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Initial Study

Initial Study

1. ProjectTitle

Laytonville Landfill Final Cover Remediation and Improvements Project (herein referred to as project
or proposed project).

2. Lead Agency and Contact

Mendocino County
Department of Transportation
340 Lake Mendocino Drive
Ukiah, California 95482

Contact: Alex Straessle, Engineer I, straessa@mendocinocounty.org, 707-234-2803

3. Project Location

The project includes: (i) reconstructing a portion of the final cover on the closed Laytonville Landfill;
and (ii) relocation of a landfill gas (LFG) monitoring probe, relocation of a piezometer, and
installation of a groundwater monitoring well. The closed landfill occupies approximately 7 acres of
an approximately 35.65-acre property, located at 1825 Branscomb Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number
014-250-32-00) in unincorporated Mendocino County (County), approximately 1.6 miles west of
United States Route 101 (U.S. 101). Access to the project site is provided by a partially paved road,
which extends from Branscomb Road south into the landfill. Figure 1 shows the regional location of
the project site. Figure 2 shows the limit of refuse, area within the limit of refuse where the final
cover would be replaced, and proposed borrow, stockpile, and staging area. Figure 2 also shows the
proposed location for the LFG probe, piezometer, and groundwater monitoring well. Because a
majority of the project activities would take place within the limit of refuse, this area is referred to
as the project site throughout the analysis included in this document.

4. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The project site is bordered by internal landfill access roads and hillsides to the north, the Laytonville
Rancheria—managed by the Cahto Tribe of Laytonville Rancheria—approximately 350 feet east and
30 feet south of the project site, and land used for cattle grazing to the west of the project site.
Existing single-family residences are located approximately 750 feet north of the project site.

The areas surrounding the landfill are zoned Public Facilities (PF), Agricultural (AG-40), Rangeland
(RL), Rural Residential 1 Acre minimum (RR 1), and Rural Residential 10 Acre minimum (RR 10).

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 1
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Project Site Location and Nearby Uses
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5. Public Landséé FGeneral Plan Designation and
Zoning

The project site is designated as Public Lands by the County of Mendocino. Solid waste landfills and
related waste management facilities are a permitted use under this land use designation.

The project site is zoned PF. Pursuant to Section 20.108.010 of the Mendocino County Municipal
Code, “major impact facilities,” including landfills, are permitted in the PF zoning district.

6. Existing Site Characteristics

The project site contains sloping topography and includes a ridge that separates the northeastern
and southwestern slopes on-site. The project site contains existing soil-stability infrastructure,
including rock slope protection (RSP) on a portion of the western slope of the landfill. Vegetation on
the project site consists of grasses and shrubs. The project site is underlain by Pliocene-Pleistocene
continental basin deposits, Holocene alluvium, and Franciscan Formation bedrock. Pliocene-
Pleistocene continental basin deposits consist of clayey sand and silty clay. Holocene alluvium
consists of unconsolidated sand, gravel, silt and clay units that were deposited along active stream
channels. Franciscan Formation bedrock consists predominantly of graywacke sandstone with
interbedded shale units. There are no active faults that underlie the project site. The closest active
fault to the project site is the Maacama-Garberville fault approximately 1.5 miles southeast. The
Laytonville Landfill is in a valley in the Coast Range geomorphic province, where drainage is
controlled primarily by geologic structure. The Eel River system is the major drainage system for the
area, and the closest named water course is Cahto Creek, which runs northeastward and is adjacent
and south of the landfill. The site’s ephemeral streams drain into Cahto Creek. An approximately 30-
acre unnamed pond is about 0.25 mile northeast of the site. Except for a possible spring feeding the
northern pond on the east side of the site, there are no known springs within 1 mile of the landfill
(Anderson Consulting Group 1995).

The landfill extends down both sides of a ridgetop. Therefore, the natural topography of the landfill
directs surface water flows down both sides of the ridgetop. On-site surface drainage is channeled
to several small detention basins located at the perimeter of the project site for eventual discharge
off-site via ephemeral streams. Groundwater at the project site occurs at depths between 13 to 62
feet below ground surface. Groundwater flows radially from the project site to surrounding areas.
The predominance of fine-grained sandy clay and gravelly clay beneath the site generally results in
very low groundwater yields to wells, and migration of the groundwater is limited due to the clayey
and fine-grained nature of the soil and bedrock. Although wells within 1 mile of the site are used for
domestic or agricultural water supply, the on-site wells generally do not produce adequate amounts
of water for domestic, industrial or municipal water supplies (Anderson Consulting Group 1995).

/. Project Background

The Laytonville Landfill was a Class Il facility with a maximum permitted capacity of 130,000 cubic
yards of refuse (California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery [CalRecycle] 2024).
The landfill was closed between July 1997 and May 1998 and cover was placed over the landfill. The
cover was comprised of a foundation soil layer, a geotextile LFG migration layer, a geosynthetic clay
liner (GCL) barrier layer, a geocomposite drainage layer, and a layer of vegetative soil. In 2001, the
California Integrated Waste Management Board notified the Mendocino County Solid Waste
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Division that the final cover construction did not comply with California Code of Regulations (CCR)
Title 27 requirements and did not meet design specifications in the Final Closure Plan for the landfill
that was approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board. A subsequent stability
analysis conducted by Geo-Logic Associates in 2002 concluded that the overall stability of the landfill
met the stability analysis requirements specified in CCR Title 27. However, the evaluation found that
the final cover was designed with a low-safety factor based on the geosynthetic components used
to cover the landfill.

Repairs to the final cover, since closure was completed, have included:

= 2006 and 2007 Southwestern and Western Slope Erosion Repairs. In 2006, a portion of the
southwestern slope outside the limits of waste and below the access road was damaged by
storm water runoff and erosion. This area was repaired with RSP. In 2007, a small portion of the
western slope that was adjacent to Pond 1 above the access road and below the limits of waste
was damaged by storm water runoff and erosion. This area was also repaired with RSP.

= 2011 Eastern Slope Repairs. In 2011, repairs were performed on the eastern, front face of the
landfill to mitigate the effects of erosion and sloughing.! This work included re-grading the
slopes, constructing a rock-lined ditch at the toe of the slope, and installing a half-round
corrugated metal pipe (CMP) mid-slope drain below an existing mid-slope drainage structure. As
part of this work, the CMP half-rounds that were used as drainage ditches on the upper deck of
the landfill were found to be full of sediment and were removed.

= 2015 Southwestern Slope Failure and 2017 Repairs. On Monday, December 21, 2015,
approximately 5,510 square feet of the cover slid on the sloping southwesterly slope during
heavy rainfall. According to the County (2015), the slide incorporated the vegetative soil layer
and the underlying drainage geocomposite on top of the GCL barrier layer. The GCL barrier
layer, underlying LFG geotextile, and underlying foundation layer were not affected by the slide.
Repair of the slide was performed between July 10 and August 9, 2017, in accordance with plans
that were prepared by the County and approved by the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (NCRWQCB). The repair included construction of a keyway at the toe of the slope;
placement of a RSP buttress on the lower (steeper) portion of the slope outside the limits of
refuse; and placement of a RSP facing layer between 18 inches and 2 feet in thickness on the
upper (less steep) portion of the slope within the limits of the landfill.

= 2016 Eastern Slope Repairs and Subsequent Maintenance. In 2016, undermining of the lower
CMP half-round on the eastern slope created a small blowout on the lower side of the culvert
that was repaired by backfilling the area. A 2018 site inspection indicated that the length of the
culvert was undermined due to piping in the sand that was used as bedding for the CMP. County
observations also suggested that rodent activity may have contributed to the erosion and
material loss under the CMP. Since 2018, eastern slope maintenance work has included placing
temporary plastic sheeting to route water to the lower half-round culvert, filling rodent
burrows, and filling voids below the lower culvert.

In addition to the stability issues and subsequent repair work summarized above, County
evaluations of the landfill have identified the following slope grading, settlement, drainage,
seepage, and LFG conditions:

! Google Earth photographs indicate the slope was covered with plastic sheeting between 2003 and 2011.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 5
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= The height between existing stepped areas created on the southwestern slopes of the landfill
exceed the 50-foot vertical spacing maximum allowed by CCR Title 27. The height exceedance is
no more than 10 feet and occurs in a small area on the southwestern side of the landfill top
deck.

= The portion of western slope that was repaired with RSP has performed well since 2017, and
evidence of potential instability has not been observed to date in this area.

= Evidence of slope movement, such as shallow, hummocky soil near the toe of the slope and the
presence of small tension cracks, has been observed on the west slope adjacent to the 2017
repair.

= Seepage has been observed intermittently on the eastern slope of the landfill. This seepage
evaporates or is captured by the French drain at the toe of the slope. The source of the seepage
is likely related to the infiltration of precipitation into the vegetative layer of the final cover,
although it is possible that landfill leachate (if present) contributes to seepage near the toe of
the slope.

8. Project Description

The County is proposing the project to improve final cover stability, while also addressing surface
water drainage, LFG management, seepage, and long-term maintenance requirements identified at
the Laytonville Landfill.

All proposed repair work would be performed within the limits of the existing waste footprint and
the final cover. The limits of the final cover repair work are shown in Figure 2. The landfill would
remain closed and there would be no significant changes to current monitoring and maintenance
procedures. There would be no new operations after project completion. The project would not
substantially change the currently existing landfill grades. The small section of slope that exceeds 50
vertical feet would be left in place, because stability analyses incorporated an additional 10 vertical
feet and the calculated safety factors demonstrated compliance with Title 27 CCR Section
21750(f)(5) stability requirements. Additionally, design drainage analyses concluded that reducing
the slope height by re-grading would have no measurable effect on the amount of surface water
runoff to be managed by the surface water drainage system. The drainage analyses also show that
the project would have no effect on surface water drainage patterns or amounts compared to
current conditions. The project would involve replacing approximately 185,000 square feet of the
existing landfill cover and would include the following procedures:

1. Dismantling and removing the existing surface water drainage system.

2. Removing existing side slope final cover to the top of the foundation layer; the rock slope
protection and vegetative cover soil would be stockpiled for reuse and the geosynthetic
materials would be disposed of off-site.

3. Preparing and compacting existing foundation layer soil to meet compaction requirements in
accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) International standard
D1557; seep and LFG collectors would be placed on the foundation layer before the overlying
barrier, drainage, and protective cover soil is placed.

4. Placing overlying low-density polyethylene, drainage materials, and protective cover soil; the
drainage layer placed would discharge to toe drain collectors at the toe of slopes on the landfill
site.
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5. Reconstructing the surface water drainage system to include berm channel outlets and inlets,
subsurface drains, and perimeter rock drainage swales.

6. Installing LFG collectors below the final cover barrier layer and LFG vents and trench collection
galleries; the LFG vents would be sealed with a low-density polyethylene layer.

7. Relocating an existing perimeter LFG monitoring probe.
8. Relocating an existing sedimentary piezometer.
9. Hydroseeding final cover and installing fiber rolls and gravel bags for erosion control.

10. Installing a new groundwater monitoring well.

Most of the project activities would occur within the existing limits of refuse. The sedimentary
piezometer, LFG monitoring probe, and groundwater monitoring well would be installed outside the
existing limit of refuse, as shown in Figure 2.

Project Construction

Construction of the proposed project would take place for up to 10 hours a day from 7:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m., five days a week (Monday through Friday) for approximately 16 weeks. Staging
construction equipment and construction worker parking would be located at the borrow, stockpile,
and staging area north of the project site as shown in Figure 2. The borrow, stockpile, and staging
area would include 3.3 acres of disturbed area. Project construction within the limit of refuse, as
shown in Figure 2, would disturb 3.86 acres. The maximum depth of ground disturbance over the
majority of the project site would be approximately 4 feet. Installation of the LFG probe,
piezometer, and groundwater monitoring well would involve minimal ground disturbance. The
boreholes for the LFG probe and piezometer would be up to 25 feet deep, and the groundwater
monitoring well would be up to 50 feet deep. The boreholes for these features would be a minimum
of 4 inches in diameter and a maximum of 10 inches. Relocation of the LFG probe and installation of
the new monitoring well and piezometer are expected to be performed concurrently with the cover
repair work. No groundwater dewatering is anticipated for construction. Construction activities
could require up to 12,500 cubic yards of fill soil which would be sourced from the on-site borrow,
stockpile, and staging area. Additionally, the construction contractor would be required to submit a
Fire Prevention Plan prior to commencement of project construction activities.

9. Required Approvals

The proposed project would require the following approvals and permits:

= Approval by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors

= Authority to Construct permit from the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District
(MCAQMD)

= Construction General Permit from the NCRWQCB
The Mendocino County Department of Transportation is currently coordinating with NCRWQCB on

the project. Additional review/approval of the project would be required by the NCRWQCB and
CalRecycle.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 7
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10. California Native American Tribal Consultation

On February 6, 2025, the County of Mendocino Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification letters were sent
via certified mail to Native American tribes who requested notification under AB 52. On April 14,
2025, the County sent a second letter electronically to the Cloverdale Rancheria due to receipt of
notice from the United States Postal Service that the original letter sent on February 6, 2025 had not
been received by the tribe. Under AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days to respond and
request further project information and request formal consultation. The County did not receive a
request for formal consultation under AB 52.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and O  Air Quality
Forestry Resources
O Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O  Energy
O Geology and Soils O  Greenhouse Gas O  Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials
O Hydrology and Water O Land Use and Planning O  Mineral Resources
Quality
O Noise O  Population and O  Public Services
Housing
O Recreation O  Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources
O Utilities and Service O  Wildfire B Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance
Determination
Based on this initial evaluation:
O | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
| | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.
O | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
O | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than

significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect
(1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it
must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 9
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Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthefics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have asubstantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista? O O O [ |
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings

within a state scenic highway? O O O [ |
c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially

degrade the existing visual character or

quality of public views of the site and its

surroundings? (Public views are those

that are experienced from a publicly

accessible vantage point). If the project is

in an urbanized area, would the project

conflict with applicable zoning and other

regulations governing scenic quality? O O [ | O
d. Create a new source of substantial light or

glare that would adversely affect daytime

or nighttime views in the area? O O O [ |

Setting

The project site is located in the eastern area of Laytonville, an area in north-central Mendocino
County. The site’s surroundings are made up of hillsides to the north, the Laytonville Rancheria
managed by the Cahto Tribe of Laytonville Rancheria approximately 350 feet east and 30 feet south
of the project site, and land used for cattle grazing to the west of the project site. Single-family
residences are located approximately 750 feet north of the project site. The project site is set back
several hundred feet from Branscomb Road but is intermittently visible to motorists travelling along
stretches of Branscomb Road west and northwest of the site. The landfill site’s variable topography
is covered by annual grasses and shrubs, drainage pipes and rock lined swales. There are substantial
stands of trees that provide visual screening along the north, east, and southern sides of the landfill
property.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 11
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Impact Analysis

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The project would not result in any visual changes to the existing landfill or surrounding property.
The project site is currently a closed landfill and would remain so during and after construction.
While construction activities and equipment could be temporarily visible from the western side of
the project site, this impact would be temporary in nature and the existing view of the site would be
restored following project completion. The Mendocino County General Plan includes a discussion of
scenic resources within the county, such as forested areas, state and county parks, and the coast.
The project site is not within any of these areas and the project would not involve structures or
major changes in topography that would change or block public views through or over the site. The
site is approximately 3 miles from the nearest County Park and approximately 10 miles from Admiral
William Standley State Recreation Area. The site is not visible from either of these locations and
activities on the project site would not have any effect on scenic vistas or resources visible from
these parks or other public viewpoints. There would be no impact on scenic vistas.

NO IMPACT

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

There are no scenic highways or historic buildings within or near the project. The closest designated
State Scenic Highway is a portion of State Route 49, which is approximately 131 miles east of the
project site (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2018). The nearest eligible
designated highway is State Route 1 which is approximately 15 miles west of the project site
(Caltrans 2018). The project site is not visible from either of these roadways. There are no scenic
resources, such as scenic trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings on the site that would be
damaged by the project. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

The project would not result in permanent visual changes to the project site. The project is located
in a non-urbanized area.? The project would involve temporary construction activities on the site;
however, the site is set back from Branscomb Road and is generally only visible from the western
side of the site. All other views of the site are screened by trees. Motorists travelling along

2 CEQA Guidelines Section 21071 defines an urbanized area as: An incorporated city that has either:
a. A population of at least 100,000 persons, or
b. A population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous incorporated cities
combined equals at least 100,000 persons.
Or An unincorporated area that is either:
a. Completely surrounded by one or more incorporated cities and both of the following criteria are met:
i.  The population of the unincorporated area and the population of the surrounding incorporated city or cities equals at least
100,000 persons
ii. The population density of the unincorporated area at least equals the population density of the surrounding city or cities.
b. Located within an urban growth boundary and has an existing residential population of at least 5,000 persons per square mile.
Laytonville is a census-designated place within unincorporated Mendocino County that does not meet either of these definitions and is
therefore considered a non-urbanized area.



Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Branscomb Road could see construction activities and equipment associated with the project;
however, the addition of construction equipment would not significantly alter the existing visual
character on-site as this would be a temporary change in the views on site and the existing view of
the project site would be restored after project completion. No permanent substantial change to
the existing visual character or public views of the site and its surroundings would occur as a result
of the project. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?

The project does not include new night lighting or sources of glare. The landfill would remain closed
following project completion and no permanent changes to light and glare conditions would occur
on the project site. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 13
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Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

2  Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |

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

d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? O O O [ ]

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

Setting

The project site has a Mendocino General Plan designation of Public Lands and a zoning designation
of PF, where landfill operations are permitted. According to the California Department of
Conservation (DOC), the project site is on grazing land (DOC 2022); however, it is not currently used
for grazing. Additionally, there is no active prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of
statewide importance directly adjacent to the project site. The site is surrounded by grazing land,
urban and built-up land, and land classified as “other” (DOC 2022). Land to the west of the project
site classified as grazing land is currently used for cattle grazing.
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Impact Analysis

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

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

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

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

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

The project would have no impact on agricultural or forest land. The project site has a Mendocino
General Plan designation of Public Lands and a zoning designation of PF where landfill operations
are permitted. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use.
According to the DOC, there is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance on or adjacent to the site (DOC 2022). Furthermore, the site is not enrolled in a current
Williamson Act Contract, and there is no timberland or forest land on the site. In addition, since the
project would only involve improvements to the final cover stability of a landfill on the project site,
no agricultural land, grazing activities, or land under a Williamson Act surrounding the project site
would be impacted. Therefore, the project would result in no impact to agriculture, forest land, or
forestry resources.

NO IMPACT



Environmental Checklist

Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O | O
b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard? O O [ | O
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O [ | O
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? O O [ | O

Setting

The air quality analysis is based on California Emissions Estimator Modeling (CalEEMod) results
obtained by Rincon Consultants Inc. (Rincon) in March 2025. These results are saved in Appendix A
of this Initial Study.

Overview of Air Pollution

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and California (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain
air pollutants. Under these laws, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and
California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and other
pollutants. Some pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust
stack of a factory) into the atmosphere, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds
(VOC)/reactive organic gases (ROG),? nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter with diameters of 10
microns or less (PMig) and 2.5 microns or less (PM3s), sulfur dioxide (SO,), and lead. Other
pollutants are created indirectly through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, such as ozone,
which is created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions primarily between ROG and
NOx. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, and sulfate and nitrate particulates (smog).

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources
can be divided into two major subcategories:

3 CARB defines VOCs and ROGs similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic
carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOCs are compounds that participate in atmospheric
photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROGs and VOCs are considered comparable in terms of mass emissions, and
the term ROGs is used in this Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 17



Mendocino County
Laytonville Landfill Final Cover Remediation and Improvements Project

= Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack.
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.

= Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some
consumer products.

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative
emissions, and can also be divided into two major subcategories:

= On-road sources that may be legally operated on roadways and highways
=  Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment.

Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment, such as when high winds suspend
fine dust particles.

Air Quality Standards and Attainment

The project site is located in the Mendocino County Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction
MCAQMD. As the local air quality management agency, the MCAQMD is required to monitor air
pollutant levels to ensure that the NAAQS and CAAQS are met and, if they are not met, to develop
strategies to meet the standards. Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the
Mendocino County Air Basin is classified as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” In areas
designated as nonattainment for one or more air pollutants, a cumulative air quality impact exists
for those air pollutants, and the human health impacts associated with these criteria pollutants,
presented in Table 1, are already occurring in that area as part of the environmental baseline
condition. Under California law, air districts are required to prepare a plan for air quality
improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance. The Mendocino County Air
Basin is designated a nonattainment area for state PMyo and national PM ;5 standards (MCAQMD
2005, CARB 2024) The nonattainment status of the Mendocino County Air Basin is a result of several
factors, such as wildfires, residential wood burning, unpaved roads and construction activities.

Table 1 Health Effects Associated with Non-Aftainment Criteria Pollutants

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PMyo) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction; (4)
adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency 2016

Air Quality Management

Because the Mendocino County Air Basin currently exceeds the state PMio standards, MCAQMD is
required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to achieve attainment of the NAAQS and
CAAQS. MCAQMD adopted the Particulate Matter Attainment Plan in January 2005. The Particulate
Matter Attainment Plan includes recommended control measures to reduce emissions of particulate
matter.



Environmental Checklist
Air Quality

Impact Analysis

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

The project would not conflict with an applicable air quality plan. The MCAQMD Particulate Matter
Attainment Plan includes recommended control measures to reduce emissions of PMyy, including
Measure A.2 that requires permits for projects that will disturb over 1 acre of land (MCAQMD 2005).
The project would be required to comply with this measure and obtain a permit for grading and
construction activities. The proposed project would not involve operational changes that would
involve emissions of PMjgor other pollutants as the landfill would remain closed after project
completion. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any air quality plan and impacts would be
less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Table 2 lists the MCAQMD significance thresholds for air pollutants.

Table 2 MCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Operation Thresholds Construction Thresholds
Pollutant (Average Daily Emissions in Pounds per Day) (Average Daily Emissions in Pounds per Day)
NOx 42 54
ROG! 180 54
PMso 82 82
PMazs 54 54
SOx N/A N/A
co 125 TPY N/A

NOx= nitrous oxides; ROG = reactive organic gases; PMio = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PMa.s = particulate
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SOx = sulfur oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; TPY = tons per year

1 ROGs are formed during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. ROGs are also referred to as VOCs.

Source: Mendocino County Air Quality Management District 2010

Rincon estimated construction and operational emissions associated with the project using project-
specific information input into CalEEMod. For modeling, it was assumed that the project would not
increase operational emissions of LFGs. The project would install seven new LFG vents to
supplement the existing 12 vents; the purpose of these is to prevent condensate buildup by
providing a flow path for LFG condensation on the bottom of the geomembrane to migrate
downslope to the toe drain collectors, where it would be removed and managed as leachate. The
collectors are also designed to provide a pathway for LFG to migrate upward to the collection trench
and supplemental at the top of the geomembrane, where it vents through the new passive vents. If
the existing system is operating efficiently, the supplemental vents should have no net effect on
emissions (Mitchell 2025).
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Full air quality modeling results are included in Appendix A. Table 3 summarizes the estimated
annual construction and decommissioning emissions by construction phase. Most particulate matter
emissions are fugitive emissions.

Table 3 Maximum Daily Construction and Operational Emissions

Construction Emissions <1 3.18 3.80 <1 <1 <1
Construction Significance Threshold 54 54 N/A N/A 82 54
Exceed Significance Threshold? No No No N/A No No
Operational Emissions <1 0 0 0 0 0
Operational Significance Threshold 180 42 125 TPY? N/A 82 54
Exceed Significance Threshold? No No No N/A No No

CO = carbon monoxide; NOx= nitrous oxides; ROG = reactive organic gases; PMio = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or
less; PMas = particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SOx = sulfur oxide; TPY = tons per year

1 CO operational threshold is only measured in tons per year.

Notes: Rounded values shown; columns may not total exactly. See Appendix A for calculations. Bold numbers indicate an exceedance
of applicable thresholds.

Source: Appendix A, California Emissions Estimator Model Results

As shown in Table 3 and in Appendix A, both construction and operational emissions would not
exceed any MCAQMD significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants. The project would also be
required to obtain a grading permit from MCAQMD that would ensure fugitive dust emissions
during construction are minimized through standard permit requirements. Regarding toxic air
contaminants, the project would continue to implement existing environmental landfill controls
following project completion such as LFG management through several gas vents installed within
the landfill area that would minimize the potential for emissions. The project would not alter the
existing state of the landfill as it would remain closed following project completion. As stated above,
with the installation of new vents, if the existing system is operating efficiently, the supplemental
vents would have no net effect on emissions (Mitchell 2025). Therefore, the project would not
violate air quality standards, contribute substantially to existing or projected violations, result in a
net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment, or expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

The MCAQMD does not have adopted thresholds for construction-related odors (MCAQMD 2010).
Construction-related odors would be temporary and located several hundred feet from the nearest
residences and would therefore not be significant. The project would not involve changes to the
operational status of the landfill, as it would remain closed following project construction. As such
there would be no change in operational odors on the project site. Overall, impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

The inactive landfill has been closed for approximately 26 years and is monitored and maintained in
accordance with current permits and regulations. In December 2024, Rincon performed a desktop
literature review to determine the potential presence of sensitive biological resources, including
special-status plant and wildlife species, sensitive vegetation communities, potentially jurisdictional
wetlands or waters of the U.S. and state, and nesting habitat for native birds. In addition, a field
reconnaissance survey was performed in December 2024 to document existing site conditions. The
following summarizes the results of the analysis.

Existing Conditions

The project site is situated within a minimally developed area of Laytonville, where low-density
residential housing has been constructed approximately 750 feet north of the site and county
facilities are located approximately 0.15 mile east-northeast of the project site. The project site is
bounded to the west by a large expanse of undeveloped open land dominated by annual grassland
interspersed with small patches of forest, and immediately to the south by Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii) forest. The Douglas fir forest continues to the east but becomes less dense, and
hardwood species (i.e., Quercus sp.) become more prevalent around the eastern boundary of the
site. Immediately to the north of the project site is an open area currently being used as a borrow,
stockpile, and staging area, dominated by non-native annual grasses and forbs, with some shrubs
interspersed sporadically. A large, graveled area with non-native grasses and forbs and soil
stockpiles are also present in the proposed borrow, stockpile, and staging area. This area was
included in the December 2024 field survey.

The project site is also dominated by non-native annual grasses and forbs, along with very few shrub
species. The project site is completely fenced with the borrow, stockpile, and staging area located
outside the fence. There is a small sediment pond just outside the southwestern corner of the
project site that contains emergent vegetation (i.e., Typha sp.), as well as a larger sediment pond
just outside the northwest corner of the site that also contains emergent vegetation. A third,
smaller sediment pond is situated outside of the eastern boundary of the project site; however, this
and the larger pond to the northwest were not accessible at the time of the survey and are outside
the project area. A list of plant species observed during the field survey is provided in Table 4 below.
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Table 4 Plant Species Observed During the Field Survey

Arctostaphylos sp.
*Avena sp.

Baccharis sp.

*Brassica sp.

*Briza minor

*Bromus diandrus
*Carduus pycnocephalus
*Centaurea solstitialis
*Conium maculatum
*Elymus caput-medusae
*Erodium cicutarium
*Festuca perennis
Mentha sp.

*Phalaris aquatica
Quercus kelloggii
Quercus wislizeni (shrub)
*Rubus armeniacus
Rumex sp.

*Taraxacum officinale

*Denotes non-native species

manzanita

wild oat

coyote brush
mustard

little quaking grass
ripgut brome
Italian thistle
yellow star-thistle
poison hemlock
medusahead
common stork’s bill
Italian ryegrass
mint

Harding grass
California black oak
interior live oak
Himalayan blackberry
dock

dandelion

Environmental Checklist
Biological Resources

Although there are relatively intact natural habitats surrounding the project site and the borrow,
stockpile, and staging area, the project site itself offers little value for special-status wildlife species.
In addition, because the site is fenced, there is a barrier to movement for most terrestrial species
that may otherwise move through the site or use it periodically for cover, breeding, or foraging
purposes. The project site and borrow, stockpile, and staging area are likely to support several
native bird species during the breeding season, mesocarnivores, such as gray foxes (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus), and other small mammals such as California ground squirrels (Otospermophilus
beecheyi) and rabbits (Sylvilagus sp. and Lepus sp.). Wildlife species observed during the field survey
are included in Table 5 below.

Table 5 Wildlife Species Observed During the Field Survey

Canis latrans
Cathartes aura

Corvus corax

coyote (scat)
turkey vulture

common raven

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration
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Special-status plant and wildlife species present or potentially present within or adjacent to the
project site were initially identified through a desktop literature review using the following sources:

= United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation Trust
Resource Report (USFWS 2024a)

= California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW
2024a)

= California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants
(CNPS 2024a)

= United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil
Survey (2024)

= USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2024b)

= USFWS National Wetland Inventory Wetland Mapper (USFWS 2024c)

= CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System (CDFW 2024b)
= CDFW Special Animals List (CDFW 2024c)

The California Natural Diversity Database and CNPS database searches included the 7.5-minute
USGS Cahto Peak quadrangle and surrounding eight quadrangles (referred to as a nine-quad
search). The Information for Planning and Consultation search included the project site and a 2-mile
buffer surrounding the project site. Following a review of these resources, Rincon also reviewed
relevant life history information on those species documented as occurring in the region, including
habitat type, soils, and elevation preferences.

The vegetation community characterizations for this analysis were based on the classification
systems presented in A Manual of California Vegetation, Online Edition (MCV Online; CNPS 2024b).

The potential for wildlife movement corridors was evaluated based on the California Essential
Habitat Connectivity Project commissioned by the Caltrans and CDFW (Spencer et al. 2010).

For the purposes of this analysis, special-status species include:

= Species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act, including
proposed and candidate species

= Species listed as candidate, threatened, or endangered under the California Endangered Species
Act

= Species designated as Fully Protected by the California Fish and Game Code, and Species of
Special Concern by CDFW

= CNPS California Rare Plant Ranks 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B

No sensitive vegetation communities or special-status plant or wildlife species were observed on the
project site during the field survey; however, two man-made, rock-lined upland swales were
observed during the field survey. One originates at the top of the hill in roughly the center of the
site and serves to collect and funnel water during rain events southwest toward the sediment pond
in the southwest corner of the site. The other is located in the northeastern corner of the site and
funnels water to the east toward another sediment pond during rain events.
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Impact Analysis

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

No special-status plant or wildlife species were observed or audibly detected during the field survey
in December 2024. A review of the Mendocino County General Plan did not identify any habitat on
site for special-status plant or wildlife species. The desktop literature review identified 24 special-
status wildlife species and 58 special-status plant species known to occur within the nine-quad/2-mile
search radius of the project site. None of these have a moderate or greater potential to occur within
the project site due to a lack of suitable habitat on or adjacent to the site, a lack of documented
occurrences in the vicinity of the project site, or the site is outside the species’ known range.
Although there are documented occurrences of two special-status plant species that overlap the
project site, they are from 1902 and 1926, and the high level of disturbance and dense cover of non-
native vegetation associated with the existing landfill likely precludes special-status plants from
occurring on the site and in the borrow, stockpile, and staging area. Special-status plant and wildlife
species identified during the desktop review have a low potential to occur or are not expected to
occur; therefore, there would be no substantial adverse effects to these species and impacts would
be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The landfill site is inactive and would remain inactive after the project is complete. No native or
otherwise undisturbed habitats are present on the project site or in the borrow, stockpile, and
staging area, including riparian areas or sensitive natural communities, and the site is expected to
return to the same condition it was in prior to implementation of the project. The proposed project
would not alter the existing footprint of the landfill or involve new development. The proposed
project would not result in impacts to riparian habitat or sensitive vegetation communities;
therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

As described above under Setting, two man-made, rock-lined, drainage swales were observed in the
project site during the field survey. Both of these drainage swales were created during the initial
closing and covering of the landfill and do not connect to other creeks, streams, rivers or other
drainages. There is no visible bed or bank in either feature, nor is there an ordinary high water mark.
They are both vegetated with primarily non-native species. Material from these features may be
temporarily removed and stockpiled during construction; however, the material would be replaced
after repair of the landfill cover and these features would continue to serve as drainage swales to
collect and funnel water to the toe of the slopes and their respective sediment ponds after
construction is complete. There are no wetlands on the project site or in the borrow, stockpile, and
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staging area. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands, and the impact would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections between
habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal
populations. The project site is completely fenced and therefore impedes movement for most
wildlife species that may occur in the vicinity of the project. Wildlife species that do use the site are
limited to those that are able to either climb the fence, go through the fence, or dig under it, as well
as avian species that can fly over it. The borrow, stockpile, and staging area is located outside of the
fence, and therefore offers more opportunities for resident wildlife species to move around the
project site to access habitats adjacent to the site.

During project activities, wildlife use of the site would be expected to temporarily decrease due to
increased levels of human activity, noise, and vibration; however, the present condition of the site
would not change substantially after the project is complete, and these species could return to using
the site in the same manner as they were prior to implementation of the project. The project site is
not considered a native wildlife nursery site or established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridor by CDFW or other agency or jurisdiction and is not considered an essential connectivity
area under the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project. Similarly, the project site is mapped
as having a “limited connectivity opportunity” by the California Essential Habitat Connectivity
Project. Temporary effects due to noise and increased human activity during project construction
would not substantially interfere with wildlife movement patterns over time or affect the ability of
these species to forage or reproduce. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement and wildlife nursery
sites would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The landfill site is inactive and would remain inactive after the project is complete. No trees would
be removed as part of the project and there are no local ordinances protecting biological resources
on the site. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources.

NO IMPACT

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

The project site and borrow, stockpile, and staging area are not included in a habitat conservation
plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan areas. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the provisions of such plans
and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O O [ |

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O [ | O O

c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? d d [ ] d

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical
and archaeological resources as well as human remains. CEQA requires a lead agency to determine
whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21084.1). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing
in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); a resource included in a local register of
historical resources; or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript a lead
agency determines to be historically significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).

A resource is considered historically significant if it:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a-b]). PRC
Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or
site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it:

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information;

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or

3. Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 27



Mendocino County
Laytonville Landfill Final Cover Remediation and Improvements Project

Methodology and Results of Cultural Resources Assessment Report

In 2025, Rincon completed a Cultural Resources Assessment (CRA) of the project site, which is
included as Appendix B. The CRA included a cultural resources records search of the California
Historical Resources Information System at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) housed at
Sonoma State University, a Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF)
search, and a desktop archaeological review. Rincon also conducted a pedestrian survey of the
project borrow, stockpile, and staging area as part of the study (Appendix B).

The NWIC records search was performed to identify previously conducted cultural resources
studies, as well as previously recorded cultural resources within the project site and a 0.5-mile
radius surrounding it. The records search included a review of available records at the NWIC as well
as the National Register of Historic Places, CRHR, California Historical Landmarks list, Built
Environment Resources Directory, California State Historic Property Data File, and Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility list. The NWIC records search identified seven cultural resources studies
conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, none of which overlap or are located within
the project site. The NWIC search identified three previously recorded cultural resources within 0.5
mile of the project site including two precontact Native American archaeological resources and one
multicomponent (precontact Native American and historic-period) archaeological resource. None of
the resources are located within or immediately adjacent to the project site. No cultural resources
were identified within or immediately adjacent to the project site (Appendix B).

Rincon requested a search of the SLF from the NAHC to identify the potential for cultural resources
within the project site and to obtain contact information for Native Americans groups or individuals
who may have knowledge of resources within the project site. The SLF search was returned with
negative results, which indicates no sacred lands have been reported in the vicinity of the project
site.

As part of its AB 52 consultation process, which is further detailed in Section 18, Tribal Cultural
Resources, the County prepared and sent letters to Cloverdale Rancheria, Manchester-Point Arena
Band of Pomo Indians, Pinoleville Pomo Nation, Potter Valley Rancheria, Redwood Valley Little River
Band of Pomo Indians (Redwood Valley Rancheria), Sherwood Valley of Pomo Indians, Middletown
Rancheria of Pomo Indians and Cahto Tribe on February 6 ,2025, requesting consultation. The
County received one response via email from the Middletown Rancheria Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer stating that the project is outside the tribe’s area of concern. The results of consultation are
summarized in Section 18, Tribal Cultural Resources. No known sacred sites or tribal cultural
resources have been specifically identified within the project site.

Question (a) below in the Impact Analysis broadly refers to historical resources. To more clearly
differentiate between archaeological and built environment resources, the analysis under Question
(a) is limited to built environment resources. Archaeological resources, including those that may be
considered historical resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and those that may be
considered unique archaeological resources pursuant to PRC Section 21083.2, are considered under
Question (b).
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Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57?

No built environment resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the project site as
a result of the NWIC records search and field survey (see Appendix B). Therefore, the project would
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and no impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.57?

No prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources were identified within the project site as a
result of the NWIC records search, NAHC SLF search, or field survey (see Appendix B). Based on the
existing conditions at the project site and the findings of the CRA, the project site has low to no
potential to support intact archaeological deposits due to previous disturbances. As such, the
potential for encountering intact archaeological deposits that may qualify as historical resources
pursuant to CEQA is low (Appendix B). However, unanticipated discoveries during project
implementation remain a possibility. If a previously unknown archaeological resource is
encountered during construction, the project would potentially cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

Mitigation Measure

CR-1 Unexpected Discovery of Archaeological Resources

In the event that archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing
activities, work in the immediate area should be halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archaeology should be contacted to
evaluate the find. If the find is Native American in origin, a Native American representative should
also be contacted to participate in the evaluation of the find. If necessary, the evaluation may
require preparation of a treatment plan and archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility. If the
discovery proves to be eligible for the CRHR and cannot be avoided by the modified project,
additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may be warranted to mitigate significant impacts
to historical resources.

Significance after Mitigation

Mitigation Measure CR-1 would minimize the potential for impacts related to unexpected
discoveries of archaeological resources to occur through the implementation of appropriate
procedures for evaluation and treatment, should any discoveries be made during construction.
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce impacts to archaeological
resources to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No known human remains have been documented within the project site or the immediate vicinity
(Appendix B). While the project site is unlikely to contain human remains, the potential for the
recovery of human remains during ground-disturbing activities is always a possibility. If human
remains are found, existing regulations outlined in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
state no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of
origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery
of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are
determined to be prehistoric or Native American in origin, the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which
will determine and notify a most likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall complete the
inspection of the site within 48 hours of being granted access and provide recommendations as to
the treatment of the remains to the landowner. Therefore, with adherence to existing regulations,
impacts to human remains would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist

Energy
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O O | O
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O | O

Setting

Electricity is primarily consumed in the built environment for lighting, appliances, heating and
cooling systems, fireplaces, and other uses such as alternative fuel vehicles. The project site
currently does not use electricity as it is a closed landfill and there is no electrical utility
infrastructure serving the project site.

Petroleum fuels are primarily consumed by on-road and off-road equipment in addition to some
industrial processes, with California being the eighth largest petroleum-producing state in the
nation in 2024 (United States Energy Information Administration 2025). Gasoline, which is used by
light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, is the most used transportation fuel in
California with 13,576 million gallons sold in 2023 (California Energy Commission 2024). Diesel,
which is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and
barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles, is the second most used
fuel in California with 2,316 million gallons sold in 2023 (California Energy Commission 2024).

Energy consumption is directly related to environmental quality in that the consumption of
nonrenewable energy resources releases criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
into the atmosphere. The environmental impacts of air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with
the Project’s energy consumption are discussed in detail in Section 3, Air Quality, and Section 8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively.
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Impact Analysis

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

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

The proposed project consists of landfill cover repairs. Project construction would take place for
approximately 16 weeks and would result in a temporary usage of energy by earthmoving
equipment. However, earthmoving activities would be required to comply with the provisions of
CCR Title 13 Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and
off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel
consumption. In addition, equipment would be subject to the USEPA Construction Equipment Fuel
Efficiency Standard, which would also minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel
consumption. Additionally, because the landfill would remain closed after project construction,
there would be no substantial change in operational energy use on the project site. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources and would not conflict with plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This impact
would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? O O [ | O
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O n O
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O O u O
4, Landslides? | a [ | |
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O n O
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction, or collapse? O O u O
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct
or indirect risks to life or property? O O n O
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater? O O O |
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O O O n
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Setting

This analysis is partially based on the Hydrology and Drainage Report prepared by SWT Engineering
in January 2025, which is included as Appendix C of this Initial Study.

Geology and Soils

The Laytonville Landfill is located within the northern Coastal Mountain Range geomorphic
province. The landfill site and vicinity are underlain by the Cretaceous age (65 to 190 million years
Before Present) Franciscan Formation, Plio Pleistocene age (11,000 to 3,000,000 years before
present) continental terrace deposits, and by Holocene age (present to 11,000 years Before Present)
alluvial deposits (Appendix C). The Franciscan Formation underlies the entire site and consists of a
tectonic melange comprised of sandstone, shale and metavolcanic greenstones, and cherts. These
rock units are highly sheared and weathered and tend to have very low porosity. Continental terrace
deposits overlie the older Franciscan Formation and consist of poorly sorted, moderately to highly
consolidated silty conglomerate, clayey sand, sandy clay, and silty clay. Alluvial deposits locally
overlie both the Franciscan Formation and continental terrace deposits within drainages on the site
and consist of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay.

Earthquakes

The project site is approximately 49 miles northeast of the San Andreas Fault. The nearest fault to
the project site is the Maacama Fault which is approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the site (DOC
2018).

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon where loose, saturated soils, such as silts, sands, and gravels,
undergo a sudden loss of strength during earthquake shaking and change into a fluidlike state.
Liquefaction is a serious hazard because buildings in areas that experience liquefaction may
suddenly subside and suffer major structural damage and result in loss of life or injury. According to
the DOC, the project site is not located in a liquefaction zone (DOC 2018).

Landslides and Erosion

Landslides are generally caused by earthquakes, erosion, and heavy rainfall. Most landslides occur
naturally, but can be induced by excessive grading, poor drainage or groundwater withdrawal, or
improper construction methods. According to the DOC, the project site is not located in a landslide
zone (DOC 2018).
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Geology and Soils

Impact Analysis

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

According to the DOC, the project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, a
liquefaction zone, or a landslide zone (DOC 2018). No new development would occur with the
proposed project and the landfill would remain closed following project completion. Furthermore,
while the project site could experience strong ground shaking from the nearby Maacama Fault, the
final repair cover is designed to be stable under the potential level of ground motion. Additionally,
because no habitable structures are on site or proposed to be built on-site, there would be minimal
risk of loss, injury, or death from strong ground shaking on the project site Therefore, the proposed
project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death. Impacts related to fault rupture and seismic ground shaking would be less
than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

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

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

As discussed above, the project site is not located within a liquefaction zone (DOC 2018). There
would be no new structures developed under the project and the landfill would utilize the same soil
currently on site for the proposed repairs. Because the proposed project would not introduce the
use of any new soils, and the site is not within a liquefaction zone, the project would not result in
impacts related to liquefaction or expansive soils. Additionally, there are no structures currently
within the project site, nor are any proposed as part of the project; therefore, there would not be
substantial risk to life or property on the project site as a result of the proposed project. Overall,
impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

The project site is not within a landslide zone (DOC 2018). The proposed project would not change
the disturbance footprint or result in the development of structures that would exacerbate the risk
of landslides or erosion. Stability analyses show the reconstructed final cover would meet the
stability requirements in Title 27 CCR and there are no adjacent natural slopes that could affect or
be affected by the project. The project would not involve the construction of structures on the
project site, so risk of loss, injury, or deaths due to landslides would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The proposed project would not change the landfill footprint. The landfill currently includes a
system of lined ditches and sediment basins to collect and convey surface runoff to minimize
erosion and would continue to be in operation upon completion of landfill cover repairs. The project
is subject to the Construction General permit that requires a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
that must include erosion and sediment control best management practices to be implemented
during construction. Disturbed soil areas would be treated with erosion and sediment control best
management practices upon conclusion of construction. Therefore, there would be no change in
erosion potential on-site due to the proposed project and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The project would not involve the use of new septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The proposed project would not change the existing disturbance footprint of the landfill. Project
construction could result in excavation of previously disturbed soils in the borrow, stockpile, and
staging area adjacent to the landfill. Soils that would be disturbed or used as fill as part of the
proposed project have been previously disturbed as part of the initial closure of the landfill.
Therefore, the project would not damage or destroy previously undiscovered paleontological
resources or geologic features. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

36



Environmental Checklist
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O O [ | O
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? O O O [ |

Sefting

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period. The term “climate change” is often used interchangeably with the
term “global warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to “global warming” because it helps
convey that there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The baseline against which
these changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that
have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously
changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the
geologic record. The rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends
occurring over the course of thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a
period of incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However,
scientists have observed acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years. Pursuant to
the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC; 2014), the understanding of
anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a high confidence (95 percent
or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities has been the dominant
cause of warming since the mid-twentieth century (IPCC 2014).

GHGs are gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere. The gases that are
widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide
(CO3), methane (CHa), nitrous oxides (N20O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and
perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs
because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely
determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

GHGs are emitted by natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH,4 are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO, are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices
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and landfills. Observations of CO, concentrations, globally averaged temperature, and sea level rise
are generally well within the range of the extent of the earlier IPCC projections. The recently
observed increases in CHs and N,O concentrations are smaller than those assumed in the scenarios
in previous assessments. Each IPCC assessment has used new projections of future climate change
that have become more detailed as the models have become more advanced.

Manmade GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include
fluorinated gases and SF¢ (California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA] 2006). Different
types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO>) is used to relate the
amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide
equivalent” (CO.e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. CO; has a 100-year
GWP of one. By contrast, CH, has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect is 25 times greater
than CO, on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC 2007).

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the
natural heat trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34°C cooler. However, it is
believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil fuels for
electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in the
atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations (CalEPA 2015).

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to influence
climate change directly, but physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to
cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are
limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution
towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines
§15064[h][1]).

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Since the project is located in the Mendocino County Air Basin, this analysis uses the GHG emissions
thresholds contained in the MCAQMD Adopted Air Quality CEQA Threshold of Significance
(MCAQMD 2010). As discussed therein, there are no adopted construction related GHG thresholds
and the operational threshold is 10,000 metric tons/year (MCAQMD 2010). As discussed in

Section 3, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in a substantial net increase in the
emissions of LFGs, including methane. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with the project would
be well below the adopted operational threshold. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Mendocino County does not have an adopted Climate Action Plan. CARB adopted the 2022 Scoping
Plan in December 2022 which aims to achieve targets for carbon neutrality and reduce GHG
emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels no later than 2045, as directed by AB 1279 (CARB 2022).
The proposed project would not change the non-operational status of the landfill and therefore
would not result in long term operational GHG emissions. The project would therefore not conflict
with the 2022 Scoping Plan. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 39



Mendocino County
Laytonville Landfill Final Cover Remediation and Improvements Project

This page intentionally left blank.

40



Environmental Checklist
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O O O [ |

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

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

f. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? O O O [ |

g. Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires? O O O [ |
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Setting

The project site is associated with a NCRWQCB Land Disposal Site case (#1B750500MEN) with an
“Open — Closed/With Monitoring” status as of 1997 and a State Response/National Priorities List
(NPL) case (#60003790 at 1825 Branscomb Road, Laytonville) with a “Refer: Other Agency” status as
of May 2024 (State Water Resources Control Board [SWRCB] 2025a, California Department of Toxic
Substances Control [DTSC] 2025a). The adjacent Mendocino County Department of Public Works
(MCDPW) Laytonville Road Yard site, located within the Laytonville Landfill is associated with a
NCRWQCB Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup Site case (#1TMC362 at 1825
Branscomb Road, Laytonville) with a “Completed — Case Closed” status as of 2013 (SWRCB 20253,
2025b).

The project site is not listed in the USEPA’s Superfund Enterprise Management System/Envirofacts
database (USEPA 2025). There are no Brownfields, cleanups, Superfund Enterprise Management
Systems, or Toxics Release Inventory hazardous materials/wastes sites within 1 mile of the project
site (USEPA 2025).

Additionally, the project site is not located within an oil/gas field, and no oil/gas wells are located
within 1 mile of the project site (California Geologic Energy Management Division 2025). There are
no current landfill, airport, chrome plating, publicly owned treatment works, Department of
Defense, or bulk fuel storage terminal/refinery sites with per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)
orders located within 1 mile of the project site (SWRCB 2025c).

Laytonville Landfill Closure Project Initial Study and Negative Declaration

A Laytonville Landfill Closure Initial Study and Negative Declaration (report) was completed for the
project site in October 1996 by Michael Brandman Associates (Appendix D). The report included
analysis of final closure actions including final cover, drainage/erosion controls, and leachate
controls for the Laytonville Landfill. The hazards impact analysis of the report did not indicate a risk
of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances, as no traces of methane gas had been
detected as of the date of the report during regular monitoring of the project site’s five perimeter
LFG wells and the historical operation of the Class Il landfill accepted only non-hazardous solid
waste. The report concluded that the continued operation of the groundwater and surface
monitoring systems that would remain in operation following the proposed landfill closure would
minimize potential human exposure to hazardous substances.

Existing Conditions Field Survey Approach

Rincon performed a reconnaissance of the project site on December 11, 2024, from public
thoroughfares. The purpose of the reconnaissance was to observe existing project site conditions
and to obtain information about existing environmental conditions in connection with the project
site. As part of this field survey, Rincon attempted to identify if there were any obvious indicators of
prior or current existence of hazardous materials and to evaluate the likelihood of the use, store,
generate, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous waste at the project site and
adjacent properties.

The site reconnaissance was conducted according to the following methodology:

= Observing the project site, including the existing landfill cover from public thoroughfares
= QObserving the adjacent properties from public thoroughfares

= Walking the project site

= Observing the project site from paved roads and sidewalks
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The field survey identified the presence of LFG vent pipes throughout the project site, ponds in the
northwestern and southwestern portions, and soil stockpiles along the northern boundary.

Regulatory Setting

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List)

Section 65962.5 of the Government Code requires CalEPA to develop and update a list of hazardous
waste and substances sites, known as the Cortese List. The Cortese List is used by state, local
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements. The Cortese List includes hazardous
substance release sites identified by DTSC, SWRCB, and CalRecycle.

If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it is considered a hazardous
waste if it exceeds specific criteria in Title 22 of the CCR. Remediation of hazardous wastes found at
a site may be required if excavation of these materials is performed, or if certain other soil
disturbing activities would occur. Even if soil or groundwater at a contaminated site does not have
the characteristics required to be defined as hazardous waste, remediation of the site may be
required by regulatory agencies subject to jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are
determined on a case-by-case basis by the agency taking jurisdiction.

Occupational Safety and Health Act

The Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) of 1970, which is implemented by the federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, contains provisions with respect to hazardous
materials handling. OSHA was created to assure safe and healthful working conditions by setting
and enforcing standards and by providing training, outreach, education, and assistance. OSHA
provides standards for general industry and construction industry on hazardous waste operations
and emergency response. OSHA requirements, as set forth in 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Section 1910, et seq., are designed to promote worker safety, worker training, and a worker’s right—
to-know. The U.S. Department of Labor has delegated the authority to administer OSHA regulations
to the state of California. The California OSHA program (Cal/OSHA) (codified in CCR Title 8, or 8 CCR
generally and in the Labor Code secs. 6300-6719) is administered and enforced by the Division of
Occupational Safety and Health. Cal/OSHA is very similar to the OSHA program. Among other
provisions, Cal/OSHA requires employers to implement a comprehensive, written Injury and Iliness
Prevention Program (IIPP) for potential workplace hazards, including those associated with
hazardous materials.

In addition, pursuant to OSHA, a developer that undertakes a construction project that involves the
handling of contaminated site conditions must prepare and implement a Health and Safety Plan
(HASP) that sets forth the measures that would be undertaken to protect those that may be
affected by the construction project. While a HASP is prepared and implemented pursuant to OSHA,
the HASP is not subject to regulatory review and approval, although a HASP is typically appended to
a Soil Management Plan if this document is required by the Certified Unified Program Agency
(CUPA), which is the Mendocino County Environmental Health with regard to the proposed project
The HASP, if required, would be prepared in accordance with the most current OSHA regulations,
including 29 CFR 1910.120, Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response, and 29 CFR
1926, Construction Industry Standards, as well as other applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations.
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State Water Resources Control Board

The SWRCB is the primary agency in California that regulates water rights and water quality and
protection of California’s water bodies by setting standards for water quality, monitoring pollution
sources, and enforcing regulations to protect public health and the environment. There are nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The mission of the Regional Boards is to develop and
enforce water quality objectives and implement plans that will best protect the beneficial uses of
the state’s waters, recognizing local differences in climate, topography, geology and hydrology. The
SWRCB GeoTracker database system tracks and archives compliance data related to authorized and
unauthorized discharges. As required by Government Code Section 65962.5, the SWRCB and other
regulatory agencies compile and annually update a list of hazardous waste sites, which includes sites
where water contamination might be an issue.

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery

CalRecycle is the primary agency responsible for overseeing the management of solid waste in
California, including the regulation of landfills and waste disposal. CalRecycle promotes waste
diversion, recycling, and sustainable resource management to reduce the amount of waste sent to
landfills and mitigate environmental harm. CalRecycle regulates landfills in California under the
Integrated Waste Management Act for landfill operations to protect public health and the
environment. The agency establishes rules and guidelines for the design, operation, and closure of
landfills, with a focus on reducing the environmental impact of waste disposal. This includes
monitoring the emissions of methane, controlling LFG, ensuring proper leachate management, and
overseeing the implementation of diversion programs to minimize the need for new landfill space.

Department of Toxic Substances Control

As a department of the California Environmental Protection Agency, the DTSC is the primary agency
in California that regulates hazardous waste, cleans up existing contamination, and looks for ways to
reduce the hazardous waste produced in California. DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California
primarily under the authority of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the California
Health and Safety Code.

DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law to regulate hazardous wastes.
The California Hazardous Waste Control Law lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common
materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling
hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; establishes permit requirements for treatment,
storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some wastes that cannot be disposed of in
landfills.

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the DTSC, State Department of Health Services, SWRCB,
and CalRecycle to compile and annually update lists of hazardous waste sites and land designated as
hazardous waste sites throughout the state. The Secretary for Environmental Protection
consolidates the information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each city and county
where sites on the lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for a
development project as complete, the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site at
issue is included.
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Certified Unified Program Agency

In accordance with Chapter 6.11 of the California Health and Safety Code Section 25404, et seq.,
local regulatory agencies enforce six environmental and emergency response programs through the
CUPA program, as listed below:

® Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories (Business Plan) Program
= (California Accidental Release Prevention Program

= Underground Storage Tank (UST) Program

= AST Program

® Hazardous Waste Generator and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment (tiered permitting)
Programs

= California Uniform Fire Code: Hazardous Material Management Plans and Hazardous Material
Inventory Statements

The state agency partners involved in the Unified Program have the responsibility of setting
program element standards, working with CalEPA on ensuring program consistency, and providing
technical assistance to the CUPA. The following state agencies are involved with the Unified
Program:

= CalEPAis responsible for coordinating the administration of the Unified Program. The Secretary
of the CalEPA certifies CUPAs.

=  DTSC provides technical assistance and evaluation for the hazardous waste generator program
including on-site treatment (tiered permitting).

= The Office of Emergency Services is responsible for providing technical assistance and
evaluation of the Business Plan and the California Accidental Release Prevention programs.

= The Office of the State Fire Marshal is responsible for ensuring the implementation of the
Hazardous Material Management Plans and the Hazardous Material Inventory Statements.
These programs tie in closely with the Business Plan program.

= The SWRCB provides technical assistance and evaluation for the UST program in addition to
handling the oversight and enforcement for the AST program.

The Mendocino County Environmental Health Division is the CUPA for the County of Mendocino and
is responsible for implementing the federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to the
handling of hazardous wastes and hazardous materials.

Impact Analysis

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

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

The proposed project is not expected to import or export soil. Extra needed soil material would be
obtained from the on-site borrow, stockpile, and staging area. However, construction activities may
include the temporary transport, storage, use, or disposal of potentially hazardous materials
including fuels, lubricating fluids, cleaners, or solvents. If spilled, these substances could pose a risk
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to the environment and to human health. However, the transport, storage, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials is subject to various federal, state, and local regulations designed to reduce
risks associated with hazardous materials, including potential risks associated with upset or accident
conditions. Hazardous materials would be required to be transported under United States
Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations (DOT Hazardous Materials Transport Act, 49 CFR),
which stipulate the types of containers, labeling, and other restrictions to be used in the movement
of such material on interstate highways. In addition, the use, transportation, storage, and disposal
of hazardous materials are regulated through the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the risk of potential release of hazardous
materials during construction, reducing temporary impacts to less than significant.

No routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials currently occurs at the landfill. Since
there would be no changes to the daily maximum permitted tonnage of waste, number of vehicle
trips, environmental controls (e.g., leachate collection and removal system, LFG management), or
nuisance controls (fire controls, dust controls, vector controls, etc.), the completed project would
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are no schools within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest school is Laytonville High
School located approximately 1.60 miles northeast of the project site. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

According to the SWRCB GeoTracker database, the project site is associated with a Land Disposal
Site case for Mendocino County Laytonville Solid Waste Disposal Site (case #1B750500MEN) with an
“Open — Closed/With Monitoring” status as of 1997 and is under the oversight of the NCRWQCB
(SWRCB 2025c). According to the Second 2023 Semiannual Monitoring and 2023 Annual Compliance
Summary Report available on GeoTracker for this case, no VOCs were detected in the groundwater
samples collected other than trace or low concentrations of acetone; methane was detected in the
LFG samples collected at low concentrations and below 1 percent by volume; oil and grease were
detected in two surface/storm water samples collected at low concentrations; chloroform and
chlorotoluene were detected in one leachate sample collected at trace to low concentrations
(SWRCB 2025d).

According to the DTSC EnviroStor database, the project site is also associated with a “State
Response or NPL” case for Laytonville Landfill Site (site ID 60003790) with a “Refer: Other Agency”
status as of May 2024 (DTSC 2025b). According to the DTSC Technical Memorandum available on
EnviroStor for this case, DTSC reviewed a 2016 Ahtna Facility Services Inc. report, which reportedly
indicated that arsenic, hexavalent chromium, dioxins, furans, and lead were detected in shallow soil
and dioxins and furans were detected in groundwater samples collected from groundwater wells
east of the Laytonville Landfill site (DTSC 2018). The technical memorandum stated that because the
concentrations of metals detected in soil were within the range of naturally occurring metals in the
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Laytonville area, DTSC “focused its efforts on the analysis of” dioxins and furans because they can be
derived from a man-made source (DTSC 2018). According to the technical memorandum, in 2018
DTSC collected eight shallow soil samples, five groundwater samples, and one leachate sample to
evaluate the presence of dioxins and furans at the Laytonville Landfill site (DTSC 2018). DTSC
indicated in their report that the concentrations of dioxins and furans detected in the soil samples
collected were below the USEPA Region 9 residential soil screening level and “do not pose a current
risk at the [Laytonville Landfill] site,” and dioxins and furans were not detected in the groundwater
samples; concluding that “the landfill does not appear to be the source of dioxins in groundwater
east of the [Laytonville Landfill] site” (DTSC 2018). The current regulatory oversight agency of the
case is unknown and the case has not received closure by DTSC.

According to the SWRCB GeoTracker database, the adjacent MCDPW Laytonville Road Yard site,
located within the Laytonville Landfill site (of which the project site is a part), is associated with a
LUST (case #1TMC362) with a “Completed — Case Closed” status as of 2013 (SWRCB 2025a, 2025b).
According to the Conceptual Site Models and Workplans report available on GeoTracker for this
case, three petroleum USTs were removed from the MCDPW Laytonville Road Yard site in 1997 and
petroleum hydrocarbon-impacted soil was over excavated and disposed offsite; methyl tertiary-
butyl ether (MTBE) was detected in groundwater samples collected within 100 feet of the former
USTs (SWRCB 2013). Based on the distance of the former USTs and MTBE-impacted groundwater
from the project site (over 700 feet away), this LUST case is not expected to pose a risk to the
project site.

As discussed in Section 9, Required Approvals, the proposed project would require an authority to
construct permit from the MCAQMD and additional review/approval by the NCRWQCB and/or
CalRecycle. The NCRWQCB is providing oversight of the project and would provide required reviews
and approvals of the various project documents. Compliance with these requirements would ensure
that impacts related to the Land Disposal site case on the project site would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The nearest airport is the Willits Municipal Airport located approximately 23 miles south of the
project site. The project site is not located within an airport land use planning area (Mendocino
County Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 1996). Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area from
airport operations. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The proposed project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. No substantial operational changes to access or vehicle trips are proposed, and no
public roads would be altered or blocked during construction or operation. Landfill operations
would continue to comply with the Mendocino County Multi-Jurisdiction Hazard Mitigation Plan.
There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

As discussed in Section 20, Wildfire, the project site is located in a moderate fire hazard severity
zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2024) and is adjacent to a
high fire hazard severity zone in a State Responsibility Area (SRA) which is approximately 130 feet
north of the borrow, stockpile, and staging area at its nearest point (CAL FIRE 2024). The proposed
project would not involve activities or new development that would directly or indirectly expose
people or structures to risk involving wildland fires, as the landfill would remain closed after project
completion. Additionally, wildfire risk associated with construction activities would be reduced
through the implementation of a Fire Prevention Plan prepared by the construction contractor and
submitted to the County prior to construction. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management
plan?
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
O O | O
O O O |
O O O |
O O O |
O O O |
O O O |
O O O |
O O O |
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Setting

This analysis is partially based on the Hydrology and Drainage Report prepared by SWT Engineering
in January 2025, which is included as Appendix C of this Initial Study.

The project site is located within the Eel River Watershed in the North Coast Hydrologic Region,
which is governed by the NCRWQCB.

There is currently a drainage system on-site consisting of four drainage areas that convey
stormwater into several sedimentation basins on the project site. The landfill uses corrugated metal
flumes, earthen swales, and rock lined ditches to convey water from the top of the landfill down the
side slopes and ultimately into sedimentation basins on site (Appendix C). The project site also
includes 10 wells and two piezometers (devices used to measure groundwater levels) to monitor
groundwater throughout the site.

Impact Analysis

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

The proposed project would involve repairs and improvements to the existing drainage system on
site. These improvements would include the construction of berm channel outlets, subsurface
drains, and perimeter rock drainage swales. Like the existing drainage system, these improvements
would convey stormwater to one of several sedimentation basins on the project site. Additionally,
the project would not change the amount of surface water that is routed to the sedimentation
basins on-site and would not require changes to the basins or discharge patterns from the site.
Furthermore, the project would include the installation of a groundwater monitoring well, which
would ensure that the landfill does not violate water quality standards. As discussed in Section 9,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project site is associated with a Land Disposal Site case, a
LUST case, and a State Response or NPL case, all of which indicate the landfill on site could impact
groundwater or soils. Since the project is under the oversight of the NCRWQB, the agency would
review and approve the various project documents. Compliance with these requirements would
ensure potential water quality impacts related to the Land Disposal site case on the project site
would be less than significant

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The project site is located in the Laytonville Valley Groundwater Basin (California Department of
Water Resources [DWR] 2004). The proposed project would not change the disturbance footprint
on site or increase impervious surfaces or result in other changes that would interfere with
groundwater recharge in the Laytonville Valley Groundwater Subbasin. Additionally, while the
project includes installation of a groundwater monitoring well and piezometer, the proposed project
does not include operational changes that would increase the use of groundwater resources that
could result in a substantial decrease in groundwater supplies. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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c.(i) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?

As described above in Setting, the landfill has an existing surface water management system
consisting of corrugated metal flumes, earthen swales, and rock lined ditches to convey water from
the top of the landfill down the side slopes and ultimately into one of several sedimentation basins
on site (Appendix C). The proposed project would not change the footprint or increase impervious
surfaces on the project site. Additionally, the project would not change the amount of surface water
that is routed to the sedimentation basins on-site and would not require changes to the basins or
discharge patterns from the site. There would be no substantial alteration of the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area and therefore there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The nearest large water body is the Pacific Ocean located approximately 15 miles west of the
project site. According to the DOC, the project site is not within a tsunami hazard zone (DOC 2025).
The project would not result in an impact related to the risk of release of pollutants due to project
inundation.

NO IMPACT
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e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The project site is located in the Laytonville Valley Groundwater Basin (DWR 2004). Because this
groundwater basin is not considered medium- or high priority by the DWR, a groundwater
sustainability plan is not required for the basin. Therefore, the project site is not subject to
regulations or policies included in a groundwater sustainability plan (DWR 2024).

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the NCRWQCB. The NCRWQCB adopted a water quality
control plan, titled the North Coast Basin Plan, in June 2018. The North Coast Basin Plan is designed
to preserve and enhance water quality and protect beneficial uses of all regional waters.
Additionally, the plan provides the framework for the development of discharge regulation
(NCRWQCB 2018). As discussed above under Question (c), the proposed project would not result in
changes to the amount of existing or proposed impervious surfaces on site and associated
stormwater runoff rates and volumes from the project site. Additionally, the proposed project
would not result in new sources of pollutants. Stormwater would continue to be managed using the
existing surface water drainage system on site which drains into on-site sedimentation basins. The
project would not conflict with the Basin Plan because it would not result in new sources of
pollutants entering waters governed by the Basin Plan. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community? O O O [ |
b. Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? O O O [ |

Setting

The project site has a land use designation of Public Lands according to the Mendocino County
General Plan and a zoning designation of PF according to the Mendocino County Zoning Ordinance
(Mendocino County 2009). The intent of PF zoning designation is to “create and preserve those
properties which are properly used for or are proposed to be used for public purposes or for
specified public utility purposes” (Mendicino County Municipal Code [MCMC] Section 20.108).
Pursuant to MCMC Section 20.108.010, major impact services and utilities such as landfills are
permitted in this zoning district.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The project would not change the landfill disturbance footprint or use of the site, or result in new
development. As a result, the project would not physically divide an established community. There
would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The project would not conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation. The project site has a land
use designation of Public Lands and is zoned PF. The PF zone allows for public utility purposes which
include landfill uses. The proposed project would be consistent with the Mendocino County General
Plan and zoning designations. Therefore, there would be no conflict with a land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and there
would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? O O O [ |
b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan? O O O [ |

Setting

The most predominant minerals found in Mendocino County are aggregate resources, primarily
sand and gravel. Three sources of aggregate materials are present in Mendocino County: quarries,
instream gravel, and terrace gravel deposits (Mendocino County 2020). No mining activities or
extraction of mineral resources currently occur at the landfill (DOC 2015).

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

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

No mining activities or extraction of mineral resources currently occur at the landfill (DOC 2015).
The proposed project would not result in new ground disturbance, an expanded development
footprint or other activities that would result in loss of availability of a known or locally important
mineral resource or mineral resource recovery site. There would be no impacts.

NO IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project result in:
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or

permanent increase in ambient noise

levels in the vicinity of the project in

excess of standards established in the

local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies? O O [ | O
b. Generation of excessive groundborne

vibration or groundborne noise levels? O O [ | O
c. Fora project located within the vicinity of

a private airstrip or an airport land use

plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public

airport or public use airport, would the

project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive

noise levels? O O O [ ]

Overview of Noise and Vibration

The noise analysis is based on Noise and Vibration Modeling completed by Rincon in November
2024. These results are included as Appendix E to this Initial Study.

Noise

Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep
disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (Caltrans 2013).

HUMAN PERCEPTION OF SOUND

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are
consistent with the human hearing response. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that
qguantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure earthquake
magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would
increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the energy in half would result in a 3 dB decrease (Caltrans
2013).
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SOUND PROPAGATION AND SHIELDING

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver.
The most obvious change is the decrease in the noise level as the distance from the source
increases. The manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of
sources (e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions. Noise
levels from a point source (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, air conditioning units) typically
attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from a line source (e.g.,
roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans
2013). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation
provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise
levels. Natural terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features, such as
buildings and walls, can significantly alter noise levels.

DESCRIPTORS

The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs and the
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors
have been developed. The noise descriptors used for this analysis are the equivalent noise level (Leg)
and the community noise equivalent level (CNEL).

The Leq is one of the most frequently used noise metrics; it considers both duration and sound
power level. The Leq is defined as the single steady-state A-weighted sound level equal to the
average sound energy over a time period. When no time period is specified, a 1-hour period is
assumed. The Lmax is the highest noise level within the sampling period, and the Lmin is the lowest
noise level within the measuring period. Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65-dBA Leq
range; ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit
Administration [FTA] 2018).

Noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing than that occurring during the day.
Community noise is usually measured using CNEL, which is the 24-hour average noise level with a +5
dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and a +10 dBA penalty for noise
occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013).

Groundborne Vibration

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that
move from a source through the ground to adjacent buildings or structures and vibration energy
may propagate through the buildings or structures. Vibration may be felt, may manifest as an
audible low-frequency rumbling noise (referred to as groundborne noise), and may cause windows,
items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Although groundborne vibration is sometimes
noticeable in outdoor environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The
primary concern from vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants at
vibration-sensitive land uses and may cause structural damage.

Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance
from the source of the vibration increases. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak
particle velocity (PPV). The PPV is normally described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is defined as
the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used as it
corresponds to the stresses that are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020).
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High levels of groundborne vibration may cause damage to nearby buildings or structures; at lower
levels, groundborne vibration may cause minor cosmetic (i.e., non-structural damage) such as
cracks. These vibration levels are nearly exclusively associated with high impact activities such as
blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation. Vibration limits used
in this analysis to determine a potential impact to local land uses from construction activities, such
as vibratory compaction or excavation, are based on information contained in the FTA Transit Noise
and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). Groundborne vibration levels that could
induce potential architectural damage to buildings are identified in Table 6 below. Based on FTA
recommendations, limiting vibration levels to below 0.2 in/sec PPV at non-engineered timber and
masonry buildings (which would apply to the nearby buildings) would prevent architectural damage.

Table 6 Groundborne Vibration Architectural Damage Criteria

I.  Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5
Il.  Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3
Ill.  Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity
Source: FTA 2018

Sensitive Receptors

Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated
with those uses. As stated in the County of Mendocino General Plan Development Element
(Mendocino 2009), residential land use, where people live, sleep, and study, is generally considered
sensitive to noise because noise can disrupt these activities. Additionally, churches, schools and
certain kinds of outdoor recreation are also usually considered noise sensitive. The nearest
residential use to the project site is the single-family residence located 750 feet north of the project
site limit of refuse. The primary source of noise on site is generated by waste trucks and vehicles
along Branscomb Road.

Regulatory Setting

The MCMC (2024) Appendix B contains exterior noise standards for sensitive receptors and
commercial uses, as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7 Exterior Noise Limit Standard

One and Two Family 10:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m. 40 50
All Residential® 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 50 60
Multifamily 10:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m. 45 55
Public Spaces 7:00 a.m. —10:00 p.m. 50 60
Limited Commercial 10:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m. 55 55

! When an acoustical study demonstrates that the ambient noise level exceeds the noise standard, then the ambient noise level
becomes the standard.

2 Higher noise levels may be permitted for temporary, short-term or intermittent activities when no sensitive or residential uses will be
affected

3 County staff shall recommend which receiving land use category applies to a particular project, based on the mix of uses and
community noise levels. Industrial noise limits are intended to be applied at the boundary of industrial zones, rather than within
industrial areas

4The "rural/suburban" standard should be applied adjacent to noise sensitive uses, such as hospitals or convalescence homes
5 "Highways" apply to roads and highways where average daily traffic exceeds ten thousand (10,000).
6 Daytime noise limit applies to one, two and multi-family residential.

Source: Mendicino County Municipal Code Appendix B

While the County does not have specific noise level criteria for assessing construction noise impacts,
the FTA has developed guidance for determining if construction of a project would expose various
land uses to significant noise levels or if a project would result in a substantial temporary increase in
noise levels (FTA 2018). Based on FTA guidance, a significant impact would occur if project-
generated construction noise exceeds the daytime eight-hour 80 dBA L¢q noise limit at nearby
residences.

Project Site Noise Environment

The most common source of noise in the project site vicinity is vehicular traffic from Branscomb
Road. Community noise levels are usually closely related to the intensity of human activity. Noise
levels are generally considered low when below 45 dBA, moderate in the 45 to 60 dBA range, and
high above 60 dBA. In wilderness areas, the day-night average noise levels (L4n) can be below 35
dBA. In small towns or wooded and lightly used residential areas, the Lgn is more likely to be around
50 or 60 dBA. Levels around 75 dBA are more common in busy urban areas, and levels up to 85 dBA
occur near major freeways and airports (USEPA 1974, 1978). Although people often accept the
higher levels associated with very noisy urban residential and residential commercial zones, they
nevertheless are considered to be adverse to public health. The project site is located in a generally
rural area and would typically have an ambient noise level of 50-60 dBA Lgn.
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Noise

Impact Analysis

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

Construction Noise

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, project construction would take place from 7:00 am to
5:00 pm Monday through Friday. Over the course of a typical construction day, construction
equipment activity would occur as close as 750 feet to the nearest sensitive single-family residential
receptor to the north but would typically be located at an average distance further away due to the
nature of construction where equipment is mobile throughout the site during the day. Construction
noise was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model.
Table 8 identifies the estimated noise levels at the closest sensitive receptors from the edge of the
specific phase based on the conservatively assumed three loudest pieces of construction equipment
during each phase of construction.

Table 8 Estimated Noise Levels by Construction Phase

Demolition 81 58
Site Preparation 81 58
Grading 83 60
Equipment Installation 80 57

RCNM = Roadway Construction Noise Model

Roadway Construction Noise Model reference noise levels are noise levels generated during each construction phase measured from a
point 50 feet from the location of the construction phase. These reference noise levels are then used to calculate noise levels from the
construction phase at a distance greater than 50 feet from the construction phase.

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model provided in Appendix E

As shown in Table 8 construction noise could be as high as approximately 60 dBA Leq during grading
that would occur as close as 750 feet from the nearest single-family residential sensitive receptor
but would typically be located at an average distance further away due to the use of mobile
construction equipment. This would be well below the FTA’s 80 dBA Leq (eight-hour) daytime
construction noise threshold at residences. Construction would occur further away from other
sensitive receptors and would therefore be less than 80 dBA L. (eight-hour) at other sensitive
receptors. These estimates also conservatively did not account for the existing topography, trees
and buildings that separate the nearest residences from the project site, which would be expected
to attenuate noise further. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Noise

The project would involve the repair of the final cover on the closed landfill. Operational noise
would generally be the same as the existing condition, with no substantial increase in operational
sources or new operational sources added. Therefore, as operational noise would be similar to
existing conditions, the project would not exceed the County’s Municipal Code exterior noise limit,
and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b.  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Groundborne Vibration

Construction activities have the greatest potential to generate ground-borne vibration affecting
nearby receptors, especially during demolition, site preparation and grading of the project site.
Construction activities known to generate excessive groundborne vibration, such as pile driving and
blasting, would not be needed to construct the proposed project. The greatest vibratory source
during construction in the project vicinity would be a large bulldozer used during demolition, site
preparation and grading. Construction vibration estimates are based on vibration levels reported by
the FTA, shown in Table 6 above. Table 9 shows typical vibration levels for various pieces of
construction equipment used in the assessment of construction vibration.

Table 9 Construction Vibration Levels

Large Bulldozer 0.089 <0.001
Loaded Trucks 0.076 <0.001
Small Bulldozer 0.003 <0.001
Threshold for Structural Damage to Building 0.2
Threshold Exceeded? No

PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second
Notes: Vibration analysis worksheets are included in Appendix E

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2018

Based on the recommendations of the FTA, limiting vibration levels to below 0.2 in/sec PPV at
residential structures would prevent architectural damage regardless of building construction type.
The greatest anticipated source of vibration during project construction activities would be from a
large bulldozer, which would be used during demolition, site preparation and grading. Based on the
project site plan, it is assumed the large bulldozer may be used within 935 feet* of the nearest off-
site residential structures to the north of the project site during grading activities. A large bulldozer
generates less than 0.001 in/sec PPV at 935 feet, which would not exceed the significance threshold
of 0.2 inches per second PPV. Proposed project construction activities would have a less-than-
significant impact on the generation or exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration.

Construction of the proposed project would not include substantial sources of vibration. The
construction of the proposed project would have no impact on exposure to excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

4 Distance for groundborne vibration is a further distance as it is analyzed from the project site to the nearest residential building.
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Noise

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

The project site is not located within 2 miles of an airport or within the vicinity of an airport land use
plan. The nearest airport is the Willits Municipal Airport located approximately 23 miles south of the
project site. Therefore, no impact related to airport noise would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Population and Housing

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? O O O [ |
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? O O O [ ]

Setting

There are no structures and no people residing on the project site.

Impact Analysis

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

The proposed project would not involve the construction of new habitable structures, and the
landfill would remain closed after project completion. The project would not involve construction of
new residences or other population-generating uses, such as substantial employment growth. The
proposed project would not result in direct or indirect population growth and there would be no
impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The proposed final cover repairs would occur within the existing landfill site, where previous waste
management operations have occurred. There are no residences or other habitable structures
located on the site. The proposed project would not displace people or housing. There would be no
impact.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Public Services

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the 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:
1 Fire protection? O O O [ |
2 Police protection? O O O [ |
3 Schools? O O O [ |
4  Parks? O O O [ ]
5 Other public facilities? O O O [ |

Sefting

Fire protection services are provided to the project area by the Long Valley Fire Department (LVFD).
The LVFD provides fire protection, emergency medical services, rescue and extraction, hazardous
material response, ambulance service and fire prevention in the project area. The proposed project
is serviced by Fire Station 510, located approximately 1.60 miles northeast of the project site at
44950 Willis Avenue in Laytonville (Mendocino LAFCo 2016). LVFD has a target response time of
four minutes (Mendocino LAFCo 2016).

Police protection services are provided to Laytonville by the Mendocino County Sheriff’s Office.

The Mendocino County Office of Education is responsible for monitoring 12 school districts within
Mendocino, and the Mendocino County Library provides services through six branches of libraries
(Mendocino County Library 2024). The closest school to the project site is Laytonville High School at
250 Branscomb Road, located approximately 1.50 miles northeast of the site.

Initial Study—Mitigated Negative Declaration 67



Mendocino County
Laytonville Landfill Final Cover Remediation and Improvements Project

Impact Analysis

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

The proposed landfill cover repairs would not result in operational changes or new development
that would require additional services by the LVFD and Mendocino County Sheriff’s Office.
Therefore, the proposed project would not require the construction of new facilities or the
alteration of existing fire and police protection facilities. There would be no impacts.

NO IMPACT

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

As discussed under Section 14, Population and Housing, the project does not include residential
development or substantial employment growth and would not directly or indirectly induce
population growth in Mendicino County. The project would not generate any new students, park
users, or people who use public facilities such as libraries. Therefore, the proposed project would
not increase demand for schools, parks, or libraries and would have no impacts.

NO IMPACT
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Recreation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated? O O O [ ]
b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment? O O O [ ]

Sefting

There are several state and regional parks near Laytonville. The nearest park to the project site is
Harwood Memorial Park, approximately 1.50 miles northeast of the site.

Impact Analysis

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

The proposed project does not include residential or other uses that would directly or indirectly
induce population growth and thus increase the use of parks or other recreational facilities in
Mendocino County. Therefore, the project would not increase the use of parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration would occur. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

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

The proposed project would provide final cover repairs within the existing landfill. The project does
not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist

Transportation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would proposed:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? O O O [ |

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)? O O O [

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

d. Resultin inadequate emergency access?

Setting

U.S 101 Redwood Highway provides regional access to the project site via highway entrances at
Branscomb Road from a two-lane rural highway that serves eastern Mendocino County and
connects multiple cities. The project site can be accessed via Branscomb Road which connects to an
internal roadway leading to the area of remediation and improvement. The landfill was closed July
1997 and covered by 1998.

Impact Analysis

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

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

The proposed project would not include new land uses, structures, or habitable buildings that would
generate new vehicle trips. Additionally, the landfill has been non-operational as of July 1997.
Project construction and repair activities would be temporary in nature and within the limits of the
landfill. The proposed project would also not result in changes to site operations.

The project would not change traffic volumes, types of vehicles accessing the site, or road
geometries or intersection configurations, and thus would not result in hazardous features for
vehicle or pedestrians. As discussed in Section 15, Population and Housing, the proposed landfill
cover repair would not induce or generate population growth. Therefore, the project would not
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system or substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. There would be no impact

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines established new methodology for determining the
significance of transportation impacts using vehicle miles traveled as the metric for analyzing
transportation impacts. The proposed project would not alter daily traffic volume or result in new
land uses or operations at the landfill. Therefore, no impact would occur to vehicle miles traveled.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed project does not involve features that would result in a change of access to and from
the site. Therefore, there would be no impact to emergency access.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

California Register of Historical

Resources, or in a local register of

historical resources as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? O [ | O O
b. Aresource determined by the lead

agency, in its discretion and supported by

substantial evidence, to be significant

pursuant to criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code

Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public

Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead

agency shall consider the significance of

the resource to a California Native

American tribe. O [ | O O

As of July 1, 2015, California AB 52 was enacted, expanding CEQA by defining a new resource
category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with an effect that may cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may
have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead
agency must establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a
tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).

Tribal cultural resources (TCR) are defined under PRC Section 21074(a)(1) as sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe that are either 1) included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR, or 2) included
in a local register of historical resources. TCRs are those determined to be significant by the lead
agency at its discretion and supported by substantial evidence. In making a determination that
something is a TCR, the lead agency is required to consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under

AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

On February 6, 2025, the County distributed AB 52 consultation letters for the proposed project,
including project information, map, and contact information, to nine Native American tribes (see
Appendix F). The Native American contacts provided with an AB 52 consultation letters include the
following list of recipients:

= Cloverdale Rancheria

=  Manchester-Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians

= Pinoleville Pomo Nation

= Potter Valley Rancheria

= Redwood Valley Little River Band of Pomo Indians (Redwood Valley Rancheria)
=  Sherwood Valley of Pomo Indians

=  Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians

= Cahto Tribe

On April 14, 2025, the County sent a second letter electronically to the Cloverdale Rancheria due to
receipt of notice from the United States Postal Service that the original letter sent on February 6,
2025, had not arrived to the tribe.

Under AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days to respond and request further project
information and formal consultation. Therefore, the consultation request period for all tribes except
Cloverdale Rancheria closed on March 8, 2025. The consultation request period for the Cloverdale
Rancheria ended on May 14, 2025.

The County received one response from Lena Murphy, on behalf of Michael Rivera, Tribal Council
Representative and Tribal Historic Preservation Officer of Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians on
February 12, 2025, stating the project area is not within an area of concern, and that the tribe has
no specific comments regarding the project. The County did not receive any formal requests for
consultation.
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Tribal Cultural Resources

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.17?

As discussed under Section 5, Cultural Resources, a search of the NAHC SLF was returned with
negative results, indicating there are no known tribal cultural resources in the project area. The
proposed project site does not contain known Native American or historic period resources. As
discussed in Setting above, the County of Mendocino mailed AB 52 notification letters to nine tribes
on February 6, 2025. Under AB 52, tribes have 30 days from receipt of the letter to respond and
request consultation. The County of Mendocino did not receive any formal requests for consultation
during the 30-day period. As indicated in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the County would be
required to comply with existing regulations outlined in California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 should human remains be inadvertently discovered during construction. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures CR-1 along with regulatory compliance with California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 would be required to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-
significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

Setting

The project site is currently a closed landfill. There are no utility lines, natural gas lines, or

telecommunication lines within the project site.
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Environmental Checklist
Utilities and Service Systems

Less-than-
Significant
Impact
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Impact Analysis

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

The proposed project consists of final cover stability, improvements to surface water drainage, LFG
management, seepage, and long-term maintenance requirements but would not result in changes
or alterations to the closed landfill or the overall function. The proposed project would not involve
activities that would alter the existing drainage pattern on-site. Therefore, the project would not
substantially increase stormwater runoff from the proposed project site such that new or expanded
stormwater drainage facilities would be required. Furthermore, the proposed project is not served
by existing electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities, and there are no such
facilities in the project area. Therefore, no impact would occur to utility facilities.

NO IMPACT

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

The proposed landfill cover remediation and improvements would not change existing operations or
water demand and would not result in the need for additional water facilities. No impact would
occur.

NO IMPACT

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

The project would not result in new development or land uses that would increase or change
wastewater demand or require additional wastewater facilities. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The proposed project would provide final cover repairs and not involve changes to local
infrastructure that impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Project construction is not
anticipated to generate substantial solid waste as ground disturbance would be limited to the refuse
area and soil and fill would be from previous landfill closure and repair activities. The proposed
project would not result in an increase in the total waste stream such that it would impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals.
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There are currently no active landfill operations on-site, and no future activity is anticipated after
completion of project construction. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with state
regulations that govern the closed solid waste disposal site, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Wildfire

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

a. Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? O O O [ |

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

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

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

Setting

According to CAL FIRE, the project site is located in a moderate fire hazard severity zone in a Local
Responsibility Area. The project site is located adjacent to a high fire hazard severity zone in an SRA
(CAL FIRE 2024).
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Impact Analysis

a.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

According to CAL FIRE, the project site is located in a moderate fire hazard severity zone within a
Local Responsibility Area. There is a high fire hazard severity zone SRA approximately 130 feet north
of the project site. The nearest very high fire hazard severity zone is approximately 1.1 miles west of
the project site (CAL FIRE 2024). The project would not involve the development of new habitable
structures or land uses that generate new population, exacerbate fire risk or create an impediment
to emergency response. Furthermore, wildfire risk associated with construction activities would be
reduced through the implementation of a Fire Prevention Plan prepared by the construction
contractor and submitted to the County prior to construction. Therefore, the project would not
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan; expose people to
pollutants or risks from wildfires; or require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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Does the project:

a.

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

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

Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Impact Analysis

a.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Checklist
Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less than
Significant
with Less-than-
Mitigation Significant
Incorporated Impact
| O
O |
O |

No Impact

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population

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

The project would involve ground disturbance in previously disturbed areas within the boundaries

of the closed landfill area and possibly within the designated stockpile area. Based on the

information and analysis provided in Section 4, Biological Resources and Section 5, Cultural
Resources, the project would result in less than significant or no impact to fish and wildlife species
and a less-than-significant impact to archaeological and historical resources with implementation of
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Mitigation Measure CR-1 that provides guidelines for the treatment of unanticipated archaeological
discoveries on site. Therefore, implementation of the project would not substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered plants or animals, or
eliminate important examples of California history or prehistory. This impact would be less than
significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measure CR-1.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

Implementation of the project would result in less-than-significant environmental impacts. There
are several development projects within the County of Mendocino. The nearest proposed projects
are storm damage repairs on Laytonville-Dios Rios Road which is approximately 7 miles from the
project site and the Dutch Charlie Creek Bridge Replacement which is approximately 15 miles from
the project site. Cumulative impacts could occur if construction of these projects occurred
simultaneously. It is not known whether construction of these projects would overlap with the
proposed project; however, impacts associated with the project would be localized at the project
site and would not be significant. Given the limited impacts anticipated with project
implementation, the project would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts.
This impact would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Effects on human beings are generally associated with air quality, noise, traffic safety,
hazards/hazardous materials, and wildfire. The project would result in a less-than-significant impact
or no impact associated with air quality, hazards, noise, and traffic impacts. Therefore, the project
would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name
Construction Start Date
Operational Year

Lead Agency

Land Use Scale
Analysis Level for Defaults
Windspeed (m/s)
Precipitation (days)
Location

County

City

Air District

Air Basin

TAZ

EDFz

Electric Utility

Gas Utility

App Version

1.2. Land Use Types

Other Non-Asphalt  7.00 Acre
Surfaces

7.00

0.00
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Laytonville Landfill Cover Repairs Project
6/1/2025

2025

Project/site

County

1.70

67.4

39.67073231125994, -123.50793018556129
Mendocino

Unincorporated

Mendocino County AQMD

North Coast

247

2

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Pacific Gas & Electric

2022.1.1.29

0.00 —

7139
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 1.58 1.56 35.3 41.1 0.07 141 4.15 5.56 1.26 1.50 2.77 — 8,018

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 0.14 0.14 3.18 3.80 0.01 0.14 0.31 0.45 0.12 0.12 0.24 — 699

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit.  0.03 0.03 0.58 0.69 <0.005 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 116

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

2025 1.58 1.56 35.3 41.1 0.07 1.41 4.15 5.56 1.26 1.50 2.77 — 8,018

Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Daily

81/39

8,018

699

116

8,018

0.33

0.03

< 0.005

0.07

0.01

< 0.005

0.07

0.66

0.03

0.01

0.66

8,048

702

116

8,048



2025 0.14
Annual —
2025 0.03

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 0.08

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit.  0.08

Average —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 0.08

Annual —
(Max)

Unmit. 0.01

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Mobile  0.00
Area 0.08

0.14

0.03

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.08

3.18

0.58

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.80

0.69

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.14

<0.005 0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.31

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.45

0.08

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

9/39

Laytonville Landfill Cover Repairs Project Detailed Report, 12/2/2024

0.12

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.24

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

699

116

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

699

116

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

702

116

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Mobile  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.08 0.08 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Waste  — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Waste —— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Demoliti
on

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average

Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Demoliti
on

Onsite
truck

Annual

0.41

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.41

0.00

0.02

0.00

10.6

0.00

0.58

0.00

13.0

0.00

0.71

0.00

0.02

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.09

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.49

0.09

0.00

0.03

< 0.005

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.02

0.00
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0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.45

0.01

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

2,265

0.00

124

0.00

2,265

0.00

124

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,273

0.00

125

0.00
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Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.11 0.13 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 20.6 20.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 20.6
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 76.0 76.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.33 77.4
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 7.7 77.7 <0.005 0.01 0.16 81.5

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 4.09 4.09 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 4.16
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 4.26 4.26 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 4.46
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.68 0.68 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.69
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.70 0.70 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.74

3.3. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Daily, — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.54 0.52 12.6
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.01 0.01 0.34
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — —

Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.06
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — —
From

Material

Movement

15.2

0.00

0.42

0.00

0.08

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

<0.005

0.57

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

2.56

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.57

2.56

0.00

0.02

0.07

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.52

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
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131

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.52

131

0.00

0.01

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.01

2,617

0.00

71.7

0.00

11.9

2,617

0.00

71.7

0.00

11.9

0.11

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

2,626

0.00

72.0

0.00

11.9



Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.09
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.80
0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

3.5. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

114
0.00
0.00

3.07
0.00

0.00

0.51
0.00

0.00

0.00

114
0.00
0.00

3.07
0.00

0.00

0.51
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.49
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

116
0.00
0.00

3.12
0.00

0.00

0.52
0.00

0.00



Off-Roa 1.46
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.08
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.01
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

1.44

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

35.3

0.00

1.93

0.00

0.35

0.00

40.1

0.00

2.20

0.00

0.40

0.00

0.07

0.00

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

1.41

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

0.00

4.00

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.04

0.00

1.41

4.00

0.00

0.08

0.22

0.00

0.01

0.04

0.00

1.26

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00
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— 1.26
1.47 1.47
0.00 0.00
o
0.08 0.08
0.00 0.00
~ o
0.01 0.01
0.00 0.00

7,866

0.00

431

0.00

71.4

0.00

7,866

0.00

431

0.00

71.4

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.06

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

7,893

0.00

433

0.00

71.6

0.00



Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.12
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

1.07
0.00

0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.14
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

3.7. Equipment installation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

0.14

0.00

0.14

0.00

3.70

0.00

4.48

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00

0.14
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.19

0.00
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0.03
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.19

0.00

152
0.00

0.00

8.18
0.00
0.00

1.35
0.00
0.00

641

0.00

152
0.00

0.00

8.18
0.00
0.00

1.35
0.00
0.00

641

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.66
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00

0.00

155
0.00

0.00

8.31
0.00
0.00

1.38
0.00
0.00

643

0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.01 0.01 0.30 0.37 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 52.7 52.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 52.8
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.06 0.07 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 8.72 8.72 <0.005 <0.005 — 8.75
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Dalily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

171739



Worker  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — —

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
;00 ;00 ;00 : ;00 ;00 ;OO ;OO ;00 ;OO
0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — —_ — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —_ 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Summer
(Max)
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Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Summer
(Max)

Consum 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.06 0.06 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ —
ural

Coating

s
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Landsca 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
pe

Equipm

Total 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Consum 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.06 0.06 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 0.08 0.08 — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Consum <0.005 <0.005 — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Landsca 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

pe
Equipm
ent

Total 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —
Annual —

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total —
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— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

221739

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
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4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ -

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ered

Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule
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Demolition Demolition 6/1/2025 6/29/2025 5.00 20.0 —
Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/30/2025 7111/2025 5.00 10.0 —
Grading Grading 7/12/2025 8/8/2025 5.00 20.0 —
Equipment installation Building Construction 8/9/2025 9/19/2025 5.00 30.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Demolition Excavators Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tired Loaders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 150 0.36
Demolition Skid Steer Loaders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 71.0 0.37
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Site Preparation Dumpers/Tenders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 16.0 0.38
Site Preparation Excavators Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Loaders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 150 0.36
Site Preparation Skid Steer Loaders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 71.0 0.37
Grading Excavators Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Graders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Grading Scrapers Diesel Tier 3 3.00 8.00 423 0.48
Grading Plate Compactors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 8.00 0.43
Grading Dumpers/Tenders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 16.0 0.38
Equipment installation Excavators Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Equipment installation Skid Steer Loaders Diesel Tier 3 1.00 8.00 71.0 0.37
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Equipment installation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Tier 3 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Demolition — — — —

Demolition Worker 10.0 10.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Demolition Vendor — 7.10 HHDT,MHDT
Demolition Hauling 1.10 20.0 HHDT
Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — _

Site Preparation Worker 15.0 10.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Site Preparation Vendor — 7.10 HHDT,MHDT
Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 10.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Grading Vendor — 7.10 HHDT,MHDT
Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Equipment installation — — — _

Equipment installation Worker 0.00 10.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Equipment installation Vendor 0.00 7.10 HHDT,MHDT
Equipment installation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Equipment installation Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles
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5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 85.1 —
Site Preparation — — 5.00 0.00 —
Grading — — 80.0 0.00 —

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Water Exposed Area 2 61% 61%

5.7. Construction Paving

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 7.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2025 0.00 204 0.03 <0.005
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5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Other Non-Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 18,295

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00
Summer Days day/yr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  0.00 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
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5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps
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5.16.2. Process Boilers

5.17. User Defined

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040—2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.
33/39



Laytonville Landfill Cover Repairs Project Detailed Report, 12/2/2024

Temperature and Extreme Heat 10.3 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 34.5 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 28.1 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROCS5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation 0 0 0 N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire 0 0 0 N/A
Flooding 0 0 0 N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.
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6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat N/A N/A N/A N/A
Extreme Precipitation 1 1 1 2
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding 1 1 1 2
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 7.60
AQ-PM 1.46
AQ-DPM 2.03
Drinking Water 39.6
Lead Risk Housing 30.2
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Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites

Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

Laytonville Landfill Cover Repairs Project Detailed Report, 12/2/2024

23.6
0.00
1.18

0.00
91.0
16.6
58.7
98.5

48.0
28.1

38.5

45.9
22.7
5.64
73.0

98.3

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic
Above Poverty
Employed
Median HI

Education

25.67688952
6.274862056

15.18029
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Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma
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47.91479533
5.286795842
48.45374054
36.01950468
82.62543308
10.4452714
48.64622097
88.00205312
12.12626716
0.962402156
20.46708585
99.19158219
54.3308097
43.44924933
46.18247145
69.97305274
50.16040036
22.85384319
0.0

53.4

0.0

0.0

0.0
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Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled

Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good

Chronic Kidney Disease

Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good

Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors

Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area

Children

Elderly

English Speaking

Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover

Traffic Density

0.0
0.0
0.0
52.1
15.2
7.8
73.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
91.4
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

17.3
74.9
88.7
12.2
84.8
1.6

8.4

98.9
1.6
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Traffic Access 0.0
Other Indices —
Hardship 59.3
Other Decision Support —
2016 Voting 45.8

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 25.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 23.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Construction: Construction Phases Construction would have a duration of 16 weeks
Construction: Off-Road Equipm