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GENERAL LERSE“; RIGHT-OF-WAY USE

APPLICANT: GWF Power Systems Company, Inc.
17780 Fitch Street, Suite 230
Irvine, California 92714

AREA, TYPE LAND AND LOCATION:
Three sites of 500 sq. ft. each located within
tide and submerged lands; two in San Joaquin
River, one in Suisun Bay, Contra Costa County.

LAND USE: submerged pipe outfalls for discharge of
effluent from power generating plants.

TERMS OF ORIGINAL LEASE:
Initial period: 30 years beginning August 1,
1988, '
Surety bond: Not required.

Public liability insurance: Combined single
limit coverage of $500,000.

Consideration: $300 per annum; five-year
rent review.

Royalty: N/a.

BASIS FOR CONSIDERATION:
Pursuant to 2 Cal. Adm. Code 2003.

APPLICANT STATUS:
Applicant is lessee of upland.

PREREQUISITE CQNbITIONS, FEES AND EXPENSES:
Filing fee has been received.




CALENDAR ITEM NOL 15 (CONT'D)

STATUTORY AND OTHER REFERENCES:
A. P.R.C.: Div. 6, parts 1 and 2; Div. 13.

8. Cal. Adm. Code: Title 2, Div. 3; Title 14,
pDiv. 6.

AB 884: 12/08/88.

OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION:

1. GWF Power Systems Company, Inc. proposes to
construct three (3) electrical generating
plants on privately owned uplands at two
(2) locations on the San Joaquin River and
one (1) location on Suisun Bay, Contra
Costa County.

Ooperation of these plants will require the
discharge of effluent into the river and
bay via submerged outfalls and diffusers
located within right-of-ways located within
State—owned tidelands.

The annual rental value of the site is
estimated to be $300 for three (3) sites.

an EIR was prepared and¢ adopted for this
project by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District. The State Lands
commission's staff has reviewed such
document.

This activity involves landg)identified’as
possessing significant envZronmental values
pursuant to P.R.C. 6370, et seq. Based
upon the staff's consultgﬁion with the
persons nominating sucl 1ands and through
the CEQA review process, it is the staff's
opinion that the project, as proposed, is

’,

tonsistent with its usé, classification.

APPROVALS OBTAINED:
C.0.E. Sites III and IV; Ssite V awaiting BCDC
approval; Bay Area Air Quality Management
District - all sites.
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caLENDAR ITEM NO.C 1D (CONT'D)

FURTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED:
gCDC, Site V; Departme
of Antioch, 'Site 11I; San Francisco (Site V)
and Central Valley (sites III and IV) Regional
water Quality Control Boards.
EXHIBITS: fA Land Description.
B tocation Map.
C. EIR Summaries
D CEQA Findings

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSION:

1. FIND THAT AN EIR PREPARED AND ADOPTED FOR THIS PROJECT BY
THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT AND THAT THE
COMMISSION HAS REVIEWED AND CONSIDERED THE INFORMATION

CONTAINED THERE.

ADOPT THE FINDINGS CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT "C" AS PREVIOUSLY:
ADOPTED BY THE CEQA LEARD AGENCY, THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT.

DETERMINE THAT THE PROJECT, AS APPROVED, WILL NOT HAVE A
SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

AUTHORIZE ISSUANCE TO GWF POWER SYSTEMS COMPANY, INC. OF A

L LEASE - RIGHT-OF-WAY USE BEGINNING AUGUST 1,
1988; IN THE AMOUNT OF $300,
WITH THE STATE RESERVING THE X A DIFFERENT RENTAL
ON EACH FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE LEASE; PROVISION OF pPUBLIC

LIABILITY INSURANCE FOR COMBINED S

BayY, C
EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED AND
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EXHIBIT "A"
LAND DESCRIPTION

W 24169

Three strips of tide and submerged land each 10 feet wide in Contra Costa County, California, the
centerlines of said strips being described as follows:

PARCEL 1 (Sitc 3)

BEGINNING at a point having coordinates of N=554,110, E=1,631,430; therice
North 50 feet to the end of the herein described line.

PARCEL 2 (Site fi)
BEGINNING at a point having coordinates of N=555,800, E=1,638,180; thence

v

North 50 feet to the end of the herein described line.
AR e

BEGINNING at a point having coordinates of N=568,650, E=1,571,770; thence
North 50 feet to the end of the herein described line.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM any portion lying landward of the ordinary high water mark.

This description is based on the California Coordinate System of 1927, Zone 3.
‘END OF DESCKIPTION

PREPARED JUNE 6, 1988 BY BIU 1.




EXHIBIT "B"
W 24169

Cnases - -
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EXHIBIT C
EIR SUMMERIES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - PARCEL 1 (Site 3)

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) addresses the environ—
mental -impacts from the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant ptoposed to be con-
structed in eastern Contra Costa County by GWF Power Systems Coapany, Inc..
(GWF). This plent would be one of five such plants in the County degigned to
bury petroleum coke, & by-product of nearby 0il refineries. As Lead Agancy
for these projects, the Bay Aree Air Quality Management District (BAMQMD) has
detervined that an EIR is required for each of the five plants under the
Califcrnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because of potentially significant
envirofmental impacts. This DEIR focuses on the environmental impacts of the
Wilbur /venue West Power Plant, and also addresses cumulative impacts of &ll

five power plants and other reasonably foreseeable future projects.

1.1 Project Description

¢WF Power Systems Company, Inc., has proposed the construction and
operation of a small power plant in eastern Contra Costa County to be known as
the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant. The objective of this project is to use
petroleun coke, a by-product of the oil refining process, as fuel to generate
electricity. This power plant would generacé 19.7 megawatts (Mi) of electric-
ity, about 1.4 percent of the genersting capacity of Pacific Gas and Elec-
tric's (PG and Z) Contra Costa Power Plant esst of Antiozh. Of the gross 19.7
megawatts of electricity produced, 17.2 negawatts would be sold to PG and E.
The remaining 2.5 megawatts would be used to run the facility's pumps, com~

pressors, and auxiliary equipment.

The Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant w»uld uge petroleum coke from
nearby refineries, such &s Tosco (Avon) and Exxon (Benicia), as fust ‘to
generate electrical power. The petroleum coke is 2 sescurce that is currsatly
exported. Low-sulfur bituminous cosl and low-sulfur fuel 0il would be used as
backup. fuels, not to exceed 25 percent of the annual energy input. Heat
created by the coxbustion of the coke or cosl would provide energy for a

Site I1I, Rev. 8/8/87




boiler to generate high temperature/high pressure steam. ‘The steam would
drive a turbine for the generation of electric power.

The Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant would require various resources
in addition to petroleum coke and coal. Several chemicals would be used to
reduce air emisgsions, including sorbent (limestone or dolomite) and ammonia.
Water treatment would require the use of gsulfuric acid, caustic soda, and
chlorine. The coke, coal, fuel oil, and process chemicals would be delivered
by trucks and stored on site. The plant would 'slso require about 471,400
gallons per day of water. )

Wastes generated by the plant would include about 27 tons per day of
ash. The ash would be stored in silos and hauled away in trucks to cament or
plaster board companies or to a landfill. The plant would generate about
72,400 gallons per day of wastewater. Wastewater would be digscharged into an
on-site percolation pond or into the San Joaquin River., This DEIR addresses
ooth wastewater disposal options. The plant would also emit aiv pollutants,
including particulate matter (PM}, nitrozen oxides (Nox). sul fur dioxide
(SOZ)' carbon monoxide (CO), hydrocarbong, and heavy metals, Nox. 50,, and CO
would be controlled by application of Best ‘Available Control Technology (BACT)
ro include injection of ammonia and sorbent in the combustion process. A

fabric filter baghouse would be used to control particulate matter.

1.2 Project Location

The Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant is one of five small power plants
proposed in eastern Contra Costa County by GWF Power Syatems Company, Inc. Of
the five sites, the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant is designated as Site III.
Thegse five sites were chosen for their proximity to the sources of petroleum

-coke and their access to the necessary utilicies.
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The proposed site for the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plaat is inside
the Antioch city limits on the south side of Wilbur Avenue, north of the
Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe railroad right-of~way. This size is zoned for
industrial uses: Adjacent land uses are industrial. Other nearby uses
include. one residence 150 feet north of the site and sgeveral residential

subdiviiyions 750 feet to the south.

1.3 Beneficial Effects

Beneficial impacts of the proposed project would include genzaration
of electricity, local utilization of an available refinery by-product, genera-
tion of employment, and public revenues, as discussed below,

v

1.3.1 Energy Ceneration

The ‘proposed project would generate 17.2 net megawatts of electric-
ity for distribution on the PG and E system consistont -with the Public Utilicy
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) of 1978. The proposed project would use
petroleum coke as the primary energy source and would; therefore, reduce the

use of finite natural resources, such as natural gas, for the generation of

electricity. The electricity produced by the proposed project would displace

energy generated in the PG and E system resulting in a decrease of air

pollutant emissions from present oil and natural gas-fired power plants,

1.3.2 Local By-Product Utilization

Petroleum coke is & by-product of refinery operations in Contia
Costa and Solano Counties. Currently the coke is sold and transported over-
seags. The proposed project would use the coke resource locally and reduce the.
quantity of petrolaum coke currently stored in uncovered piles at the Diablo
Services Facility awaiting shipment cverseas.

Site I1I, Rev., 8/10/87




Enployment

The proposed small power plant would create permenent jobs fgt 15
people at the plant, It would probably generate -another 35 jobs in the
econony of the region.

1.3.4 Publie Revenues

In addition to employment generation, the proposed project, when it
is .completed. in 1989, would generate $250,000 per year in public revenues in
the form of property tax increments and development fees.

1.4 Adverse Environmental Effects

The gfoposed project would have a number of adverse envirdnmental
effects as well. However, mitigation measures proposed as part of the project
or recommended by the EIR consultant would reduce these impacts below levels
that would normally be considered significant as defined in the CEQA Guide-
lines (15382 and Appendix G). These adverse effects, their significance, and

their mitigation are summarized in Table 1l.4-I.

1.5 Public Health Impacts

The maximum individual risk of cancer associated with the proposed

€. The maximum irdi-

facility during operation was estimated to be 1.4 x 10°
vidual cumulative risk of cancer associated with the five proposed GWF facil-
ities was estizmated to be 2.6 x 10-6 (BAAQMD, 1987c). These estimates assume
that a hypothetical individual lives his or her entire life, 24 hours per day,

at the point of maximum emission impact.

The estimated cancer burden associated with the proposed facility
wag calculated to be 0.11 cases and the cumulative cancer burden was calcu-
lated to be 0.6 cases (BAMQMD, 1987c). Excess cancer burdens of less than one
are generally recogniZed as being insignificant.

Site III, Rev. 8/10/87 1-4 CALEnD®  ..GE
MINUTE PAGE




TABLE 1.4~1., SUMHMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATIORN MEASURES

Potential Impacts

Mitigation He--args‘

Geology

1. Insignificant alternations in
the aoil horizons.

Seismpici

1, Damage or destruction of
fecilities during an
earthquake; associated fire or
human life hazard.

Soils

1. Incressed erosion during
construction.

2. Potential introduction of haz-
ardous materials into soils.

3. Compaction of soils, resulting
in reduced percolation of
water into ground.

4. Ponding from runoff from Wiltur
Avenue.

5. 8oil instability probibits use
of spread-type foundations.

1. No mitigations are necessary.

1+ Adhere to applicable standards of

prnc:xce and building codes for
seismic hazard sreas; equip pipes
carrying flammable materials with
automatic shut-off valves and
design them to minimize potential
for breakage; install vibration
monitoring and warning devices on
the steam turbine, cooling tower,
and other essential plant

equipment with automatic shut-down

capability.

1. Landscape areas of bare soil with
native plants after construction;
avoid undercutting the north bank
£ill materials.

2. Place tankas conteining acids,
caustics, a&nd oil on concrete
slabs. and aurround them with
containment walls.

3. Reduce surface compaction by
applying organic muleh in
high-traffic areas; construct
drainsge channels to accommodate
increased runoff from the site.

4. Pump ponded water into drainage
systenm,

3. Remove existing rand fill to a
depth of 12 fee, then replace
and recompact the fill.

Site 1T, Rev. 8/10/87
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TABLE 1 010‘1 L]

(Continued)

Potential Impacts

HMitigation Measures®

Hydyology

1. Increased runoff and poading
during and after construction.

2. If vastewater is discharged
into San Joaquin River, water
contamination could occur.

If percolation pond discherge
option is chosen, ground-water
quality could be impacted.

Contamination of water from
leaking storage tanks.

[ 1 Rego

1, Habitat destruction along the
San Joaquin River could occur if
earth or fill materials are
disposed of near the river.

Air Quality

1. Increased local emissions of
gulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, particulate matter,
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons,
and trace amounts of metals
and organics from facility
operation.

Construct on-site drainage culverts-

to ensure adequate drsinage.

Sample the effluent for pH, temp-
erature, end total dissolved solids
as directed by the Ragional Water
Quality Control Boaxd.

Install monitoring wells upgradient
and downgradient of the percolation
pond and analyzes samples as re-

quired by the Regional Water Quality

Control Board.

Flace tanks on.concrete slabs and
build containment walls aroug.
them tc contain potential spills.

Dispose of fill material at an
appropriate upland loucation.

Apply best available control

technology, specifically:

¢ sorbent injection (sulfur
dioxide control);

e ammonia injection (nitrogen
oxides control);

o fabric filter baghouse
(particulate matter and metals
control);
cyclones (large particle
control); and
combustion controls (carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbona
emissions control).

8ite III, Rev. 8/10/87
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TA‘LE 1 . ‘-l .

(Continued)

Potential Iipncts

Mitigation Measures®

2. Fugitive duat during
construction.

3. Pugitive dust during
operation.

Vegetation and Wildlife

1. Insignificant iwpacts on
vegetation and wildlife.

Land UgglAggghggigg[Roige

1. Construction and operation
noise.

2. Stack .and other structures
visible from surrounding
areas.

H Em

1. The proposed project would
have a small beneficial impact
on local and regional employment.

Traffi ) cireulati

1. Increased light-duty vehicle
and truck traffic.

Spray vater at least twice daily
during construction.

Apply negative air pressure and
use an enclosed fuel transfer &nd
handling system with exhaust to
fabric filter baghouse to reduce.
fugitive dust.

No mizigations are necessary.

Equip 211 construction equipwment
with muffiers; direct potentislly
snncying noise sources tovards
interior of facility.

Landscape facility site; direct
lights to interior of facility;
limit stack lights to aircvaft
varning lights; use sodium
instead of mercury lights to
reduce glare; limit height of
light posts to 12 feet.

‘Not. applicable.

this additional traffic would not
cause any locsl roadvays to
expericace unacceptable levels of
service.

Site III, Rev. 8/10/87
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TABLE 1 . 4-1 0

Potential Impacts

(Continued)

Mitigation Measures”™

2. Project traffic entering the
gite from Wilbur Avenue could
cause congestion along Wilbur
Avenue, impairing traffic safety.

Public Services

1. Fire protection for the
facility would strain the
service capabilities of the
Riverview Fire Protection
Digtrict.

Flood hazard impacts on local
£lood control district.

Potential impacts on the City of
Antioch from supplying project
water. ‘

Cultural Resources

1. Disturbance of culturally
sensitive sitea in project
area.

Install a turn lane at the site
access point on Wilbur Avenue.

Pay fire facilities element fees
to offset. the cost of providing
fire protection to the project
gite; provide on-gite access:
roadways with all-weather
driving surfaces :and specified
widths and clearances.

Install a stormwster drainage
system that drains directly into
the 5an Joaquin River, and pay
drainage. fees to connect the
facility with the Wilbur Avenue
storm drain proposed for the area.

Pay water services fees to offset
the cost of providing water to the
facility.

No culturzlly sensitive sites
identified in project vicinity; if
encountered during construction,
findings ghould be evaluated by a
qualified archaeologist.

—

8 Proposed and/or recommended mitigation measures :would reduce .all anticipated
adverse impacts to insignificance.

Site III, Rev, 8/10/87
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Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative air quality impact analysis that ssgumed simultaneous
operation of the proposed project and seven other proposed projects {four GWF
facilities and three additional new sources in the region) was conducted.
This analysis, preseated. in Section 7.0, indicates that there would be no
exceedance of any federal or state air quslity standards due to emissions from
these projects.

The cumulative impacts on traffic and pudlic services indicate that
there would be no significant environmental impacts associated with construc~

tion and operation of the proposed GWF projects.

1.7 Economic Impacts to Ratepayers

Electricity ratepayers would be affected by operation of the five
proposed GWF projects because FG and E is contractually obligated to purchase
the electricity produced by GWF at agreed-upon rates with all paymente to GWF
being automatically passed through to ratepayers by PG and E. Any savings to
PG and E from using GWF to supply electricity rather than other units in the
PG and E system would also be passed on to ratepayers. Therefore, the effect
on ratepayers frca operation of the GWF plants depends upon whether the
contractual payments to GWF are greater or less than savings to PG and E from
use of other power facilities.

Operation of the five proposed GWF projects would result in a

negative econcmic impact (cost to ratepayers) from $37 million to a maxioun of

$147 million over the 25-year 1life of the projects, depending on the

assumptions used and discount rate gelected. The negative ratepayer impact
would equal a one-time payment by a typicel residential customer in the FG and
E system of between $3.44 and $13.94, equivalent to an incresge in a typical
monthly electrical bill of 6 cents to 20 cents through the year 1997.

Site I1X, Rev. 8/8/87
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) Growth-Inducing Impacts

The proposed project should have a very limited, and not signifi-
cant, growth-inducing impact on eastern Contra Costa County. The operating
facility would employ 15 full-time personnel. Higher enployment during
conztruction would be temporary.

Construction of the five proposed GWF projects would require a
maximum of 200 to 220 workers during a six-month pegk construction period, and
approximately 140 workers over the entire 27-gonth construction period for all
5 plants. These projects would not require the extension of public services

or produce cecmmodities that would generate significant growth in tae area.

The proposed project is not designed to be a cogeneration facility

and, therefore, is not expected to attract additioral industrial steam users.

1.9 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

-

Six alternatives to the proposed 19.7 MI (gross). petroleum coke~

fired facility were considered:

no project,

municipal solid waste incineration,

waste oil combustion;

wood waate (biomags) combustion,

a 100-megawatt petroleum coke-fired project, and
dry cooling tower.

1.9,.1 No-Project Alternative

Selection of thisg alternative would .mean that neithar the proposed
pProject nor any of the ochar alternatives would be implemented. The electric-
ity needs in the region would continue to be met by combustion of nonrenewable
fossil fuels or altarnative technologies such as solar or geothermal energy.

Site III, Rev. 8/8/87 1-10
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The federal Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)
encourages the use of renewable resources, such .as biomass or waste, tO
generate electricity. The proposed project iz designed specifically to meet
the requirements of PURPA by burning petroleum coke (which qualifies as a
waste fuel) in a .small power plant. Selection of the no-project alternative
would not further the gosls of PURPA.,

1.9.2 Municipal Solid Waste Incineration

This alternative involves generating electricity from stean by

combusting municipal solid wvaste (MSW). MSW projects require a relizgble

supply of MSW provided by contract with local cities or counties for ‘the
lifetime of the project. A 645 ton-per-day MSW facility would be necessary to
generate the same amount of electirical energy that would be produced by the

proposed petroleun coke-fired projects.

Drawbacks to a MSW-fired cogeneration facility include air quslity
impacts and air emissions that may affect the health of the surrounding
population. Emissions of all criteria pollutants except for hydrocarbons and
carbon monoxide would be higher for the MSW facility than for the proposed

petroleum coke-fired facility, yielding greater air quality impacts.

1.9.3 Waste 0il Combustion

In order for this alternative to generate the amount of electricity
expected from the proposed facility, approximately SO0 percent of the totsl
wagte oil available for sale in Californis in 1984 would be required as
feedstock (California ARB, 1985).

The lack of & dependable supply of waste oil over the project
1ifetime 1limits the feasibility of this alternative. Typical waste oils
contain low levels of toxic and carcinogenic compounds such as chlorinated

romatics, chlorinated hydrocarbons, and metals. The metal components of the

Site III, Rev. 8/8/87
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waste fuel are not destroyed in the combustion process, but are emitted as fly

ash.

1.9.4 Wood Waste SBiomas;! Combugtion

For this alternative, chipped wood waste or tree prunings would be
used as a feedstock instead of petroleum coke. Approximately 102,000 tons' per
year of biomass is required to yield the equivalent heating value of the
60,000 tons per Year of petroleum coke required for the proposed projects.
The supply of wood wastes in the vicinity of the proposed projects is not
likely to be sufficient to deet the project feedstock needs. Costs for

transporting biomass to the projec: sites would likely be prohibitive.

1.9.5 100-Megaw P c

It is technically feasible to construct and operate a 100-megavatt
£luidized-be¢ combustion project using petroleum coke as. a feedstock., How~-
ever, the maximum sround-level concentration of pollutants from a 100-M¥
facility would be greater than the cumulative maximum ground-level concentra=
tion from five 19.7 MW projects at five scparate locations im the Pittsburg-
Antioch area. A single 100 MW facility would, therefore, emit a higher
concentration of air toxics and potentially present a greater health risk than

5 smaller, separate projects. -

1.9.6 Dry Cooling Tower Alternative

A dry cooling tower used in electricity generation removes heat from
the process stream by indirect contact with dry air in an enclosed aystem.
The main reason for rejecting the dry cooling alternative is that it does pot
remove heat from the process stream as efficiently as wet cooling towers do,

resulting in & loss of electrical generating capacity and reverues.

A conventional wet cooling tower is planned for the proposed fecil-
ityo

gite I1I, Rev. 8/10/87 CALEI
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EXECUTIVE HUMMARY - PARCEL 2 (Site 4)

This Draft Environoental Impact Regort (DEIR) addresses the eaviron-
pental icpacts from the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant proposed to be con-
structed in eastern Contra Costa County by GWF Power Systems Company, Inc.
(CWF). This plant would be ong of £ive -such plants in the County designed to
burn pectroleum coke, a by-product of nearby oil refineries. As L/ead Agency
for these projects, the Bay Area Air Quality Management Pistrict (BAAQHD) has
determined that an EIR is required for each of the five plants under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because of potentially significant
environmental impacts. This DEIR focuses on the environmental iipncés of the
Wilbur Avenue Ezst Jower Plant, and also addresses cumulitive iwpacts of all
€ive power plants =ad orher reasonably foreseeable future projects.

.

1.1 Prgiect Descriprion

GWF Power Systens é@mpany. Irc. has proposad the gonstruction and
operation of a small power plant. .in-castern Contra Costa County to be known: as
the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant. The objective of this .project is to use
petroleun coke, 3 ty-preduct, of the -0il :egiﬁing process, as fuel to generate
electricity. Thig power plant wnuld generste 19.7 megavatts (MW) of electric-
ity, ebout 1.4 percent of the generating capacity of Pacific GCas and Elec-~
tric's (PG and E) Contra Costa Pover Plant east of Antioch. 0f the gross 19.7
‘pegavatts of electriciry produced, 17.2 megawatts would be sold to PG and E.
The remaining 2.5 megawatts would be used to run the facility's pumps, com~

pressors, and auxiliary equipment.

The Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant would use petroleum coke from
pearby refineries, such as Tosco (Avon) and Exxon (Beaicia), as fuel to
generate electrical power. The petroleum coke is a resource that is currently
exported. Low-sulfur bituminous coal and low-sulfur fuel oil would be used &3

backup fuels, not to exceed 25 percent of the annual energy input. Heat

created by the combustion of the coke or coal would provide energy for a

—
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boiler to generate high tepperature/high pressure steam. The steam would

drive a turbine for the generation of electric power.

The Wilbur Avenve East Power Plant would require various resources
in addition to petroleum c¢oke, coal, and fuel oil. Several chemicals would be
used to reduce air emissicns, including sorbent (limestone or dolomite) and
ammonia. Water treatment would require the use of sulfurié acid, caustic
soda, and chlorine. The coke, coal, fuel oil, and process cheticals would be
delivered by trucks and stoved on site. The plant would also require abouc

471,400 gallons per day of water.

Wastes generated by the plant would include about 27 tons per day of
ash. The ash would be stored in silos and hauled away in trucks to cement oOr
plaster board companies or to a landfill. The plant would generate sbout
72,400 gallons per day of wastewater. Wastewater would be discharged into the
San Joaquin River or. into an on-site percolation pond. This DEIR addresses
these two wastewater disposal optioms. The plant would also enit air pollu-

tants, including pazticulate matter (PM), nitrogen oxides ggox), sulfur

dioxide (S0,), carbén monoxide (CO), hydrocarbons, and heavy metals. N0,

502, and CO would be controlled by application of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) to include injections of ammonia and sorbent in the combus—

tion process. A fabric filter baghouse would be used to control particulate

matter.
1.2 Project Location

The Wilbur Avenue East Power Plaat is one of five small pover plaats
proposed in eastern Contra Costa County by GWF Power Systeas Company, Inc. Of
the five sites, the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant is designated as Site IV.
These five sites were chosen by GWF for their proximity to the scurces of

petroleun coke and their access to the necassary utilities.

Site IV, Rev. 8/15/87
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The proposed site for the Wilbur Averue East Pover Plant is located
on the south side of Wilbur Avenue in an unincorporated area of Contra Costa
County about 1.3 pmiles east of the Antioch city limits. This site is zoned
for heavy industrial uses. Existing adjacent land uses are industrial or
vacant. The vacant areas are zoned for heavy industrial and integrated

planned cozmunity uses.

1.3 Beneficial Effect

Benelicial impacts of the proposed pro ject would include generation
of electricity, local utilization of an available refinery by-product, genera-
tion of employment, and public revenues, as discussed belov.

1.3.1 Epergy Generation

The proposed pro ject would -generate 17.2 net megawatts of electric-
ity. for distribution on the PG and E systenm consistent with the Public Urilicy
fégulatory Policies Act (PURPA) of 1978. The proposed project would use
petroleunm coke as the primary energy source and ‘would, therefore, reduce the
use of finite natural resources, such as natural gas, for the generation of
electricity. The electricity produced by the proposed pro ject would displace
energy generated jn the PG and E system resulting in a decrease of air

pollutant emissions from present 0il- and natural gas-fired power plants.

1.3.2 Logal By—Product Utilization

Petroleum coke is 8 by-product of refinery operations in Contra

Costa and Solano Counties. Currently the coke is sold and transported

_overseas. The proposed project would use the coke resource locally and reduce

the gquantity of petroleum coke currently stored in uncovered piles at the

Diablo Services Facility awaiting shipment overseas.
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Employment

The proposed small power plant would create permanent jobs for 15

people at :the plant. It would probably generate another 55 jobs in the

economy of the regiom.

i.3.4 Public Revenues
Ia addition to cmployment generction, the proposed project, when it
leted in 1989, would generate $250,000 per year in public reveaues in

is comp
rty tax increments and development fees. During each year of

the form of prope
gacility operation after 1989,

would increase by two perxcenk.

the property tax revenues from this property

1.4 Adverse Environmental Effects

The proposed project would have a number of adverse environmental

effects as well. However, mitigation wmeasures proposed as part of the project

or recocmended by the EIR consultant would reduce these impacts below levels
that would normally be considered significant as defined in the CEQA

Guidelines (15382 and Appendix G). These adverse effects, their sigrnificance,

and their mitigation are sunmarized in Table 1l.4-l.

1.5 Public Heglth Effects

The maximum individual risl £ cancer associated with the proposed

facility during operation was estimated to be 0.61 x 10-6. which is less than

one in a millioo. The maximum individual cunulative risk of cancer associated
with the five proposed GWF facilities was estimated to be 2.6 x l.O"6 {BAAQMD,

1987d). These estimates assume that a hypothetical individual 1lives his

entire life, 24 hours per day, at the point of maxirum emission impact.

3ite IV, Rev. 8/15/87
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The estimsted cancer buzden associated with the proposed facility
was calculated to be 0.07 cases and the cumulative cancer burden was cal-
culated to be 0.6 cases (BAAQHD, 1987d). Excess cancer burdens of less than

one are generally recognized as being insignificant.

1.6 Cumulative Taopacts

Cumulative air quality impact analysis that assumed simultaneous
opezation of the proposed project and scéven other proposed projects (four GWF
facilities and three additional new sources in the region) was conducted.
This analysis, presented in Section 7.0, indicates that there would be mno
exceedance of any federal or state air quality standard due to enissions from

these projects.

The cumulative impacts on traffic and public services indicate that
there would be no significant environmental impacts associated with construt-

tion and operation of the proposed GWF facilities.

1.7 Ecopomic Impacts to Ratepayers

Electricity ratepayers would be affected by operation of the five
proposed GWF projects because PG and E is contractually obligated to purchase
the electricity produced by GWF at agreed—-upon rates, wvith all payments to GWF

being automatically passed through to ratepayers by PG and E. Any saviangs to

PC and E from using GWF to supply electricity rather than other units in ‘the
PG and E system would also be passed on to ratepayers. Therefore, the effect
on ratepayers from operation of the GWF pliants -depends upon whether the
contractual payments to GWF are greater Or less than savings to PG and E from

use of other power facilities.
Operation of the five proposed GWF projects could result in a

negative economic impact (cost to ratepayers) from $37 million to a maximum ¢f

$167 million over the 25-year life of the projects, depending on the

Site 1V, Rev. 8/15/87
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TABLE 1l.4-1. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impacts Mitigation Measuresd

Seology
1. Insignificant alternations in l. No mitigations are necessary.
the soil horizons.

Seismicity
1. Damage or destruction of 1. Adhere to applicable standards of
facilities during an practice and building codes for
earthquake; associated fire or seismic hazard areas; equip pipes
human life hazard. carrying flasmable materials with
automatic shuc-off valves and
design them to minimize potential
for ‘breakage; install vibracion
monitoring and warning devices on
the steam turbine, cooling tower,
and other ecsential plant equip-
went with automatic shut-down
capabilicy.

|

1. Increased erosion during 1. Landscaje areas of bare soil with
construction. native plants after construczion;
purchase ‘suitable soil aprd aulch
for landscaping instead of stock-
piling soil because of the presence
of the phytotoxin juglone in
walnut foliage.

2. Potential introduction of haz~- 2. Place tanks containing acids,
rdous wmaterials into soils. caustics, and oil on concrete
slabs and surround them with

containment walls.,

3. Punding of surface water near 3. Pump ponded water to surrocunding
percolation pond due to saturation open space.
of soils or runoff from surround-
ing area.

H lo

l. Increased runoff and ponding 1. Construct on-site drainage culverts
during and after construction. to ensurc adequate drainage.

-

(Continued)
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“TABLE 1.4-1., (Continued)

Potential Impacts Mitigation Measures®

2, 1f wastewater is discharged 2. Sample the effluent for pH, temp-
into the San Joaquin River, aerature, and total dissolved solids
vater contamination could occur. as directed by the Regional Water

- Quality Control Board.

3. Contamination of water from Place tanks on concrete slabs and
on-site storage tanks. build containment walls around
then to contain potential spills.

Coastal Resources

1. Hebitat destruction along the San Dispose of f£ill material at am

Joaquin River could occur if earth appropriate upland location.
or fill materials sre disposed of

near the river, or if pipe carry-

ing plant effluent to the river

-is routed through a sensitive

ares.

Air Qualicy

1. Increased local emissions of 1. Apply best available control
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen technology, specifically:
oxides, particulate matter,
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, o sorbent injection (sulfur
and trace amounts of metals dioxide control);
and organics from facility
operation.

ammonia injection (nitrogen
oxides control);

fabric !filter baghouse
(particulate matter and metals
control);

cyclones (large particle
control); and

coxbustion controls {(carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbon
emissions control).

2. Fugitive dust during Spray water at least twice daily
construction. during construction.

(Continued)
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TABLE l.4-1.

(Continued)

Potential Impacts

Mitigation Measures?®

3. Fugitive dust during operation.

Vegetation and Wildlife

1. Insignificant impacts on
vegetation and wildlife
ics/Nois

Land Use/Aesth

1. Construction and operation
noise.

2. Stack and other structures
visible from surrounding

areds.

Population, Housing, and. Employment

l. The proposed project would have
a small beneficial impact on
local and regional employment.

Traffic and Circulation
1. Increased light-duty vehicle
and truck zraffic.

Apply negative air pressure, and
use an enclosed fuel traasfer and
handling system with exhaust to
fabric filter baghouse to reduce
fugitive dust,

No mitigations arc necessary.

Equip all construction equipment
vith mufflers; direct potentislly
acnoying noise sources towards
interior of facility.

Landscape facility site; direct
lights to interior of facility;
limit stack lights to aircraft
warning lights; use sodium
instead of mercury lights to
reduce glare; limit height of
light posts to 12 feet.

Not applicable.

All of the local roadways that
would be used by project-genesrated
traffic are curreatly operating at
L0S A during average and peak-hour
periods and these lévels of ser~
vice are not expected to change as
a result of project traffic.
Therefore, no mitigations are
required.
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TABLE 1.4-1. (Continued)

Potential Impacts Mitigation Measures?

Pyblic Services
1. Fire protection for the Pay fire facilities element fees
facility would strain the to offset the cost of providing
gservice capabilities of the fire protection to the project
Riverview Fire Protection site; provide on-site access
pDistricte. roadways with all-veather driviag
surfaces and specified widths and
clearances.

Potential impact on Oskley Pay water services fees to offset
Water District from supplying the cost of providing water to the
project water. facility.

Flood hazard impacts on local Pay a drainage fee for the instal-

flood control district. lation of a stormwater drainage
system that drains directly into
the San Joaquin River.

Cult Resource

1. Disturbance of culturally No culturally sensitive sites
sensitive sites in project . identified in project vicimity; if
area. encountered during comstruction,

findings should be evaluated by a
qualified archaeologist.

& proposed and/or recommended mitigation measures would reduce all anticipated
adverse impacts to insignificance.
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assumptions used and discount rate selected (ERC, 1987). The negative rate-
payer impact would equal a one-time payment by a typical residential customer
in the PG and E system of between $3.44 and $13.94, equivalent to anm increase
in a typical monthly electrical bill of 6 cents to 20 cents through the year
1997.

1.8 Growth-Inducing Impa

The proposed project should have a very limited, and not signifi-
cant, growth-inducing impact om eastern Contra Costa County. The operating
facility would employ 15 full-time personnel. Higher employment during

construction would be temporayye.

Construction of the five pzoposed GWF prajects would require a

paximum of 200 to 220 workers during a six-month peak construction period, and

approximately 140 workers over the entire 27-month construction .period for all
five plants. These projects would not require the extension of public ser-
vices of produce commodities that would generate significanz growth in ‘the

area.

The proposed project is not designed to be a cogeneration facility
and, therefore, is not expected to attract additional industrial steam users.

-

1.9 Altec Proposed Proi

Six alternmatives to the proposed 19.7 MW (gross) petroleum coke-fired

facility were considered:

no project,

municipal solid waste incineratiom,

waste oil combustion,

wood waste {biomass) combustion,

a 100-megawatt petroleum coke-fired project, and

dry cooling tower.

I
ALSE
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1.9.1 Mo-Project Alternative.

Selection of this alternative would mean that neither the proposed
project nor any of the other alternatives would be implemented. The electric~-
ity needs in the region would continue to be met by combustion of nonrenewsble

fossil fuels or alternative technologies such: as solar or geothermal energy.

The federal Public Urility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)
encourages the use of renewable resources, such as biomass or waste, to
generate electricity. The proposed project is designed specifically to meet
the requirements of PURPA by burning petroleum coke, wvhich qualifies as a
waste fuel, in a small power plant. Selection of the no-pro ject alternative
would not further the goals of PURPA.

1.9.2 Municipal Solid Waste Incineration

This alternative involves generating electricity from steam by
coubusting municipal solid waste (MSW). MSW projects require & reliable
supply of MSW provided by contract with local cities or counties for the
lifetime of the project. A 645 ton-per-day MSW facility would be necessary to
generate the same amount of electrical energy that would be produced by the

proposed petroleum coke-fired projects.

Emissions of all criteria poullutants except for hydrocarbons and
carbon monoxide would be higher for the MSW facility than for the proposed

petroleum coke-fired facility.

In order for this alternative to genmerate the amount of electricity
expected from the proposed facility, approximately 50 percent of the total
waste oil available for sale in California 1984 would be required as feedstock
(California ARB, 1985).

Site IV, Rev. 8/15/87 130 ‘
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The lack of a dependable supply of waste oil over the pro ject
lifetime 1limits the feasibilicy of this alternative. Typical’ waste oils
contain low levels of toxic and carcinvgenic compounds such as chlorinated
aromatics, chlorinated hydrocarbons, and metals. The metal components of the
waste fuel are not destroyed in the combustion process, but are emitted as fly

ash.
1.9.4 Wood Wast Biomasg) Comb

For this alternative, chipped wood waste or tree prunings would be
used as a feedstock instead of petroleum coke. Approximately 102,000 tons per
year of biomass is required to yield the equivalent heating value of the
60,000 tons per year of petroleum coke required for the proposed project. The
supply of ‘wood wastes in the vicinity of the proposed projects is not likely
to be sufficient to meet the project feedstock needs. Costs for transporting

biomass to the project sites would likely be prohibitive.

1.9.5 100-Megawatt Petroleum Coke-Fired Facility

It is technically feasible to construct and operate a 100-megawatt

fluidized-bed combustion project using petroleum coke as a feedstock. How~
ever, the wmaximum ground-level concentraiion of pollutants ‘from a 100-MW
facility would be greater thanm the cumulative maximum ground-level concentra-
tion from five 19.7 MW projects at five separate locations in the Pittsburg-
Aantioch area. A single 100 MW facility would, therefore, emit a higher
concentration of pollutants and potentially present a greater health risk than

five smaller, separate projects.

1.9.6 Dry Cooling Tower Alterpative

A dry cooling tower used in electricity generation removes heat from

the process stream by indirect contact with dry air in an eaclogsed system.
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The main reason for rejecting the dry cooling alternative is that it does not
remove heat from the process stream as efficiently as vet cooling towers do,

resulting in a loss of electrical generating capacity and revenues.

A conventional wet cooling tower is planned for the proposed

facility.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - PARCEL 3 (Site 5)

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) eddresses the environ~
mental impacts from the Nichols Road Power Plant proposed to be constructed in
eastern Contra Costa County by GWF Power Systems Compeny, Inc., (GWF). This
plant would be one of five such plants in the County designed to burn petrole-
um coke, a by-product of nearby oil refineries. As the Lead Agency for these

projects, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has determined

that an EIR is required for each of the five plants.under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because of potentially significant onviron-
mental impacts. This DEIR focuses on the environmentul impacts of the Nichols
Road Power Plant, and also addresses cumulative impacts of &ll five power

plants and other reasonably foreseeable future projects.

1.1 Proiect Description

GWF Power Systems Company, Inc., has proposed to construct and
operate a small power plant in eastern Contra Costa County to be known as the
Nichols Road Power Plant. The objective of this project is to use petroleum
coke, a by-product of the oil refining process, as fuel to generate electrici-
ty. This power plant would generate 19.7 megawatts (MW) of electricity, sbout:
1.4 percent of the generating capacity of Pacific Gas and Electric's (PG and
E) Contra Costa Power Plant east of Antioch. Of the groass 19.7 megswatts of
electricity produced, 17.2 megawatts would be sold to PG and E. The remaining
2.5 megawatts would be used to run the facility’s pumpe, compressors, aad

auxiliary equipment.

The" Nichols Road Power Plant would use petroleum coke from nearby
refineries, such as Tosco (Avon) and Exxon (Benicia), as fuel to generate
electrical power. The petroleum coke is & resource that is currently export~
ed. Low-sulfur bituminous coal and low-sulfur ‘fuel oil would be usged as
backup fuels, not to exceed 25 percent of the annual energy input. Heat
created by the combustion of the coke or coel would provide snergy for a
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boilar to generate high temperacure/high pressure steam. The steam would

drive a turbine for the generation of electric power.

The Nichols Road Fower Plant would require variocus resources in
addition to petroleum coke, coal, and fuel oil. Several chemicals would be
used to veduce air emissions, including sorbent (limestone or dolomite) and
ammonia. Water treatment would require the use of sulfuris acid, caustic
soda, and chlorine. The coke, coal, fuel oil, and process chemicals would be
delivered by trucks and stored on site. The plant would also require about

471,400 gallons per day of water.

Wastes generated by the plant would include about 27 tons per day of
agh. The ash would be scored in silos and hauled away in trucks to cement oOT
plaster board cofpanies or to 3 landfill. The plant would generatas about
72,400 gallons per day of wastewater. Wastewater would be discharged into
Suisan Bay or the Delta Diablo Sanitation District 7A. This DEIR adJresses
both wastewater .disposal options. The plant would also emit air pollutants,

jncluding particulate wmatter (PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx). sul fur dioxide

(802). carbon monoxide (CO), hydrocarbons, and heavy metals. NO_, 50,. and CO

would be controlled by application of Best Available Control Technology (BACYT)
to include injection of ammonia and sorbent in the combugtion process. A

fabric filter baghouse would be used to control particulate matter.

1.2 Project Location

The Nichols Road Power Plant is one of five small power plants
proposed in eastern Contra Costa County by GWP Power Systems Company, Inc. Of
the five sites, the Nichols Road Power Plant is designated as Site V. These
five sites were chosen by GWF for their proximity to the souzces of petroleun

coke and their access to the necesgsarxy utilities.

Site V. Rev. 8/15/87
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The proposed site for the Nicbols Ropd- Power Plant is located in the
Port Chicago area on Nichols Road south of the¢ Allied Chemical Plant and esst
of the Chemical and Pigment Company. The site is zoned for heavy industrial
uses. Adjacent land uses include pasture lands, industrial facilities, U.S.

Naval Wespons Station facilitias, and vacant land.

1.3 Beneficial Effects

Beneficial impacts of the proposed project would include generation
of electricity, local utilization of an availsble refinery by-product, genera-

tion of employment, and public revenues, as discussed below.

1.3.1 Energy Generation

The proposed project would generate 17.2 net megawatts cf electric-
ity for distribution on the PG and E system, consistent with the Public
Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) of 1978. The proposed project would
use petroleum coke as the primary energy source and would, therefore, reduce
the use of finite natural resources, such as natural gas, for the generation
of electricity. The electricity produced by the propésed project would
displace energy generated in the FG and E system resulting in a decrease of

air pollutant emissions from present o0il and natural gas—fired power plents.

1.3.2 Local By-Product Utilization

Petroleum coke is a by-product of refinery operations in Contra
Costa and Solano Counties. Currently the coke is sold and transported over—-
seas. The proposed project would use the coke resource locally and reduce the
dﬁantity of petroleum coke currently stored in uncovered piles et the Diablo

Services Facility awaiting shipment overseas.
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1.3.3 Employment
The proposed- power plant would create permanent jobs for 15 people
at the plant. It would probably generate another 55 jobs in the economy of

the region.

1.3.4 Public Revenues

In addition to employment generation, the proposed project, when it
is completed in 1990, wculd generate $250,000 per year in public revenues in
the form of property tax increments. During each year of facility operation
after 1990, the property tax revenues from this property would increase by 2

percent.

1.4 Adverse Environmental Effects

The proposed project would have a number of adverse envirommental
effects as well. However, aitigation measures proposed as part of the project
or recommended by the EIR consultant would reduce these. impacts below levels
that would normally be considered significant as defined in the CEQA Guide~
lines (15382 and Appendix G). These adverse effects, their significance, and

their mitigation are summarized in Table 1.4-1.

1.5 Public Health Effects

The zeximum individual risk of cancer associated with the proposed
facility during operation was estimated to be 1.37 =z 10-6. The maxizum
individual cumlative risk of cancer asgociated with the £five proposed GWF
facilities was estimated to be 2.6 x 10 ° (BAAQMD, 1987e). These estimites
aggume that a hypothetical individual lives his entire life, 24 hours per day,

at ‘the point of maximum emission impact.

The estimated cancer burden associated with the proposed facilitcy
was calculated to be 0.12 cases and the cumulative cancer burden was calculat-
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TABLE 1.4-1. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION ﬁEASgRES

Potential Impacts

Mitigation Measures®

Geology

1. Insignificant alternations in
the soil horizons.

Seismicity

1. Damage or destruction of
facilities during en
earthquake; associated fire or
human life hazazrd.

Soils

1. Increased erosion during
construction.

2. Potential introduction of haz-
ardous materials into soils.

Hydrology:

1. Increased runoff and ponding
during and after construction.

2, If wvastewater is discharged
into Suisun Bay water
contamination could occur.

1. No mitigations are necessary.

1. Adhere to applicable standards of

practice and building codes for
seismic hazard areas; equip pipes
carrying flammable materials with
sutcmstic shut-off valves and
Gezign thex to minimize potential
for breskage; install vibration
monitoring and wacaing devices on
the stean turbine, cooling tower,
and other essential plant equip-~
ment with automatic shut-down
capability.

Landscape areas of bare soil with
native plants after construction.

Place tanks containing acids,
caustics, and o0il on concrete
slabg and surround them with
containmert walls.

Construct on-gite drainage cul-
verts ‘to'-2nsure adequate drfainage.

Sample the effluent for pRK,
temperature, and total dissolved
golids ag directed by the Regional
Water Quality Control Bodtd.

{Continued)
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{Continued)
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Bo;enfial Impacts

Mitigation Measures®

3.

Contamination of water from
leaking storage tanks or
gpills during transportation
of substances used at the
facility.

Coastal Resourcas

1.

Habitat destruction at in Suisun
Bay could occur if earth or fill
materials are disposed of near
the bay marshes, or if pipe
carrying plant effluent to the
bay is routed through a marsh.

Air Quality

1.

Increagsed local emissions of
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, particulate matter,
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbonsg,
and trace amounts of metals
and organics from facility
operation.

Fugitive dugt during
construction.

Pugitive dust du:iég
cperation, .

3. Place tanks on concrete slabs and

build contazinment walls: around
them to contain potential spills;
traffic safety meacures to
minimize potential for spills.

Dispose of fill materisal. at an
appropriate upland location.
Marshes should be avoided because:
they provide critical habitat foe
three endangered species.

‘Apply best available control tech-

nology, specifically:

e sorbent injection (sulfur di-
oxide -control);

¢ ammonia injection (nitrogen
oxides control);

e fabric filter baghouse (particu-
late mattar and metsls control);
cyclones (large particle con-
trol): and
combuation controls (carbon mon-
oxide and hydrocarbon emissicas
control).

Spray water at lesst twice daily
during construction.

Apply negative air pressure and
use an enclosed fual transfer and
handling system with exhasust to
fsbric filter baghouse te reduce
fugitive dust.
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TABLE 1,4-1.

(Continued)

Potentizal Impa;ts

Mitigation &easutes‘

Vegetation and Wildlife

1. Insignificant impacts on
vegetation and wildlife.

Land Use/Aesthetics/Noise

1. Construction and operatisn
noise.

2. Stack and other structures
visible from surrounding
areas.

Population, Housing, and Employment

1. The proposed project would
have a small beneficial impact
on local and regional employment.

Traffic and Circulatica

1, Increased light-duty vehicle
and truck traffic.

Pubiic Services

1. Fire protection for the
facility wculd gtrair the
service capabilities of the
Riverview Fire Protection
District.

No mitigations are necessary.

Equip all construction equipment
with nufflers; direct potentially
annoying noise sources towards
interior of facilicy.

Landscape faczlzty site; direct
lzghts to 1n\erxor of facility: 1li-
mit stack lights to aircraft warn-
ing lights; use sodium instead of
mercury lights to reduce glare; li-
mit height of. lzght posts to 12 frt.

Not applicable.

All of the local rosdways that
would be uged by projact-genersted
traffic would not expericnce &
change in existing levels of
gervice or unacceptable psak-houzr
levels of service. Therafore, no
mitigations are required.

Pay fire facilities clement fees
to offset the cost of providing
fire protection to the project
site; provide on-site sccess
roadvays with acll-weather
driving surfaces and specified
widths and clearaaces.
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ZABLE 1.4~1, (Continued)

Potential Impacts ' Mitigécion Measures®

2. Potential impact on Contra Pay water services fees to of fsat
Costa Water District from the cost of providing water to the
supplying project water. facility.

3. Westewater disposal impacts on If wvagstewater is disposed of in
local sewer system. locsl sanitary sewar system,
get permizsion from the Delta
Diablo Sanitation Digtrict.

4. Flood hazard impacts on local Pay a drainage fee to mitigate the
£lood control district. project's flood control impacts,
and install a stormwater drainage
system that drains directly into
Suisun Bay.

Cultural Resgources

1. Disturbance of culturelly “» No culturally sensitive sites
gengitive sites in project identified in project vicinity: if
area. enccuntered during construction,

findings should be evalusted by a
qualified archaeologist.

a Proposed and/or recommended mitigation measures would reduce all anticipated
adverse impacts to insignificance.
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ed to be 0.6 cases (BAAQMD, 1987e). Excess cancer burdens of less than one

are generally recognized as being insignificant.

1.6 Cunulative Impacts

c&mulative air quality impact enslysis that assumed simultaneous
operation of the proposed project and seven other proposed projects (four GWF
facilities and three additional new ‘Bources in the region) was conducted.
This analysis presented, in Section 7.0, indicates that there would be oo
exceedance of any federal or state air quality standard due to emissions from

these projects. ‘
The cumulative impacts on traffic and public services indicate that
there would be no gignificant environmental impacts associated with conatzuc-

tion and operation of the proposed GWF projects.

1.7 Econoaic Impacts to Ratepayers

Electricity ratepayers would be affected by operation of the five
proposed GWF projects because PG and E is contractually obligated to purchase
the electricity produced by GWF at agreed—upon rates wicth all payments to GWE
being automatically passed through to ratepaye:rs by PG and E. Any ssvings to
PG end E from using GWE to supply electricity rather than other units in the
PG and E systen would also be passed om tO ratepsyers. Therefore, the effect
on ratepayers from operation of the GWF plants depends on whether the contrac=
tual payments to GWF are greater or less than savings to PG and E from use of

other power facilities.

Operation of the five proposed GWF projects could result in a
negative econamic jmpact (cost to ratepayers) from $37 million to & ssxipum of
$147 million over the 25-year life of the project, depending on the assump~

tions used and discount rate gelected. The negative ratepsyer ispact would
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equal a one-time payment by a typical residential residential custozmer in the
PG ané E system of petween $3.44 snd $13.94, equivalent tO an increase in:. 3
typical monchly electrical bill of 6 cents tc 20 cents through the year 1997

1.8 Grcwch-l’nduciﬁg Impacts

The proposed project should have a very limited, and not signifi-
cant, grovth—induci.ng jmpact on eastern Contra Costa County. The operating
facility would employ 15 full-time personnel. Higher employment during

construction would be temporary.

Construction of the five proposed GW? projects would require a2
maximum of 200 to 220 workers during & six-month peak construction periocd, and
approximately 140 workers over the entire 27-month construction period for all
S plants. These projects would not require the exteansion of public services

on produce commodities that would generate significant growth in the area.

The proposed project is not degigned to be a cogeneration facility

and, therefore, is not expectced to artract additional industrial stead users.

1.9 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Six alternatives to the propesed 19.7 MW (gross) petroleua coke—
gived facility were considered:

no project,
municipal solid waste incineration,
- waste oil combustion,
vood, waste (bicmess) combustions
g 100-megawatt petroleun coke-fired project, and

dry cooling tower,
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1.9.1 No—Project Alternative

Selection of this alternative would mean that neithei, the propozed
project nor any of the other alternatives would be implemented. ‘The electric-
ity needs in the region would continue to be met by combustion of nonrenewsble

fossil fuels or alternative technologies such as solar or geothermal energy.

The federal Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)
encourages the use of renewsble resources, such as biomass or waste, to
generate electricity. The proposed project is designed specifically to meet
the requirements of FURPA by burming petroleum coke, which qualifies as a
waste fuel, in a small power plant. Selection of the no-project slternative
would not further the goals of PURPA.

1.9.2 Municipal Solid Waste Incineration

This alternative invovles generating electricity £rom gteam by
combustion municipal solid waste (MSW). MSW projects require a reliable
supply of MSW provided by contract will local cities or counties for the
liferime of the project. A 645 ton-per—-day MSW facility would be necessary to
generate the same amount of electrical energy that would be: produced by the-
proposed petroleum coke~fired projects.

Drawbacks to a MSW-fired facility include air quality impacts end
air emissions that may affect the health of the surrounding population.
Emissions of all criteriaz pollutants except for hydrccarbong .end carbon
monaxide would be higher for the MSW facility than for the proposed petroleum
coke—-fired facility, yielding greater -air quality impacts.

1.9.3 Waste 0il Combustion

In order for this slternative to generate the amount of electricity
expected from the proposed facility, approximately 50 percent of the total
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waste oil available for sale in California in 1984 would be. regui:od as
faedstock (California ARB, 1585).

The lack of a dependable supply of waste 0il over the project

1ifetime limits the feasibility of this alternative. Typical waste oils

contain low levels of toxic and carcinogenic compcunds such as chlorinated,
aromatics, chlorinated hydrocarbons, and metals. The metal components of the
wagte fuel are not destroyed in the combustion process, but are emirted as fly
ash.

1.9.4 Wood Waste (Biocmass) Combustion

Por this alternative, chipped wood waste or tree prunings would be
used s8 a feedstock instead of petzoleum coke. Approximately 102,000 noas per

N - F.
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year of biomass would be required to yield the equivelernt heating value of the’

60,000 tons per year of petroleun coke required for the proposed project. The
supply of wood wastes in the vicinity of the proposed projects ig not likely
to be sufficient to meet the preject feedgtock needs. Costs for transpottiu’é
biomass to the project sites would likely be prohibitive.

1.9.5 100-Megawatt Petroleum Ccke-Fired Facility

It is technically feasible to construct and operate &8 100-uegawatct
gluidized-bed combustion project using petroleum coke &8s & feedstock. How-
ever, the maximum ground—level concentration of pollutants from 'a 100-M
fgcility would be greater than the cumulative maximum g:ound-lavel concentra~
tion from five 19.7 Md projects at five geparate locations ir the Pittsburg-
Antioch ares. A single 100 M4 facility would, therefore, emit a higher
concentration of toxic air pollutants and potentislly present & grisater health
rigk than 5 smaller; separate projects.

calz'™* . GE
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Dry Cooling Tower Alternative

electricity generatioz removes heat from

A dry cooling tower used in
air in sn enclosed systeod.

rean by indirect contact with dry
ecting the dry cooling alternative is that it does not
g stream as efficiently a8 wet cooling towers do,

the process st
The main reason for rej

remove heat from the proces
regulting in a loss of electrical generating capscity and revenues.

anned for. the proposed facil-

A conventional wet cooling tower is pl
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EXHIBIT "D W 3‘4 \[’c‘

BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

WILBUR‘BVENUE WEST POWER PLANT
GWF POWER SYSTEMS COMPANY, INC. - SITD III

NOTICE OF FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION

NOTICE OF DECISION

EIR for the Wilbur Avenue Weést Powver
wer Systems Company, Inc. is
The BAAQMD's Air Pollution
rmation in the Final EIR;
certified that j R was completed in compliance
with the provisions of CEQA; made findings pursuant to
Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and made a
decision to issue a conditional Authority to construct
- permit for the project on February 9, 1988.

The record of decision for this project and all
docunments incorporated by reference into the EIR are
available for public review at the BAAQMD Headquarters,:
Ellis Street, San Francigco in the public Intormation
office, 5th Floor. 1In addition, all documents incorporated

by reference 1n the EIR were sent to the Pittsburg and
Antioch public libraries.

If you have any questions, please contact the BAAQMD
public Information Office or Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD
,Plannef, at (415) 771-6000.

Milton Feldstein :
Air Pollution Control Officer

'”“V:.:;} February 9, 1988
pata
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Wilbur Avenue West Powar Plant

Certification of FPinal EIR
and
Adoption of Findings and Statement of Actions
Under the California Environmental Quality Act

1. The Rules and Regulatians of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District ("BAAQMD" or "District")
provide that the Air Pollution ‘Gontrol Officer is the
Distfict's decisionmaker with respect to-determinations as
to whether or not permits, in the form of Authorities to
Construct and Permits to Operate, should be issued to
proposed projects subject to the District's permit
requirements.

2. As the District's decisionmaker on the Authority
to Construct for the proposed Wilbur Avenue West petroleum
coke-fired power plant project, I have personally reviewed
the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for this

_project.

3. Pursuant to Title 14 California Administrative
Code Section 15090, I certify that the FEIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA and with the District's
.CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD Manual of Procedures, Volume VII),
that the FEIR was presented to me, and that I reviewed and
considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to
making my decision on the issuance of an Authority to
Construct for the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant project.
Although the District's CEQA Guidelines indicate that a
hearing may be held to certify a FEIR, I have determined
that when this provision of the District's CEQA Guidelines
is read together with the CEQA statute and the State's CEQA
Guidelines set forth in Title 14 California Administrative
Code, Secticn 15000 et _seq., such a hearing is a
discretionary one. Since’'a public hearing was held on the
Draft EIR, and since all parties who commented on the Draft
EIR will be receiving 2 copy of the FEIR, I therefore find
that a hearing to certify the FEIR is unnecessary in this
case. -

4. 'The FEIP evaluated the proposed Wilbur Avenue West
Power Plant project and concluded that the project would
have a number of significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts. However, the FEIR also identified
specific mitigation measures that will reduce all
significant or potentially significant impacts identified.
in the FEIR to a level of insignificance. Table 1 .
(attached) lists the identified significant impacts, the
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mitigation measures appropriate to each such impact which
were recommended by the District's EIR consultant and/or
which were incorporated into the project by the .applicant,
and the agency that will, or can and should, ensure that
the mitigation measures are implemented. For the
mitigation measures identified in Table I as the
responsibility of the BAAQMD, conditions requiring these
mitigation measures to be carried out will be included as
permit conditions to the Authority to Construct permit
which may be issued by the BAAQMD for the Wilbur Avenue
West Power Plant project. For those identified mitigation
measures the implementation of which is within the
responsibility or jurisdiction of other public agerncies, I
find that said mitigation measures either will, or can and
should, be adopted by the identified responsible agency.

S. Accordingly, pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081 and Title 14 california Administrative Code
Section 15091, I hereby find that changes have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Wilbur Avenue West
Power Plant project which mitigate and avoid all
significant environmental effects of the Wilbur Avenue West
Power Plant project which were identified in the FEIR.
These measures either will be included in permit conditions
to the Authority to Construct for the Wilbur Avenue West
Power Plant project to be issued by the BAAQMD, or will, or
can and should, be adopted by other public agencies which
have jurisdiction over the Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant
project.

6. In order to resolve any legal question as to the
authority of the BAAQMD under its Rules and Regulations to
require the applicant to comply with mitigation measures
covering matters unrelated to air quality, the applicant
has committed in writing to be bound by all mitigation
measures included in the FEIR (which are summarized in the
attached Table I) and in the BAAQMD's permit and to
compensate the District for the reasonable costs incurred
by the District in connection with the enforcement of such
conditions.

7. The following is an explanation for my decision to
agree with the conclusion in the FEIR that the ash
generated by the five GWF projects (if determined to be
non-hazardous, which I find, based on the facts presented
in the FEIR, is very likely to be the case) will not result
in a significant environmental effect, either by itself or
considered cumulatlvely with the waste from other
reasonably anticipated future projects, given the
implemen*atzon of mitigation measures incorporated by the
applicant into the project.




In the unlikely event that the applicant's ash is
- subsequently determined to be hazardous, such that it must
Y be disposed of in a Class I or Class' II landfill site, the
. FEIR indicates that adequate Class I or Class II landfill
o capacity does exist. Therefore, the disposal of the
applicant's ash in a Class I or Class II site will not
result in any significant environmental impact, either by

o itself or considered cumulatively, although such disposal

would likely result in added costs: to the operation of the

Wilbur Avenue West Power Plant project.

I am aware of the limited future Class III landfill
capacity and the extensive future landfill needs of Contra
Costa County considered on a cumulative basis from
information presented in the Contra Costa County Solid

Waste Management Plan, which was adopted by the Contra

Costa County Board of Supervisors in June of 1987.

However, the FEIR indicates that there will be substantial
opportunities for the applicant to sell the ash for use in
cement making and for other uses. For this reason, the .
FEIR concludes that there will be no significant
environmental effect as a result of the ash generated by

the five GWF projects.

However, there is no absolute guarantee that this ash
can be sold. In the event that the ash cannot be sold and
must be landfilled, the FEIR indicates that current Class
IIT landfill capacity does exist for this ash, but that the
landfill disposal of the applicant's ash will ultimately
result in a significant environmental effect, given the
cumulative effects of Contra Costa County's future Class
IIT landfill needs and projected capacity. A number of
measures are described in the FEIR which would mitigate
this significant environmental effect. One or more of
these measures can and should be adopted by Contra Costa
County should such an environmental effect occur.

1

However, given the ability and willingness of the
applicant to sell the ash, and glven the mitigation
measures incorporated by the appllcant into the project to
limit the metals content of the agh such that the applicant
should be able to sell the ash on;the open market, I find
that the project's ash generatlon would not result in a

significant environmental effﬂct.

8. The FEIR contains a humber of comments and
responses regarding the sub,ecv of .toxic air contaminants.
I have considered the effects of the five GWF projects on-a

a combined basis and note that the FEIR states that a risk
assessment analysis using certain assumptions concludes

3
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that the five projects combined have an incremental cancer
risk factor of 2.6 in one million, and a prcgjected "excess
cancer burden" of 0.6. There are no adopted federal, state
and local standards concerning whether these levels should
be interpreted as predicting a "significant" or
Yinsignificant" environmental effect, though the FEIR
describes several analogous risk maragement decisions and
regulations.

I have carefully reviewed the FEIR, and exercising my
experience, knowledge, and judgment as an air pollution
control officer have concluded that the statistics
presented in the risk assessment should not be interpreted
as predicting a significant environmental effect from the
five GWF pro;ects resulting from the em1551ons of toxic air
contaminants, glven the mitigation medsures incorporated by
the appllcant into these projects and included as permit
-conditions in the Authorities to Construct which the BAAQMD
may issue.

I have also considered the potential effects of the
five GWF projects considered cumulatively with other
Teasonably anticipated future projects. Although the
review of cumulative risk due to air toxics presented in
the FEIR indicates that the cumulative risk factor due to
the GWF projects plus three other reasonably anticipated
future projects will be substantially in excess of 2.6 in
one million, there are a number of reasons why the results
of this analysis do not show a cumulative health risk which
would be environmentally significant. First, the BAAQMD
has recently implemented several programs intended to
reduce exposure to toxic air contaminants from existing
sources. These BAAQMD programs will be the most effective
means of reducing public exposure to the potential health
risks of toxic air contaminants by reducing the current
levels of toxics in the ambient air; these anticipated
reductions will result in lower future ambient levels, even
when the incremental increases due to the GWF projects,
plus other reasonably anticipated future prcjects in the
area affected by the GWF projects, are taken into
consideration.

Second, the review of cumulative risk due to air
toxics presented in the FEIR is based on a very rough
screening approach which incorporates extreme worst case
assumptions for all relevant parameters for which hard data
are not available. It is accordingly my judgment that this
review significantly overstates the potential cumulative
risk from the projects in questlon, and that because of its
extrcme conservatism, this review is of very limited
utility in providing a basis for a considered risk ‘

4
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management decision on any specific project. However, I
f£ind that this revievw is adequate for the purposes of
providing the type of information on cumulative impacts
which is required under CEQA.

For all of the foregoing reasons, T therefore find
that there will be no significant cumulative health risk
resulting from the emissions of toxic air contaminants from-
the GWF projects plus other reasonably anticipated future
projects.

DATE: February 8, 1988

G ettt

Milton Feldstein
air Pollution Control officer
Bay Area Air Quality Management pistrict
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TABLE I
WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER FLANT - SITE III
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

~
Responsible
Environmental Impacts Mitigation Heasures Agencies -

——

Geology

1. Insignificant alterations in 1. No mitigation is necesszary.
the soil horizons.

Ssismicity . Incorporated by Applicant

1. Potential damage or destruction 1. Adhere to applicable standards of Antioch
of facilities during -an earth- practice and building codes for
quake; associated spills of flamm— seismic hazard sveas; equip pipes
sble materisl; and fire. carrying flammable materials with

automatic shut-off valves snd
design them to minimize potential
for breskage; install vibration
monitoring and-uarning devices on
the steem turbine, cooling tower,
~

snd other essential plent
equipment with automatic shut-down
capabiiity.

2. Potentiel liquifaction of Béfore finalizing facility design. City of Antioch
on-gite soils during a8 seisxmic the applicant®s geotechnical consul-
event. tant will perform a liquefaction
anslysis to confirm the potential
liquefaction hazard st the projact
gite. 1f this anslysis shows a
potentisl hazard, the spplicant will
implement specific design criteria
to mitigate the problem., These mea-
gures could include:

IVVd IINNIW
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TABLE I

WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE IIY

SUMMARY OF EMVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND

A

—

Environmental Impacts

Mitigation Measures

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Responafble
Agencies

Soils

1. Insignificaent increase in
soil erosion.

2. Potential introduction of haz-
ardous materiasls into goils.

Avoiding building critical
structures in the potential
liquefiable area;

Densifying the liquefiable goils
by compaction;

Providing support for critical
structures in firm soils below
the liquefiable soils; or

Other measures recommended by a
registered geotachnical consul-
tant,

Incorporated by Applicant

1. Landascepe areas of bare soil with

native plants after construction;
avoid: undercutting the .north: bank
fill materials.

Place tanks containing acids,
caustice, and oil on concrete
slabs and surround them with
containment walls,

City of Antioch

City of Antioch
Riverview Fire
Protection District

(Continutdi




TABLE I
WILBUR AVENUE WEST PCWER PLANT - SITE III
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MFASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

W‘
Responsible

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures Agencies

3. Ponding from runoff from Wilbur 3. Construct a percolation pond with Contra Costa
Avenue, sufficient detention to percolate County Flood
runoff, according to County Flood Control District

Control District standards. Alter—
native iz a detention or equslizing
pond followed by pump—out to the
river,

4. Soil instebility prohibits uage Rexove existing sand fill to a City of Antioch

of egpread-type foundations. depth of 12 feet, then replace
and recompact the £ill,

Hydrology Incorporated by Applicant

1. Incressed runoff and ponding 1. Construct on-site drainage culverts City of Antioch
during and efter construction. to ensure adequate drainage.

2. If process wastewater and gurface 2. Sample the effluent as directed Central Vsalley
runcff are discharged into San by the Regional Hater Quality Regional Water
Joaguin River, 10 to 1 dilution Control Boerd. If unacceptable Quality Control
would be achieved with ingigni- conditions are detected, appli- Bosrd
ficant water-quality impactas. cant must follow directives of

RUQCB.

If percolation pond diecharge Install monitoring wells upgradient Central Valley
option is chosen, ground-water and downgradient of the percolatica ‘Regional Water
quslity could be impacted. pond, analyze samples and revise QuelityControl

waste diascherge methods as' sppropri- Board

ate as required by ths Regional Water

Control Board.

OV NN
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TABLE I

WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE IIX
SUMMARY OF .ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

e e i et W==m. E = = o

Environzental Impscts

Mitigation Measures

Responcibip
Agencies

4. Contanination of surface and
ground weter from leaking stor-
age tanksa.

Coastal Resources

1. Habitat destruction could occur
if earth or £fill materisls are
digposed of near the vastewater
diacharge outfall,

Air Qualit

1. Increased local emisegions of
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, perticulate matter,
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons,
and trace amounts of metals
and organics from facility
operation.

4, Place tanks on concrete slabs and-

build containment walis around
them to contain potential apills.

Incorporated by Applicant

1. Dispose of fill material st an
sppropriate upland location,

Incorporated by Applicant

1. Apply best available control

technology, specifically:

o sorbent injection (sulfur
dioxide control);
ammonia injection (nitrogen
oxides control);
fabric filter baghousge
(particulate matter and metals
contgol);
cyclones (large particle
combustion controls (carbon
monoxide and hydrecearbon
emigsions control).
control); and

City of Antioch
Riverview Fire
Protection District

City of Antioch

(Continﬁqa)




TABLE I
WILBUR AVENUE WEST FOMER PLANT - SITE III 3
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPGSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPOMSIBLE AGEWCIES

Responajﬁle
Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures Agencien

2., Fugitive dust during 2. Spray witer at least twice daily BAAQMD
construction, during construction.

3. Pugitive dust during 3. Apply negative air pressure and
operation. use an enclosed fuel transfer and
handling system with exhaust to
fabric filter baghouse to reduce.
fugitive dust,

Public Health Incorporated by Applicant

1. Increaged emissions of toxic 1. Apply Best Available Control Tech-
eir contaminants, Maximum Exposed nology for organics and particulates,
Individual 1p-year cancer risk and limit metal content of petroleum
of 1.4 x 10 ~, noncarcinogenic coke to 1.6 ppn fur chromium and
exposures less than Threshold 402 ppm for mickel.

Limit Values (TLVs).

Vegetation and Wildlife

1. Insignificant impacts on 1. No mitigation is necessary.
vegetation and wildlife,

11

Land Uge/Aesthetics/Noise Recommended by ‘EIR Consuitant

1. Constructio.:-and operation 1. Equip all construction equipment City of Antioch
noise. with muffiers; direct potentially
annoying noise sources toward
interior of facility.

BV IANIT
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TABLE 1 )
) WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE III o
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROFOSED MITIGATION MEASURES;, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

______————;—_'
Responsible
Environiientsl Impacts Mitigation Measures Agencies

2, Facility operation noise levels 2. GWF should require vendors of;‘major City of Antioch
may exceed City of .Antioch noise noise—producing equipment to acous=
standards at residentisl uses to tically attenuate equipment &8s neces-
the southwest. gpary to comply with Antioch residentisl
noigse standards..

Conduct 24-hour noise monitoring after
the facility is in operation to verify
that gthe noise levels at nesrby
residential receptors are in com—
plience with applicable noise
standards. If noise levels exceed
City of Antioch standards, -addi~
tional acoustical treatment (such.

es structursl enclosures or bar-
riers) would be installed and
additional monitoring performed

to verify compliance with noise
standards.

3, Stack and other structures Landscape facility site; direct City of Antiosh
vigible from surrounding lights to interior of facility;
arees. 1imit stack lighta to aircraft

wammning lights; use sodium

instead of mercury lights to

reduce glare; limit height of

light posts to 12 feet.

(Continued)
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TABLE 1

WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE III )
SUMMARY OF ERVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLR AGENCIES

~ Environmentsl Impacts

Mitigation Mesagures

e ———
Responsible
Agencies

Population, Housing, and Employment

1. The proposed project would
have a:small beneficial impact
on local and regional employment.

Traffic and Circulation

1. Insignificent increase in light-
duty vehicle and truck traffic.

2, Project traffic entering the

gite from Wilbur Avenue could

* ‘caume congestion along Wilbur
Avenue, impairing traffic safety.

1. No mitigation ig nicessary.

1. This additional traffic would not

cauge any local roadways to
experience unacceptable levels of
service.

Incorporated by Applicant

The applicant hus agreed to schedule
truck deliveries, where possible, to
evoid peak-hour traffic.

The applicant has sgreed to contrac-
tually required that project related
heavy trucke (sorbent, fuel and ash

trucks) use the Wilbur Avenue/SR-169
interchange for site access.

Recommended by EIR Consultant

Install a left turn lane at the site
access point on Wilbur Avenue,

City of Anrioch

City of Antioch

{Continued)




TABLE I
WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE IIZ
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

. Reaponsible
Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures Agencies

Public Services Incorporated by Applicant

1. Fire protection for the 1. Pay fire facilities element fees Rivervicw Fire
facility would strain the to offset the cost of providing Protection District
service capabilities of the fire protection to the project .
Riverview Fire Protection site; provide on-site access.

District. roadways with all-weather
driving surfaces and specified
widths and clearances; partici-
pate in a benefit assessment
digtrict to fund fire district
staff needs.

Flood hazard impacts on local Applicant will fund & portion of Contru Costa
flood control district. Wilbur Avenue stormwater drainage County Flood
gystem that drains into the Sen Control District
Joaquin River unless the City of City of Antioch
Antioch determines that the pro-
posed on-site percolation ponds:
are adequate for site storsmwater
runoff.

The DEIR e¢valuated a project Pay water services fees to offset ‘City of ‘Antioch
water demand of 432,400 gallons the full cost of providing water
per day; however the applicant to the facility. Project operation
has reviged the project water should not commence until expansion
demand to 343,400 gallons per day. of the City water treatsment plant is
Potential impacts may occur to complet.d in 1988.
the City of Antioch from supply-
+s.ing water if the water treatment
plant expansion is not completed
as scheduled in 1988.

IOVIUNNIW
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TABLE 1
WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE III
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Ralpon&ibld
Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures Agencies

If project domestic sewage is dig~ 4. Applicant will obtain suthorization Delta Diasblo
charged to the City of Antioch from the Delte Disblo Sanitation Sanitation District
gsever system (upon construction of District and the City of Antioch and City of Antioch
the Wilbur Avenue sewer), project pay use fees for -sewage discharge to

sevage discharge would be less than the locsl sewer sgyctenm.

1 percent of the existing unused

capacity of the Delta Diablo Sanita-

tion District treatment plant, Zone

III aliocation. The DEIR evaluated

procesa water discharge of 72,400

gallons per day; however the appli-

cent has revised this diascharge to

47,000 gallons per day. No signif-

icant impacts to public wastewater

facilities are enticipated.

Cultural Resources Incorporated by Applicant

1. Disturbance of culturally 1. No culturally gengitive sites City of Antioch
gengitive gites in project identified in project vicinity.
area, If cultural sites are encountered
during construction, construction
would cease until findings are
evaluated by a qualified archseol-
ogist.

VA NANIW
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TABLE I

WILBUR AVENUE WEST POWER PLANT - SITE III
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

W-m

——

Environmentel Impacts

Responsible
Agencien

Mitigation Measures

1. Mags balance analysis indicates
that ash would be determined to
be nonhazardous. The preferred
dispossl option is to aell .agh for
use as a building patarisl; other-—
vise, ash would be digposed of in
s permitzed landfill., Class II and
Class III lendfill space /for non—

hazsrdous ash is currently available

for GHE's projects; howeyer, future
1andfill needs for all of Contrs

1. Limit metal content of petroleus

BAAQMD
coke fuel to 1.6 ppm for chromium, DHS
402 ppa for nickel, and 650 ppm for

vanadium; store ash in an enclosed

structure prior to of f-gite ship-

zent; test ash produced during

facility operation in sccordance:

with Department of Health Services
requiresents; spplicant will utilize

all opportunities to sell ash.

Costa County exceed savailable capacity.

Becsuse it is expected that the ash
will be sold, end not landfilled,

no significant impacts gshould result

from disposal of the ash from this
project.

Traffic (Cumulative)

- 1. Tha GWF projects would add to the
cumulative traffic affecting the
local roadways. Incremental
jncresses sre minor and not con~
sidered to be significant. How-
ever, local ‘rosdway improvezents
will be required to serve projected

cuaulasive traffic flows.

City of Antioch
Caltrans

1. Participate (pro rata share) in
state and/or local improvement
asgessennt districts necessary
to implesent roadway improvesents
slong fscilities affected by pro-
ject traffic.

The applicant has agreed to en—
courage the use of designated truck
routes and the access specifications
jdentified for eésch project site.
Where possible, delivary contracts
will specify desired sccess routes.
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLAKT
GWF POWER SYSTEMS COMPANY - S8ITE IV

NOTICE OF FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION

NOTICE OF DECISION

The enclosed Final EIR for the Wilbur Avenue East Power
Plant project proposed by GWF Power Systems Company, Inc. is
provided for your information. Ihe:BAAQMD's Air Pollution
Control Officer considered the jnformation in the Final EIR;
certified that the Final EIR was completed in compliance
with the provisions of CEQA; made .£indings pursuant to
section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and made a
decision to issue a conditional authority to construct
permit for the project on February 11, 1988.

The record of decision for this project and all
documents incorporated by reference into the EIR are
available for public review at the BAAQMD Headquarters, 939
Ellis Street, San Francisco in the Public Information
office, 5th Floor. In additien, all documents incorporated
by reference in the EIR were sent to the Pittsburg and

Antioch public libraries.

If you have any questions, please contact the BAAQMD
public Information Office or Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD
Planner, at (415) 771-6000.

Milton Feldstein
Air Pallution control Officer

February 11,~1988
Date

AL 3% 162
939 ELLIS STREET * SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102 (415) 7715000 2194

NIRUTE PAGE




Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant

Certification of Final EIR
ana
Adoption of Findings and Statement of Actions
Under the California Environmental Quality Act

1. The Rules and Regulations of the Bay Area Air

. Quality Management District ("BAAQMD" or "District®)
provide that the Air Pollution Control Officer is the
District's decisionmaker with respect to determinations as
to whether or not permits, in the form of Authorities to
Construct and Permits to Operate, should be issued to
proposed projects subject to-the District's permit
requirements.

2. As the District's decisionmaker on the Authority
to Construct for the proposed Wilbur Avenue East petrolaum
coke-fired power plant project, I have personally reviewed
the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for this
project.

3. Pursuant to Title 14 California Administrative
Code Section 15090, I certify that the FEIR has: been
completed in compllance with CEQA and with the District's
CEQA Guidelines (BaAQMD Manual of Procedures, Volume VII),
that the FEIR was presented to me, and that I reviewed and
considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to
making my decisicn on the issuance oi an Authority to
Construct for the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant project.
Although the District's CEQA Guidelines indicate that a
hearing may be held to certify a FEIR, I have determined
that when this provision of the Dlstrlct's CEQA Guidelines
is read together with the CEQA statute and the State's CEQA
Guidelines set forth in Title 14 California Administrative
Code, Section 15000 et seq., such a hearing is a
discretionary one. Since a public hearing was held on the
Draft EIR, and since all parties who commented on the Draft
EIR will be receiving a copy of the FEIR, I therefore find
that a hearing to certify the FEIR is unnecessary in this
case.

4. The FEIR evaluated the proposed Wilbur Avenue East
Power Plant project and concluded that the project would
have a number of significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts. However, the FEIR also identified
specific mitigation measures that will reduce ail
SLgnlflcant or potentially significant impacts identifledo
in the FEIR to a level of insignificance. Table I
(attached) lists the identified significant impacts, the

1 - —
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mitigation measures appropriate to each such impact which
were recommended by the District's EIR consultant and/ox
which were incorporated into the project by the applicant,
and the agency that will, or can and should, ensure that
the mitigation measures are implemented. For the:
mitigation measures identified in Table I as the
responsibility of the BAAQMD or of no other responsible
agency, conditions requiring these mitigation measures to
be carried out will be included as permit conditions to the =
Authority to Construct permit which may be issued by the -
BAAQMD for the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant project. For

those identified mitigation measures the implementation of

which is within the responsibility or jurisdiction of other

public agencies, I find that said nitigation measures

either will, or can and should, be adopted by the

identified responsible agency.

5. Accordingly, pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081 and Title 14 California Administrative Code
Section 15091, I hereby find that changes have been
required in, or 1incorporated into, the Wilbur Avenue East
Power Plant pro:ect which mitigate and avoid all
- significant envirdnmental effects of the Wilbur Avenue East
Power Plant project which wiere identified in the FEIR. 0

These measures either will be included in permit conditions
to the Authority to Construct for the Wilbur Avenue East -
Power Plant project to be issued by the BAAQMD, or will, or
can and should, be adopted by other publis agencies which
have jurisdiction over the Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant

project.

6. In order to resolve any legal question as to the
authorlty of the BARAQMD under its Rules and Regulations to
requlre the applicant to comply with mitigation measures
covering matters unrelated to air quality, the appllcant
has committed in writing to be bound by all mitigation
measures included in the FEIR (which are summarized in the
attached Table J) and in the BAAQMD's permit and to
compensate the District for the reasonable costs incurred
by the District in connection with the enforcement of such

conditions.

7. The following is an explanation for my decision to
agree with the conclusicn in the FEIR that the ash
generated by the five GWF projects (if determined to be
non-hazardous, which I find, based on the facts presented
in the FEIR, is very likely to be the case) will not result
in a significant environmental effect, either by itself or
considered cumulatively with the waste from other -
reasonably antxct@ated future projects, given the )

.
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i implementation of mitigation measures incorporated by the
applicant into the project.

In the unlikely event that the applicant's ash is
subsequently determined to be hazardous, such that it must
be disposed of in a Class I or Class II landfill site, %he
FEIR indicates that adequate Class I or Class II landfill
capacity does exist. Therefore, the dlsposal of the
appllcant's ash in a Class I or Class II site will not )
result in any szgnlflcant environmental impact, either by ;
itself or considered cumulatlvely, although such disposal .
would likely result in added costs to the operation of the

Wilbur Avenue East Power ‘Plant project.

I am aware of the limited future Class III landfill
capacity and the extensive rfuture landfill needs of Contra
Costa County considered on a .cumulative basis from
information presented in the Contra Costa County Solid
Waste Management Plan, which was adopted by the Contra
Costa County Board of Supervisors in June of 1987.
However, the FEIR indicates that there will be substantial
opportunltles for the applicant to sell the ash for use in

" cement making and for other uses. For this reason, the
FEIR concludes that there will be no significant
environmental effect as a result of ‘the ash generated by

the five GWF projects.

However, there is no absolute guarantee that this ash
can be sold. In the event that the ash cannot be sold and
must be landfilled, the FEIR indicates that current Class
III landfill capacxty does exist for this' ash, but that the
landfill disposal of the applicant's ash wxll ultlmately
result in a significant env1ronmental effect, given the
cumulative effects of Contra Costa County's future Class
III landfill needs and projected capacity. A number of
measures are described in the FEIR which would mitigate
this significant environmental effect. One or more of
these measures can and should be adopted ‘by Contra Costa
County should such an environmental effect occur.

However, given the ability and willingness of the
applicant to sell the ash, and given the mitigation
measures incorporated by the applicant into the pro;ect to
limit the metals content of the ash such that the applicant
should be able to sell the ash on the open market, I find
that the project's ash generation would not result in-.a
significant enviranmental effect.

8. The FEIR contains a number of comments and
responses regarding the subject of toxic air contaminant«.
I have considered the effects of the five GWF projects on\

3
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combined basis and note that the FEIR states that a risk
assessment analysis using certain assumptions concludes

o that the five projects combined have an incremental cancer
P risk factor of 2.6 in one million, and a projected “excess
RET cancer burden" of 0.6. There are no adopted federal, state

and local standards concernlng whether these laevels should
. be interpreted as predicting a "significant® or
T, "insignificant" environmental effect, thiough the FEIR
S describes several analogous risk management decisions and
RN regulaticns.

I have carefully reviewed the FEIR, and exercising my
experience, knowledge, and judgment as an air pollution
control officer have concluded that the statistics
presented in the risk assessment should not be interpreted
as predlctlng a significant environmental effect from the
five GWF projects resulting from the emissions of toxic air
contaminants, given the mitigation measures incorporated by
the applicant into these projects and included as permit
conditions in the Authorities to Construct which the BAAQMD
may issue.

- I have also considered the potential effects- ¢cf the
‘five GWF projects considered cumulatively with other
reasonably anticipated future projects. Although the
review of cumulative risk due to air toxics presented in
the FEIR indicates that the cumulative risk factor due to
the GWF projects plus three other reasonably anticxpated
future projects will be substantially in excess of 2.6 in
one million, there are a number of reasons why the results
of this analysis do- not show a cumulative health risk which
would be environmentally significant. First, the BAAQMD
has recently implemented several programs intended to
reduce exposure to toxic air contaminants from existing
sources. These BAAQMD programs will be the most effective
means of reduc1ng public exposure to the potential health

risks of toxic air contaminants by reducing the current
levels of toxics in the ambient air; these anticipated
reductions will result in lower future ambient levels, even
when the incremental increases due to the GWF projects,
pius other reasonably anticipated future projects in the
area affected by the GWF projects, are taken into
consideration. .

Second, the review of cumulative risk due to air
toxics presented in the FEIR is based on a very rough
screening approach which incorporates extreme worst case
assumpticns for all relevant parameters for which hard data
are not available. It is accordingly my judgment that this
review significantly overstates the potential cumulative
risk from the projects in question, and that because of its

4
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extreme cénservatism, this review is o< very limited
gtility in providing a basis for a considered risk
management decision on any specific project. However, I
find that this review is adequate for the purposes of
providing the type of information on cumulative inpacts
which is required under CEQA.

For all of the foregoing reasons, 1. therefore find
that there will be no significant cumulative health risk
resulting from the emissions of toxic air contaminants from

the GWF projects plus other reasonably anticipated future
projectss

DATE: Februavy 8, 1988

Hilton Feldstein
Air Pollution Control officer
say Area Air Quality Managemsnt District




TABLE 1

WILBUR AVENUE EAST PONER PLANT — SITE IV
SUMHARY OF EMVIRONKENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURER, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

LR

Environsentsl Ispsots

Ritigation Muwr‘]il

Racponsibic
Agencies

Beotogy

1. Insignificant siternations iIn
the scil horfzone.

. Satmmicisy

- 1. Potential damege or destruction
E of fsctlitiss during an esrth-
. -quake} associated spills of

flasmsble material; and fire,

. £, Potantisl Ligusfection of on-site
sofis during a seismic avant,

30VANNIW

1. No mitigetion s necssasry.

Incorparated t4ca

1. Adhers to'applicabls stendards of
practics and building codes for
ssisaic hazerd areasj equip pipes
carrying flemssble materials with
sutomsatic shut~off valves snd de—
sign them to ainimize potential for
breskage; install.vibrstion soni~
toring snd warning davices on the-
stasa turbine, cooling towar, and
other ssssntisl plant equipment
with autosstic shut-down capability,

2, Befors finelizing facility dasign,

the applicant’s gsotschnicsl
consultant will psrform s Lique—
faction hazerd at the project site,
If this snslysais showo 8 potentiat
hezerd, the spplicant wili implemsnt
spacific design criteria to aitigats
the probles, Theas msasurss could
includes

fio local cssponsible egencys
witigetion waasurss will be
included ss peraté conditions
to BAAOMD Authority to
Construct

M5 Local responsibla ‘sgency;

‘mitigation maseurss uill be

tncluded as perait conditions
to. BAAOMD Authority o Coastruct

&

89T ®

& 70T
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TABLE I

WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLANT - BITE IV
SUKHARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PRGPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND AESPONSIBLE ADENCIES

Environzsntel Ispsots

Hitigation Hassurss

Rasponsibla
Qgenc‘l [ 1]

Soile .

1. Insignificant increass in soil
srosion,

2. Potentfel introduction of hsz—

8 Avaiding building criticel
structures in the potentcial
liquefisbls arsay

e Dansifying the Liquefiable
soila by compactiong

e Praviding support for critical
structures in fira sofls below
the tiqusfieble sofls; or

e Othar mssiurcs recomsanded’ by
8 registirad gsotechnicsal
consultant,

Incorparated 14

4. Landscaps arcas of bars cofl with

native plants aftsr construction,

2. Place tanks containing ecids,,

Insignificant {mpact; howsver,
applicant accapts mitigntion
ssasurss ss perait condition
to BAAGND Authority to
Construct

fiverviow Firs Protecticn

ardous materiels into eoils, caustics, and oil on concrets District
slabs end surround them with
contsirmant walls,
.e {Continued)




TABLE 1
WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLANT - SITE IV
SINMURY OF ENVIADNMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION HEASURES, AND RESFOXSIBLE AGENCIES

Agsnaiss

Envirormental Ispacts Hitigation Hsssurss

Hydrology Incorgorated by Appticent

1. Insignificant inoresss in runof? 1. Canstruct on-sits drainege culvsrts Instgnificent impacts kowaver,
snd ponding during snd efter to snsurs adsquate drainags. .pp’,;unt sccapts aitigation. ’
construotion, ‘mgasrues as perait coxlitisn . . s

to BAAOMD Authorisy to .

Construcs

2. If procses wsstexater and surfacs 2. Sanple ths afflusnt es dirscted by Central Vslley Reglanel Water .
runoff srs discharged into San tho Regionsl ¥eter Quatity Controt Quality, Controt BSoard S
Josquin River, 10 to 1 dilution Board., If unacceptable conditions ;
« would bs achieved with insignificart ars detectsd, applicant must follow
watsrquality {opacts,, dirsctives of AWGCB,

3. Placs tenks on conorste olebs and Riverview Firo Protection
build contaasinant walls srcund thea District
to contsin potantial’ spilis.

3. Patential contemination of
surfacs and ground water
from tesking storags tanks,

Loestel Ressurces Incorgorated by Appticant
1. Hiditag dsstruction stong the 1. Dieposs of fill msterial at sn No Locsl responsible ngencys
‘ Gan Joaguin Afver could occur sppropriate uplend tocaticn, sitigation saasure ofll be
z 0 ;‘a 1f sarth cr fiLl aatorials sre included ss e:parait cendition
P disposad of near ths wastewster to BAAMD Authorisy to Construct

fo <4 o3

discharga cutfatl,

{Continued)
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TABLE 1
WILBUR AVENUE EAST PONER PLANT -~ SITE IV
SUNHARY OF EWVIRONHENTAL IKPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Responsible
Envircrmental Ispsscte Hitigation Haasurss Agsncias

Alr Quality Incorporsted by Applicant

4. Incrsssced locsl eaissions af 4, Apply bast eveileble controtl
sulfur dtoxide, nitrogen technolegy, spscificsliys
oxidsa, particulate matter,
carbon sanoxids, hydrocarbons, o saorbant injection {sulfur
snd tracs amounts of matels dioxids control);
snd organics from facility ssmonis injoection {nitrogen
opuration. oxides controll;

fabric Tilter baghouss
{particulote matter and
matels controllg

syclones (lergs particle
control); snd

cozbustion controts {carbon
nonoxide and hydrocsrbon
ssissfons control]),

2, Fuigitive duet during Spray water at Lsast twice daily
construction, during construction,

3, Fugitive dust during operstion. 3. Apply negative sir prassurs snd
use an enclosed fuel transfar and
handling systea mith exhaust to
fabric filtar baghouss to rsduce
fugitive dunt,

o
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TABLE I
WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLANT - SITE IV

\ f\ ) _ELMMARY OF ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND REBPONSIBLE AGEMCIES
/‘
i Regpansible
Environsantal Ispscts Hitigetion Heasurss Agsncies

Conduct 24~-houtr nofss monitoring

aftar the facility ts in operstion

o to varify that the actusl noise Lavals
a at naarby resfdentisl receptors are in
complisnce with acceptabls noiss stan-
dards. If nofse lavels exceed stsndards,
N additionsl acoustical trestaent [such
vt as structurst saclosurss or barriers)
would bs instellad snd edditionsl son~
itoring peforaed -to verify complisnce
with noiss standards,

S

£ To sdequataly sttenuste noisc levals
at tha carstaksr reoidsnce adlscent
to the prajsct site, nofss inculation

. satsrisl should bs ratrofitted or
this structurs soved & minisum of 300
fest away from the praject site,

£. Stack snd other structures 2. Lsndscape faciiity aite; direct ’ Iasignificent impscty however,
visibls from surrounding Lights to fnterfor of fscility; applicant sccepts mitigotion
arses, No significent visusl ispocts, Limit stack Lights to eircraft msssures cs perait conditions to
warning Lights; uss sodium instsad BAAGMD Authority to Conutruct

of sarcucy Lights to raduce glare;
limit height of ‘tight posts to
12 faat,

sticr ng, snd t

4. The propossd prajsct would have 1. No mitigetion is necessary.
@ sasit bensficial impect on
local and rsglonsl employmant,

{Continued)
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TABLE X

WILBUR AVENUE EAST PONER PLANT ~ SITE IV
SUIMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED NITIOATION, MEASURES, AND RESPOMSIBLE AGENCIES

Environmentsl Impacts

Kitigetion Hsssurss

Lirculstic

1. Insignificant increass in light=-
duty vehicls and truck traffic.

4. ALl of the Local rosdwsys that

would bs ussd by praject-gsnerated
traffic sre currantly opsrating at
an ecceptzhle Leval of servics
{1.0., LOS C or batter] during sve~
rags snd poak-hour periods end thase
Levels of asrvice ers not expsscted
te change as @ result of .project
traffic. Therafore, no oitigation
is requirad,

Incorpsrated Licapt

Appticent will schedute truck
delivaries; whsra possible, to occur
during of f-peak hours.

The. applicant has agresd to
contractually requirs that
prajsct-related hsavy trucks
(sorbent, fusl, and ash grucks)

use the Wilbur Avenus/S8R-460
interchange for site access,

comusnded IR Consulta

RAssponsibie

Insignificent impact; howevar,
applicsnt sccepts mitigation
ssasures as-perait condition to.
BAACHD Authority to Construct

-4




TABLE 1
WILBUR AVENUE EAST POMER PLANT - SITE IV
SUNMARY OF ENVIRONHENTAL IMPACTS, PAOPOSED WITIGATION HEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Responsible
Agancies

Envirormentst Impects Mitigation Hsssures

ated b Licant

ic_Se [] Incor

Atvarview Firs Protsciton
‘District

4. Pay fire facilities olemsnt feacs

4. Firo protsction for ths
to offsst the cost of praviding

facility would strain ths

service capebiiizive of the
Rivarview Firs P/otsction
District.

fire protsction to the prajsct
site; provide on-site sccess road~
ways with all-wssther driving sur

taces snd spacified widths and
clesrancesg participese in a banefit
assassasnt district to fund fire
dietrict steff nesds,

Pey water ssrvicss faes to offsst City of antioch
the cost of providing water to

ths fecility, Expansion of the water

treatmant plent would be conpl sted

prior to stert of facility operstions,

Ths DEIR svalustad o prajesct watsr
dessnd of 432,400 gellons per dayg
howsver, ths spplicant has reavised the
watsr desand ‘to 343,440 gallons par
dey, FPotsatiel ispacts to the City
of Anticch froa supplying praject
weter if the wstsr grest=sal pLant
expansicn is not complated s
schaduled §n 1888.

.
.

Contera Costs County Flood
Control District

Construct o portion of the flood

control district storswater drainage
systes that witl drain into the San
Josquin Rivar or uss omsite percolation
pond for storswatsr runoff. The dreim
age system construction costs borne by
the spplicant would offsst ths drainage
fess roquirsd to connact ths facility

Flood hazerd impacts on iocst
flcod control district,
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TABLE I

WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLANT —~ BITE IV

SUMMARY OF EMVIRONMENTAL IHPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, ANO RESFONSISLE AGENCIES 8

Ervironsentsl Ispacss

Hitigation Maasures

Rasponsible
Agancics

4, The DEIR svaluated @ prajsct westmater 4,
diecharge of 72,400 gsllons par dayj
hossver, ths sppliczant fias revised the
dischsrge to 47,000 gatlons par day.

If the praject domastic wsatmister is
roquires to &is discherpsd to the City

of Antioch sexsr sytes upon consiruckion
of ths Wilbur Avenus swesr, praject 4dis
charge would ba Lsss than ¢ percent of

ths axisting unused capscity of tha

Dalts Dtadblo Banitation District irsatment
plant,

ttural Fesource
4. Disturbhsnce of cultursily 1.

ssnsitive sites in praject
arsa,

Incorporated ¢

with ths drainags system plannad for the
cres. The uppllunt—proponé on-site
percolation pond sust bs dsterminad to bs
adsquste by ths Contra Costa County

Flood Control District,

Applicant will cbtain suthorization fros
ine Dalta Dieblc Ssnitet{on District

and the City of Antioch snd pay uw7358
for discharge to ths Local seser sy\tim,

ticapt

Ho culturally sansitive siter
idantified in praject vicini.yg 1f
sncountsrad during construction,
construction would csase until
findings sre svatuated by &
qualified archeeologist.

Dslta Disblo Eanitstich
Dissrice
City of Antioch

No tocal rseponsible sjency)

sitigation massure will be a
inctuded as perait condition

to BAAOHD Authority to-Constiuct

" [Consinued)




h \ TABLE T
WILBUR AVENUE EAST POWER PLANT — SITE IV )
SUARY OF ENVIROHMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION HEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Rsspona’ble
Envircoasntsl Ispecta Kitigation Msasures Agsnclus
: Ash Disposat Incorporated by Applicant
o~ 4. Kass balance analysis indicates 1. Limit xetal contint of patroleve RAAOMD
P that ash would be detersinsd to be coke fual to 1.8 ppe:for chromium, DHS
A nonhszardous, Tho prefcrrad dispossl 402 ppm for nicksl, en? 660 pps for
option is to sell ugh for usa as a for vanadium; store ash in an enclosed
k building material; otherwiss ash would structure prior to off-sits shipment;
R be disposed of in a parmitted lendfill, tost ash produced during facitity
Cless I ond Class IIX landfill epsc~ for opsration in sccordance with Dspartasnt
R narhezerdous ash 1s currsntiy svailable of Heslth Services requiremante; applicant
for OWF's prajocts; however, future land- will utitize ell opportunities to
S filL poeds for slt cf Contrs Costa County scll essh,
excsed availsble cepscity, Bscaues it {s
sapsotsd that the ash will &s sotd, end
nat landfilled, na significant {mpscts
should rasult from disposal of the ash
W from this project, -
R 4. The ONF prajects would sdd to ths 1. Participate {pro rata share] in stste Csitrano
,,“ cumulative Sraffic ll’hctinp ths snd/or local improvement assssssent Contras Coats County
Z 0 % local roadesys. Incrasantsl districts nscessary to {mplomsnt rosd-
"’: :.=. [ incrosses are minor and not conm~ way improvemsnts slopg fecilities
3 o sidared to bes signiffcant., How— affected by praject traffic.
T sver, tocal roadwsy improvessnts
' o uitl bs required to serve prajectsd The spplicant has esgreed to encoursgs
HY cumulative traffic floms, the use of designestad truck routes and
the access spscifications {dsntified for
L l_} ot each praject sits, Where pasaible,
3 dolivery contracts will specify
? ~ dosired access routes,
NN -
’O,
g




NICHOLS ROAD POWER PLANT
GWF POWER SYSTEMS COMPANY ~ SITE V

NOTICE. OF FiNAL EIR CERTIFICATION

NOTICE OF DECISION

The enclosed Final EIR for the Nichols Road Power Plant
project proposed by GWF Power Systems company, Inc. is
provided for your information.. The BAAQMD's Air Pollution
Control Officer considered the ipformation in the Final EIR?’
certified that the Final EIR was completed in compliance
with the provisions of CEQA: made findings pursuant to
Section 15091 of the state CEQA Guidelines; and made a
gecision to issue a conditional Authority to Construct

permit for the project con February 1}, 1988.

The record of decision for this project and all
documents incorporated by reference into the EIR are
available for publig,review at the BAAQMD Headquarters, 939
Ellis Street, San Francisco in the Public Information
Office, 5th Flocor. In addition, all documents incorporated
by reference in the EIR were sent to the pPittsburg and

Antioch public libraries.

If you have any ¢ estions about this project, please
contact the BAAQMD Public Information Office or Jean
Roggenkamp, BAAQMD Planner, at (415): 771-6000.

Milton Feldscein '
Air Pollution Control Qfficer

February 11,_ 1988
Date

>

| 939 ELLISSTREET e SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94109 o (415) 771:6000
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Nichols Road Power Plant

Certification of Final EIR
anad
Adoption of Findings and '‘Statement of Actions
Under the California Eavirocnmental Quality Act

1. The Rules and Regulations of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District ("BAAQMD" or "Dlstrlct")
provide that the Air Pollution Control Officer is the
District's decisionmaker with respect to determinations as
to whether or not permits, in the form of Authorities to
Construct and Permits to COperate, should be issued to
proposed projects subject to the District's permit
requirements.

2. As the District's decisionmaker on the Authority
to Construct for the proposed Nichols Road petroleum coke-
fired power plant project, I have personally reviewed the
Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for this
project.

3. Pursuant to Title 14 California Admjnistrative
Code Section 15090, I certify that the FEIR ‘has been
completed in compliance with CEQA and with the: District's
CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD Manual of Procedures, Volume VII),
that the FEIR was presented to me, and that I reviewed and
considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to
making my decision on the issuance of an Authority to
Construct for the Nichcls Road Power Plant project.
Although the District's CEQA Guidelines indicate that a
hearing may be held to certify a FEIR, I have determined
that when this provision of! the District's CEQA Guidelines
is read together with the CEQA statute and the State's CEQA
Guidelines set forth in Title 14 California Admlnlstratlve
Code, Section 15000 et seq.; such a hearlng is a
discretionary one. Since a public hearing was held on the
Draft EIR, and since all parties who commented on the Draft
EIR will be receiving a copy of the FEIR, I therefore find
that a hearing to certify the FEIR is unnecessary in this
case.

4. The FEIR evaluated the proposed Nichols Road Power
Plant project and concluded that the projéct would have a
number of significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts. However, the FEIR also identified
specific mitigaticn measures that will reduce all
81gn1f1cant or potentially significant impacts ldentlfled.
in the FEIR to a level of insignificance. Table I
(attached) lists the identified significant impacts, the

1




mitigation measures appropriate to each such impact which
were recommended by the District's EIR consultant and/or
which were incorporated into the project by the applicant,
and the agency that will, or can and should; ensure that
the mitigation measures are implemented. For the
mitigation measures identified in Table I as the
responsibility of the BAAQMD or of no other responsible
agency, conditions requiring these mitigation meéasures to
be carried out will be included as permit conditions to the
Authority to Construct permit which may be issued by the
BAAQMD for the Nichols Road Power Plant project. For those
identified mitigation measures the implementation of which
is within the responsibility or jurisdiction of other
public agencies, I find that said mitigation measures
either will, or can and should, be adopted by the
identified responsible agency.

5. Accordingly, pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081 and Title 14 California Administrative Code
Section 15091, I hereby find that changes have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Nichols Road Power
Plant project which mitigate and avoid all significant
environmental effects of the Nichols Road Power Plant
project which were identified in the FEIR. These measures
either will be included in permit conditions to the
Authority to Construct for the Nichols Road Power Plant
project to be issued by the BAAQMD, or will, or can and
should, be adopted by other public agencies which have
jurisdiction over the Nichcls Road Power Plant project.

6. In order to resolve any legal question as to the
authority of the BAAQMD under its Rules and Regulations to
require the applicant to comply with mitigation measures
covering matters unrelated to air quality, the applicant
has committed in writing to be bound by all mitigation
measures included in the FEIR (which are summarized in the
attached Table I) and in the BAAQMD's permit and to
compensate the District for the reasonable costs incurred
by the District in connection with the enforcement of such
conditions.

7. The following is an explanation for my decision to
agree with the conclusion in the FEIR ‘that the ash
generated by the five GWF projects (if determined to be
non-hazardous, which I find, based on the facts presented
in the FEIR, is very likely to be the case) will not result
in a significant environmental effect, either by itself or
considered cumulatively with the waste from other
reasonably ant1c1pated future projects, given the .
implementation of mitigation measures incorporated by the -
applicant into the project.

oAzt
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In the unlikely event that the applicant's ash is
subsequently determined to be hazardous, such that it must
be disposed of in a Class I or Class II landfill site, the
FEIR indicates that adequate Class I or Class II landfill
capacity does exist. Therefore, the disposal of the
applicant's ash in a Class. I or Class II site will not
result in any significant environmental impact, either by
itself or considered cumulatively, although such disposal
would likely result in added costs to the operation of the
Nichols Road Power Plant project.

I am aware of the limited future Class III landfill
capacity and the extensive future landfill needs of Contra
Costa County considered on a cumulative basis from
information presented in the Contra Costa County Solid
Waste Management Plan, which was adopted by the Contra
Costa County Board of Supervisors in June of 1987.
However, the FEIR indicates that there will be substantial
opportunities for the applicant to sell the ash for use in
cement making and for other uses. For this reason, the
FEIR concludes that there will be no significant
environmental effect as a result of the ash generated by
the five GWF projects.

However, there is no absolute guarantee that this ash
can be sold. 1In the event that the ash cannot be sold and
must be landfilled, the FEIR indicates that current Class
III landfill capacity does exist for this ash, but that the
landfill disposal of the applicant's ash will ultimately
result in a significant environmental effect, given the
cumulative effects of Contra Costa County's future Class
III landfill needs and projected capacity. A number of
measures are described in the FEIR which would mitigate
this significant environmental effect. One or more of
these measures can and should be adopted by Contra Costa
County should such an environmental effect occur.

However, given the ability and willingness of the
applicant to sell the ash, and given the mitigation
measures incorporated by the applicant into the project to
limit the metals content of the ash such that ‘the applicant
should be able to sell the ash on the open market, I find
that the project's ash generation would not result in a
significant environmental effect. -

8. The FEIR contains a number of comments and
respornises regarding the subject of toxic air contaminants.
I have considered the effects of the five GWF projects on -a
combined basis and note that the FEIR states that a risk
assessment analysis using certain assumpticng concludes

T
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that the five projects combined have an incremental cancer
risk factor of 2.6 in one million, and a projected "excess
cancer burden'" of 0.6. There are no adopted federal, state
and local standards concerning whether these levels should
be interpreted as predicting a "significant" or
"insignificant" environmental effect, though the FEIR
describes several analogous risk management decisions and
regulations.

I have carefully reviewed the FEIR, and exercising my
experience, knowledge, and judgment as an air pollution
control officer have concluded that the statistics
presented in the risk assessment should not be interpreted
as predicting a significant environmental effect from the
five GWF projects resulting from the emissions of toxic air
contaminants, given the mitigation measures incorporated by
the appllcant into these projects and included as permit,
conditions in the Authorities to Construct which the BAAQMD
may issue.

I have also considered the potential effects of the
five GWF projects considered cumulatively with other
reasonably anticipated future projects. Although the
review of cumulative risk due to air toxics presented in
the FEIR indicates that the cumulative risk factor due to
the GWF projects plus three other reasonably anticipated
future projects will be substantially in excess of 2.6 in
one million, there are a number of reasons why the results
of this analysis do not show a cumulative health risk which
would be environmentally significant‘ First, the BAAQMD
has recently implemented several. .programs lntended to
reduce exposure to toxic air contaminants from existing
sources. These BAAQMD programs will be the most effective
means of reducing public exposure to the potentjal health
risks of toxic air contaminants by  reducing the current
levels of toxics in the ambient air; these -anticipated
reductions will result in lower future ‘ambient levels, even
when the incremental increases due to the GWF projects,
plus other reasonably anticipated future projects in the
‘area affected by the GWF projects, are taken into
consideration.

" Second, the review of cumulative risk due to air
toxics presented in the FEIR is based on a very rough
screening approach which incorporates extreme worst case
assumptiecns for all relevant parameters for which hard data
are not available. It is accordingly my judgment that this
review significantly overstates the potential cumulative
risk from the projects in questlon, and that because of its
extreme conservatlsm, this review is of very limited
utility in providing a basis for a considered risk
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management decision on any specific project. However, I
find that this review is adequate for the purposes of
providing the type of information on cumulative impacts
which is required under CEQA.

For all of the foregoing reasons, I therefore find
that there will be no significant cumulative health risk
resulting from the emissions of toxic air contaminants from

the GWF projects plus other reasonably anticipated future
projects.

DATE: February 8, 1988

Milton Feldstein
Air Pollution Control Officsr
Bay Area Air Quality Management District




TABLE 1

NICHOLS ROAD FOWER PLANT ~ SITE V

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESFONSIBLE ASENCIEB

Environasntel Ispacts

Hitigetion Hassurss

Responsible
Agsncies

.. Osology

1. Insignificant alternations in
the soil horizons,

Saioniofty
- 4. Damage or destruction of
. fecilities during an ssrth-
e quske; sssociatsd spills of
flemsmable matorial} and fire,
[y
b
-8
- . )
£. Potential tiquefaction of on-site
: T soils during s seisaic event.
= f
G i
l-:
&
m

1.

No mitigstion is nacessary,

Incorporated by Applicans-

’.

2.

Adhere to applicable stendsrds of)
prectice.and building codas for
scianic hazsrd sreasy squip pipas
carrying flasmable materials with
sutosstic shut-off valves and
design thes to msinimize potentist
for breskegej inatatl vibresion
monitoring and marning davices on
the stesz turbins, cooting tower,
and other eosentisl plant equip-
mant with sutomatic shut-down
capsbility.

Befors finslizing facility design,

the spplicent's gsotschnical com
sultent will perfors sn snslysis to
confirm the potantisl Liquefaction
hazard at ths project site, If this
snalysis shows & potentisl hazerd,

ths spplicant will {mplemant specific
deeign criteria to mitigate ths problas,
These msssures could includes .

No locat responsible ogsncy;
mitigeticn measurao will be
t;zluded as parzis conditions to
BAACHD Autharity to Conatruct

No leocal responsible cgency;
aitigaticn sessures will be:
included as parmit conditions to
BANOMD Authorfty ta Construct

[Continuedj




TABLE I
. NICHOLS HOAD FOWER PLANT - SITE V
BUMHARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Rssponaible
Environmsntsl Ispacts ] Hitigation Messures Agancies

o Avoiding butlding criticat structurss
in the potential Liqusfisble eragy

Densifying the Liquefiable soils
by compaction;

Providing support for critical
structures {n firm soils below
the Liquefisble soils; or

0o Othsr msssures recosmandsd by a

L registared geotechnical consultent, e
Bofle Incorporated ca
1. Insignificant {pgrasse in 1. Landscape arsas of bare sof! with Insignificant tmpocty howsvasr, '?"’»‘,
I soil erosion, nstive plants after constructian, spplicent sccepts mitigaticn &
ssasuro as permait conditfon to N
.= BA/MOMD Authority to Construct
, .
2, Potential introduction of hez- 2. Ploce tanks conteining acids, Riverviaw Firs Prozection
srdous uaterisls into sofls, casustica, and oft on. concrets District

slabs end surround thea with .
contaimment walls, =

2

JONIY,
« 2D

>
:q . i Hydrotogy Incorporated Apol jca Ny
8 m L~
] 1. Insignificent incresss {n runof? 1. Construct on-site drainsge cul- Insignificent tmpect; however, et
.and poinding during and after verts to ensurs adequate drafnsg>. spplicant uccopti nitigation " b
l_‘ construction,
oo}
o

®sssure as permit conditicn to -
BAAMOMD Authority to Construct ;

{Conttnuad}
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TABLE 1
NICHOLS ROAD PONER PLANT - SITE V
SUMHARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PRUPOSED HITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE ABENCIES

. flespangibls
Environssntal Ispacts Mitigation Massuras Agenciss

2. If process wastsuster snd surfaoce 2, Sample the sffluent ~s directsd Ban Francioco Regienal
uster runoff ers discharged tnto by the Rsjional Water Quality Weter Quality Control Bcerd
Sufsun Bay, 10 to 1 dilution woutld Bosrd, 17 unscceptabls cond{~
bs achisved with insignificant tions ere dstscted, spplicent
watsr-quslity {spacts. aust follow directives of AWOCSH,

3., Potentisl contssinstion of surface Place tenks cii concrets slsbs and Rivearview Firs Protsction
end ground water from Lesking build contsinmsnt walls around Districe
storage tenks, thea to contain potentiet apililsg
tref ic safety msasurss %2
aininize potantisl for spitls.

Cosstel Resources Inocorporsted by Appiicent

4, Hebitat destruction st nssr Suisun 1. Dispose of 7ill meterisl st an Bsy Conssrvation sxd
Bay could occur if sarth or filL spproprists upland locstion. Pipsline Development Cosmission
matorials from westawster outfall buried in the sarsh should be svoided
construction are dispossd of nesr becauss smarsh arsas could provids
ths bay marshes, or {f pips habitet for sny of the thres endangered
cerrying plant effiluent to ths spacies, slthough nons have bean iden~
bey is burisd in the ground, tifiad slong the pipsiine route, Plsce

pips across marsh on piles snd remaove
all spoil materisl to sn uptand locstion,

{Continusd)




TABLE I
NICHOLS ROAD POWER PLANT ~ SITE V
SUNMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE ASENCIES

.

Rssponaibte
Environmentsl Impsots Mitigation Heasured Agsncies

-

Alr Quality Incorporatad by Applicant

4, Incrsaaed local omissions of 1. Apply best available coatrol tech-
sulfur dioxids, nitrogen nology, epecificallys
oxides, particulats msttar, o sorbent tnjsction [aulfur di-
carbon monoxids, hydrocarbons, oxids control}g
and trace smounts of matsis asmonia injsction (nitrogen

and orgsnics fros facility oxides control];

cpsration. febric fiicer baghouss (perticu=
Llate matter oand sstals controll}
cyclgnn {targe particls con-
trol}; and

cosbustion controls [cerbon mon—
oxids and hydrocerbon =issions
cantrol).

3.
g, Fugitivs dust during Spray woter st Lesst tuice deily
construction, during construction,

8, Fugitive dust during Apply negative air pressure and
opsration. ugs sn anclosed fuel transfer snd

handl {ng systsm with exhsust %o
fabric filter baghouss to raducs
fugitive dust,

JovanIaNm

Public Heslth

4. Increassd emissions of toxic Apply Beet Aveiloble Control
, oir contaminsnts, Heximum Technilogy for orgenics and
Exposed Individust 70-yesr particulates, snd limit metal

(Continuad)
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TAALE I
" HICHOLS ROAD FOMER PLANT - SITE V
SUMHARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMCACTS, PROPCSED MITIGATION MEASURSS, ANO RESPOKBIBLE AGENCIES
. 3

_ 1 -

Environmental Ispsots

Hitigation Messures

ﬂupoulblo:
Agsncies

csncsr risk of 1,37 x ‘ll’l-e

‘noncarainogonic axposures
tlase than Thrashote tintt
Values (TLVs).

Yegetatich end Wildiite

1. Insignificant impacts on
vagstation and wildlife,

ssthatice/Note

1. Canstruction end speration
nolse,

2. Factlity operstion nofss Lavsls

at clocu: rsaidential rsceptors
ars prq.lcotod to be within Contrs

Costs Cournty noise standards,

contant of patroleus coke to
1.8 ppm for chromius and 302.
ppm for nickel.

1. No uitigation {s .necessary,

1. Equip all construction squipment
with sufflers; direct. potentialiy
ennoying nojes sources towards
interfor of facility,

2. Vandors of major notse-producting
squipment should be required to
scouatically sttanuats equipsent
a8 necessary tc comply with
residentisl nofse stendsrds,

Conduct '24-hour nroise monitoring

No locst raspontible ognncm
-ltlaltlon =en3yres will. b
included as pcrwﬂt condisions
to BAADMD Authority to
Canstruct

No local responsible sgency;
aitigation messures will be
fncluded ss por-ls ‘conditions
to BAMMD Autharlity to
Construct

FHAAS HIFHIE

sfter tha facility is in opsration
to verify that ths actusl 20ise
Levels at nsarby residencisl recep~
tors sre in comsplisnce with appltc~
sbls noiss standards, 1If notse
Llcvels axcesd-stsxdards, additionst

88.L. .

{Continucd]
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS,

TABLE I
'NICHOLS ROAD POWER PLANT — SITE V
PROPOSED H!Tlﬂkﬂ?ﬂ MEASURES, AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Environsentsl Imspacts

Hitigetion Heasurss

Responsible
Agoncied

1222

3, Stack and othar atructurss
visibls from surrounding sreas,
Potsntisl visusl impact froa
scsnic higtway,

Papyletion, Housing, end Employment

4. Ths propossd praject would
heve o ssaii bashaficisl impact
on Local and rsgionsl employsant,

Tesffic end Clroutetion

4, Insignificant incrssss in tight~
duty vohicle and truck traflic.

scoustical trastment [such s struc—
tural enclosures or barrisrs] would be
inatslled and additionsl monitoring
parformsd to verify cosplisnce with
noise stsndards.

Lendscaps fecilicy aite; direct
tights to interior of fecility; Ui~
sit stack Lights to sircraft warn
fng lights; use sodium instead cf
morcury Lights to raduce glarsg (8 L
mit height of Light posts to 12 ft.

#o mitigstion is necsssary,

ALL of ths locsl roadways thet would be
ussd by prajact-gsnersted truffic would
not sxpsrienca & chenge in sxisting tevals
of service or unscceptsble pask-hour Levels
of service, Tharafors, nc mitigstions are
required.

Incorparatad by Appticent

The spplicent has egresd to schedule
truck detiveries, whare possible, t2
svoid peak-hour traffis,

No locel responsible sgancyy
aftigation measures.will be
includsd as perait conditions
to BAAMMD Autharity to
Canetrucs

Insignificant fspects however,
spplicant sccepts mitigetion ‘
maosurs es psrait conditions
to DAADKD Authority to
Conssruct

{Continued}




TALE 1
NICHOLS POAD POMER PLANT - SBITE V
CUseARY OF EWIRONVENTAL TWPACTS, PROPOSED HITIGATION MEASURES, AND REBFONSISLE AGENGIED

Reopone’ble
Environmental Impsots Mitigation Heasures ] Agenciss

1] dad

£. Potentist visibility and ssfety haxard 2, Trim or ramove trass Locuted at No locst respansibte sgencys
ot Kichold Road/Port Chicago Higtway northwest corner of ths Port mitigetion sassures will bs
interssction. Chicaga/Nichols Rosd interssetion, fncludsd as parnit conditions
Pcat “elow trucka® signs on both to BAAMMD Authority %o
spproschas ta Nichols fRoad. Construct
(Notss thsas signs would not
be .requirad 1f Port Chicago
Highway is closed west of
Hichols Road.

Public Bervices Incocporated ticant

4. Firs protoction for the facility 1. Psy firs facilitics elesent fces to Rivervien Fire Protection
would strain th,‘urvlco cepsbil i~ of7sst ths cost of providing fire pro- District
ties of the Rivarvisw Firs Pro- tsction to ths prajact sitej provide
tection District. on-site sccass rosdesys with sii-westher
driving surfacss and apscified nidths
and clesrancss, The spplicant hss
agresd to participats in s banefit
ecsesamant district to fund fire
district staff nssde,

3972 2:0NIW
.2V

2. DEIR svaluated @ prajsct water Pay watsr ssrvices fess to offest Contea Costs Water.District
desand nf 432,400 gallons per dayj ths cost of providing wster to ths Californis Citiss Watsr
honsver, the spplicant hes ravised facility., On-sits storage -for daily Cospany
the watsr damand to 343,440 gatlons and fire fics watar nesds is required
, per dsy, Fotantiel {mpsct on the whether Contra Costs Water District
praj/sct dus to {ntercuptions in ths or California Citiss Wster Company is
wata> suppty 1f Contra Coste Water ths praject water supplier, On-site

-
-

0

SO
6L -

£4¢
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) TABLE I
NIGHOLS ROAD POWER PLANT - SITE V
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONHENTAL IMPACTS, PROPOSED MITIGATION HEASURES, AND RESFONSIBLE AGENCIES

. Responsible
Environoental Impsats Hitigation Hassures Agoncies

District supplies prafsot wetecr. If water trestssnt or bottled water will
Cslifornis Cities Watar Company be nscessary for employes nasds.
supplies praject uatsr, water supply

{spacts ars not sxpscted assuaing

sxpsnsion of the water trsatmant

plant occurs as plannsd.

The DEIR evaluated o praject waste— If wastesater is disposed of in local Osits Disbto Sanitetton

watsr dischargs of 72,400 gslions per sanitary sewer systsa, spplicant will District
dey; howsvar the applicant has revissd obtain suthorization from the Delte
ths dischargs to 47,000 getlons per dey,. Disblo Santtstion District and pay
Ths spplicent proposas to discharge required use faes,

process wastewatar to Suisun Bey. If

dispossl to the Locsl sewsr system Vs

chossn ss sn opticn, dischargs of 47,000

galtons per day would be Less than 7 per-

csns of the existing unused cspacity of

the Dslta Disblo Bsnitstion Dictrict

trsatmant plent Zons I silzcation.

4. Flood hezbrd impacts on tocel flood Pay 8 drainsge fes to mitigste tha Contrs Costa County Flood
cantrol district, praject's flood control impacts, Control District
and inatatl s stormwster dreinage
systes that drsins di;ectly into
Suisun Bay, in sciordsnce with flood
contral requiremants for drainsge
ares 48C,

urs ssourcas Incarporated by Appticant

HEHAY

g
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4. Disturbancs of cultursliy
ssnaitive sites in projsct
srodle

bGL. ..

4. No culturslly asnsitive sites No Llocsl responsible egency;
fdentified in praject vicinity; ¢ mitigation massure witl be
sncountersd during construction, included es peratt conditions
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S TABLE 1
- NICHOLS ROAD POWER PLANT - BITE V
T . SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, PROFOSED HITIGATION MEASURES, AMO AESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

. Hssponsible
Ervironmsntsl Ispacts Hitigation Hessures Agenciss

construction would ceass until to BANND Authority te
€indings are avalusted by o Construct
quelified archacologist,

Agh Disposst

4. Vess balancs snalysis indicatse chst

Limit metal content of patrolsum

ash would be detarmined to be non- coke:fusl to 1,8 ppm for chromium, oHS
hszerdous, The preferred disposst 402 ppa for nickel,E50 ppe Vor
option is to seli ash for use as 8 vanadius; stors ash in.en anclosed 4
butlding materisl otherwiss ash structurs proir to off-site ship-
©o uwould bs dispossd of 1n & psraitted sent} test ash producad during
landfitl, Class II and Class IXI Lsad- facility opsration in sccordenca
f4LL space for nonhazerdous ash is with Depsrtaent of Haatth Ssrvicss
currsntly aveileble for GuF's prajscte; requiressnts; applicant will utilize .
hasever, futurs landfill nseds for oLl opportunities to ssll the ash,
sll of Contra Cesta County excesd
ovailsbis capscity, Because 1t is .
expscted thet ths ssh will be sold,
. end not tendfilled, no significant
imgacts should result fros disposal
= of ths ash from this praject.
Pt

=

ot i

2— ’ 3. The OF pralscts would add to the 1. Participats {pro rats ahars] 1n stete Caltrans

™ il cunuletive troffic affacting the and/or local improvesant sssassmsent Contrs Costa County
l Local roadways, Incressntal districts.nscessary to implemant rosd-
i {ncresssss ars sinor and not con- way {mproveasnte slong facilities ,
N .sidarad tc be significant, Howo- affectsd by projsst traffic.

sver, locel roadway improveasnts

{Continusd)




] TABLE I
NICHOLS RJAD PONER PLANT ~ BITE V
BUNHARY OF ENVIRONKENTAL IMPAGTS, PROPOSED WITIGATION NEASURES, AMD RESFONSIBLE AGENCIES

- Respansible
Envirommental Iapeola { Hitigstion Meszures Agencles

will be required to serve projected The applicent has egraeod to encouragse

cmuletive traffic flows, ths use of designated truck routss and
the-sccess specifications tdantifisd far
sach praject site, Whers possibla,
delivery contracis will specify desired
access routss,
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