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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Title: Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant

Project Location: The project is located in the City of Gonzales (City) in Monterey County. The proposed Industrial
Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWTP) would be located directly adjacent to the existing City Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP) at the end of Short Road. The proposed wastewater collection line would primarily be within the
roadway right-of-way from Puente Del Monte Avenue to Gonzales River Road and Short Road.

Lead Agency: City of Gonzales

Project Description: The City is proposing a significant upgrade to its wastewater treatment infrastructure and
management with the planned construction of a new 2.0 million gallons per day (MGD) separate IWTP. The City’s
existing municipal WWTP has been challenged the past several years due to the nature of flows discharged to the
WWTP by local industrial dischargers. The proposed IWTP would treat wastewater from the Gonzales Agricultural
Business Industrial Park (GABIP) separately from the City’s domestic wastewater system.

There are two components of the proposed project: the IWTP, and the proposed wastewater collection line. The
proposed IWTP would be located north of the existing WWTP and would include a headworks with influent screening
to remove trash and debris and an influent flow meter; an influent lift station to pump water to the equalization
basin; a 2-stage flow equalization basin to buffer flow to the ponds system; a deep-operated aerated pond systems
to introduce oxygen into wastewater; and effluent percolation beds to dispose of treated effluent. A solids
management area would be set aside for accumulated biosolids, sludge, and debris from the influent screening.
The IWTP is designed to be installed in a phased approach with Phase | having wastewater treatment capacity of
2.0 MGD. As the wastewater flows and number of industrial discharges increase, phase Il of the IWTP will be
constructed with a treatment capacity to 4.0 MGD.

The proposed wastewater collection line includes approximately 11,100 linear feet (LF) of new gravity sewer pipe
located mainly on public street right-of-way. This collection line would convey flows starting near the intersection of
Katherine Street and Puente Del Monte Avenue. The pipeline heads south on Puente Del Monte Avenue before
turning west onto Gonzales River Road. The pipeline alignment continues on Gonzales River Road then continues
west onto Short Road. The proposed collection line would convey flow on Short Road before finally terminating at
the new IWTP site.

Public Review: The City is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act for the project. Public
agencies and members of the public are invited to comment on environmental topics to be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The comment period is from June 29, 2020 to July 28, 2020. An Initial Study
(IS) has been prepared as the first step to evaluating impacts from the proposed project. The EIR will analyze those
topics identified as potentially significant in the IS, including agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards/hazardous materials, land use,
and tribal cultural resources. The NOP/IS can be reviewed on the City's website at
https://gonzalesca.gov/services/community-development/community-development-documents. Written
comments, including email, can be submitted to:

Patrick Dobbins, PE
Director of Public Works
City of Gonzales
147 Fourth Street
Gonzales, CA 93926
831-675-5000

pdobbins@ci.gonzales.ca.us
Comments must be submitted by 5:00 p.m. on July 28, 2020.

Gonzales will continue to be a safe, clean, family-friendly community, diverse in heritage, and
committed to working collaboratively to preserve and retain its small-town charm


https://gonzalesca.gov/services/community-development/community-development-documents
https://gonzalesca.gov/services/community-development/community-development-documents
mailto:pdobbins@ci.gonzales.ca.us
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T Introduction

1.1 Initial Study

This initial study has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City of
Gonzales will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed
Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant Project (IWTP or “project”). This initial study will be used to determine the
potentially significant environmental impacts to be analyzed in the EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063
(c)(3). The initial study, in addition to comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation of an EIR, per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, will be used to determine the scope and contents of the EIR.
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2 Project Description

The City of Gonzales (City) is proposing an upgrade to its wastewater treatment infrastructure and management
with the planned construction of a new 2.0 million gallon per day (MGD) separate Industrial Wastewater Treatment
Plant (IWTP). The City’s existing municipal Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) has been challenged the past
several years due to the nature of flows discharged to the WWTP by local industrial dischargers. The new plant
would treat wastewater from the Gonzales Agricultural Business Industrial Park (GABIP) separately from the City’s
domestic wastewater system. By separating domestic and industrial waste flows, the City accommodates buildout
of the GABIP and protects the existing domestic plant from constituents that impair the traditional biochemical
treatment process. The separation of domestic and industrial waste flows requires a separate industrial waste
collection system to convey industrial flows to the new treatment facility. This new facility will allow for the City to
effectively expand wastewater treatment capacity and protect groundwater quality.

2. Project Location and Setting

The City is located in Monterey County, California, approximately 16 miles southeast of Salinas. The City has a
current population of approximately 8,677 residents as of January 2019 (Department of Finance 2019), which is
projected to increase to 24,000 by 2035 (City of Gonzales 2018). The City’s wastewater, both domestic and
industrial, is currently treated by the existing City-owned WWTP located at the end of Short Road, approximately 2
miles southwest of the intersection of South Alta Road and Gonzales River Road (see Figure 1, Regional Map).

The City is home to the GABIP, which is an approximately 75-acre area bounded by Alta Street to the east, Gonzales
River Road to the south, and agricultural land to the north and west. The GABIP includes several large agricultural
processing businesses. Additional acreage is planned to be added to the GABIP in the future to accommodate
industrial business growth. A separate wastewater collection system was constructed for GABIP that ends near the
intersection of Katherine Street and Puente Del Monte Avenue, but it is not in use. It is envisioned that all industrial
wastewater flow will be diverted away from this sewer, and to a new IWTP dedicated gravity sewer, which will extend
to the new IWTP (Wallace Group 2020).

The proposed IWTP would be located adjacent to the existing WWTP. The proposed wastewater collection line would
primarily be within the roadway right-of-way from Puente Del Monte Avenue to Gonzales River Road and Short Road
(see Figure 2, Project Location). The proposed IWTP would comprise of the entire Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs)
223061017000, -10200000, -1019000, -1014000, and partially of APNs -1023000 and 223011032000. The
proposed IWTP site is approximately 78 acres. Parcels -1014000, -1023000, and 223011032000 are zoned and
designated F/40 (Farmlands with minimum building site of 40 acres) in unincorporated Monterey County (Monterey
County 2020). The existing WWTP is zoned Public Facilities (PF) and designated as Public/Quasi Public in the City’s
General Plan (City of Gonzales 2010a). The part of the proposed project site within the City boundary is designated
as Pubic/Quasi Public but is not zoned (City of Gonzales 2010b).

12313
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2.2 Background

The City owns and operates an existing municipal WWTP, currently permitted at 1.3 MGD capacity (maximum month
flow), with approximately half of the entire plant flow from industrial sources (Wallace Group 2020). The City
provides wastewater collection and treatment for residents and businesses within the City, and expects an increase
in wastewater flows in the upcoming years due to new development. Therefore, the City is motivated to expand
wastewater treatment capacity for its customers as quickly and efficiently as possible. The City has prepared
multiple studies of the existing facilities and alternatives for upgrade and expansion in recent years in order to
evaluate the collection system, plant capacity, and condition; investigate treatment and expansion alternatives; and
estimate capital costs. A Long-Term Wastewater Management Plan (LTWMP) was prepared to aggregate relevant
information contained in the City’s past studies. The LTWMP recommended a number of alternatives for the City to
expand treatment capacity to 3.0 MGD, one of which was to construct a separate industrial treatment facility with
separate collection system for agricultural industrial wastewater treatment, under a separate, non-municipal waste
discharge permit. Ultimately, the City decided to move forward with the preliminary design of a separate industrial
WWTP at a location adjacent to the north side of the existing WWTP.

2.3 Project Characteristics

There are two components of the proposed project: the IWTP, and the proposed wastewater collection line.

The proposed IWTP would be located north of the existing WWTP and would include a headworks with influent
screening to remove trash and debris and an influent flow meter; an influent lift station to pump water to the
equalization basin; a 2-stage flow equalization basin to buffer flow to the ponds system; a deep-operated aerated
pond systems to introduce oxygen into wastewater; and effluent percolation beds to dispose of treated effluent. a
solids management area would be set aside for accumulated biosolids, sludge, and debris from the influent
screening.

The IWTP is designed to be installed in a phased approach with Phase | having wastewater treatment capacity of
2.0 MGD. As the wastewater flows and number of industrial discharges in the GABIP increase, phase Il of the IWRF
will be constructed with a treatment capacity to 4.0 MGD. Table 2.3-1 below provides a summary of the design
flows for the IWTP.

Table 2.3-1. Proposed IWTP Design Wastewater Flow

Parameter Existing Industrial Design Criteria Design Criteria
Flow (Phase I) (Phase Il)
ADMMEF, MGD 0.6 2.0 4.0
PHF, MGD NA 5.0 10.0
Source: Wallace Group 2020
Notes:

ADMMF= Average day, maximum month flow
PHF= Peak hourly flow
MGD= million gallons per day

As part of the proposed IWTP, design criteria is established for the treatment facilities to define biological treatment
capacity. Table 2.3-2 provides a summary of proposed design wastewater influent waste strength.
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Table 2.3-2. Proposed IWTP Design Wastewater Strength

Design Criteria Design Criteria

Parameter (Phage ) (Phage Il
Influent BOD5, mg/L (Ib/day) 600 (6,255 600 (12,510)2
Influent TSS, mg/L (Ib/day) 600 (6,255)2 600 (12,510)2
Influent Total Nitrogen (mg/L) 40 40
Influent TDS (mg/L) 1,000 1,000

Source: Wallace Group 2020

Notes:

aBased on ADMMF design flow
MGD= million gallons per day
BOD5=biochemical oxygen demand
TSS=total suspended solids
TDS=total dissolved solids

The City would use General Waste Discharge Order No. R3-2004-0066 (Fruit & Vegetable Order) as a means of
regulating this new facility. The Fruit & Veg Order includes a number of provisions related to wastewater, including
Provision C.8, which states that in land-applied applications, the treated fruit and vegetable wastewater effluent
shall not have an organic loading rate that exceeds 100 pounds of BOD5 per acre per day (30-day average).

Table 2.3-3 below summarizes the anticipated effluent quality parameters for the proposed IWTP, consistent with
the regional Basin Plan.

Table 2.3-3. Probable Waste Discharge Requirements for INTP

Parametert Effluent Limitation2
BOD5 (mg/L; lbs/acre/day) 453, 1004

TSS (mg/L; Ib/acre/day) 453 1004

Boron 0.5

Chlorides 250

TDS 1,500

pH (pH Units) 6.5 - 8.34

Sodium 250

Nitrate as N 10

Sulfate 600

Other Constituents CJ;T;%; r;%:re(j(;%ndaw Drinking

Source: Wallace Group 2020

Notes:

1Al units expressed in mg/L unless otherwise indicated.

2Basin Plan water quality objective for groundwater, unless otherwise indicated.

3Secondary treatment standards for facilities such as pond systems, that are “equivalent to secondary treatment standards”, EPA NPDES
Permit Writers’ Manual, USEPA, September 2010. If other than a pond system is proposed, BOD and TSS limitations may be more stringent
than listed.

4Fruit & Vegetable Order No. R3-2004-0066. Note, for BOD5, current limitations are expressed in pounds per acre per day.

SEffluent discharged from new IWRF should meet all other federal and state drinking water standards.

The proposed wastewater collection line includes approximately 11,100 linear feet (LF) of new gravity sewer pipe
located mainly on public street right-of-way. This collection line would convey flows starting near the intersection of
Katherine Street and Puente Del Monte Avenue. The pipeline heads south on Puente Del Monte Avenue before
turning west onto Gonzales River Road. The pipeline alignment continues on Gonzales River Road then continues

12313
6 June 2020



INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT PROJECT

west onto Short Road. The proposed collection line would convey flow on Short Road before finally terminating at
the new IWTP site.

Circulation and Parking

The proposed IWTP site is accessible via Short Road from Gonzales River Road. This is the same path used to
access the existing WWTP. Limited employee and visitor parking would be constructed on the project site.

Located largely within County of Monterey and City of Gonzales right-of-way, the proposed IWTP wastewater
collection line is accessible for operations and maintenance procedures, with manholes installed at- or near-grade.

Project Construction and Schedule
Construction of the IWTP is scheduled to begin in 2021, and is expected to take 8-12 months.

Construction of the proposed wastewater collection line would be achieved by open cut construction methods. Open
cut construction would involve installation of the sewer pipe in a trench. The trench is expected to be up to 3-feet
wide and depth will vary based on the required hydraulics, but may range from 6 - 10 feet deep. The requirement
for trenchless construction techniques is not anticipated because there are no significant crossings identified along
the proposed wastewater collection line, such as waterways, environmentally-sensitive areas or busy intersections.
Much of the construction will take place within the public right-of-way. Construction of the wastewater collection
line is scheduled to begin in 2020, and is expected to take 3-6 months.

Potential Permits and Approvals Required

The IWTP will require the approval of waste discharge requirements (WDRs) by the Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The City’'s WWTP is permitted under Regional Board Order Number R3-2006-0005, dated
March 7, 2006.

The design and construction of the proposed wastewater collection line will require an encroachment permit from
the County of Monterey for construction within County road rights of way.

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for General Construction by the California State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) if the proposed project’s total area of disturbance is greater than 1 acre.

An air permit will likely be required for the plant standby generator and treatment plant.
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3

Summary of Findings

3.

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project.

]

O O 0o X X X

3.2

Aesthetics IX] Agriculture and Forestry [X]  Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources IX]  Cultural Resources X Energy
Geology and Soils X] Greenhouse Gas [X] Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality X] LandUseandPlanning [] Mineral Resources
Noise [ ] Population and [ ] Public Services
Housing
Recreation [] Transportation [X]  Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Systems [] Wildfire [X] Mandatory Findings of

Significance

Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

]

]

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
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] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

%¢W for Patrick Dobbins 6/25/20

Signature Date
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts

1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will
not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or
less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described
in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this
case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance
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Initial Study Checklist

Project title:
Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant Project
Lead agency name and address:

City of Gonzales
147 Fourth St
Gonzales, CA 93926

Contact person and phone number:

Patrick M. Dobbins, PE

Public Works Director/City Engineer
City of Gonzales

831-675-5000

Project location:

The proposed IWTP would be located directly adjacent to the existing WWTP located at the end of Short
Road. The proposed wastewater collection line would primarily be within the roadway right-of-way from
Puente Del Monte Avenue to Gonzales River Road and Short Road (see Figure 2, Project Location). The
proposed IWTP would comprise of the entire Assessor’'s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 223061017000, -
10200000, -1019000, -1014000, and partially of APNs -1023000 and 223011032000.

Project sponsor’s name and address:

City of Gonzales
147 Fourth St
Gonzales, CA 93926

General plan designation:

City property: Public/Quasi Public

Unincorporated Monterey County property: F/40 (Farmlands with minimum building site of 40 acres)
Zoning:

The part of the proposed project site within the City boundary is not zoned (City of Gonzales 2010b).

Unincorporated Monterey County portion: F/40.
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10.

11.

Description of project. (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the
project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional
sheets if necessary):

See Section 2, Project Description.
Surrounding land uses and setting (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings):

The proposed project is surrounded by agricultural land to the north, east, and west, and the existing WWTP
and Salinas River to the south.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement):

The IWTP will require the approval of waste discharge requirements (WDRs) by the Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board. The City’s WWTP is permitted under Regional Board Order Number R3-2006-
0005, dated March 7, 2006.

The construction of the proposed wastewater collection line will require an encroachment permit from the
County of Monterey.

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for General Construction by the California State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) if the proposed project’s total area of disturbance is greater than
1 acre.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.17? If so, is there a plan
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

The City has notified California Native American tribes pursuant to section 21080.3.1. Notified tribes will
have 30 days to request consultation with the City regarding the proposed project.
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4.7

Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
. AESTHETICS - Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? [ [ X [
b) Substantially damage scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a O [ X O
state scenic highway?
¢) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that
are experienced from publicly accessible ] ] X ]
vantage point). If the projectis in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or ] ] X ]
nighttime views in the area?
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The existing visual character of the City is influenced primarily by agricultural lands that slope gently
eastward toward the foothills of the Gabilan Mountains. Agricultural fields and low-density residential uses
are the primary visual features. No major landscape features are visible except for long-distance views of
the Gabilan Mountains to the east and the Sierra de Salinas to the west of town. The City’s General Plan
considers the view of citrus and avocado orchards, grazing land, and vineyards from Gonzales River Road
to be a scenic vista (City of Gonzales 2018b).

The proposed project would construct a new IWTP and underground wastewater collection line. The
proposed project would be adjacent to the existing WWTP and would not cause a substantial change in the
views of the area. The project would not block any views of the surround Mountains or the view of
agricultural lands from Gonzales River Road. While the new wastewater collections line would involve
construction, the resulting visual impacts would be temporary in nature and above-ground conditions would
be restored to existing conditions. The project would comply with the applicable standards of the General
Plan and Gonzales City Code related to aesthetics. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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b)

c)

d)

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

The project is not visible from an officially designated State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 2017). There would
be no impact.

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

The City’s General Plan EIR determined that adoption of the General Plan, which includes expansion of
wastewater facilities, would result in the conversion of the rural/open space landscape to a built landscape
associated with urban uses. The General Plan recommends preservation of views and the maintenance of
distinct edges to the city. Views to surrounding hills and farms contribute to perceptions of the city as a
small town and provide easy orientation for residents. The proposed project would not substantially impact
the visual character of the area. Although the project site is currently agricultural land, the new IWTP would
be adjacent to the existing WWTP and would be similar in visual character. The IWTP would not be located
in an area frequently seen by the public, as Short Road serves primarily as an entrance to the existing
WWTP. There are also no sensitive receptors nearby. Overall, the project would not substantially degrade
visual character or quality of public views and impacts would be less than significant.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

The project would include additional on-site safety and security lighting. All lighting would be hooded or
screened to direct light downward, preventing unintentional light and glare impacts to nearby viewpoints.
There are also no sensitive receptors nearby. Impacts would be less than significant.
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4.2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would
the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland X ] ] ]
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract? X O O O
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources ] ] ] X
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use? [ O O I
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of = ] ] ]
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide Importance

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), administered by the California Department of
Conservation (CDC), produces maps and statistical data for use in analyzing impacts on California’s
agricultural resources (CDC 2008). FMMP rates and classifies agricultural land according to soil quality,
irrigation status, and other criteria. Prime Farmland is a classification for farmland with the best
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b)

c)

d)

e)

combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term agricultural production. These
lands have the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields.

The IWTP site contains approximately 70 acres of Prime Farmland (FMMP 2012). The proposed project
would have a potentially significant impact related to farmland conversion that will be further examined in
the EIR.

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

The project site includes land under a Williamson Act contract. The California Land Conservation Act of
1965 (commonly referred to as the Williamson Act) which allows local governments to enter into contracts
with private landowners for the purpose of preventing conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses (CDC 2013). The project site is not yet zoned by the City. The existing WWTP is zoned Public Facilities.
A portion of the project site is zoned Farmland (40-acre minimum) by Monterey County. Conflicts with
Williamson Act contracted land would be potentially significant and would be further addressed in the EIR.

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

California Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” for the purposes of CEQA as land
that can support 10% native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and
that allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.

California Government Code Section 51104(g) defines “Timber,” “Timberland,” and “Timberland
Production Zone” for the purposes of CEQA as either trees of any species maintained for eventual harvest
for forest production purposes (“Timber”); privately owned land, or land acquired for State forest purposes,
used for growing and harvesting timber (“Timberland”); or “Timberland Production Zone” which means an
area zoned and used for growing and harvesting timber.

The proposed project site does not include any forest land or timberland. There would be no impact.
Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
As stated previously, the project site does not include any forest land. There would be no impact.

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

The project would involve the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use by building the proposed
IWTP. This would be a potentially significant impact and will be addressed in the EIR.
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4.3

Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? X O O O

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

a)

b)

c)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The project is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin, within the jurisdictional boundary of the
Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD). Short-term construction emissions, as well as operational
emissions from IWTP pumps and other system components would potentially contribute to changes in air
quality that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of any applicable air quality plans. Thus, this
impact would be potentially significant and would be further analyzed in the EIR.

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

The air quality analysis in the EIR will discuss the proposed project’s consistency with plans and strategies
to meet ambient air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter, both of which are nonattainment
pollutants in the North Central Coast Air Basin. The project would potentially result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of ozone or particulate matter and thus impacts would be potentially significant
and analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

While there are no sensitive receptors close to the proposed project site, a further analysis will be done in
the EIR to determine whether pollutant concentrations will be significant. This impact is potentially
significant. The EIR will evaluate whether the project, including construction, could lead to potential
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial localized concentrations of air pollutant emissions,
specifically carbon monoxide (CO) “hot spots.”
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d)

4.4

Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a

substantial number of people?

Wastewater treatment plants are considered by MBARD to be a potential odor source. Although the project
site is 2 miles from the City of Gonzales, odor impacts may be potentially significant and will be further

analyzed in the EIR.

Biological Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

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

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

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

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

e)

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

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

20
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a-b, d) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any

c)

e)

f)

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

The proposed project would involve new construction of a wastewater treatment plant and a wastewater
collection line that would potentially involve substantial adverse effects on protected species, sensitive
natural communities, and/or native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or nursery sites. The project site
is located close to the Salinas River and may include sensitive natural communities or riparian habitat.
Species of particular concern include burrowing owl, nesting birds, San Joaquin kit fox, among others. These
impacts would be potentially significant. While it is anticipated that biological impacts will be avoided
through feasible mitigation measures, this potential impact will be further discussed in the EIR. The EIR will
include the results of a biological investigation and habitat assessment to determine potential impacts and
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, if necessary.

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

The project site is located to the Salinas River and may include or intrude upon protected wetlands. This
would be a potentially significant impact. The EIR will include the results of a jurisdictional delineation for
the wastewater collection line and IWTP and will identify mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce these
impacts to less-than-significant levels.

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

The only trees in the vicinity of the project site are the trees lining Short Road. Gonzales River Road and the
IWTP site both do not include any trees. If construction of the portion of the wastewater collection line
through Short Road would affect any of these trees, it may result in a potentially significant impact per the
City’s tree protection ordinance (Chapter 9.16 of the Gonzales City Code). Potential impacts will be further
discussed in the EIR.

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

The proposed project site is not within any adopted habitat conservation plan and thus there would be no
impact.
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4.5

Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource = ] ] ]
pursuant to §15064.57?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource X ] ] ]
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those
) interred ou){tside of dedicated cemete%ies? X [ [ [
a,b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant
to §15064.5?
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
Dudek has requested a California Historic Resource Information System (CHRIS) records search for the
project site and a 0.5 mile radius. In addition, a Sacred Lands File search from the Native American Heritage
Commission has been requested. Dudek will conduct an intensive/reconnaissance-level field survey for
archaeological resources within the project area that may not have been previously surveyed and to also
document the current baseline conditions. Outreach will be conducted to the Native American community
using the list of tribal contacts provided by Native American Heritage Commission for tribal groups
associated with project area vicinity. Pending these results, impacts related to historic and archaeological
resources are potentially significant. A summary of these record searches and engagement with Native
American tribes will be included in the EIR, and mitigation measures will be proposed to reduce impacts to
less-than-significant levels.
c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Construction of the proposed project would have the potential to disturb or unearth human remains. Thus,
this impact is potentially significant and would be further analyzed in the EIR.
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4.0

Energy

VI. Energy - Would the project:

a) Resultin potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy X ] ] ]
resources, during project construction or
operation?

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

4.7

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

The proposed project could result in significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation, and has the
potential to conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency due to
new energy uses. These impacts would be potentially significant. The EIR will include an analysis of potential
impacts from electricity, natural gas, petroleum, and fuel consumption and will propose mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to less than significant, if required.

Geology and Sails

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

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

i)

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

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking? X ] ] ]
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? X O O O
iv) Landslides? O O L] X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O X O
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in = ] ] ]
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect O O X O
risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not [ [ [ X
available for the disposal of waste water?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X ] ] ]
geologic feature?
a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of

loss, injury, or death involving:

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

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone as designated by the California Geological
Survey. There would be no impact.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Nearby active or potentially active faults include the Reliz fault, located approximately three miles
southwest of the city; the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos fault, located approximately 11 miles southwest of the
site; and a creeping segment of the San Andreas fault, located 15 miles northeast of the City (City of
Gonzales 2018b). Because the area is located in an alluvium-filled valley, the ground responds strongly to
seismic waves generated by an earthquake. According to the City’'s General Plan EIR, the project site is
within an area of high seismic hazard. Action S-1.1.5 of the City’'s General Plan states that any major
development proposals on areas of high seismic hazards will require a soils analysis and geotechnical
investigation. The policies and actions contained in the Gonzales 2010 General Plan lessen the potential
impacts related to seismic events, and the California Building Code (CBC) is designed to mitigate major
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b)

c)

seismic hazards. The project would also comply with recommendations set forth in the soils analysis and
geotechnical investigation. Nevertheless, due to the presence of a high seismic hazard area, this issue is
considered potentially significant and be further analyzed in the EIR.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Liquefaction is a type of ground failure that involves the temporary transformation of soil into a fluid mass.
Liquefaction typically occurs in areas where groundwater is less than 30 feet below the surface, and where
the soils are composed predominantly of poorly consolidated fine sand. The City’s General Plan states that
liguefaction typically occurs in areas where soils are sandy or water-saturated, including the existing WWTP
site. The proposed project is adjacent to the existing WWTP site and is also within this area of high
liquefaction hazard. Liquefaction hazards would be addressed in the required soils analysis and
geotechnical investigation(s) for the proposed project, as detailed in General Plan Actions HS-1.1.4 and HS-
1.1.5. Implementation of the recommendations included in these investigations, as well as compliance
with the CBC and other applicable regulations related to seismic hazards, would lessen the potential
impacts related to liquefaction and ground failure. However, per the General Plan analysis, the seismic
impacts are potentially significant and will be analyzed in the EIR.

iv) Landslides?

The project site is located on relatively flat to gently sloping topography, adjacent to the Salinas River, with
no nearby slopes susceptible to failure. There would be no impact related to landslides.

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

The proposed project would involve ground disturbance for construction of the wastewater collection line
and IWTP. The City’'s General Plan EIR indicates that the project site is in an area of low erosion potential.
Nevertheless, all construction and grading activities for the proposed project would comply with Chapter
10.28, Storm Water Quality Management and Discharge Control, of the Gonzales City Code. This includes
the implementation of pre- and post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs are required
to be consistent with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board to eliminate run-off and erosion and sediment controls. All future construction
would be reviewed for compliance with the County SWPPP. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

As discussed above, the proposed project is an area that may be subject to seismic ground shaking and
liquefaction. The project would implement the recommendations included in the required soils analysis and
geotechnical investigation(s) and would adhere to the CBC guidelines. Thus, while it is anticipated that
impacts will be avoided through feasible measures, this is a potentially significant impact that will be
addressed in the EIR.
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d)

e)

f)

4.8

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

Expansive soils are those that greatly increase in volume when they absorb water and shrink when they dry
out. When buildings are placed on expansive soils, foundations may rise each wet season and fall each dry
season. This movement may result in cracking foundations, distortion of structures, and warping of doors
and windows. According to the General Plan EIR, the project site is in an area of low expansion potential.
The project would be designed and constructed in compliance with applicable building standards and the
CBC, and would be constructed to appropriate site-specific conditions identified by geotechnical
investigations required to be conducted for the project site. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project does not propose the use of septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems.
There would be no impact.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

According to the City’'s General Plan, most of the fossils found in Monterey County are of aquatic
vertebrates. Due to the proximity to the ocean, the area lacks large, terrestrial fossils found in other regions
of the United States. Most of Monterey County’s fossils are micro-organisms or assemblages of mollusks
and barnacles most commonly found in sedimentary rocks ranging from Cretaceous age (138 to 96 million
years old) to Pleistocene age (1.6 million to 11 thousand years old). The project could potentially disturb
previously unknown paleontological resources or unique geological features during project construction.
This would be a potentially significant impact. Paleontological resources will be discussed in further detail
in the EIR. The discussion will include the results of a paleontological records search at the Natural History
Museum of Los Angeles County for the proposed project area. If needed, mitigation measures will be
provided to ensure that impacts related to paleontological resources are less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a X ] ] ]
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of X L] ] ]
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
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a-b)

4.9

Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a

significant impact on the environment?

Would the project generate conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The proposed project would involve greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction and operation that
could potentially have a significant adverse effect on the environment or conflict with the City’s Climate
Action Plan (CAP) adopted in 2018. Thus, impacts would be potentially significant and would be discussed
further in the EIR. The GHG emissions assessment in the EIR will include estimates of the GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the proposed project, and will discuss the project’s

consistency with the CAP.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Wou

Id the project:

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

X

O

O

O

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

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

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

e)

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

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

g

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

[l

[l

X

[l

a-b)

c)

d)

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

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Plant operations would require routine delivery of common water treatment chemicals. All chemical uses
are pre-existing and chemicals are transported, delivered, and dispensed by qualified, licensed vendors in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Operational use of chemicals following implementation
of the proposed project would be consistent with established practices for water treatment and existing
plant operations. Hazardous materials used in construction and equipment and facilities maintenance
activities include paints and sealant coatings, petroleum-based fuels, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants used
in vehicles and equipment. These materials would be used, stored, and transported to the site in
accordance with applicable regulations and product labeling and safety data sheets. All construction waste
materials would be disposed of in compliance with state and federal hazardous waste requirements and at
appropriate facilities. The proposed project would comply with all regulations related to hazardous
materials and would prevent a significant risk of upset or accident conditions that would involve the release
of hazardous materials into the environment. Construction would be carried out in compliance with a
SWPPP prepared in compliance with the requirements of the State Construction General Permit. The
SWPPP includes the use of appropriate best management practices (BMPs) for spill prevention during
construction. Although the project may involve the use of hazardous materials, which may have a
potentially significant impact on the environment. This issue will be addressed in the EIR.

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

The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or waste within
one-quarter mile of a school. The closest school is La Gloria Elementary School, located approximately 0.65
miles northwest of Puente Del Monte Avenue. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

Based on a search of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database, the project
is not a site with known contamination (DTSC 2020). The project is not located on a hazardous materials
site and there would be no impact.
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e)

f)

8

4.10

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

The proposed project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport. The closest airport is Quail Creek Airport located more than 8.4 miles northwest of the
proposed project site. There would be no impact.

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

Monterey County has designated Gonzales River Road as a “Pre-Designated Emergency Evacuation Route”
to ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and personnel during declared emergencies (City of
Gonzales 2010c). The proposed project would involve construction along Gonzales River Road but would
not create any long-term impacts that would interfere with the evacuation plan. Thus, impacts would be
less than significant.

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires?

The proposed project is within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) and is not designated as a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone by CAL FIRE. The closest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located in a State
Responsibility Area (SRA) approximately 2.0 miles southwest of the proposed project site (CAL FIRE 2008).

Impacts would be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water X [ [ [
quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede X ] ] ]
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on
or off site; X [ [ [
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which X ] ] ]

would result in flooding on or off site;

iii)

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

iv)

impede or redirect flood flows? X L] [] []

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project X ] ] ]
inundation?

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable = ] ] ]
groundwater management plan?

a)

b)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

The existing WWTP operates under a permit from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) and has a permitted capacity of 1.3 million gallons per day. Negative impacts associated with ag-
wash chemicals has resulted in the RWQCB requiring the City to develop a compliance work plan and long-
term wastewater management plan to demonstrate the City’s plan to improve effluent water quality and
protect local groundwater resources. The project is located adjacent to the Salinas River, which extends
throughout the Salinas Valley. The lower Salinas River, which extends from Gonzales Road to the estuary,
has been impacted by numerous contaminants with established Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs),
including pesticides, bacteria, chloride, nitrates, total dissolved solids, pH, and PCBs. Project construction
and operation could potentially involve impacts to water quality, and impacts would therefore be potentially
significant. The EIR will discuss in detail the potential impacts to groundwater quality and surface water
quality, with sources including applicant provided, site-specific geotechnical reports, if available; applicant
provided hydrology/hydraulics report and water quality report, if available; and information provided in the
City of Gonzales General Plan and General Plan EIR (City of Gonzales 2018b, 2010c).

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

The proposed project would involve conversion of pervious surface to impervious surface, and would thus
have the potentially to interfere with groundwater recharge. This impact is potentially significant and will be
discussed in detail in the EIR.
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c)

d)

e)

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

I-iii) result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;

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

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

The proposed project would result in the addition of impervious surfaces that could substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the area. This would be a potentially significant impact. While a SWPPP would
be prepared for the project to protect water quality during and following construction, potential impacts will
be further analyzed in the EIR, and mitigation measures will be proposed to reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels, if necessary.

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed IWTP site is located within a 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2020). Impacts related to flood flows
would be potentially significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR.

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Due to the absence of large bodies of water close to the planning area, the potential for tsunamis or seiches
is considered nonexistent. However, the IWTP is within a 100-year flood zone and could potentially release
pollutants due to project inundation. This impact would be potentially significant and will be discussed in
further detail in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

As discussed, project construction and operation could potentially involve impacts to water quality and
groundwater recharge. These impacts would potentially conflict with applicable plans related to water
quality or groundwater, and thus are potentially significant. The EIR will discuss in detail the potential
impacts to water quality and groundwater will determine if the proposed project is consistent with
applicable plans.
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41 Land Use and Planning

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding O X O O
or mitigating an environmental effect?
a) Would the project physically divide an established community?
The project includes no components that would result in a physical division of any established communities,
as no established communities are in the project vicinity and no above-ground linear features are proposed.
There would be no impact.
b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy,

or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The proposed project would establish a wastewater treatment plan on agricultural land, adjacent to the
existing WWTP. While impacts related to land use are anticipated to be less than significant, the EIR will
discuss the consistency of the project with applicable plans intended to reduce or avoid an environmental
impact. The EIR section will include a discussion of the General Plan and any specific plans or regional
plans that apply to the proposed project.

412 Mineral Resources

Xil. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the ] L] L] X
region and the residents of the state?

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

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

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

According to the General Plan EIR, the City does not contain any valuable mineral resources or mineral
resource recovery site (City of Gonzales 2010c). Review of the California Department of Conservation (DOC)
Geologic Map data shows that the project site is not within a mineral resource zone district (DOC 2015).
There would be no impact.

413 Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Xlll. NOISE - Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general [ [ X [
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels? [ [ X O
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the O O O X
project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

The proposed project would result in a temporary increase in ambient noise from construction activities,
and a permanent increase in ambient noise from the new IWTP and its operations. The City of Gonzales
does not have established standards for ambient noise. Additionally, the project is adjacent to the existing
WWTP and is surrounded by agricultural land. There are no noise-sensitive land uses located near the
project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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b)

c)

414

Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The proposed project would not create a permanent new source of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise. A temporary increase, not anticipated to exceed prescribed thresholds, in groundborne
vibration and noise may result from construction activities. There are no sensitive receptors near the
proposed project site. Impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or near a public or private airport/airstrip.
There would be no impact.

Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, O O X O
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing [ [ X O
elsewhere?
a-b) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example,

by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed IWTP site does not include existing housing units. The project would not result in the direct
construction of housing units. The proposed project could possibly induce additional population growth by
providing for additional employment in the area. However, this growth is not expected to be substantial.
The proposed project would allow the City to accommodate growth within the City that is already anticipated
in the General Plan. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
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415 Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

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

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

The project would not result in additional population in the area (see Section 4.14, Population and Housing)
and thus would require no new or expanded facilities to support adequate fire or police protection, schools,
parks or other public facilities. Therefore, the project would result in no impact from physical impacts
associated with providing new or modified facilities.
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416 Recreation

XVI. RECREATION

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

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

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

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

The project would not result in an increase of the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities because the project would not induce substantial population growth (see Section
4.14, Population and Housing), nor would it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
There would be no impact.

317 Transportation

XVILTRANSPORTATION - Would the project:

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

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? [ [ X [
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

c)

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

[l

[l

[l

d)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

[

[

X

a)

b)

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

The proposed project consists of the construction of a new wastewater collection line and IWTP adjacent
to the existing WWTP. The wastewater collection line would be underground and would only involve minor,
temporary construction impacts to Puente Del Monte Avenue, Gonzales River Road, and Short Road.
Production rates and work hours may be reduced to accommodate for traffic procedures control and public
safety. Access through these roads would be maintained during construction and would involve no long-
term impact. The proposed project would not significantly intrude on any transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities. As mentioned above, impacts from construction of the wastewater collection line would be
temporary in nature. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, which
contains actions such as Action CIR-1.1.9 which states that there shall be a periodic system of traffic
monitoring to ensure that the impacts of new development are evaluated.

The IWTP site would be built on what is currently farmland, adjacent to the existing WWTP. The IWTP would
be accessed through Short Road, as currently by the WWTP. Increase in vehicle trips to the IWTP would be
minor, as the new facility would be adjacent to the WWTP and would likely be visited by the same personnel,
delivery vehicles, and other services necessary for wastewater operations. Thus, the proposed project
would not conflict with any programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system. The
impact would be less than significant.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

According to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 Subdivision (b)(1), a project’s vehicle miles traveled or VMT
that exceeds an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. Projects that
decrease VMT in the project area compared to existing conditions should be considered to have a less-
than-significant transportation impact. The City has not yet adopted significance thresholds for VMT. The
proposed project would include development of an undeveloped site; thereby potentially increasing VMT in
comparison to existing conditions.

The project is currently proposing an IWTP and associated wastewater collections line. Wastewater facilities
are typically low trip generators as compared to commercial uses and result in a lower than City-wide
average VMT. With consideration of the above, this impact would be considered less than significant.

12313
37 June 2020



INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT PROJECT

c)

d)

4.18

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

The proposed project does not include any geometric design features such as sharp curves or dangerous
intersections, and would not involve any new and incompatible uses. There would be no impact.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Monterey County has designated Gonzales River Road as a “Pre-Designated Emergency Evacuation Route”
to ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and personnel during declared emergencies (City of
Gonzales 2010c). The proposed project would involve construction along Gonzales River Road but would
not create any long-term impacts that would interfere with the evacuation plan. Thus, impacts would be

less than significant.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XVIII.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

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

a)

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

X

]

]

]

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

4.19

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

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

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

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

Refer to Section 4.5, Cultural Resources. Dudek has requested a Sacred Lands File search from the Native
American Heritage Commission and will conduct outreach to the Native American community using the list
of tribal contacts provided by Native American Heritage Commission for tribal groups associated with
project area vicinity. Pending these results, impacts related to tribal cultural resources are potentially
significant. A summary of these records searches and engagement with Native American tribes will be
included in the EIR, and mitigation measures will be proposed to reduce impacts to less-than-significant

levels.

Utilities and Service Systems

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the

project:

a)

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

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

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

39
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

[l

[l

X

[l

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

[l

[l

X

[l

a)

b)

c)

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The project is the construction of the IWTP and wastewater collections. Consideration of wastewater
facilities is integral to the environmental analysis and will be considered throughout the EIR, rather than a
specific utilities section. The IWTP is adjacent to the existing WWTP and would be served by extended
utilities connections including electric power, water, natural gas, and telecommunications utilities and all
disturbance associated with provision of utilities to serve the project is included in the analysis of each
resource category in this Initial Study. On-site drainage would be routed to the existing drainage system on
the premises. Impacts related to the extension of non-wastewater utilities would be less than significant.

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

The proposed project would accommodate industrial wastewater flows, which are tied to the use of process
water for agricultural industries. Future projects served by the IWTP would comply with the City’s General
Plan, which contains actions related to water supply. Action FS-2.1.1 calls for the protection of existing
water service, requiring that the City allow new development only “when public water can be supplied and
delivered without threatening water supply or water quality in the rest of Gonzales.” The General Plan EIR
concluded that the policies and implementing actions of the General Plan, plus the requirement for
collaborative planning and documentation of water sources required by Senate Bills 610 and 221, including
preparation of Water Assessments, serve to protect groundwater supplies and to reduce the environmental
effects associated with water supplies to a level of less than significant.

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

The proposed project itself is the construction of a wastewater facility. As previously discussed, the
proposed project would accommodate existing industrial wastewater flows and prevent future capacity
shortfalls. This impact would be less than significant.
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d-e)

4.20

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity

of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and

regulations related to solid waste?

The proposed project is not expected to generate solid waste in amounts significantly greater than the
existing WWTP or the amount typical for a wastewater facility. The Johnson Canyon Road Landfill is expected
to provide landfill services through the year 2042 and had 2.2 million tons of capacity remaining as of 2010
(City of Gonzales 2010c). The project would also comply with the requirements of any federal, state, or local
policies related to solid waste, recycling, and organic waste. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

Wildfire

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XX. WILDFIRE - If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation ] ] X ]
plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, ] ] X ]
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
¢) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water sources,
power lines, or other utilities) that may ] ] X ]
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, ] ] = ]
post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?
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a-d)

4.21

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled

spread of a wildfire?

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

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

The proposed project is within an LRA and is not designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by
CAL FIRE. The closest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located in an SRA approximately 2.0 miles
southwest of the proposed project site (CAL FIRE 2008). Impacts would be less than significant.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a)

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

b)

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

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

b)

c)

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

As discussed in this IS, it is possible that the proposed project would degrade air quality, water quality, or
have a substantial impact on cultural or archaeological resources, or wildlife population and habitat. These
impacts are considered potentially significant and would be discussed in further detail in the EIR. Mitigation
measures would be identified, as necessary, to address the potential impacts to air, water, and biological
and cultural resources.

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

The properties adjacent to the ITWP site are largely agricultural lands, with the exception of the existing
WWTP to the south. It is possible that the construction of the IWTP would have cumulatively considerable
impacts combined with the effects of past, current, and probably future projects in the City. This is a
potentially significant impact. The EIR will further address the current and probable cumulative conditions
within the City, air basin, and general project area and will provide mitigation measures to reduce impacts
as necessary.

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

As analyzed in this IS, it is possible that the proposed project would have an environmental effect that
would cause significant adverse effects on human beings either directly or indirectly, such as air quality or
water quality impacts. These impacts are considered potentially significant and will be thoroughly analyzed
in the subsequent EIR.
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Fresno, California 93710
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DEPARTMENT OF
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(WILDLIFE

July 28, 2020 Governor’s Office of Planning & Research
Jul 28 2020
Patrick M. Dobbins STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Public Works Director/City Engineer
City of Gonzales

147 Fourth Street

Gonzales, California 93926

Subject: Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plan
Notice of Preparation
SCH# 2020069049

Dear Mr. Dobbins:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) from City of Gonzales for the Project pursuant the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.t

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife.
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects
of the Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the
exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statue for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, 88 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386,

subd. (a)). CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for
biologically sustainable populations of those species (Id., 8 1802). Similarly, for
purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological
expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on
projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources.

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As
proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFW'’s lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & G. Code, 8 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law
of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish &
G. Code, 8§ 2050 et seq.), related authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code
may be required.

Nesting Birds: CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with potential to result in the
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish
and Game Code sections that protect birds, their eggs and nests include, sections 3503
(regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their
nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird).

Water Pollution: Pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 5650, it is unlawful to
deposit in, permit to pass into, or place where it can pass into “Waters of the State” any
substance or material deleterious to fish, plant life, or bird life, including non-native
species. It is possible that without mitigation measures, activities associated with the
Project could result in pollution of Waters of the State from storm water runoff or
construction-related erosion. Potential impacts to the wildlife resources that utilize
these watercourses include the following: increased sediment input from road or
structure runoff; toxic runoff associated with development activities and implementation;
and/or impairment of wildlife movement along riparian corridors. The Regional Water
Quiality Control Board and United States Army Corps of Engineers also has jurisdiction
regarding discharge and pollution to Waters of the State.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: City of Gonzales

Objective: The objective of the Project is to construct an Industrial Wastewater
Treatment Plant (IWTP) and a wastewater collection line. The new IWTP will be located
adjacent to the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), where it will direct
wastewater from Gonzales Agricultural Business Park to reduce workload for the
WWTP. The 78-acre IWTP will include a headworks with influent screening to remove
trash and debris and an influent flow meter; an influent lift station to pump water to the
equalization basin; a 2-stage flow equalization basin to buffer flow to the ponds system;
a deep-operated aerated pond systems to introduce oxygen into wastewater; and
effluent percolation beds to dispose of treated effluent. A solids management area
would be set aside for accumulated biosolids, sludge, and debris from the influent
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screening. A portion of the IWTP site is zoned as F/40 (Farmlands with minimum
building site of 40 acres) while the remaining portion within the City boundary is
designated as Pubic/Quasi Public but is not zoned. The wastewater collection line will
be 11,100 linear feet of new gravity sewer pipe located within the right-of-way from Del
Monte Ave to Gonzales River Road and Short Road which will end at the IWTP.

Location: Latitude: 36°29'32.98”N, Longitude: 121°28’37.94”"W. At the end of Short
Road, near Gonzales River Road in the city of Gonzales. The proposed IWTP would
comprise of the entire Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 223061017000,
223061020000, 223061019000, 223061014000, and partially of APNs 223061023000
and 223011032000.

Timeframe: Construction of the IWTP will start in 2021 and will take 8-12 months to
complete. Construction of the wastewater collection line will start in 2020 and will take
3-6 months.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist City of Gonzales in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.
Editorial comments or other suggestions may also be included to improve the
document.

There are many special-status resources present in and adjacent to the Project area.
These resources may need to be evaluated and addressed prior to any approvals that
would allow ground-disturbing activities or land use changes. The NOP indicates there
is potentially significant impact unless mitigation measures are taken but there are no
mitigation measures listed. CDFW is concerned regarding potential impacts to special-
status species including, but not limited to: the State endangered Southwest/South
Coast Clade of foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), the federally threatened
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), the State and federally threatened California
tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), the State species of special concern
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), and western
pond turtle (Emys marmorata). In order to adequately assess any potential impacts to
biological resources, focused biological surveys should be conducted by a qualified
wildlife biologist during the appropriate survey period(s) in order to determine whether
any special-status species and/or suitable habitat features may be present within the
Project area. Properly conducted biological surveys, and the information assembled
from them, are essential to identify any mitigation, minimization, and avoidance
measures and/or the need for additional or protocol-level surveys, especially in the
areas not in irrigated agriculture, and to identify any Project-related impacts under
CESA and other species of concern.
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I. Project Description and Related Impact Shortcoming

COMMENT 1: Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog (FYLF) and California Red-Legged
Frog (CRLF)

Issue: FYLF are primarily stream dwelling and requires shallow, flowing water in
streams and rivers with at least some cobble-sized substrate; CRLF primarily inhabit
ponds but can also be found in other waterways including marshes, streams, and
lagoons, and the species will also breed in ephemeral waters (Thomson et al. 2016).
FYLF and CRLF have been documented to occur near the vicinity of the Project site
(CDFW 2020). The Project site is near the Salinas River which contains habitat that
may support both species. Avoidance and minimization measures are necessary to
reduce impacts to FYLF and CRLF to a level that is less than significant.

Specific impact: Without appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for
FYLF and CRLF, potentially significant impacts associated with the Project’s
activities include burrow collapse, inadvertent entrapment, reduced reproductive
success, reduction in health and vigor of eggs, larvae and/or young, and direct
mortality of individuals.

Evidence impact would be significant: FYLF and CRLF populations throughout
the State have experienced ongoing and drastic declines and many have been
extirpated; historically, FYLF occurred in mountain streams from the San Gabriel
River in Los Angeles County to southern Oregon west of the Sierra-Cascade crest
(Thomson et al. 2016). Habitat loss from growth of cities and suburbs, invasion of
nonnative plants, impoundments, water diversions, stream maintenance for flood
control, degraded water quality, and introduced predators, such as bullfrogs are the
primary threats to FYLF and CRLF (Thomson et al. 2016, USFWS 2017). Project
activities have the potential to significantly impact both species.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

To evaluate potential impacts to FYLF and CRLF, CDFW recommends conducting
the following evaluation of the Project site, incorporating the following mitigation
measures into the CEQA document prepared for this Project, and that these
measures be made conditions of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 1: FYLF and CRLF Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife biologist conduct surveys for FYLF and
CRLF in accordance with the USFWS “Revised Guidance on Site Assessment and
Field Surveys for the California Red-legged Frog” (USFWS 2005) to determine if
FYLF and CRLF are within or adjacent to the Project area; while this survey is


http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/usfws_interim_goea_monitoring_protocol_10march2010.pdf
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designed for CRLF, the survey may be used for FYLF focusing on stream/river
habitat.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 2: FYLF and CRLF Avoidance

If any FYLF or/and CRLF are found during pre-construction surveys or at any time
during construction, consultation with CDFW is warranted to determine if the Project
can avoid take. CDFW recommends that initial ground-disturbing activities be timed
to avoid the period when FYLF and CRLF are most likely to be moving through
upland areas (November 1 and March 31). When ground-disturbing activities must
take place between November 1 and March 31, CDFW recommends a qualified
biologist monitor construction activity daily for FYLF and CRLF.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 3: FYLF Take Authorization

The Southwest/South Coast Clade of FYLF is State endangered. If through surveys
it is determined that FYLF are occupying or have the potential to occupy the Project
site and take cannot be avoided, take authorization would be warranted prior to
initiating ground-disturbing activities to comply with CESA. Take authorization would
occur through issuance of a State Incidental Take Permit (ITP) by CDFW, pursuant
to Fish and Game Code section 2081(b). In the absence of surveys, the applicant
can assume presence of FYLF within the Project site and obtain an ITP from CDFW.

COMMENT 2: California Tiger Salamander (CTS)

Issue: CTS have been documented to occur near the vicinity of the Project site
(CDFW 2020). Aerial imagery shows that the Project site is near of upland habitat
which likely serve as refugia for CTS that are dispersing from and into the area.
CTS have the potential to occur in the Project site.

Specific Impacts: Potential ground- and vegetation-disturbing activities associated
with Project activities include: water inundation as a result of the proposed new
pond systems and percolation beds, collapse of small mammal burrows, inadvertent
entrapment, loss of upland refugia, water quality impacts to breeding sites, reduced
reproductive success, reduction in health and vigor of eggs and/or young, and direct
mortality of individuals.

Evidence impact would be significant: Up to 75% of historic CTS habitat has
been lost to urban and agricultural development (Searcy et al. 2013). Loss,
degradation, and fragmentation of habitat are the primary threats to CTS in both the
Central and San Joaquin valleys. Contaminants and vehicle strikes are also sources
of mortality for the species (CDFW 2015, USFWS 2017a). The Project site is within
the range of CTS and may have suitable habitat (i.e., grasslands interspersed with
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burrows). CTS have been determined to be physiologically capable of dispersing up
to approximately 1.5 miles from seasonally flooded wetlands (Searcy and Shaffer
2011) and have been documented within a mile of the Project site (CDFW 2020).
Given the presence of suitable habitat within the Project site, ground-disturbing
activities have the potential to significantly impact local populations of CTS.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

CDFW recommends conducting the following evaluation of the Project site,
incorporating the following mitigation measures into the CEQA document for this
Project, and that these measures be made conditions of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 4. Focused CTS Protocol-level Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct protocol-level surveys in
accordance with the USFWS “Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field
Surveys for Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger
Salamander” (USFWS 2003) at the appropriate time of year to determine the
existence and extent of CTS breeding and refugia habitat. The protocol-level
surveys for CTS require more than one survey season and are dependent upon
sufficient rainfall to complete. As a result, consultation with CDFW and the USFWS
is recommended well in advance of beginning the surveys and prior to any planned
vegetation- or ground-disturbing activities. CDFW advises that the protocol-level
survey include a 100-foot buffer around the Project area in all areas of wetland and
upland habitat that could support CTS. Please be advised that protocol-level survey
results are viable for two years after the results are reviewed by CDFW.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 5: CTS Avoidance

CDFW advises that a minimum 50-foot no-disturbance buffer be delineated around
all small mammal burrows in suitable upland refugia habitat within and/or adjacent to
the Project site. Further, CDFW recommends potential or known breeding habitat
within and/or adjacent to the Project site be delineated with a minimum 250-foot no-
disturbance buffer. Both upland burrow and wetland breeding no-disturbance
buffers are intended to minimize impacts to CTS habitat and avoid take of
individuals.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 6: CTS Take Authorization

If through surveys it is determined that CTS are occupying or have the potential to
occupy the Project site, consultation with CDFW is warranted to determine if the
Project can avoid take. If take cannot be avoided, take authorization would be
warranted prior to initiating ground-disturbing activities to comply with CESA. Take
authorization would occur through issuance of an ITP by CDFW, pursuant to Fish
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and Game Code section 2081(b). In the absence of protocol surveys, the applicant
can assume presence of CTS within the Project site and obtain an ITP from CDFW.

COMMENT 3: Burrowing Owl (BUOW)

Issue: BUOW may occur near the Project site (CDFW 2020). BUOW inhabit open
grassland or adjacent canal banks, ROWSs, vacant lots, etc. containing small
mammal burrows, a requisite habitat feature used by BUOW for nesting and cover.
Review of aerial imagery indicates that some of the Project site is bordered by
potential fallow agricultural fields and may be present within the Project site.

Specific impact: Potentially significant direct impacts associated with subsequent
activities include burrow collapse, inadvertent entrapment, nest abandonment,
reduced reproductive success, reduction in health and vigor of eggs and/or young,
and direct mortality of individuals.

Evidence impact is potentially significant: BUOW rely on burrow habitat year-
round for their survival and reproduction. Habitat loss and degradation are
considered the greatest threats to BUOW in California’s Central Valley (Gervais et
al. 2008). The Project site is bordered by some of the only remaining undeveloped
land in the vicinity, which is otherwise intensively managed for agriculture.
Therefore, subsequent ground-disturbing activities associated with the Project have
the potential to significantly impact local BUOW populations. In addition, and as
described in CDFW'’s “Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation” (CDFG 2012),
excluding and/or evicting BUOW from their burrows is considered a potentially
significant impact under CEQA.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

To evaluate potential impacts to BUOW, CDFW recommends conducting the
following evaluation of the Project site, incorporating the following mitigation

measures into the CEQA document prepared for this Project, and that these

measures be made conditions of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 7: BUOW Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist assess if suitable BUOW habitat
features are present within or adjacent to the Project site (e.g., burrows). If suitable
habitat features are present, CDFW recommends assessing presence/absence of
BUOW by having a qualified biologist conduct surveys following the California
Burrowing Owl Consortium’s “Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation
Guidelines” (CBOC 1993) and CDFW'’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation”
(CDFG 2012). Specifically, CBOC and CDFW'’s Staff Report suggest three or more
surveillance surveys conducted during daylight with each visit occurring at least
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three weeks apart during the peak breeding season (April 15 to July 15), when
BUOW are most detectable.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 8: BUOW Avoidance

CDFW recommends no-disturbance buffers, as outlined in the “Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation” (CDFG 2012), be implemented prior to and during any
ground-disturbing activities. Specifically, CDFW’s Staff Report recommends that
impacts to occupied burrows be avoided in accordance with the following table
unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive
methods that either: 1) the birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that
juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of
independent survival.

. . Level of Disturbance
Location Time of Year Cow Med High
Nesting sites April 1-Aug 15 200 m* 500 m 500 m
Nesting sites Aug 16-Oct 15 200 m 200m 500 m
Nesting sites Oct 16-Mar 31 50 m 100 m 500 m

* meters (m)

Recommended Mitigation Measure 9: BUOW Passive Relocation and
Mitigation

If BUOW are found within these recommended buffers and avoidance is not
possible, it is important to note that according to the Staff Report (CDFG 2012),
exclusion is not a take avoidance, minimization, or mitigation method and is
considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. However, if necessary,
CDFW recommends that burrow exclusion be conducted by qualified biologists and
only during the non-breeding season, before breeding behavior is exhibited and after
the burrow is confirmed empty through non-invasive methods, such as surveillance.
CDFW recommends replacement of occupied burrows with artificial burrows at a
ratio of 1 burrow collapsed to 1 artificial burrow constructed (1:1) as mitigation for the
potentially significant impact of evicting BUOW. BUOW may attempt to colonize or
re-colonize an area that will be impacted; thus, CDFW recommends ongoing
surveillance, at a rate that is sufficient to detect BUOW if they return.

COMMENT 4: Western spadefoot

Issue: Western spadefoot inhabit grassland habitats, breed in seasonal wetlands,
and seek refuge in upland habitat where they occupy burrows outside of the
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breeding season (Thomson et al. 2016). Review of aerial imagery indicates that the
Project may contain these requisite habitat elements.

Specific impact: Aerial imagery shows that the proposed Project site has upland
habitat. Without appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for western
spadefoot, potentially significant impacts associated with ground disturbance
include; collapse of small mammal burrows, inadvertent entrapment, loss of upland
refugia, water quality impacts to breeding sites, reduced reproductive success,
reduction in health and vigor of eggs and/or young, and direct mortality of
individuals.

Evidence impact is potentially significant: Habitat loss and fragmentation
resulting from agricultural and urban development is the primary threat to western
spadefoot (Thomson et al. 2016). The Project area is within the range of western
spadefoot, could contain suitable upland habitat (i.e., grasslands interspersed with
burrows) and breeding habitat (i.e., vernal pools and swales). As a result,
ground-disturbing activities associated with development of the Project site have the
potential to significantly impact local populations of this species.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

To evaluate potential impacts to western spadefoot associated with the Project,
CDFW recommends conducting the following evaluation of the Project site,
incorporating the following mitigation measures into the CEQA document prepared
for this Project, and that these measures be made conditions of approval for the
Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 10: Western Spadefoot Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct focused surveys for western
spadefoot and their requisite habitat features to evaluate potential impacts resulting
from ground- and vegetation-disturbance.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 11. Western Spadefoot Avoidance

Avoidance whenever possible is encouraged via delineation and observance of a
50-foot no-disturbance buffer around burrows. If western spadefoot are observed on
the Project site, CDFW recommends that Project activities in their immediate vicinity
cease and individuals be allowed to leave the Project site on their own accord.
Alternatively, a qualified biologist with appropriate authorization can move them out
of harm’s way and to a suitable location.
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COMMENT 5: Western pond turtle (WPT)

Issue: The Project area is near Salinas River where WPT could have the potential
to occur. WPT are known to nest in the spring or early summer within 100 meters of
a water body, although nest sites as far away as 500 meters have also been
reported (Thomson et al. 2016).

Specific impact: Without appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for
WPT, potentially significant impacts associated with Project activities could include
nest reduction, inadvertent entrapment, reduced reproductive success, reduction in
health or vigor of eggs and/or young, and direct mortality.

Evidence impact is potentially significant: The Project site is in close proximity of
potential WPT habitat. Additionally, noise, vegetation removal, movement of
workers, and ground disturbance as a result of Project activities have the potential to
significantly impact WPT populations.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

To evaluate potential impacts to WPT, CDFW recommends conducting the following
evaluation of the Project site, editing the MND to include the following measures
specific to WPT, and that these measures be made conditions of approval for the
Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 12: WPT Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct focused surveys for WPT ten
days prior to Project implementation. In addition, CDFW recommends that focused
surveys for nests occur during the egg-laying season (March through August) and
that any nests discovered remain undisturbed until the eggs have hatched.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 13: WPT Relocation

CDFW recommends that if any WPT are discovered at the site immediately prior to
or during Project activities, they be allowed to move out of the area on their own.

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS?
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COMMENT 6: Wetland and Riparian Habitats

Issue: The Project area is adjacent to the Salinas River which contains riparian and
wetland habitat. Development within the Project has the potential to involve temporary
and permanent impacts to these features.

Specific impact: Project activities have the potential to result in the loss of riparian and
wetland vegetation, in addition to the degradation of wetland and riparian areas through
grading, fill, and related development.

Evidence impact is potentially significant: Riparian and associated floodplain and
wetland areas are valuable for their ecosystem processes such as protecting water
guality by filtering pollutants and transforming nutrients; stabilizing stream banks to
prevent erosion and sedimentation/siltation; and dissipating flow energy during flood
conditions, thereby spreading the volume of surface water, reducing peak flows
downstream, and increasing the duration of low flows by slowly releasing stored water
into the channel through subsurface flow. Modifications of streams to accommodate
human uses has resulted in damming, canalizing, and channelizing of many streams,
though some natural stream channels and small wetland or wetted areas remain
(Edminster 2002). The Fish and Game Commission policy regarding wetland resources
discourages development or conversion of wetlands that results in any net loss of
wetland acreage or habitat value. Construction activities within these features also has
the potential to impact downstream waters as a result of Project site impacts leading to
erosion, scour, and changes in stream morphology.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 14: Stream and Wetland Habitat Mitigation

CDFW recommends that the potential direct and indirect impacts to stream/riparian and
wetland habitat be analyzed according to each Project activity. Based on those potential
impacts, CDFW recommends that the CEQA document includes measures to avoid,
minimize, and/or mitigate those impacts. CDFW recommends that impacts to riparian
habitat (i.e., biotic and abiotic features) take into account the effects to stream function
and hydrology from riparian habitat loss or damage, as well as potential effects from the
loss of riparian habitat to special-status species already identified herein. CDFW
recommends that losses to stream and wetland habitats be offset with corresponding
riparian and wetland habitat restoration incorporating native vegetation to replace the
value to fish and wildlife provided by the habitats lost from Project implementation. If on-
site restoration to replace habitats is not feasible, CDFW recommends offsite mitigation
by restoring or enhancing in-kind riparian or wetland habitat and providing for the long-
term management and protection of the mitigation area, to ensure its persistence.

II. Editorial Comments and/or Suggestions
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Lake and Streambed Alteration: The Project contains activities that may result in the
Project site being subject to CDFW’s regulatory authority pursuant Fish and Game
Code section 1600 et seq. Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires an entity to
notify CDFW prior to commencing any activity that may (a) substantially divert or
obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; (b) substantially change or use
any material from the bed, bank, or channel of any river, stream, or lake; or (c) deposit
debris, waste or other materials that could pass into any river, stream, or lake. “Any
river, stream, or lake” includes those that are ephemeral or intermittent, such as the
unnamed stream within the Project site, as well as those that are perennial in nature.

For additional information on notification requirements, please contact our staff in the
Lake and Streambed Alteration Program at (559) 243-4593. It is important to note,
CDFW is required to comply with CEQA, as a Responsible Agency, when issuing a
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA). If inadequate, or no environmental
review, has occurred, for the Project activities that are subject to notification under Fish
and Game Code section 1602, CDFW will not be able to issue the Final LSAA until
CEQA analysis for the project is complete. V This may lead to considerable Project
delays.

Nesting birds: CDFW encourages that Project implementation occur during the bird
non-nesting season; however, if ground-disturbing or vegetation-disturbing activities
must occur during the breeding season (February through mid-September), the Project
applicant is responsible for ensuring that implementation of the Project does not result
in violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or relevant Fish and Game Code sections
referenced above.

To evaluate Project-related impacts on nesting birds, CDFW recommends that a
qualified wildlife biologist conduct pre-activity surveys for active nests no more than 10
days prior to the start of ground or vegetation disturbance to maximize the probability
that nests that could potentially be impacted are detected. CDFW also recommends
that surveys cover a sufficient area around the Project site to identify nests and
determine their status. A sufficient area means any area potentially affected by the
Project. In addition to direct impacts (i.e. nest destruction), noise, vibration, and
movement of workers or equipment could also affect nests. Prior to initiation of
construction activities, CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct a survey to
establish a behavioral baseline of all identified nests. Once construction begins, CDFW
recommends having a qualified biologist continuously monitor nests to detect behavioral
changes resulting from the Project. If behavioral changes occur, CDFW recommends
halting the work causing that change and consulting with CDFW for additional
avoidance and minimization measures.

If continuous monitoring of identified nests by a qualified wildlife biologist is not feasible,
CDFW recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet around active nests
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of non-listed bird species and a 500-foot no-disturbance buffer around active nests of
non-listed raptors. These buffers are advised to remain in place until the breeding
season has ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that the birds have
fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or on-site parental care for survival.
Variance from these no-disturbance buffers is possible when there is compelling
biological or ecological reason to do so, such as when the construction area would be
concealed from a nest site by topography. CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife
biologist advise and support any variance from these buffers and notify CDFW in
advance of implementing a variance.

Federally Listed Species: CDFW recommends consulting with the USFWS on
potential impacts to federally listed species including, but not limited to, CTS. Take
under FESA is more broadly defined than CESA; take under FESA also includes
significant habitat modification or degradation that could result in death or injury to a
listed species by interfering with essential behavioral patterns such as breeding,
foraging, or nesting. Consultation with the USFWS in order to comply with FESA is
advised well in advance of any ground-disturbing activities.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a data base which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, 8
21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB). The CNDDB field survey form can be found at the following link:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The
completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address:
CNDDB@uwildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at
the following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants_and animals.asp.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, 8§ 711.4;
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)


http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf
mailto:cnddb@dfg.ca.gov
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants_and_animals.asp
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CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist City of Gonzales in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

More information on survey and monitoring protocols for sensitive species can be found
at CDFW'’s website (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols).
Please see the enclosed Mitigation Monitoring (MMRP) table which corresponds with
recommended mitigation measures in this comment letter. Questions regarding this
letter or further coordination should be directed to Aimee Braddock, Environmental
Scientist at aimee.braddock@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
| Bob Srallord

5343A684FF02469...

Bob Stafford for Julie A. Vance
Regional Manager

Attachment 1

cc:  Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(MMRP)

PROJECT: Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plan
Notice of Preparation

SCH No.: 2020069049

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION STATUS/DATE/INITIALS
MEASURE

Before Disturbing Soil or Vegetation
Mitigation Measure 1: FYLF and CRLF Surveys
Mitigation Measure 3: FYLF Take Authorization
Mitigation Measure 4: Focused CTS Protocol-
level Surveys
Mitigation Measure 6: CTS Take Authorization
Mitigation Measure 7: BUOW Surveys
Mitigation Measure 9: BUOW Passive Relocation
and Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 10: Western Spadefoot
Surveys
Mitigation Measure 12: WPT Surveys
Mitigation Measure 13: WPT Relocation
Mitigation Measure 14: Stream and Wetland
Habitat Mitigation

During Construction
Mitigation Measure 2: FYLF and CRLF Avoidance

Mitigation Measure 5: CTS Avoidance
Mitigation Measure 8: BUOW Avoidance

Mitigation Measure 11: Western Spadefoot
Avoidance

1 Rev. 2013.1.1
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Calitornia Gavin Newsom, Governor
2 id Shabazian, Di
’ﬁﬁ;‘ Department of Conservation David Shabazian, Director

Division of Land Resource Protection

JULY 9, 2020

VIA EMAIL: PDOBBINS@CI.GONZALES.CA.US

Patrick Dobbins, PE

City of Gonzales Governor's Office of Planning & Research
147 Fourth Street

Gonzales, CA 93926

Jul 13 2020
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Dear Mr. Dobbins:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT PROJECT, SCH# 2020069049

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource
Protection (Division) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report for the Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant Project (Project). The
Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis, provides technical
assistance regarding the Wiliamson Act, and administers various agricultural land
conservation programs. We offer the following comments and recommendations
with respect to the proposed project’s potential impacts on agricultural land and
resources.

Project Description

There are two components of the proposed project: the Industrial Wastewater
Treatment Plant (IWTP), and the proposed wastewater collection line. The proposed
IWTP would be located north of the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant on a 78-
acre site and would be installed in a phased approach. Phase | would have a
wastewater tfreatment capacity of 2.0 MGD. As the wastewater flows and number
of industrial discharges increase, phase Il of the IWTP will be constructed with a
treatment capacity to 4.0 MGD. The proposed wastewater collection line includes
approximately 11, 100 linear feet (LF) of new gravity sewer pipe located mainly on
public street right-of-way. This collection line would convey flows starting near the
intersection of Katherine Street and Puente Del Monte Avenue. The pipeline heads
south on Puente Del Monte Avenue before turning west onto Gonzales River Road.
The pipeline alignment continues on Gonzales River Road and continues west onto
Short Road. The proposed collection line would convey flow on Short Road before
finally terminating at the new IWTP site.

State of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 14-15, Sacramento, CA 95814
conservation.ca.gov | T: (916) 324-0850 | F: (916) 327-3430
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Currently, the project site is in agricultural use and contains Prime Farmland, as
identified by the Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program!. One of the proposed project site parcels is also under a Wiliamson Act
contract, and is adjacent to a parcel which is subject to an agricultural easement.

Department Comments

The conversion of agricultural land represents a permanent reduction and
significant impact to California’s agricultural land resources. Under CEQA, a lead
agency should not approve a project if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available that would lessen the significant effects of the
project.?2 All mitigation measures that are potentially feasible should be included in
the project’s environmental review. A measure brought to the attention of the lead
agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible based on its elements.

As the courts have shown3, agricultural conservation easements on land of at least
equal quality and size can mitigate project impacts in accordance with CEQA
Guideline § 15370. The Department highlights agricultural conservation easements
because of their acceptance and use by lead agencies as an appropriate
mitigation measure under CEQA. Agricultural conservation easements are an
available mitigation tool and should always be considered; however, any other
feasible mitigation measures should also be considered.

A source that has proven helpful for regional and statewide agricultural mitigation
banks is the California Council of Land Trusts. They provide helpful insight into
farmland mitigation policies and implementation strategies, including a guidebook
with model policies and a model local ordinance. The guidebook can be found at:

http://www.calandtrusts.org/resources/conserving-californias-narvest/

Conclusion

The Department recommends further discussion of the following issues under the
Agricultural Resources section of the Environmental Impact Report:

e Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly and
indirectly from implementation of the proposed project.

e Impacts on any current and future agricultural operations in the vicinity; e.g.,
land-use conflicts, increases in land values and taxes, loss of agricultural
support infrastructure such as processing facilities, efc.

T California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/

2 Public Resources Code section 21002.

3 Masonite Corp. v. County of Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230, 238.

Page 2 of 3


http://www.calandtrusts.org/resources/conserving-californias-harvest/
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/

DocuSign Envelope ID: 9377001E-A4D3-4A51-8CBE-661572F54485

e Incremental impacts leading to cumulative impacts on agricultural land. This
would include impacts from the proposed project, as well as impacts from
past, current, and likely future projects.

e Proposed mitigation measures for allimpacted agricultural lands within the
proposed project area.

e Projects compatibility with, or, potential contract resolutions for land in an
agricultural preserve and/or enrolled in a Williamson Act confract.

e Potential impacts, and proposed mitigation for lands held under agricultural
easements.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Intent to
adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Parkwood Subdivision Project.
Please provide this Department with notices of any future hearing dates as well as
any staff reports pertaining to this project. If you have any questions regarding our
comments, please contact Farl Grundy, Associate Environmental Planner at (?16)
324-7347 or via email at Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Monique Wilber
Conservation Program Support Supervisor
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Patrick M. Dobbins
City of Gonzales
147 Fourth Street
Gonzales, CA 93926

Re: 2020069049, Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plan Project, Monterey County
Dear Mr. Dobbins:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.

Page 1 of 5
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AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, fraditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. Thelead agency contact information.

c. Notfification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “Cdalifornia Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultatfion shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretfionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the fribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on fribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tfribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentidlity of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tfribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tfribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
Cadlifornia Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified fribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a fribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a fribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mifigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking info account the ftribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the fradifional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American fribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultatfion process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the fribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the fribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation _CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with fribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,”  which can be found online af:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If alocal government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the fribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(@)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are fraditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to confinue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to fribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(hitp://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent fo the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required fo determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’'s APE.
b. A Nafive American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitfigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., fit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
aoffilioted Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the freatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., fit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: Nancy.Gonzalez-
Lopez@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 33

Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1
Monterey County, Annual

Date: 1/20/2021 10:04 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
General Light Industry . 2.64 1000sqft ! 0.06 ! 2,640.00 0
"""" Other Asphalt Surfaces ~ + 300 Acre H 3.00 : 130,680.00 N
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2023
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 210 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N20 are from the CalEEMod software version 2016.3.2 for PG&E. CO2 was adjusted based

PG&E's reported intensity for 2017.

Land Use - 2,640 SF buildings and 3-acres paved surfaces (access roads/parking area)

Construction Phase - Construction schedule based on engineering input

Off-road Equipment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input. Off-highway truck used to represent water truck

Off-road Equipment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input. Off-highway truck used to represent water truck

Off-road Equipment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input

Off-road Equipment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input

Off-road Equipment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input. Off-highway truck used to represent water truck
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Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

Off-road E ui;])_ment - Offroad equipment mix and hours/day based on engineering input. Off-highway truck used to represent water truck
Trips and VMT - On-road vehicle trips based on engineering input

On-road Fugitive Dust - Default on-road fugitive dust

Grading - Default acres graded based on grading/earthwork equipment specified, which is conservative based since only 27-acres to be disturbed. Material
exported based on engineering input.

Architectural Coating - Default architectural coating assumptions

Vehicle Trips - No new employees. Only a water truck delivery anticipated per month, which would be negligble.
Vehicle Emission Factors - Default

Vehicle Emission Factors - Default

Vehicle Emission Factors - Default

Road Dust - Default

Consumer Products - Default consumer products

Area Coating - Default architectural coatings

Landscape Equipment - Default landscape maintenance

Energy Use - Revised energy use factors based on engineering input

Water And Wastewater - Revised water use based on engineering input

Solid Waste - Revised solid waste rate based on engineering input

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Accounts for water truck watering at least 2x per day

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - 750 kw diesel generator assumed to be tested up to 2 hours per day, once per month, and up to
50 hours annually

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps EF - Default EFs for diesel generator

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 5.00 10.00
"""" iConstrustonPhase x T Numbaye T 18.00 T 2000 T
"""" iConstrustonPhase x T Numbaye T 8.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstrustonPhase x T Numbaye T 8.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstrustonPhase x T Numbaye T 230.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstrustonPhase % T Numbaye T 18.00 CTTT T  s000 T
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Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

tblEnergyUse

tblOffRoadEquipment

LightingElect

UsageHours

1.48

19.71

0.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

1.00

4.00

1.00

6.00

-+

6.00
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Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

tblOffRoadEquipment . UsageHours . 7.00 ! 0.00
"""" tbidf?éééd’éq'u'iﬁn%ér}{""'"?"'"""'bééée'niédr's"""""*;"'"""""é.'ob""'""""':*"'""""bfdo'"""""'
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :400
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :200
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 6.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 6.00 :400
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :600
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 7.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
"""" biofReadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :ooo
""" tiProjeciCharacteristics & Codinmensivractor 641.35 : T e T
""" tiProjeciCharacteristios &7 UrbanizatonLevel Urban : T Rua T
""""" bisliawaste 1 SdidwasteGeneraionRate |+ 3.27 : T s T
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1T HorsePowervalue 0.00 : """"" 100600
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1T HoursPerDay 0.00 : T 00 T
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1T HoursPervear 0.00 : """""" 5000
" biStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse 1 NumberOfEquipment 0.00 : 0
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T YadingTrpNamber 0.00 :60000
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T YadingTrpNamber 0.00 : T 200000 T
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T YadingTrpNamber 6,250.00 : T 700000 T
""""" bitrpsAndvMT T T YadingTrpNamber 3,750.00 : T w000 T
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T YadingTrpNamber 0.00 T e T




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 5 of 33 Date: 1/20/2021 10:04 AM

Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber . 0.00

0.00 1 2.00

22.00

0.00

13.00

13.00

+
tbITripsAndVMT . WorkerTripNumber E 33.00 1 30.00

13.00

56.00

11.00

1.32

0.68

6.97

tbiWater . IndoorWaterUseRate 610,500.00 ' 7,300.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Gonzales IWTP - Phase 1 - Monterey County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2022 E: 0.4624 ! 4.9468 ! 2.8701 ! 0.0107 ! 0.5901 ! 0.1571 ! 0.7473 ! 0.2259 ! 0.1449 ! 0.3709 0.0000 ' 974.0992 ! 974.0992 ! 0.1881 ! 0.0000 ' 978.8008
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Maximum 0.4624 4.9468 2.8701 0.0107 0.5901 0.1571 0.7473 0.2259 0.1449 0.3709 0.0000 974.0992 | 974.0992 0.1881 0.0000 978.8008

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2022 E: 0.4624 ! 4.9468 ! 2.8701 ! 0.0107 ! 0.3401 ! 0.1571 ! 0.4972 ! 0.1219 ! 0.1449 ! 0.2669 0.0000 ! 974.0986 ! 974.0986 ! 0.1881 ! 0.0000 ! 978.8002
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 1] 1] 1
Maximum 0.4624 4.9468 2.8701 0.0107 0.3401 0.1571 0.4972 0.1219 0.1449 0.2669 0.0000 | 974.0986 | 974.0986 0.1881 0.0000 978.8002
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.37 0.00 33.46 46.04 0.00 28.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Date: 1/20/2021 10:04 AM

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 1-2-2022 4-1-2022 3.3234 3.3234
2 4-2-2022 7-1-2022 1.6565 1.6565
3 7-2-2022 9-30-2022 0.2436 0.2436
Highest 3.3234 3.3234
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area - 0.0233 ! 0.0000 ! 7.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 1.4000e- ! 1.4000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.5000e-
n ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 004 , 004 , ' 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————— : e R D - fm——————p e = s
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 123.8322 ! 123.8322 ! 0.0171 ! 3.5400e- ! 125.3140
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} 003 L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————n : m——k e e jmm——— g - fm—————— = s
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————— : ———km e jmm——— g - e = m e a e
Stationary = (0.0413 + 0.1846 * 0.1052  2.0000e- * ' 6.0700e- ' 6.0700e- ¢ ' 6.0700e- * 6.0700e- 0.0000 * 19.1541 1 19.1541  2.6900e- * 0.0000 '+ 19.2212
o : ' \ o004 i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . ' \ o003 . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ——me gy : f——— - = e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 5.5823 ! 0.0000 ! 5.5823 ! 0.3299 ! 0.0000 ! 13.8298
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et D et : e mm e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 2.3200e- + 3.7600e- * 6.0800e- *+ 2.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0137
o : ' : : ' : : : . 003 . 003 , 003 , 004 ., 005
- 1
Total 0.0646 0.1846 0.1053 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.0700e- | 6.0700e- 0.0000 6.0700e- 6.0700e- 5.5846 142.9902 | 148.5747 0.3499 3.5500e- | 158.3789
004 003 003 003 003 003
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Aquatic Resources Delineation Report
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6 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the data from desktop studies and that collected during the field delineation, no
potentially jurisdictional waters are present in the Study Area. An aquatic resources table prepared
in accordance with the ACOE format is provided in Appendix D. These findings are preliminary
until verified by the San Francisco District of the ACOE.

6.1 Waters of the U.S.

The Study Area does not support TNWSs, interstate waters, or waters that support interstate
commerce; therefore, potential ACOE jurisdiction would be determined based on connectivity or
adjacency to off-site waters of the U.S.

Based on the review presented herein, the Study Area does not support TNWS or other waters
that may meet the criteria for waters of the U.S. subject to ACOE jurisdiction. All findings herein
are preliminary until verified by the ACOE

6.2 Waters of the State

The Study Area does not support waters that are anticipated to meet the criteria for jurisdictional
waters of the State. Riparian vegetation associated with the Salinas River is under the jurisdiction
of CDFW and impacts to riparian vegetation may require CDFW consultation and potential
issuance of a CDFG Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement.
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Representative Site Photographs







APPENDIX A
Representative Site Photographs

1. Representative site photos, inactive agricultural field. View looking NE towards
Gonzales

ba

2. Representative site photos, active agricultural field. View looking N down Short Road
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3. SPO1
4. SP02
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Plant Species Observed







ATTACHMENT B
Plant Species Observed within the Project Area

VASCULAR SPECIES
EUDICOTS

APIACEAE—CARROT FAMILY
Conium maculatum—poison hemlock*

ASTERACEAE—SUNFLOWER FAMILY
Matricaria discoidea—disc mayweed
Sonchus asper—spiny sowthistle*

BORAGINACEAE—BORAGE FAMILY
Amsinckia menziesii—Menzies' fiddleneck

BRASSICACEAE—MUSTARD FAMILY
Lepidium didymium—Iesser swinecress*

FABACEAE—LEGUME FAMILY
Medicago polymorpha—burclover*

FABACEAE—LEGUME FAMILY
Medicago polymorpha—nburclover*

FABACFAE—LEGUME FAMILY
Medicago polymorpha—Dburclover*

MONOCOTS
POACEAE—GRASS FAMILY
Avena fatua—wild oat*
Bromus diandrus—ripgut brome*

* signifies introduced (non-native) species
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Gonzales Waste Water Treatment Plant City/County: Monterey Sampling Date: _04/13/2020
Applicant/Owner: City of Gonzales State: CA Sampling Point: SPO1
Investigator(s): M. Leis, P. Keating Section, Township, Range: $31,32 R5E T16

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0
Subregion (LRR): Lat: 36.494311 Long: -121.482822 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Pico fine sandy loam NWI classification: hone

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes__ U0  No_
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ? ]
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No - Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes U No
Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species
_ _ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species x1=
4. FACW species 2 X2= 4
5. FACspecies 10  x3=__30
= Total Cover FACUspecies _  x4=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species Xx5=
1. sonchus asper 10 N FAC Column Totals: 12 (A) 34 B)
2. Conium maculatum 1 N FACW
3. Salix exigua 1 N EACW Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.83
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. O Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
12 =Total Cover — ydropny 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 68 % Cover of Biotic Crust 20 Present? Yes __ U No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: SPO1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR4/2 100 Sandy Clay

8-18 10YR5/3 100 Clay Sand

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ O

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11)

High Water Table (A2) Biotic Crust (B12)
Saturation (A3) Agquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

0 Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ O  Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No _ U  Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No 0 Depth (inches):

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [ No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Gonzales Waste Water Treatment Plant City/County: Monterey Sampling Date: _04/13/2020
Applicant/Owner: City of Gonzales State: CA Sampling Point: SP02
Investigator(s): M. Leis, P. Keating Section, Township, Range: $31,32 R5E T16

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0
Subregion (LRR): Lat: 36.493962 Long: -121.482407 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Pico fine sandy loam NWI classification: hone

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes__ U0  No_
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ? ]
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No - Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ U
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species
_ _ = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species 1 X2= 2
5. FACspecies _ x3=
= Total Cover FACUspecies _  x4=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) UPL species Xx5=
1. Salix exigua 1 N FACW Column Totals: 1 (A) 2 (B)
2.
3. Prevalence Index =B/A = 2.0
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. O Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
1 = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 99 % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes __ U No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: SP02

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks
0-14 10YR4/2 100 Sandy Clay

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ O

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11)

High Water Table (A2) Biotic Crust (B12)
Saturation (A3) Agquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

0 Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ O  Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No _ U  Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No 0 Depth (inches):

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ U

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0
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Appendix D

Biological Technical Report
























































































































































































































Appendix E

Cultural Resources Investigation

















































































































http://www.jstor.org/stable/27794572



https://www.britannica.com/event/Mexican-American-War












https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca4555
https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca4555
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Appendix F

Geological Investigation














































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix G

Hydrological Study



































































































































































































































































































































































































































https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-web/datasets/GHCND/stations/GHCND:USW00023233/detail
https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-web/datasets/GHCND/stations/GHCND:USW00023233/detail
https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-web/datasets/GHCND/stations/GHCND:USC00047668/detail
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?agency_code=USGS&site_no=11151700
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?agency_code=USGS&site_no=11152300
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	Project Site: Gonzales Waste Water Treatment Plant
	City/County: Monterey
	Sampling Date: 04/13/2020
	Applicant/Owner: City of Gonzales 
	Investigator(s): M. Leis, P. Keating
	Section, Township, Range: S31,32 R5E T16
	Landform: Floodplain
	Local Relief: none
	Slope: 0
	Subregion: 
	Latitude: 36.494311
	Longitude: -121.482822
	Datum: 
	Soil Map Unit Name: Pico fine sandy loam
	NWI Classification: none
	1: Yes
	2: Off
	3: Off
	4: Off
	5: Off
	6: Yes
	7: Off
	8: Off
	9: Off
	10: Off
	11: Yes
	12: Off
	13: Off
	14: Yes
	15: Yes
	16: Off
	17: Off
	18: Yes
	TS Plot Size: 
	Tree Stratum 1: 
	TS AC 1: 
	TS DS 1: 
	TS IS 1: 
	Tree Stratum 2: 
	TS AC 2: 
	TS DS 2: 
	TS IS 2: 
	Tree Stratum 3: 
	TS AC 3: 
	TS DS 3: 
	TS IS 3: 
	Tree Stratum 4: 
	TS AC 4: 
	TS DS 4: 
	TS IS 4: 
	TS Total Cover: 
	SS Plot Size: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 1: 
	SS AC 1: 
	SS DS 1: 
	SS IS 1: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 2: 
	SS AC 2: 
	SS DS 2: 
	SS IS 2: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 3: 
	SS AC 3: 
	SS DS 3: 
	SS IS 3: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 4: 
	SS AC 4: 
	SS DS 4: 
	SS IS 4: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 5: 
	SS AC 5: 
	SS DS 5: 
	SS IS 5: 
	SS Total Cover: 
	HS Plot Size: 
	Herb Stratum 1: sonchus asper
	HS AC 1: 10
	HS DS 1: N
	HS IS 1: FAC
	Herb Stratum 2: Conium maculatum
	HS AC 2: 1
	HS DS 2: N
	HS IS 2: FACW
	Herb Stratum 3: Salix exigua 
	HS AC 3: 1
	HS DS 3: N
	HS IS 3: FACW
	Herb Stratum 4: 
	HS AC 4: 
	HS DS 4: 
	HS IS 4: 
	Herb Stratum 5: 
	HS AC 5: 
	HS DS 5: 
	HS IS 5: 
	Herb Stratum 6: 
	HS AC 6: 
	HS DS 6: 
	HS IS 6: 
	Herb Stratum 7: 
	HS AC 7: 
	HS DS 7: 
	HS IS 7: 
	Herb Stratum 8: 
	HS AC 8: 
	HS DS 8: 
	HS IS 8: 
	HS Total Cover: 12
	WV Plot Size: 
	Woody Vine Stratum 1: 
	WV AC 1: 
	WV DS 1: 
	WV IS 1: 
	Woody Vine Stratum 2: 
	WV AC 2: 
	WV DS 2: 
	WV IS 2: 
	WV Total Cover: 
	Summary Remarks: 
	Bare Ground: 68
	Biotic Crust: 20
	Dominant Species: 
	Total Dominant Species: 
	Percent Dominant Species: 
	OBL Species: 
	x1: 
	FACW Species: 2
	x2: 4
	x3: 30
	FAC Species: 10
	x4: 
	FACU Species: 
	x5: 
	UPL Species: 
	A Total: 12
	B Total: 34
	Prevalence Index: 2.83
	19: Off
	20: Yes
	21: Off
	22: Off
	23: Yes
	24: Off
	Vegetation Remarks: 
	Sampling Point: SP01
	Depth 1: 0-8
	Matrix Color 1: 10YR4/2
	M% 1: 100
	Redox Color 1: 
	R% 1: 
	Type 1: 
	Loc 1: 
	Texture 1: 
	Profile Remarks 1: Sandy Clay
	Depth 2: 8-18
	Matrix Color 2: 10YR5/3
	M% 2: 100
	Redox Color 2: 
	R% 2: 
	Type 2: 
	Loc 2: 
	Texture 2: 
	Profile Remarks 2: Clay Sand
	Depth 3: 
	Matrix Color 3: 
	M% 3: 
	Redox Color 3: 
	R% 3: 
	Type 3: 
	Loc 3: 
	Texture 3: 
	Profile Remarks 3: 
	Depth 4: 
	Matrix Color 4: 
	M% 4: 
	Redox Color 4: 
	R% 4: 
	Type 4: 
	Loc 4: 
	Texture 4: 
	Profile Remarks 4: 
	Depth 5: 
	Matrix Color 5: 
	M% 5: 
	Redox Color 5: 
	R% 5: 
	Type 5: 
	Loc 5: 
	Texture 5: 
	Profile Remarks 5: 
	Depth 6: 
	Matrix Color 6: 
	M% 6: 
	Redox Color 6: 
	R% 6: 
	Type 6: 
	Loc 6: 
	Texture 6: 
	Profile Remarks 6: 
	Depth 7: 
	Matrix Color 7: 
	M% 7: 
	Redox Color 7: 
	R% 7: 
	Type 7: 
	Loc 7: 
	Texture 7: 
	Profile Remarks 7: 
	Depth 8: 
	Matrix Color 8: 
	M% 8: 
	Redox Color 8: 
	R% 8: 
	Type 8: 
	Loc 8: 
	Texture 8: 
	Profile Remarks 8: 
	Layer Type: 
	Layer Depth: 
	Soil Remarks: 
	25: Off
	26: Off
	27: Off
	28: Off
	29: Off
	30: Off
	31: Off
	32: Off
	33: Off
	34: Off
	35: Off
	36: Off
	37: Off
	38: Off
	39: Off
	40: Off
	41: Off
	42: Off
	43: Off
	44: Off
	45: Off
	46: Off
	47: Off
	48: Off
	49: Off
	50: Yes
	51: Off
	52: Off
	58: Off
	60: Off
	63: Off
	66: Off
	69: Off
	72: Yes
	75: Off
	78: Off
	57: Yes
	56: Off
	59: Off
	62: Off
	65: Off
	68: Off
	71: Off
	74: Off
	77: Off
	55: Off
	53: Off
	54: Off
	61: Off
	64: Off
	67: Off
	70: Off
	73: Off
	76: Off
	84: Yes
	85: Off
	79: Yes
	81: Yes
	80: Off
	83: Yes
	82: Off
	SW Depth: 
	WT Depth: 
	Saturation Present: 
	Recorded Data Description: 
	Hydrology Remarks: 
	Project Site_F0: Gonzales Waste Water Treatment Plant
	City/County_F1: Monterey
	Sampling Date_F2: 04/13/2020
	Applicant/Owner_F3: City of Gonzales
	State_F4: CA
	Investigator(s)_F5: M. Leis, P. Keating
	Section, Township, Range_F6: S31,32 R5E T16
	Landform_F7: Floodplain 
	Local Relief_F8: none
	Slope_F9: 0
	Subregion_F10: 
	Latitude_F11: 36.493962
	Longitude_F12: -121.482407
	Datum_F13: 
	Soil Map Unit Name_F14: Pico fine sandy loam
	NWI Classification_F15: none
	1_F201: Yes
	2_F202: Off
	3_F203: Off
	4_F204: Off
	5_F205: Off
	6_F206: Yes
	7_F207: Off
	8_F222: Off
	9_F223: Off
	10_F224: Off
	11_F208: Yes
	12_F209: Off
	13_F210: Off
	14_F211: Yes
	15_F212: Off
	16_F213: Yes
	17_F214: Off
	18_F215: Yes
	TS Plot Size_F54: 
	Tree Stratum 1_F17: 
	TS AC 1_F18: 
	TS DS 1_F19: 
	TS IS 1_F20: 
	Tree Stratum 2_F21: 
	TS AC 2_F22: 
	TS DS 2_F23: 
	TS IS 2_F24: 
	Tree Stratum 3_F25: 
	TS AC 3_F26: 
	TS DS 3_F27: 
	TS IS 3_F28: 
	Tree Stratum 4_F29: 
	TS AC 4_F30: 
	TS DS 4_F31: 
	TS IS 4_F32: 
	TS Total Cover_F16: 
	SS Plot Size_F55: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 1_F34: 
	SS AC 1_F35: 
	SS DS 1_F36: 
	SS IS 1_F37: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 2_F38: 
	SS AC 2_F39: 
	SS DS 2_F40: 
	SS IS 2_F41: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 3_F42: 
	SS AC 3_F43: 
	SS DS 3_F44: 
	SS IS 3_F45: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 4_F46: 
	SS AC 4_F47: 
	SS DS 4_F48: 
	SS IS 4_F49: 
	Sapling/Shrub Stratum 5_F50: 
	SS AC 5_F51: 
	SS DS 5_F52: 
	SS IS 5_F53: 
	SS Total Cover_F33: 
	HS Plot Size_F80: 
	Herb Stratum 1_F81: Salix exigua
	HS AC 1_F82: 1
	HS DS 1_F83: N
	HS IS 1_F84: FACW
	Herb Stratum 2_F85: 
	HS AC 2_F86: 
	HS DS 2_F87: 
	HS IS 2_F88: 
	Herb Stratum 3_F56: 
	HS AC 3_F57: 
	HS DS 3_F58: 
	HS IS 3_F59: 
	Herb Stratum 4_F60: 
	HS AC 4_F61: 
	HS DS 4_F62: 
	HS IS 4_F63: 
	Herb Stratum 5_F64: 
	HS AC 5_F65: 
	HS DS 5_F66: 
	HS IS 5_F67: 
	Herb Stratum 6_F68: 
	HS AC 6_F69: 
	HS DS 6_F70: 
	HS IS 6_F71: 
	Herb Stratum 7_F72: 
	HS AC 7_F73: 
	HS DS 7_F74: 
	HS IS 7_F75: 
	Herb Stratum 8_F76: 
	HS AC 8_F77: 
	HS DS 8_F78: 
	HS IS 8_F79: 
	HS Total Cover_F89: 1
	WV Plot Size_F90: 
	Woody Vine Stratum 1_F91: 
	WV AC 1_F92: 
	WV DS 1_F93: 
	WV IS 1_F94: 
	Woody Vine Stratum 2_F95: 
	WV AC 2_F96: 
	WV DS 2_F97: 
	WV IS 2_F98: 
	WV Total Cover_F99: 
	Summary Remarks_F119: 
	Bare Ground_F100: 99
	Biotic Crust_F101: 
	Dominant Species_F102: 
	Total Dominant Species_F103: 
	Percent Dominant Species_F104: 
	OBL Species_F105: 
	x1_F106: 
	FACW Species_F108: 1
	x2_F107: 2
	x3_F109: 
	FAC Species_F110: 
	x4_F111: 
	FACU Species_F112: 
	x5_F114: 
	UPL Species_F113: 
	A Total_F115: 1
	B Total_F116: 2
	Prevalence Index_F118: 2.0
	19_F216: Off
	20_F217: Yes
	21_F218: Off
	22_F219: Off
	23_F220: Yes
	24_F221: Off
	Vegetation Remarks_F120: 
	Sampling Point_F117: SP02
	Depth 1_F121: 0-14
	Matrix Color 1_F122: 10YR4/2
	M% 1_F123: 100
	Redox Color 1_F124: 
	R% 1_F125: 
	Type 1_F126: 
	Loc 1_F127: 
	Texture 1_F128: Sandy Clay
	Profile Remarks 1_F129: 
	Depth 2_F138: 
	Matrix Color 2_F139: 
	M% 2_F140: 
	Redox Color 2_F141: 
	R% 2_F142: 
	Type 2_F143: 
	Loc 2_F144: 
	Texture 2_F145: 
	Profile Remarks 2_F146: 
	Depth 3_F147: 
	Matrix Color 3_F148: 
	M% 3_F149: 
	Redox Color 3_F150: 
	R% 3_F151: 
	Type 3_F152: 
	Loc 3_F153: 
	Texture 3_F154: 
	Profile Remarks 3_F155: 
	Depth 4_F156: 
	Matrix Color 4_F157: 
	M% 4_F158: 
	Redox Color 4_F159: 
	R% 4_F160: 
	Type 4_F161: 
	Loc 4_F162: 
	Texture 4_F163: 
	Profile Remarks 4_F164: 
	Depth 5_F165: 
	Matrix Color 5_F166: 
	M% 5_F167: 
	Redox Color 5_F168: 
	R% 5_F169: 
	Type 5_F170: 
	Loc 5_F171: 
	Texture 5_F172: 
	Profile Remarks 5_F173: 
	Depth 6_F174: 
	Matrix Color 6_F175: 
	M% 6_F176: 
	Redox Color 6_F177: 
	R% 6_F178: 
	Type 6_F179: 
	Loc 6_F180: 
	Texture 6_F181: 
	Profile Remarks 6_F182: 
	Depth 7_F183: 
	Matrix Color 7_F184: 
	M% 7_F185: 
	Redox Color 7_F186: 
	R% 7_F187: 
	Type 7_F188: 
	Loc 7_F189: 
	Texture 7_F190: 
	Profile Remarks 7_F191: 
	Depth 8_F192: 
	Matrix Color 8_F193: 
	M% 8_F194: 
	Redox Color 8_F195: 
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	IC No: 
	Print Name: Sarah Brewer
	Date: 4/13/2020
	Affiliation: Dudek
	Address: 725 Front Street, Suite 400
	City: Santa Cruz
	Zip: 95060
	Phone: 831 227 6301
	Fax: 
	Email: sbrewer@dudek.com
	Billing Address: 605 Third Street, Encinitas CA 92024
	Billing Email: 
	Billing Phone: 
	Project Name: 12313: Gonzales WWTP
	Project Address: Southwest of the City of Gonzales
	County: Monterey
	Township/Range: T16S,R4E, S 35, 36; T16S, R5E, S 29, 30, 31, 32;  (con't below)
	NTE: 
	Special Instructions: (con't) T17S, R4E, S1;T17S, R53, S 5,6
 
 
 
 
 

	Date for this Request: 
	Notes: 
	More Notes: 
	ICs: [Northwest]
	Project: Dudek Project 12313: City of Gonzales IWTP EIR
	County0: Monterey
	USGS Quadrangle Name: Gonzales and Palo Escrito Peak
	Township: 16S, 17S
	Range: 4E, 5E
	Sections: 36, 31, 32, 5
	CompanyFirmAgency: 
	Street Address: 
	City1: 
	Zip2: 
	Phone3: (831) 227-6301
	Fax4: 
	Email5: sbrewer@dudek.com
	Project Description: The City of Gonzales proposes to install an Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant adjacent to the existing City Wastewater Treatment Plant and install a collection line within the roadway right-of-way between Puente Del Monte Avenue to Gonzales River Road and Short Road.
 
Dudek is requesting a NAHC search of the Sacred Lands Files or other Native American cultural resources that may fall within the proposed project location or a surrounding one-half-mile buffer. Please provide a Contact List with all Native American tribal representatives that may have traditional interests in the project location or surrounding area. 


