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This environmental document is an Addendum to the City of Livingston’s 1, 2, 3 TCP Remouval
Treatment System Project (Approved Project) Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), adopted
on October 16, 2018 (State Clearinghouse #2018091025), by the City of Livingston. After filing the
Notice of Determination, minor changes were made to the Project which included adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines.
See Section Two — Project Description for the full description of the additional Project
components. These additional components of the Project were not included in the original
IS/MND and are being evaluated herein. As demonstrated in this Addendum, there are no
additional impacts and the IS/MND continues to serve as the appropriate document addressing
the environmental impacts of these changes, pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

When a proposed project is changed or there are changes in environmental setting, a
determination must be made by the Lead Agency as to whether an Addendum or Subsequent
EIR or MND is prepared. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164 sets forth criteria to assess
which environmental document is appropriate. The criteria for determining whether an
Addendum or Subsequent MND is prepared are outlined below. If the criteria below are true,

then an Addendum is the appropriate document:

e No new significant impacts will result from the project or from new mitigation measures.
¢ No substantial increase in the severity of environment impact will occur.
e No new feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would reduce impacts

previously found not to be feasible have, in fact been found to be feasible.

Based upon the information provided in Section Three of this document, inclusion of the pipeline
will not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts
previously identified in the IS/MND, and there are no previously infeasible alternatives that are

now feasible. None of the other factors set forth in Section 15162(a)(3) are present.

As such, an Addendum is appropriate, and this Addendum has been prepared to address the

environmental effects of the Project modifications.
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1.2 Environmental Analysis and Conclusions

This Addendum addresses the environmental effects associated only with modifications to the
Approved Project that have occurred since adoption of the original ISMND. The conclusions of
the analysis in this Addendum remain consistent with those made in the original IS/MND. No
new significant impacts will result, and no substantial increase in severity of impacts will result

from those previously identified in the IS/MND.

1.3 Incorporation by Reference

In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, this Addendum has incorporated by
reference the Livingston 1, 2, 3, TCP Removal Treatment System Project IS/MND, adopted by the City
of Livingston on October 16, 2018 (State Clearinghouse #2018091025). Information from this
document incorporated by reference into this Addendum have been briefly summarized in the
appropriate section(s) which follow, and the relationship between the incorporated part of the

referenced document and this Addendum has been described.

1.4 Addendum Process

As described in Section 1.1, an addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if
only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in
Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have
occurred.! An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or
attached to the Final EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration.? The decision-making body shall
consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted negative declaration prior to making a
decision on the project.®> Once adopted, the Addendum, along with the original EIR or Negative

Declaration, is placed in the Administrative Record, and the CEQA process is complete.

A copy of the Addendum will be transmitted to the State Clearinghouse.

1 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164(a)
2 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164(c)
3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(d)

City of Livingston
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SECTION TWO - PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Location and Setting

The City of Livingston (City) is located in Merced County in the San Joaquin Valley. Merced County is
bordered by Mariposa County to the east, portions of Madera, Fresno and San Benito Counties to the
south, portions of San Benito and Santa Clara counties to the west, and Stanislaus County and portions

of Santa Clara and Tuolumne counties to the North.
The original Project Description contained the following location information:

The Project occurs in two separate areas of the City. A centralized treatment site, new storage
tank and booster pump station, and Wells 8 and Well 9 are north of State Route 99 in the northern
portion of the City. This Project area extends along North Main Street from Swan Street in the
north to Crowell Street at the south in Sections 24 and 25 of Township 6 South, Range 11 East as
shown on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 1961 Cressey 7.5-minute quadrangle. Well 13, Well
17, and the proposed centralized treatment facility are south of State Route 99. This Project area
extends generally west to east and then south from Joseph Gallo Park, east to Arakelian Park, and
south along the Arena Canal to Sun Valley Avenue in Sections 26 and 35 of Township 6 South,
Range 11 East as shown on the USGS 1961 Cressey and Arena 7.5-minute quadrangles (Figure 1).

City of Livingston
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Figure 1 - Original/Approved Project Footprint
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Description of Additional Project Areas

Minor changes were made to the original Approved Project which consist of adding additional water

wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines. The additional Project

components are as follows:

New water well (Well 19) and a centralized TCP treatment site on approximately 7.8 acres located
330 feet west of Davis Street and 100 feet north of Campbell Boulevard, adjacent to the Southern
Pacific Railroad and Foster Farms (Figure 2).

New TCP treatment site at Arakelian Park (approximately 1.3 acres); a new pipeline installation
(approximately one mile of pipeline) from existing Well 12 and existing Well 17 to the new TCP
treatment site at Arakelian Park; and a new pipeline (approximately 2,400 linear feet of pipeline)
along Mont Cliff Avenue between existing Well 13 at Joseph Gallo Park and the proposed TCP
treatment site at Arakelian Park. Arakelian Park is located south of Mont Cliff Way and northeast
of the Arena Canal (Figure 3).

New water well (Well 18) on approximately 0.33 acres northwest of the intersection of Davis
Street and White Avenue (Figure 4).

Existing TCP treatment facility at existing Well 8 will be expanded by approximately 1.5 acres
and a new pipeline will be installed from Wells 9 and 18 to the TCP treatment site at Well 8 (Figure
4).
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Figure 2 - New Well 19 and TCP Treatment Site
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Figure 4 - New Well 18 and Expanded TCP Treatment Site at Well 8
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Original ISIMND Project Description

The following is the Project Description that was included in the original IS/MND:

“The City plans to make several improvements to increase the City’s water system capacity and

improve centralized proposed trichloropropane (TCP) treatment. Specifically, the Project will consist

of installing new pipeline between existing Wells 8, 9, 13, and 17 and the proposed centralized

treatment facilities; new treatment trains to the existing TCP centralized treatment facility; and a new

treated water storage tank and booster pump station. Specifically, the Project will include:

Installation of approximately 2,400 linear feet of 10-inch pipeline between Well 13 and the
proposed centralized treatment facility;

Installation of approximately 2,300 linear feet of 12-inch pipeline between Well 17 and the
proposed centralized treatment facility;

Installation of approximately 1,600 linear feet of 12-inch pipeline between Well 9 and the
proposed centralized treatment facility;

Improvements at the centralized treatment facility to include several treatment trains to the
existing TCP treatment system, including two trains to Well 8, which is at the proposed
centralized treatment site; and

Construction of a 1.5-million-gallon storage tank and a 6,000-gallons-per-minute booster
pump station at Well 8 to increase the City’s water system capacity to meet peak hour

demand.”

Updates to the Original ISSMND Project Description

As described earlier, minor changes were made to the original Approved Project which consist of adding

additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines. The City

proposes to install a treatment system to remove the pesticide impurity 1,2,3-Trichloropropane (TCP)

from its water supply. TCP is a chlorinated hydrocarbon with high chemical stability. It has been used

as a cleaning and degreasing solvent and also is associated with pesticide products. TCP causes cancer

in laboratory animals (US EPA, 2009). It is reasonably anticipated to be a human carcinogen (NTP, 2014),

and probably carcinogenic to humans, based on sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals (IARC, 1995). In 1992, TCP was added to the list of chemicals known to the state to cause cancer,

pursuant to California's Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65).



In 2017, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water (DDW)
established a drinking water Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for TCP of 0.005ug/1. The MCL is at

the same concentration as the analytical reporting limit.

The City will obtain financing from the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF). The DWSRF is
administered by the State Water Resources Control Board and partially funded by a capitalization grant
from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The additional Project components subject to evaluation in this Addendum are as follows:

e New water well (Well 19) and a centralized TCP treatment site on approximately 7.8 acres located
330 feet west of Davis Street and 100 feet north of Campbell Boulevard, adjacent to the Southern
Pacific Railroad and Foster Farms (Figure 2).

e New TCP treatment site at Arakelian Park (approximately 1.3 acres); a new pipeline installation
(approximately one mile of pipeline) from existing Well 12 and existing Well 17 to the new TCP
treatment site at Arakelian Park; and a new pipeline (approximately 2,400 linear feet of pipeline)
along Mont Cliff Avenue between existing Well 13 at Joseph Gallo Park and the proposed TCP
treatment site at Arakelian Park. Arakelian Park is located south of Monte Cliff Way and
northeast of the Arena Canal (Figure 3).

e New water well (Well 18) on approximately 0.33 acres northwest of the intersection of Davis
Street and White Avenue (Figure 4).

e Existing TCP treatment facility at existing Well 8 will be expanded by approximately 1.5 acres
and a new pipeline will be installed from Wells 9 and 18 to the TCP treatment site at Well 8 (Figure
4).



The purpose of the checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any changed condition (e.g., changed
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in a
changed environment result (e.g., a new significant impact or substantial increase in the severity of a

previously identified significant effect).

The questions posed in the checklist come from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A “no” answer
does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental category, but
that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was analyzed and addressed with
mitigation measures in the ISMND prepared for the project. These environmental categories might be
answered with a “no” in the checklist, since the proposed project does not introduce changes that would

result in modification to the conclusion of the adopted IS/MND.

3.1 Checklist Evaluation Categories

Conclusion in Prior IS/MND - This column provides a cross reference to the section of the ISMND

where the conclusion may be found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic.

Do Proposed Changes Involve New Impacts? — Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(1), this
column indicates whether the changes represented by the revised project will result in new significant
environmental impacts not previously identified or mitigated by the IS/MND, or whether the changes

will result in a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact.

New Circumstances Involving New Impacts? — Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(2), this
column indicates where there have been substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is undertaken that will require major revisions to the ISMND, due to the involvement
of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified

significant effects.

New Information Requiring Analysis or Verification? — Pursuant to CEAQA Guidelines Section

15162(a)(3)(a-d), this column indicates whether new information of substantial importance, which was

4 CEQA Guidelines Section 15162



not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the

previous MND was certified as complete.

Adopted IS/MND Mitigation Measures — Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), this
column indicates whether the IS/MND provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related

impact category.

3.2 Environmental Analysis

As explained in Section One, this comparative analysis has been undertaken pursuant to the provisions
of CEQA Sections 15162 and 15164 to provide the City with the factual basis for determining whether
any changes in the project, any changes in circumstances, or any new information since the IS/MND was
adopted require additional environmental review or preparation of a Subsequent MND or EIR to the

IS/MND previously prepared.

As described in Section Two, changes were made to the Approved Project description. Because of this,
new analysis for impacts within the Project area is provided in this Section of the Addendum and are

listed below:
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|. AESTHETICS
Do Proposed New New Information Adopted
A Adopted . . .
Environmental Issue 1S/MND Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Area . Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Conclusion —
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Have asubstantial | Noimpact. | No. There are No. There are No. There are None.
adverse effect on a no identified no identified no identified
scenic vista? scenic vistasin | scenic vistasin | scenic vistas in
the area. the area. the area.
b. Substantially No impact. | No. There are No. There are No. There are None.
damage scenic no scenic no scenic no scenic
resources, resources in the | resources in the | resources in the
including, but not project area. project area. project area.
limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings,
and historic
buildings within a
state scenic
highway?
c. Substantially Less Than No. The project = No. The project | No. The project = None.
degrade the Significant | would not would not would not
existing visual Impact. substantially substantially substantially
character or degrade site degrade site degrade site
quality of the site existing visual | existing visual | existing visual
and its character. character. character.
surroundings?
d. Create a new Less Than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
source of Significant | would not would not would not
substantial light or | Impact. create a source | create a source | create a source

glare which would

adversely affect
day or nighttime

of substantial
light or glare.

of substantial
light or glare.

of substantial
light or glare.

views in the area?

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impacts or less than significant impacts associated with impact areas I (a), (b), (c) or (d). This
Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities

and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section Two — Project Description.

City of Livingston
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The additional pipelines will be installed underground and will not be visible once constructed. The
main visual impacts will occur from the new water wells (Wells 18 and 19), the new TCP treatment
facility at Arakelian Park, and from the expanded TCP treatment facility at Well 8. These above ground
structures will be noticeable from adjacent roadways and from some residents in the Project vicinity.
These structures will be similar to other wells and treatment facilities in the City and will not impose
structures that are out of scale or out of character with the urbanized areas. In addition, the above-ground
structures will be surrounded by fencing or wall structures to shield the facilities from surrounding

viewsheds.

The City of Livingston and Merced County General Plans do not identify any scenic vistas within the
Project area; however, the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east could be considered scenic. A scenic vista
is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable scenery or a resource that is indigenous to
the area. The Project will not impede any views of the mountains, as the Project components aren’t tall

enough to impede views from existing residential developments.

Currently the sources of light in the project area are from streetlights, the vehicles traveling along
surrounding roads, and security lights at the existing Wells # 8, 9, 13 and 17. No lighting will be
associated with pipeline installation. The proposed new wells and TCP treatment facilities may include
a minimal amount of additional security lighting; however, any additional lighting would not be
expected to appreciably change any existing glare or lighting conditions because the visibility of the site
from residential areas and public spaces and roadways is limited. This lighting will be directed
downward and will not result in light “spillage” onto adjacent properties. Accordingly, the proposed

Project would not create substantial new sources of light or glare.

Construction activities will occur as necessary for approximately 12 months and will be visible from the
adjacent roadsides; however, the construction activities will be temporary in nature and will not affect a
scenic vista, as none exist in the Project area. Therefore, the Project will continue to have less than

significant impacts on aesthetics.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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Il. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

land to non-forest use?

City of Livingston

remains the
same
concerning

Adopted Do Proposed . New Info:lr:‘c’:vtion Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcur?stqnces Requiring I.S{MN.D
. Involve New | Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Convert Prime No No. The No. The No. The None.
Farmland, Unique Impact. project will | project will proposed
Farmland, or Farmland not remove | continue to project
of Statewide any land not remove remains the
Importance (Farmland), from any land from | same
as shown on the maps agricultural | agricultural concerning
prepared pursuant to production. | production. agricultural
the Farmland Mapping resources.
and Monitoring
Program of the
California Resources
Agency to non-
agricultural use?
No No. The No. The No. The None.
Impact. project will | project will proposed
. Conflict with existing not remove | not remove project
zoning for agricultural any land any land from | remains the
use, or a Williamson from agricultural same
Act contract? agricultural | production. concerning
production. agricultural
resources.
. Conflict with existing No No. The No. The No. The None.
zoning for, or cause Impact. project will | project will proposed
rezoning of, forest land not remove | not remove project
(as defined in Public any land any land from | remains the
Resources Code section from agricultural same
12220(g)), timberlar}d agricultural | production. concerning
(as defined by Pubhc. production. agricultural
Resources Code section
4526), or timberland resourees.
zoned Timberland
Production (as defined
by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
- Result in the loss of No No. Thereis | No. There is No. The None.
forest land or Impact. no forest no forestland | proposed
conversion of forest land on site. | on site. project
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New
Do Proposed New . Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . Requiring e ae
. Involve New | Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
P : P ) Verification?
agricultural
resources.
e. Involve other changes | No No. The No. The No. The None.
in the existing Impact. project will | project will proposed
environment which, not remove | not remove project
due to their location or any land any land from | remains the
nature, could result in from agricultural same
conversion of agricultural | production concerning
Farmland, to non- production agricultural
agricultural use or resources.

conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact to agricultural or forest resources. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding

additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

The proposed Project additions will not cause the removal of any land from agricultural production, as
the land is urbanized and not designated or used for agricultural or forestry purposes. Therefore, the

Project will continue to have no impacts to agricultural or forest lands.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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ll. AIR QUALITY
Do Proposed New New Information | Adopted
. Adopted . . .
Environmental Issue Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
IS/MND . . A
Area Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacis? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Contflict with or Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
obstruct Significant would not would not would not
implementation of Impact. create new create new create new
the applicable air significant significant significant
quality plan? increases in air | increases in air | increases in air
emissions that | emissions that | emissions that
would conflict | would conflict | would conflict
or obstruct or obstruct or obstruct
implementation | implementation | implementation
of an available | of an available | of an available
air quality plan. | air quality plan. | air quality plan.
b. Violate any air Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
quality standard or | Significant would not would not would not
contribute Impact introduce any | introduce any | introduce any
substantially to an new impacts new impacts new impacts
existing or projected related to air related to air related to air
air quality violation? quality quality quality
standards or standards or standards or
violations not violations not violations not
previously previously previously
disclosed. disclosed. disclosed.
c. Resultina Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
cumulatively Significant would not would not would not
considerable net Impact. result in a resultin a resultin a
increase of any cumulatively cumulatively cumulatively
criteria pollutant for considerable considerable considerable

which the project
region is non-
attainment under an
applicable federal or
state ambient air
quality standard
(including releasing
emissions which
exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

City of Livingston

net increase of
any criteria
pollutant for
which the
project region
is
nonattainment
under an
applicable
federal or state
ambient air

quality
standard.

net increase of
any criteria
pollutant for
which the
project region
is
nonattainment
under an
applicable
federal or state
ambient air
quality
standard.

net increase of
any criteria
pollutant for
which the
project region is
nonattainment
under an
applicable
federal or state
ambient air
quality
standard.
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Do Proposed New New Information | Adopted
. Adopted . -
Environmental Issue IS/MND Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Area Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
d. Expose sensitive Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
receptors to Significant would not would not would not
substantial pollutant | Impact. expose expose expose sensitive
concentrations? sensitive sensitive receptors to
receptors to receptors to substantial
substantial substantial pollutant
pollutant pollutant concentrations.
concentrations. | concentrations.
e. Create objectionable | Less Than No. The project = No. The project | No. The project | None.
odors affecting a Significant does not does not does not
substantial number | Impact. involve any involve any involve any
of people? land uses that | land uses that | land uses that
would create would create would create
additional additional additional
objectionable objectionable objectionable
odors. odors. odors.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact on air quality. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components will not increase the severity of air quality impacts or result in an
increase in emissions, as the pipeline itself does not emit emissions and operation of the additional water
wells and TCP treatment facilities will not result in air emissions that exceed any Air District thresholds.
The Air District rules and regulations identified in the IS/MND pertaining the original project description
also apply to the additional areas.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

adverse effect on
federally protected
wetlands as defined by

City of Livingston

do not contain
any wetlands
or federally

not contain any
wetlands or
federally

not contain any
wetlands or
federally

Do Proposed New New Information | Adopted
Adopted . . .
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcun.mstances ReqUIr.lng I.S(MN.D
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial Less Than No. An No. An updated | No. Anupdated | BIO-1
adverse effect, either Significant updated Biological Biological
directly or through Impact With | Biological survey/report survey/report
habitat modifications, | Mitigation. survey/report | was prepared was prepared
on any species was prepared for the for the
identified as a for the additional additional
candidate, sensitive, or additional project project
special status species in project components. components.
local or regional plans, components. The results The results
policies, or regulations, The results indicated that indicated that
or by the California indicated that | there would be | there would be
Department of Fish and there would be | no additional no additional
Game or U.S. Fish and no additional impacts to impacts to
Wildlife Service? impacts to protected protected
protected species but species but
species but mitigation mitigation
mitigation measures from | measures from
measures from | the original the original
the original CEQA CEQA
CEQA document shall | document shall
document shall | also be also be
also be applicable to the | applicable to the
applicable to new project new project
the new project | components. components.
components.
. Have a substantial No Impact. No. The sites No. The sites do | No. The sites do | None.
adverse effect on any do not contain | not contain any | not contain any
riparian habitat or any biologically biologically
other sensitive natural biologically unique or unique or
community identified unique or riparian habitat. | riparian habitat.
in local or regional riparian
plans, policies, habitat.
regulations, or by the
California Department
of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
. Have a substantial No Impact. No. The sites No. The sites do | No. The sites do | None.



other approved local,
regional, or state
habitat conservation
plan?

City of Livingston
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Adopted Do Proposed . New New Info.rr'nqtion Adopted
. Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . . e
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
Section 404 of the Clean protected protected protected
Water Act (including, waters. waters. waters.
but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling,
hydrological
interruption, or other
means?
. Interfere substantially | Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | BIO -2
with the movement of Significant will not will not will not
any native resident or Impact With | interfere with interfere with interfere with
migratory fish or Mitigation. any fish or any fish or any fish or
wildlife species or with wildlife wildlife wildlife
established native movement or movement or movement or
resident or migratory corridors. corridors. corridors.
wildlife corridors, or However, However, However,
impede the use of mitigation mitigation mitigation
native wildlife nursery measures that | measures that measures that
sites? protect nesting | protect nesting | protect nesting
birds will be birds will be birds will be
implemented. | implemented. implemented.
. Contflict with any local | No Impact. No. There are | No. There are No. There are None.
policies or ordinances no applicable no applicable no applicable
protecting biological ordinances that | ordinances that | ordinances that
resources, such as a tree impact the impact the impact the
preservation policy or Project. Project. Project.
ordinance?
. Contflict with the No Impact. No. The City No. The No. The City None.
provisions of an has not additional area | has not adopted
adopted Habitat adopted any was within the | any biological
Conservation Plan, biological original survey | conservation
Natural Community conservation area of the pans.
Conservation Plan, or plans. Project.



DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact associated with impact areas IV (b), (c), (e), or (f) and a less than significant impact, with
mitigation, associated with impact areas IV (a) and (d). This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

Because of the additional Project components, an updated Biological Survey and Report (Appendix A of
this Addendum) was prepared to address potential biological impacts associated with these additional

sites.

The new Project sites support developed and ruderal land covers. The Well 19 TCP treatment site
consisted of two percolation basins linked with a floodgate. The percolation basins were densely
vegetated with nonnative grasses and forbs. Satellite imagery suggests the percolation basins have been
periodically disked (Google 2022). The percolation basins were bounded by dirt access roads atop
earthen berms. Industrial development was present north and east of the Well 19 TCP treatment site.

Railroad tracks and ruderal grassland were present to the south and west.

The Arakelian Park TCP treatment site is bordered by Arena Canal to the south and west and surrounded
by residential and urban development. Well 13 is on a paved lot at Joseph Gallo Park. The pipeline
connecting Well 13 and the Arakelian Park TCP treatment site runs through a residential area along
paved Mont Cliff Way. Well 17 is also on a paved lot. A ruderal field is immediately east of Well 17;
residential development was present to the north, south, and west. Well 12 is on a paved lot adjacent to
a school and a baseball field. Ruderal, disturbed land cover was present to the south and west. The
pipelines connecting Well 12 and Well 17 to the Arakelian Park TCP treatment site run through paved

streets surrounded by residential development.

The Well 8 TCP treatment site consists of a gravel lot and an undeveloped field with ruderal vegetation.
Surrounding land cover included a grain field to the north, an evaporation pond to the west, and
commercial development to the south and east. The new Well 18 site consists of a ruderal parcel
surrounded by residential neighborhoods. Well 9 is on a paved lot surrounded by commercial
development. The pipeline between Well 9, Well 18, and the Well 8 TCP treatment site runs along paved

roads and is surrounded by commercial and residential development.
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Colibri conducted additional biological surveys in June 2022. Based on the updated survey and report,
there would be no additional impacts to biological resources. However, the mitigation measures

included in the original IS/MND are also applicable to the additional area.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

BIO-1 Protect nesting Swainson’s hawks

1. If work will occur during the Swainson’s hawk nesting season (15 March — 15 August), a
qualified biologist shall conduct a survey for active Swainson’s hawk nests within 0.5
miles of the Project site no more than 14 days prior to the start of construction. If an active
nest is found within 0.5 miles and the activity would disrupt nesting, a buffer or limited

operating period should be implemented in consultation with the CDFW.
BIO-2  Protect Nesting Birds

1. To the extent practicable, construction shall be scheduled to avoid the nesting season,
which extends from February through August. If it is not possible to schedule
construction between September and January, preconstruction surveys for nesting birds
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure that no active nests will be disturbed
during Project implementation. A pre-construction survey shall be conducted no more
than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction activities. During this survey, the
qualified biologist shall inspect all potential nest substrates in and immediately adjacent
to the impact areas for nests. If an active nest is found close enough to the construction
area to be disturbed by these activities, the qualified biologist shall determine the extent
of a construction-free buffer to be established around the nest. If work cannot proceed
without disturbing the nesting birds, work may need to be halted or redirected to other
areas until nesting and fledging are completed or the nest has otherwise failed for non-

construction related reasons.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Adopted Do Proposed ‘ New New Info.rr'nqtion Adopted
Environmental Issue Area 1S/MND Changes Clrcun:\stances Requw.lng I.S(MN-D
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial Less Than | No. An No. An No. An CUL-1
adverse change inthe | Significant = updated updated updated
significance of a Impact Cultural Cultural Cultural
historical resource as With Resources Resources Resources
defined in §15064.5? Mitigation. | Report was Report was Report was
prepared to prepared to prepared to
evaluate evaluate evaluate
potential potential potential
cultural cultural cultural
resources that | resources that | resources that
may be may be may be
impacted by impacted by impacted by the
the additional | the additional | additional
Project Project Project
components. components. components. As
As described As described described in the
in the Report, in the Report, Report, the
the additional | the additional | additional area
area will not area will not will not create
create any new | create any new | any new
impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No
known known known historic,
historic, historic, archaeological,
archaeological, | archaeological, | or
or or paleontological
paleontological | paleontological | resources exist
resources exist | resources exist | on site.
on site. on site.
Less Than | No. An No. An No. An CUL-1
Significant | updated updated updated
Impact Cultural Cultural Cultural
b. C b . With Resources Resources Resources
. Cause a substantial N
. Mitigation. | Report was Report was Report was
adverse change in the
significance of an prepared to prepared to prepared to
archaeological resource evalua.te evalua.te evaluajce
pursuant to §15064.5? potential potential potential
cultural cultural cultural
resources that | resources that | resources that
may be may be may be
impacted by impacted by impacted by the

City of Livingston
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Do Proposed New New Information Adopted
Adopted . ;e
. Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . . e
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
the additional | the additional | additional
Project Project Project
components. components. components. As
As described As described described in the
in the Report, | in the Report, | Report, the
the additional | the additional | additional area
area will not area will not will not create
create any new | create any new | any new
impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No
known known known historic,
historic, historic, archaeological,
archaeological, | archaeological, | or
or or paleontological
paleontological | paleontological | resources exist
resources exist | resources exist | on site.
on site. on site.

c. Directly or indirectly Less Than | No. The No. The No. The CUL-1
destroy a unique Significant | additional area | additional area | additional area
paleontological Impact will not create | was within the = was within the
resource or site or With any new original original records
unique geologic Mitigation. | impacts. No records search | search area of
feature? known area of the the Project and

historic, . Project and the tlr.1e area is
archaeological, | .- .o highly hl'ghly .
or . : disturbed with
. disturbed with .
paleontological . no visible
. no visible
resources exist cultural
. cultural
on site. resources.
resources.

d. Disturb any human Less Than | No. The No. The No. The CUL-1
remains, including Significant | additional area | additional area | additional area
those interred outside | Impact. will not create | will not create | will not create

of formal cemeteries?

City of Livingston

any new
impacts. No
known human
remains exist
on site.

any new
impacts. No
known human
remains exist
on site.

any new
impacts. No
known human
remains exist
on site.
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DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact (with mitigation) on cultural resources. This Addendum evaluates the
impact of adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting

pipelines as described in Section Two — Project Description.

A Cultural Resources Survey and Report (Appendix C of the original IS/MND) was conducted by
Applied Earthworks (AE). AE conducted background research, completed a records search, reviewed
the findings of the Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File search and reached out to
local Native American tribal representatives, conducted a cultural resource survey within the Project
Area of Potential Effects (APE), documented cultural resources present, evaluated two resources that
would be directly impacted by the Project for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and prepared the technical inventory
and evaluation reports. Based on the results of these efforts, it was determined that there were no cultural

resources at the Project site.

Because of the additional Project components, an updated Cultural Resources Survey and Report
(Appendix B of this Addendum) was prepared to address potential cultural impacts associated with
these additional sites. Based on the updated survey and report, there would be no additional impacts to
cultural resources. However, the mitigation measure included in the original ISMND is also applicable

to the additional areas.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

CUL-1 Intheevent that archaeological remains are encountered at any time during development
or ground-moving activities within the entire Project area, all work in the vicinity of the
find should be halted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the discovery and take

appropriate actions as necessary.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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VI. Energy

New

plan for renewable

energy or energy

conflict with or
obstruct a state

conflict with or
obstruct a state

conflict with or
obstruct a state

Adopted Do Proposed ‘ New Information Adopted
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND ) Requiring e ae
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Resultin potentially Not No. The project | No. The project = No. The project = None.
significant evaluated. | would not would not would not
environmental impact result in result in result in
due to wasteful, potentially potentially potentially
inefficient, or significant significant significant
unnecessary environmental | environmental | environmental
consumption of energy impact due to impact due to impact due to
resources, during wasteful, wasteful, wasteful,
project construction or inefficient, or inefficient, or inefficient, or
operation? unnecessary unnecessary unnecessary
consumption of | consumption of | consumption of
energy energy energy
resources, resources, resources,
during project | during project | during project
construction or | construction or | construction or
operation. operation. operation.
. Contflict with or Not No. The project | No. The project | No. The project = None.
obstruct a state or local | evaluated. = would not would not would not

efficiency? or local plan for | or local plan for | or local plan for
renewable renewable renewable
energy or energy or energy or
energy energy energy
efficiency. efficiency. efficiency.

DISCUSSION

This topic was not included in the original IS/MND, as the 2018 version of the CEQA Guidelines did not

require this evaluation. Therefore, the entire Project is being evaluated herein under this category.

The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of a TCP removal system as described in
Chapter Two — Project Description. During construction, the Project would consume energy in two
general forms: (1) the fuel energy consumed by construction vehicles and equipment; and (2) bound

energy in construction materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes, and manufactured or processed

City of Livingston
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materials such as lumber and glass. Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards would provide
guidance on construction techniques for the wastewater pond to maximize energy conservation and it is
expected that contractors and the City have a strong financial incentive to use recycled materials and
products originating from nearby sources in order to reduce materials costs. As such, it is anticipated
that materials used in construction and construction vehicle fuel energy would not involve the wasteful,

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy.

There would be minimal operational energy consumed by the water wells and TCP treatment facilities
as these are passive activites. Operational energy will primarily be consumed during each vehicle trip
associated with the proposed use; however, the Project site requires very little operator oversight and

few trips are expected.

As discussed in Impact XVII — Transportation/Traffic, the proposed Project would not generate
significant on-going additional vehicle trips. However, during construction there will be a temporary
increase in vehicular trips to the Project site. The length of these trips and the individual vehicle fuel
efficiencies are not known; therefore, the resulting energy consumption cannot be accurately calculated.
Adopted federal vehicle fuel standards have continually improved since their original adoption in 1975

and assists in avoiding the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy by vehicles.

As discussed previously, the proposed Project would be required to implement and be consistent with
existing energy design standards at the local and state level, such as Title 24. The Project would also be
subject to energy conservation requirements in the California Energy Code and CALGreen for the new
plant house. Adherence to state code requirements would ensure that the Project would not result in
wasteful and inefficient use of non-renewable resources due to building operation. Therefore, any impacts

are less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

Any impacts resulting from energy use are less than significant.

City of Livingston
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Do Proposed New New. Adopted
Adopted . Information
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcur?stqnces Requiring I.S{MN,D
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i. Rupture of aknown | Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
earthquake fault, as | Significant | project would | project would | project would
delineated on the Impact. not be not be not be
most recent Alquist- exposed to exposed to exposed to
Priolo Earthquake fault rupture. | fault rupture. | fault rupture.
Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State
Geologist for the
area or based on
other substantial
evidence of a known
fault? Refer to
Division of Mines
and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii. Strong seismic Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
ground shaking? Significant | project would | project would | project would
Impact. not increase not increase not increase
exposure to exposure to exposure to
risks risks risks
associated associated associated
with strong with strong with strong
seismic seismic seismic
ground ground ground
shaking. shaking. shaking.
iii. Seismic-related Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
ground failure, Significant | project would | project would | project would
including Impact. not increase not increase not increase
liquefaction? exposure to exposure to exposure to

City of Livingston

seismic-
related ground

seismic-
related ground

seismic-
related



supporting the use
of septic tanks or
alternative waste
water disposal
systems where
sewers are not
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not implement
septic tanks or
alternative
wastewater
disposal
systems.

not implement
septic tanks or
alternative
wastewater
disposal
systems.

not
implement
septic tanks or
alternative
wastewater
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Do Proposed New New Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND R Requiring e ae
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacis? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
failure failure ground failure
including including including
liquefaction. liquefaction. liquefaction.
iv. Landslides? Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
Significant | project would | project would | project would
Impact. not increase not increase not increase
exposure to exposure to exposure to
landslides. landslides. landslides.
Result in substantial | Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
soil erosion or the Significant | project would | project would | project would
loss of topsoil? Impact. not result in not result in not result in
soil erosion or | soil erosion or | soil erosion or
the loss of the loss of the loss of
topsoil. topsoil. topsoil.
Be located on a Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
geologic unit or soil | Significant | project would | project would | project would
that is unstable, or Impact. not increase not increase not increase
that would become exposure to exposure to exposure to
unstable as a result risks risks risks
of the project, and associated associated associated
potentially result in with unstable | with unstable | with unstable
on- or off-site geologic units | geologic units | geologic units
landslide, lateral or soils. or soils. or soils.
spreading,
subsidence,
liquefaction or
collapse?
Be located on Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
expansive soil, as Significant | project would | project would | project would
defined in Table 18- | Impact. not increase not increase not increase
1-B of the most exposure to exposure to exposure to
recently adopted risks risks risks
Uniform Building associated associated associated
Code creating with with with
substantial risks to expansive soil. | expansive soil. | expansive
life or property? soil.
Have soils incapable | No No. The No. The No. The None.
of adequately Impact. project would | project would | project would
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New

Adopted Do Proposed . New Information Adopted
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND A Requiring e .
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
P ) P ) Verification?
available for the disposal
disposal of waste systems.
water?

. Directly or indirectly | Less Than | No. The No. The No. The None.
destroy a unique Significant | project would | project would | project would
paleontological Impact. not impact not impact not impact
resource or site or paleontologica | paleontologica | paleontologic

unique geologic
feature?

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact associated with impact areas VII (a), (b), (c), (d) and (f), and no impact
on impact area VII (e). This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water wells, additional

TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section Two — Project

Description.

The original IS/MND identified that no active faults underlay the Project site and no substantial erosion
or loss of topsoil will occur. Since no known surface expression of active faults is believed to cross the
sites, fault rupture is not anticipated. The site is also not located on unstable soil. The same conclusions
would apply to the proposed additional wells, TCP treatment facilities, and pipelines. The project does

not include the use of septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems. No new impacts

would occur.

1 resources.

1 resources.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston

al resources.



Livingston 1, 2, 3 TCP Removal Treatment System 32
CEQA Addendum
VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Do Proposed New New Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND ) Requiring e ae
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse | Less Than | No. The project = No. The project | No. The project = None.
gas emissions, either Significant | would not would not would not
directly or indirectly, | Impact. generate a generate a generate a
that may have a significant significant significant
significant impact on amount of amount of amount of
the environment? greenhouse gas | greenhouse gas | greenhouse gas
emissions. emissions. emissions.
b. Conflict with an Less Than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
applicable plan, policy | Significant = would not would not would not
or regulation adopted Impact. conflict with an | conflict with an | conflict with an
for the purpose of applicable applicable applicable
reducing the emissions GHG reduction | GHG reduction | GHG reduction
of greenhouse gases? plan. plan. plan.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact associated with impact areas VIII (a) and (b). This Addendum
evaluates the impact of adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional

connecting pipelines as described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components will not substantially increase the severity of greenhouse gas
emissions or conflict with any applicable plans or policies pertaining to greenhouse gases, as these Project
components would not result in the Project exceeding established greenhouse gas emission thresholds.
The Air District rules and regulations identified in the IS/MND pertaining the original project description
also apply to the additional areas.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

Any impacts resulting from greenhouse gas emissions remain less than significant.

City of Livingston
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Adopted Do Proposed . New New Info.rr.naﬁon Adopted
. Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Involve R . e e
Conclusion New Impacts? Involving New Anglyﬁ? or Mitigation
Impacts? Verification? Measures

Would the project:

a. Create a significant Less Than | No. The project | No. The project = No. The project | None.
hazard to the publicor | Significant = would not create = would not create | would not create
the environment Impact. new or increased | new or increased | new or increased
through the routine impact involving | impact impact
transport, use, or hazardous involving involving
disposal of hazardous materials. hazardous hazardous
materials? materials. materials.

b. Create a significant Less Than | No. The project No. The project No. The project None.
hazard to the publicor | Significant = would not create = would not create | would not create
the environment Impact. additional additional additional
through reasonably significant significant significant
foreseeable upset and hazard to the hazard to the hazard to the
?CCidEI.‘lt conditions public or public or public or
involving the reh?ase of environmental environmental environmental
hazardous materlals through through through
into the environment? reasonably bl bl

foreseeabie reasonably reasonably
foreseeable foreseeable

upset and

accident upset and ups.et and

conditions. accident accident
conditions. conditions.

c. Emit hazardous Less Than | No. There No. There No. There None.
emissions or handle Significant | continues to be continues to be continues to be
hazardous or acutely Impact. no school within | no school within | no school within
hazardous materials, one-quarter mile | one-quarter mile | one-quarter mile
substances, or waste of the site. of the site. of the site.
within one-quarter mile
of an existing or
proposed school?

d. Be located on a site No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
which is included ona | Impact. is not designated | is not designated | is not designated
list of hazardous as a site which is | as a site which is | as a site which is
materials sites included on a included on a included on a
compiled pursuant to list of hazardous | list of hazardous | list of hazardous
Government Code materials sites materials sites materials sites
Section 65962.5 and, as compiled compiled compiled
a result, would it create pursuant to pursuant to pursuant to
a significant hazard to Government Government Government
the public or the Code Section Code Section Code Section
environment? 65962.5. 65962.5. 65962.5.

e. For a project located No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
within an airportland | Impact. site is not within | site is not within | site is not within

City of Livingston



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

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

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

expose people or
structures either
directly or
indirectly to a
significant risk
of loss, injury or
death involving
wildland fires.
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Adopted Do Proposed . New New Info‘n:naiion Adopted
. Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Involve R . .
Conclusion New Impacts? Involving New An.cfly5|? or Mitigation
Impacts? Verification? Measures
use plan or, where such two miles of a two miles of a two miles of a
a plan has not been public or private | public or private | public or private
adopted, within two airport. airport. airport.
miles of a public airport
or public use airport,
would the project result
in a safety hazard for
people residing or
working in the project
area?
. Impair implementation | Less Than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
of or physically Significant | would not would not would not
interfere with an Impact. impair impair impair
adopted emergency emergency emergency emergency
response plan or evacuation or evacuation or evacuation or
emergency evacuation response. response. response.
plan?
No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
Impact. would not would not would not

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact associated with impact areas IX (d), (e), or (g), and a less than significant impact
associated with impact areas IX (a), (b), (c) and (f). This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components will not increase any impacts associated with hazards and hazardous
materials, as the additional components are related to the original Project and will not substantially
increase the severity of hazard/hazardous materials impacts. The applicable rules and regulations

identified in the original IS/MND regarding hazardous materials also apply to the additional areas.

City of Livingston
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FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

manner which would
result in flooding on or
offsite;

City of Livingston

increase the
rate or amount
of surface
runoff in a
manner which

increase the
rate or amount
of surface
runoff in a
manner which

increase the
rate or amount
of surface
runoff in a
manner which

New
Do Proposed New R Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND R Requiring e 1
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
pacis: pacis: Verification?
Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality Less than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
standards or waste Significant | would not would not would not
discharge requirements or | Impact. violate water violate water violate water
otherwise substantially quality quality quality
degrade surface or ground standards or standards or standards or
water quality? waste discharge | waste discharge | waste discharge
requirements. requirements. requirements.
. Substantially decrease L'ess'tl.nan No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
. Significant | would not would not would not
groundwater supplies or ) . )
. . . Impact. substantially substantially substantially
interfere substantially with
deplete deplete deplete
groundwater recharge such
. groundwater groundwater groundwater
that the project may
. ) resources or resources or resources or
impede sustainable . . . . . .
impair impair impair
groundwater management
. groundwater groundwater groundwater
of the basin?
recharge. recharge. recharge.
. Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including
through the alteration of
the course of a stream or
river or through the
addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner
which would:
i. Result in substantial Lessthan | No. The project = No. The project | No. The project = None.
erosion or siltationonor | Significant = would not would not would not
off site; Impact. result in result in result in
substantial substantial substantial
erosion or erosion or erosion or
siltation on or siltation on or siltation on or
off site. off site. off site.
ii. Substantially increase | Lessthan | No. The Project | No. The Project = No. The Project
the rate or amount of Significant | would not would not would not
surface runoff in a Impact. substantially substantially substantially
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New
Do Proposed New ., Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND R Requiring e ae
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacis? Impacis? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
would resultin | would resultin | would result in
flooding onor | flooding onor | flooding on or
offsite. offsite. offsite.
iii. Create or contribute Less than | No. The Project | No. The Project | No. The Project = None.
runoff water which would | Significant = would not would not would not
exceed the capacity of Impact. create or create or create or
existing or planned contribute contribute contribute
stormwater drainage runoff water runoff water runoff water
systems or provide which would which would which would
substantial additional exceed the exceed the exceed the
sources of polluted runoff; capacity of capacity of capacity of
or existing or existing or existing or
planned planned planned
stormwater stormwater stormwater
drainage drainage drainage
systems or systems or systems or
provide provide provide
substantial substantial substantial
additional additional additional
sources of sources of sources of
polluted runoff. | polluted runoff. | polluted runoff.
iv. Impede or redirect Lessthan | No. The Project = No. The Project | No. The Project = None.
flood flows? Significant | would not would not would not
Impact. impede or impede or impede or
redirect flood redirect flood redirect flood
flows. flows. flows.
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project = None.
or seiche zones, risk release | Impact. would not risk | would not risk | would not risk
of pollutants due to project release of release of release of
inundation? pollutants due | pollutants due | pollutants due
to project to project to project
inundation. inundation. inundation.
No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
Impact. would not would not would not
conflict with or | conflict with or | conflict with or
. Conflict with or obstruct 9bstruct . .obstruct . f)bStrUCt )
. . implementation | implementation | implementation
implementation of a water
quality control plan or ofa Water of a Water of a Water
sustainable groundwater quality control | quality control | quality control
management plan? plan or plan or plan or
sustainable sustainable sustainable
groundwater groundwater groundwater
management management management
plan? plan? plan?
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DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact associated with impact areas X (d) or (e) and a less than significant impact associated
with impact areas X (a), (b), and (c). This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water
wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section

Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components are intended to reduce the City’s TCP levels and otherwise do not
significantly increase impacts to hydrology and water quality beyond what was previously analyzed in
the original IS/MND. The applicable rules and regulations identified in the original IS/MND regarding
hydrology and water quality also apply to the additional areas. Therefore the impact remains less than

significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING

New New
Adopted Do Proposed Circumstance Information Adopted
. Changes . . . IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND s Involving Requiring o
. Involve New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? New Analysis or Measures
Impacts? Verification?

Would the project:

a. Physically divide an No No. The No. The No. The None.
established Impact. project would | project would | project would
community? not divide an | not divide an | not divide an

established established established
community. community. community.

b. Cause a significant No No. The No. The No. The None.
environmental impact Impact. project is project is project is
due to a conflict with consistent consistent consistent
any land use plan, with the with the with the
policy, or regulation allowable allowable allowable
adopted for the land use. land use. land use.

purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an
environmental effect?

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact on land use and planning. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional
water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in

Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components do not result in any changes to land use designations, divide an

established community, or otherwise conflict with any plans or policies.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston



plan?

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact on mineral resources. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water
wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section

Two - Project Description.

There are no known mineral resources of importance to the region and the project site is not designated

under the City’s General Plan as an important mineral resource recovery site. The additional Project

components do not result in any additional impacts to mineral resources.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
New New
Adopted Do Proposed Circumstance Information Adopted
. Changes . . . IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND s Involving Requiring o
R Involve New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? New Analysis or Measures
Impacts? Verification?
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of No No. The No. The No. The None.
availability of a known | Impact. project would | project would | project would
mineral resource that notresultin | notresultin | not resultin
would be of value to the loss of the loss of the loss of
the region and the known known known
residents of the state? mineral mineral mineral
resources. resources. resources.
. Result in the loss of No No. The No. The No. The None.
availability of a locally | Impact. project would | project would | project would
important mineral notresultin | not result in not result in
resource recovery site the loss of the loss of the loss of
delineated on a local known known known
general plan, specific mineral mineral mineral
plan or other land use resources. resources. resources.
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XIIl. NOISE
Adopted Do Proposed . New New Info.rr.naﬁon Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Involve Clrcun:\stances ReqU|r.|ng I.S{MN.D
Conclusion New Impacts? Involving New Anglyﬁf or Mitigation
Impacis? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Generation of a Less Than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
substantial temporary Significant | would not would not would not
or permanent increase Impact. generate a generate a generate a
in ambient noise levels substantial substantial substantial
in the vicinity of the temporary or temporary or temporary or
project in excess of permanent permanent permanent
standards established increase in increase in increase in
in the local general plan ambient noise ambient noise ambient noise
or noise ordinance, or levels in the levels in the levels in the
applicable standards of vicinity of the vicinity of the vicinity of the
other agencies? project in excess | project in excess | project in excess
of standards of standards of standards
established in established in established in
the local general | the local general | the local general
plan or noise plan or noise plan or noise
ordinance, or ordinance, or ordinance, or
applicable applicable applicable
standards of standards of standards of
other agencies. other agencies. other agencies.
Less Than | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
Significant | would not would not would not
b. Generation of excessive | Impact. generate generate generate
groundborne vibration excessive excessive excessive
or groundborne noise groundborne groundborne groundborne
levels? vibration or vibration or vibration or
groundborne groundborne groundborne
noise levels. noise levels. noise levels.
c. For a project located No No. There are no | No. There are no | No. There are no | None.
within the vicinity of a | Impact. public or private | public or private = public or private

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?

City of Livingston

airports or
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DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact associated with impact area XIII (c) and a less than significant impact associated with
impact areas XIII (a) and (b). This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water wells,
additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section Two —

Project Description.

The proposed Project components will be installed in some areas where there is residential development
and other sensitive receptors in the area (such as Arakelian Park). The electric motors for the TCP
treatment vessels and for the water wells will be enclosed. Once these facilities are constructed, noise
levels generated during normal operation would not exceed applicable noise standards established in
the City of Livingston or Merced County Municipal Code. The proposed pipelines themselves to not emit

on-going noise once constructed.

Neither the City of Livingston Municipal Code nor the Merced County Municipal Code identifies a short-
term, construction-noise-level threshold. The distinction between short-term construction noise impacts
and long-term operational noise impacts is a typical one in both CEQA documents and local noise
ordinances, which generally recognize the reality that short-term noise from construction is inevitable
and cannot be mitigated beyond a certain level. Thus, local agencies frequently tolerate short-term noise
at levels that they would not accept for permanent noise sources. A more severe approach would be
impractical and might preclude the kind of construction activities that are to be expected from time to
time in urban environments. Most residents of urban areas recognize this reality and expect to hear
construction activities on occasion. As the construction period will be brief and periodic, and
construction hours would be limited to those established in the City’s Municipal Code, any impacts

would be less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

43

Adopted Do Proposed ' New New Info.rr.naﬁon Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Involve chun:msiances ReqU|r-| ng I.S./MN.D
Conclusion New Impacts? Involving New An-a.ly5|? or Mitigation
Impacis? Verification? Measures
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
population growth in Impact. would not would not would not
an area, either directly induce induce induce
(for example, by substantial substantial substantial
proposing new homes growth in the growth in the growth in the
and businesses) or project area. project area. project area.
indirectly (for example,
through extension of
roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial No No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
numbers of existing Impact. will not displace | will not displace | will not displace

housing, necessitating

the construction of

replacement housing

elsewhere?

DISCUSSION

existing housing.

existing housing.

existing housing.

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would

have no impact associated with impact area XIV (a) and (b). This Addendum evaluates the impact of

adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines

as described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components do not increase any impacts to population and housing as there is no

housing or commercial components to the Project.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

City of Livingston

New
Adopted Do Proposed . New Information Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Involve Clrcunjstances Requiring I,S,/MN,D
Conclusion New Impacis? Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacis? e e Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Would the project
result in substantial
adverse physical
impacts associated with
the provision of new or
physically altered
governmental facilities,
need for new or
physically altered
governmental facilities,
the construction of
which could cause
significant
environmental impacts,
in order to maintain
acceptable service
ratios, response times
or other performance
objectives for any of the
public services:
No Impact. | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
would not result | would not result | would not
in a need for in a need for result in a need
Fire protection? new or new or for new or
expanded fire expanded fire expanded fire
protection protection protection
facilities. facilities. facilities.
No Impact. | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
would not result | would not result | would not
in a need for in a need for result in a need
Police protection? new or new or for new or
expanded police | expanded police | expanded
protection protection police
facilities. facilities. protection
facilities.
No Impact. | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
S would not result | would not result | would not
chools? . . .
in a need for in a need for result in a need
new or new or for new or
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No Impact.
Parks?

No Impact.
Other public
facilities?

DISCUSSION

expanded school
facilities.

No. The project
would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded park
facilities.

No. The project
would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded other
facilities.

expanded school
facilities.

No. The project
would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded park
facilities.

No. The project
would not result
in a need for
new or
expanded other
facilities.

expanded
school facilities.
No. The project
would not
result in a need
for new or
expanded park
facilities.

No. The project
would not
result in a need
for new or
expanded other
facilities.

45

None.

None.

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact on public services. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components do not increase the need for public services, as there is no additional
residential or commercial component of the Project and the Project is not considered growth inducing.
Therefore, the proposed Project will not require additional public services. Therefore the impact remains

less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XVI. RECREATION
Do Proposed New New. Adopted
Adopted . Information
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcun:\stances Requiring I.S{MN.D
. Involve New | Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacis? Impacis? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Would the project No No. The No. The No. The None.
increase the use of Impact. project project would | project would
existing neighborhood would not not result in not result in
and regional parks or result in the | the increased | the increased
other recreational increased use of an use of an
facilities such that use of an existing park. | existing park.
substantial physical existing
deterioration of the park.
facility would occur or
be accelerated?
b. Does the project No No. The No. The No. The None.
include recreational Impact. project project would | project would
facilities or require the would not notresultina | notresultina
construction or resultin a need for new | need for new
expansion of need for or expanded or expanded
recreational facilities new or park facilities. | park facilities.
which might have an expanded
adverse physical effect park
on the environment? facilities.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have no impact on recreation. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding additional water wells,

additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as described in Section Two —

Project Description.

The additional Project components will not result in increased use of recreational facilities and the Project

does not include recreational facilities. Therefore, the impact remains less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

City o
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CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.

City of Livingston
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

48

Adopted Do Proposed . New Infotlrﬁ‘:ﬁon Adopted
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . Requiring e 1
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacis? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Conflict witha No Impact. No. The project | No. The project = No. The project = None.
program plan, would not would not would not
ordinance or policy conflict witha | conflict witha | conflict with a
addressing the program plan, | program plan, | program plan,
circulation system, ordinance or ordinance or ordinance or
including transit, policy policy policy
roadway, bicycle and addressing the | addressing the | addressing the
pedestrian facilities? circulation circulation circulation
system, system, system,
including including including
transit, transit, transit,
roadway, roadway, roadway,
bicycle and bicycle and bicycle and
pedestrian pedestrian pedestrian
facilities. facilities. facilities.
No Impact. No. The project | No. The project | No. The project = None
b. Would the project would not would not would not
conflict or be conflict with or | conflict with or | conflict with or
inconsistent with be inconsistent | be inconsistent | be inconsistent
CEQA Guidelines with CEQA with CEQA with CEQA
section 15064.3, Guidelines Guidelines Guidelines
subdivision (b)? section 15064.3, | section 15064.3, | section 15064.3,
subdivision (b). | subdivision (b). | subdivision (b).
c. Substantially increase | No Impact. No. The project | No. The project = No. The project = None.
hazards due to a would not would not would not
geometric design substantially substantially substantially
feature (e.g., sharp increase increase increase
curves or dangerous hazards due to | hazards due to | hazards due to
intersections) or a geometric a geometric a geometric
incompatible uses design feature | design feature | design feature
(e.g., farm (e.g., sharp (e.g., sharp (e.g., sharp
equipment)? curves or curves or curves or
dangerous dangerous dangerous
intersections) intersections) intersections)
or incompatible | or incompatible | or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm | uses (e.g., farm | uses (e.g., farm
equipment). equipment). equipment).
d. Result in inadequate No Impact. No. The project | No. The project | No. The project = None.
emergency access? would not would not would not
result in result in result in

City of Livingston
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Do Proposed New New Adopted
Adopted P . Information P
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . Requiring e a
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
P : P ) Verification?
inadequate inadequate inadequate
emergency emergency emergency

access.

access.

access.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact on transportation. This Addendum evaluates the impact of adding
additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines as

described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components would not cause a substantial increase in traffic, reduce the existing
level of service, or create any additional congestion at any intersections. The proposed Project would
require periodic maintenance, approximately two trips per day. As such, level of service standards
would not be exceeded and the proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance
or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Therefore,

the impact remains less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

50

Adopted Do Proposed . New Info::::vﬁon Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcun:\stances Requiring I,S{MN,D
. Involve New | Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacis? Impacis? Analysis or Measures
Verification?

Would the project:

a. 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:

h. Listed or eligible for Not No. The No. The No. The None.
listing in the evaluated. | projectis not | project is not project is not
California Register of listed or listed or listed or
Historical Resources, eligible for eligible for eligible for
or in a local register of listing in the | listing in the listing in the
historical resources as California California California
defined in Public Register of Register of Register of
Resources Code Historical Historical Historical
section 5020.1(k), or Resources, Resources, or | Resources, or

orinalocal | inalocal in a local
register of register of register of
historical historical historical
resources as | resources as resources as
defined in defined in defined in
Public Public Public
Resources Resources Resources
Code section | Code section Code section
5020.1(k). 5020.1(k). 5020.1(k).

ii. A resource determined | Not No. The No. The No. The None.
by the lead agency, in | evaluated. | projectisnot | projectisnota | projectisnota
its discretion and a resource resource resource
supported by determined | determined by | determined by
substantial evidence, by the lead the lead the lead

City of Livingston
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to be significant agency, in agency, in its | agency, in its
pursuant to criteria its discretion and | discretion and
set forth in discretion supported by | supported by
subdivision (c) of and substantial substantial
Public Resources Code supported evidence, to evidence, to
Section 5024.1. In by be significant | be significant
applying the criteria substantial pursuant to pursuant to

set forth in

evidence, to

criteria set

criteria set

subdivision (c) of be forth in forth in
Public Resource Code significant subdivision subdivision
Section 5024.1, the pursuant to | (c) of Public (c) of Public
lead agency shall criteria set Resources Resources
consider the forth in Code Section | Code Section
significance of the subdivision | 5024.1. In 5024.1. In
resource to a (c) of Public | applying the applying the
California Native Resources criteria set criteria set
American tribe. Code forth in forth in
Section subdivision subdivision
5024.1. In (c) of Public (c) of Public
applying the | Resource Resource
criteria set Code Section Code Section
forth in 5024.1, the 5024.1, the
subdivision | lead agency lead agency
(c) of Public | shall consider | shall consider
Resource the the
Code significance of | significance of
Section the resource the resource
5024.1, the to a California | to a California
lead agency | Native Native
shall American American
consider the | tribe. tribe.
significance
of the

resource to
a California
Native
American
tribe.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact on Tribal Cultural Resources. This Addendum evaluates the impact
of adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines

as described in Section Two — Project Description.

City of Livingston
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The City of Livingston conducted the required tribal consultations for the Approved Project’'s CEQA
document in 2018. However, because of the additional Project components being evaluated, the City
conducted additional tribal consultation outreach in April of 2022. The City’s cultural consultant
(Applied Earthworks) contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who responded
with a letter stating that the Sacred Lands File search for the Project did not indicate the presence of
resources in the immediate vicinity of the APE. The NAHC also supplied a list of individuals to be
contacted for information regarding locations of sacred or special sites of cultural and spiritual
significance in the Project area. Consultation request letters were sent out to the tribes on April 11, 2022.
As of July 2022, there have been no formal requests by any tribe for further consultation regarding the

Project (See Appendix B of this Addendum for more information pertaining to tribal outreach efforts).

Therefore, the City has complied with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2. Any

impacts to tribal resources would be less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

53

New Adopted
. Adopted Do Proposed . New Information P
Environmental Issue Circumstances .. . IS/MND
IS/MND Changes Involve R Requiring Analysis e e
Area . Involving New s Mitigation
Conclusion New Impacts? or Verification?
Impacts? Measures
Would the project:
a. Require orresult | Less Than | No. The project No. The project No. The project None.
in the relocation | Significant | itself is a water itself is a water itself is a water
or construction of | Impact. facility and would | facility and would | facility and
new or expanded not require or not require or would not
water, result in the result in the require or result
wastewater relocation or relocation or in the relocation
treatment or construction of construction of or construction of
storm water new or expanded new or expanded new or expanded
drainage, electric wastewater wastewater wastewater
power, natural treatment or storm | treatment or storm | treatment or
gas, or water drainage, water drainage, storm water
telecommunicatio electric power, electric power, drainage, electric
ns facilities, the natural gas, or natural gas, or power, natural
construction or telecommunication | telecommunication | gas, or
relocation of s facilities, the s facilities, the telecommunicatio
which could construction or construction or ns facilities, the
cause significant relocation of which | relocation of which | construction or
environmental could cause could cause relocation of
effects? significant significant which could
environmental environmental cause significant
effects. effects. environmental
effects.
Less Than | No. The Project No. The Project No. The Project None.
- Significant | will have sufficient | will have sufficient | will have
b. Have sufficient . . -
. Impact. water supplies water supplies sufficient water
water supplies . . . .
. available to serve available to serve supplies available
available to serve . .
. the project and the project and to serve the
the project and )
reasonably reasonably project and
reasonably
foreseeable future | foreseeable future | reasonably
foreseeable future
development development foreseeable
development ) )
. during normal, dry | during normal, dry | future
during normal, X .
d . and multiple dry and multiple dry development
ry and multiple .
d » years. years. during normal,
ry years? .
dry and multiple
dry years.
c. Resultina Less Than | No. The project No. The project No. The project None.
determination by | Significant | would not resultin | would not resultin | would not result
the wastewater Impact. a determination by | a determinationby | ina
treatment the wastewater the wastewater determination by
provider which treatment provider | treatment provider | the wastewater
serves or may which serves or which serves or treatment

serve the project
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54

. Adopted Do Proposed . New New Information Adopted
Environmental Issue Circumstances Y . IS/MND
Area IS/MNI? Changes Involve Involving New Requmn.g.; An.aly5|s Mitigation
Conclusion New Impacts? or Verification?
Impacts? Measures
that it has may serve the may serve the provider which
adequate capacity project that it does | project that it does | serves or may
to serve the not has adequate not has adequate serve the project
project’s capacity to serve capacity to serve that it does not
projected the project’s the project’s has adequate
demand in projected demand | projected demand | capacity to serve
addition to the in addition to the in addition to the the project’s
provider’s provider’s existing | provider’s existing | projected
existing commitments. commitments. demand in
commitments? addition to the
provider’s
existing
commitments.
d. Generate solid Less Than No. The project No. The project No. The project None.
waste in excess of Significant would not generate | would not generate | would not
State or local Impact. solid waste in solid waste in generate solid
standards, or in excess of State or excess of State or waste in excess of
excess of the local standards, or | local standards, or | State or local
capacity of local in excess of the in excess of the standards, or in
infrastructure, or capacity of local capacity of local excess of the
otherwise impair infrastructure, or infrastructure, or capacity of local
the attainment of otherwise impair otherwise impair infrastructure, or
solid waste the attainment of the attainment of otherwise impair
reduction goals? solid waste solid waste the attainment of
reduction goals. reduction goals. solid waste
reduction goals.
e. Comply with Less Than | No. The Project No. The Project No. The Project None.

federal, state, and Significant

local
management and
reduction statutes
and regulations
related to solid
waste?

Impact.

DISCUSSION

will comply with
federal, state, and
local management
and reduction
statutes and
regulations related
to solid waste.

will comply with
federal, state, and
local management
and reduction
statutes and
regulations related
to solid waste.

will comply with
federal, state, and
local
management and
reduction statutes
and regulations
related to solid
waste.

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would

have a less than significant impact associated with this topic. This Addendum evaluates the impact of
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adding additional water wells, additional TCP treatment facilities and additional connecting pipelines

as described in Section Two — Project Description.

The additional Project components are intended to reduce the City’s TCP levels and otherwise do not

increase impacts to utilities or service systems. Therefore the impact remains less than significant.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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XX. WILDFIRE
Do Proposed New New Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . Requiring e 1
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
Verification?
Would the project:
a. Substantially impair | Not evaluated. | No. The project | No. The project = No. The project = None.
an adopted would not would not would not
emergency response substantially substantially substantially
plan or emergency impair an impair an impair an
evacuation plan? adopted adopted adopted
emergency emergency emergency
response plan response plan response plan
or emergency or emergency or emergency
evacuation evacuation evacuation
plan. plan. plan.
b. Due to slope, Not evaluated. | No. The project = No. The project = No. The project = None
prevailing winds, and would not, due = would not, due | would not, due
other factors, to slope, to slope, to slope,
exacerbate wildfire prevailing prevailing prevailing
risks, and thereby winds, and winds, and winds, and
expose project other factors, other factors, other factors,
occupants to, pollutant exacerbate exacerbate exacerbate
concentrations from a wildfire risks, wildfire risks, wildfire risks,
wildfire or the and thereby and thereby and thereby
uncontrolled spread of expose project | expose project | expose project
a wildfire? occupants to, occupants to, occupants to,
pollutant pollutant pollutant
concentrations | concentrations | concentrations
from a wildfire | from a wildfire | from a wildfire
or the or the or the
uncontrolled uncontrolled uncontrolled
spread of a spread of a spread of a
wildfire. wildfire. wildfire.
c. Require the Not evaluated. | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.

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

City of Livingston

would not
require the
installation or
maintenance of
associated
infrastructure
(such as roads,
fuel breaks,
emergency
water sources,
power lines or

would not
require the
installation or
maintenance of
associated
infrastructure
(such as roads,
fuel breaks,
emergency
water sources,
power lines or

would not
require the
installation or
maintenance of
associated
infrastructure
(such as roads,
fuel breaks,
emergency
water sources,
power lines or



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

would not
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.

would not
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.

would not
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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New
Do Proposed New . Adopted
Adopted . Information
. Changes Circumstances .. IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . Requiring e ae
. Involve New Involving New . Mitigation
Conclusion Impacts? Impacts? Analysis or Measures
P ) P ) Verification?
ongoing impacts to the other utilities) | other utilities) | other utilities)
environment? that may that may that may
exacerbate fire | exacerbate fire | exacerbate fire
risk or that risk or that risk or that
may result in may result in may result in
temporary or temporary or temporary or
ongoing ongoing ongoing
impacts to the | impacts tothe | impacts to the
environment. environment. environment.
. Expose people or Not evaluated. | No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.

DISCUSSION

This topic was not included in the original IS/MND, as the 2018 version of the CEQA Guidelines did not

require this evaluation. Therefore, the entire Project is being evaluated herein under this category.

The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of a TCP removal system as described in
Chapter Two — Project Description. The proposed Project is located in areas that have been developed
with intense urban uses and there are no areas within or adjacent to the Project Area that have a
significant wildfire risk. The Project will include underground pipelines and minor above-ground
improvements associated with the new wells and TCP treatment facilities. There is no increased risk or
on-going risk of wildfire beyond existing conditions associated with the Project. As such, any wildfire

risk to the project structures or people would be less than significant.
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FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Adopted Do Proposed . New New Info.rr.'ncltion Adopted
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND Changes Clrcun:\stances ReqU|r.|ng I_S{MN,D
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacis? Verification? Measures
Would the project:

a. Does the project have Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | BIO-1
the potential to Significant would not would not would not BIO -2
degrade the quality of | Impact With | degrade the degrade the degrade the CUL-1
the environment, Mitigation. quality of the quality of the quality of the
substantially reduce environment, environment, environment,
the habitat of a fish or substantially substantially substantially
wildlife species, cause reduce the reduce the reduce the
a fish or wildlife habitat of a fish | habitat of a fish | habitat of a fish
population to drop or wildlife or wildlife or wildlife
below self-sustaining species, cause a | species, causea | species, cause a
levels, threaten to fish or wildlife | fish or wildlife fish or wildlife
eliminate a plant or population to population to population to
animal community, drop below drop below self- | drop below self-
reduce the number or self-sustaining | sustaining sustaining
restrict the range of a levels, threaten | levels, threaten levels, threaten
rare or endangered to eliminate a to eliminate a to eliminate a
plant or animal or plant or animal | plant or animal | plant or animal
eliminate important community, community, community,
examples of the major reduce the reduce the reduce the
periods of California number or number or number or
history or prehistory? restrict the restrict the range | restrict the range

range of arare | of arare or of a rare or

or endangered | endangered endangered
plant or animal, | plant or animal, | plant or animal,
or eliminate or eliminate or eliminate
important important important
examples f the | examples f the examples f the
major periods major periods of | major periods of
of California California California
history or history or history or
prehistory. prehistory. prehistory.

b. Does the project have | Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | None.
impacts that are Significant would not have | would not have | would not have
individually limited, Impact. cumulatively cumulatively cumulatively
but cumulatively considerable considerable considerable
considerable? impacts. impacts. impacts.

(“Cumulatively

considerable” means
that the incremental
effects of a project are
considerable when
viewed in connection
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Do Proposed New New Information | Adopted
Adopted . ;e
. Changes Circumstances Requiring IS/MND
Environmental Issue Area IS/MND . . e
Conclusion Involve New Involving New Analysis or Mitigation
Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Measures
with the effects of past
projects, the effects of
other current projects,
and the effects of
probable future
projects)?

c. Does the project have Less Than No. The project | No. The project | No. The project | BIO-1
environmental effects Significant would not have | would not have | would nothave | BIO-2
which will cause Impact With | environmental | environmental | environmental | CyL_1
substantial adverse Mitigation. effects which effects which effects which
effects on human will cause will cause will cause
beings, either directly substantial substantial substantial
or indirectly? adverse effects | adverse effects adverse effects

on human on human on human
beings, either beings, either beings, either
directly or directly or directly or
indirectly. indirectly. indirectly.

DISCUSSION

The previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that the proposed Project would
have a less than significant impact regarding mandatory findings of significance. The additional Project
components do not increase any impacts regarding mandatory findings of significance, as no additional

impacts were identified.

FINAL IS/MND MITIGATION MEASURES

None.

CONCLUSION

The conclusions from the IS/MND remain unchanged.
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https://www.google.com/maps/@37.390610249999995,-120.729861551695,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@37.390610249999995,-120.729861551695,14z



https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2873
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/625
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4482
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8246
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5690
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8095
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5506




















































Appendix B

Updated Cultural Resources Report
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Figure 4-2  Overview of proposed Well 18, at the northwest section of Davis Street and White
Avenue, facing southwest.

Figure 4-3  Overview of Well 8 survey area. Note chain link perimeter fence, concrete, and gravels
obscuring the ground surface, facing northwest.
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Figure 4-4  Overview of proposed location of Well 18, northwestern portion of the APE. Foster
Farms facility in the background, facing northwest.
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Figure 4-5 Southern Area of Potential Effects and project elements.
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Figure 4-6  Open space east of the Arena Canal and south of Peach Avenue, facing south.

4.5 BUILT ENVIRONMENT

/E Staff Architectural Historian Cheyenne Good conducted the built environment survey on
April 1, 2022 and recorded a 53-foot-long segment of the approximately 8.5-mile-long Arena
Canal (P-24-000093; Figure 4-7). The Arena Canal is a secondary canal, fed by the larger
Livingston Canal, which is part of a network of secondary canals and laterals that provide water
for irrigation to farms in the vicinity of Livingston (Hope 2000). Most of the Arena Canal was
lined with concrete in the 1940s; however, many segments remain earthen and uncovered.

The northernmost point of the recorded segment is where the canal passes under Peach Avenue
(Figure 4-8). The segment measures 18 feet wide at the top of the bank. The width of the bed
could not be recorded because water was present within the canal. The height of each bank was
measured from the top of the bank’s edge to the top of the water’s surface; the west bank is 6 feet
high, and the east bank is 7 feet high. The west bank is 12.0 feet wide, and the east bank is

13.5 feet wide.

There is a dilapidated water gate feature on the west bank, facing towards Peach Avenue (Figure
4-9). The concrete lining surrounding the feature is deteriorating. The feature is topped with a
red painted metal wheel with the words “OPEN” and “HYDRO” and the numbers “22446A” and
“701160” (Figure 4-10). In the ground behind the feature, stands a tall, rusted T-bar and a hollow
concrete cylinder (Figure 4-11). There is a farm gate supported by two wood posts crossing the
width of the east levy. The canal bank beside the farm gate shows evidence of cracking concrete
lining (Figure 4-12).
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One additional built environment feature, Well 10, was noted during the field survey of
Arakelian Park. Although it is proposed to be removed, which is considered an impact under
Section 106, it was not evaluated because it was built in 1985 (pers. comm. T. Avina, 2022) and
did not meet the 50-year-old threshold to make it a historic-era resource.

JRP documented three segments of the Arena Canal and evaluated the historical significance of
the entire resource in 1993 (JRP Historical Consulting LLC 1993). They recommended that the
canal is not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or CRHR. Andrew Hope with the California
Department of Transportation concurred with the JRP evaluation of the Arena Canal in 2000
(Hope 2000). A reviewed all documentation on the Arena Canal and concurs with the findings of
ineligibility. Additional information on the Arena Canal is available in the original 2018
Livingston TCP Cultural Resource Inventory report (Baloian et al. 2018). For this effort, /£
prepared an update to the existing California DPR cultural resource record form to document the
approximate 53-foot segment of the Arena Canal in the APE (Appendix D).

=%, e 5%

Figure 4-7  Segment of Arena Canal within the current APE, facing south.
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Figure 4-8  Arena Canal culvert under Peach Avenue, facing north.
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Figure 4-9  Dilapidated water gate feature with deteriorating concrete lining.
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Figure 4-10 Red painted wheel topping dilapidated water gate feature.
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r behind the dilapidated water gate feature, facing

Figure 4-11 View of T-bar and concrete cylinde
south.
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Figure 4-12  View of the farm gate on the east levee with evidence of cracking concrete lining along
the bank, facing east.
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5
SUMMARY AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

The City of Livingston proposes to construct additional wells, treatment facilities, and install
pipelines to address TCP contaminants within the city of Livingston, Merced County, California.
/E conducted a cultural resources inventory for the original 1,2,3 TCP Removal Treatment
System project in 2018 (Baloian et al. 2018); however, since then, the City proposes additional
updates including wells, treatment facilities, and pipelines. For the current Project, /& prepared
this cultural resource study and built environment recordation of the 26.8-acre APE for
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended, and CEQA. This included conducting
background research, obtaining a records search from the CCAIC, and a search of the NAHC’s
Sacred Lands File, outreach with local Native American representatives, intensive pedestrian
field surveys of the APE, and background research and recordation of the Arena Canal.

5.1 STUDY SUMMARY

The 2018 records search conducted by the CCAIC for the original TCP Treatment project
revealed that there have been 7 previous cultural resource studies conducted within the APE, and
18 studies previously conducted in a 0.5-mile search radius of the APE. Four previously recorded
historic-era resources are present within the APE, including a segment of the Arena Canal. There
are 29 previously recorded historic-era resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the APE, including
those within the APE. The records search conducted by the CCAIC for the current Project
revealed no cultural resource investigations have occurred within the additional APE portions or
within the 0.5-mile search radius and only the Arena Canal has been previously recorded.

A search of the NAHC files revealed no previously recorded Native American resources within
or near the APE. /& submitted letters electronically to those listed on the NAHC contact list. One
response was received from the Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation indicating the APE was outside
their traditional use area and they had no comments. A& followed up with phone calls to the
remaining contacts. /& spoke with Chairperson Valentin Lopez from the Amah Mutsun Tribal
Band, who stated that the Project is outside of their territory and had no further comments. A log
detailing the outreach efforts and responses is provided in Appendix C.

During the archaeological survey, £ observed approximately 11.75 acres of the APE was
developed with roadways and neighborhoods that provided zero ground visibility. An additional
2.7 acres of the APE was not surveyed due to lack of accessibility from restrictive fencing,
private properties, or other factors. The remaining 12.35 acres of the APE was intensively
surveyed. These areas varied between dense grass growth with low visibility or empty dirt lots
that allowed complete visibility. As a result of the archaeological survey, no prehistoric or
historic cultural resources were identified.

The built environment survey identified a portion of the Arena Canal (P-24-000093) west of
Emerald Drive in the southern portion of the APE. In 1993, JRP documented three segments of
the Arena Canal and evaluated the historical significance of the entire resource (JRP Historical
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Consulting LLC 1993). JRP recommended that the canal was not eligible for listing on the
NRHP or CRHR and Andrew Hope with the California Department of Transportation concurred
with the JRP evaluation of the Arena Canal in 2000 (Hope 2000). 4 reviewed all documentation
for the Arena Canal and concurs with the evaluation’s findings. Additional information on the
Arena Canal is available in the DPR forms in Appendix D and the 2018 Livingston TCP report
(Baloian et al. 2018). For this effort, £ updated the existing California DPR cultural resource
record form (Appendix D) to document the approximate 53-foot-long segment of the Arena
Canal in the APE.

Finally, for the 2018 study, A prepared a geoarchaeological assessment of the vertical APE for
buried archaeological deposits. The assessment yielded information suggesting that there is a low
potential to encounter buried cultural resources within the original APE. Although much of the
floodplain and upper river terraces of the Merced River have a moderate to high potential to
contain buried archaeological remains, the APE lies just outside the area of high sensitivity.
Although the APE contains young to modern soils, which typically have a moderate potential for
buried resources, much of the “natural” vertical APE has been disturbed by extensive agricultural
practices and urban development. The 2018 study determined that the potential to encounter
buried soils with extensive in situ cultural deposits within the APE is low and 4 concurs with
this determination for the current APE as well.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

A’s archaeological and built environment pedestrian surveys did not encounter any prehistoric or
historic-era sites, artifacts, or features, that would suggest that the APE contains, or could
contain, cultural resources that may be adversely impacted during ground-disturbing activities.
Although A recommends no specific measures, general recommendations are provided below in
the unlikely event that unanticipated cultural materials are discovered during ground-disturbing
activities.

Inadvertent Discoveries

If cultural resources are encountered at any time during construction or ground-disturbing
activities within the APE, all work in the vicinity of the find should be halted until a qualified
archaeologist can be retained to assess the discovery. Such finds include, but are not limited to,
archaeological grinding implements, stone tools, soapstone bowls, ornaments (e.g., beads,
pendants), midden, or any intact archaeological resources as well as intact building foundations
and high concentrations of historical artifacts, or other significant cultural resources. If the
find(s) is a cultural resource that could be considered a historic property, the archaeologist shall
make appropriate recommendations to the lead agency. The lead agency shall make the final
determination as to treatment and disposition of the resource(s).

Human Remains

If human remains are uncovered, or in any other case when human remains are discovered during
construction, the Merced County Coroner is to be notified to arrange their proper treatment and
disposition. If the remains are identified as those of a Native American, California Health and
Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 require that the coroner notify the
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NAHC within 24 hours of discovery. The NAHC will then identify the Most Likely Descendent
who will provide recommendations to the landowner for treatment and sensitive management of
the remains.
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