, one of which
passed through the current location of the Solids Handling Building, adjacent to the
Project site. The investigation found “no evidence indicative of faulting, such as bedding,
gouge zones or slickensided fractures” in the two trenches (GSD 2009). Since the current
Project would only include placing modular units on existing concrete areas and would
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b)

have minimal repaving, there would be no potential for the Project to cause any rupture
of a known earthquake fault, and no impact would occur.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

No Impact. According to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Seismic and Safety Element,
the Project site has a problem rating of “high” for seismic ground shaking (County of
Santa Barbara 2015b). However, the Project would not include any ground disturbance
other than repaving of a previously constructed and disturbed drying bed. No excavation
is proposed. Hence, there would be no potential for the Project to cause any strong
seismic ground shaking. In addition, operating equipment is expected to be anchor-bolted
to the existing paved surface, which would minimize the impact of any seismic shaking
on the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

iii) Seismierelated ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. According to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Seismic and Safety Element,
the WWTP location has a problem rating of “moderate” for liquefaction (County of Santa
Barbara 2015b). In 2009, GSD hired a consultant to conduct borings to determine the
liquefaction potential for four specific areas of the WWTP (GSD 2009). Three areas,
including the Project site, were found not to have liquefaction potential due to the lack of
groundwater and the presence of shallow siltstone. Therefore, no impact would occur.

iv) Landslides?

No Impact. The WWTP site is flat and paved and away from any significant slopes. In
addition, the County’s Comprehensive Plan Seismic and Safety Element indicates a
“low” problem rating for landslides for the Project site (County of Santa Barbara 2015b).
Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project would occur in the previously developed and paved land of the
existing WWTP site on flat ground and would not include ground disturbance or
displacement, with the exception of limited ground disturbance related to the repaving of
a biosolids pad, which was reviewed under the previously conducted and approved
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Wastewater Treatment Rlagrade Project
(GSD 2009). The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil,
and no impact would occur.
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d)

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would

become unstable as a resuitf the project, and potentially result in enor off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

No Impact. The Project would be located in the previously developed and paved areas of
the existing WWTP site between existing buildings. The County’s Comprehensive Plan
Seismic and Safety Element indicates a “low” problem rating for landslides and expansive
soil for the Project site (County of Santa Barbara 2015b), and previous studies have
indicated a low liquefaction potential (GSD 2009). In addition to being located on an
existing asphalt surface between existing buildings, the Project is relatively small compared
to the existing infrastructure of the WWTP. The Project would not include any components
of construction or operation that would result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Tabld-B8of the
Uniform Building Code (1994)creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact. According to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Seismic and Safety Element
(County of Santa Barbara 2015b), the Project site has a problem rating of “low” for
expansive soil. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The Project would be connected to GSD services and would not include the
use of septic systems; therefore, there would be no impact associated with soils incapable
of supporting septic systems.
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4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIOM&IId the projec

—

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, eithe
directlyr indirectly, that may have a signific| ] ] X ]
impact on the environment?

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

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

Less Than Significant.The analysis conducted for this section has demonstrated that
impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.

Construction Emissions

Construction of the Project would result in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that are
primarily associated with use of off-road construction equipment, on-road vendor trucks,

and worker vehicles. The County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual
(County of Santa Barbara 2008) recommends the use of a 1,000 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MT COye) bright-line threshold for both construction and operation

of stationary-source projects.

The California Emissions Estimator Model was used to calculate the annual GHG
emissions based on the construction scenario described in Appendix A. Construction of the
Project is anticipated to commence in October 2018, lasting a total of approximately 2
weeks. On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment, and off-site sources
include on-road vehicles (haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles). Table 6 presents
construction emissions for the Project from on-site and off-site emission sources.

10708

DUDEK 51 May 2018



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

Table 6
Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Ga€missions

co \ CHi \ N0 | CQe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2018 38.15 | 0.01 \ 0.00 38.29
Significance thresh 1,000
Exceeds significance thresh®l No

SourceAppendiA.
Notes:CQ = carbon dioxideH = methan&kO = nitrous oxjd&Qe = carbon dioxide equivalent
SeeAppendiA forcomplete results.

As shown in Table 6, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction would be
approximately 38 MT COye, which does not exceed the County’s significance threshold. As
with Project-generated construction air quality pollutant emissions, GHG emissions generated
during construction of the Project would be short term in nature, lasting only for the duration of
the construction period, and would not represent a long-term source of GHG emissions.
Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact during construction.

Operational Emissions

Operation of the Project would generate GHG emissions through motor vehicle trips to and
from the Project site; energy use (natural gas and generation of electricity consumed by the
Project); solid waste disposal; and generation of electricity associated with water supply,
treatment, and distribution and wastewater treatment. The spreadsheet model was used to
calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the operational assumptions described in
Section 2.2, Operation, in Appendix A. Similar to air quality, two operational scenarios were
estimated for the GHG emissions analysis: one with the CHP operational, and the other with
the CHP not operating and the flare operating 24 hours per day.

The estimated first full operational year (2019) Project-generated GHG emissions from
area sources, energy use, motor vehicles, solid waste generation, and water use and
wastewater generation from the scenario where the CHP is operating and the flare is used
only for backup (operating 1 hour per day) are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7
Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissionsi
CHP Operating with Flare Backup

co \ CH \ NoO CQe
Emission Source Metric Tons per Year

CHP 17.94 0.01 0.00 17.99

Flare 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.75

Emergency generator, 2.65 0.00 0.00 2.66
Boiler 166.22 0.01 0.00 166.89

Offroad equipment 9.16 0.00 0.00 9.61
Mobile 22.93 0.01 0.00 24.31
Energy 189.12 0.01 0.00 189.80

Solid waste 4.36 0.22 0.00 9.77

Biogas venting 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06
Total 421.82

Significance thresh 1,000

Exceeds significance threshol No

SourceAppendiA.
NotesCHP ombined heat and power gen@@tsrcarbon dioxjdeH, = methan®pO = nitrous oxi@Qe = carbon dioxide equivalent
SeeAppendiA forcomplete results.

As shown in Table 7, estimated annual Project-generated GHG emissions would be
approximately 422 MT COe per year as a result of Project operation. As shown, the total
annual emissions would not exceed the GHG significance threshold of 1,000 MT CO.e
per year. Table 8 provides the annual GHG emissions from the Project under the scenario
where the CHP would be inoperable and the flare would operate 24 hours per day.

Table 8
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Ga€£missionsi
Flare Operating, No CHP

co [ CH | N.O | CQe
Emission Source Metric Tons per Year

CHP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Flare 17.94 0.00 0.00 17.99
Emergency generator, 2.65 0.00 0.00 2.66
Boiler 166.22 0.01 0.00 166.89
Offroad equipment 9.16 0.00 0.00 9.61
Mobile 22.93 0.01 0.00 24.31
Energy 189.12 0.01 0.00 189.80
Solid waste 4.36 0.22 0.00 9.77
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Table 8
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Ga€missionsi
Flare Operating, No CHP

Emission Source CQ CH NeO CQe
Biogas venting 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06
Total 421.07
Significance thresh 1,000
Exceeds significance thresh®l No
Source AppendiA.

NotesCHP ombined heat and power genéf@tercarbon dioxjd@H = methandpO = nitrous oxi@e = carbon dioxide equivalent
SeeAppendiRfor complete results.

b)

As shown in Table 8, estimated annual Project-generated GHG emissions would be
approximately 421 MT CO.e per year as a result of Project operation and would not exceed
the GHG significance threshold of 1,000 MT CO.e per year. Because the Project’s GHG
emissions would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution under either
operational scenario, the Project would result in a cumulative impact in terms of climate
change that is less than significant.

Conflict with an applicableplan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant.The analysis conducted for this section has demonstrated that
impacts would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required.

Consistency with theEnergy and Climate Action Plan

The Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP) Environmental Impact Report contains a
programmatic analysis of GHG emissions for unincorporated Santa Barbara County, and
a project may tier from the ECAP’s certified Environmental Impact Report for its impact
analysis of GHG emissions if the project’s emissions were considered in the ECAP, and
the project does not exceed the growth projections assumed in the ECAP. The Project
does not require a General Plan Amendment, change in land use designation, or zoning
change. However, as discussed in Section 4.1.2, Local Guidance, in Appendix A, the
Project was not included in the ECAP Environmental Impact Report emission inventory
forecast because it would be considered a stationary source.

The ECAP contains 53 County and community-wide programmatic emission reduction
measures intended to achieve the 15% GHG emissions reduction target by 2020. The
County created the Energy and Sustainability Initiatives Division and is taking other steps

10708

DUDEK 54 May 2018

of



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

to implement and monitor the effectiveness of these measures throughout the
unincorporated County. For example, the EmPower Program helps homeowners
Countywide overcome obstacles to making energy-saving improvements to their homes.
The Project directly supports several GHG reducing measures in the ECAP, including
renewable energy and waste reduction. The Renewable Energy (RE) measure RE 1 of the
ECAP states, “Increase the use of alternative energy technology as appropriate in new and
existing development” (County of Santa Barbara 2015c). Because the Project would
produce electricity from renewable biogas generated from organic waste, it is consistent
with this ECAP strategy. The Waste Reduction (WR) measure WR 1 of the ECAP states,
“Continue to support the programs associated with efficient waste collection and recycling,
public school education, and composting” (County of Santa Barbara 2015c). The Project
would reduce the amount of waste sent to the landfill by processing it into a usable product
using the Lystek system. This supports the WR strategies of the ECAP. As such, the
Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ECAP; therefore, impacts
associated with consistency with the ECAP would be less than significant.

Consistency withFast Forward 2040° S B C A GR@ggonal Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

With regard to consistency with SBCAG’s Regional Plan, the Project would include site
design elements developed to support the policy objectives of the Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Senate Bill 375
where applicable. Table 9 shows the Project’s consistency with applicable goals and
policy objectives (SBCAG 2017).

Table 9
2010 2040 RTP/SCSConsistency Analysis

Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis

1.1, Land Use Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from

implementing land use policies reigion.

1.2, Air Quality ConsistenTheProject would help reduce GHG emission

consistent with Senate Bill 37Fr®jeet would also confor
totheClean Air Plan

1.3, Alternative Fuels and Energy ConsistenTheProject would produce renevesiglegy from
biogas generated from organic waste.

1.4, Aesthetics and Community Character ConsistenTheProject would be consistent with the aestt
at theGSD

1.5, Regional Greenprint Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from

pursuig development to mitigate impacts from transpor
projects on sensitive biological areas.
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Table 9
2010 2040 RTP/SCSConsistency Analysis

Policy Objective or Strategy

Consistency Analysis

2.1, Access, Circulation and Congestion

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
planning, constructing, and operating transportation fag

2.2, System Maintenance, Expansion and Efficienc

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
maintaining or expanding transportation facilities.

2.3, Alternative Transportation Modes

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
encouraging alternative transportation modes througho
County.

2.4, Freight and Goods Movement

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
facilitating secure and efficient movement of goods anc

2.5, Transportation System géamant Technologies

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
implementing transportation system management tech

2.6, Consistency with Other Plans

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
ensuring that transpomdtailities are consistent with relg
plans.

3.1, Access

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
ensuring that transportation systems are accessible for
transportation users.

3.2, Affordable Housing

Not applicabl€heProjectvould not inhibit SBCAG from
encouraging local agencies to plan and provide afforda
housing in the community.

3.3, Environmental Justice

Not applicabl€heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
improving the public health and safety of the regional
transportation system.

4.1, Safe Roads and Highways

Not applicabl€heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
planning, constructing, and operating safe roads and h

4.2, Public Health

Not applicabl€heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
promotingctive transportation and complete streets.

5.1, Commuter Savings

Not applicabl€heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
reducing average commute time and cost.

5.2, Support Business and Local Investment

ConsistentheProject would provide an imestin the loce
community and create jobs.

5.3, PubliPrivate Partnerships

ConsistentheProject would create a pyniiate partnersh
betweeSDand Lystek.

5.4, Transportation Funding

Not applicabl&heProject would not inhibit SBCAG from
seeking funding opportunities to implement the RTP/S(

Notes: RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy; SBCAG = Santa Barbara County Association
Governments; GHG = greenhouse gas; SBCAPCD = Santa Barbara CtantZatréloDistri&@SD = Goleta Sanitary District

Lystek=Lysteknternational Limited

As shown in Table 9, the Project would be consistent with applicable policy measures in
Fast Forward 2040 SBCAG’s RTP/SCS; therefore, impacts associated with the
consistency with the RTP/SCS would be less than significant.
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Consistency witht he Cal i f orni a AiScopirgPlanour ces Boar do

The Scoping Plan, approved by the California Air Resources Board on December 12,
2008, provides a framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and
requires the California Air Resources Board and other state agencies to adopt
regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs. As such, the Scoping Plan is not
directly applicable to specific projects. In the Final Statement of Reasons for the
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, the California Natural Resources Agency
observed that “the [Scoping Plan] may not be appropriate for use in determining the
significance of individual projects because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the
future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping
Plan” (CNRA 2009). Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are several state
regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. The
California Air Resources Board and other state agencies have adopted many of the
measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these measures focus on area-source
emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-global-warming-potential GHGs in consumer
products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (i.e., hybrid, electric, and more fuel-efficient
vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among others. The
Project would comply with applicable regulations adopted in furtherance of the Scoping
Plan to the extent required by law.

The Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to
meet the goals of Assembly Bill 32 and establishes an overall framework for the
measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s GHG emissions. Table 10
highlights measures that have been developed under the Scoping Plan and demonstrates
the Project’s consistency with Scoping Plan measures. Table 10 also includes measures
in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update. To the extent that these regulations are applicable to
the Project, its inhabitants, or its uses, the Project would comply with applicable
regulations adopted in furtherance of the Scoping Plan.

Table 10
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure \ Measure Numbe| Project Consistency
Transportation Sector

Advanced Clean Cars T-1 This measure does not apply Rdjeet.
1.5 Million ZeEomission and PlundHybrid N/A This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.
LightDuty Electric Vehicles by 2025
(4.2million zeremission vehicles by 203(Q
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Table 10

Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Scoping Plan Measure

Measure Numbe|

Project Consistency

Low Carbon Fuel Standard T2 Motor vehicles driven bytojedd employeesould
use compliant fuels.
Low Carbdruel Standaf@i8%reduction in N/A Motor vehicles driven bytbjedd employeesould
carbon intensity 930) use compliant fuels.
Regional Transportaiatated T3 This measure does not apply Rrdjest.
GHG Targets
Advanced Clean Transit N/A This measure does not apply Ridjeet.
Last Mile Delivery N/A This measure does not apply Rydjeet.
Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled N/A TheProject would reduce the distance refuse tru
would haul food waste fo@®Bo the landfill.
Vehicle Efficiency Measures T4 This measure does not apply Ridjeet.
1. Tire Pressure
2. Fuel Efficiency Tire Program
3. LowFriction Oil
4. SolaReflective Automotive Paint an
Window Glazing
Ship Electrification at R@t®re Power) T5 This measure does not apply Rdjest.
Goods Movement Efficiency Measures T-6 This measure does not apply Rrdjest.
1. Port Drayage Trucks
2. Transport Refrigeration Units Cold
Storage Prohibition
3. Cargo Handling Equipmendfmgj,
Hybrid, Electrification
4. Goods Movement Systemwide Effig
Improvements
5. Commercial Harbor Craft Maintena
and Design Efficiency
6. Clean Ships
7. Vessel Speed Reduction
California Sustainable Freight Action Pla N/A This measure does not apply Rvdjest.
HeawDuty Vehicle GHG Emission Redu T-7 This measure does not apply Rdjest.
1.Tractoffrailer GHG Regulation
2.HeawyDuty Greenhouse Gas Standg
for New Vehicle and Engines (Phas
MediumandHeawyDuty Vehicle T8 This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.
Hybridization Voucher Incentive Project
Mediumand Heaviputy GHG Phase 2 N/A This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.
HighSpeed Rail T9 This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.

Electricity and Natural Gas Sector

Energy Efficiency Measures (Electricity),

E1

TheProjecwill comply withrrent Tit24 Par6, of
the California Code of Regulatimmrgy efficiency
standards for electrical appliances and other de
thetime of building construction.
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Table 10

Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Scoping Plan Measure

Measure Numbe|

Project Consistency

Energy Efficiency (Natural Gas) CR1 TheProjecwill comply withirrent Titl4 Par®, of
the California Code of Regulaimrgy efficiency
standards for electrical appliances and other de
the time ddfuilding construction.

Solar Water Heating (California Solar In CR2 This measure does not apply Rdjest.

Thermal Program)

Combined Heat and Power E-2 This measure does not apply Rdjest.

Renewable Portfolios Standard (33% by E3 TheProject would generate renewable energy fr
waste.

Renewable Portfolios Stan&éwtl lfy 280) N/A TheProject would generate renewable energy fr
waste.

SenateBill1 Million Solar Roofs E4 This measure does not apply Rrdjest.

(California Solar Initiative, New Solar Hg
Partnership, Public Utility Programs) an
Earlier Solar Programs

Water Sector

Water Use Efficiency WAL TheProject is going to use-potable water for any
water needs on site.

Water Recycling W2 TheProject would use recycledpodable water fror
theGSDfor any water needs on site.

Water System Energy Efficiency W3 This is pplicable for the transmission and treatm
watey but it is napplicable for tReject

Reuse Urban Runoff W4 This measure does not apply Rvdjest.

Renewable Energy Production W5 This is pplicable for wastewater treatment sysig

not applicable for freject

Green Buildings

1. State Green Building Initiative: Lea GB1 TheProjectvould be required to be constructed it
the Way with St&eildings (Greening compliance with state or local green building sta
New and Existing State Buildings) in effect at the time of building construction.

2. Green Building Standards Code GB1 TheProjeadbs bui l di ngs woul
(Greening New Public Schools, standards that are in effect at the time of design
Residential and Commercial Buildin construction.

3.Beyond Code: Voluntary Programs at GB1 TheProjectvoulde required to be constructed in
Local Level (Gregritew Public Schools compliance with local green building standards
Residential and Commercial Buildings at the time of building construction.

4. Greening Existing Buildings (Green GB1 This is applicable for existing buildings only and
Existing Homes and Commercial applicablt the Project
Buildings)

Industry Sector
Energy Efficiency aneBeaefits I-1 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Audits for Large Industrial Sources
Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission I-2 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Reduction
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Table 10

Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Scoping Plan Measure

Measure Numbe|

Project Consistency

Reduce GHG Emissions by 20% in Oil N/A This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Refinery Sector

GHG Emissions Reduction from Natural -3 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Transmission aBiktribution

Refinery Flare Recovery Process -4 This is not applicable tdtbgect.
Improvements

Work with the Local Air Districts to Evall I-5 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

Amendments to Their Existing Leak Det
and Repair Ruleslfafustrial Facilities to
Include Methane Leaks

Recycling and Waste Management Sector

Landfill Methane Control Measure RW1 This is not applicable tdPthgct.

Increasing the Efficiency of Landfill Met} RW2 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

Capture

Mandatory Commercial Recycling RW3 This measure does not apply Rrdjest.

Increase Production and Markets for Cqg RWS3 ThisProject would produce a product that can be

and Other Organics composted or laapplied similar to compost.

Anaerobic/Aerobic Digestion RW3 TheProject would use anaerobic digestion to ger
biogas from food waste.

Extended Producer Responsibility RW3 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

Environmentally ferable Purchasing RW3 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

Forests Sector

Sustainable Forest Target

F1

This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

High GWP Gases Sector

Motor Macle Air Conditioning Systems: H1 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Reduction of Refrigerant Emissionddron

Professional Servicing

SFs Limits in Ndudtility and Nen H2 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Semiconductor Applications

Reduction of Perfluorocarbons in H3 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Semiconductor Manufacturing

Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Prod H4 This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.
Air Conditioning Refrigerant Leak Test [ H5 This measure does not apply Rrdjeet.
Vehicle Smog Check

Stationarfzquipment Refrigerant H6 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
Management ProgfiaRefrigerant

Tracking/Reporting/Repair Program

Stationary Equipment Refrigerant H-6 Thiss not applicable to Eneject.
Management ProgfiaB8pecificatigrfor

Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration

Sks Leak Reduction Gas Insulated Switc H6 This is not applicable tdPtbgect.
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Table 10
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Scoping Plan Measure Measure Numbe Project Consistency
40%Reductiom Methanand N/A This is not applicable tdtbgect.
Hydrofluorocarb@tFCEmissions
50%ReductiomBlackCarbon Emissions N/A This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

Agriculture Sector
Methane Capture at Large Dairies Al ‘ This is not applicable tdPtbgect.

SourceCARB 2008, 2017.
Notes:GHG = greenhouse gas; N/A = not applicable; GWP = global warni@Sfintettralersity of California, Santa Eza8fara;
= Goleta Sanitary Dist8iki= sulfur hexafluoride

Based on the analysis in Table 10, the Project would be consistent with the applicable
strategies and measures in the California Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan.

4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERW&aEd the project:

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
environment through reasonably foreseeab
and accident conditions involving the releas [ O X [
hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazari
acutely hazardous materials, substances, ¢
within onquarter nailof an existing or propos O O O >
school?

d) Be located on a site that is included on a lig
hazardous materials sites compiled pursua
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as ] ] ] X
result, would it creat@gmificant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land |
plan or, where such a plan has not been ad
within two miles of a public airport or public| ] ] X ]
airport, would the project result in a safety |
for people residior working in the project ar

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private i
would the project result in a safety hazard f ] ] ] X
people residilog working in the project area”?

10708

DUDEK 61 May 2018



Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration
Organic Materials to Energy Demonstration Project

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

g) Impair implementation of or physically inter
with an adopted emergency response plan ] ] ] X
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires]
including where wildlands are adjacent to ] L] L] X
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

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

LessThan Significant. The Project would involve reconstruction of an existing concrete
biosolids pad and delivery and operation of prefabricated demonstration units.
Construction and delivery activities would be one time and short-term and involve the
limited transport and use of fuel, a hazardous material. Fuel handling and use would be
controlled by GSD’s Hazardous Materials Business Pland Emergency Response Plan
and Training Program(GSD 2008). During operation, the Project would not accept any
hazardous materials.

The Project would comply with workplace safety, protection, and ergonomics policies as
required. Regular inspections at the workplace would be carried out by the facility
manager to ensure consistent compliance among employees. Additionally, the
effectiveness and efficiency of the facility’s policies on safety, health, and the
environment would be reviewed periodically and revised as necessary.

An employee training program would be provided for employees who are actively
involved with day-to-day facility operations. A detailed health, safety, and
emergency response plan would be developed for the Project and would form part of
the detailed operations plan.

Preventive maintenance is a critical aspect for the effective and efficient operation of
the Project’s equipment. A detailed maintenance and preventive maintenance program
would be developed and implemented, and the document would be on site and
available for inspection at any time. Site supervisory duties would include ensuring
that maintenance schedules and procedures are observed. Based on the above, the
impact would be less than significant.
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b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeablaupset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

LessThan Significant. The Project would involve reconstruction of an existing concrete
biosolids pad and delivery and operation of prefabricated demonstration units.
Construction and delivery activities would occur at once and be short-term and involve
the limited transport and use of fuel, a hazardous material. Fuel handling and use would
be controlled by GSD’s Hazardous Materials Business Plan (GSD 2008), which would
minimize the risk of upset or accidents that would involve the release of hazardous
materials to the environment.

During operation, the Project would not accept any hazardous materials. Where there is a
potential for a spillage situation, either inside or outside of the processing area, adequate
containment facilities would be constructed. Incoming loads of overly wet material could be
a source of non-hazardous liquids, but the receiving bunker would be a contained area that
would prevent the leaking of liquids from the area. In addition, a spill control curb would be
provided for incoming deliveries so that any incidental spills from a truck are collected.

The main process digesters and reactors would be single-walled vessels housed within
the skid/trailer unit. Any spills occurring in this area would be directed through catch
basins to sumps, which would then be directed to the on-site sewer system. It is not
possible for excess loading of the tanks because they operate in batch mode. This
material would not be hazardous, and the piping would be within the limits of the
Project area. Conveyance piping would be sealed and similar to WWTP grade;
therefore, it would be unlikely to result in rupture. No pumping of material through
the lines would be undertaken during un-staffed hours of operation. If a conveyance
pipe ruptures, there would be pressure loss in the line that would be identified through
a system of pressure transmitters, and notification would be sent through the Project’s
supervisory control and data acquisition system. If this occurs, the flow would be
terminated immediately, and processing operations would be stopped until the
damaged line is repaired.

The Project has been designed to ensure that redundancy is available in critical
applications. In the event of a power failure, the electrical infrastructure has been
developed to allow for plug in of a portable generator, if required. In the event that
critical equipment malfunctions, incoming waste feedstocks would be scaled back or
terminated until the equipment is repaired or replaced. In the event of risk to the
environment or public health, appropriate action plans would be available in a
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contingency and emergency response plan, which would be updated following
commissioning of the Project. This plan would include the following:

List of persons responsible for the site, including contact information

List of emergency phone numbers for applicable emergency entities

Description of fire protection, control systems, and emergency procedures
Description of safety devices and maintenance procedures

Plan for training site personnel

= =2 4 A4 A -

Site plan, including locations of emergency equipment

The contingency and emergency response plan would be kept in a central location during
the Project term. Training would be provided for personnel in contingency and emergency
response plan procedures. Based on the above, the impact would be less than significant.

C) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?

No Impact. The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or involve handling
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an
existing or proposed school. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project would not be located on a site included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to California Government Code, Section 65962.5.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

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, vaothe
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Less Than Significant. The Project site is adjacent to the City of Santa Barbara
Municipal Airport and within the Traffic Pattern Safety Zone per the draft SantaBarbara
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Pla(County of Santa Barbara 2012). The
Project site is not located beneath the approach, departure, or sideline zones of the
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f)

9)

h)

airport, which are the areas of greatest hazard to people on the ground. In addition, the
Project would be located at the existing WWTP site and would not require additional
personnel. Therefore, the safety hazard for people working on the Project site resulting
from the Project would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, there
would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with
GSD’s Hazardous Materials Business Plan or the Project contingency and emergency
response plan. Hazardous materials management and emergency response procedures,
including evacuation plans, would remain the same as is currently followed and enforced.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project site is located at the existing WWTP site in a developed portion
of the Goleta Valley. The WWTP site is surrounded on three sides by open space lands
that do not contain dense areas of flammable brush, grass, or trees. The Project site is
within the existing WWTP site on existing paving. In addition, the Project would comply
with local fire code requirements. Therefore, the Project would not cause exposure of
people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
and there would be no impact.
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4.9

Hydrology and Water Quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanr
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUAMMDYId the project:

a)

Violate any water quatiéydards or waste
discharge requirements?

[l

[l

[l

X

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
interfere substantially with groundwater rec
such that there woulclyeet deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwa
level (e.g., the production rate-ekistang
nearby wells would drop to a level which w
support existing land uses or planned uses
which permits have been grghted

c)

Substantially alter the existing drpiatee of
the site or area, including through the alterd
the course of a stream or river, in a mannel
would result in substantial erosion or siltati
or offsite?

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pat
the site or area, including through the altere
the course of a stream or river, or substanti
increase the rate or amount of surface runc
manner whietould result in floodingooff
site?

e)

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

)

Otherwise substantially degrade water qual

9)

Place housing within ayié€dr flood hazard ar
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Bout
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood h
delineation map?

h)

Place within a 19@ar flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect f
flows?

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

)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface at the WWTP
site and would use the existing surface water management system. Stormwater from the
WWTP site is directed off site and regulated under the Statewide Industrial Storm Water
Permit (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] General Permit No.
CAS000001). Liquid waste from the Project would be treated by the WWTP. The
WWTP discharges treated effluent to the Pacific Ocean. This discharge is subject to
Waste Discharge Requirement Order No. R3-2017-0021 and NPDES Permit No.
CA0048160. Activities related to the Project would comply with these permit
requirements. No violations of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
would occur, and there would be no impact.

b) Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfetestantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of@xesting
nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existangd uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface and would not,
therefore, increase the impervious surface area or otherwise interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge. If water is required for Project operation, it would use recycled
water produced by GSD and would not use groundwater supplies; therefore, the Project
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, and there would be no impact.

C) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manndgrich
would result insubstantial erosion or siltatioon- or off-site?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface and would not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. Therefore, there would
be no impact.
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d)

f)

g9)

h)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage patternttoé site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off-site?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface and would not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. Therefore, there would
be no impact.

Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or plannedstormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface and would not
create or contribute any additional runoff water. All Project materials would be held in
covered containers, and the Project would not provide substantial additional sources of
pollution. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

No Impact. Water quality at and from the Project site is regulated by NPDES General
Permit No. CAS000001 and NPDES Permit No. CA0048160. Project activities would not
entail any water discharge and would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

Would the project place housing within a 10gear flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

No Impact. The Project would not include housing. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Would the project place within a 10@ear flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. The Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area.
The Project site is close to, but outside of, the 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2012) (see
Figure 6). Therefore, there would be no impact.
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i) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. There are no levees or dams that protect the Project area from flooding.
Flood risk at the Project site is minimized by the elevated location of the WWTP with
regard to the surrounding land area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

)] Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No Impact. Installation, construction, and operation of the Project would not increase the
risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, there would be no impact.

4.10 Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
LAND USE AND PLANNIN®ould the project:
a) Physically divide an established community ] ] ] X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, |
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction |
project (including, but not limited to the gen
plan, specific plan, local coastal pragra O O O >
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
avoiding or mitigating an environmental eff¢
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat consery [] [] [] %

plan or natural community conservation pla

a) Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project would take place entirely within the existing WWTP site and would
not physically divide an established community. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastaprogram, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The Project is consistent with the Public
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4.11

Utility (UT) land use and Public Utility (PU) zoning designation of the property.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

Would the project coflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or community conservation plan. The GSD WWTP is a highly developed area, and no
natural habitats occur on the site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Mineral Resources

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

MINERAL RESOURGBSould thproject:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
resource that would be of value to the regic ] ] ] X
the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
importarrhineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific O O O X
other land use plan?

b)

Would the project result in the loss @vailability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface at the existing
WWTP site and would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface at the existing
WWTP site and would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.12 Noise and Vibratio n

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

NOISE Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of no
levels in excess of standards establitiesd ir] ] ] X [
local general plan or noise ordinance, or af
standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of ex|

groundborne vibration or groundborne nois ] ] ] X
levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambiel
levels in the project vicinity above levels ex L] ] ] X

without thproject?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increas
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity & [l ] X L]
levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airbuska
plan or, where such a plan has not been ad
within two miles of a public airport or public
airport, would the project expose people re| O O O X
or working in the project area to excessive
levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private |
would the project expose people residing o
working in thproject area to excessive noise [ [ [ i
levels?

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinaoice,
applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant. Reconstruction of the biosolids pad would cause short-term
generation of noise. This noise generation would conform to the County’s Noise Element
(County of Santa Barbara 2009); the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines
Manual (County of Santa Barbara 2008); and the standards and requirements contained in
the Santa Barbara County Code, Article I, Coastal Zoning Ordinance, which is the
governing zoning ordinance for the Project (County of Santa Barbara 2018). The Project
would also be in compliance with Eastern Goleta Valley Community Pl@mbjective N-
EGV-1, which is as follows: “Reduce and prevent noise impacts during planning,
construction, and operation phases of development. Especially to sensitive receptor
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populations” (County of Santa Barbara 2015a). According to the Eastern Goleta Valley
Community Planthe Project site is within a 60- to 64-decibel noise level area (County of
Santa Barbara 2015a).

Noise-sensitive land uses, per the County’s Comprehensive Plan Noise Element consist
of residential, including single- and multi-family dwellings, mobile home parks,
dormitories, and similar uses; transient lodging, including hotels, motels, and similar
uses; hospitals, nursing homes, convalescent hospitals, and other facilities for long-term
medical care; and public or private educational facilities, libraries, churches, and places
of public assembly (County of Santa Barbara 2009).

The closest noise-sensitive land use to the GSD site is a small number of residences in the
industrial-zoned area located 500 feet east of the GSD site. In addition, the Rancho
Goleta Mobile Home Park is located on the eastern side of State Route 217, with the
closest residential mobile homes located approximately 1,530 feet from the eastern
boundary of the GSD site.

Per the Eastern Goleta Valley Community PJawonstruction activities within 1,600 feet
of sensitive receptors for any project that requires a Land Use Permit, Coastal
Development Permit or Zoning Clearance shall be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday” (County of Santa Barbara 2015a). Although the
Project does not require a Land Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, or Zoning
Clearance, construction activities would follow best management practices and be limited
to between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Project operation would
generate very little noise. The primary sources of noise would be from inbound and
outbound vehicle traffic, the depackaging equipment when in operation, and other
processing equipment. Given the relatively small number of trucks that would be
accessing the Project (four trucks per week), noise from traffic is expected to be fairly
minor, especially compared to existing GSD plant operations. Noise associated with the
Project would remain within levels of normal operation for the WWTP. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

No Impact. The Project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Repaving of the drying bed
for use as a biosolids pad would require demolition and installation. Demolition of the
existing drying bed would include sawcutting existing concrete and stockpiling the
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material on site, removing existing safety bollards, removing existing vertical concrete
walls to 1 foot below finished grade, breaking up existing pavement on the bottom of the
basin, cutting and capping existing drain lines, and moving the sawcut and stockpiled
concrete into the basin for use as fill. The installation phase of the new biosolids pad
would include pouring concrete in place for new footings/vertical wall; importing and
placing approximately 1,500 cubic yards of fill to the existing basins to subgrade;
compacting the subgrade with a roller compactor; importing, placing, and compacting
approximately 500 cubic yards of base; pouring in place of approximately 500 cubic
yards of concrete; and installing safety bollards and a bucking wall.

These short-term activities would not result in generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or noise. Therefore, there would be no impact.

C) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient ntasels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

No Impact. Project operation, over the temporary 24-month Project operation period, is
anticipated to generate very little noise. Noise levels are anticipated to remain within
levels of normal operation for the WWTP. Some additional truck traffic (up to four truck
trips per week) would be generated to deliver organic materials and remove waste
products. However, this traffic would remain within the normal noise levels of WWTP
operation. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the projecteinity above levels existing without the project?

LessThan Significant. Repaving of the biosolids pad would cause short-term generation
of noise. Although temporary construction noise would exceed normal ambient noise at
the WWTP site, the noise generation would conform to the County’s Code of Ordinances
and policies related to noise (County of Santa Barbara 2018). The Project is in
accordance with the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Pl@bjective N-EGV-1, quoted
in Section 4.12(a). According to the Eastern Goleta Valley Community PJahe Project
site is within a 60- to 64-decibel noise level area (County of Santa Barbara 2015a).

Noise-sensitive land uses, according to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Noise Element
(County of Santa Barbara 2009), are listed in Section 4.12(a). The closest noise-sensitive
land use to the GSD site is a small number of residences in the industrial-zoned area
located 500 feet east of the GSD site. In addition, the Rancho Goleta Mobile Home Park is
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located on the eastern side of State Route 217, with the closest residential mobile homes
located approximately 1,530 feet from the eastern boundary of the GSD site.

The Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plg@ounty of Santa Barbara 2015a) noise
guidance is provided in Section 4.12(a). Although the Project would not require a Land
Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, or Zoning Clearance, construction activities
would follow best management practices and be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

Project operation is anticipated to generate very little noise. Noise levels are
anticipated to remain within levels of normal operation for the WWTP. Some
additional truck traffic would be generated to deliver organic materials and to remove
waste products. However, this traffic would not significantly increase noise levels.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project site is included in the draft Santa Barbara County Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plarwithin the Traffic Pattern Safety Zone (County of Santa Barbara
2012). The Project would not increase the permanent number of people working on the
Project site, and there is no residential component of the Project. Therefore, the Project
would not result in exposure of people residing or working in the Project area to
excessive noise levels, and there would be no impact.

f) Would the project be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project@a to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The Project would not be within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
there would be no impact.
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4.13 Population and Housing

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

POPULATION AND HOUSIMG®uId the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an
either directly (for example, by proposing ni
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for ex O O O X
througtextension of roads or other infrastru

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing hd
necessitating the construction of replaceme ] ] U] X
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replaceme ] ] ] X
housing elsewhere?

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homaad businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact. The Project would neither change the operational capacity of the WWTP nor
have any other impact that could directly or indirectly induce substantial population
growth in an area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project would be located and operated within the existing WWTP site
boundaries; therefore, the Project would not displace existing housing, and there would
be no impact.

C) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction d replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Project would be located and operated within the existing WWTP site
boundaries; therefore, the Project would not displace people, and there would be no impact.
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4.14 Public Services

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
governmenttcilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of whic
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or oth
objectives for any ofgibblic services:

Fire protection? ] L] L] X
Police protection? ] L] L] X
Schools? ] ] L] X
Parks? ] ] L] X

O O O X

Other public facilities?

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physicallyaltered 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 olijees for any of the public services

Fire protection?

No Impact. The Project would not add, physically alter, or require additional or
physically altered government facilities for fire protection. The equipment and
infrastructure used would be resistant to fire. Electrical components would be installed
with fire protection. In addition, the incoming materials to be processed are very high in
moisture content and do not pose a fire risk. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Police protetion?

No Impact. The Project would not add or physically alter or require additional or
physically altered government facilities for police protection. Trained personnel would
supervise activities occurring during the hours of operation of the Project demonstration
period. Processing, loading, unloading, and transferring of feedstocks and final product
would be supervised by trained personnel. The Project would be secured by a fence and
lockable gates at the entrance to allow only authorized personnel onto the Project site.
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Signage would be posted at the entrance to the Project site identifying the following:

Facility name
Name of the owner

Normal hours of operation

= =2 4 A4 A -2 -

Therefore, there would be no impact.

Schools?

A warning against unauthorized access

Emergency number for contacting GSD personnel

A warning against dumping at the Project/GSD site

Project personnel telephone number where complaints may be directed

No Impact. The Project would not add or physically alter or require additional or physically
altered government facilities for schools. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Parks?

No Impact. The Project would not add or physically alter or require additional or
physically altered government facilities for parks. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Other public facilities?

No Impact. The Project would not add or physically alter or require additional or
physically altered government facilities for other public facilities. Therefore, there would

be no impact.

4.15 Recreation

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existi
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial | ] ] ] X
deterioration of the facility would occur or b
accelerated?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

b) Does the project include recreatiolitie $ami
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an ¢ [ [ [ X
physical effect on the environment?

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

No Impact. The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional
parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, there would be 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 Impact. The Project would not include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.

4.16 Transportation and Traffic

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFM@uId the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable ptdimance or
policy establishing measures of effectivene
the performance of the circulation system, {
into account all modes of transportation inc|
mass transit and Aonotorized travel and reley ] ] ] X
components of the circulation systerdirig by
not limited to intersections, streets, highway
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, an
transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not lir
level of service standards and travel demar
measures, or other standards established | [ [ [ &
county congestion management agency fol
designated roads or highways?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inc
either an increase in traffic levels or a chan ] ] ] X
location that results in substantial safety ris|
d) Substantially increase hazards duedigia de
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., fa O [ [ X
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] ] X
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pro
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestri
facilities, or otherwise decrease the perforn O O O X
or safety of such facilities?
a) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to Intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.
Implementation of the Project would not generate significant additional traffic volumes
or affect the capacity of the street system.

The primary streams of truck traffic for the Project would be for incoming organic
material and outgoing loads containing final fertilizer product and waste. At design
capacity, the number of total trucks transporting organic materials to and from the Project
site is expected to be a maximum of approximately four trucks per week. Organic waste
would be brought to the site in approximately two truck trips per week. On average, one
truck leaving the Project site per week would carry final end products, and one truck per
week would remove the final fertilizer product. Truck traffic entering the site would be
distributed evenly over a 9-hour work day for the 5-day work week. Outgoing trucks
would primarily be scheduled during the same period.

Standard garbage trucks (typically 10-wheel) that carry a roll-off waste container with
covering material would be used for incoming materials with up to 10 tons per load.
Other types of vehicles used by the solid waste industry could also be used.
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Delivery and installation of the Project components (including the skids/trailers mounted
with digester, reactor, and electrical conversion units; the skid/trailer-mounted Smicon
depackaging unit; and various storage containers for residuals and un-finished and
finished material) would result in approximately 10 truck trips spread over a 2-week
period. Reconstruction of the biosolids pad would result in a short-term (4-week) increase
in truck traffic to the Project site. Vehicles would use Moffett Place and enter the
southern entrance along the western side of the GSD plant. Trucks carrying feedstock or
product would pass over paved areas once they are on site. They would then proceed to
the unloading areas, deposit material, and circulate back prior to exiting the GSD plant
through Moffett Place. There is adequate room to queue a significant number of vehicles,
and the turning radius for the largest vehicles was used to confirm accessibility to and
within the Project site.

UCSB would have control over the trucking contracts that would be used for hauling
incoming materials to the Project site. The trucks that would be used to haul incoming
materials would be standard vehicles and enclosed waste containers or with sealed tarp
systems designed to minimize odor and prevent loss/leakage of material during
transportation of feedstock to the Project site.

Outgoing final fertilizer product vehicles would be sealed tankers of approximately 25
tons each. Based on the above, no impact would occur relating to conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system.

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable congestion management
program. Implementation of the Project would not generate significant additional traffic
volumes or affect the capacity of the street system. At design capacity, the number of
total trucks transporting organic materials to and from the Project site is expected to be a
maximum of approximately two trucks per day for 2 days per week during construction.
Therefore, there would be no impact.
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d)

4.17

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safagks?

No Impact. The Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. Therefore,
there would be no impact.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) mcompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The Project would involve upgrading an existing biosolids bed and the
temporary location of biosolids treatment units, and would not include dangerous
features. The Project would be located within the existing WWTP site and consistent with
the existing use. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. The Project would not result in the need for additional or altered
emergency access; existing emergency access would remain adequate. Therefore,
there would be no impact.

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
of such facilities?

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit or bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than

Potentially | Significant with] LessThan

Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cuitnedlireBobite, de
Resources Codecsion 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is detigeapini¢atiyns of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native Anisrican

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a log
regiser of historical resources as defined in [ O O B
Resources Codection 5020.1(k), or
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant with LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

b) A resource determined by the lead agency
discretion and supported by substantial evi
to be significgmtrsuant to criteria set forth ir
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in ] ] ] X
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code S¢
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource tdifarG@ Native
American tribe?

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Codection 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 American tribe, and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the Cafornia Register of Historical Resources,
or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Codesection 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. The WWTP facility exists on an area that has been identified as
having significant archaeological resources, including those with cultural
significance for Chumash Native American descendants. Archaeological
investigations have been conducted for previous projects at the WWTP site (GSD
2009) and have identified the need to avoid ground disturbance. There would be
very limited ground disturbance associated with the repaving of a previously
constructed and disturbed drying bed. This work was conducted and approved
under a previous environmental document (GSD 2009), and no excavation is
proposed. Therefore, the Project would not cause any change in the significance
of a tribal resource, and there would be no impact.
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i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria detrth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
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 Americantribe?

No Impact. The WWTP facility exists in an area that has been identified as
having significant archaeological resources, including those with cultural
significance for Chumash Native American descendants. Archaeological
investigations have been conducted for previous projects at the WWTP site (GSD
2009) and have identified the need to avoid ground disturbances. The Project
would be located on an existing asphalt surface. There would be very limited
ground disturbance associated with repaving a previously disturbed and
constructed biosolids pad, the construction of which was reviewed and approved
under a previous CEQA document (GSD 2009). The Project would not cause any
change in the significance of a tribal resource, and there would be no impact.

4.18 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with] LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTHEWA&®8Id the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirement [ [ [ X
applicable Regional Water Quality Control |

b) Require or result in the construction of new|
or wastewater treatment facilities or expang
existing facilities, the construction of which O O O >
cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new
water drainage facilities or expansion of ex
facilities, the mstruction of which could caus O O O X
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to ¢
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expardigl@ments [ [ [ &
needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewate
treatment provider, which serves or may se
project that it has adequate capacity to ser\ ] ] ] X
projectds pr ojnaeocthee d
providerds existing
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permit
capacity to accommo ] ] ] X
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statute
regulations related to solid waste? O O O I

a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

No Impact. Effluent from the anaerobic digester would be dewatered before entering the
Lystek system for finishing. The liquid effluent of the dewatering process, approximately
500 gallons per week, would be treated by the GSD WWTP. The WWTP operates under
NPDES Permit No. CA0048160. Treatment of the liquid effluent would not cause the
WWTP to exceed wastewater treatment requirements in the NPDES permit. Therefore,
there would be no impact.

b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the constructiof which could
cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The Project would use the existing GSD on-site sanitary system. No
additional sanitary services would be required as a result of the Project. Effluent from the
anaerobic digester would be dewatered before entering the Lystek system for finishing.
The liquid effluent of the dewatering process (centrate) would be treated by the GSD
WWTP. Any water required as part of the Project would be supplied by the GSD
recycled water system or potentially from the centrate. Both the WWTP and the recycled
water system have sufficient capacity to provide for the Project. Neither the treatment of
liquid waste from the Project nor the use of recycled water by the Project would require
or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities. It is expected that one full-time and one part-time staff
would be required to service the Project. This is well within the operating capacity of the
existing facility. During the Project period, some additional personnel would visit the site
for testing and monitoring. These personnel are expected to be on the Project site for a
short duration. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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C) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The Project would be located on an existing asphalt surface and would use
the existing stormwater drainage facility. The Project would not require or result in the
construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would have access to potable water service, provided by GSD. It
is expected that the majority of processing water requirements for the Project would be
satisfied by the incoming feedstocks and WWTP recycled water. If the processed organic
material feedstock to the anaerobic digesters would become too thick for normal
operations, liquid dilution would be achieved through the use of recycled water from
GSD or potentially from centrate from the dewatering process. GSD produces sufficient
recycled water supplies to serve the Project from existing resources, and no new or
expanded entitlements would be required. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the projethat it has adequate capacity to serve the
projectds projected demand in addition to

No Impact. Effluent from the anaerobic digester would be dewatered before entering the
Lystek system for finishing. The centrate from the dewatering process, approximately
500 gallons per week, would be treated by the GSD WWTP. The WWTP has adequate
capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand, in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments. Therefore, there would be no impact.

f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the projectds solid waste disp

No Impact. The Project would be served by the Tajiguas Landfill for waste materials and by-
products. The Project would accept food waste as an input and would generate electricity and
a high-quality compost material suitable for land application as an output. Waste from the
Project would be equal to approximately 50% of the incoming volume of food waste. Of that,
approximately 75% would be landfilled. The waste from the Project, including packaging
material and contaminated organic material, would be significantly less than the volume that
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would be diverted by the Project. Therefore, the Project would result in a net reduction in the
volume of waste that is landfilled, and there would be no impact.

0) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

No Impact. During construction and operation of the Project, GSD must comply with
city, county, and state solid waste diversion, reduction, and recycling mandates, including
compliance with the County’s Integrated Waste Management Plan. Therefore, there
would be no impact.

4.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with| LessThanr
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degr:
quality of the environment, substaatalte the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
wildlife population to drop belegustining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or anim ] ] ] X
community, reduce the number or restrict tf
range of a rare or endangered plant or anin
eliminate important examples of the major |
of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are indi
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(ACuwmalll mteconsi der abl
incremental effects of a project are conside ] ] ] X
when viewed in connection with the effects
projects, the effects of other current project]
the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effect
will cause substantial adverse effects on ht ] ] ] X
beings, eithdirectly or indirectly?
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a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below seBustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
anima community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

No Impact. The Project would be located at the existing WWTP site between existing
buildings and on an existing asphalt surface. The Project site does not contain any natural
habitat or other biological resources. In addition, the Project would not cause ground
disturbance or significant changes to the physical environment. The Project does not have
the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Does the project have ingets that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (ACumulatively <considerabl ebo
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projets, and the effects of probable future projects)?

No Impact. The Project would not have impacts that would be cumulatively considerable
when viewed in connection with past projects, other current projects, or probable future
projects. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would be located at the existing WWTP site between existing
buildings and on an existing asphalt surface. The Project site does not contain any
natural habitat or other biological resources. In addition, the Project would not cause
ground disturbance or significant changes to the physical environment. Therefore,
there would be no impact.
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APPENDIX B

Operational Health Risk Assessment
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