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1. Project title:     Sycamore Crossing  

2. Lead agency name and address:   City of Hercules  
111 Civic Drive Hercules CA 94547 

 

3. Contact person and phone number:  Attn: Holly Smyth, Planning Director 
      (510) 245-6531 

4. Project location:  

The Project Site is located in the City of Hercules along the south side of Sycamore Avenue on the northwest 
side of San Pablo Avenue east of Tsushima Street about 0.6 mile inland from San Pablo Bay and about 500 
feet from Interstate 80 (I-80) (“Project Site”). The Project Site is 12.88 acres and comprises two separate 
legal parcels: a 1.77-acre parcel and a 12.19-acre parcel. The Project Site is within a short walking distance 
of several residential neighborhoods of Central Hercules, and portions of the Waterfront District, North 
Shore Business Park, and Hilltown are reachable within a larger half mile area. Attachment 1 shows the 
site vicinity in relation to nearby streets and other features. 

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  

 Sycamore Crossing Land Developers, LLC 
9216 Kiefer Blvd. 
Sacramento, CA 95826 

 

6. General plan designation:  General Commercial (GC)  
 
7. Zoning:  General Commercial (CG) 

 
8. Description of project:  

The 12.88-acre Project Site is proposed to be developed with a mixed-use commercial and residential 
project consisting of the following uses:  

(a) A commercial area with approximately 29,511 square feet of commercial space within four 
structures. Those four structures include a 13,111-square-foot pharmacy, two 6,000 square foot 
retail and service buildings with uses including a neighborhood restaurant, and a 4,400 square foot 
building with uses including a drive-through 2,400 square foot coffee shop.  The commercial site 
will include common areas for parking, landscaping, and pedestrian use; 

(b) A 105-room, 62,163-square-foot four-story hotel;  

(c) Approximately 120 residential units; and  

(d) The preservation of Ohlone Creek, all as shown in Attachment 2.  

(e) On-site landscaping, parking, interior streets, pedestrian paths, open spaces, water quality features 
and utility extensions 
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(Collectively defined as the “Project”.) 

The proposed Project would require the following approvals by the City of Hercules:  

• General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the westerly portion of the Project 
Site from Planned General Commercial (GC) to Planned Commercial–Residential (PC-R) and to 
change the open space area that traverses the site to Open Space;  

• Zone Amendment to rezone the westerly portion of the site from General Commercial (CG) to 
Planned Commercial Residential (PC-R) zoning and to change the open space area that traverses 
the site to Public/Quasi-Public – Open Space (P/QP-O); 

• Vesting Tentative Map subdividing approximately 12.88 acres into 7 parcels including preservation 
of a natural drainage way;  

o An Initial and Final Planned Development Plan for the uses described above; 
• Design Review Permit required by Chapter 42 of the Zoning Ordinance;  
• Conditional Use Permit for: (a) retail stores greater than 2,000 square feet; drive through facilities 

for the pharmacy and for a food service pad building; outdoor sales; and a shopping center, as 
provided in Table 13-8.1 of the Zoning Ordinance for General Commercial zones; and (b) a hotel 
as provided in Table 13-15.1 of the Zoning Ordinance for the Planned Commercial-Residential 
zoning district; and  

• Master Sign Program in accordance with Chapter 34.400(R) of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  

Land uses surrounding the Project Site are described as follows:  

North (across Sycamore Avenue) – The Aventine Apartments are directly north across Sycamore 
Avenue towards portions of the Bayside single-family residential subdivision project. The easterly 
section of the Sycamore frontage faces a large wetland area east of Front Street.  

South/Southeast (across San Pablo) – The easterly portion of the Sycamore Crossing site lies across 
San Pablo Avenue from Hercules Retail Center, a small neighborhood shopping center with a gas 
station with car wash, branch bank, a drive-thru fast food local eatery, and other small service 
commercial uses located at the southeast corner of the Sycamore Avenue/San Pablo Avenue 
intersection, backing on to Interstate 80 (I-80). Open space and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
railroad right-of-way lie opposite the Project Site across San Pablo Avenue and behind Hercules 
Plaza.  

East/Northeast – A privately owned parcel, formerly known as Market Hall, is located at the 
northeast corner of the Sycamore Avenue/San Pablo Avenue intersection. At one time the site was 
acquired by the City through an exchange with BART and formerly was used as a Park-and-Ride 
lot. Part of the site has operated over the recent past as a farmers’ market along with other temporary 
uses like the Christmas tree and pumpkin lots. The site is now in process for development as a 
Safeway Store, a related gas station, a Chase Bank and a Peet’s Coffee outlet. 

West (across Tsushima Street) – A tract of 34 single-family detached homes, built as a phase of the 
Belle Terre neighborhood, is located west of the Project Site. The homes are oriented inward with 
rear or side yards backing onto Tsushima Street.  

Existing topography and elevations vary on the site, with the highest point being a natural knoll along the 
southeasterly edge of the site at approximately 58 to 60 feet above mean sea level (msl). The site currently 
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drains into Ohlone Creek, which divides the Project Site and intersects with Refugio Creek 300 feet north 
of the site. Ohlone Creek runs south to north from San Pablo Avenue across the site towards Sycamore 
Avenue. The bottom of the ravine created by the creek lies at approximately 30 feet above msl with the 
easterly bank rising as much as 15 feet from steep banks in sections of the channel. At Sycamore Avenue, 
a culvert runs under the street right-of-way and into a wetlands area of Refugio Creek at the east end of the 
Bayside single-family home subdivision. A dense grove of eucalyptus trees is located along San Pablo 
Avenue north and west of Ohlone Creek along with a variety of other trees.  

The westerly portion of the Project Site contains fill material generated primarily by freeway construction 
in the vicinity of Hercules. The Project Site contains remnant foundations and retaining walls from past 
industrial uses. The Project Site also contains utility easements, including an overhead PG&E electrical line 
and an EBMUD water line located parallel with San Pablo Avenue, which will both be relocated within the 
San Pablo street right-of-way as part of the Project. The plans are in review by the City and may proceed 
to construction upon approval. An access road/path also exists along the southern portion of the site, located 
primarily within the utility easement. This access road/path consists of a gravel surface on both sides of 
Ohlone Creek, which is crossed by means of an existing concrete culvert.  

The Project Site is located within the 1,300-acre area originally owned by California Powder Works, later 
known as the Hercules Powder Company. The company focused on the production of explosives until 1964 
and fertilizers until the 1970s. With changing ownership in 1976 and ultimate closure of the facility in 1977, 
the associated structures were removed, except for some remnant foundations. In 1979 Hercules Properties, 
Inc. assumed responsibility for liquidating the excess lands associated with the historic California Powder 
Works operations. The western portion of the Project Site was developed and used as a Little League 
baseball field during the 1980s and 1990s. The ball fields were removed sometime before 2004. For the 
past 16 plus years, the Project Site has been used for temporary activities, such as a Christmas tree lot and 
pumpkin patch, and to stockpile soil. The site is a portion of the land holding referred to in the 1995 General 
Plan as the East Bay Realty Holdings. 

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

• East Bay Municipal Utilities District 

• San Francisco Bay Area Water Quality Control District 

• Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• California Department of Toxic Substance Control 

• City of Hercules 

• Caltrans 
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SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS CEQA DOCUMENTATION FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
PROJECT SITE 

Development of the Project Site has been analyzed in two prior EIRs; the City of Hercules General Plan 
Land Use and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments EIR (State 
Clearinghouse #1995033027) (the "1995 EIR"), and the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH 
#200112049) (the “2009 EIR”). This section describes the scope of review of these documents, findings of 
significant impacts therein, and how the environmental review for the proposed Project is tiered from these 
previously-certified EIRs.  The 1995 EIR, 2009 EIR, and all previous addenda thereto are incorporated 
herein by reference. 

1995 EIR 

The potential environmental effects from development of the Project Site were first analyzed by the City 
when the City Council certified the 1995 EIR and adopted the Hercules General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments. The 1995 EIR analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts from development of a number of key parcels in the City of Hercules, including the 
Sycamore Crossing Project Site which, as a part of the larger “East Bay Realty Services” parcel, was 
identified as both a commercial center, with General Commercial uses near the intersection of Sycamore 
Avenue and San Pablo Avenue, and a major source of land for residential development within the Planned 
Commercial Residential designation on the western part of the Project Site.  

For the 1995 EIR, the City analyzed the ultimate development of up to 167,925 square feet of commercial 
uses and between 98 and 195 dwelling units on the East Bay Realty Services parcel. In connection with its 
certification of the 1995 EIR and approval of the 1995 General Plan Update, the City adopted a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations (Resolution No. 95-121) for the following significant and unavoidable 
impacts identified in the 1995 EIR: 

• Transportation impacts at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway and San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue during AM and PM peak hours; 

• Contribution of City traffic to unacceptable cumulative traffic on I-80 freeway; 
• An increase in the number of students to be served by the West Contra Costa Unified School 

District; 
• An increase in the need for neighborhood and community parks; 
• Generation of hazardous waste by new industries adding to cumulative hazardous waste disposal 

requirements; 
• An increase in the total criteria air pollutant emissions in the region; 
• An increase in City population and employment beyond ABAG projections. 

 
2009 EIR 

The potential environmental effects from development of the Project Site were subsequently analyzed by 
the City and its Redevelopment Agency in approving its Amended Redevelopment Plan (“2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan”), which added the Sycamore Crossing Project Site to the Redevelopment Plan 
boundary and proposed a mixed-use development on the Project Site. Specifically, the 2009 EIR analyzed 
the following development on the Project Site: 

• 140,000 square feet of retail commercial (including a 25,000 square foot grocery store),  
• 170,000 square feet of office space,  
• a 180-room hotel,  
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• 170 residential apartment units, and  
• structured parking.  

On April 20, 2009, the Hercules City Council certified the 2009 EIR (SCH #200112049) and adopted the 
2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan. The 2009 EIR is a “program” EIR as described in Section 15168 of 
the CEQA Guidelines.  In certifying the 2009 EIR, the City determined that potential environmental effects 
from such development of the Project Site would be less than significant, or less than significant with the 
incorporation of the adopted mitigation measures, with the exception of certain impacts which the City 
found would be significant and unavoidable. Specifically, the City identified the following impacts as 
significant and unavoidable: 

• Aesthetics (impacts to scenic resources and visual character),  
• Air Quality (impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan and emissions above Bay Area 

Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds), and  
• Noise (increased ambient noise levels due to increased traffic along local roadways). 

The City nonetheless approved the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan, finding that the anticipated benefits 
from the proposed development of the Project Site outweighed those significant and unavoidable 
environmental effects. A list of the 2009 EIR mitigation measures and conditions is included in Attachment 
3 and is incorporated by reference into the CEQA Checklist analysis. 

Consistent with the CEQA determination and in order to market the site with basic entitlements in place, in 
June of 2010, the City designated the site under the General Plan as Commercial-Residential (PC-R) and 
Chapter 29 was added to the City’s Zoning Ordinance, by adoption of Ordinance #459, entitled “Zoning 
Regulations and Development Standards for Sycamore Crossing,” with Initial Planned Development Plan 
IPDP #10-01 reflecting development standards for the Sycamore Crossing property.  

2015 Addendum to the 2009 EIR 

In 2015, Safeway obtained the right to purchase the Project Site and obtained a revised set of entitlements 
to allow for development of a 136,250 square feet of retail and commercial space, including a 55,000 square 
foot two-story grocery retail center, a 37,000 square foot fitness center, 44,250 square feet of neighborhood 
serving retail and fast causal restaurant uses, and gas station. The entitlements designated the site as General 
Commercial (GC) under the General Plan and adopted a new Initial/Final Planned Development Permit 
(#14-01). At the time of this approval, the City adopted Resolution No. 15-001 approving Addendum #IS 
14-02 to the 2009 EIR which reviewed Safeway’s proposed development. The 2014 Addendum is included 
as Attachment 4 and incorporated by reference into the CEQA Checklist analysis.  These entitlements were 
extended by the City Council (02-17) through February 2018.  Safeway ultimately elected to construct its 
grocery store in Hercules in a different location, and the Project Site was acquired by Sycamore Crossing 
Land Developers, LLC, the applicant for the instant Project.   

Environmental Review for the Proposed Project—Tiering from a Program EIR under CEQA 

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.) and its 
implementing regulations (the “CEQA Guidelines”) (California Code of Regulations § 15000 et seq.)  
strongly encourage the tiering of environmental review.1  Where a program EIR has been certified for a 
project, any lead agency may, and is encouraged to, tier off of that program EIR for a later project that is 
consistent with the program evaluated in the certified program EIR, and to incorporate the broader analysis 

                                                
1 Pub Res Code § 21093, subd. (b) (Environmental review “shall be tiered whenever feasible, as determined by the 
lead agency.”); See also CEQA Guidelines §§ 15006 (m), 15152, subd. (b). 
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of the program EIR by reference.2 For example, where a project is consistent with a programmatic plan, 
pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts, such as air quality, from the EIR for that plan may be 
incorporated by reference into subsequent project specific review by virtue of tiering from the program 
EIR.3 No further discussion of that cumulative impact is then required.  

As noted above, the 2009 EIR is a “program” EIR certified pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, that evaluated the potential environmental effects of development of Project Site as part of the 
City’s Redevelopment Plan.  Because development of the Project Site was part of the development program 
that was evaluated in the 2009 EIR, it is appropriate for the City to tier its environmental review of the 
proposed Project from the 2009 EIR.   

Section 15168 provides that, to tier from the 2009 EIR, the City must examine the proposed Project in the 
light of the 2009 EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.4  Using 
the methodology set forth in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the City finds that no subsequent 
EIR would be required, then the City can approve the instant Project as being within the scope of the 2009 
EIR and no further environmental document will be required.5        

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides, in pertinent part: When an EIR has been certified or 
negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the 
lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, one or more of 
the following: 

(i) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of the previously identified significant effects; 

(ii) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being 
undertaken which will require major revisions to the previous EIR or negative declaration due 
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(iii) New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:  

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR 
or negative declaration;  

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown 
in the previous EIR;  

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would be in 
fact feasible and would substantially reduce more significant effects of the project, but 
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or  

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considered different from those analyzed 
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 

                                                
2 CEQA Guidelines § 15152(h)(3). 
3 CEQA Guidelines § 15130(d). 
4 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c). 
5 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(2). 
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environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

As noted above, if the City finds, based on the foregoing criteria, that no subsequent EIR is required, then 
the City can approve the Project as being within the scope of the 2009 EIR without further CEQA 
documentation.  However, if the City finds that some changes or additions to the 2009 EIR are necessary, 
but none of the criteria under Section 15162 calling for preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR 
are present, then pursuant to Guidelines Section 15164 the City can prepare an addendum to the 2009 EIR 
to incorporate those changes or additions. 

Here, the proposed Project is within the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan boundary, and the 2009 EIR 
identified, analyzed, and proposed mitigation for the environmental impacts from development of the 
Project Site with a mixed-use project comprised of 140,000 square feet of general retail commercial, 25,000 
square feet of shopping center development, a 180-room hotel, 170,000 square feet of office and 180 multi-
family dwelling units as a part of the City of Hercules’ 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan. An addendum 
to this EIR was prepared in 2015 analyzing 136,250 square feet of retail and commercial space, including 
a grocery retail center and gas station.  

This CEQA Checklist reviews the current mixed-use proposal (29,511 square feet of general retail 
commercial, a 105-room hotel and 120 multi-family dwelling units) to determine whether pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15162, no new significant or significantly worse effects would occur, in which 
case no further environmental review need be performed.  

OVERVIEW OF CEQA CHECKLIST APPROACH 

This CEQA Checklist provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts that may result from 
development of Sycamore Crossing, as evaluated in comparison to the 2009 EIR and with review tiered, 
where appropriate, from the 1995 EIR. 

Based on the applicable exemptions and tiering standards discussed above, this CEQA Checklist provides 
a determination of whether the proposed Project would result in: 

• New Significant Impact. 
• Substantial Increase in Severity of Previously Identified Significant Impact in the 1995 

EIR and 2009 EIR; or 
• Equal or Less Severity of Impact Previously Identified in the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR. 

Where the checkbox for New Significant Impact or Substantial Increase in Severity of Previously Identified 
Significant Impact is checked, there are significant impacts that are: 

• Due to new information that was not known and could not have been known at the time of 
the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3)); 

• Due to substantial changes in the project (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(1)); or 
• Due to substantial changes in circumstances under which the project will be undertaken 

(per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(2)). 

Where the severity of the impacts of the proposed Project would be the same as or less than the severity of 
the impacts described in the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR, the checkbox for Equal or Less Severity of Impact 
Previously Identified is checked. 
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A list of the 2009 EIR mitigation measures and conditions is included in Attachment 3 and is incorporated 
by reference into the CEQA Checklist analysis.  

An evaluation of the proposed Project is provided in the CEQA Checklist below.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

As described above, 2009 EIR evaluated the potential environmental effects from development of a mixed-
use project on the Project Site that would have included the following uses: 

• 140,000 square feet of retail commercial (including a 25,000 square foot grocery store),  
• 170,000 square feet of office space,  
• a 180-room hotel,  
• 170 multi-family dwelling units, and  
• a structured parking facility. 

The current Project proposes the following uses for the Project Site: 

• 29,511 square feet of total commercial space including a pharmacy, and retail and service uses, 
including a neighborhood restaurant and coffee shop with a drive-through, in four buildings ranging 
from 4,400 square feet to approximately 6,000 square feet, 

• a 105-room hotel, 
• 120 multi-family dwelling units, and 
• surface parking. 

This evaluation concludes that the proposed Project is consistent with and implements (at a lesser density) 
the City of Hercules’ 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan, for which the City certified the 2009 EIR. 
Specifically, the proposed Project is consistent with and within the scope of the development and land use 
characteristics established by the City of Hercules in the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan, and any 
potential environmental impacts associated with its development were adequately analyzed and covered by 
the analysis in the 2009 EIR. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the applicable 
mitigation measures identified in the 2009 EIR, as well as any applicable conditions of approval (see 
Attachment 3).  

The proposed Project is also consistent with and implements the City of Hercules’ 1995 General Plan, for 
which the City certified 1995 EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15130, the 
environmental review for the proposed Project may also be tiered from the 1995 EIR and the discussion 
and analyses of cumulative impacts in the 1995 EIR are applicable to the review of the proposed Project. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15162, and as set forth in the CEQA Checklist 
below, the proposed Project is exempt from further environmental review based on the following findings: 

• The analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the 2009 EIR that was certified by the 
City of Hercules on April 20, 2009, remain valid, and no supplemental environmental review 
is required for the proposed Project modifications. 

• There have been no changes to the development proposed for the Project Site that would cause 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified effects. 
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14. Engeo, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Sept. 19, 2016 

15. Engeo, Soil Characterization, Sycamore Crossing, Hercules, California, May 19, 2017 

16. Engeo, Response to Comment Letter – Lead Impacts, Sycamore Crossings, Hercules, California, 
March 13, 2019 

17. Veneklasen Assoc., Assessment of Environmental Noise, Sycamore Crossing Grading Noise and 
Vibration Report, Jun. 4, 2018 

18. Veneklasen Assoc., Assessment of Environmental Noise, Sycamore Crossing Grading Noise and 
Vibration Report, April, 2019 
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1. Aesthetics 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
public scenic vista? 

 

£ £ X 

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

 

£ ☐ X 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

 

£ ☐ X 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained one impact and mitigation measure applicable to the proposed Project: 

• Impact Visual-3 noted that development in upper drainage valleys, lower drainage floodplains 
and plateaus could introduce additional light and glare. This impact was reduced to a less-than-
significant level by requiring future development projects to screen parking areas by use of 
vegetation or trees, use of hoods for light fixtures for parking areas, loading docks and use of 
regular windows instead of glass walls or massive reflective windows. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to aesthetics: 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2a required development on the Sycamore Crossing site to retain or 
replace the existing trees onsite to the extent feasible. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2b required plantings that serve to screen views of residential 
development, or that help to maintain a natural-appearing landscape, shall be retained to the 
extent feasible. Such plants could be thinned selectively if thinning would improve view 
corridors. If specific trees are to be removed, such as eucalyptus trees, replace with trees, 
preferably native species, which will provide suitable screening while retaining the view 
corridor along San Pablo Avenue. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2c required that future buildings on the Sycamore Crossing site shall 
be sited so that it minimizes view obstruction from sensitive viewpoints. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2d required new development on the Sycamore Crossing site to be 
subject to the City’s design review provisions. New development shall avoid use of designs 
and materials that are inconsistent with the existing development along San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue in the vicinity of the Project Site. 
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• Mitigation Measure AES-2f required that landscaping consistent with the existing terrain and 
landscaping of San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue shall be incorporated to soften the 
visual mass of the building frontages and parking areas. The developer of each specific 
development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area shall provide usable 
open space areas within the project. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-4a required that parking areas on the Sycamore Crossing site shall be 
screened with vegetation and/or trees. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-4b required developers for the Sycamore Crossing site to use hooded 
and down-directed lights for nighttime illumination in parking areas, shipping and receiving 
docks, and other areas of the site as applicable. 

 
Project Analysis and Conclusion 
 
a)  A scenic vista is generally defined as an expansive view of highly valued landscape as observable from 

a publicly accessible vantage point. In the City of Hercules, views of San Pablo Bay and distant views 
of the coastal range are considered scenic vistas and are available to higher areas east of I-80 and some 
areas west of I-80. In the project area, San Pablo Avenue, which forms the southern boundary of the 
Project Site, provides only limited views of San Pablo Bay and the distant hills of Marin, Sonoma, and 
Napa Counties, due to intervening topography and development. Adjacent to the site, views of San Pablo 
Bay are not available from San Pablo Avenue while traveling either north or south given the mature 
stand of trees fronting the southern boundary of the Project Site and the knoll in the southeastern portion 
of the Project Site. Based on the intervening topography and development, as well as the proximity 
between the site and any scenic vista, implementation of the proposed project would not impede views 
of any such scenic resources, nor would it be visible from these scenic locations. The proposed Project 
would include plantings and landscaping as required by earlier EIRs. 

The Project Site is not currently used as a public park, gathering place or public scenic vista. 

There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with respect to a substantial adverse impact 
on a scenic vista than previously analyzed in previous CEQA documents for this site. 

b) The 2009 EIR previously found impacts associated with scenic highways to be significant and 
unavoidable, even with the incorporation of mitigation. 

In Contra Costa County, the only Officially Designated State Scenic Highway is the segment of SR-24, 
from the Caldecott Tunnel near the Alameda County line north to I-680 near the City of Walnut Creek, 
which offers travelers views of Mount Diablo. The Project Site is located approximately 10 miles 
northwest of the nearest portion of this State Scenic Highway, and because of intervening topography, 
no portions of the Project Site or the Project area are visible from this portion of SR-24. 

San Pablo Avenue is identified as a Scenic Roadway Corridor by the Hercules General Plan. The portion 
of the Project Site fronting San Pablo Avenue is characterized by mature trees, grasslands, and open 
space. As a result, the 2009 EIR concluded that the potential removal of mature trees and the change in 
visual character along San Pablo Avenue could potentially result in significant impacts. Thus, to reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels, the proposed Project would be required to incorporate 
all mitigation measures as originally identified in the 2009 EIR as identified above to reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level. Similar to the findings of the 2009 EIR, the incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures AES-2a, AES-2b, AES-2c, AES-2d, and AES-2f would be required, as listed above. 
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No new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to damage to scenic resources or 
other similar resources near a scenic highway than has been previously analyzed. 

c) The Project Site currently contains vacant land covered with grasses and shrubs, with mature trees 
located along the southern boundary of the Project Site and along Ohlone Creek. The majority of the 
Project Site would be developed with buildings of varying sizes, parking lots, and landscaped areas. 
Given the topography of the Project Site, onsite buildings would be constructed on flat building pads. 
Under the current General Commercial zoning designation, onsite structures would be limited to a 
maximum height of 35 feet. Under the proposed PD Plan, buildings are proposed at 32 feet along San 
Pablo Avenue.  The western portion of the Project Site would be redesignated to Planned Commercial-
Residential, which would allow for residential and hotel uses.  This rezoning returns the Project Site to 
the zoning designation originally analyzed under the 2009 EIR and would have no additional aesthetic 
impacts as compared to those studied in that document. 

As previously discussed, the Project Site is partially screened by trees and vegetation, as well as by the 
topography in the southeastern portion of the Project Site. The primary scenic resource on the site, 
Ohlone Creek, would be retained and preserved within a permanent conservation easement. 
Development of the Project Site to a mixed-use project would be consistent with the visual quality of 
the surrounding area, which is predominantly developed and urban in nature. To ensure that the proposed 
Project would include architectural design, landscaping, and site planning compatible with the visual 
character of surrounding area, the Project would be required to incorporate all mitigation measures 
related to visual character and quality and applicable to the Sycamore Crossing site as originally 
identified in the 2009 EIR. Similar to the findings of the 2009 EIR, the incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures from the General Plan EIR and 2009 EIR will be required to ensure this impact will be less-
than-significant. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result from the proposed Project, and thus, the Project 
is within the scope of previous EIRs that include the Project Site. 

d) The 2009 EIR and 1995 EIR found impacts associated with light and glare to be less than significant 
with the incorporation of mitigation. 

The proposed Project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the Project Site where none 
currently exist. The existing level of nighttime lighting in the project area is consistent with typical 
urban development (e.g., streetlights, security lights, automobile lights, landscape/accent lights). Since 
the Project's commercial retail uses tend to use higher-intensity nighttime lighting for safety and 
security purposes, night lighting could create some disturbance for nearby residences or motorist. 
Daytime glare could also increase above existing levels by the introduction of new buildings and 
vehicles on the Project Site. Reflective vehicle surfaces or retail and commercial buildings with 
reflective windows or signage could create glare from viewpoints along San Pablo Avenue. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would be subject to the performance standards and design 
review as set forth in the Hercules Zoning Ordinance, which would minimize light and glare impacts. 
(Hercules Municipal Code Sec. 13-31.300.9.) Additionally, to reduce potential impacts to acceptable 
levels of significance, the Project would be required to incorporate all mitigation measures related to 
light and glare and as identified in the previous EIRs, identified above. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result from proposed Project implementation than 
analyzed in previous EIRs and no new analysis is required.  Under the requirements of the 2020 
California Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings, which will be in effect when the Project is constructed, all new residential construction will 
be required to provide some amount of solar energy facilities on the rooftop of homes. The California 
Public Utilities Commission’s Rulemaking on 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards considered 
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the impact of this new regulation under CEQA and found the impacts from light and glare of this 
regulation to be “no impact”. (CEQA Environmental Checklist, August 23, 2017, page 3.)  

The potential for light and glare impacts from solar will not be different than the previously approved 
project, nor any project in the state as all new construction will be required to comply with this 
mandate.  

 

____________________________ 
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2. Agriculture and Forest  
Resources  

 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to 
forest resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding the state's inventory of 
forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified 

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

£ £ X 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

£ ☐ X 

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))? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 
The issue of agriculture and forestry impacts was not analyzed in previous CEQA documents for this site. 

Project Analysis and Conclusions 

a-e) According to the California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP), neither the Project Site nor the Project area contains any land designated as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland). The City of Hercules Land Use 
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and Zoning Map does not identify any areas in the City zoned for agricultural use. Additionally, 
according to the California Department of Conservation’s Williamson Act FY 2008/2009 map, neither 
the Project Site nor the Project area contains any land identified as under a Williamson Act contract. 
Further, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection's (CalFire) Land Cover 
Map, neither the Project Site nor the Project area contains any land designated as forestland or 
timberland.  

There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with respect to this topic than have been 
previously analyzed. 

____________________________ 
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3. Air Quality  
 

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

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact] 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

£ £ X 

b. Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

£ ☐ X 

c. 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 (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

£ ☐ X 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

£ ☐ X 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR identified the following potentially significant air quality impacts and imposed 
the following Mitigation measures: 

• Impact Air-1 found that fugitive dust from construction and demolition will add to PM 10 
levels. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by requiring dust control 
measures, including watering development sites, covering stockpiles of soil, covering haul 
trucks, limiting speeds in construction areas, sweeping of dirt and debris, and covering 
buildings when applying insulation. 

• Impact Air-2 found that exhaust from construction equipment will increase criteria pollutants. 
This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by requiring individual developers to 
maintain and operate equipment to minimize exhaust emissions, including tune up and 
inspection of equipment. Mitigation Measure Air-2 requires large projects to be constructed in 
phases to minimize air emissions. 

The 1995 EIR found that that buildout of land uses envisioned in the Land Use and Circulation Elements 
would create criteria air pollutants that would contribute to an increase of regional air pollutants (Impact 
Air-3). Although the 1995 EIR recommended that an Air Quality Element could be prepared as part of the 
General Plan, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Impact Air-5 was also found to be 
significant and unavoidable. This impact noted that increases in population and employment would exceed 
projections included in the regional Clean Air Plan. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR imposed the following air quality mitigation measures: 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-1 required the City to provide updated population projections to the 
Association of Bay Area Governments for buildout of the Sycamore Crossing property. 
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• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 required, for all discretionary grading, demolition, or construction 
activity in the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan Area, require implementation of the 
following dust control measures by construction contractors, where applicable: 

During demolition of existing structures: 

1. Water active demolition areas to control dust generation during demolition of structures 
and break-up of pavement. 

2. Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site. 
3. Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever debris being loaded is 

sufficiently elevated above the truck. 

During all construction phases: 

1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
2. Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the 

wind. 
3. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all trucks to 

maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 
4. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 

access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
5. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas 

at construction sites. 
6. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 

public streets. 
7. Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously 

graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 
8. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles 

(dirt, sand, etc.). 
9. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 
10. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public road 

ways. 
11. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

To reduce engine exhaust emissions: 

1.  Use alternative fueled construction equipment; 
2. Minimize idling time (5 minutes maximum); 
3. Maintain properly tuned equipment; 
4. Limit the hours of operation of heavy equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-5a required all development shall be required to implement feasible 
BAAQMD mitigation measures for reducing vehicle and area source emissions from suburban 
residential projects. Feasible Mitigation measures to reduce vehicle and area source emissions 
for a suburban residential development include: 

- Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths, connecting project residences to adjacent 
schools, parks, nearest transit stop and nearby commercial areas. 

- Construct transit amenities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc. Provide 
direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project land uses to transit stops and adjacent 
development. 
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- Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light-colored construction 
materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, and 
include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun’s rays and reduce 
local air temperature and cooling energy demand. Eliminate wood burning fireplaces or 
devices. Install a gas outlet in proposed outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits. Offer as an 
option on homes to install a gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a 
gas barbeque. 

- Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, 
refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and Green Building 
Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation 
methods. 

- Encourage the use of battery-powered or electrical landscaping equipment and discourage 
the use of leaf blowers and other dust-producing equipment by installing electrical outlets 
on the exterior walls of both the front and back of all residences and requiring home 
owners’ associations prohibit the use of leaf blowers. 

- Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of plants, trees, and shrubs 
to reduce the demand for gas - powered landscape maintenance equipment. 

- Provide a 220-volt utility drop or other dedicated outlet that is adaptable for use by electric 
or rechargeable hybrid vehicles that are generally available to consumers. 

• MM AQ-5b required all commercial uses shall apply Transportation System Management 
measures to reduce trips and incorporate design features to reduce area source emissions. 
Appropriate strategies include: 

- Provide physical improvements, such as sidewalk improvements, landscaping, and bicycle 
parking that would act as incentives for pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel. 

- Connect site with regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system. Provide transit information 
kiosks. 

- Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and storage for workers and 
patrons. 

- Provide electric vehicle charging facilities. 
- Provide preferential parking for Low Emission Vehicles (LEVs). 
- Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light-colored construction 

materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, and 
include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun's rays and reduce 
local air temperature and cooling energy demand. 

- Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, 
refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and Green Building 
Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation 
methods. 

- Landscape with drought-resistant and low-maintenance species of plants, trees, and shrubs 
to reduce the demand for gas-powered landscape maintenance equipment. 

 

The 2009 EIR determined that, even with adherence to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, construction of the 
proposed levels of development would result in air quality impacts that would be significant and 
unavoidable. Similarly, development facilitated by the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan would generate 
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air emissions that would exceed thresholds established by BAAQMD and which could not be mitigated to 
a less-than-significant level. This impact was found to be significant and unavoidable. 

Project Analysis and Conclusions 

a) The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of commercial and residential development in 
the City of Hercules. This amount of development was previously analyzed in the 1995 EIR and the 
2009 EIR; however, as noted above, these two previous CEQA documents found this impact to be 
significant and unavoidable. Although the proposed Sycamore Crossing development would include 
features to reduce automobile use, such as on-site pedestrian paths and bicycle facilities, the potential 
environmental effects from approval and development of the proposed Project would remain significant 
and unavoidable with respect to the regional air quality plan. However, the type development would be 
consistent with that previously analyzed by the City so that there would be no new or more severe 
significant impacts relating to the regional air quality plan. Furthermore, while the Project proposes uses 
that are consistent with those studied in the 2009 EIR, the Project proposes these uses at a significantly 
reduced scale as compared to the project analyzed in the 2009 EIR. Along with that reduction in use is 
an associated reduction in air quality impacts relating to the regional air quality plan. 

Since the 1995 and 2009 EIRs, BAAQMD has released updates to the 2001 Bay Area Clean Air Plan 
and the 1999 Air Quality Guidelines used in that plan.  The most current plan is the 2017 Clean Air Plan, 
and in May 2017, the BAAQMD updated the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines in light of the final ruling 
in CBIA v. BAAQMD (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, and by which the Clean Air Plan is implemented on a local 
level.  The updated guidelines did not change methodologies for evaluation of air quality impacts.  
Further, changes to regulatory standards (e.g., new Stormwater regulations or air quality thresholds) are 
not considered new information under Public Resources Code § 21166 and the relevant question is the 
comparison of the impacts of the new project as compared to the impacts studied under the existing EIR.  
(See Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, 1320 (new air quality 
thresholds are not new information under Section 21166); Fort Mojave Indian Tribe v. Department of 
Health Services (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1574 1605-06 (new habitat regulation was not significant new 
information under Section 21166).)  Here, the proposed Project anticipates a reduction in vehicle trips 
of approximately 63% as compared to trips anticipated in 2009.  The 2014 Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases Memorandum for Sycamore Crossing shows that, for criteria pollutants, emissions from mobile 
sources made up 95% of total operational emissions for reactive organic gases (ROG), 98% of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), and 99.8% of particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10).  With a reduction, 
by more than half, of vehicle trips the proposed project will have an associated reduction in operational 
criteria pollutants as compared to the project studied in the 2009 EIR.  Likewise, the Project has a vastly 
reduced scope of construction:  the Project proposes only 10% of the combined commercial/office space 
studied in the 2009 EIR, reduces the size of the hotel by 42%, reduces residential dwellings by 29%, and 
eliminates a structured parking facility.  With the reduction in construction activities, the proposed 
Project will have an associated reduction in construction-related criteria air pollutants and precursors as 
compared to the project studied in the 2009 EIR.  Due to the reduction in overall scope as compared to 
previously studied development of the Project Site, the proposed Project will have no new or more severe 
significant impacts with regard to consistency with the Clean Air Plan. 

b) Vehicle trips generated by the proposed Project would add air pollutants into the atmosphere. Both the 
1995 EIR and 2009 EIR found that emissions from buildout of those projects would generate air 
emissions from vehicle use above BAAQMD thresholds.  

However, as noted in the previous CEQA documents as well as air quality analysis performed for 
development for the site in 2014, the proposed Project would be required to implement air quality 
mitigation measures from the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR. The proposed Project would have no more 
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significant air quality impacts including emission of dust and particulate matter during demolition and 
grading activities and emissions of carbon monoxide as compared to those impacts studied in the earlier 
reviews. The 2019 Fehr and Peers Transportation Impact Assessment for the Sycamore Crossing Project 
(Attachment 5) shows that daily vehicle trips from the proposed project would represent a 63% reduction 
of vehicle trips from the project studied in 2009. Vehicles and vehicle exhaust account for a significant 
percentage of operational emissions, and the proposed Project will have reduced vehicle related impacts: 
The 2014 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Memorandum for Sycamore Crossing (Attachment 6) 
shows that, for criteria pollutants, emissions from mobile sources made up 95% of total operational 
emissions for reactive organic gases (ROG), 98% of nitrogen oxides (NOx), and 99.8% of particulate 
matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10). Significant reductions in vehicle trips would result in 
reduced emissions attributable to the proposed Project from mobile sources. 

The proposed Project would not lead to new or more severe significant impacts relating to violations of 
air quality standards6 and would not contribute substantially more to a projected air quality violation 
than has been previously analyzed.  

c) The proposed Project is not expected to result in new or more severe significant air quality impacts (see 
subsection b. above) that would contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase in ozone precursors 
or other pollutants than have been previously analyzed. The 2009 EIR concluded that construction 
equipment exhaust emissions are already included in the emission inventory that is the basis for the 
regional air quality plans, and thus are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone and 
carbon monoxide standards in the Bay Area. The 2009 EIR also found that development of the Project 
Site, in conjunction with development of the Hill Town site, would result in cumulatively significant 
emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10. The 2009 EIR concluded that incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-5a and AQ-5b would reduce ROG and NOx levels to less than significant, but that PM10 would 
remain significant and unavoidable.7 As discussed above, the proposed Project is smaller in scope than 
the project studied in the 2009 EIR. Further, vehicle related operational emissions for the proposed 
Project are expected to be reduced due to reduced trip counts as compared to previously studied projects. 
There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with respect to this topic that was analyzed 
in previous CEQA documents. BAAQMD has updated some of its requirements related to air emissions 
from construction activities and those provisions of Regulation 6 will apply to the proposed Project, 
including fugitive road dust emissions in Regulation 6 Rule 6 which will apply to the proposed Project 
after July 1, 2019. These new regulations will mean that the air emissions will be even less than 
considered in the 2009 EIR.   

d) A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) prepared by First Carbon Solutions, dated October 7, 2014 
(Attachment 7) analyzed whether significant impacts would result from Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC), 
benzene and particulate matter (PM 2.5), within a 1,000-foot radius of the Project Site boundary. The 
HRA concluded that TAC emissions would be below the threshold levels for potential cancer risk, 
emissions of particulate matter, and other health risks. The project analyzed in 2014 included an 18-
pump gas station and 103,239 additional square feet of commercial use compared to the reduced Project 
at issue here which instead proposes a 105-room hotel, which generates far fewer truck trips, and 
residential uses which generate no truck trips. The HRA for the 2014 found that the emissions from the 
2014 project that required analysis were construction, which is the same as here as the whole site will 
be constructed, and emissions from the gas station fuel and trucks serving the retail, including a grocery 
store which has several deliveries by truck per day.  That study found that the impacts from uses with 
far greater emissions would be below the screening levels for the existing, adjacent sensitive receptors 
at residential uses that were 90 feet from the site.  For the current Project, the nearest point of the hotel 

                                                
6 See footnote 5. 
7 See footnote 5. 
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building is 115 feet from the nearest residential unit (located north of the site across Sycamore Avenue) 
and the hotel is 370 feet from the only loading dock in the commercial development. (CVS has the only 
dock).  Thus, the proposed uses are farther than studied in the 2014 HRA.  The proposed Project would 
not generate new or more severe significant impacts than previously analyzed.   

e) The Project Site is already designated for commercial uses in the Hercules General Plan and the potential 
odor effects from these designations were analyzed in the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR. The proposed 
Project is not anticipated to generate new or more severe significant odor impacts than previously 
analyzed. 

____________________________ 
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4. Biological Resources 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

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 Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

£ £ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to biological 
resources. 

• Impact Biology-1 noted that introduction of invasive, non-native species into landscaping 
would be detrimental to native plant species. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Biology-la 
reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring use of native plants in landscape 
plans and, in areas with a lower water table, drought-tolerant plant material. 

• Impact Biology-4 found an impact with respect to degradation of riparian and wetland areas 
from pollutants in stormwater runoff. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Biology-4b reduced 
this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring installation of sedimentation and grease 
basins in drainage systems in parking lots and requiring periodic sweeping of parking lots. 
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2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to biological resources: 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-la required that, prior to any specific project development approval, 
the project proponent shall contact the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to 
identify the jurisdictional status and extent of the intermittent drainage on the Sycamore 
Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a unique graphic 
symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation, paving, or other impermeable surface treatment 
shall be placed within any jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other USACE-
identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any jurisdictional boundary. Encroaching into 
the USACE’s jurisdictional area and corresponding buffer shall be allowed only if it is not 
possible to create a development plan for the subject site that avoids the USACE’s jurisdictional 
area and corresponding buffer without conflicting with the proposed 2009 Updated  
Redevelopment Plan or the City’s General Plan (as determined by the City’s Planning 
Director). In such a case, encroachment into the USACE’s jurisdictional area shall not occur 
unless a Section 404 permit is acquired from the USACE and the project proponent(s) replaces 
the lost value of the jurisdictional area to the satisfaction of the USACE. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-1b required that, prior to any specific project development approval, 
the project proponent shall contact the California Department of Fish and Game, now the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to identify the state jurisdictional status 
and extent of (1) the freshwater wetland and detainment pond features of the Hill Town site 
and (2) the intermittent drainage on the Sycamore Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all 
jurisdictional boundaries with a unique graphic symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation, 
paving, or other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within any jurisdictional area 
or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other CDFW identified appropriate buffer perimeter) 
beyond any jurisdictional boundary. In the event of a conflict between responsible agency 
requirements for Mitigation Measure BIO- la and Mitigation Measure BIO-1b, the larger buffer 
perimeter shall be established. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-1d required that, prior to issuance of grading permits for the Sycamore 
Crossing project, the project proponent shall submit a fencing plan to the City of Hercules 
Planning Department for approval that corresponds to the USACE and/or CDFW-approved 
perimeter beyond the sensitive habitat areas described in Mitigation Measures BIO-la and BIO-
lb above, and install temporary construction fencing according to the approved plan. The 
fencing plan may be superimposed on the grading plan or may be a separate plan; if on a 
separate plan, the fencing plan shall show existing and proposed contour lines in the vicinity 
of the fence. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-2b required that: (a) Prior to submission of grading plans, the project 
proponent shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys for the monarch 
butterfly (Danaus plexippus), the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), and the salt marsh common 
yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), and to identify any raptor species hunting or nesting 
in the project area. Surveys shall take place during the appropriate nesting/roosting and 
breeding periods for each listed species: the monarch butterfly during winter roosting period 
(October-February), for the pallid bat during hibernation (December-April), and the salt marsh 
common yellowthroat during breeding (March-September). Surveys shall comply with 
applicable CDFW protocols. (b) If the project biologist discovers any of these species, the 
species' nests or roosting locations shall be located on the site map with GPS UTM markers. 
No grading plan review shall proceed until the project proponent informs the CDFW and 
commits to appropriate mitigation measures that meet the satisfaction of the CDFW, such as 
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avoidance, creation of buffers, transplantation, timing of construction activities to avoid active 
nests/roosts, or off-site Mitigation. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-3 required project proponents to adhere to the requirements of the 
City’s tree ordinance, Ordinance No. 33, which includes the submittal of a tree replacement 
plan to the City for approval. 

Project Analysis and Conclusions 

a) The proposed Project is not expected to generate new impacts related to biological resources because the 
1995 EIR and 2009 EIR already identify potentially significant impacts in this area and mitigation 
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. As a consistent project, 
such mitigation measures would be applicable to the proposed Project.  

The proposed Project could potentially impact, either directly or indirectly, special status species if 
present on the Project Site. Additionally, construction activities that occur during the nesting season 
(generally March 1 to August 31) could potentially disturb nesting sites for birds protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code. 

However, the Project applicant would conduct the required pre-grading analysis, consult with the 
jurisdictional agencies as necessary and adhere to the required mitigation measures, therefore, no new 
or more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR are 
expected to result from the proposed Project.  

b-c) The proposed Project could potentially impact riparian and jurisdictional water resources. A site-
specific jurisdictional determination found that jurisdictional areas included the creek (0.11 acres) and 
its associated riparian vegetation (0.57 acres) and one additional seasonal wetland (0.05 acres) close to 
the southern edge of the Project Site along San Pablo Avenue (WRA Environmental Consultants, 
Sycamore Crossing Delineation of Wetlands, Non-Wetland Waters, and Riparian Habitat, September 
2017, Attachment 8). The state and federal jurisdictional areas would not be disturbed for the 
development, and stormwater and pathway improvements would be constructed in the City buffer. 
Specifically, a 2.34-acre parcel would be reserved for the preservation of Ohlone Creek, a natural creek 
corridor that crosses the Project Site in a north-easterly direction, and the adjacent seasonal wetland 
along San Pablo Avenue.  

The natural creek corridor is approximately 100 feet wide, encompasses the state and federal 
jurisdictional area and the City buffer, and would be fenced with decorative fencing in a manner that 
retains the natural character of the wetland. A creek-side interpretive path in the City buffer, but outside 
the jurisdictional area, with nodes, lookouts, and viewing points would be provided along the westerly 
side of the channel. Pedestrian amenities would include shade, seating, and decorative paving to enhance 
a natural experience within the built environment. Bioswales would be constructed in the City buffer on 
the western and eastern sides. The corridor area would be privately owned as part of the shopping center, 
although certain public drainage easements would be dedicated, and all improvements or modifications 
would need to be approved by local agencies responsible for regulating environmental and hydrology 
standards. 

The Creek Corridor would be funded for maintenance jointly by the owners of the mixed-use site. This 
maintenance mechanism would require invasive weed control, and would be a condition of approval. 
The Contra Costa Mosquito & Vector Control District has reviewed the proposed Project as documented 
in their letter of February 11, 2019 and the proposed Project will be conditioned to follow all of its 
regulations, see Attachment 9. There are several available options to fund maintenance of the open space 
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area.  The applicant has proposed a Lighting and Landscaping District/Community Facilities District to 
encumber the entire Project site.  Alternatively, the creek/open space area could be maintained as a 
Commercial Area Management (CAM) with the cost imposed on the commercial area properties east of 
the creek with the open space parcel in common ownership. In either case, the wetland area north of San 
Pablo and west of Ohlone Creek Place will be maintained by the Homeowners Association for the 
residential area.  

d) The Project Site is not known as a wildlife or fish movement corridor or nursery site. See First Carbon 
Solutions BRA (BRA at p. 59)(Attachment 10). Implementation of the proposed Project would not 
interfere with the movement of any fish or wildlife species or impede the use of native nursery sites or 
corridors. No new or more severe significant impacts would result from the proposed Project, and thus, 
the proposed Project is within the scope of previous EIRs. In addition, no project modifications, physical 
changes on the Project Site, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that would result 
in any new significant effect or increase the severity of any previously identified effect. 

 
e) The Project Site includes a number of mature trees, as defined in Section 415.02 of the Municipal Code 

as any living tree with a trunk diameter measuring twelve (12) inches or greater when measured at 
roughly four and one-half (4-1/2) feet above the surface of the ground. Mature trees may be removed in 
conjunction with a development as stated in the Hercules Municipal Code policy Section 4-15.05 or if 
determined to be diseased.  

  
Many of the existing trees on site defined as “mature” are proposed for removal to allow for construction 
of the proposed Project and are generally located along San Pablo Avenue. A tree replacement plan must 
be approved to fulfill a mitigation measure contained in the 2009 EIR, and therefore included as a 
condition of approval. The proposed Project would include planting of trees around the perimeter of the 
site in landscaped parkways, within the parking lot in landscaped planter areas, and within the San Pablo 
Avenue median as generally shown on the submitted conceptual landscape plans.  
 
As required by the City's Tree Ordinance, necessary approvals will be obtained for removal of mature, 
protected trees, and a tree replacement program will be developed and approved by the City, as required 
by Ordinance and by a mitigation measure contained in the 2009 EIR. No new or more severe impacts 
would result with respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 
 

f)  The Project Site is not located within the boundaries of any Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural 
Community Conservation Plan area and no new or more severe significant impacts are anticipated with 
respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

____________________________ 
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5. Cultural Resources 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

£ £ X 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to cultural 
resources. 

• Impact Cultural-2 noted that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements could result in damage to known and unknown historic archeological resources. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measures Culture-1b and -le reduced this impact to a less-than- 
significant level by requiring notices to contractors that they: not disturb artifacts; identify a 
qualified archeologist in the event of finding an artifact; and develop an appropriate course of 
action, including scientific analysis. 

2009 EIR. This EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to cultural resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-1 required that if prehistoric or unique archaeological resources are 
discovered during construction of any projects undertaken as a result of the proposed 2009 
Updated Redevelopment Plan, all work within a 50-foot radius of the find shall halt until a 
qualified archaeologist evaluates and determines the significance of the find pursuant to Section 
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines and until the finding can be fully investigated and 
proper protection measures, as determined by qualified experts, can be implemented. Work 
shall not resume within a 50-foot radius of the find until the project archaeologist states in 
writing that such work would not substantially affect the significance of an historical or unique 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines and the 
City of Hercules concurs with such finding. Construction of the project can continue outside 
of the 50-foot radius of the find, so long as such activities would not physically damage any 
discovered cultural resources or reduce the data recovery potential of the find. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-2 required that, as part of the review of specific development 
proposals for the Sycamore Crossing site and to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules, a 
paleontologist shall evaluate the geological conditions of the involved sites to determine the 
sensitivity of the sites for paleontological resources. If the sites are determined to be sensitive 
for vertebrate fossils or important marine invertebrate fossils, a paleontological monitoring 
program shall be implemented during the grading phases of the respective project, and during 
other construction activities that affect previously undisturbed soils, such as trenching for pipes 
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and foundations. The paleontologist must: be knowledgeable of the paleontological resources 
in Contra Costa County; have the minimum of a bachelor's degree in paleontology or a related 
field; and be prepared to perform data recovery tasks, analysis, and preparation of a technical 
report addressing any results of the program, if monitoring is deemed necessary. If necessary, 
the paleontological monitoring program must include the maintenance of daily field logs, the 
recovery of soil samples for micro-screening for small fossil remains, and the ability to remove 
vertebrate remains as they are identified (e.g., with proper location data and associations). In 
addition, a photographic record must be maintained over the course of the program and, if 
resources are found in a context too extensive for the monitoring program, the monitor must 
have the authority to halt any activities adversely impacting the resource, and arrange for the 
additional personnel needed to adequately manage the resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-3 stated that if human remains are discovered at the Project Site 
during construction, work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been 
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of Hercules Public Works Department and County 
coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County coroner to 
be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified 
within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Project Analysis and Conclusions 

a-d) Because of the highly disturbed nature of the Project Site as documented in prior review, it is 
unlikely that archaeological resources would be found during proposed Project construction. A 
paleontological records search was conducted at the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology for the Project Site on December 22, 2013. (First Carbon Solutions, Cultural Resources 
Assessment, Nov. 13, 2014) (Attachment 11). This search indicated that the Project Site is within the 
Briones Formation. Although the paleontological potential of the Briones Formation is low to 
moderate, it has a high paleontological sensitivity because of its Barstovian vertebrate fauna, and 
most notably Desmostylus. 
 
Excavation/trenching activities that occur anywhere within the Project Site could disturb the Briones 
Formation. Thus, it is possible that paleontological resources could be encountered during proposed 
Project construction. 

The proposed Project would be required to minimize potential impacts to previously unknown buried 
archaeological and paleontological resources, by adhering to all mitigation measures related to cultural 
resources as set forth in the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR. With adherence to these measures, as further 
refined in the First Carbon Solutions 2014 report and required by the City of Hercules, no new or more 
severe significant impacts would occur than have been identified in previous EIRs affecting the site. 

____________________________ 
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6. Geology and Soils  
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

a. Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

£ £ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? £ ☐ X 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
£ ☐ X 

iv. Landslides? £ ☐ X 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil? 
£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The EIR contained the following impact and mitigation measure related to geological resources. 

• Impact Geology-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would involve construction in a seismically active zone that has a high probability of 
ground shaking. Strong ground shaking could pose a risk to the structural integrity of buildings 
and associated underground utility lines as well as being a threat to the welfare and safety of 
building occupants. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Geology-ld reduced this impact to a less-
than-significant level by requiring site-specific geotechnical analyses for every new 
development. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following Mitigation measure related to geological resources. 

• Mitigation Measure GEO-1 required a site-specific geotechnical investigation for any new 
development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area. Development proposed 
within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area shall conform to the provisions of current 
building codes and to the recommendations of the geotechnical investigations performed for 
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proposed development. Structures for human habitation shall be designed to meet or exceed 
California Uniform Building Code standards for Seismic Zone 4. 

The proposed Project has been studied in the Summary of Geotechnical and Geologic Hazards Impacting 
Planned Development, ENGEO, October 6, 2016 (Attachment 12) and in Geotechnical Exploration, 
Sycamore Crossing Retail Center, Hercules CA. ENGEO, October 7, 2016 (Attachment 13). The 
proposed Project will be conditioned, consistent with Mitigation Measure GEO-1 to implement the 
recommendations of this report as well as any further reports required at the time of submittal of 
improvement and/or building plans. 
 
Project Analysis and Conclusions 

a) Proposed Project improvements would be subject to strong ground shaking during a moderate to severe 
seismic event on a regional fault. Compliance with all applicable state and local regulations, including 
those established by the California Building Code (CBC) and the Hercules General Plan's Safety 
Element, is a mandatory requirement of any development project in the City. Using standard 
construction practices, chosen in accordance with the results of site-specific geotechnical investigation 
and in compliance with all applicable requirements, structures would be designed and constructed to 
withstand an earthquake. The 2009 EIR included Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which required 
preparation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and adherence to the design and construction 
recommendations contained in the investigation, as well as all applicable CBC standards. As previously 
addressed, similar to other development projects in the City, the proposed Project would be required to 
comply with the standards contained in the CBC. 

Overall, with adherence to identified mitigation measures, there would be no new or more significant 
severe impacts than analyzed in previous EIRs. 

b) The following analysis addresses construction-level impacts and long-term operational impacts of the 
proposed Project. 

Construction-level. Construction of the proposed Project would include grading, excavation, and other 
earthmoving activities that have the potential to allow stormwater runoff to convey onsite sediments and 
pollutants off the Project Site and eventually into downstream receiving waters. As established by the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program, because the proposed 
Project would disturb one or more acres of land, the Project will be required to obtain coverage under 
the State General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity as 
amended (State General Permit). 

Construction activities subject to the State General Permit include clearing, grading, and disturbances to 
the ground such as stockpiling or excavation. The State General Permit requires implementation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would generally contain a site map(s) 
showing the construction perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, storm water collection and 
discharge points, general pre- and post-construction topography, drainage patterns across the site, and 
adjacent road ways. 

The SWPPP must also include construction features designed to prevent erosion and protect the quality 
of stormwater runoff, known as Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction BMPs may include, 
but are not limited to, stabilized construction entrances, straw wattles on embankments, and sediment 
filters on existing inlets. Additionally, the SWPPP must contain: a visual monitoring program; a 
chemical monitoring program for "non-visible" pollutants, should the BMPs fail; and a sediment 
monitoring plan, should the site discharge directly into a water body listed on the 303(d) list for sediment. 
Section A of the Construction General Permit lists all elements that must be contained in a SWPPP. 
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The preparation, implementation, and participation with the NPDES permit program, including the 
implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs, would reduce the proposed Project's effects on erosion to less 
than significant levels. 

Operational Impacts. Because of the location of the Project Site on the valley floor, the potential for 
erosion onsite is low. The Project Site is currently undeveloped and consists of a mix of undisturbed 
earth, vegetation, mature trees, and remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls from past 
industrial uses. The proposed Project would include developing the majority of the Project Site, 
increasing the percentage of impervious surfaces, and structural improvements found onsite. The 
addition of these impervious surfaces and structural improvements would help prevent erosion from 
occurring by stabilizing and retaining soils on the Project Site. Those portions of the Project Site located 
outside of a building footprint would primarily consist of pervious landscaped areas containing a mix of 
trees, plants, and groundcover, all of which would help to stabilize and retain onsite soils while 
preventing substantial erosion activity from occurring. When compared with the vacant, unprotected 
earth currently found on most of the Project Site, these landscaped areas would reduce erosion potential 
on the Project Site. 

Overall, with adherence to previous EIR mitigation measures, no new or more severe significant impacts 
would result with respect to substantial increases of soil erosion or loss of topsoil than have been 
analyzed in previous EIRs. 

c, d) While previous geotechnical report on the site did not identify potential impacts with respect to on- 
site landsliding or unstable soil, a report prepared by ENGEO (2016)(Attachment 13) indicates the 
presence of a slide on the east side commercial site extending from the “knoll.” The proposed Project 
applicant proposes to re-grade the entirety of the developable portions of the pursuant to the 
recommendations of a qualified geotechnical engineer prepared in conjunction with improvement plans 
for the site. The geotechnical engineer will prepare a final soils and geotechnical report consistent with 
City of Hercules requirements for grading. No new or more severe significant impacts related to 
landslide, liquefaction, or similar soils hazards would occur beyond those identified in previous CEQA 
documents. 

e) Buildings proposed as part of the Project would be connected to the regional wastewater system so there 
would be no need for septic systems or alternative waste disposal systems. No new or more severe 
significant impacts would occur with respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

 
____________________________ 
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7. Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

£ £ X 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purposes of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The issue of greenhouse gas emissions was not analyzed in the 1995 EIR. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measure related to greenhouse gas emissions. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-6 required the project's residential and commercial land uses as a 
whole shall achieve an energy efficiency standard equivalent to the California Energy 
Commission’s Tier II standard. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a-b) The 2009 EIR concluded that development of the Project Site would generate greenhouse gases from 
project-related traffic and area sources, and sources of indirect emissions include electricity that would 
be used by the proposed project. The 2009 EIR found that the development of the Project Site was 
expected to generate less greenhouse gas than typical residential and commercial developments of 
similar scale, as it is surrounded by land uses and transportation facilities that would further reduce 
vehicle trips and, therefore, greenhouse gas emissions from future development. Operational greenhouse 
gas emissions from development of the Sycamore Crossings site were estimated as 9,420.17 tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalents. The 2009 EIR found the impact was less than significant after incorporation 
of Mitigation Measure AQ-6, listed above, which requires that the proposed Project meet quantified 
standards more rigorous than the code requirements, including energy efficiency savings, enhanced 
water-use reduction, and construction waste diversion. 

The proposed Project is not expected to generate new or more severe impacts as compared to the 2009 
EIR, as the 2009 EIR identified a potentially significant impact in this area and appropriate mitigation 
to reduce that impact to less than significant levels that would be applicable to the proposed Project. 
Further, since publication of the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR, California has continued to make progress in 
requiring sources of electrical power that carry a reduced carbon footprint. This includes SB 100 (2018) 
and EO B-55-18 (2018) require that California achieve 100% clean energy sources by December 31, 
2045.  Most recently, in May 2018 the California Energy Commission approved the 2019 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, which affect all projects applying for a building permit after January 1, 
2020.  Under the updated standards, nonresidential buildings are projected to use about 30% less energy 
due mainly to lighting upgrades, and all new single-family homes and multi-family buildings of less 
than three stories must including a photovoltaic system, where feasible, with appropriate kilowatt output 
as set by the new regulations and based on the size of the home. 

The Project proposes less intensive uses in all areas than those studied under the prior EIR and would 
reduce vehicle trips by an estimated 63% as compared to the project studied in the 2009 EIR; the 
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proposed Project is therefore not expected to have any new or more severe adverse impacts relative to 
the prior EIRs. 

____________________________ 
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8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified 

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

£ £ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

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 for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

g. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

£ ☐ X 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. No applicable hazard impacts or mitigation measures were included in the 1995 EIR. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to hazards and hazardous 
materials. 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-2e-g required that no future buildings be located on any pipeline 
right-of-way. 
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Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) During construction of the proposed project, hazardous or potentially hazardous materials would likely 
be handled, transported, used, and disposed of both on and off the Project Site. 

These materials include gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricants and other petroleum-based products used to 
operate and maintain construction equipment and vehicles. The transportation, use, and/or disposal of 
hazardous materials would be temporary in duration and would coincide with short-term construction 
activities on the Project Site. Any handling of hazardous materials would be limited in both quantity and 
concentrations. Hazardous materials associated with operation and maintenance of construction 
equipment and vehicles would be securely stored in the construction staging area within the Project Site, 
with only the required amounts of these materials being stored onsite. The actual quantity of hazardous 
or potentially hazardous materials that would be permitted to be stored on the Project Site will be 
determined by (1) the individual hazardous characteristics of the material; (2) manufacturer guidelines; 
and (3) the applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

The handling, transporting, use, or disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials would 
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local agencies and regulations, including the EPA, RCRA, 
DTSC, California Highway Patrol (CHP), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and 
Contra Costa Health Services Hazardous Materials Program Office. 

Construction for the proposed Project is significantly smaller in scope than the projects identified and 
analyzed in prior review; no new or more severe significant impact would result than has been previously 
analyzed. 

b) The Project Site was previously found to contain hazardous materials as a result of historical industrial 
uses. Based on prior remediation efforts and prior earthwork activities on the Project Site, the entire site 
was certified by the State Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to unrestricted land use 
standards. DTSC Letter of March 10, 2009: Hercules Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan, Hercules, 
California – Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH #2008112049. Remnant foundations in the creek 
corridor would remain undisturbed and substantial deposits of residual chemicals in the development 
area are considered unlikely to remain directly below the ground surface and thus would not pose a 
substantial risk to either onsite construction workers or offsite receptors. (Engeo, Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment, Sept. 19, 2016)(Attachment 14).  The entire site as well as an existing stockpile of 
120,00 cubic yards of soil located on the western portion of the Project Site was sampled and found to 
not contain any constituents of concern above CAL-EPA and US EPA screening levels for residential 
use. (Engeo, Soil Characterization, Sycamore Crossing, Hercules, California, May 19, 
2017)(Attachment 15).  

The Engeo Phase I Environmental Site Assessment referenced the Limited Subsurface Investigation 
performed in 2014.  Engeo prepared a further report that explained that “the lead impacts identified at 
the site were isolated to only the eastern portion of the creek corridor and setback area. These are 
jurisdictional areas where the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not required 
remediation, and are outside of the proposed site development area. These areas, and the entirety of the 
open space area along Ohlone Creek, are proposed to be permanently fenced off from public access. 
Further, review of the soil samples collected as part of the 2014 sampling showed that lead levels 
outside of the setback area are below current DTSC Screening Levels (SLs) for residential soil of 80 
milligrams per kilograms.” (Engeo, Response to Comment Letter – Lead Impacts, Sycamore 
Crossings, Hercules, California, March 13, 2019, Attachment 16). The Engeo report went on to state 
that no further review by DTSC is required because “[p]revious reports have shown that the lead-
impacted soils of concern to DTSC exist only within the eastern side of the creek corridor, outside of 
the proposed site development, which will be permanently fenced off from any public contact as 
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required by the City’s development conditions for this site. Therefore, the proposed development will 
not disturb the previously identified lead-impacted soils.” 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to creation of a significant impact 
through reasonably foreseeable upset or accident than have been previously analyzed. 

c) No schools exist or are planned within a one-quarter mile radius of the Project Site and no new or more 
significantly severe impacts would result than previously analyzed. Additionally, as addressed above, 
the proposed Project would not emit hazardous materials, substances, or hazardous waste within one-
quarter mile of a school into the environment. 

d) The Project Site is not listed on the Cortese List as of March 2019. No new or more severe significant 
impact would result than has been previously analyzed. 

e,f) There are no public or private airports or airstrips located within or near the Project Site, so there would 
be no new or more severe significant impact with regard to airport safety than analyzed in previous 
CEQA documents. 

g) The proposed Project is located on private property and would not block streets or roadways that would 
be used as emergency evacuation routes. No new or more significant severe impact would result than 
has been previously analyzed. 

h) The Project Site is located within the urbanized portion of the City of Hercules and is substantially 
surrounded by residential uses or vacant land that is devoid of major stands of trees that would contribute 
to an urban wildfire. No new or more severe significant impacts would occur than have been previously 
analyzed in other CEQA documents for the proposed Project. 

 
____________________________ 
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9. Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase 
in Severity of 

Previously Identified 
Significant Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

£ £ X 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

e. 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? 

£ ☐ X 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

£ ☐ X 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

£ ☐ X 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

£ ☐ X 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam? 

£ ☐ X 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? £ ☐ X 
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to hydrology 
and water quality. 

• Impact Hydrology-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would place structures and an increased population at risk from 100- year 
flooding events from Refugio Creek and coastal storms. Additionally, increased development 
of new impermeable surfaces would increase runoff and increase flooding. Adherence to 
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Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1b requires that for each new development, runoff increase 
calculations shall be measured against estimates of existing runoff to ensure that no flooding 
will occur. 

• Impact Hydrology-2 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements could increase point and nonpoint source pollution of surface waters from 
construction activity and vehicle use. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2b requires 
the City to develop a set of Best Management Practices for developers to follow to minimize 
pollution. This could include use of stormwater retention or detention structures, use of oil and 
water separators, and use of sediment traps. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to hydrology 
and water quality. 

• Mitigation Measure HYD-2 required that, prior to issuance of a grading or building permit for 
the Sycamore Crossing site, project sponsors shall prepare hydrology and drainage studies to 
determine existing and proposed stormwater runoff. Such plans and calculations shall also 
identify necessary drainage features to ensure that stormwater flows after development do not 
exceed pre-development flow conditions. 

• Mitigation Measure HYD-3 prohibited placement of structures within a 100-year floodplain. 
No such approvals shall be granted unless a Letter of Map Revision is approved by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) The proposed Project has the potential to generate water pollutants during both construction and 
operation. Water pollutants generated during construction are anticipated to include sediment, trash, 
equipment or vehicle fluids, and other equipment or vehicle byproducts. Water pollutants produced 
during operation may consists of typical urban stormwater pollutants, such as fertilizer and nutrients, 
vehicle fluids and other vehicle byproducts that collect within parking lots, sediment, and trash. 

Both construction and operation-generated water pollutants would be reduced to less than significant 
levels in accordance with the adherence to mitigation measures from previous EIRs and the Contra Costa 
County Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP). This plan requires developers and owner/builders to 
control stormwater quality impacts of their projects by using appropriate BMPs. Minimally, the plan 
requires the use of BMPs during construction. Additionally, to minimize stormwater pollution potential 
during operation, it requires projects of five acres or greater and/or projects in specified sensitive areas 
to mitigate impacts through site planning or design practices and/or installing stormwater treatment 
controls. To comply with the regulatory stormwater requirements, the Project proposes to provide a 
basin adjacent to Parcel C and a basin adjacent to Parcel E within the open space area of Parcel D.  In 
addition, there will be two stormwater detention basins in Parcel E, one adjacent to Building 1 and one 
adjacent to Building 2; one stormwater detention basin in Parcel F adjacent to Pad 1; and two stormwater 
detention basins in Parcel G, one in the parking field and one at the rear of the pad designated as 
Pharmacy. These basins total 25,000 square feet of surface area.  As such, the proposed Project will 
exceed the stormwater regulatory requirements.   

In addition to the requirements of the SWMP, construction activities on the Project Site would be subject 
to the State's General Construction NPDES Permit. Pursuant to the General Construction NPDES 
Permit, any construction project that involves more than one acre of ground disturbance is required to 
submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB. This NOI must include a Storm Water Pollution 
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Prevention Program (SWPPP) that identifies the BMPs that would be incorporated during construction. 
These BMPs would minimize construction water pollutants by controlling erosion and sediment, 
establishing waste handling/disposal requirements, and providing non-stormwater management 
procedures. 

Compliance with existing mitigation measures, SWMP, and NPDES requirements would ensure that 
there would be no significant potential for stormwater flows—and any potential contaminants contained 
within—to be conveyed offsite during construction of the proposed Project. Therefore, no new or more 
severe significant impacts with respect to violations of waste discharge requirements than previously 
analyzed would occur. 

b) The Project area lies within the service area of the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), which 
provides water to land uses within Hercules, including the Project Site. EBMUD does not operate water 
wells in the vicinity of the Project area that would deplete local groundwater. Also, the Hercules General 
Plan does not designate the Project Site as a groundwater recharge area. No new or more severe 
significant impacts that have been analyzed in previous EIRs are expected for the site. 

c-f) The proposed Project would alter drainage patterns and increase stormwater runoff on the Project Site 
by grading and contouring the existing topography and by adding impermeable surfaces and structures 
such as parking lots, pedestrian walkways, drive aisles, and rooftops. Overall, the proposed Project 
would convert the Project Site from undeveloped land with natural drainage patterns to a developed 
project area with engineered stormwater drainage systems. 

Development of the Project Site could potentially affect Ohlone Creek by modifying both the quantity 
and rate of stormwater runoff currently received by the creek and could cause or contribute to local 
flooding. 

The 2009 EIR included Mitigation Measure HYD-2, which requires preparation of a hydrology study 
and drainage plan that calculate the existing and proposed stormwater flows and identify the stormwater 
drainage features required to accommodate future flows such that peak post-development flows do not 
exceed pre-construction flows. As such, a preliminary hydrology study will be prepared and submitted 
to the City to show that peak post- development stormwater flows do not exceed pre-construction flows 
and that changes in the quantity and rate of flows conveyed to Ohlone Creek do not adversely affect the 
creek. 

The proposed Project would include a new stormwater drainage system that would contain and collect 
stormwater flows on the Project Site, before runoff, including any soils, sediments, and particulates, is 
conveyed offsite. As required by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, the new stormwater drainage facilities 
will be planned and designed to satisfy the regional board’s standards, and all other applicable standards 
and requirements, which include ensuring that post-development flows do not exceed pre-development 
flows. 

By keeping stormwater flows at or below pre-development levels, the new stormwater drainage system 
would reduce the potential for both on- and off-site erosion effects. 

Due to consistency with previous EIR mitigation measures, San Francisco Bay RWQCB's requirements, 
City of Hercules clean water standards and all other applicable standards and requirements, no new or 
more significant severe impacts with respect to alteration of existing drainage patterns and increases in 
on- or off-site erosion or siltation would occur. 

g-i) The Project Site lies outside of a 100-year flood hazard area, so no impact would result with respect to 
this topic. The Project Site also lies outside of a dam failure inundation area as mapped by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments  
 (website http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Hazards/?hlyr=femaZones). 
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j) No major hills exist near the area, so no impact would be created with regard to mudflow onto the site. 
Also, the site is located a sufficient distance from San Francisco Bay and other major bodies of water to 
minimize any significant impact related to tsunami action. No new or more significant severe impacts 
would result than have been previously analyzed on the Project Site. 

____________________________ 
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10. Land Use, Plans and Policies 
 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or 
Less 

Severity of 
Impact 

Previously 
Identified 

a. Physically divide an established 
community? £ £ X 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect and actually result in a physical 
change in the environment? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

£ ☐ X 

 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 
1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to land use plans 
and policies. 

• Impact Land Use-1 found that development consistent with the proposed Land Use Element 
could result in conflicts between incompatible land uses. Adherence to goals and policies 
contained in the proposed Land Use Element would reduce any land use incompatibilities to a 
less-than-significant level. Such goals and policies include the Planned Commercial–
Residential land use definition, Policy 2A, Policy 3D, and others. 

• Impact Land Use-2 noted that implementation of the Land Use Element would allow for 
increased density in the City and would change the overall distribution of land uses. The 
proposed land use pattern would differ from existing land use patterns. Adherence to goals and 
policies contained in the proposed Land Use Element would reduce any land use 
incompatibilities to a less-than-significant level. Such goals and policies include Policy 3A, 
Policy 3B, Policy 3C, Policy 6B, and Policy 14A and others. Policies contained in other 
General Plan Elements would also assist in reducing Impact Land Use-2 including Growth 
Management Policy II.E.1 and II.E.2. 

• Impact Land Use-3 stated that development consistent with the Land Use Element could result 
in future development not adequately served by necessary public services, including storm 
drainage, water, and wastewater treatment. Adherence to goals and policies contained in the 
proposed Growth Management Element would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 
level. Such goals and policies, including Growth Management Policy II.F.1, II.F.2, and III.F.3. 

2009 EIR. No land use impacts or mitigation measures were contained in the 2009 EIR. 
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Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a linear feature, 
such as a highway or railroad, or removal of a means of access, such as a local road or bridge, which 
would impair mobility within an existing community or between a community and outlying areas. The 
proposed Project is designed to allow for connection between adjacent parcels and does not include any 
offsite improvements that would extend into the adjacent residential communities and potentially divide 
these communities. 

As with previously reviewed projects on this site, following implementation of the proposed Project, the 
surrounding communities would remain in their existing physical condition. The proposed Project would 
not result in any new or more severe significant impacts than have been analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

b) Although the proposed Project includes amendments to the Hercules General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance, the amendments do not propose any changes to the General Plan that would affect 
environmental protection goals, policies, or programs. Furthermore, these amendments restore portions 
of the Project Site to Planned Commercial-Residential (PC-R) land use and the PC-R zoning 
designation, which were the designations for the Project Site reviewed under the 2009 EIR. No new or 
more severe significant impacts would occur with respect to this topic than previously analyzed. 

c) No Habitat Conservation Plans or similar plans have been adopted within the City of Hercules that 
include the Project Site. There would therefore be no new impact or more severe significant with respect 
to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

 

____________________________ 
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11. Mineral Resources 
 
 
 

Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or 
Less 

Severity of 
Impact 

Previously 
Identified  

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? 

£ £ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 
No significant mineral resource impacts were identified in previous CEQA documents for this site. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a,b) The General Plan notes no deposits of minerals on or adjacent to the Project Site and no new or more 
severe significant impacts would result with respect to this topic than have been previous analyzed. 

____________________________ 
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12. Noise 
 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact Previously 
Identified  

a. Expose persons to or generate noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

£ ☐ X 

b. Expose persons to or generate excessive 
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise levels? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

£ ☐ X 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

£ ☐ X 

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 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

£ ☐ X 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 
 
1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to noise. 

• Impact Noise-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would result in temporary noise impacts related to construction activities. This impact 
was reduced to a less-than-significant level by adherence to Mitigation Measures Noise la–le. 
These measures require limitation of construction activities to certain hours and days of the 
week, pre-drilling of piles to reduce noise, where feasible, installation of temporary noise 
barriers adjacent to sensitive noise receptors, and equipping construction equipment with 
mufflers. 

• Impact Noise-2 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would result in a long-term increase in traffic noise levels along the City road 
network. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-2b requires the City to limit truck traffic on 
Hercules Avenue to the hours between 7:00 am to 6:00 pm and prohibits heavy-duty diesel 
trucks on Hercules Avenue. 
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• Impact Noise-3 identified an impact that noise from stationary sources could raise ambient 
noise levels above City standards. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-3a requires the City 
adopt a Noise Ordinance to limit noisy activities. Mitigation Measure Noise-3b requires the 
City to review new development proposals for noise sources that could impact existing land 
uses. New developments must demonstrate that new noise sources will not impact existing land 
uses. 

• Impact Noise-5 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would expose future noise sensitive land uses to traffic and railroad noise above the 
City’s standard. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-2a would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to noise. 

• Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 required the completion of a site-specific, design-level noise 
study demonstrating that future projects would not cause noise that exceeds 65 dB CNEL for 
common outdoor areas and 45 dB CNEL for indoor residential areas. 

• Mitigation Measures NOISE-3a–3e imposed limitations on construction noise for individual 
development projects within the redevelopment plan area. These measures include limiting the 
hours of truck traffic, appropriately scheduling construction activities, pre-drilling of piles, if 
needed, and equipping gasoline power construction equipment with mufflers. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a-d) The proposed Project includes construction and operation of similar uses (residential, hotel, and retail) 
as those analyzed under the prior CEQA documentation for the Project Site. 

 
Prior CEQA documents for the Project Site identified significant unavoidable and potentially 
significant impacts related to noise, as well as mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. 
As a consistent project, the proposed Project would be subject to such mitigation measures. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project includes less intensive uses in all areas than those studied under the 
prior EIRs. 

A project-specific Grading Noise and Vibration Report was prepared for the proposed Project which 
measured existing noise at nearby sensitive receptors and expected impacts from the proposed Project’s 
grading and construction activities. The report found that with the implementation of existing mitigation 
measures noise impacts at nearby receptors would be less than significant, including for off-haul traffic, 
construction noise, and construction ground-borne vibration, which is within the scope of the review 
done in the prior EIRs. (Veneklasen Assoc., Assessment of Environmental Noise, Sycamore Crossing 
Grading Noise and Vibration Report, Jun. 4, 2018)(Attachment 17). A Project-specific Operational 
Noise and Vibration Report was also prepared for the proposed Project which evaluated the potential 
impacts associated with the operational noise for the proposed Project’s residential, hotel and 
commercial uses and the associated traffic from such uses. (Veneklasen Assoc., Assessment of 
Environmental Noise, Sycamore Crossing Grading Noise and Vibration Report, April, 
2019)(Attachment 18). The report concluded that the noise levels generated by the off-site traffic are 
below the significant impact noise criteria per the City of Hercules thresholds. The stationary-source 
noise levels at the sensitive receivers are below the significant impact for both daytime and nighttime 
levels as established in the Stationary Noise Standards of the City of Hercules General Plan Noise 
Element. The maximum noise level of the proposed stationary sources of the Project would not exceed 
the City of Hercules daytime or nighttime maximum noise criteria. The combined noise level of the 
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off-site transportation-source and onsite stationary-source contributions from the proposed Project are 
less than the significant impact threshold in the City of Hercules General Plan Noise Element. 
Therefore, the all operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

e, f) There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with regard to aircraft noise on the Project 
Site since no public or private airports or airstrips exist on or near the site. 

____________________________ 
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13. Population and Housing 
 
 
Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact 
Previously 
Identified  

a. Induce substantial 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)? 

£ ☐ X 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

£ ☐ X 

 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

No significant population or housing impacts were identified in previous CEQA documents for this site. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) The Project Site has been envisioned for development since adoption of the 1995 General Plan by the 
City. The proposed Project would provide for construction of a mixed-use development consistent with 
that vision. Surrounding parcels of land are substantially developed in a manner consistent with the 
General Plan.  

The proposed Project includes less intensive uses in all areas than those studied under the prior EIRs, 
and will not have any new or more severe adverse impacts relative to inducement of population growth 
than has been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

b, c) No impacts are anticipated with regard to displacement of population or housing on the site, since the 
site is currently vacant. No new or more severe significant impacts would result in terms of displacement 
of residences than has been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

____________________________ 
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14. Public Services 
  
 
 
Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact Previously 
Identified 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives 
for any of the public services: 

   

Fire protection? £ ☐ X 

Police protection? £ ☐ X 

Schools? or £ ☐ X 

Other public facilities? £ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following applicable public service impacts and mitigation 
measures: 

• Impact Schools-1 found that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would increase the number of students served by the West Contra Costa School 
District. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by adherence to Mitigation 
Measure Schools-la that requires no future legislative approvals be granted by the City unless 
adequate school facilities are available or that adverse impacts on school facilities have been 
mitigated to the maximum extent legally feasible. Mitigation Measure Schools-1b requires the 
City to ensure that individual project developers coordinate with the School District regarding 
timely and proper payment of required impact fees. 

2009 EIR. No significant impacts or mitigation measures related to public services were identified in this 
document. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) Fire protection and emergency services to the site would continue to be provided by the Rodeo-Hercules 
Fire Protection District. District staff noted that the buildout of the previously proposed project could 
be served by existing Fire Station 76 and supported by other District stations and would not require 
expansion of this station or construction of a new station (Source: Mark Pedroia, Rodeo-Hercules Fire 
District, 2/25/19). The currently proposed Project is smaller in scope than the prior project, and plans 
for the Project have been reviewed by the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District (Source: Bryan Craig, Fire Chief, 
Rodeo-Hercules Fire Protection District, 4/18/19); no new or more severe significant impacts with 
respect to fire services than previously analyzed are expected.  

b) Police protection services would be provided by the Hercules Police Department, which reviews all 
development proposals in the City, including proposed construction plans for the proposed Project, to 
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ensure that appropriate safety and security provisions are incorporated into individual building designs. 
A representative of the Hercules Police Department (Chief Goswick, 11/4/14) indicated that the 
previously proposed project could be served with existing police facilities and no new or expanded 
police buildings or facilities would be needed to serve that project. This determination was confirmed 
by the current Police Chief (Chief Imboden, 5/1/19).  The currently proposed Project is smaller in scope 
than the prior project and plans for the Project have been reviewed by the Hercules Police Department. 
No new or more severe significant impacts with respect to police protection than previously analyzed 
are expected.  

c) The Project applicant would be required to pay school development fees, pursuant to state law, prior to 
the issuance of building permits. Under state law, payment of such fees constitutes full mitigation of any 
school impacts. Therefore, there would be no impacts to the local school district. 

d) For impacts to parks, refer below to Item 15, "Recreation." No new or more severe significant impacts 
with respect to parks than previously analyzed are expected. 

e) Maintenance of local roads and other public facilities would be provided by the City of Hercules and 
would be funded by increased property and sales taxes and fees generated by proposed Project 
improvements. Library service to the Project area would continue to be provided by the Contra Costa 
County Library system. No new or more severe significant impacts would occur than analyzed in 
previous CEQA documents. 

____________________________ 
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15. Recreation 
  
 
 
 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 
Impact 

Equal or Less 
Severity of 
Impact Previously 
Identified  

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? 

£ ☐ X 

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? 

£ ☐ X 

 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following applicable recreation impacts and mitigation measures: 

• Impact Park-1 found that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation Elements 
would increase the need for neighborhood and community parks. This impact was reduced, but 
not to a less-than-significant level, by adherence to General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure Park-
1b that requires new development to fund a fair share of costs for park development. Mitigation 
Measure Park-2 recommended the City to consider development agreements to provide 
additional community park and recreation facilities in exchange for a greater floor area ratio 
that typically allowed. 

Even with adherence to Mitigation Measure Park-1 and -2, impacts to the park system will remain 
significant and unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted. 

2009 EIR. No park impacts or mitigation measures were contained in the 2009 EIR. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a, b) The proposed Project would not result in substantial population growth nor would it substantially 
increase use of local or regional parks, as compared to the project evaluated in the 2009 EIR. 
Nonetheless, similar to all new development projects in the City, the Project applicant would be required 
to dedicate land or pay fees, pursuant to Section 10-18.203 of the Hercules Municipal Code, prior to the 
issuance of building permits. Thus, any resulting increase in the need for additional facilities would be 
offset by the required payment of these development fees. No new or more severe significant impacts 
would occur with respect to parks and recreation as analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

____________________________ 
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16. Transportation and Circulation 
 
 
Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or Less 
Severity of 

Impact Previously 
Identified  

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit 
and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

£ ☐ X 

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but 
not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

e. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

£ ☐ X 

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities?  

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 Program EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
transportation. 

• Impact Transportation-1 found that future traffic generated by anticipated development at the 
San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway and the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Parkway 
intersections would operate at unacceptable levels during the a.m, and p.m. peak hours. Even 
with adherence to Mitigation Measures Transportation-la and -1b these impacts would remain 
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significant and unavoidable. Impact Transportation-3 noted that traffic generated by the 
buildout of land uses envisioned in the Land Use and Circulation Elements would contribute 
to cumulative levels of service on I-80, Despite recommended Mitigation Measures 
Transportation-3a and -3b to assist Caltrans with making improvements to the freeway system 
near Hercules, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 

• Impact Transportation-2 found that traffic generated by development consistent with the 
proposed Land Use and Circulation Element will increase volumes at certain intersections. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measures Transportation-2a and 2b reduced this impact to a less- 
than-significant level by requiring improvements to the Sycamore/Claeys intersection and the 
Claeys/SR-4 intersection.  

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to transportation. 

• Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 required developer contributions to the following intersection 
improvements: 

o San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will reduce 
vehicle trips by 10 percent for the intersection. Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenario A) conditions. 

o San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and right-turn lanes into the 
site. Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound lane.  Mitigation 
required under project (Sub-scenario A and B) conditions. 

o Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen Willow 
Avenue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART Replacement 
Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenario A) and 2035 
conditions. 

o Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a WB left-turn lane if a driveway for Sycamore 
Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenarios A and 
B) and 2035 conditions. 

The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share contribution to the cost of these 
improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned Development Plan or Tentative Map, projects shall 
retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering professional(s) to determine specific mitigation 
requirements for each project, Mitigation timing, and fair-share allocation of these improvements. 

• Mitigation Measure TRAF-5 required contributions to the following intersection 
improvements: 

o San Pablo/John Muir: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will reduce 
vehicle trips by 15 percent for the intersection. Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 on-ramp further 
east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift is assumed in the mitigation 
effectiveness analysis.  Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

o San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will reduce 15 
percent vehicle trips for the intersection. Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 on-ramp further east 
to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave.  30 percent shift traffic to and from Sycamore Ave. 
east of San Pablo is assumed in the mitigation effectiveness analysis. Mitigation required 
under 2035 Conditions. 
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o San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and right-turn lane into the site. 
Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound lane (not required if 
mitigated under previous scenario). Mitigation required under project (Sub -scenarios A and 
B) and 2035 Conditions. 

o Willow/BART Replacement Parking Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen Willow 
Avenue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART Replacement 
Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenario A) and 2035 
conditions. 

o Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a westbound left-tum lane if a driveway for 
Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 

o Sycamore/Palm: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation 
project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

o WB SR4 off-ramp/Willow: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp 
relocation project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

o Willow/Palm: Install traffic signals. Widen Willow and Palm approaches to two lanes in each 
direction. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation project. Mitigation required 
under 2035 Conditions. 

o Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals and add a WB left-tum lane if a driveway for 
Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection (not required if mitigated under a previous 
scenario). Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

• The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share contribution to the cost of these 
improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned Development Plan or Tentative Map, the 
project proponents shall retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering professional(s) to 
determine specific mitigation requirements for each project, mitigation timing, and fair -share 
allocation of these improvements. 

Consistent with City of Hercules significance criteria as adopted in the City’s General Plan and the 
criteria established in the 2009 EIR, the following thresholds were considered in the evaluation of the 
proposed Project from a transportation perspective: 

• Would the operations of a signalized study intersection (except those along San Pablo Avenue) 
decline from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, based on the Transportation Research Board’s 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) LOS method, with the addition of Project traffic? 

• If a signalized study intersection (except those along San Pablo Avenue) operates at LOS E or 
worse, would the average delay increase by more than 4.0 seconds, based on the HCM LOS 
method, with the addition of Project traffic? 

• Would the operations of a signalized study intersection along San Pablo Avenue decline from 
LOS E or better to LOS F, based on the HCM LOS method, with the addition of Project traffic? 
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• If a signalized study intersection along San Pablo Avenue operates at LOS F, would the average 
delay increase by more than 4.0 seconds, based on the HCM LOS method, with the addition of 
Project traffic? 

• Would the operations of an unsignalized study intersection decline from an overall acceptable 
level to an overall unacceptable level with the addition of Project traffic, and would the 
installation of a traffic signal at an unsignalized intersection, based on the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Peak Hour Signal Warrant (Warrant 3), be warranted? 

• Would the Project increase traffic volumes on a street beyond the expected capacity limits and 
would the increase in traffic be noticeable to existing residents? 

• Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

• Would the Project substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or 
pedestrians due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not 
comply with Caltrans design standards or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

• Would construction traffic from the Project have a significant, though temporary, impact on the 
environment, or would Project construction substantially affect traffic flow and circulation, 
parking, and pedestrian safety? 

• Would the Project fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes)? 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

This section is based on the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers transportation consultants 
in March 2019.  The text of the Traffic Impact Analysis is attached to this Initial Study as Attachment 5. 

a-b)  The proposed Project is expected to generate less new traffic and transportation impacts relative to the 
projects evaluated in the 2005 EIR or 2009 EIR.  Compared with the previously proposed project that 
was evaluated in the 2009 EIR, the proposed project would result in fewer A.M. and P.M. project 
generated peak hour trips than were identified for Sycamore Crossing in the 2009 EIR.  This decrease 
in traffic volume attributable to the proposed Project means the proposed Project would have no 
significant increase in project-related impact to regionally significant routes within the Project’s study 
area, which includes John Muir Parkway, Interstate 80, and San Pablo Avenue, as compared to the 
project studied in the 2009 EIR. In addition, the increase in average intersection delay and 95th percentile 
queue lengths are also expected to be lower for the proposed Project compared to the projects evaluated 
in the 2009 EIR and 2014 TIA. 

The Fehr & Peers study also compared the proposed Project to the recent Circulation Element (City of 
Hercules, February 2018) and in the Hercules Safeway Project Transportation Impact Assessment (Fehr 
& Peers, August 2017) and found that the traffic resulting from the proposed Project is less than the 
traffic assumptions used in those reports for traffic generation from the developed Project Site, and 
therefore the impacts to the intersections studied therein will be less severe under proposed Project 
conditions than considered in either report.  
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Study Intersections 

Project-related traffic impacts to 13 study intersections were analyzed in a study area around the Project 
Site and between the Project Site and the regional access routes of John Muir Parkway and Interstate 80:  

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway 

2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street 

4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project Driveway 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street 

6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway 

7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow Avenue 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project Driveway 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street 

11. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Southern Driveway 

12. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Central Driveway 

13. San Pablo Avenue/West Parcel Project Driveway 

Project Existing, Near Term and Cumulative Improvements 
 
As part of the proposed Project, the following improvements would be constructed:  
• A new full-access all-way-stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Sycamore Avenue 

(#4) between Tsushima Street and South Front Street. The driveway would be stop-controlled with 
a single lane exiting the site.   

• A full-access side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the East Parcel on Sycamore Avenue 
(#6) north of San Pablo Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting 
the site.   

• A new full-access side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Tsushima Street 
(#9) between Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled 
with a single lane exiting the site.   

• Signalization of the San Pablo Avenue and Tsushima Street intersection (#10). This intersection 
would provide a new 100-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue and a new 180-foot 
left-turn lane on southbound Tsushima Street. This intersection currently exists as a side street 
stop-controlled intersection with right-turn in/right-turn out access only to Tsushima Street and 
flexible posts in the median preventing left turns.  

• A signalized full-access driveway serving the East Parcel located on San Pablo Avenue (#11). This 
intersection would provide a new 200-foot left-turn lane on westbound San Pablo Avenue and a 
new 175-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue.  The south leg of this intersection 
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currently exists as an unsignalized right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving an existing 
shopping center. This existing driveway would be converted to a full-access driveway providing 
primary access for the existing shopping center.    

• A reconfigured right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving the existing shopping center on San 
Pablo Avenue (#12). This driveway currently exists as an unsignalized full-access driveway. 
Primary access for the existing shopping center would shift from this driveway (#12) to the 
proposed Project driveway intersection (#11).  

• A new right-turn in/right-turn out only side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the West 
Parcel on San Pablo Avenue (#13) between Tsushima Street and the existing shopping center. The 
driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting the site. 

 
In addition to these proposed Project improvements, the Traffic Impact Analysis considered the same 
assumptions for roadway improvements as was assumed under Existing and Near-Term with Project 
Conditions and Cumulative Conditions in the City of Hercules Circulation Element (February 2018) 
which are all improvements incorporated into the upcoming City of Hercules Transportation Impact Fee 
(TIF) program update as described in the Hercules Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study (DKS, 
February 2019). Approval of the updated transportation fees is anticipated in April 2019; the 
improvements are expected to be funded and constructed by year 2040. The same improvements were 
also assumed in the Cumulative Conditions analysis conducted for the Hercules Safeway Project 
Transportation Impact Assessment (Fehr & Peers, July 2017). 
 
Trip Generation 

 
As shown in Table 3-1 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Attachment 5), the proposed Project is expected to 
generate 4,140 new external daily trips, 240 new external AM peak hour trips and 314 new external PM 
peak hour trips. As shown in Table 3-2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis, which is provided below, the 
proposed project generates 7,108 fewer daily trips than the project studied in the 2009 EIR and fewer AM 
and PM peak hour trips in all directions. 

 

Scenario Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

2014 TIA Comparison 

2014 TIA 9,450 320 224 544 362 352 714 

Current Project 4,140 113 127 240 173 141 314 

Difference -5,310 -207 -97 -304 -189 -211 -400 

2009 EIR Comparison 

2009 EIR  11,248 347 164 511 390 530 920 

Current Project 4,140 113 127 240 173 141 314 

Difference  -7,108 -234 -37 -271 -217 -389 -606 

Source: Fehr & Peers, TIA for Sycamore Crossing, Table 3-2, March 2019. 

Project Impacts 
 
The 2009 EIR found that traffic impacts at local key intersections could be reduced to less than- 
significant levels with adherence to the specific traffic and transportation improvements.  Per the March 
2019 Traffic Impact Analysis Table 5-1, under Near-Term with Project conditions, the current proposed 
Project is expected to increase delay at study intersections, but the increases in delay would not trigger 
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significant impacts based on the City of Hercules significance criteria. As shown in Table 6-1 of the 
Traffic Impact Analysis, all study intersections are expected to operate at acceptable LOS under 
Cumulative without and with Project Conditions. Thus, the proposed Project will not cause any new or 
more severe significant impacts and the proposed Project, which generates less traffic, will cause less 
impacts than the project studied in the 2009 EIR.  
 
The only intersection identified as having significant impacts that required mitigation in the 2009 EIR is 
the intersection of San Pablo and John Muir Parkway.  The 2009 EIR analyzed the following mitigation: 

 
o San Pablo/John Muir: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will reduce 

vehicle trips by 15 percent for the intersection. Relocate I -80 off-ramp/SR-4 on-ramp further 
east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift is assumed in the mitigation 
effectiveness analysis.  Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

The City of Hercules’ Hercules Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study (DKS, February 2019) (approval 
of the new transportation impact fees is anticipated in April 2019) incorporated the following 
improvements for the San Pablo/John Muir intersections: 

• Widen the northbound San Pablo Avenue approach to the SR-4/I-80 ramps to provide double right-
turn lanes at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1). 

• Add third northbound through lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7). 
• Widen Sycamore Avenue between Willow Avenue and San Pablo Avenue from six-lanes to seven-

lanes to provide additional queue storage capacity for the westbound left-turn lane at the San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) and the southbound left-turn lane at the Sycamore 
Avenue/Willow Avenue intersection (#8).  

These improvements described are incorporated into the Circulation Element and the TIF program 
update, which supersede the mitigation measures identified in the 2009 EIR for the San Pablo Avenue 
intersections with John Muir Parkway (#1) and Sycamore Avenue (#7). Payment of the City of Hercules 
transportation impact fee assessed for the proposed Project will be used to fund the implementation of the 
improvements identified for both intersections. However, as noted above, the proposed Project does not 
cause a significant impact at this or any other intersection.  Nonetheless, like all projects in the City, it 
will pay its fair share contribution to the City’s TIF program to implement the improvements identified in 
the Hercules Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study. The following table (see Table 7-1 of Traffic 
Impact Analysis) provides the proposed Project’s fair share contribution amounts. 
 

Intersection Peak 
Hour1 

Existing No       
Project Volume    

(2009 EIR) 

Cumulative (2040) 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Sycamore 
Crossing 

Project Trips 

Fair Share 
Allocation 
Percentage 

San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway AM 
PM 

3,123 
3,274 

4,553 
4,651 

100 
128 

7% 
9% 

Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street AM 
PM 

404 
395 

487 
645 

67 
86 

81% 
34% 

San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue AM 
PM 

3,891 
4,538 

4,543 
4,578 

168 
220 

26% 
N/A1 

San Pablo Avenue/Linus Pauling 
Drive 

AM 
PM 

1,212 
1,272 

1,858 
1,799 

24 
33 

4% 
6% 
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Willow Avenue/BART Replacement 
Parking East Driveway  

AM 
PM 

251 
438 

1,275 
1,164 

14 
20 

1% 
3% 

Willow Avenue/Palm Avenue AM 
PM 

827 
871 

1,802 
1,633 

14 
20 

1% 
3% 

Sycamore Avenue/Palm Avenue AM 
PM 

728 
734 

1,169 
994 

0 
0 

0% 
0% 

Willow Avenue/WB State Route 4 
Off-Ramp 

AM 
PM 

559 
947 

1,302 
1,272 

14 
20 

2% 
6% 

Notes: 
1. The Project trips estimated for the PM peak hour would exceed the Cumulative growth between Existing No Project (2009) and  

Cumulative (2040) Plus Project volumes; therefore the fair share allocation percentage is not applicable for the PM peak hour at the 
San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection.  

As demonstrated in the Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed Project would not have any new or more 
severe significant impacts with respect to emergency access than were analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

c) The proposed Project would note have any new or more severe significant impacts on air traffic patterns, 
since it does not include any expansion of an airport and is not located near any public or private airports 
or airstrips.  

d) The proposed Project would include driveways, drive aisles, parking lots, and other vehicular access 
routes. Five driveways are proposed to serve the site. The West Parcel will be served by: one new side-
street-stop-controlled/full-access driveway on Tsushima Street; one new side-street-stop-
controlled/full-access driveway on Sycamore Avenue; and one new right-turn in/right-turn out only 
side-street-stop-controlled driveway on San Pablo Avenue. The East Parcel will be served by one new 
side-street-stop-controlled full-access driveway on Sycamore Avenue and one new signalized full-
access driveway on San Pablo Avenue. The proposed Project will not implement a connection between 
the West and East Parcels across the existing creek; therefore, circulation between both parcels will be 
restricted to Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue. These access improvements will be required to 
comply with the City of Hercules's design standards, as well as the standards contained in the current 
California Building Code. The proposed Project's compliance with these existing standards would 
prevent hazardous design features and would ensure adequate and safe access. No new or more severe 
significant impacts would result than have been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

e. The proposed Project would be required to comply with all building, fire, and safety codes and specific 
development plans would be subject to review and approval by the City of Hercules's Public Works, 
Transportation Departments, and Building Division Departments, as well as the local Fire District. 
Required review by these departments would ensure that proposed circulation systems for the Project 
Site would provide adequate emergency access.  In addition, the proposed Project would not result in 
any permanent or temporary closures to any road way in the project area. Therefore, there would be no 
new or severe significant impacts with respect to emergency access than were analyzed in previous 
CEQA documents. 

f) The proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies and plans to promote alternative 
transportation modes.  No new or more severe significant impacts would occur with respect to this topic. 

 
 

____________________________ 
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17. Utilities and Service Systems 
 
 
Would the project: 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or 
Less 

Severity of 
Impact 

Previously 
Identified 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

£ ☐ X 

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

£ ☐ X 

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

e. 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? 

£ ☐ X 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

£ ☐ X 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

£ ☐ X 

 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 Program EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
utilities. 

• Impact Water-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would increase demand for potable water and could require additional delivery and 
storage facilities. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Water-1b reduced this impact to a less-
than-significant level by having the City require low-flush plumbing fixtures in new residential 
and commercial development. 
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• Impact Wastewater-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would increase demand for wastewater treatment. Adherence to 
Mitigation Measure Wastewater-1b reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring the City to initiate a wastewater treatment study and by implementing a program to 
increase capacity prior to the development of new land uses that would exceed treatment 
capacity. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to utilities. 

• Mitigation Measure USS-I required that prior to the approval of subsequent development 
projects within the redevelopment area, project applicants must obtain confirmation from the 
wastewater provider that adequate wastewater treatment capacity exists to serve such 
development. 

• Mitigation Measure USS-3 required that prior to the approval of subsequent development 
projects within the redevelopment area, project applicants must obtain confirmation of an 
adequate water supply. 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a-g) The proposed project is not expected to generate new impacts relative to the projects evaluated in the 
1995 EIR and 2009 EIR, as these documents identified potentially significant impact in this area and 
appropriate mitigation to reduce those impact to less than significant levels.  

The applicant has provided a “will serve” letter from Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) for electric and gas 
services for the proposed Project. (PG&E Will Serve Letter, Sycamore Crossings, Hercules, Apr. 3, 
2018.) The 2009 EIR included that PG&E would provide gas service to the 2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan Area and that electric service would be provided by Hercules Municipal Utility 
(HMU). However, the 2009 EIR also recognized that both HMU as well as PG&E are providers of 
electric service to the Hercules area. PG&E serves approximately 15 million customers through 158,000 
circuit miles of electric transmission and distribution lines within its 70,000-square- mile service area in 
northern and central California. PG&E’s projected forecast for total electric energy consumption for its 
service area is between 119,831 and 131,731 annual Gigawatt hours by 2022. (California Energy 
Commission, Revised California Energy Demand Forecast 2012-2022 (2012).) The proposed Project is 
subject to mitigation measures from the 2009 EIR including requirements that the proposed Project use 
energy-efficient appliances and that employ passive design technologies to reduce the proposed Project’s 
energy footprint. The proposed Project is also required to achieve energy efficiency equivalent to the 
California Energy Commission’s Tier II standard, which requires a voluntary energy efficiency standard 
greater than Title 24. The proposed Project will also be subject to the Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards in effect at the time of application for building permit, which have mandated progressively 
more efficient standards.  The most recent 2019 standards, which are effective as of January 2020, are 
projected to reduce non-residential buildings energy use by 30 percent due to lighting upgrades, and 
require photovoltaic systems for residential buildings of less than three-stories where feasible. 

The proposed Project is surrounded by urban uses, and there is nothing unique to the proposed Project 
that would lead to higher energy impacts than a typical project of this size. The proposed Project is 
similar in use to the project analyzed in the 2009 EIR, but at a reduced scale. The proposed Project’s 
energy demands would not create a substantially greater impact than the original project and are not 
considered substantial in comparison with the overall demands on PG&E’s generation capacity or grid. 
The proposed Project includes less intensive uses in all areas than those studied under the prior EIRs 
and will not have any new or more severe adverse impacts relative to the prior EIRs. As required by 
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existing mitigation measures, in addition to the letter from PG&E, the Project applicant has provided a 
“will serve” letter from EBMUD, as water provider, that confirms availability of water for domestic 
service and fire protection, and confirmation from the Pinole-Hercules Wastewater JPA of adequate 
capacity to receive and treat wastewater from the Project.  (EBMUD Will Serve Letter, Sycamore 
Crossings located at Tsushima Street and San Pablo and Sycamore Avenues, Apr. 5, 2018.)  

____________________________ 
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18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
 
 

New Significant 
Impact 

 

Substantial Increase in 
Severity of Previously 
Identified Significant 

Impact  

Equal or 
Less 

Severity of 
Impact 

Previously 
Identified  

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

£ ☐ X 

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)? 

£ ☐ X 

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

£ ☐ X 

 

Project Analysis and Conclusion 

a) No. The preceding analysis indicates that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse 
impact on overall environmental quality, including the potential of reducing the habitat of fish or wildlife 
species, eliminating any special-status plants, reducing the number or range of endangered plant or 
animal species, or eliminating important examples of California history or prehistory. 

b) No. No such cumulative impacts have been discovered in the course of preparing this Initial Study. 

c) No. No such environmental impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, have been discovered 
in the course of preparing this Initial Study. 
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ATTACHMENT 3: Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program adopted as part of 2009 EIR 

  



Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-1 Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR
0359.011 April 2009

4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Lead Agency establish a program to

monitor and report on mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review process to avoid

or reduce the severity and magnitude of potentially significant environmental impacts associated with

project implementation. CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 (a) (1)) requires that a Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) be adopted at the time that the agency determines to carry

out a project for which an EIR has been prepared, to ensure that mitigation measures identified in the EIR

are fully implemented.

The MMRP for the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan project is presented in Tables 4.0-1, Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Program, and includes the full text of mitigation measures identified in the

Final EIR. The MMRP describes implementation and monitoring procedures, responsibilities, and timing

for each mitigation measure identified in the EIR, including:

Significant Impact: Identifies the Impact Number and statement from the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure: Provides full text of the mitigation measure as provided in the Final EIR.

Monitoring/Reporting Action(s): Designates responsibility for implementation of the mitigation measure

and when appropriate, summarizes the steps to be taken to implement the measure.

Mitigation Timing: Identifies the stage of the project during which the mitigation action will be taken.

Monitoring Schedule: Specifies procedures for documenting and reporting mitigation implementation.

The City of Hercules may modify the means by which a mitigation measure will be implemented, as long

as the alternative means ensure compliance during project implementation. The responsibilities of

mitigation implementation, monitoring and reporting extend to several City departments. The manager

or department lead of the identified unit or department will be directly responsible for ensuring the

responsible party complies with the mitigation. The Planning Department is responsible for the overall

administration of the program and for assisting relevant departments and project managers in their

oversight and reporting responsibilities. The Planning Department is also responsible for ensuring the

relevant parties understand their charge and complete the required procedures accurately and on

schedule.



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 
Table 4.0‐1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 

Significant Impact  Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring/Reporting 

Action(s) 
Mitigation 

Timing 
Monitoring 

Schedule  
AESTHETICS 
Impact Aes‐2  

The proposed project 
could adversely affect 
scenic resources within 
a state scenic highway 
corridor. 

Mitigation Measure AES‐2 

Mitigation Measure AES‐2a: Development  on  the  Sycamore Crossing 
site and Hill Town site shall retain or replace the existing trees on site to 
the extent feasible.  

Mitigation Measure  AES‐2b:  Plantings  that  serve  to  screen  views  of 
residential  development,  or  that  help  to maintain  a  natural‐appearing 
landscape, shall be retained  to  the extent  feasible. Such plants could be 
thinned selectively if thinning would improve view corridors. If specific 
trees  are  to  be  removed,  such  as  eucalyptus  trees,  replace with  trees, 
preferably  native  species,  that  will  provide  suitable  screening  while 
retaining the view corridor along San Pablo Avenue  

Mitigation Measure AES‐2c: Buildings on  the Sycamore Crossing and 
Hill Town sites shall be sited so as  to minimize view obstruction  from 
sensitive viewpoints. 

Mitigation  Measure  AES‐2d:  New  development  on  the  Sycamore 
Crossing  and  Hill  Town  sites  shall  be  subject  to  the  design  review 
provisions  of  the  Central  Hercules  Plan  Regulating  Code.  New 
development  shall  avoid  use  of  designs  and  materials  that  are 
inconsistent with the existing development along San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue in the vicinity of the project sites. 

Planning Department 

Require as a condition of 
project approval 

 

Planning Department to 
ensure measures are 
incorporated in landscape 
design proposals 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 
 
Prior to approval 
of demolition or 
grading permits, 
whichever comes 
first 
 
 

Conduct 
periodic site 
visits during 
demolition, 
grading and 
construction 

Impact Sciences, Inc.  4.0‐2  Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR 
0359.011    April 2009 
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AESTHETICS (continued)
Impact Aes-2
(continued)

Mitigation Measure AES-2e: New development on the Hill Town site
shall be consistent in form and exterior finishes with the natural
surroundings and topography. Building height and placement on the
site shall be designed to avoid obstruction of views of the ridgelines on
the east and north sides of the site. The materials and color of exposed
retaining walls shall be chosen to blend visually with the natural terrain.

Mitigation Measure AES-2f: Landscaping consistent with the existing
terrain and landscaping of San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue
shall be incorporated to soften the visual mass of the building frontages
and parking areas. The developer of each specific development
proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area shall provide
usable open space areas within the project.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Planning Department to
ensure measures are
incorporated in landscape
design proposals

Impact Aes-3

The proposed project
would alter the existing
visual character of the
sites and could
substantially degrade
the existing visual
character and quality of
the site and its
surroundings.

Mitigation Measure AES-3

Implement Mitigation Measure AES-2. No additional mitigation is
feasible.

See actions for Mitigation
Measure AES-2

See Mitigation
Measure AES-2

See
Mitigation
Measure
AES-2
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AESTHETICS (continued)
Impact Aes-4

The proposed project
would create a new
source of light or glare
that could adversely
affect day or nighttime
views in the area.

Mitigation Measure AES-4

Mitigation Measure AES-4a: The parking areas on the Sycamore
Crossing and Hill Town sites shall be screened with vegetation and/or
trees.

Mitigation Measure AES-4b: The developer for the Sycamore Crossing
and Hill Town sites shall use hooded and down-directed lights for
nighttime illumination in parking areas, shipping and receiving docks,
and other areas of the site as applicable.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department

Ensure measures are
incorporated in landscape
design proposals

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to approval
of demolition or
grading permits,
whichever comes
first

AIR QUALITY
Impact AQ-1

The proposed Updated
2009 Redevelopment
Plan would conflict
with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality
plan.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1

The City shall provide updated population projections that include the
growth in population as a result of the buildout of Sycamore Crossing
and Hill Town sites to the Association of Bay Area Governments and
BAAQMD to incorporate into the air quality planning for the Bay Area.

Planning Department

Upon approval of the
Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan, the
City will provide growth
projections and housing to
the Association of Bay Area
Governments and
BAAQMD to incorporate
into air quality planning for
the Bay Area.

Within 6 months
of project
approval.

Record in
project files.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-2

Demolition or
construction activities
permitted and/or
facilitated by the
proposed Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
could generate
construction period
exhaust emissions and
fugitive dust that could
temporarily affect local
air quality.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: For all discretionary grading, demolition, or
construction activity in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Area,
require implementation of the following dust control measures by
construction contractors, where applicable:

During demolition of existing structures:

1. Water active demolition areas to control dust generation during
demolition of structures and break-up of pavement.

2. Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site.

3. Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever debris
being loaded is sufficiently elevated above the truck.

During all construction phases:

1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

2. Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that
can be blown by the wind.

3. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or
require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

4. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas
at construction sites.

5. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking
areas, and staging areas at construction sites.

6. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is
carried onto adjacent public streets.

7. Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or
more.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Division

Incorporate measures into
final grading plans

Final grading plans
reviewed by City staff

Building Division

Implement control measures

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Conduct
periodic site
visits during
demolition,
grading and
construction
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-2
(continued)

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (continued)

8. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

9. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

10. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt
runoff to public roadways.

11. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

The following additional mitigation measures, which are recommended
by the BAAQMD to reduce engine exhaust emissions, shall be
considered for construction activities in the proposed Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan area but are not required to reduce construction
impacts to a less-than-significant level:

1. Use alternative fueled construction equipment;

2. Minimize idling time (5 minutes maximum);

3. Maintain properly tuned equipment;

4. Limit the hours of operation of heavy equipment and/or the
amount of equipment in use.



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-7 Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR
0359.011 April 2009

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-3

During construction
and operation of the
various development
projects that would be
facilitated by the
proposed
Redevelopment Plan,
sensitive receptors
could be exposed to
toxic air contaminants.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3

The siting of residential uses on the Hill Town site in proximity to I-80
shall follow one or more of the following approaches to the satisfaction
of the City of Hercules Planning Director:

1. Site residential structures on the Hill Town site further than 500 feet
from the nearest lane of I-80. This could be accomplished by placing
open space, roads and/or parking along the eastern portion of the
Hill Town site.

2. Alternatively, air quality sampling studies or air quality modeling
could be undertaken to establish an appropriate alternate residential
setback from the freeway. The alternate residential setback must
provide a reduction in exposure to toxic air contaminants equivalent
to the 70% reduction upon which the CARB distance
recommendation is based.

3. A third alternative measure would be to provide mechanical
ventilation to residences with filtration units to remove fine
particulate at all residences within 500 feet of I-80. Since the CARB
recommendation for a setback is based on a 70% reduction in
particulate concentration, the air handling system shall have an
efficiency of no less than 70% in removing particles less than 0.3
microns in diameter. Commercially available systems with this
efficiency utilize either special pleated filter mediums or
electrostatic filters to clean the air. These systems will increase
project costs, increase energy consumption slightly, and will require
regular maintenance.

Planning Department

Require measure as a
condition of approval

Final development plans
reviewed by the City to
ensure that one or more of
the approaches is
implemented

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to approval
of demolition or
grading permits,
whichever comes
first



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-8 Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR
0359.011 April 2009

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-5

Development facilitated
by the proposed
Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
would result in new air
pollutant emissions
within the air basin. The
emissions from the new
vehicle trips and area
sources would exceed
the BAAQMD
thresholds of
significance for regional
pollutants, and would
represent a significant
impact that cannot be
mitigated to a level of
insignificance.

Mitigation Measure AQ-5

Mitigation Measure AQ-5a: All development shall be required to
implement feasible BAAQMD mitigation measures for reducing
vehicle and area source emissions from suburban residential
projects. Feasible mitigation measures to reduce vehicle and area
source emissions for a suburban residential development include:

1. Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths connecting project
residences to adjacent schools, parks, nearest transit stop and nearby
commercial areas.

2. Construct transit amenities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches,
shelters, etc.

3. Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project land
uses to transit stops and adjacent development.

4. Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light
colored construction materials to increase the reflectivity of roads,
driveways, and other paved surfaces, and include shade trees near
buildings to directly shield them from the sun's rays and reduce
local air temperature and cooling energy demand.

5. Eliminate wood burning fireplaces or devices. Install a gas outlet in
proposed outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits. Offer as an option
on homes to install a gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking
appliances, such as a gas barbeque.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Construction drawings
reviewed by City staff

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to filing
building permit
applications

Prior to issuance
of building
permits
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-5

(continued)

Mitigation Measure AQ-5a (continued):

6. Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters,
cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that
meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy Efficiency Standards
for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and Green Building
Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, wall insulation,
and efficient ventilation methods.

7. Encourage the use of battery-powered or electrical landscaping
equipment and discourage the use of leaf blowers and other dust-
producing equipment by installing electrical outlets on the exterior
walls of both the front and back of all residences and requiring
home owners associations prohibit the use of leaf blowers.

8. Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of
plants, trees, and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered
landscape maintenance equipment.

9. Provide a 220-volt utility drop or other dedicated outlet that is
adaptable for use by electric or rechargeable hybrid vehicles that are
generally available to consumers.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Building Division

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Construction drawings
reviewed by City staff

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to filing
building permit
applications

Prior to issuance
of building
permits
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)

Mitigation Measure AQ-5 (continued)

Mitigation Measure AQ-5b: All commercial uses shall apply
Transportation System Management measures to reduce trips and
incorporate design features to reduce area source emissions.
Appropriate strategies include:

1. Provide physical improvements, such as sidewalk improvements,
landscaping, and bicycle parking that would act as incentives for
pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel.

2. Connect site with regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system.

3. Provide transit information kiosks.

4. Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and
storage for workers and patrons.

5. Provide electric vehicle charging facilities.

6. Provide preferential parking for Low Emission Vehicles (LEVs).

7. Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light
colored construction materials to increase the reflectivity of roads,
driveways, and other paved surfaces, and include shade trees near
buildings to directly shield them from the sun's rays and reduce
local air temperature and cooling energy demand.

8. Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters,
cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that
meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy Efficiency Standards
for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and Green Building
Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, wall insulation,
and efficient ventilation methods.

9. Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of
plants, trees, and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered
landscape maintenance equipment.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Building Division

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Construction drawings
reviewed by City staff

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to filing
building permit
applications

Prior to issuance
of building
permits
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-6

Development facilitated
by the proposed
Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
would generate
greenhouse gases
(GHGs) and would
contribute to
cumulative impacts of
global climate change

Mitigation Measure AQ-6

The project’s residential and commercial land uses as a whole shall
achieve an energy efficiency standard equivalent to the California
Energy Commission’s Tier II standard.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Building Division

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Construction drawings
reviewed by City staff

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to filing
building permit
applications

Prior to issuance
of building
permits

Impact AQ-7

Build-out of the
proposed Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
may generate mild
odors from construction
activities and typical
residential and
commercial operation
and maintenance
activities, such as
vehicle/equipment
operations, fertilizer,
cooking, and household
waste. However, the
project would not
expose a large number
of people to
objectionable odors.

Mitigation Measure AQ-7

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-5 and AQ-6.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
Impact AQ-8

The proposed project
could result in a
cumulatively
considerable net
increase of PM10
emissions, a criteria
pollutant for which the
project region is non-
attainment under an
applicable federal or
state ambient air quality
standard.

Mitigation Measure AQ-8

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-5 and AQ-6.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact Bio-1

The proposed project
could result in
significant impacts to
sensitive habitats and
natural communities,
including riparian
habitats, intermittent
drainage, and
freshwater emergent
wetlands.

Mitigation Measure Bio-1

Mitigation Measure Bio-1a: Prior to any specific project development
approval, the project proponent shall contact the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) to identify the state jurisdictional status and
extent of (1) the freshwater wetland and detainment pond features of the
Hill Town site and (2) the intermittent drainage on the Sycamore
Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries
with a unique graphic symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation,
paving, or other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within
any jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other CDFG-
identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any jurisdictional
boundary.

Mitigation Measure Bio-1b: Prior to any specific project development
approval, the project proponent shall contact the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) to identify the state jurisdictional status and
extent of (1) the freshwater wetland and detainment pond features of the
Hill Town site and (2) the intermittent drainage on the Sycamore
Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries
with a unique graphic symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation,
paving, or other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within
any jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other CDFG-
identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any jurisdictional
boundary. In the event of a conflict between responsible agency
requirements for Mitigation Measure BIO-1a and Mitigation Measure
BIO-1b, the larger buffer perimeter shall be established.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project sponsor conducts
formal consultation with
CDFG

Engineering Department

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Inspect site
during
grading,
demolition,
and
construction
activities



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-14 Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR
0359.011 April 2009

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
BIO-2: The proposed
project could result in
direct and indirect
adverse effects to creeks
and seeps subject to
ACOE and CDFG
jurisdiction and
sensitive plant
communities and
sensitive habitats.

Mitigation Measure Bio-1 (continued)

Mitigation Measure Bio-1c: Certain project components, such as nature
trails, wildlife observation areas, etc., may not be compatible with
sensitive habitats. Prior to incorporating such features into project plans
for Hill Town, the project proponent shall obtain permission from the
USACE, the CDFG, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
agree to comply with permit-related conditions. Permission constitutes
CWA Section 401 and 404 permits, and California Fish and Game Code
Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement, or other permit issued by
the responsible agency. If any or all of these responsible agencies do not
require permits for these features, then the project proponent shall
obtain relevant approvals from the City of Hercules Planning and/or
Parks and Recreation Department.

City Council and Planning
Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project sponsor conducts
formal consultation with
USACE, CDFG, and
RWQCB

Planning Department and
Engineering Department to
consult and approve.

Engineering Department

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Obtain
approval
prior to
issuance of
grading
permits

Inspect site
during
grading,
demolition,
and
construction
activities
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)

Mitigation Measure Bio-1 (continued)

Mitigation Measure Bio-1d: Prior to issuance of grading permits for the
Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town projects, the project proponent shall
submit a fencing plan to the City of Hercules Planning Department for
approval that corresponds to the USACE and/or CDFG-approved
perimeter beyond the sensitive habitat areas described in Mitigation
Measures BIO-1a and BIO-1b above, and install temporary construction
fencing according to the approved plan. The fencing plan may be
superimposed on the grading plan or may be a separate plan; if on a
separate plan, the fencing plan shall show existing and proposed
contour lines in the vicinity of the fence.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to consult
with USACE and CDFG and
submit plan to Planning
Department

Engineering Department

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Obtain
approval
prior to
issuance of
grading
permits

Inspect site
during
grading,
demolition,
and
construction
activities
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Impact Bio-2

The proposed project
could substantially
affect candidate,
sensitive or other
special-status species, as
identified in local or
regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the
CDFG or USFWS.

Mitigation Measure Bio-2

Mitigation Measure Bio-2a: (special-status plants) (a) Prior to
submission of grading plans, prior to any vegetation removal, and as
feasible, during the late spring season from April through May, the
project proponent shall engage a qualified botanist to conduct focused
surveys for the Bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris), Fragrant
fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea), and Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castanea)
in the grassland and scrub habitat of the project sites. Surveys shall
comply with the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed
Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural
Communities (CDFG 2000).(b) If the project botanist discovers any of
these species, the individual plant locations shall be located on the site
map with GPS UTM markers and flagged in the field. No grading plan
review shall proceed until the project proponent informs the CDFG and
commits to appropriate mitigation measures that meet the satisfaction of
the CDFG, such as avoidance, creation of buffers, transplantation, or off
site mitigation.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Obtain a qualified botanist
to conduct survey prior to
submittal of grading plans

Consult with CDFG for
approval of mitigation
measures, if needed.

Engineering Department

Incorporate into final
construction plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
submission of
grading plans

Conduct surveys
during late
spring season
from April
through May

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

CDFG to
approve
mitigation
measures (if
necessary)
prior to
grading plan
review
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Impact BIO-2:
(continued)

Mitigation Measure Bio-2 (continued)

Mitigation Measure Bio-2b: (special-status animals) (a) Prior to
submission of grading plans, the project proponent shall engage a
qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys for the Monarch Butterfly
(Danaus plexippus), the Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus), and the Salt Marsh
Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), and to identify any
raptor species hunting or nesting in the project area. Surveys shall take
place during the appropriate nesting/roosting and breeding periods for
each listed species: for the Monarch Butterfly, during winter roosting
period (October-February), for the Pallid Bat, during hibernation
(December-April), for the Salt Marsh Common Yellowthroat, during
breeding (March-September). Surveys shall comply with applicable
CDFG protocols. (b) If the project biologist discovers any of these
species, the species’ nest or roosting locations shall be located on the site
map with GPS UTM markers. No grading plan review shall proceed
until the project proponent informs the CDFG and commits to
appropriate mitigation measures that meet the satisfaction of the CDFG,
such as avoidance, creation of buffers, transplantation, timing of
construction activities to avoid active nests/roosts, or off-site mitigation.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Obtain a qualified biologist
to conduct survey prior to
submittal of grading plans

Consult with CDFG for
approval of mitigation
measures, if needed.

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
submission of
grading plans

Conduct survey
during nesting/
roosting and
breeding periods
for each species
(see left)

CDFG to
approve
mitigation
measures (if
necessary)
prior to
grading plan
review

Mitigation Measure Bio-2c: The project proponent for the Sycamore
Crossing or Hill Town project shall engage a California-registered
landscape architect and qualified botanist to prepare landscape plans for
any project-area open space or manufactured slopes. The open-space
and slope landscape plans shall use only region-specific native plants,
and shall be designed to promote habitat value.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Prepare landscape plans
prior to submittal of grading
plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Obtain approval
prior to issuance
of grading
permits
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Impact Bio-3

The proposed project
could potentially
conflict with the City’s
General Plan Open
Space and Conservation
Element, Policy 2a and
tree preservation
ordinance, Ordinance
No. 33.

Mitigation Measure Bio-3

Project proponents shall adhere to the requirements of the City’s tree
ordinance, Ordinance No. 33, which includes the submittal of a tree
replacement plan to the City for approval.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Planning Department to
approve tree replacement
plan prior to issuance of
grading plan

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading plan

Impact Bio-4

The proposed project
along with other future
development associated
with the redevelopment
plan could result in a
cumulative impact to
biological resources.

Mitigation Measure Bio-4

Site-specific mitigation measures, similar to MM BIO-1 through MM
BIO-3 would reduce the cumulative impacts to the remaining listed
species to less than significant levels, assuming the measures are
incorporated for each development project. Wetland or other
jurisdictional water may also be affected by the cumulative
redevelopment plan, but avoidance or preservation would be regulated
through site-specific mitigation measures and permits from the USACE
and/or CDFG to minimize adverse effects.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to obtain
permits from USACE and/or
CDFG as required

Planning Department to
confirm permits prior to
issuance of grading plans

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading plan
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact Cult-1

The proposed could
cause a substantial
adverse change in the
significance of an
archaeological resource
pursuant to Section
15064.5 of the State
CEQA Guidelines.

Mitigation Measure CULT-1:

If prehistoric or unique archaeological resources are discovered during
construction of any projects undertaken as a result of the proposed
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan, all work within a 50-foot radius of
the find shall halt until a qualified archaeologist evaluates and
determines the significance of the find pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the
State CEQA Guidelines and until the finding can be fully investigated
and proper protection measures, as determined by qualified experts, can
be implemented. Work shall not resume within a 50 foot radius of the
find until the project archaeologist states in writing that such work
would not substantially affect the significance of an historical or unique
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines and the City of Hercules concurs with such finding.
Construction of the project can continue outside of the 50 foot radius of
the find, so long as such activities would not physically damage any
discovered cultural resources or reduce the data recovery potential of
the find.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Engage qualified
archaeologist to perform
evaluation of archaeological
resources

Engineering Department

Archaeological monitoring
program to be prepared
prior to issuance of grading
permits

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Upon discovery
of prehistoric or
unique
archaeological
resources

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Periodically
inspect site
during
grading,
demolition,
and
construction
activities



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-20 Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Final EIR
0359.011 April 2009

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued)
Impact Cult-2

The proposed project
could potentially
destroy unknown
unique paleontological
resources on the site.

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: As part of the review of specific
development proposals for either the Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town
site and to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules, a paleontologist shall
evaluate the geological conditions of the involved sites to determine the
sensitivity of the sites for paleontological resources. If the sites are
determined to be sensitive for vertebrate fossils or important marine
invertebrate fossils, a paleontological monitoring program shall be
implemented during the grading phases of the respective project, and
during other construction activities that affect previously undisturbed
soils, such as trenching for pipes and foundations. The paleontologist
must be knowledgeable of the paleontological resources in Contra Costa
County, must have the minimum of a Bachelor’s degree in paleontology
or a related field, and must be prepared to perform data recovery tasks,
analysis, and preparation of a technical report addressing any results of
the program, if monitoring is deemed necessary. If necessary, the
paleontological monitoring program must include the maintenance of
daily field logs, the recovery of soil samples for micro-screening for
small fossil remains, and the ability to remove vertebrate remains as they
are identified (e.g. with proper location data and associations). In
addition, a photographic record must be maintained over the course of
the program and, if resources are found in a context too extensive for the
monitoring program, the monitor must have the authority to halt any
activities adversely impacting the resource, and arrange for the
additional personnel needed to adequately manage the resources.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Engage qualified
paleontologist to perform
evaluation of geologic
conditions

Engineering Department

Paleontological monitoring
program to be prepared
prior to issuance of grading
permits

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Upon discovery
of
paleontological
resources

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Periodically
inspect site
during
grading,
demolition,
and
construction
activities
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued)
Impact Cult-3

The proposed project
could disturb
previously unidentified
human remains,
including those interred
outside of formal
cemeteries.

Mitigation Measure CULT-3

If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction,
work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of Hercules Engineering
Department and County coroner shall be immediately notified. If the
remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native American,
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified
within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in
the treatment and disposition of the remains.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Notify Engineering
Department

Planning and Engineering
Departments

County Coroner notified if
human remains
encountered. If remains are
of Native American origin,
Native American Heritage
Commission contacted

Reporting as needed, if
resources found.

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Upon discovery
of suspected
human remains

Field
monitoring
during
grading

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Impact Geo-1

The proposed project
could expose people
and structures to
substantial adverse
effects related to seismic
ground shaking.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1

A site-specific geotechnical investigation shall be required for any new
development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area.
Development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area
shall conform to the provisions of current building codes and to the
recommendations of the geotechnical investigations performed for
proposed development. Structures for human habitation shall be
designed to meet or exceed California Uniform Building Code standards
for Seismic Zone 4.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to
conduct site-specific
geotechnical investigations
prior to issuance of grading
and building permits

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
Impact Geo-2

The proposed project
could expose people
and structures to
substantial adverse
effects associated with
seismic-related
liquefaction or
landslides.

Mitigation Measure GEO-2

Mitigation Measure GEO-2a: Development of the proposed Hill Town
project shall be subject to the recommendations of the site-specific
geotechnical report for site preparation, grading, retaining wall
construction, and foundation design.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department

Incorporate measures into
final grading plans

Final grading plans
reviewed by City staff

Building Division

Review control measures

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Periodic site
inspection

GEOLOGY AND SOILS (continued)
Mitigation Measure GEO-2b: Prior to the recordation of the first final
map, the project proponent of the Hill Town project shall form a
Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD) or annex into an existing
GHAD for the purpose of identifying potential geologic hazards and
carrying out measures to monitor and mitigate such hazards. The
GHAD shall be fully operational and the assessments shall be
established and in place before the final map is recorded. The project
proponent shall provide adequate funding through its own source
and/or through the GHAD assessments to cover a major event before the
GHAD will accept responsibility. The amount of this obligation will be
determined at the time the Plan of Control and Engineer’s Report is
prepared for the GHAD. If a GHAD is determined by the City and
project applicant to be infeasible, the project proponent shall assign these
responsibilities to a similar entity.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to form
GHAD as described

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
recordation of
first final map
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
Impact Geo-4

The proposed project is
located on a geologic
unit that may be
unstable or could
become unstable as a
result of the project.

Mitigation Measure GEO-4

Implement Mitigation Measures GEO-2a and GEO-2b.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact Haz-1

The proposed project
could involve
hazardous material
releases during the
process of
decommissioning and
dismantling the
industrial facilities
within the Hill Town
property.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Prior to the decommissioning and
dismantling of the remaining petroleum storage tank and any other
equipment that contained hazardous materials at the Hill Town site, and
to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules Planning and Public Works
Directors, the project proponent shall retain qualified and licensed
environmental professional(s) to perform a final assessment of the
existing facility for the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons, asbestos,
PCBs, mercury, lead, or other hazardous materials throughout the site,
including inspecting the underground containment tank on the Hill
Town site. If hazardous materials are identified at levels that require
special handling, the Project Sponsors and their contractors shall manage
these materials in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local
regulations and guidelines, including those of the DTSC, BAAQMD, and
Cal/OSHA.

City Council and Planning
Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Retain qualified and
licensed environmental
professional(s) to perform
work as described

Planning and Engineering
Directors

Work plans reviewed by the
City to ensure that one or
more of the approaches is
implemented

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
decommission-
ing and
dismantling of
remaining
petroleum
storage tank

Periodic
inspection
during
decommis-
sioning
process
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Prior to the decommissioning and
dismantling of the remaining petroleum storage tank and any other
equipment that contained hazardous materials at the Hill Town site, and
to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules Planning and Public Works
Directors, the project proponent shall retain qualified and licensed
environmental professional(s) to perform a Phase One Environmental
Site Assessment, to confirm the search performed by Uribe and
Associates in 1994, to discover if additional sites have been listed, and to
recommend corrective action. This report shall be placed in the project
file of all appropriate City departments. If the presence of recently listed
sites would affect either project workers or future residents on the
project site, the project proponent shall perform the corrective action the
report recommends.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c:

The following measures shall be required at the time development
applications are filed with the City.

 The project proponent shall retain qualified and licensed
environmental professional(s) to prepare a work plan for the
decommissioning and dismantling of the remaining industrial
structures associated with the former tank farm. The work plan
shall be submitted to the RWQCB and other appropriate regulatory
agencies for review and approval prior to the decommissioning and
dismantling work.

 The work plan shall summarize previous environmental site
remediation work and propose additional environmental work for
the property to evaluate the lateral and vertical extent of petroleum-
hydrocarbon impacted soil and groundwater beneath the site.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Retain qualified and
licensed environmental
professional(s) to perform
work as described.

Planning and Engineering
Directors

Work plans reviewed by the
City to ensure that one or
more of the approaches is
implemented

Engineering Department

Incorporate measures into
final grading plans

Review work plan

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
decommission-
ing and
dismantling of
remaining
petroleum
storage tank

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit

Prior to issuance
of grading
permits

Periodic site
inspection
during
decommis-
sioning and
remediation
(if needed)
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c (continued)

The proposed method shall include the development of an adequate
grid-sampling pattern for the subject site and appropriate laboratory
analyses of the soil and groundwater samples collected from the
borings. The work plan shall describe the procedures for
decommissioning and dismantling of the remaining industrial
structures and the removal and management of hazardous materials
identified during the pre- decommissioning and dismantling
assessments. Soil and groundwater containing hazardous materials
at the project area, if identified, shall be remediated on-site or
removed and transported to appropriate off-site facilities for
treatment and/or disposal. Soil and groundwater affected by
hazardous materials, if identified, shall be remediated or removed to
levels below the ESLs established by the RWQCB and/or other
applicable cleanup criteria for subsequent development of the project
area to residential units.

 The remediation activities described in the work plan shall include
one or more of the following options for the remediation of
contaminated soil or groundwater:

 Future development on the site could be designed such that
residential buildings are not constructed in areas where
contaminated soils or groundwater will remain on-site.

 If contaminated soils are capped under pavement or buildings
and pose a substantial risk to future residents, the work plan
will require that land use restrictions be implemented.

 The work plan will include an evaluation of vapor intrusion into
indoor air. If needed, the work plan would include measures for
VOC-contaminated areas that would be incorporated in the design
of building foundations for the planned commercial and residential
development.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c (continued)

 If asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) are identified during the
pre- decommissioning and dismantling assessment, an asbestos
abatement plan, prepared by a certified asbestos consultant, shall be
included in the facility decommissioning and dismantling work
plan. The work plan shall also include a Sampling and Analysis
Plan (SAP), a site Health and Safety Plan (HASP), a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), an Air Monitoring Plan (AMP),
a Transportation Plan (TP), and a Soil Management Plan (SMP) for
post- decommissioning and dismantling construction activities.
These plans are described below.

 The SWPPP shall provide information of best management
practices and other actions designed to mitigate potential
impacts to storm water during construction activities at the site,
including facility D&D and site development activities. Dust
control shall be addressed in this plan. The SWPPP shall be
developed using guidelines provided by the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in the General Construction
Activity Storm Water Permit (General Permit), in accordance
with federal regulations for a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

 The AMP shall provide information about the collection and
analysis of real-time air quality data at the work zone as well as
site perimeter, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
and dust. The data shall be evaluated using appropriate
regulatory criteria, including Cal-OSHA standard limits and
California Air Resource Board (CARB) ambient air quality
standards. Action levels shall be developed and appropriate
actions to be taken if action levels are exceeded shall be
described in this plan.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c (continued)

 The TP shall describe the destination of the hazardous materials
and hazardous wastes, the designated route for transporting
these materials from the site to the selected disposal and
recycling facilities, the proposed staging area(s), procedures for
loading and covering trucks, the estimated number and load
capacity of trucks, anticipated hours or operation, and
emergency procedures. Hazardous materials from the project
site shall be transported in accordance with applicable
regulations, including 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Parts 100–199 and 350–399 (42 U.S. Code 6901, et seq.); 40 CFR
Parts 260–268; California Vehicle Code; California Hazardous
Waste Control laws; and Health and Safety Code, Division 20
(CCR Title 22, Division 4.5).

 Based on analytical results, materials, if classified as California
Hazardous Waste, shall be handled and transported in
accordance with CCR Title 22, which includes waste generator
requirements (i.e., manifests) and hazardous waste transporter
requirements (i.e., valid registration, proof of insurance, and
inspection of vehicles by the California Highway Patrol [CHP]).

 The SMP shall address the handling and disposal of additional
soil affected by hazardous materials, if identified during the
post- decommissioning and dismantling construction activities
of the project. The soil affected by hazardous materials shall be
managed in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local
regulations and guidelines.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c (continued)

 If identified during the pre-decommissioning and dismantling
assessments, hazardous materials shall be removed from the
facility prior to the start of the decommissioning and
dismantling work in accordance with state and federal safety
standards for the transport and disposal of hazardous
materials. This might include asbestos abatement, removal of
transformers containing PCBs, removal of LBP, removal of the
residual fuels in the ASTs for recycling, etc.

Impact Haz-2

The proposed project
could create a
significant hazard to the
public or the
environment through
the accidental upset or
release of hazardous
material from an
existing petroleum
pipeline located within
the Hill Town property
and pipelines near the
Sycamore Crossing site.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a: Consistent with pipeline operators’
standards, no buildings or other structures that could impede access
shall be installed in any pipeline right-of-way.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b: The City shall permit pipeline operators,
including the Chevron Pipeline Company and East Bay Municipal
Utility District, with pipelines and pipeline rights-of-way adjacent to
parcels subject to Tentative Map approval to review these maps.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2c: Prior to the start of construction on any
parcel that includes or is bordered by a pipeline or pipeline right-or-way
or easement, the City shall consult with the Rodeo-Hercules Fire
Protection District, Chevron Pipeline Company, East Bay Municipal
Utility District, and the operator(s) of affected pipeline(s) regarding the
adequacy of safety procedures for pipeline accidents.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2d: The City shall consider a requirement that
sponsors of residential development notify homeowners of the presence
of adjacent or nearby pipelines.

Engineering Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department to
confirm pipeline right-of-
way not impeded

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (continued)
Impact Haz-5

Site remediation
activities on the Hill
Town site could result
in hazardous material
transport along a city
street where a school is
located.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-5

The remediation plan for the Hill Town site shall include a detailed
transportation route for all materials removed from the site. This route
shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid all existing and proposed
school sites by a minimum of 0.25 mile from the boundary of any such
site. The project proponent shall submit a map showing this route for the
City’s approval prior to initiating remediation work.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

City to approve detailed
transportation route

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to initiation
of remediation
work

HYDROLOGY AN D WATER QUALITY
Impact Hyd-2

The proposed project
would alter the
drainage pattern of the
West Branch of Refugio
Creek on the Sycamore
Crossing site and
detention basins and
drainage swale on the
Hill Town site and
could potentially cause
or contribute to
flooding.

Mitigation Measure HYD-2

Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit for the Sycamore
Crossing or Hill Town sites and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer,
the project proponents shall prepare hydrology studies and drainage
plans that calculate the existing and proposed stormwater runoff flows
(i.e., cubic feet per second) of the sites and identify the stormwater
drainage features (e.g., storm drains, catch basins, detainment basins,
etc.) required to accommodate future flows.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to submit
hydrology studies and
drainage plans

City Engineer

Review studies

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of grading
permit
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
HYDROLOGY AN D WATER QUALITY (continued)
Impact Hyd-3

The portion of the
Sycamore Crossing site
within and surrounding
the West Branch of
Refugio Creek is within
the 100-year floodplain,
as mapped by the
Federal Emergency
Management Agency
(FEMA). Development
on the Sycamore
Crossing site has the
potential to place
housing within the 100-
year floodplain and
redirect flood flows.

Mitigation Measure HYD-3

The placement of structures within the 100-year floodplain, as mapped
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), shall be
prohibited. The City of Hercules shall not approve any building plans
for structures within the existing FEMA-mapped floodplain unless
FEMA approves a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) that removes the area
proposed for structures from the 100-year floodplain

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Planning Department to
confirm no structures within
100-year floodplain for
project-level building
proposals

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
recordation of
first final map
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
NOISE
Impact Noise-1

Implementation of the
proposed Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
would add new vehicle
trips to the roadway
network, but would not
increase ambient noise
levels in the project
vicinity above
acceptable levels.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1

The City of Hercules shall not issue a building permit for future projects
in the proposed Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan until a design-level
noise study is completed that demonstrates that the proposed
development would not cause noise exposures that exceed (1) 65 dB
CNEL for common outdoor areas or (2) 45 dB CNEL for indoor
residential uses.

Sycamore Crossing: To achieve these required noise levels on the
Sycamore Crossing site, residential uses should be located in the
northern portion of the site rather than along San Pablo Avenue. The
design-level noise study required by this mitigation measure shall
consider actual site plans and architectural plans and determine the
exact noise attenuation features required to achieve the appropriate
noise levels.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Planning Department to
ensure that noise
attenuation design features
as required for residential
uses are incorporated in
building plans

Project Sponsor

Retain qualified noise
consultant to prepare
design-level noise study

Incorporate noise
attenuation design features
as needed

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of building
permit

Prior to
completion of
design review
process
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
NOISE (continued)

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (continued)

At this time, the following noise attenuation design features are
anticipated to be required for residential uses along Sycamore Avenue:
(1) STC 28 to 32 windows and exterior doors (if sound walls are built,
windows and exterior doors at the ground floors could require STC
ratings that are about 5 fewer points); and (2) alternative source of
ventilation for residential structures as approved by a mechanical
engineer. Should residential uses be considered along San Pablo Avenue
on the Sycamore Crossing site, the following noise attenuation design
features are anticipated to be required at this time: (1) common outdoor
use areas located such that they are shielded from Sycamore and San
Pablo Avenues by buildings or, if not shielded by buildings, 10- to 11-
foot sound walls for the common outdoor use areas; (2) STC 35 to 38
windows and exterior doors (if sound walls are built, windows and
exterior doors at the ground floors could require STC ratings that are
about 5 fewer points); (3) alternative source of ventilation for residential
structures as approved by a mechanical engineer; and (4) notification to
all potential homebuyers of night-time railroad operations.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
NOISE (continued)
Impact Noise-1
(continued)

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (continued)
Hill Town: To achieve the required noise levels on the Hill Town site, the
design-level noise study required by this mitigation measure shall
consider actual site plans and architectural plans and determine the
exact noise attenuation features required to achieve the appropriate
noise levels. At this time, the following noise attenuation design features
are anticipated to be required for multi-family residential uses in the
southern portion of the site along I-80/SR-4: (1) STC 36 to 39 windows
and exterior doors (if sound walls are built, windows and exterior doors
at the ground floors could require STC ratings that are about 5 fewer
points); (2) alternative source of ventilation for residential structures as
approved by a mechanical engineer; and (3) outdoor use areas shielded
by at least one or two rows of buildings or by a sound wall of at least 11
feet in height. At this time, the following noise attenuation design
features are anticipated to be required for multi-family residential uses
along San Pablo Avenue, (1) STC 33 to 36 windows and exterior doors (if
sound walls are built, windows and exterior doors at the ground floors
could require STC ratings that are about 5 fewer points); (2) alternative
source of ventilation for residential structures as approved by a
mechanical engineer; and (3) common outdoor use areas shielded by at
least one rows of buildings or by a sound wall of at least 8 to 9 feet in
height.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
NOISE (continued)
Impact Noise-2

Future development of
both the Sycamore
Crossing and Hill Town
sites may expose
residents on site to
noise generated by
adjacent roadways and
other noise sources,
which could exceed the
standards established in
the State noise
compatibility
guidelines.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2:

In accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative Code, the City
of Hercules shall not issue a building permit for the proposed project if
the interior community noise levels (CNEL) attributable to exterior
sources exceed an annual CNEL of 45 dB in any habitable room with
windows closed. Pursuant to Title 24, acoustical evaluations of proposed
architectural plans will be required to ensure compliance with this
requirement.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Building Division to ensure
compliance with Title 24 of
California Administrative Code

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to issuance
of building
permit
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
NOISE (continued)
Impact Noise-3

Future development in
the proposed project
area has the potential to
temporarily increase
ambient noise levels
during construction of
future projects.
Additionally, future
construction activities
could generate ground
borne noise or
vibrations.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3a: The City of Hercules shall ensure that
where construction occurs near noise-sensitive areas (as determined by
the Community Development Department), construction activities
(including truck traffic) be scheduled for periods, according to
construction permit to limit the impact on sensitive receptors. This may
be done prior to start of construction and may be enforced throughout
construction activities on both the Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing
sites.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3b: Prior to construction, the City of
Hercules shall ensure that the applicant develop a construction schedule
that minimizes potential cumulative construction noise impacts and
accommodates particularly noisy periods for near-by sensitive receptors.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3c: The City of Hercules shall ensure that
during construction, where feasible, holes for driven piles be predrilled
to reduce the level and duration of noise impacts. Where not feasible,
pile drive shall be scheduled to avoid conflict with adjacent sensitive
receptors.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3d: Construction within 500 feet of a
sensitive receptor shall require a noise study to identify the estimated
level of construction noise. Where construction activities are estimated to
exceed an ambient noise level of 70 dB CNEL, the City of Hercules shall
ensure that prior to construction, the applicant construct temporary solid
noise barriers between source and sensitive receptors to reduce off site
propagation of construction noise.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3e: Prior to construction, the applicant shall
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules, that internal
combustion engines used for construction purposes are equipped with a
properly operating muffler of a type recommended by the manufacturer
and all power tools are shielded.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department

Ensure construction
practices are implemented
during grading and
construction

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Upon start of
demolition or
construction

Draft and
incorporate
condition as
part of project
approval

Monitoring
during
grading and
construction
activities
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Impact Traf-1

Future development of
the Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan is
expected to generate
5,950 daily vehicle trips,
including 672 trips
during the AM peak
hour and 1,018 trips
during the PM peak
hour. These trips would
cause the following
intersections to operate
at an unacceptable LOS:
San Pablo Avenue at
John Muir Parkway,
San Pablo Avenue at
Sycamore Avenue, San
Pablo Avenue at Linus
Pauling, Willow
Avenue at Hercules
Transit Center (HTC) E.
Driveway, Willow
Avenue at Eastbound I-
80 SR-4 ramps, and
Sycamore at S. Front
Street

Mitigation Measure TRAF-1

Contributions to the following intersection improvements shall be
required of the proposed Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing
developments:

 San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit
use that will reduce vehicle trips by 10 percent for the intersection. –
Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenario A) conditions.

 San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and
right-turn lanes into the site. Access driveway should provide two
outbound lanes and one inbound lane. - Mitigation required under
project (Sub-scenario A and B) conditions.

 Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic
signal plus widen Willow Avenue and add turn lanes on Willow.
Coordinate mitigation with BART Replacement Parking
improvement plan. - Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenario A) and 2035 conditions.

 Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a WB left-turn lane if
a driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection.
Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035
conditions.

 The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share
contribution to the cost of these improvements. Prior to approval of
a Final Planned Development Plan or Tentative Map, the project
proponents for the Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing projects shall
retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering professional(s) to
determine specific mitigation requirements for each project,
mitigation timing, and fair-share allocation of these improvements.

Planning and Engineering
Departments

Require as a condition of
project approval

Engineering Department

Implement measures

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
occupancy of
both Sycamore
Crossing and
Hill Town
projects, or
before 2035 as
indicated in the
measure.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Impact Traf-4

Implementation of the
proposed the Updated
2009 Redevelopment
Plan would add new
vehicle trips to the
roadway network,
which would contribute
to a substantial
cumulative increase in
traffic LOS in the
project vicinity.

Mitigation Measure TRAF-4

Contributions to the following intersection improvements shall be
required of the proposed Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing
developments:

 San Pablo/John Muir: Develop programs to encourage public
transit use that will reduce vehicle trips by 15 percent for the
intersection. Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 on-ramp further east to
shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift is assumed
in the mitigation effectiveness analysis. – Mitigation required under
2035 Conditions.

 San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit
use that will reduce 15 percent vehicle trips for the intersection.
Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 on-ramp further east to shift traffic
away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift traffic to and from
Sycamore Ave. east of San Pablo is assumed in the mitigation
effectiveness analysis. – Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions.

 San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and
right-turn lane into the site. Access driveway should provide two
outbound lanes and one inbound lane (not required if mitigated
under previous scenario). – Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenarios A and B) and 2035 Conditions.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Planning and Engineering
Department.

Implement measures

Project Sponsor

Retain qualified and licensed
traffic engineering
professional(s) to perform
traffic analysis as described
for the purpose of
determining mitigation
timing and fair-share
allocation

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to
occupancy of
both Sycamore
Crossing and
Hill Town
projects, or
before 2035 as
indicated in the
measure.

At the time of
project-specific
application
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)

Mitigation Measure TRAF-4 (continued)

 Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic
signal plus widen Willow Avenue and add turn lanes on Willow.
Coordinate mitigation with BART Replacement Parking
improvement plan. – Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenario A) and 2035 conditions.

 Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a westbound left-
turn lane if a driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the
intersection. – Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenarios A
and B) and 2035 conditions.

 Sycamore/Palm: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with
SR-4 ramp relocation project. – Mitigation required under 2035
Conditions.

 WB SR4 off-ramp/Willow: Install traffic signals. Coordinate
mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation project. – Mitigation required
under 2035 Conditions.

 Willow/Palm: Install traffic signals. Widen Willow and Palm
approaches to two lanes in each direction. Coordinate mitigation
with SR-4 ramp relocation project. – Mitigation required under 2035
Conditions.

 Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals and add a WB left-turn lane
if a driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection
(not required if mitigated under a previous scenario). – Mitigation
required under 2035 Conditions.

Sycamore Crossing and Hill
Town Project Sponsors

Retain qualified and licensed
traffic engineering
professional(s) to perform
traffic analysis as described
for the purpose of
determining specific
mitigation requirements for
each project, mitigation
timing, and fair-share
allocation of these
improvements.

Prior to approval
of final Planned
Development
Plan or Tentative
Map
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)

Mitigation Measure TRAF-4 (continued)

The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share contribution
to the cost of these improvements. At the time of each specific project
application, the project proponent shall retain qualified and licensed
traffic engineering professional(s) to perform additional project-specific
traffic analysis for the purpose of determining mitigation timing and
fair-share allocation.

The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share contribution
to the cost of these improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned
Development Plan or Tentative Map, the project proponents for the Hill
Town and Sycamore Crossing projects shall retain qualified and licensed
traffic engineering professional(s) to determine specific mitigation
requirements for each project, mitigation timing, and fair-share
allocation of these improvements.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Impact USS-1

Future buildout of the
Updated 2009
Redevelopment Plan
would not exceed
wastewater treatment
requirements of the
applicable Regional
Water Quality Control
Board, but could
require or result in the
construction of new
water or wastewater
treatment facilities or
expansion of existing
facilities, the
construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects,
or increase future
wastewater generation
beyond wastewater
treatment capacity.

Mitigation Measure USS-1

Prior to the approval of any subsequent development projects within the
proposed Redevelopment Project Area, a project applicant shall obtain
confirmation from the wastewater treatment provider that adequate
wastewater treatment capacity is available to serve such development.
Such confirmation will be placed in the project file of all appropriate City
Departments.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to obtain
confirmation form
wastewater treatment
provider.

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to project
approval

Include in
project file
with the City
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting

Action(s)
Mitigation

Timing
Monitoring

Schedule
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (continued)
Impact USS-3

Future buildout of the
proposed project would
result in an increase in
water demand, but
individual projects
would be required to
ensure that sufficient
water supply is
available to meet project
demands prior to
project approval.

Mitigation Measure USS-3

Prior to development, proponents of projects subject to the requirements
for water supply assessments shall be required to obtain a water supply
assessment confirming the proposed development’s water demand and
documenting adequate supply.

Planning Department

Require as a condition of
project approval

Project Sponsor

Project proponent to obtain a
water supply assessment as
described, if required.

Draft and
incorporate
condition as part
of project
approval

Prior to project
approval

Include in
project file
with the City



   
 

 
 

ATTACHMENT 4: Addendum #IS 14-02 to the 2009 EIR [all attachments on file with the 
City] 

  



RESOLUTION NO. 15-001 
CEQA ADDENDUM #IS 14-02 
SYCAMORE CROSSING 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CJTY COUNCn, OF THE CITY OF HERCULES 
APPROVING CEQA ADDENDUM #IS 14-02 FOR TIIE "SYCAMORE CROSSING 
PROJECT," PROPOSED FOR A 12.85-ACRE PROJECT SITE LOCATED ALONG 
THE SOUTH SIDE OF SYCAMORE A VENUE AND NORTIDVEST SIDE OF SAN 
PABLO AVENUE, EAST OF TSUSHIMA STREET (EXISTING APNs 404-020-057 and 
404-020-058) 

\VHEREAS, the City Council has received and considered an application from Property 
Development Centers, LLC ("Applicant") for the Project known as Sycamore Crossing loc.ated 
along the south side of Sycamme A venue and northwest side of San Pablo A venue, east of 
Tsushima Street; and 

WHEREAS, the Project Site includes two separate Assessor parcel numbers totaling 
approximately 11.44 acres, and a combination of right-of-way dedications and vacations that will 
bring the total area of the Project Site to approximately 12.85 acres ("Project Site"); and 

\\'HEREAS, {he Project Site in its current state generally is vacant/undeveloped, 
although it also contains remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls from past 
industrial uses, as well as utility improvements associated with a utility right-of-way along the 
site's southern boundary; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Sycamore Crossing project is located within the Central 
Quarter of the Plan for Central Hercules; and 

WHEREAS, the two Assessor parcels are currently owned by fue City of Hercules, as 
Successor Agency to the Hercules Redevelopment Agency for non -housing assets; and 

WHEREAS, the following applications related to the Syc.arnore Crossir1_g project have 
been filed concun·ently and collectively define the Project: 

• General Plan Amendment #GP A 14-02 to change the land use designation of the 
Project Site from Planned Commercial-Residential (PC-R) to General Commercial 
(GC); 

• Zone Amendment 1/R.Z 14-02 to rezone the zo.ning district of the Project Site from 
Planned Commercial-Residential (PC-R) to General Commercial (CG); 

• Zoning Text Amendment #z:r A 14-01 repealing Zoning Ordinance Chapter 29 
entitled "Zoning Regulations and Development Standards for Sycamore Crossing" 
adopted on June 22, 2010 by Ordinance #459; 

• Vesting Tentative Map #9373 to subdivide the site into thirteen (13) smaller lots and 
incorporating the abandonment of small ponions of existing roadways, dedication of 



additional roadways, and removal of existing on-site easements ( equating to 
approximately 12.85 acres) with a .14-acre remainder parcel to be retained by the 
City; and 

• Jnitial/Final Planned Development Plan #FPDP 14-01 and Design Review Permit 
DRP #14-04 for approximately 136,250 square feet of commercial space within ten 
structures including approximate}y 55,000 square feet two-story grocery supermarket, 
eighteen (18) pump fuel center with related kiosk, 37,000 square foot fitne~s center, 
and other neighbomood-scrving retail and restaurant uses in buildings ranging from 
2,500 square feet to 10,000 square feet, with colllil'lon areas for parking, landscaping, 
and pedestrian access and preservation of a natural drainage way; 

• Conditional Use Permit #CUP 14-01 for an auto fuel facility, shopping center, 24-
hour grocery market including liquor sales, two fast casual drive-tbrus, retail stores 
more than 2,000 square feet, two large footprint buildings greater than 20,000 square 
feet, and outdoor retail sales in the General Commercial (CG) zoning district and 
Central Quarter of the Plan for Central Hercules, as applicable; and 

• Master Sign Program in acoordance with Chapter 34.400(R) of the Zoning Ordinance; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Project Site was within the development area evaluated in the 1995 City 
of Hercules General Plan Land Use and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan 
Amendments Enviromnental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse (SCH) #1995033027) (the 
"1995 EfR"), which evaluated, among other 1hings, the potential environmental effects from 
development ofup to 167,925 square feet of commercial uses on the Project Site; and 

WHEREAS, the Project Site was also the subject of the 2009 Updated Redevelopment 
Plan Draft BIR (Redevelopment Plan EJR) (SCH #200112049) certified by the City Council on 
April 20, 2009 which, among other things, identified and analyzed the potential environmental 
effects from development of approximately 58 acres, including the Project Site; and 

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Plan BIR identified, analyzed, and evaluated the 
potential environmental effects from development of a mixed use project on the Project Site, 
approved as #IPDP 2010-01 in June 2010, described as a combination of approximately 140,000 
sqUMe feet of retail commercial, a 25,000 square foot grocery supermarket, 170,000 square feet 
of office space, a 180-room hotel, 170 residential apartment units, and two parking garages; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with CEQA, including but not limited to Sections 1 S063, 
15162, 15164, and 15168 of Chapter 3 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
(hereafter, referred to as ''the CEQA Guidelines"), the City has prepared an Initial Study to 
determine whether the potential enviromnental effects from the Sycamore Crossing Project were 
ana1yzed adequately in the Redevelopment Pl.an EIR or whether further environmental review 
and analysis is required; and 



WHEREAS, based on the information and analyses of the Initial Study, including 
several subject-specific teclmical reports/studies, the City has prepared an Addendum to the 
Redevelopment Plan EJR for the Sycamore Crossing Project which incorporates by reference the 
Initial Study and technical reports/studies (collectively, "CEQA Addendum #IS 14-02"); and 

WlfEREAS, on December 15, 2014, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 
14-009 recommending that the City Council approve CEQA Addendum #IS 14-02 
incorporating the Initial Study with one page errata sheet, with accompanying technical reports 
and appendices, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 

\.VHEREAS, on January 13, 2015, the City Council held a properly noticed public 
hearing on the Sycamore Crossing Project, at which hearing the City Council considered CEQA 
Addendum #IS 14-02, and at which time all interested parties had the opportunity to be heard; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City Cow1cil has 1horoughly reviewed and considered all above 
referenced information. reports, recommendations, and testimony before taking any action on the 
Project; and 

WHEREAS, CEQA Addendwn #IS 14-02 reflects the City Council's independent 
judgment and analysis. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the foregoing recitals are true and 
correct and made a part of this Resolution by this reference. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED lhat after due study, deliberation and public hearing, 
the City Council makes the following findings to support the determination that no further 
environmental review is required under CEQA for the proposed Sycamore Crossing Project. 
These findings are based on information contained in the CEQA Addendum #IS 14-02, the 
Redevelopment Plan EIR, the City Council Staff Report, and all other information contained in 
the administrative record for the Sycamore Crossing Project: 

1. From the previously certified CEQA documents related to the Project Site, the City has 
identified those mitigation me.asures specifically applicable to the Sycamore Crossing 
Project, as set forth as the generally applicable mitigation measures in CEQA Addendum 
#IS 14-02. 

2. No further environmental review under CEQA is required for the proposed Project 
because, consistent with the requirements in of Chapter 3 of Title 14 oflhe California Code 
of Regulations (hereafter, referred to as "the CEQA Guidelines") sections 15063, 15162, 
15164, and 15168, there is no substantial evidence in the administrative record that the 
Sycamore Crossing Project may result in any new significant environmental effects, any 
substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified impact, or require any 
new mitigation measures so as to warrant a supplemental or subsequent en\lll'onmental 
impact report or negative declaration. and none of the conditions d~cribed in section 



1S162 of the CEQA Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequ.ent EIR have 

occurred. 

3. The City has properly prepared CEQA Addendum #IS 14-02, in compliance with all 
applicable requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, to support its decision not 
to conduct further environmental review for the Sycamore Crossing Project. 

4. The City Council reviewed and considered the information in CEQA Addendum #1S 14-
02 and the Redevelopment Plan EIR before making decision. 

5. The City Council reviewed and considered the recommendation by the Planning 
Commission before making its decision. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council approves CEQA Addendum #IS 
14-02 (which is attached and incorporates the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Initial Study with accompanying one page errata sheet and technical reports and appendices for 
the Sycamore Crossing Project. 

The foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the City 
Council of the City of Hercules held on the thirteenth day of J 1111uary, 201 S by the following vote 

of the Council: 

AYES: M. de Vera, C. Kelley, B. Kelley, S. McCoy, D. Romero 

NOES: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: None 

ATIEST: 

/12w1 b7 
David Biggs 
Deputy City Clerk/City Manager 

Attachments 
• Attachment I .A Applicable Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (to replace 

Attachment 11 on the technical studies) 
• Attachment 1- CEQAAddendum #IS 14-02, with one-page December 3, 2014 errata sheet 

corrections, and Initial Study dated November 2014 
• Attac.hmenta 2- 11 - Sycamore Crossing Project Volume 2 Addendum & Initial Study 

Technical Attachments dated November 2014 
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Attachment 1.A 
City of Hercules Sycamore Crossing Project 

Generally Applicable Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program from 2009 Redevelopment EIR 
January 2015 to replace Attachment 11 of Volume 2 Technical Attachments 

 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

AESTHETICS     

Impact Aes-2. The proposed 
project could adversely affect 
scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway corridor. 

Mitigation Measure AES-2a: Development in the Sycamore 
Crossing site and Hill Town site shall retain or replace the 
existing trees on site to the extent feasible. 

 

 

Mitigation Measure AES-2c: Buildings on the Sycamore 
Crossing and Hill Town sites shall be sited so as to minimize 
view obstruction from sensitive viewpoints. 

 

 

Mitigation Measure AES-d: New development on the 
Sycamore Crossing and Hill Town sites shall be subject to the 

Planning 
Department 

Draft and 
incorporate as part 
of project approval 

 

 

Prior to approval of 
demolition or 
grading permits, 
whichever comes 
first 

 

 

Conduct periodic 
site visits during 
demolition, 
grading and 
construction 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

design review provisions of the Central Hercules Regulating 
Code. New development shall avoid use of designs and materials 
that are inconsistent with the existing development along San 
Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue in the vicinity of the 
project sites. 

 

Mitigation Measure AES-2f: Landscaping consistent with the 
existing terrain and landscaping of San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue shall be incorporated to soften the visual mass 
of building frontages and parking areas. The developer of each 
specific development proposal within the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Area shall provide usable open space area within 
the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

Ensure measures 
are incorporated in 
landscape design 
proposals 

Mitigation Measure Aes-4: 
The proposed project would 
create a new source of light 
and glare that could adversely 
affect day or nighttime views 
into the area. 

Mitigation Measure AES-4a: The parking areas on the 
Sycamore Crossing and Hill Town sites shall be screened with 
vegetation and or trees. 

 

 

Planning 
Department

 

-
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval. 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval. 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

 

Mitigation Measure AES-4b: The developer for the Sycamore 
Crossing and Hill Town sites shall use hooded and down-
directed lights for nighttime illumination in parking areas. 
shipping and receiving docks and other areas of the sites as 
applicable. 

 

 

Engineering 
Department

 

-Ensure 
measures are 
incorporated in 
landscape design 
proposals 

Prior to approval of 
demolition or 
grading permits, 
whichever comes 
first. 

AIR QUALITY     

Impact AQ-2 
Demolition or construction 
activities permitted and/or 
facilitated by the proposed 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan could generate 
construction period exhaust 
emissions and fugitive dust 
that could temporarily affect 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  For all discretionary grading, 
demolition, or construction activity in the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan Area, require implementation of the 
following dust control measures by construction contractors, 
where applicable: 

During demolition of existing structures: 
1.  Water active demolition areas to control dust generation 
during demolition of structures and break-up of pavement.  

Planning 
Department 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Conduct periodic 
site visits during 
demolition, 
grading and 
construction 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

local air quality. 

 

2.  Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site.  
3.  Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever 
debris being loaded is sufficiently elevated above the truck. 

During all construction phases:   
1.  Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
2.  Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other 
materials that can be blown by the wind. 
3.  Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, 
or require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 
4.  Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites. 
5.  Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
6.  Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil 
material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 
7.  Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days 
or more. 
8.  Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 
binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 
9.  Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 
10.  Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent 
silt runoff to public roadways. 
11.  Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

The following additional mitigation measures, which are 

Engineering 
Division

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits  

Incorporate 
measures into final 
grading plans Final 
grading plans 
reviewed by City 
staff 

 

Building Division   
Implement control 
measures 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

recommended by the BAAQMD to reduce engine exhaust 
emissions, shall be considered for construction activities in the 
proposed Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan area but are not 
required to reduce construction impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 
1.  Use alternative fueled construction equipment; 
2.  Minimize idling time (5 minutes maximum); 
3.  Maintain properly tuned equipment; 
4.  Limit the hours of operation of heavy equipment and/or the 
amount of equipment in use. 

Impact AQ-5 Development 
facilitated by the proposed 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan would result in new air 
pollutant emissions within the 

Mitigation Measure AQ-5  
Mitigation Measure AQ-5a:  All development shall be required 
to implement feasible BAAQMD mitigation measures for 
reducing vehicle and area source emissions from suburban 
residential projects.  Feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

Planning 
Department

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

air basin.  The emissions from 
the new vehicle trips and area 
sources would exceed the 
thresholds of significance for 
regional pollutants, and would 
represent a significant impact 
that cannot be mitigated to a 
level of insignificance. 

 

vehicle and area source emissions for a suburban residential 
development include: 
1.  Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths connecting 
project residences to adjacent schools, parks, nearest transit stop 
and nearby commercial areas. 
2.  Construct transit amenities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, 
benches, shelters, etc. 
3.  Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project 
land uses to transit stops and adjacent development. 
4.  Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light 
colored construction materials to increase the reflectivity of 
roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, and include shade 
trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun’s rays 
and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy demand. 
5.  Eliminate wood burning fireplaces or devices.  Install a gas 
outlet in proposed outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits.  Offer 
as an option on homes to install a gas outlet for use with outdoor 
cooking appliances, such as a gas barbeque.  
6.  Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water 
heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler 
units that meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings and Green Building Standards).  Use window glazing 
and insulation, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods. 
7.  Encourage the use of battery-powered or electrical 
landscaping equipment and discourage the use of leaf blowers 
and other dust-producing equipment by installing electrical 

Engineering 
Department

Prior to filing 
building permit 
applications 

 
Incorporate into 
final construction 
plans Construction 
drawings reviewed 
by City staff 

 Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Planning 
Department

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

outlets on the exterior walls of both the front and back of all 
residences and requiring home owners associations prohibit the 
use of leaf blowers. 
8.  Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance 
species of plants, trees, and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-
powered landscape maintenance equipment. 
9.  Provide a 220-volt utility drop or other dedicated outlet that is 
adaptable for use by electric or rechargeable hybrid vehicles that 
are generally available to consumers. 

Building Division

Incorporate into 
final construction 
plans 

  

Prior to filing 
building permit 
applications 

Construction 
drawings reviewed 
by City staff 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-5b:  All commercial uses shall apply 
Transportation System Management measures to reduce trips and 
incorporate design features to reduce area source emissions. 
Appropriate strategies include:   
1.  Provide physical improvements, such as sidewalk 
improvements, landscaping, and bicycle parking that would act 
as incentives for pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel. 
2.  Connect site with regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system. 
3.  Provide transit information kiosks. 
4.  Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and 

Planning 
Department 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Building Division

Draft and 
Incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 
Incorporate into 
final construction 

Prior to filing 
building permit 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

storage for workers and patrons. 
5.  Provide electric vehicle charging facilities. 
6.  Provide preferential parking for Low Emission Vehicles 
(LEVs). 
7.  Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light 
colored construction materials to increase the reflectivity of 
roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, and include shade 
trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun’s rays 
and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy demand.  
8.  Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water 
heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler 
units that meet or exceed Title 24 requirements (Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings and Green Building Standards).  Use window glazing 
and insulation, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods. 
9.  Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance 
species of plants, trees, and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-
powered landscape maintenance equipment. 

plans Construction 
drawings reviewed 
by City staff 

applications 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Impact AQ-6 
Development facilitated by the 
proposed Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan would 
generate greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) and would contribute 
to cumulative impacts of 

Mitigation Measure AQ-6 
The project’s residential and commercial land uses as a whole 
shall achieve an energy efficiency standard equivalent to the 
California Energy Commission’s Tier II standard. 

Planning 
Department 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Building Division

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 
Incorporate into 

Prior to filing 
building permit 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

global climate change. 

 

final construction 
plans Construction 
drawings reviewed 
by City staff 

applications 

Prior to issuance of 
building 
permits 

BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

    

Mitigation Measure Bio-1. 
The proposed project could 
result in significant impacts to 
sensitive habitats and natural 
communities, including 
riparian habitats, intermittent 
drainage and freshwater 
emergent wetlands. 

Mitigation Measure Bio-1a: Prior to any specific project 
development approval, the project proponent shall contact the 
California Department of Fish and Game to identify the state 
jurisdictional status and extent of (1) the freshwater wetland and 
detainment pond features of the Hill Town site and (2) the 
intermittent drainage on the Sycamore Crossing site. Project 
plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a unique 
graphic symbol. No construction landscape irrigation, paving or 
other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within any 
jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other 
CDFG identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond the 
jurisdictional boundary.  
 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Prior to any specific project 
development approval, the project proponent shall contact the 
California Department of Fish and Game to identify the state 
jurisdictional status and extent of (1)the freshwater wetland and 
detainment pond features of the Hill Town site and (2) the 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Planning and 
Engineering 
Departments 

 

Project sponsors 
conducts formal 
consultation with 

Project Sponsor 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inspect site during 
grading, 
demolition and 
construction 
activities 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

intermittent drainage on the Sycamore Crossing site. Project 
plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a unique 
graphic symbol. No construction landscape irrigation, paving or 
other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within any 
jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other 
CDFG identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond the 
jurisdictional boundary. In the event of a conflict between 
responsible agency requirements for Mitigation Measure Bio 1a 
and 1b, the larger buffer shall be established. 
 
 
 
Mitigation Measure Bio-1d: Prior to issuance of grading 
permits for the Sycamore Crossing or ill Town projects, the 
project proponent shall submit fencing plans to the Hercules 
Planning Department for approval that responds to USACE 
and/or CDFG-approved perimeter beyond the sensitive habitat 
areas as described in Mitigation Measures Bio-1a and 1b and 
shall install temporary construction fencing according to the 
approved plan. The fencing plan may be superimposed on the 
grading plan or may be on a separate plan; if on a separate plan, 
the fencing plan shall show existing and proposed contour lines 
in the vicinity of the site. 
 

CDFG 

 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Incorporate into 
final construction 
plans 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Planning 
Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Obtain approval 
prior to issuance of 
grading permits 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Consult with 
USACE and 
CDFG and submit 
plan to Planning 
Department 

Project Sponsor 

Incorporate into 
final construction 
plans. 

Engineering 
Department 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Inspect site during 
grading, 
demolition and 
construction 
activities 
 
 

Impact Bio-2. The proposed 
project could substantially 
affect candidate, sensitive or 
other special-status species, as 
identified in local regional 
plans, policies or regulations 
or by the CDFG or USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure Bio-2a: (a) Prior to submission of grading 
plans, prior to any vegetation removal, and as feasible, during the 
late spring season from April through May, the project proponent 
shall engage a qualified botanist to conduct focused surveys for 
the Bent-flowered fiddleneck, Fragrant fritillary, and Diablo 
helianthelia in the grassland and scrub habitat of the project sites. 
Surveys shall comply with the Guidelines for Assessing the 
Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened and 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Planning 
Department 

 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 
 
 
CDFG to approve 
mitigation 
measures (if 
necessary) prior to 
grading plan 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Endangered Plants and Natural Communities. If the project 
botanist discovered  
 Obtain a qualified 

botanist to conduct 
survey prior to 
submittal of 
grading plans. 
Consult with 
CDFG for approval 
of mitigation 
measures, if 
needed. 

Project Sponsor 

Incorporate into 
final construction 
plans. 

Engineering 
Department 

 

 

Prior to submission 
of grading plans 

Conduct surveys 
during late spring 
season from April 
through May 

 

 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

 

review 

 Mitigation Measure  Bio-2b: (a) Prior to submission  of  
grading   plans,  the  project  proponent  shall  engage  a 
qualified  biologist to conduct focused surveys for the 

 Planning  
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Monarch Butterfly, the Pallid Bat, and the Salt Marsh 
Common  Yellowthroat,  and  to identify  any raptor  species 
hunting  or nesting in the project area. Surveys shall take 
place during  the appropriate nesting/roosting and breeding  
periods  for each  listed  species: for the  Monarch  Butterfly,  
during  winter  roosting period  (October-February),  for the 
Pallid  Bat, during  hibernation (December-April), for the Salt 
Marsh Common Yellowthroat, during breeding  (March-
September).   Surveys   shall   comply   with   applicable CDFG  
protocols.   (b)  If the  project  biologist  discovers  any  of  
these species, the species' nest or roosting locations shall be 
located on the site map  with  CPS UTM markers.  No  
grading  plan  review  shall  proceed until   the   project   
proponent  informs   the   CDFG   and   commits   to 
appropriate mitigation  measures  that meet the satisfaction  of 
the CDFG, such as avoidance,  creation of buffers, 
transplantation, timing  of construction activities to avoid 
active nests/roosts,  or off-site mitigation. 

Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Obtain a qualified 
biologist to 
conduct survey 
prior to submittal 
of grading plans. 
Consult with 
CDFG for approval 
of mitigation 
measures, if 
needed. 

Project Sponsor 

Incorporate into 
final construction 

Engineering 
Department 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

 

Prior to submission 
of grading plans 

Conduct surveys 
during 
nest/roosting and 
breeding season for 
each species 

 

 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

CDFG to approve 
mitigation 
measures (if 
necessary) prior to 
grading plan 
review 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

plans. 

 

 

 Mitigation Measure Bio-2c: The  project  proponent for  
the Sycamore Crossing   or  Hill  Town   project  shall  
engage   a  California-registered landscape  architect and 
qualified  botanist to prepare landscape  plans for any  
project-area  open  space  or  manufactured  slopes.  The 
open-space and  slope landscape plans  shall  use only  
region-specific native  plants, and shall be designed  to 
promote habitat value. 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Prepare 
landscape  plans 
prior to 
submittal  of 
grading plans 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
approval 

 
 
Obtain 
approval prior 
to issuance of 
grading 
permits 

 

Impact Bio-3- The 
proposed  project could 
potentially conflict with the 
City's General Plan Open 
Space and Conservation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Project proponents shall  
adhere  to the requirements of the City's  tree ordinance,  
Ordinance  No. 33, which includes the submittal  of a tree 
replacement  plan to the City for approval.  

Planning 
Departm
ent 

Require as a 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Element, Policy 2a and tree 
preservation ordinance, 
Ordinance No. 33. 

condition of 
project 
approval 

 
Planning 
Department to 
approve  tree  
replacement 
plan prior to 
issuance of 
grading  plan 

approval 
 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading plan 

Impact Bio-4- The proposed  
project along with other 
future development 
associated with the 
redevelopment plan could 
result in a cumulative  
impact to biological 
resources. 

Mitigation Measure  Bio-4: Site-specific  mitigation   
measures, similar  to  MM BIO-1  through  MM BIO-3  
would  reduce  the  cumulative   impacts  to  the  remaining  
listed species to less than significant levels, assuming  the 
measures  are incorporated  for  each  development project.  
Wetland  or  other jurisdictional   water  may  also  be  
affected  by  the  cumulative redevelopment plan, but 
avoidance  or preservation would be regulated through site-
specific mitigation measures and permits from the USACE 
and/or  CDFG to minimize adverse effects. 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Project 
proponent to 
obtain permits 
from USACE 
and/or CDFG as 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
approval 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading  plan 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

required 
 
Planning 
Department to 
confirm permits 
prior to issuance 
of grading  plans 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

    

Impact Cult-1- The 
proposed  project could 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance 
of an archeological 
resource. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: If prehistoric or unique 
archaeological resources are discovered  during construction 
of  any  projects  undertaken as  a  result  of  the  proposed 
Updated  2009 Redevelopment Plan, all work within  a 50-
foot radius  of the   find   shall   halt   until   a   qualified   
archaeologist   evaluates   and determines the significance of 
the find pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines and  until  the finding  can be fully investigated 
and proper  protection  measures, as determined by qualified 
experts, can be implemented. Work shall not  resume  within  
a 50 foot radius  of the find  until  the  project  archaeologist   
states  in  writing   that  such  work would  not substantially 
affect the significance of an historical or unique 
archaeological  resource  pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines  and  the City of Hercules  concurs 
with  such finding. Construction of the project can continue 
outside  of the 50 foot radius of the find, so long as such 

Planning and 
Engineering 

 
Departments 

Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 
 
 
 
Project Sponsor 

Engage qualified 
archaeologist  to 
perform evaluation 
of archaeological 
resources 
 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 
 
 
Upon discovery of 
prehistoric  or 
unique 
archaeological 
resources 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

 

Periodically 
inspect site 
during grading, 
demolition, and 
construction 
activities 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

activities would not physically damage any discovered  
cultural  resources  or reduce  the data  recovery  potential  of 
the find. 
 

 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Archaeological 
monitoring 
program  to be 
prepared prior to 
issuance of grading 
permits 

 

Impact Cult-2- The 
proposed  project could 
potentially destroy  
unknown unique 
paleontological resources on 
the site. 

Mitigation  Measure  CULT-2: As  part  of  the  review  of  
specific development proposals  for either  the Sycamore 
Crossing  or Hill Town site and to the satisfaction of the City 
of Hercules, a paleontologist  shall evaluate  the geological 
conditions  of the involved  sites to determine the sensitivity  
of the sites for paleontological  resources. If the sites are 
determined to be sensitive for vertebrate  fossils or important 
marine invertebrate fossils, a paleontological  monitoring  
program  shall be implemented during the grading  phases  
of the respective  project, and during  other  construction 
activities  that  affect previously  undisturbed soils, such  as 
trenching  for  pipes  and  foundations. The  paleontologist 
must be knowledgeable of the paleontological  resources in 
Contra Costa County, must have the minimum  of a 
Bachelor's degree in paleontology or a related field, and 
must be prepared  to perform  data recovery tasks, analysis, 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Engage 
qualified 
paleontologist  
to perform 
evaluation of 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
approval 

 
 

Upon 
discovery of 
paleontological 
resources 

 
 

Prior to 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Periodically 
inspect site 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

and  preparation of a technical report addressing any results 
of the  program,   if  monitoring is  deemed   necessary.  If 
necessary,   the paleontological  monitoring program   must  
include  the maintenance of daily  field  logs,  the  recovery  
of soil  samples  for  micro-screening   for small fossil 
remains, and the ability to remove vertebrate  remains as they 
are  identified   (e.g.  with   proper   location   data   and   
associations).   In addition, a photographic record  must be 
maintained over the course of the program and, if resources 
are found  in a context too extensive for the monitoring  
program,  the  monitor  must  have  the authority   to halt  any 
activities   adversely    impacting    the   resource,   and   
arrange   for   the additional  personnel needed  to adequately 
manage  the resources. 

geologic 
conditions 

 
 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Paleontological 
monitoring 
program  to be 
prepared prior 
to issuance of 
grading 
permits 

issuance of 
grading 
permits 

during 
grading, 
demolition, and 
construction 
activities 

Impact Cult-3-The 
proposed  project could 
disturb previously 
unidentified human 
remains, 
including  those interred 
outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

Mitigation Measure CULT-3: If human  remains are 
discovered  at the project site during  construction, work at 
the specific construction  site at which the remains have been 
uncovered  shall be suspended, and the City of Hercules  
Engineering Department and County coroner shall be 
immediately  notified. lf the remains  are determined by the 
County  coroner  to be Native American, the  Native  
American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  shall  be 
notified within 24 hours, and  the guidelines  of the NAHC 
shall be adhered  to in the treatment and disposition of the 
remains. 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Notify 
Engineering 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
approval 

 
 

Upon 
discovery of 
suspected 
human  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Field 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Department 
 

Departments 

Planning and 
Engineering 

 
County 
Coroner 
notified if 
human  
remains 
encountered. If 
remains are of 
Native 
American 
origin, Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission 
contacted 

 
Reporting 
as needed, 
if 
resources 
found. 

remains monitoring 
during 
grading 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

GEOLOGY & SOILS     

Impact Geo-1-The 
proposed project could 
expose people and 
structures to substantial  
adverse effects related to 
seismic ground shaking. 

Mitigation Measure  GE0-1: A site-specific geotechnical  
investigation shall be required  for any new development 
proposed  within  the Updated  2009 Redevelopment Area. 
Development proposed within the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment  Area shall conform to the provisions of 
current building codes and to the recommendations of the 
geotechnical investigations performed  for proposed    
development.  Structures   for   human   habitation    shall   
be designed  to meet or exceed Uniform Building Code 
standards for Seismic Zone 4. 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Project 
proponent to 
conduct site-
specific 
geotechnical 
investigations 
prior to 
issuance of 
grading and 
building 
permits 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as 
part of project 
approval 

 
 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 

 

Impact  Geo-2-The proposed 
project could expose people 
and structures to substantial  

Mitigation Measure GE0-2a: Development of the 
proposed  Hill Town project shall be subject to the 

 

Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
issuance of 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

adverse effects associated 
with seismic-related 
liquefaction or landslides. 

recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical  report  
for site preparation, grading,  retaining  wall construction, 
and foundation  design. 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Incorporate  
measures into 
final grading 
plans 

 
Final 
grading 
plans 
reviewed 
by City 
staff 

 

 
Building Division 

Review control 
measures 

grading permits  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Periodic site 
inspection 

HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Impact Haz-2-The proposed  
project could create a 
significant hazard  to the 
public or the environment 
through the accidental upset 
or release of hazardous 
material from an existing 
petroleum pipeline located 
within the Hill Town 
property and pipelines near 
the Sycamore Crossing site. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a: Consistent with  pipeline  
operators' standards, no  buildings or  other  structures 
that could  impede  access shall be installed  in any pipeline 
right-of-way. 

 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b: The City shall permit  
pipeline  operators, including   the  Chevron  Pipeline   
Company   and   East  Bay  Municipal Utility  District, with  
pipelines  and  pipeline  rights-of-way  adjacent  to parcels 
subject to Tentative Map approval  to review these maps. 

 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2c: Prior  to the start  of 
construction on any parcel that includes or is bordered  by a 
pipeline or pipeline tight-or-way or  easement,   the  City  
shall   consult   with   the  Rodeo-Hercules   Fire Protection   
District,  Chevron   Pipeline  Company,   East  Bay 
Municipal Utility District, and  the operator(s) of affected 
pipeline(s} regarding  the adequacy  of safety procedures for 
pipeline accidents. 

 
 

 

Engineering  
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 

Engineering 
Department to 
confirm pipeline 
right-of- way 
not impeded 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 

 
Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permit 

 

HYDROLOGY & 
WATER QUALITY 

    

Impact Hyd-2-The 
proposed  project would alter 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Prior to the issuance of a 
grading or building  permit  for the Sycamore Crossing or 

Planning and 
Engineering 

Draft and 
incorporate 

Departments 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

the drainage pattern of the 
West Branch of Refugio 
Creek on the Sycamore 
Crossing site and detention 
basins and drainage swale 
on the Hill Town site and 
could potentially cause or 
contribute  to flooding. 

Hill Town sites and  to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
the  project  proponents shall  prepare  hydrology  studies  
and  drainage plans  that calculate the existing and  proposed  
stormwater runoff flows (i.e., cubic  feet  per  second)  of  
the  sites  and  identify  the  stormwater drainage  features 
(e.g., storm  drains,  catch  basins, detainment basins, etc.) 
required  to accommodate  future flows. 

 
Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

Project 
proponent to 
submit 
hydrology 
studies and 
drainage  plans 

Project Sponsor 

 
 
 

City Engineer 

Review studies 

condition as 
part of 
project 
approval 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permit 

NOISE     

Impact  Noise-1-
Implementation of the 
proposed  Updated  2009 
Redevelopment Plan 
would add new vehicle 
trips to the roadway 

Mitigation Measure NOISE- l: The City of Hercules shall 
not issue a building permit for future  projects in the 
proposed  Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan until a 
design-level noise  study  is  completed  that  demonstrates 
that  the  proposed development would  not  cause  noise  
exposures   that  exceed  (1)  65 dB CNEL  for  common   

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 

 
Prior to issuance 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

network, but would not 
increase ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity 
above acceptable levels. 

outdoor  areas   or  (2)  45  dB  CNEL  for  indoor 
residential  uses. 

 
Sycamore Crossing:  To achieve   these   required   noise   
levels   on   the Sycamore   Crossing   site,  residential   uses  
should   be  located  in   the northern   portion  of the site  
rather  than  along San Pablo  Avenue. The design-level   
noise  study   required   by  this  mitigation   measure   shall 
consider  actual  site  plans  and  architectural   plans  and  
determine   the exact  noise  attenuation  features   required   
to  achieve  the  appropriate noise levels. 

 
Planning 
Department to 
ensure that 
noise 
attenuation 
design features 
as required  for 
residential uses 
are 
incorporated in 
building plans 

 
 
 

Project Sponsor 

Retain 
qualified 
noise 
consultant  to 
prepare 
design-level 
noise study 

 

Incorporate 
noise 
attenuation 
design features 

of building 
permit 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to 
completion of 
design review 
process 
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Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

as needed 

Impact  Noise-3-Future 
development in the 
proposed project area has the 
potential to temporarily  
increase ambient noise 
levels during  construction 
of future projects. 
Additionally, future 
construction activities could 
generate ground borne noise 
or vibrations. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3a: The City of Hercules  shall 
ensure  that where construction occurs near noise-sensitive  
areas (as determined  by the Community  Development  
Department), construction  activities (including  truck  traffic) 
be scheduled  for periods,  according  to construction  permit  
to limit the impact on sensitive receptors. This may be done  
prior  to start of construction and  may be enforced  
throughout construction activities  on  both  the Hill  Town  
and  Sycamore  Crossing sites. 

 
Mitigation Measure   NOISE-3b:  Prior   to  construction,   
the  City  of Hercules shall ensure  that the applicant  
develop a construction schedule that minimizes potential 
cumulative construction  noise impacts and accommodates 
particularly  noisy periods for near-by sensitive receptors. 

 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3c: The City of Hercules  
shall ensure  that during  construction,  where feasible, holes 
for driven  piles be predrilled to reduce  the level and  
duration of noise impacts.  Where not feasible, pile drive 
shall be scheduled to avoid conflict with adjacent sensitive 
receptors. 

 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3d:  Construction   within   
500  feet  of  a sensitive  receptor shall  require  a noise 

 

Planning 
Department 

Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Ensure 
construction 
practices are 
implemented 
during grading 
and 
construction 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 

 
 

Upon start of 
demolition or 
construction 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 

 
 

Monitoring 
during grading 
and 
construction 
activities 



 31 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

study to identify  the estimated level of construction  noise. 
Where construction activities are estimated to exceed an 
ambient noise level of 70 dB CNEL, the City of Hercules 
shall ensure that prior to construction, the applicant 
construct temporary  solid noise barriers  between source  
and sensitive  receptors  to reduce off site propagation of 
construction  noise. 

 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3e: Prior to construction, the 
applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City of 
Hercules, that internal combustion engines used for 
construction purposes  are equipped  with a properly  
operating muffler of a type recommended  by the 
manufacturer and all power  tools are shielded. 
 

TRANSPORTATION 
& TRAFFIC 

    

Impact  Traf-1-Further 
development of the 
Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan is 
expected to generate 5,950 
daily trips, including 672 
trips during the AM peak 
hour and 1,018 trips during 

Mitigation Measure TRAF-1: Contributions to the 
following intersection improvements shall be required  of the 
proposed  Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing developments: 
 
•  San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage  

public transit use that will reduce vehicle trips by 10 
percent for the intersection. - Mitigation required under  
project (Sub-scenario A) conditions. 

Departments 

Planning and 
Engineering 

 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 
 

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

the PM peak hour. Those 
trips would cause the 
following intersections to 
operate an an acceptable 
LOS: San Pablo Ave/John 
Muir Pkwy, San Pablo 
Ave./Sycamore Ave,. San 
Pablo Ave./Linus Pauling. 
Wilow Ave./Transt Center 
E. Drive, Willow Ave./EB 
I-80 & SR4 ramps and 
Sycamore/S.Front St. 

• San  Pablo/Linus Pauling:  Install  traffic signals.  Add  
left-turn and right-turn  lanes into  the site. Access 
driveway should provide  two outbound lanes and one 
inbound  lane. - Mitigation required under project (Sub-
scenario A and B) conditions. 

• Willow/BART Replacement Parking  E. Driveway:   
Install  traffic signal plus widen Willow Avenue and add 
turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation     with     
BART    Replacement   Parking improvement  plan.   -  
Mitigation   required   under   project   (Sub- scenario A) 
and 2035 conditions. 

• Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a WB left-
tum lane if a driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added  to 
the intersection. Mitigation required  under project (Sub-
scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 

• The   project   applicants   shall   be   required    to   pay   
a   fair-share contribution to the cost of these 
improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned 
Development Plan or Tentative Map, the project 
proponents for the Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing  
projects shall retain qualified and licensed traffic 
engineering  professional(s)  to determine   specific  
mitigation  requirements for  each  project, mitigation 
timing, and fair-share allocation of these improvements. 

 

 

Engineering 
Department 

Implement  
measures 

 

 
Prior to 
occupancy, or 
before 2035 

Impact Traf-4. - Mitigation Measure TRAF-4: Contributions to the following 
intersection improvements shall be required  of the proposed  

Draft and Planning 
Department  
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Implementation of the 
proposed  the Updated 
2009 Redevelopment 
Plan would  add new 
vehicle trips to the 
roadway network, 
which would  contribute to 
a substantial cumulative 
increase in traffic LOS in 
the project vicinity. 

Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing developments: 
 

• San   Pablo/John Muir:  Develop   programs   to  encourage   
public transit use that will reduce vehicle trips by 15 
percent for the intersection.   Relocate 1-80 off-ramp/SR-4  
on-ramp  further  east  to shift traffic away from San Pablo 
Ave. A 30 percent shift is assumed in the mitigation  
effectiveness analysis. -Mitigation required  under 
2035 Conditions. 

•  San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage  
public transit use that will reduce 15 percent vehicle trips for 
the intersection. Relocate  1-80 off-ramp/SR-4  on-ramp   
further  east  to  shift  traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 
30 percent shift traffic to and from Sycamore Ave. east of 
San Pablo is assumed  in the mitigation effectiveness 
analysis.- Mitigation required  under 2035 Conditions. 

•  San  Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install  traffic signals.  Add  
left-tum  and right-turn lane  into  the site. Access 
driveway  should  provide  two outbound lanes  and  one  
inbound   lane  (not  required  if mitigated under  previous  
scenario).- Mitigation  required  under  project (Sub- 
scenarios A and B) and 2035 Conditions. 

 
Require as a 
condition of 
project 
approval 

 
 

Department. 

Implement 

measures 

Planning  and    
Engineering 

 
 
 
 

 
Project Sponsor 

Retain qualified 
and licensed 
traffic 
engineering 
professional(s) 
to perform 
traffic analysis 

incorporate 
condition as part 
of project 
approval 

 
 
 
 
 

Prior to 
occupancy of 
both Sycamore 
Crossing and 
Hill Town 
projects, or 
before 2035 as 
indicated in the 
measure. 

 
 

At the time of 
project-specific 
application 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

as described for 
the purpose  of 
determining 
mitigation 
timing and fair-
share allocation 

 Mitigation Measure TRAF-4 (continued) 
 
•  Sycamore/5. Front: Install  traffic  signals. Add  a 

westbound  left- turn lane if a driveway  for Sycamore 
Crossing is added  to the intersection.  - Mitigation  
required  under  project (Sub-scenarios  A and B) and 
2035 conditions. 

• Sycamore/Palm: Install  traffic signals.  Coordinate  
mitigation  with SR-4 ramp   relocation  project.  - 
Mitigation  required   under   2035 Conditions. 

•  WB   SR4   off-ramp/Willow:   Install   traffic   signals.   
Coordinate mitigation  with SR-4 ramp  relocation 
project. - Mitigation  required under  2035 Conditions. 

• Willow/Palm:  Install   traffic  signals.   Widen   Willow   
and   Palm approaches to  two lanes  in each  direction.  
Coordinate  mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation 
project. -Mitigation required  under 2035 
Conditions. 

Sycamore 
Crossing and Hill 

 

Town Project 
Sponsors 

Retain qualified 
and licensed 
traffic 
engineering 
professional(s) to 
perform traffic 
analysis as 
described for the 
purpose of 
determining 
specific 
mitigation 
requirements for 
each project, 
mitigation timing, 

Prior to approval 
of final Planned 
Development 
Plan or Tentative 
Map 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

•  Sycamore/5. Front: Install traffic signals and add a WB 
left-turn lane if  a driveway for Sycamore  Crossing  is 
added  to the intersection (not required if mitigated 
under a previous scenario). -Mitigation required  under 
2035 Conditions. 

and fair-share 
allocation of 
these 
improvements. 

 Mitigation Measure TRAF-4 (continued) 
 

The project applicants shall be required  to pay a fair-share 
contribution to the cost of these improvements. At the time 
of each specific project application, the project proponent  
shall retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering  
professional(s) to perform additional  project-specific traffic 
analysis for the purpose of determining mitigation  timing 
and fair-share allocation. 

 
The project applicants shall be required  to pay a fair-share  
contribution to the cost of these improvements. Prior to 
approval  of a Final Planned Development  Plan or Tentative 
Map, the project proponents for the Hill Town and Sycamore 
Crossing projects shall retain qualified and licensed traffic 
engineering professional(s)  to determine  specific mitigation 
requirements for  each  project,  mitigation  timing,  and  fair-
share allocation of these improvements. 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS 

    

Impact USS-1 
Future buildout of the Updated 
2009 Redevelopment Plan 
would not exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, but 
could require or result in the 
construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental effects, or 
increase future wastewater 
generation beyond wastewater 
treatment capacity. 

 

Mitigation Measure USS-1  
Prior to the approval of any subsequent development projects 
within the proposed Redevelopment Project Area, a project 
applicant shall obtain confirmation from the wastewater 
treatment provider that adequate wastewater treatment capacity is 
available to serve such development.  Such confirmation will be 
placed in the project file of all appropriate City Departments. 

Planning 
Department 
Require as a 
condition of 
project approval 

Project proponent 
to obtain 
confirmation form 
wastewater 
treatment provider. 

Project Sponsor 

Draft and 
Incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 

Prior to project 
approval 

Include in Project 
file with the City 

Impact USS-3 
Future buildout of the 
proposed project would result 
in an increase in water 
demand, but individual 

Mitigation Measure USS-3 
Prior to development, proponents of projects subject to the 
requirements for water supply assessments shall be required to 
obtain a water supply assessment confirming the proposed 
development’s water demand and documenting adequate supply. 

Planning 
Department

Draft and 
incorporate 
condition as part of 

 
Require as a 
condition of 

Include in project 
file with the City 
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Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, April 2009 

Significant Impact Generally Applicable Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
and Reporting 
Action(s) 

Mitigation 
Timing 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

projects would be required to 
ensure that sufficient water 
supply is available to meet 
project demands prior to 
project approval. 

 

project approval 

Project proponent 
to obtain a water 
supply assessment 
as described, if 
required 

Project Sponsor 

project approval  

Prior to project 
approval 
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Attachment 1 
Sycamore Crossing Project Volume 1 Addendum with one-page December 3, 2014 

errata sheet corrections, and Initial Study dated November 2014 



ADDENDUM 
to the 

2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report 
(State Clearinghouse Number 200112049) 

November 2014 

This Addendum to the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact 
Report (SCH #200112049) (the "2009 EIR") has been prepared by the City of Hercules 
(the "City") for the Sycamore Crossing project, to satisfy the applicable requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code§ 21000 et seq.) 
("CEQA") and its implementing regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Chapter 3 (Section 15000 et seq.)) (the "CEQA Guidelines"). 

Project Description 
The Sycamore Crossing project would implement the City's long-range planning goals 
for that certain 12.85 acres of land in central Hercules bounded by Sycamore A venue to the 
north and northeast, San Pablo A venue to the south and southeast, and Tsushima Drive to 
the west. The project site is currently owned by the City, as the Successor Agency to the 
Hercules Redevelopment Agency. 

As proposed, the project would provide a local serving shopping center that would 
complement the commercial character of San Pablo A venue to the southeast and the 
mixed-use character of the New Town Center district to the east, and would serve the 
residential areas to the east, north and west. The shopping center would be comprised 
of approximately 136,250-square-feet of commercial uses including an approximately 
55 ,000-square foot supermarket, an associated fuel center and a related kiosk; an 
approximately 37 ,000-square-foot fitness center; and approximately 44,250 square feet of 
neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant uses in buildings ranging in size from 
approximately 2,500 square feet to approximately 10,000 square feet. 

The center would be arranged with the commercial buildings located on the perimeter 
of the site surrounding internal parking. Ohl one Creek, which traverses the site in a 
generally northeast to south direction, would be preserved to create a wetland and open 
space corridor through the project and along its southern boundary (along the north side 
of San Pablo A venue). Various open spaces and gathering areas would be located 
throughout the center. 

Prior CEQA Analyses and Determinations 

Development of the project site and its potential environmental effects have been the 
subject of two previous City planning documents and their associated environmental 
impact reports. In 1995, the City adopted the Hercules General Plan Land Use 
and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments and certified the 
City of Hercules General Plan Land Use and Circulation Element Update and 
Redevelopment Plan Amendments Environmental Impact Report_(State Clearinghouse 



#1995033027) (the "1995 EIR"). In 2009, the City adopted its 2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan and certified the programmatic 2009 Updated Redevelopment 
Plan Environmental Impact Report (SCH #200112049) (the "2009 EIR"). The analyses 
and conclusions in these environmental documents relating to development of the 
Sycamore Crossing property are set forth in detail in the attached Initial Study. As 
explained there, in certifying the 2009 EIR, the City determined that all potential 
environmental effects from development of the property with up a combination of 
140,000 square feet of general retail commercial, 25,000 square feet of shopping center 
development, a 180-room hotel, 170,000 square feet of office and 180 townhouse type 
residential dwellings on the property, as described in the Redevelopment Plan, would be 
less than significant, or less than significant with the incorporation of the adopted 
mitigation measures, with the exception of certain impacts relating to aesthetics, air 
quality, and noise, which the City found would be significant and unavoidable. The City 
nonetheless approved the Redevelopment Plan, finding that the anticipated benefits from 
the proposed development outweighed those significant and unavoidable environmental 
effects. 

CEQA Analysis and Determination That No Further Environmental Review is 
Required for The Sycamore Crossing Project. 

The City prepared the attached Initial Study dated November 2014 (by this 
reference incorporated in its entirety herein) to determine, pursuant to Section 
15168(c)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, whether the proposed Sycamore Crossing project 
is within the scope of the development program evaluated in the 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan EIR, or whether further environmental review is required. As required by Section 
15168(c)(2), the City applied the criteria set forth in Section 15162 of the CEQA 
Guidelines to evaluate the proposed project against the projects evaluated in the 1995 
EIR and the 2009 EIR. Pursuant to Section 15162, the City has determined that: 

a) There are no substantial changes to the Project that could result in new significant 
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
impacts. As documented in the Initial Study, the proposed land uses on the site are 
of the same type, density and intensity as the uses described and evaluated in the 1995 
EIR and the 2009 EIR, and would not result in any new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant impacts. 

b) There have been no substantial changes in the conditions in which the Project would 
be undertaken that could lead to new significant impacts or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant impacts. As documented in the Initial 
Study, the conditions under which the proposed project would be undertaken are 
substantially the same as the conditions that were assumed for the environmental 
analyses in the 1995 EIR or the 2009 EIR, and there have been no changes in such 
conditions which could lead to new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of any previously identified significant impacts. 
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c) There is no new information of substantial importance known to the City, which was 
not known and could not have been known at the time of the certification of the 2009 
EIR, that shows: (i) approval of the project could result in a significant effect that 
was not addressed in a previous EIR; (ii) approval of the project could result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect; 
(iii) mitigation measures previously determined to be infeasible may now be feasible 
but the applicant declined to adopt them; or (iv) mitigation measures considerably 
different from those described in a previous EIR would substantially reduce the 
project's potentially significant environmental effects but the applicant has declined 
to adopt them. As reflected in the attached Initial Study, the City is not aware of any 
new information meeting the criteria of Section 15162(a)(3). All applicable 
mitigation measures imposed with the certification of the 1995 and 2009 EIRs will be 
applied to the proposed project. 

d) If no subsequent EIR-level review is required, should a subsequent negative 
declaration be prepared? As explained in the Initial Study, no subsequent negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration is required because the proposed project 
is not expected to result in any impacts, significant or otherwise, beyond those 
identified in the 1995 and 2009 EIRs. 

Based on the analyses in the attached Initial Study, the City determines that: (1) the 
proposed Sycamore Crossing project is within the scope of the development programs 
evaluated in the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR; (2) no new significant environmental effects 
could occur as a result of the proposed project; (3) no new mitigation measures are 
required for the proposed project; (4) the proposed project does not require further 
environmental review under Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Sections 15162 and 
15163 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (5) no new environmental document is required 
under Section 15168. The City adopts this Addendum to the 2009, EIR pursuant to 
Sections 15164 and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, to document these determinations. 

Copies of this Addendum, the Initial Study, the 1995 EIR, the 2009 EIR, all previous 
addenda thereto, all generally applicable mitigation measures, and all resolutions cited 
above are hereby incorporated herein by this reference and are available for public review 
during normal business hours in the City Clerk's Office, Hercules City Hall, 111 Civic 
Drive, Hercules CA. 
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City of Hercules 

Sycamore Crossing Project 

CEQA Addendum/Initial Study 

December 3, 2014 

Document Corrections 

The following corrections are hereby made to the Sycamore Crossing Initial 
Study dated November 2014. 

1) Page 3, Introduction, is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and its 
implementing regulations (the "CEQA Guidelines") to determine whether the 
proposed Sycamore Crossing retail center (the "Project") is within the scope 
of the City's previous environmental analyses for development of the 
Sycamore Crossing property (the "Property"), or whether additional 
environmental review is required for the Project. The Property consists of 
two (2) parcels totaling approximately 12.85 acres and bounded by 
Sycamore Avenue on the north, Tsushima Street on the west, and San Pablo 
Avenue on the south and east. The Assessor's Parcel Numbers for the site are 
494-020-057 and 494-020-058. As proposed, the project would construct up 
to 136,250 square feet ofretail and commercial structures and facilities and 
associated site improvements on the Property. " 

2) Page 3, Introduction, first paragraph, the size the shopping center is changed to 
state that it would be 136,250 square feet. 

3) Page 3, Introduction, second paragraph, the size of the project analyzed in the 
1995 General Plan is amended to read: 167,925 square feet. 
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ADDENDUM 
to the 

2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report 
(State Clearinghouse Number 200112049) 

November 2014 

This Addendum to the 2009 Updated Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact 
Report (SCH #200112049) (the "2009 EIR") has been prepared by the City of Hercules 
(the "City") for the Sycamore Crossing project, to satisfy the applicable requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code§ 21000 et seq.) 
("CEQA") and its implementing regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Chapter 3 (Section 15000 et seq.)) (the "CEQA Guidelines"). 

Project Description 
The Sycamore Crossing project would implement the City's long-range planning goals 
for that certain 12.85 acres of land in central Hercules bounded by Sycamore A venue to the 
north and northeast, San Pablo A venue to the south and southeast, and Tsushima Drive to 
the west. The project site is currently owned by the City, as the Successor Agency to the 
Hercules Redevelopment Agency. 

As proposed, the project would provide a local serving shopping center that would 
complement the commercial character of San Pablo A venue to the southeast and the 
mixed-use character of the New Town Center district to the east, and would serve the 
residential areas to the east, north and west. The shopping center would be comprised 
of approximately 136,250-square-feet of commercial uses including an approximately 
55 ,000-square foot supermarket, an associated fuel center and a related kiosk; an 
approximately 37 ,000-square-foot fitness center; and approximately 44,250 square feet of 
neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant uses in buildings ranging in size from 
approximately 2,500 square feet to approximately 10,000 square feet. 

The center would be arranged with the commercial buildings located on the perimeter 
of the site surrounding internal parking. Ohl one Creek, which traverses the site in a 
generally northeast to south direction, would be preserved to create a wetland and open 
space corridor through the project and along its southern boundary (along the north side 
of San Pablo Avenue). Various open spaces and gathering areas would be located 
throughout the center. 

Prior CEQA Analyses and Determinations 

Development of the project site and its potential environmental effects have been the 
subject of two previous City planning documents and their associated environmental 
impact reports. In 1995, the City adopted the Hercules General Plan Land Use 
and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments and certified the 
City of Hercules General Plan Land Use and Circulation Element Update and 
Redevelopment Plan Amendments Environmental Impact Report_(State Clearinghouse 



#1995033027) (the "1995 EIR"). In 2009, the City adopted its 2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan and certified the programmatic 2009 Updated Redevelopment 
Plan Environmental Impact Report (SCH #200112049) (the "2009 EIR"). The analyses 
and conclusions in these environmental documents relating to development of the 
Sycamore Crossing property are set forth in detail in the attached Initial Study. As 
explained there, in certifying the 2009 EIR, the City determined that all potential 
environmental effects from development of the property with up a combination of 
140,000 square feet of general retail commercial, 25,000 square feet of shopping center 
development, a 180-room hotel, 170,000 square feet of office and 180 townhouse type 
residential dwellings on the property, as described in the Redevelopment Plan, would be 
less than significant, or less than significant with the incorporation of the adopted 
mitigation measures, with the exception of certain impacts relating to aesthetics, air 
quality, and noise, which the City found would be significant and unavoidable. The City 
nonetheless approved the Redevelopment Plan, finding that the anticipated benefits from 
the proposed development outweighed those significant and unavoidable environmental 
effects. 

CEQA Analysis and Determination That No Further Environmental Review is 
Required for The Sycamore Crossing Project. 

The City prepared the attached Initial Study dated November 2014 (by this 
reference incorporated in its entirety herein) to determine, pursuant to Section 
15168(c)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, whether the proposed Sycamore Crossing project 
is within the scope of the development program evaluated in the 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan EIR, or whether further environmental review is required. As required by Section 
15168(c)(2), the City applied the criteria set forth in Section 15162 of the CEQA 
Guidelines to evaluate the proposed project against the projects evaluated in the 1995 
EIR and the 2009 EIR. Pursuant to Section 15162, the City has determined that: 

a) There are no substantial changes to the Project that could result in new significant 
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
impacts. As documented in the Initial Study, the proposed land uses on the site are 
of the same type, density and intensity as the uses described and evaluated in the 1995 
EIR and the 2009 EIR, and would not result in any new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant impacts. 

b) There have been no substantial changes in the conditions in which the Project would 
be undertaken that could lead to new significant impacts or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant impacts. As documented in the Initial 
Study, the conditions under which the proposed project would be undertaken are 
substantially the same as the conditions that were assumed for the environmental 
analyses in the 1995 EIR or the 2009 EIR, and there have been no changes in such 
conditions which could lead to new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of any previously identified significant impacts. 

Page 2 



c) There is no new information of substantial importance known to the City, which was 
not known and could not have been known at the time of the certification of the 2009 
EIR, that shows: (i) approval of the project could result in a significant effect that 
was not addressed in a previous EIR; (ii) approval of the project could result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect; 
(iii) mitigation measures previously determined to be infeasible may now be feasible 
but the applicant declined to adopt them; or (iv) mitigation measures considerably 
different from those described in a previous EIR would substantially reduce the 
project's potentially significant environmental effects but the applicant has declined 
to adopt them. As reflected in the attached Initial Study, the City is not aware of any 
new information meeting the criteria of Section 15162(a)(3). All applicable 
mitigation measures imposed with the certification of the 1995 and 2009 EIRs will be 
applied to the proposed project. 

d) If no subsequent EIR-level review is required, should a subsequent negative 
declaration be prepared? As explained in the Initial Study, no subsequent negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration is required because the proposed project 
is not expected to result in any impacts, significant or otherwise, beyond those 
identified in the 1995 and 2009 EIRs. 

Based on the analyses in the attached Initial Study, the City determines that: (1) the 
proposed Sycamore Crossing project is within the scope of the development programs 
evaluated in the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR; (2) no new significant environmental effects 
could occur as a result of the proposed project; (3) no new mitigation measures are 
required for the proposed project; (4) the proposed project does not require further 
environmental review under Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Sections 15162 and 
15163 of the CEQA Guidelines; and (5) no new environmental document is required 
under Section 15168. The City adopts this Addendum to the 2009, EIR pursuant to 
Sections 15164 and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, to document these determinations. 

Copies of this Addendum, the Initial Study, the 1995 EIR, the 2009 EIR, all previous 
addenda thereto, all generally applicable mitigation measures, and all resolutions cited 
above are hereby incorporated herein by this reference and are available for public review 
during normal business hours in the City Clerk's Office, Hercules City Hall, 111 Civic 
Drive, Hercules CA. 
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Introduction 

City of Hercules 

Environmental Checklist/ 
Initial Study 

This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and its implementing regulations (the "CEQA 
Guidelines") to determine whether the proposed Sycamore Crossing retail center (the "Project") 
is within the scope of the City's previous environmental analyses for development of the 
Sycamore Crossing property (the "Property"), or whether additional environmental review is 
required for the Project. The Property consists of two (2) parcels totaling approximately 12.85 
acres and bounded by Sycamore Avenue on the north, Tsushima Street on the west, and San 
Pablo Avenue on the south and east. The Assessor's Parcel Numbers for the site are 494-020-
057 and 494-020-058. As proposed, the project would construct up to 136,250 square feet of 
retail and commercial structures and facilities and associated site improvements on the Property. 

The potential environmental effects from development of the Property have been analyzed by the 
City in two previous CEQA documents. As explained in detail below, in 1995, the City analyzed 
the potential environmental effects from development of up to 167,925 square feet of 
commercial development on the Property at a typical Floor Area Ratio of 0.30 as set forth in the 
General Plan as part of its 1995 General Plan Update process. Then, in 2009, the City analyzed 
the potential effects from development of a combination of 140,000 square feet of general retail 
commercial, 25,000 square feet of shopping center development, a 180-room hotel, 170,000 
square feet of office and 180 townhouse type residential dwellings on the property. The purpose 
of this Initial Study is to determine whether the proposed project is within the scope of the 
development evaluated in those previous analyses or whether further environmental review is 
required. 

Lead Agency 
City of Hercules 
111 Civic Drive 
Hercules CA 94547 
(510) 245-6531 

Attn: Holly Smyth, AICP, Planning Director 

Previous CEQA Documentation 
The potential environmental effects from development of the Property were first analyzed 
by the City in 1995, when the City Council certified the City of Hercules General Plan Land Use 
and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments_(State Clearinghouse 
#1995033027) (the "1995 EIR") and adopted the Hercules General Plan Land Use 
and Circulation Element Update and Redevelopment Plan Amendments. The 1995 EIR analyzed 
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the potential environmental impacts from development of a number of key parcels in the City of 
Hercules, including the Sycamore Crossing Property. For the 1995 EIR, the City assumed the 
ultimate development of up to 167,925 square feet of commercial uses on the property. In 
connection with its certification of the 1995 BIR and approval of the 1995 General Plan Update, 
the City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations (Resolution No. 95-121) for the 
following significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the 1995 BIR: 

• Transportation impacts at the San Pablo A venue/John Muir Parkway during AM and PM 
peak hours; 

• Contribution of City traffic to unacceptable cumulative traffic on 1-80 freeway; 
• An increase in the number of students to be served by the West Contra Costa Unified 

School District; 
• An increase in the need for neighborhood and community parks; 
• Generation of hazardous waste by new industries adding to cumulative hazardous waste 

disposal requirements; 
• An increase in the total air pollutant emissions in the region; 
• An increase in City population and employment beyond ABAG projections. 

On April 20, 2009, the Hercules City Council certified the programmatic 2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan BIR (the "2009 BIR") (SCH #200112049) and adopted the 2009 Updated 
Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan). Among other things, the 2009 BIR identified and 
analyzed the potential environmental effects from the addition of the Hill Town and Sycamore 
Crossing sites (totaling approximately 58 acres) to the redevelopment area for the purpose of 
eliminating blight on each of the subject sites. 

With respect to the Sycamore Crossing Property, the 2009 BIR analyzed, and the City approved, 
amendments to the Hercules General Plan to: 

• Amend the Amended and Restated Redevelopment Plan for the Merged Dynamite and 
Project Area No. 2 Project Areas, which included adding the Sycamore Crossing 
Property. 

• Amend the City's General Plan land use designation for the Sycamore Crossing Property 
from General Commercial to Planned Commercial-Residential. 

• Amend the City's zoning designation for the Sycamore Crossing Property from General 
Commercial to PC-R Planned Commercial Residential Mixed Use District. 

• Amend the City's Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 15 PC-R Planned Commercial-Residential 
Mixed-Use District, to include "hotel" as a conditional use. 

The foregoing amendments allow the property to be developed with a mix of residential 
and commercial uses; allow development of five story buildings along major frontages Sycamore 
A venue and San Pablo A venue), with a planned development plan; allow a hotel as a conditional 
use within the PC-R Planned Commercial Residential Mixed Use District; and allow a building 
height of 65 feet along major frontages (Sycamore A venue and San Pablo A venue), with a 
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planned development plan. Consistent with these amendments, the 2009 EIR evaluated the 
potential environmental effects from development on the Property of some or all of the 
following: up to 140,000 square feet of retail commercial space, a 25,000-square-foot 
supermarket, up to 170,000 square feet of office space, a 180-room hotel, and up to 170 attached 
residential units, and two parking garages. 

In certifying the 2009 EIR, the City determined that all potential environmental effects from such 
development of the property would be less than significant, or less than significant with the 
incorporation of the adopted mitigation measures, with the exception of certain impacts relating 
to aesthetics, air quality, and noise, which the City found would be significant and unavoidable. 
The City nonetheless approved the Redevelopment Plan, finding that the anticipated benefits 
from the proposed development of the property outweighed those significant and unavoidable 
environmental effects. 

Project Location and Context 
The project site is located west of the I-80 freeway on the south side of Sycamore Avenue, east 
of and Tsushima Street and north of San Pablo A venue in the City of Hercules. Exhibit 1 shows 
regional location of Hercules and Exhibit 2 shows the site vicinity in relation to nearby streets 
and other features. 

The project site is located in the low-lying Refugio Valley about 0.6-mile inland from San Pablo 
Bay. Overall, the site slopes from south to north toward the Bay. The site is bisected by a north
south trending ravine, which contains the West Branch of Refugio Creek identified as Ohlone 
Creek. The ravine formed by the creek channel is generally "V" shaped, with the western bank 
notably steeper and taller than the eastern bank. The bottom of the ravine lies at approximately 
30 feet above mean sea level (msl), with the eastern bank rising approximately 15 feet at 
approximately a 5: 1 slope (horizontal to vertical). The western bank is less defined than the 
eastern bank, with the elevation rising approximately 5 to 10 feet at slopes ranging from 
approximately 6: 1 to 16: 1 (horizontal to vertical). 

Portions of the project site west of Ohlone Creek have been previously graded, although much of 
this portion of the site is undisturbed and contains vegetation and mature trees. The majority of 
the site east of the creek channel is undisturbed as well, and contains a natural knoll in the 
southeastern portion of the site. Topography and elevations vary on the site, with the highest 
elevation approximately 58 to 60 feet msl, and surrounding slopes trending steeply downward to 
Sycamore Avenue, San Pablo Avenue, Tsushima Street, and the creek channel. 

The project site contains remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls from past 
industrial uses, as well as utility improvements associated with a utility right-of-way (ROW) 
along the site's southern boundary. The remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls 
appear in three locations: (1) at the southern boundary of the site,just east of the creek channel; 
(2) atop the knoll in the southeastern portion of the site; and (3) along the east side of the ravine 
near Sycamore Avenue. The utility ROW along the site's southern boundary is 45 feet in width 
and consists of adjacent 20-foot East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) and 25-foot 
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) easements. EBMUD maintains a 24-inch water transition (main) 
pipeline through its onsite easement and PG&E maintains a 12-kilovolt (kV) overhead power 
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line through its onsite easement. An access road/path also exists along the southern portion of the 
site, located primarily within the utility ROW. This access road/path consists of a gravel surface 
west of the creek channel and an asphalt surface east of this channel. A 20-inch sanitary sewer 
line and a 24-inch force main line serving the Pinole/Hercules wastewater treatment plant run 
inside the property line along Sycamore A venue. 

Dating back to the late 1800s, the project site was owned by the Hercules Powder Company, an 
explosives manufacturer, and was part of a larger 1,300-acre facility. Primary operations of the 
Hercules Powder Company were located outside of the project site, although portions of the site 
were developed with structures that reportedly were used for storage and possible manufacturing 
of explosives. These uses continued until the 1960s, when the storage and associated structures 
were removed, except for the remnant foundations that still remain on the site. 

Hercules Powder Company and subsequent owners focused increasingly on the manufacture of 
fertilizers from 1940 through the 1970s. The specific locations of these operations are unknown. 
The western portion of the project site was developed as a Little League baseball field during the 
1980s and 1990s. The ball fields were removed sometime before 2004. For the past 14 years or 
more, the project site has also been used to stockpile soil from nearby construction sites. 

Uses surrounding the site include residential neighborhoods, commercial development, and 
vacant land. A mixed-use commercial retail and residential development is located immediately 
to the north across Sycamore A venue, along with Bayside, a 400-unit residential community. 
Residential development is also located to the west across Tsushima Street. The BNSF Railway, 
a multi-use trail, and residential development are located to the south across San Pablo Avenue. 
Commercial retail development, a BART Park and Ride lot, and 1-80 are located to the east 
across San Pablo A venue; the BART parcel is planned for mixed-use commercial, retail, and 
residential development. Open land, including a segment of Ohlone Creek and adjacent 
wetlands, are located to the northeast across Sycamore A venue. Ohl one Creek flows through the 
site, under Sycamore Avenue, and across a vacant parcel, and back into the creek. 

Project Description 
The Sycamore Crossing Project is proposed as a local serving shopping center that complements 
the commercial character of San Pablo A venue to the southeast and the mixed-use character of 
the New Town Center district to the east. The project site contains approximately 12.85 acres of 
land and is bounded by Sycamore A venue, San Pablo A venue, and Tsushima Street. The project 
would develop approximately 136,250-square-feet of retail and commercial space, which is 
currently owned by the City, as Successor Agency to the Hercules Redevelopment Agency. 

Proposed Development Plan. The project would accommodate a range of businesses in ten 
structures, including an approximately 55 ,000-square foot supermarket, an associated fuel center 
and related kiosk. Other businesses proposed for the center are intended to include an 
approximately 37 ,000-square-foot fitness center and approximately 44,250 square feet of 
neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant uses in buildings ranging in size from approximately 
2,500 square feet to approximately 10,000 square feet. 

The site plan is depicted on Exhibit 3. 
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The retail center would be arranged with buildings located around the perimeter of the site with 
internal parking. The Ohlone Creek open space corridor would transect the site in a generally 
northeast to south direction. A wetland mitigation area would be located along the north side of 
San Pablo A venue just west of Ohl one Creek. Various open spaces and gathering areas would be 
located throughout the center. 

The proposed project would include installation of an 18-pump fuel center just west of the 
Ohlone Creek corridor in the approximate center of the site. As part of the fuel station, one or 
more underground storage tanks (USTs) would be installed to store fuel on the project site. A 
UST would consist of double-walled, fiberglass fuel storage tank with leak detection sensors. As 
required by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), all USTs installed after 1988 are 
required to have a leak detection system consisting of at least one of the following detection 
methods: secondary containment with interstitial monitoring; automatic tank gauging systems 
(including continuous ATG systems); vapor monitoring (including tracer compound analysis); 
groundwater monitoring; statistical inventory reconciliation; or other methods meeting 
performance standards. 

In addition to the federal leak detection requirements, a UST and all associated fuel delivery 
infrastructure (i.e., gas pumps) would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulation, including but not limited to those provisions established by Section 2540.7, 
Gasoline Dispensing and Service Stations, of the California Occupational Safety and Health (Cal 
OSHA) Regulations; Chapter 38, Liquefied Petroleum Gases, of the California Fire Code; 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); Contra Costa Health Services, and the 
Rodeo-Hercules Fire District (RHFD). 

The development plan would also include installation of new lights within the parking lot and on 
proposed buildings. 

Exterior Building Design. The applicant proposes to use industrial-style building materials to 
reflect historic industrial uses on the site and within Hercules dating back to the founding of the 
City. Typical building materials are proposed to include cast-in-place concrete, red and/or yellow 
clay brick with concrete lintels over doors and windows and heavy timber framing at key 
locations as accent materials. 

Exterior design of proposed buildings are depicted on Exhibits 4a-4c. 

Site Access, Parking and On-Site Circulation. Five driveways would be constructed to provide 
vehicular access into and out of the site. Three of these driveways would be constructed along 
San Pablo A venue, one would be provided along Sycamore A venue along the northern project 
frontage and one would be constructed from Tsushima Street. 

On site circulation would include a series of two-way drives within the center of the site serving 
all parking areas. The applicant proposes a combination vehicular and pedestrian bridge to span 
the Ohl one Creek corridor and connect the eastern and western portions of the project together. 
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Approximately 545 on-site parking spaces would be provided, including rooftop spaces located 
atop the supermarket building. Vehicular access to the rooftop parking area would be provided 
by a ramp on the north side of the building. Street parking would also be available on certain 
surrounding streets as well. 

In accordance with the current California Building Code (CBC), a minimum of 2 percent of the 
total number of provided parking spaces would be designated as ADA accessible spaces. A 
number of parking spaces would include compact stalls. 

Bicycle racks and lockers would be installed in front of the proposed Safeway building as well as 
in front of other buildings to facilitate bicycle circulation. Sidewalks would be constructed along 
Sycamore A venue, San Pablo A venue and Tsushima Street. Interior pedestrian walkways would 
be construed in the parking los and adjacent to proposed buildings. 

Deliveries to the proposed grocery store would be provided by the driveway from Sycamore 
A venue. This access would also serve solid waste and recycling collection trucks. 

Roadway Improvements and Right-of-Way Adjustments. The proposed project would include 
various improvements within the public rights-of-way and roadways adjacent to the site. These 
improvements would include extending the existing sidewalk from the northern property 
boundary to encircle the entire site, modifying the median in San Pablo A venue signalizing the 
intersection of San Pablo A venue/Tsushima Way, relocating street medians and similar street 
improvements. 

The project would also include vacating portions of streets adjacent to the site and dedicating 
small portions to the City for roadway purposes. A number of existing easements on the site 
would also be abandoned and existing utility lines relocated to public rights-of-way. 

Proposed Landscaping. The applicant proposes to install landscaping around the perimeter of the 
project site, within the parking lot and in front of a number of retail buildings. Landscaping 
would consist of trees, shrubs and groundcovers. The City of Hercules would approve a final 
landscaping plan for the project. 

A number of existing trees may be removed from the project site to allow for implementation of 
the proposed project. Additionally, it is anticipated that additional trees may require removal as a 
result of ill health. In accordance with Section 4-15.05 of the Hercules Municipal Code, mature 
trees may be removed in conjunction with development projects for which the City has issued all 
necessary land use approvals, provided, however, that the City approves and the developer 
implements a tree replacement plan. In addition, mature trees may be removed in conjunction 
with development projects for which the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and/or the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) has issued a permit, provided that the following conditions are satisfied: the 
property owner has obtained and is in compliance with a Grading Permit and Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan; the City has approved and the property owner is implementing a tree 
replacement plan as part of an environmental mitigation program approved by the applicable 
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state or federal agency; and the proposed pre-development activities are consistent with the 
City's General Plan, as determined by the Community and Business Development Director. 

Ohlone Creek Corridor and Wetland Mitigation Area. The applicant proposes to restore the 
portion of Ohlone Creek located on the project site. This area will be known as the Ohlone Creek 
Corridor area. The Corridor would be approximately 100 feet wide and would include 
approximately 1.37 acres of land. The Corridor would include Ohlone Creek and side slope 
areas. The creek would be restored with removal of non-native plants and replacing these with 
native riparian species. This action would encourage and enhance the existing habitat for native 
wildlife species. 

The Corridor area would be owned by the underlying property owner, although certain public 
drainage easements would be located within the Corridor. Maintenance of the Corridor would be 
would be determined as part of the project. The Corridor would be fenced to preclude public 
access, but pedestrian viewing areas would be sited at various locations adjacent to the Corridor. 

As proposed, the project would include development of two small, federally protected wetland 
areas. The project proponent would mitigate this loss of wetland areas by a combination of on
and-off-site wetland mitigation areas as approved by appropriate biological regulatory 
authorities. 

Site Grading, Drainage and Water Quality Features. Because the variable topography 
characteristics of the site, grading would be required to create building pads, parking areas, 
driveways and other site features. It is estimated that 126,100 cubic yards of material would 
therefore need to be removed from the site. 

Existing former building foundations and other man-made structures would be removed from the 
site as part of site grading. 

To improve storm water flows and to avoid potential impacts related to uncontrolled stormwater 
runoff (e.g., erosion, pollution), a new onsite stormwater drainage system would be constructed. 
The proposed drainage system would include a series of storm drain catch basins, junction boxes, 
flow lines, and/or similar facilities that would collect and contain stormwater flows on the 
project site before eventually conveying flows to existing drainage facilities located in Sycamore 
A venue and Tsushima Street. Bio-retentions areas would be located within landscaped areas to 
collect and treat (cleanse) stormwater and to supplement the new stormwater drainage system. 
Collectively, the new stormwater drainage facilities would be designed to satisfy local 
requirements and all other applicable standards and regulations by minimizing impervious 
surfaces, as feasible, and directing flows to Integrated Management Practices (IMPs). The onsite 
drainage system will incorporate the following features: 

• Integrating appropriately sized IMPs to ensure post-development flows do not exceed 
pre-development flows. 

• Incorporating bio-retention in combination with site planning, minimizing impervious 
areas, and dispersion of runoff to meet Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. 
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Construction Phasing. The construction schedule would be determined by market demand, and 
may be completed in phases. However, any phasing must include the necessary infrastructure 
improvements, such as utilities, circulation and access, and parking, all of which are subject to 
review and approval by the City of Hercules. 

Nonetheless, for the purpose of the following environmental impact analysis, the proposed 
project is conservatively assumed to start construction in 2015 and to be constructed in a single 
continuous phase. 

Requested Land Use Entitlements and Approvals. The applicant has requested approval of the 
following by the City of Hercules: 

1. General Plan amendment to change land use designation from Planned Commercial-
Residential (PC-R) to General Commercial (GC); 

2. Rezoning from PC-R to GC; 

3. Zoning text amendment to amend or remove Chapter 29 from the Zoning Ordinance; 

4. Vesting Tentative Tract Map (#VTM 9373) that would subdivide the site into smaller lots 
as well as incorporating abandonment of small portions of existing roadways, dedication 
of additional roadways and removal of existing on-site easements; 

5. Design Review Permit (#DRP 14-04) to approve the overall design of the project, 
including building design, materials, colors, landscaping, signs and similar project 
elements; 

6. Planned Development Plan amendment (#PDP 14-01); and 

7. Conditional Use Permit to allow grocery and/or liquor sales, drive-through operations, a 
convenience store tied to fuel center and outdoor sales of merchandise. 

In addition to the City of Hercules, discretionary and/or ministerial approvals may be required 
by state, regional, or other local agencies. Under CEQA, a responsible agency is a public agency 
other than the lead agency that has responsibility to carry out or approve a project (PRC Section 
21069). A trustee agency is a state agency that has jurisdiction by law over natural resources that 
are held in trust for the people of the State of California (PRC Section 21070). 

The following state agencies may serve as responsible and trustee agencies: 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

The following regional and local agencies may serve as responsible agencies: 
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Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) 
Contra Costa Flood Control and Water Conservation District (CCFCD) 

Purpose of This Document 
The City of Hercules prepared this Initial Study to determine whether the proposed Project is 
within the scope of the development analyzed by the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR and whether 
the proposed project would result in any environmental effects that were not identified in and 
addressed by those environmental documents. Based on this Initial Study, the City has 
determined, for the reasons set forth herein, that the project is within the scope of the 
development program evaluated in the General Plan EIR and 2009 Redevelopment EIR and will 
not result in any environmental effects that were not identified in and addressed by those 
environmental documents. Consequently, the City has determined that no subsequent or 
supplemental EIR or Negative Declaration is required for the Sycamore Crossing project. 
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1. Project description: 

2. Lead agency: 

3. Contact person: 

4. Project location: 

5. Project sponsor: 

6. General Plan designations 

7. Zoning: 

Construction of the Sycamore Crossing Center, a retail 
center comprising up to 136,250 square feet of commercial 
uses, parking, landscaping, restoration of Ohlone Creek 
through the site, grading, drainage improvements, 
extension of utilities, lighting and project identification 
signs. Requested land use approvals include a General Plan 
Amendment, rezoning, a tentative and final subdivision 
map, a Planned Development Plan, Design Review and a 
conditional use permit. 

City of Hercules 

Holly Smyth, AICP, Planning Manager 

North side of San Pablo Avenue, south of Sycamore 
Boulevard and east of Tsushima Street. Assessor's Parcel 
Nos. 404-020-057 and 404-020-058. 

Property Development Centers, LLC 

Existing: Planned Commercial-Residential 
Proposed: General Commercial 

Existing: Planned Commercial-Residential 
Proposed: General Commercial 

8. Other public agency required approvals: 

City of Hercules 
Initial Study/Sycamore Crossing Project 

• Building, Grading and Encroachment Permits (City of 
Hercules) 

• Final Map and Improvement Plans (City of Hercules) 
• Water and Wastewater Service Connections (EBMUD) 
• Fuel Dispensing Permit (BAAQMD) 
• Wetland Certification (RWQCB) 
• Streambed Alteration Agreement (CDFW) 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a "potentially significant impact" as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 

- Aesthetics - Agricultural - Air Quality 
Resources 

- Biological Resources - Cultural Resources - Geology/Soils 

- Greenhouse Gas - Hazards and - Hydrology/Water 
Emissions Hazardous Materials Quality 

- Land Use/ Planning - Mineral Resources - Noise 

- Population/Housing - Public Services - Recreation 

- Transportation/ - Utilities/Service - Mandatory Findings 
Circulation Systems of Significance 

Determination (to be completed by Lead Agency): 

On the basis of the following analyses in this initial study: 

__ I find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a 
Negative Declaration will be prepared. 

_ I 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 the mitigation measures described on an 
attached sheet have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration will be 
prepared. 

_ I find that although the proposed project may have a significant effect 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 earlier 
analysis as described on the attached sheets, if the effect is a "potentially significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated." An Environmental Impact Report is required, but 
must only analyze the effects that remain to be addressed. 

x_ I find that all the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed Project: 
a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards; and (b) have 
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR and its associated mitigation measures 
(which shall be imposed on the proposed Project, as applicable), except for those impacts which 
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were identified as significant and unavoidable in the earlier EIR and for which a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations was previously adopted by the City. Based on the applicable 
standards, no further environmental review is required, and an Addendum to the Hercules 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report has been prepared to 
document these determinations. 

Signature: ~ J ~t{L "', (}j) 
Printed Name: t\ol½, 5111½1'-i ~@ 

City of Hercules 
Initial Study/Sycamore Crossing Project 

Date: 11(1,c){ \ '( 

For: f4:t't Jr (-fte./t....,l--::, 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST & ANALYSIS 

The following Environmental Checklist form is used to determine whether the proposed 
Project is within the scope of the development program evaluated in the 2009 EIR, or whether 
additional environmental review is required for the Project. To make this determination, the City 
applied the criteria for subsequent environmental review set forth in Section 15162 of the CEQA 
Guidelines to each category of potential environmental effects identified in Appendix G to the 
CEQA Guidelines. Section 15162 provides: 

(a) When an EIR has been certified or negative declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on 
the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the 
following: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions 
of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects of a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time of the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

(A)The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would 
in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative; or 

(D)Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

As will be discussed in greater detail below, the site specific details and operations of the 
project do not alter any of the previous conclusions contained in the 2009 EIR. Therefore, no 
new environmental document is required under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15164 and 15168. 
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1. Aesthetics 

Environmental Setting 
The project site is presently undeveloped, although remnants of former buildings on the site 
exist. The site is not designated by the City or used as a public park, gathering place or as a 
scenic vista. 

The one major scenic element on the site is Ohlone Creek, a tributary of Refugio Creek, that runs 
in a generally north-south direction through the property. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained one impact and mitigation measure applicable to this project: 

• Impact Visual-3 noted that development in upper drainage valleys, lower drainage 
floodplains and plateaus could introduce additional light and glare. This impact was 
reduced to a less-than-significant level by requiring future development projects to screen 
parking areas by use of vegetation or trees, use of hoods for light fixtures for parking areas, 
loading docks and use of regular windows instead of glass walls or massive reflective 
windows. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to aesthetics: 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2a required development on the Sycamore Crossing and Hill 
Town sites to retain or replace the existing trees onsite to the extent feasible. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2b required plantings that serve to screen views of residential 
development, or that help to maintain a natural-appearing landscape, shall be retained to the 
extent feasible. Such plants could be thinned selectively if thinning would improve view 
corridors. If specific trees are to be removed, such as eucalyptus trees, replace with trees, 
preferably native species, which will provide suitable screening while retaining the view 
corridor along San Pablo A venue. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2c required future buildings on the Sycamore Crossing and Hill 
Town sites shall be sited so that it minimizes view obstruction from sensitive viewpoints. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2d required new development on the Sycamore Crossing and Hill 
Town sites to be subject to the design review provisions of the Central Hercules Plan 
Regulating Code. New development shall avoid use of designs and materials that are 
inconsistent with the existing development along San Pablo A venue and Sycamore A venue 
in the vicinity of the project site. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-2f required that landscaping consistent with the existing terrain 
and landscaping of San Pablo A venue and Sycamore A venue shall be incorporated to 

City of Hercules 
Initial Study/Sycamore Crossing Project 

Page 22 
November 2014 



soften the visual mass of the building frontages and parking areas. The developer of each 
specific development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area shall 
provide usable open space areas within the project. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-4a required that parking areas on the Sycamore Crossing and Hill 
Town sites shall be screened with vegetation and/or trees. 

• Mitigation Measure AES-4b required developers for the Sycamore Crossing and Hill Town 
sites to use hooded and down-directed lights for nighttime illumination in parking areas, 
shipping and receiving docks, and other areas of the site as applicable. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the Proposal: 

a. Have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? 

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

c. Substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

d. Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare 
which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

Discussion 

Substantial Substantially 

Change in Changed 

Project Circumstances 

New No Change 

Information of from Previous 

Substantial Analysis and 

Importance No New 

Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a) A scenic vista is generally defined as an expansive view of highly valued landscape as 
observable from a publicly accessible vantage point. In the City of Hercules, views of San 
Pablo Bay and distant views of the coastal range in Marin County are considered scenic 
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vistas and are available to higher areas east of 1-80 and some areas west of 1-80. In the 
project area, San Pablo Avenue, which forms the southern property boundary, provides 
only limited views of San Pablo Bay and the distant hills of Marin, Sonoma, and Napa 
Counties, due to intervening topography and development. However, adjacent to the site, 
views of San Pablo Bay are not available from San Pablo A venue while traveling either 
north or south given the mature stand of trees fronting the southern property boundary and 
the knoll in the southeastern portion of the site. Based on the intervening topography and 
development, as well as the proximity between the site and any scenic vista, 
implementation of the proposed project would not impede views of any such scenic 
resources, nor would it be visible from these scenic locations. The proposed project would 
include planting of trees around the perimeter of the site, within the parking lot in the 
center of site and would provide for landscaped planters, as required by earlier EIRs. 

The project site is not currently used as a public park, gathering place or public scenic 
vista. 

There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with respect to a substantial 
adverse impact on a scenic vista than previously analyzed in previous CEQA documents 
for this site. 

b) The 2009 EIR previously found impacts associated with scenic highways to be significant 
and unavoidable, even with the incorporation of mitigation. 

In Contra Costa County, the only Officially Designated State Scenic Highway is the 
segment of SR-24, from the Caldecott Tunnel near the Alameda County line north to 1-680 
near the City of Walnut Creek, which offers travelers views of Mount Diablo. The project 
site is located approximately 10 miles northwest of the nearest portion of this State Scenic 
Highway, and because of intervening topography, no portions of the project site or the 
project area are visible from this portion of SR-24. 

San Pablo A venue is identified as a Scenic Roadway Corridor by the Hercules General 
Plan. The portion of the project site fronting San Pablo A venue is characterized by mature 
trees, grasslands, and open space. As a result, the 2009 EIR conservatively concluded that 
the potential removal of mature trees and the change in visual character along San Pablo 
Avenue could potentially result in significant impacts. Thus, to reduce potential impacts 
to less than significant levels, the proposed project would be required to incorporate all 
mitigation measures as originally identified in the 2009 EIR as identified above to reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. Similar to the findings of the 2009 EIR, the 
incorporation of Mitigation Measures AES-2a, AES-2b, AES-2c, AES-2d, and AES-2f 
would be required, as listed above. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to damage to scenic 
resources or other similar resources near a scenic highway than has been previously 
analyzed. 
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c) The project site is currently contains vacant land covered with grasses and shrubs, with 
mature trees located along the southern property boundary and along Ohlone Creek. The 
majority of the project site would be developed with buildings of varying sizes, parking 
lots and landscaped areas. Given the topography of the project site, onsite buildings would 
be constructed on flat building pads. Under the current zoning designation, onsite 
structures would have a maximum height of 55 feet along San Pablo A venue. 

As previously discussed, the project site is partially screened by trees and vegetation, as 
well as by the knoll in the southeastern portion of the project site. The primary scenic 
resource on the site, Ohlone Creek, would be retained, enhanced and preserved within a 
permanent conservation easement 

Conversion of the project site to a retail center would be consistent with the visual quality 
of the surrounding area, which is predominantly developed and urban in nature. To ensure 
that the proposed project would include architectural design, landscaping, and site 
planning compatible with the visual character of surrounding area, the proposed project 
would be required to incorporate all mitigation measures related to visual character and 
quality and applicable to the Sycamore Crossing site as originally identified in the 2009 
EIR. Similar to the findings of the 2009 EIR, the incorporation of Mitigation Measures 
from the General Plan EIR and 2009 2009 EIR will be required to ensure this impact will 
be less-than-significant. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result from the project, and thus, the 
project is within the scope of previous EIRs that include the project site. 

d) The 2009 EIR and General Plan EIR found impacts associated with light and glare to be 
less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation. 

The proposed project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site 
where none current exist. The existing level of nighttime lighting in the project area is 
consistent with typical urban development (e.g., streetlights, security lights, automobile 
lights, landscape/accent lights). Since the proposed project's commercial retail uses tend 
to use higher-intensity nighttime lighting for safety and security purposes, night lighting 
could create some disturbance for nearby residences or motorist. Daytime glare could also 
increase above existing levels by the introduction of new buildings and vehicles on the 
project site. Reflective vehicle surfaces or retail and commercial buildings with reflective 
windows or signage could create glare from viewpoints along San Pablo A venue. 

Implementation of the proposed project would be subject to the performance standards 
and design review as set forth in the Hercules Zoning Ordinance, which would minimize 
light and glare impacts. Additionally, to reduce potential impacts to acceptable levels of 
significance, the proposed project would be required to incorporate all mitigation 
measures related to light and glare and as identified in the previous EIRs, identified above. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result from project implementation than 
analyzed in previous EIRs and no new analysis is required. 
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2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

Environmental Setting 
No portion of the project site is used for or zoned for agricultural production. No timber 
resources exist on the site. No Williamson Act contract or Timber Preserve contract exists on the 
site 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 
The issue of agriculture and forestry impacts was not analyzed in previous CEQA documents for 
this site. 

Project Impacts: 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

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

b. Conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

c. Conflict with existing 
zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of forest land (as 
defined by PRC Sec. 
12220(g), timberland (as 
defined in PRC Sec. 4526), 
or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as 
defined in PRC Sec. 
51104 (g)? 
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Change in Changed 

Project Circumstances 

New 

Information of 

Substantial 

Importance 

No Change 

from Previous 

Analysis and 

No New 

Impact 

X 

X 

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

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

Discussion 

X 

X 

a-e) According to the California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP), neither the project site nor the project area contains any land 
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland). The City of Hercules Land Use and Zoning Map does not identify any areas in 
the City zoned for agricultural use. Additionally, according to the California Department of 
Conservation's Williamson Act FY 2008/2009 map, neither the project site nor the project 
area contain any land identified as under a Williamson Act contract. Further, according to 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection's (CalFire) Land Cover Map, 
neither the project site nor the project area contains any land designated as forestland or 
timberland. There would be no new or mores severe significant impacts with respect to this 
topic than have been previously analyzed. 

3. Air Quality 

Environmental Setting 

The following analysis is based on the November 12, 2014 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Analysis Memo and Health Risk Assessment Report, both of which were prepared by 
First Carbon Solutions (FCS). The air quality and greenhouse gas analysis is included as 
Attachment 2 to this Initial Study and the Health Risk Assessment report is Attachment 3. 

Air Pollution Climatology. The amount of a given pollutant in the atmosphere is determined by 
the amount of pollutant released and the atmosphere's ability to transport and dilute the pollutant. 
The major determinants of transport and dilution are wind, atmospheric stability, terrain and, for 
photochemical pollutants, sunshine. 

Hercules is located in western Contra Costa County just south of the Carquinez Strait and is 
within the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Its location near San Pablo Bay and 
the Carquinez Strait has a major influence on the climate and air quality of the area. 
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The Carquinez Strait is the only sea-level gap between San Francisco and the Central Valley. 
During the summer and fall months, high pressure offshore coupled with temperature-related low 
pressure in the Central Valley causes marine air to flow eastward through the Strait. The wind is 
strongest in the afternoon. During the nighttime weaker down-slope "drainage" flows are 
common, particularly in winter. 

The pollution potential of the site area is relatively low compared to other portions of the Bay 
Area. Ventilation is relatively good, and there is limited transport of pollutants from other 
upwind urban areas. However, during periods of light or calm winds, which typically occur in 
the fall and winter months, the entire Bay Area air basin is subject to stagnation and poor air 
quality. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District ("BAAQMD") publishes CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines to assist local jurisdictions and lead agencies in complying with the requirements of 
CEQA regarding potentially adverse impacts to air quality. BAAQMD's 1999 CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines and thresholds (1999 Thresholds) were used in the air quality impact analysis 
in the 2009 EIR. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Criteria Pollutants. The Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources 
Board have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air 
quality standards are levels of contaminants which represent safe levels that avoid specific 
adverse health effects associated with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover 
what are called "criteria" pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are 
described in criteria documents. Table 1 identifies the major criteria pollutants, characteristics, 
health effects and typical sources. The federal and California state ambient air quality standards 
are summarized in Table 2. 

The federal and state ambient standards were developed independently with differing purposes 
and methods, although both processes attempted to avoid health-related effects. As a result, the 
federal and state standards differ in some cases. In general, the California state standards are 
more stringent. This is particularly true for ozone and particulate matter (PM 10 and PM2_5) 

Attainment Status and Regional Air Quality Plans. The federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act of 1988 require that the State Air Resources Board, based on air quality 
monitoring data, designate portions of the state where the federal or state ambient air quality 
standards are not met as "nonattainment areas." Because of the differences between the national 
and state standards, the designation of nonattainment areas is different under the federal and state 
legislation. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has classified the San Francisco Bay 
Area as a non-attainment area for the federal 8-hour ozone standard. The Bay Area was 
designated as unclassifiable/attainment for the federal PM 10 and PM2_5 standards. 

Under the California Clean Air Act Contra Costa County is a non-attainment area for ozone and 
particulate matter (PM 10 and PM2_5). The county is either attainment or unclassified for other 
poll utan ts. 
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Table 1. Major Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Characteristics Health Effects 

Ozone A highly reactive photochemical Eye Irritation 
pollutant created by the action of Respiratory function 
sunshine on ozone precursors impairment. 
(primarily reactive hydrocarbons 
and oxides of nitrogen. Often 
called photochemical smog). 

Carbon Monoxide Carbon monoxide is an odorless, Impairment of oxygen 
colorless gas that is highly toxic. transport in the 
It is formed by the incomplete bloodstream. 
combustion of fuels. Aggravation of 

cardiovascular 
disease. 
Fatigue, headache, 
confusion, dizziness. 
Can be fatal in the 
case of very high 
concentrations. 

Nitrogen Dioxide Reddish-brown gas that Increased risk of 
discolors the air, formed during acute and chronic 
combustion. respiratory disease. 

Sulfur Dioxide Sulfur dioxide is a colorless gas Aggravation of 
with a pungent, irritating odor. chronic obstruction 

lung disease. 
Increased risk of 
acute and chronic 
respiratory disease. 

Particulate Solid and liquid particles of dust, Aggravation of 
Matter soot, aerosols and other matter chronic disease and 

which are small enough to heart/lung disease 
remain suspended in the air for a symptoms. 
long period of time. 

Source: City of Hercules, Town Central Initial Study, 2012 
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Major Sources 

Ozone precursors are 
combustion sources such as 
factories and automobiles, 
and evaporation of solvents 
and fuels. 

Automobile exhaust, 
combustion of fuels, 
combustion of wood in 
woodstoves and fireplaces. 

Automobile and diesel truck 
exhaust, industrial processes, 
fossil-fueled power plants. 

Diesel vehicle exhaust, oil-
powered power plants, 
industrial processes. 

Combustion, automobiles, 
field burning, factories and 
unpaved roads. Also a result 
of photochemical processes. 
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Table 2. Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Federal 
Time Primary 

Standard 
Ozone 1-Hour --

8-Hour 0.Q75PPM 
Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0PPM 

1-Hour 35.0PPM 
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Average 0.053 PPM 

1-Hour 0.10 PPM 
Sulfur Dioxide Annual Average 0.Q3PPM 

24-Hour 0.14 PPM 
1-Hour --

PM 10 Annual Average --
24-Hour 150 ug/m 3 

PM2s Annual 15 µg/m 3 

24-Hour 35 µg/m 3 

Lead Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m 3 

30 Day Average --
Sulfates 24Hour --

Hydrogen Sulfide I-Hour --

Vinyl Chloride 24-Hour --

PPM = Parts per Million 
µg/m3 = Micrograms per Cubic Meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards (2/16/10) 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/rcscarch/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf' 

State 
Standard 

0.09PPM 
0.Q7PPM 

9.0PPM 
20.0PPM 
0.030PPM 
0.18 PPM 

--
0.04PPM 
0.25 PPM 
20 µg/m 3 

50 ug/m 3 

12 µg/m 3 

--

--
1.5 UE!/m3 

25 µg/m 3 

0.03 PPM 

0.QIPPM 

BAAQMD is the state agency responsible for air quality and regulating air emissions in the 
Bay Area. In May 2010, BAAQMD published new and more stringent CEQA Guidelines to 
assist local agencies in evaluating air quality impacts of development proposals and other 
regulatory plans proposed in the San Francisco Bay Air Basin. In early 2012, an Alameda 
County Superior Court ruled that BAAQMD's updated CEQA Guidelines be set aside, on the 
ground that it did not attempt to evaluate the potential environmental effects of its updated 
Guidelines before their adoption. In light of the finding, BAAQMD, through its website 
(http://www.baaqmd.gov/Di visions/Planni ng-and-Research/CEQA-G UIDELINES .aspx) is 
recommending that local agencies may rely on these Guidelines when calculating air emissions, 
but that the previous 1999 Thresholds of Significance be used to analyze a project's significant 
air quality impacts. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR identified the following potentially significant air quality impacts and 
imposed the following mitigation measures: 

• Impact Air-1 found that fugitive dust from construction and demolition will add to PM10 

levels. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by requiring dust control 
measures, including watering development sites, covering stockpiles of soil, covering haul 
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trucks, limiting speeds in construction areas, sweeping of dirt and debris and covering 
buildings when applying insulation. 

• Impact Air-2 found that exhaust from construction equipment will increase criteria 
pollutants. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by requiring individual 
developers to maintain and operate equipment to minimize exhaust emissions, including 
tune up and inspection of equipment. Mitigation Measure Air-2 requires large projects to 
be constructed in phases to minimize air emissions 

This EIR found that that buildout of land uses envisioned in the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would create criteria air pollutants that would contribute to an increase regional air 
pollutants (Impact Air-3). Although the EIR recommended that an Air Quality Element could be 
prepared as part of the General Plan, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Impact 
Air-5 was also found to be significant and unavoidable. This impact noted that increases in 
population and employment would exceed projections included in the regional Clean Air Plan. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR imposed the following air quality mitigation 
measures: 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-1 required the City to prove updated population projections to the 
Association of Bay Area Governments for buildout of the Sycamore Crossing property and 
Hill Town site. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 required, for all discretionary grading, demolition, or 
construction activity in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Area, require 
implementation of the following dust control measures by construction contractors, where 
applicable: 

During demolition of existing structures: 

1. Water active demolition areas to control dust generation during demolition of 
structures and break-up of pavement. 

2. Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site. 
3. Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever debris being loaded is 

sufficiently elevated above the truck. 

During all construction phases: 

1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
2. Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be 

blown by the wind. 
3. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all trucks 

to maintain at least 2 feet of free board. 
4. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 

unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
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5. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites. 

6. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

7. Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

8. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non -toxic) soil binders to exposed 
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

9. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 
10. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways. 
11. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

To reduce engine exhaust emissions: 

1. Use alternative fueled construction equipment; 
2. Minimize idling time (5 minutes maximum); 
3. Maintain properly tuned equipment; 
4. Limit the hours of operation of heavy equipment and/or the amount of equipment 

in use. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-5a required all development shall be required to implement 
feasible BAAQMD mitigation measures for reducing vehicle and area source emissions 
from suburban residential projects. Feasible mitigation measures to reduce vehicle and 
area source emissions for a suburban residential development include: 

City of Hercules 

Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths, connecting project residences to 
adjacent schools, parks, nearest transit stop and nearby commercial areas. 
Construct transit amenities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc. 
Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project land uses to transit 
stops and adjacent development. 
Utilize reflective ( or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light colored 
construction materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other 
paved surfaces, and include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them 
from the suns rays and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy demand. 
Eliminate wood burning fireplaces or devices. Install a gas outlet in proposed 
outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits. Offer as an option on homes to install a 
gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a gas barbeque. 
Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 
equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 
requirements (Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings and Green Building Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, 
wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods. 
Encourage the use of battery-powered or electrical landscaping equipment and 
discourage the use of leaf blowers and other dust-producing equipment by 
installing electrical outlets on the exterior walls of both the front and back of all 
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residences and requiring home owners associations prohibit the use of leaf 
blowers. 
Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of plants, trees, 
and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered landscape maintenance 
equipment. 
Provide a 220-volt utility drop or other dedicated outlet that is adaptable for use 
by electric or rechargeable hybrid vehicles that are generally available to 
consumers. 

• MM AQ-5b required all commercial uses shall apply Transportation System Management 
measures to reduce trips and incorporate design features to reduce area source emissions. 
Appropriate strategies include: 

Provide physical improvements, such as sidewalk improvements, landscaping, 
and bicycle parking that would act as incentives for pedestrian and bicycle modes 
of travel. 
Connect site with regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system. 
Provide transit information kiosks. 
Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and storage for workers 
and patrons. 
Provide electric vehicle charging facilities. 
Provide preferential parking for Low Emission Vehicles (LEV s). 
Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light colored 
construction materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other 
paved surfaces, and include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them 
from the sun's rays and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy demand. 
Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 
equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 
requirements (Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings and Green Building Standards). Use window glazing and insulation, 
wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods. 
Landscape with drought-resistant and low-maintenance species of plants, trees, 
and shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered landscape maintenance 
equipment. 

The 2009 EIR determined that, even with adherence to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, construction 
of the proposed levels of development would result in air quality impacts that would be 
significant and unavoidable. Similarly, development facilitated by the Redevelopment Plan 
would generate air emissions that would exceed thresholds established by BAAQMD and which 
could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. This impact was found to be significant 
and unavoidable. 
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Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the Proposal: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

b. Violate any air quality 
standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality 
violation? 

c. 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 (including 
releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d. Expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

e. Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

Discussion 

Substantial 

Change in 

Project 

Substantially New No Change 

Changed Information of from Previous 

Circumstances Substantial Analysis and 

Importance No New 

Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a) The proposed project would slightly increase the amount of commercial development 
space in the City of Hercules. This amount of development was previously analyzed in the 
1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR; however, as noted above, these two previous CEQA 
documents found this impact to be significant and unavoidable. Although the proposed 
Sycamore Crossing development would include features to reduce use of automobile use, 
such as on-site pedestrian paths and bicycle facilities, the potential environmental effects 
from approval and development of the project would remain significant and unavoidable 
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with respect to conflicts with or obstruction of the regional air quality plan. However, the 
type and amount of retail development would be consistent with that previously analyzed 
by the City so that there would be no new or more severe significant impacts relating to the 
regional air quality plan. 

b) Vehicle trips generated by the proposed Sycamore Crossing project would add air 
pollutants into the atmosphere. Both the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR found that emissions 
from buildout of projects in Hercules would generate air emissions from vehicle use above 
BAAQMD thresholds. 

However, as noted in the previous CEQA documents and the project air quality analysis 
(Attachment 2), the project would comply with other air quality standards, including 
emission of dust and particulate matter during demolition and grading activities and 
emission of carbon monoxide. The project will be required to implement air quality 
mitigation measures contained in the 1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR. 

In summary, there would be no new or more severe significant impacts relating to 
violations of air quality standards or would contribute substantially to a projected air 
quality violation than have been previously analyzed. 

c) The project is not expected to result in new or more severe significant air quality impacts 
(see subsection "b" above) that would contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase in 
ozone precursors or other pollutants than have been previously analyzed. 

d) A Health Risk Assessment, dated October 7, 2014, was prepared by First Carbon Solutions 
to determine if significant impacts would result from the emission of Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TAC), benezene and particulate matter (PM 2.5) within a 1,000 radius of 
the boundary of the project site. The Health Risk Assessment is included as Attachment 2 
to this Initial Study. The Health Risk Assessment found that TAC emissions would be 
below the threshold levels for potential cancer risk, emissions of particulate matter and 
other health risks. There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with respect 
to this topic that was analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

e) The project site is already designated for residential and commercial uses in the Hercules 
General Plan and the potential odor effects from these designations were analyzed in the 
1995 EIR and the 2009 EIR. The project is not anticipated to generate new or more severe 
significant odor impacts than previously analyzed. 

4. Biological Resources 

Environmental Setting 

The following analysis is based in part on the October 2014 Biological Resources Evaluation 
(BRE) prepared by First Carbon Solutions, included as Attachment 4 to this Initial Study and a 
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Wetland Delineation Report prepared by First Carbon Solutions dated February 27, 2014, is 
Attachment 5 to this Initial Study. 

Existing Biological Conditions 
The project site contains no structures, although remnants of previous uses remain. The 
Biological Resource Evaluation notes that major plant communities found on the site include a 
mix of non-native grassland, rural and disturbed areas of the sire, coyote brush scrub, eucalyptus, 
blackberry riparian along Ohlone Creek and willow riparian also within and adjacent to Ohlone 
Creek, 

Approximately 0.12 acre of the site (5,195 square feet) has been determined to be wetlands or 
waters of the U.S. 

Protected, special-status and other candidate wildlife species that could be present on the project 
site include California red-legged frog, western pond turtle and raptors, including Cooper's 
Hawk and white-tailed kite. No protected, special-status or candidate plant species likely exist on 
the site due to lack of suitable habitat. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
biological resources. 

• Impact Biology-I noted that introduction of invasive, non-native species into landscaping 
would be detrimental to native plant species. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Biology-la 
reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring use of native plants in 
landscape plans and, in area with a lower water table, drought tolerant plant material. 

• Impact Biology-4 found an impact with respect to degradation of riparian and wetland 
areas from pollutants in stormwater runoff. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Biology-4b 
reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring installation of 
sedimentation and grease basins in drainage systems in parking lots and requiring periodic 
sweeping of parking lots. 

2009 EIR. This EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to biological resources: 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-la required that, prior to any specific project development 
approval, the project proponent shall contact the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) to identify the state jurisdictional status and extent of (1) the freshwater wetland 
and detainment pond features of the Hill Town site and (2) the intermittent drainage on the 
Sycamore Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a 
unique graphic symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation, paving, or other 
impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within any jurisdictional area or within a 
minimum of 25 feet ( or other CDFG identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any 
jurisdictional boundary. 
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• Mitigation Measure BIO-1 b required that, prior to any specific project development 
approval, the project proponent shall contact the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) to identify the state jurisdictional status and extent of (1) the freshwater wetland 
and detainment pond features of the Hill Town site and (2) the intermittent drainage on the 
Sycamore Crossing site. Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a 
unique graphic symbol. No construction, landscape irrigation, paving, or other 
impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within any jurisdictional area or within a 
minimum of 25 feet ( or other CDFG identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any 
jurisdictional boundary. In the event of a conflict between responsible agency requirements 
for Mitigation Measure BIO-la and Mitigation Measure BIO-lb, the larger buffer 
perimeter shall be established. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-ld required that, prior to issuance of grading permits for the 
Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town projects, the project proponent shall submit a fencing 
plan to the City of Hercules Planning Department for approval that corresponds to the 
USACE and/or CDFG-approved perimeter beyond the sensitive habitat areas described in 
Mitigation Measures BIO-la and BIO-lb above, and install temporary construction fencing 
according to the approved plan. The fencing plan may be superimposed on the grading 
plan or may be a separate plan; if on a separate plan, the fencing plan shall show existing 
and proposed contour lines in the vicinity of the fence. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-2b required that: (a) Prior to submission of grading plans, the 
project proponent shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys for the 
monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), and the salt 
marsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), and to identify any raptor 
species hunting or nesting in the project area. Surveys shall take place during the 
appropriate nesting/roosting and breeding periods for each listed species: the monarch 
butterfly during winter roosting period (October-February), for the pallid bat during 
hibernation (December-April), and the salt marsh common yellowthroat during breeding 
(March-September). Surveys shall comply with applicable CDFG protocols. (b) If the 
project biologist discovers any of these species, the species' nest or roosting locations shall 
be located on the site map with GPS UTM markers. No grading plan review shall proceed 
until the project proponent informs the CDFG and commits to appropriate mitigation 
measures that meet the satisfaction of the CDFG, such as avoidance, creation of buffers, 
transplantation, timing of construction activities to avoid active nests/roosts, or off-site 
mitigation. 

• Mitigation Measure BIO-3 required project proponents to adhere to the requirements of the 
City's tree ordinance, Ordinance No. 33, which includes the submittal of a tree replacement 
plan to the City for approval. 
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Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal t: 

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 
Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

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

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

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

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? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

X 

a) Construction activities associated with the project could potentially impact, either directly 
or indirectly, California red-legged frog and/or western pond turtle if they were present in 
the Ohlone Creek. Additionally, construction activities that occur during the nesting 
season (generally March 1 to August 31) could potential disturb nesting sites for birds 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Wildlife 
Code, including Cooper's hawk and white tailed kite. 

The applicant is currently coordinating with the USFWS, USACE, and CDFG (now 
CFWS) and will implement avoidance, minimization, or other compensatory measures in 
accordance with permitting requirements. The projct Biological Resource Assessment 
(Attachment 2) outlines potential requirements that may be imposed by the resource 
agencies; however, each agency will determine the final ratios and requirements for the 
species under their jurisdiction. 
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With adherence to mitigation measures contained in previous EIRs, no new or more 
severe significant impacts would result from the project and no additional analysis is 
required. 

b, c) A total of 0.12 acre of waters of the United States have been identified within the project 
site, including the western branch of Ohlone Creek and related drainages. 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the filling of 0.03 acre of 
wetlands and "other waters" of the United States, resulting in the loss of wetland area and 
functions resulting from the filling of the overflow drainage to the western branch of 
Ohlone Creek and the ephemeral drainage along the northern border of the site. Loss of 
waters would occur as a result of grading in preparation for development, construction of 
roads and utility corridors, and other ground-disturbing activities related to construction. 
Temporary impacts would result from the construction of a bridge across Ohlone Creek. 

Indirect impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitat would result from the increased potential 
for erosion and water quality degradation associated with urban development. Creation of 
impervious surfaces would increase the volume of runoff and potential for urban 
pollutants, with perhaps the greatest potential damage resulting from sedimentation 
during the construction phase of a project and from new non-point discharge of 
automobile by-products, fertilizers and herbicides. However, implementation of adequate 
erosion control measures and incorporation of stormwater and runoff treatment methods 
would address potential indirect impacts on wetlands and water quality. 

To minimize impacts to jurisdictional features, the riparian corridor associated with the 
western branch of Ohl one Creek will remain open space. The entire length of the western 
branch of Ohlone Creek would be preserved. In addition, a 25-foot setback would be 
established along the western branch of Ohlone Creek to minimize impacts. As a result, 
the remaining 0.09-acre of jurisdictional features (of the total 0.12 acre) would be 
preserved. 

Proposed modifications to jurisdictional features would require authorization from the 
USACE, San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, and CDFW. The 
proposed bridge crossing over the western branch of Ohl one Creek and grading and 
development at the site of the overflow and ephemeral drainages would all be activities 
regulated by these agencies. As a part of the regulatory process, the applicant will 
propose measures to compensate for the loss of wetlands and other waters of the United 
States that will consist of preservation, restoration, and/or the purchase of credits from an 
approved conservation bank within the greater Contra Costa County area. 

The 2009 EIR identified Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (see above) which includes 
measures designed to minimize potential impacts to possible sensitive habitat. The EIR 
also identified Mitigation Measures BIO-la, BIO-lb, and BIO-ld, which include 
measures intended to reduce possible impacts to jurisdiction waters. The 1995 EIR also 
includes measures to mitigate impacts to wetlands and riparian areas win the community. 
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Collectively, these measures contained in previous EIRs minimized impact to wetlands, 
riparian habitat and other waters and reduced to less than significant levels impacts to this 
topic. No new or more severe significant impacts would occur. 

d) The project site is not known as a wildlife or fish movement corridor or nursery site. 
Implementation of the project would not interfere with the movement of any fish or 
wildlife species or impede the use of native nursery sites or corridors. No new or more 
severe significant impacts would result from the project, and thus, the project is within the 
scope of previous EIRs. In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the 
property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in 
any new significant effect or increase the severity of any previously identified effect. 

e) A number of trees presently grow on the site. As part of proposed construction, a number 
of trees would be removed and a number of existing trees would remain. Landscape 
planting plans are being finalized. As required by the City's Tree Ordinance, necessary 
approvals will be obtained for removal of mature, protected trees and a tree replacement 
program will be developed and approved by the City, as required by Ordinance and by a 
mitigation measure contained in the 2009 EIR. No new or more severe impacts would 
result with respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

f) The project site is not located within the boundaries of any Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan area and no new or more severe significant impacts 
are anticipated with respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

5. Cultural Resources 
Environmental Setting 

This section of the Initial Study is based on a document entitled "Section 106 Cultural Resources 
Assessment, Sycamore Crossing, City of Hercules, Alameda County CA, dated November 13, 
2014, prepared by First Carbon Solutions. This report is included as Attachment 9 to this Initial 
Study. 

A records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) on January 6, 
2014 by the First Carbon Solutions staff. Results from this search indicate that four resources 
have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the project site. The resources include the Hercules 
Powder Works, two areas of prehistoric habitation debris, and the western terminus of SR-4. 
One of the reports included the project site, but because of extensive disturbance to the area, a 
field survey was not conducted. 

The project site was surveyed by a qualified professional archaeologist on February 4, 2014. It 
was noted that the project site is a highly disturbed, hilly area with evidence of intermittent 
dumping episodes. In four portions of the project site, concrete foundation remnants of unknown 
origins were found. Archival research offers no insights as to the origin or age of the concrete 
foundation remnants. The remnants observed during the pedestrian survey were evaluated for 
both National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical 
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Resources (CRHR) eligibility. None of these remnants appear to meet the eligibility criteria for 
either listing. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
cultural resources. 

• Impact Cultural-2 noted that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements could result in damage to known and unknown historic archeological resources. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measures Culture-I b and le reduced this impact to a less-than
significant level by requiring notices to contractors that they: not disturb artifacts; identify a 
qualified archeologist in the event of finding an artifact; and develop an appropriate course 
of action, including scientific analysis. 

2009 EIR. This EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to cultural resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-1 required that if prehistoric or unique archaeological resources 
are discovered during construction of any projects undertaken as a result of the proposed 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan, all work within a SO-foot radius of the find shall halt 
until a qualified archaeologist evaluates and determines the significance of the find 
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines and until the finding can be 
fully investigated and proper protection measures, as determined by qualified experts, can 
be implemented. Work shall not resume within a SO-foot radius of the find until the project 
archaeologist states in writing that such work would not substantially affect the 
significance of an historical or unique archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 
of the State CEQA Guidelines and the City of Hercules concurs with such finding. 
Construction of the project can continue outside of the SO-foot radius of the find, so long as 
such activities would not physically damage any discovered cultural resources or reduce 
the data recovery potential of the find. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-2 required that, as part of the review of specific development 
proposals for either the Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town site and to the satisfaction of the 
City of Hercules, a paleontologist shall evaluate the geological conditions of the involved 
sites to determine the sensitivity of the sites for paleontological resources. If the sites are 
determined to be sensitive for vertebrate fossils or important marine invertebrate fossils, a 
paleontological monitoring program shall be implemented during the grading phases of the 
respective project, and during other construction activities that affect previously 
undisturbed soils, such as trenching for pipes and foundations. The paleontologist must be 
knowledgeable of the paleontological resources in Contra Costa County; must have the 
minimum of a bachelor's degree in paleontology or a related field; and must be prepared to 
perform data recovery tasks, analysis, and preparation of a technical report addressing any 
results of the program, if monitoring is deemed necessary. If necessary, the paleontological 
monitoring program must include the maintenance of daily field logs, the recovery of soil 
samples for micro-screening for small fossil remains, and the ability to remove vertebrate 
remains as they are identified (e.g., with proper location data and associations). In 
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addition, a photographic record must be maintained over the course of the program and, if 
resources are found in a context too extensive for the monitoring program, the monitor 
must have the authority to halt any activities adversely impacting the resource, and arrange 
for the additional personnel needed to adequately manage the resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-3 stated that if human remains are discovered at the project site 
during construction, work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been 
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of Hercules Public Works Department and 
County coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County 
coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall 
be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance 
of a historical resource as 
defined in Sec. 15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance 
of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to Sec. 
15064.5? 

c. Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontolgical resource or 
site or unique geologic 
feature? 

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

Discussion 

Substantial Substantially 

Change in Changed 

Project Circumstances 

New No Change 

Information of from Previous 

Substantial Analysis and 

Importance No New 

Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a-d) Because of the highly disturbed nature of the project site as documented in the Section 106 
Cultural Report, it is unlikely that archaeological resources would be found during project 
construction. Fill material within the project site is approximately 30 to 35 feet in depth, 
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and it is expected that any excavation/trenching activities, including the 
undergrounding/relocation of utilities, would not extend beyond those depths. Thus, any 
excavation/trenching activities would not occur at a depth where they will contact 
undisturbed native soil. Additionally, the area most likely to find prehistoric resources is 
near Ohl one Creek. However, a review of a 1938 aerial photograph for the project does not 
depict the creek at its current location. Further, a minimum setback from both banks of 
Ohlone Creek has been included in the proposed project. 

A paleontological records search was conducted at the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology for the project site on December 22, 2013 as part of the Section 106 analysis. 
This search indicated that the project site is within the Briones Formation. Although the 
paleontological potential of the Briones Formation is low to moderate, it has a high 
paleontological sensitivity because of its Barstovian vertebrate fauna, and most notably 
Desmostylus. 

Fill material within the project site is approximately 30 to 35 feet in depth, and it is 
expected that any excavation/trenching activities, including the undergrounding/relocation 
of utilities, would not extend beyond those depths. Thus, any excavation/trenching 
activities would not occur at a depth where undisturbed native soil would be encountered 
Regardless, excavation/trenching activities that occur anywhere within the project site 
could disturb the Briones Formation. Thus, it is possible that paleontological resources 
could be encountered during project construction. 

The proposed project will be required to minimize potential impacts to previously unknown 
buried archaeological and paleontological resources, by adhering to all mitigation measures 
related to cultural resources as set forth in the 1995 EIR and 2009 EIR. With adherence to 
these measures as required by the City of Hercules, no new or more severe significant 
impacts would occur than have been identified in previous EIRs affecting the site. 

6. Geology and Soils 

Environmental Setting 

This section of the Initial Study is based on an analysis of local geologic conditions conducted by 
the firm of Treadwell & Rollo dated January 20, 2010, which is incorporated by reference into 
this Initial Study. The Treadwell & Rollo report is Attachment 10 to this Initial Study. 

The Treadwell & Rollo Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation found that the subsurface soils 
below the groundwater level on the project site generally consists of fill comprised of clay and 
clayey gravel, native clay, and bedrock, and thus, the potential for liquefaction is low. 
During onsite investigations conducted as part of the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, a 
possible landslide was mapped on the western face of the natural hillside located on the parcel 
east of Ohl one Creek. The geometry of this slope suggests very shallow landsliding of the 
surficial soils mantling the bedrock. Based on the orientation and relative density of the 
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underlying bedrock, the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation found that the potential for deep
seated landsliding on the project site is moderate to low. 

During an earthquake on any of the major faults in the project region, the project site would 
experience strong to very strong ground shaking similar to other areas of the seismically active 
San Francisco Bay Area. During its history, the project site has been subjected to strong ground 
shaking from moderate to large earthquakes on the San Andreas, Hayward, and Rodgers Creek 
faults, and future strong ground shaking should be expected. 

Although some structural damage typically is unavoidable, the design and construction standards 
contained in the current California Building Code (CBC), which was adopted by the City of 
Hercules in Section Sec. 9-2.02 of the City's Municipal Code, have been established to ensure 
structural integrity, prevent collapse, and reduce the potential for injury during earthquakes. 
Structures built according to CBC standards should be able to resist minor earthquakes without 
damage, resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some nonstructural 
damage, and resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural as well as 
nonstructural damage. 

During onsite investigations conducted as part of the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, a 
possible landslide was mapped on the western face of the natural hillside located on the parcel 
east of Refugio Creek. The geometry of this slope suggests very shallow landsliding of the 
surficial soils mantling the bedrock. Based on the orientation and relative density of the 
underlying bedrock, the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation found that the potential for deep
seated landsliding on the project site is low. 

Based on subsurface investigations, the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation found that the 
existing fill and native clay and silt found on the project site have a moderate to high expansion 
potential. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The EIR contained the following impact and mitigation measure related to geological 
resources. 

• Impact Geology-I found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would involve construction in a seismically active zone has a high 
probability of ground shaking. Strong ground shaking could pose a risk to the structural 
integrity of buildings and associated underground utility lines as well as being a threat to 
the welfare and safety of building occupants. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Geology
Id reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring site-specific 
geotechnical analyses for every new development. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measure related to geological 
resources. 
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• Mitigation Measure GEO-I required a site-specific geotechnical investigation for any new 
development proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area. Development 
proposed within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Area shall conform to the provisions of 
current building codes and to the recommendations of the geotechnical investigations 
performed for proposed development. Structures for human habitation shall be designed to 
meet or exceed California Uniform Building Code standards for Seismic Zone 4. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Expose people or structures 
to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

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

ii) Strong seismic ground 
shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b. Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

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

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

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 waste 
water? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

X 

a) Future project improvements would be subject to strong ground shaking during a moderate 
to severe seismic event on a regional fault. Compliance with all applicable state and local 
regulations, including those established by the California Building Code (CBC) and the 
Hercules General Plan's Safety Element, is a mandatory requirement of any development 
project in the City. Using standard construction practices, chosen in accordance with the 
results of site- specific geotechnical investigation and in compliance with all applicable 
requirements, structures would be designed and constructed to withstand an earthquake. 
The 2009 EIR included Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which required preparation of a site
specific geotechnical investigation and adherence to the design and construction 
recommendations contained in the investigation, as well as all applicable CBC standards. 
As previously addressed, similar to other development projects in the City, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with the standards contained in the CBC. 

As documented in the Existing Conditions section, the preliminary geotechnical report 
found the presence of liquefaction on the site to be low. 

Portions of the site contain steeply slopes; however, as noted in the Project Description, the 
applicant proposes to re-grade major portions of the site with the exception of Ohlone 
Creek, This will eliminate the potential of a significant impact from landsliding. 
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Overall, with adherence to identified mitigation measures, there would be no new or more 
significant severe impacts than analyzed in previous EIRs. 

b) The following analysis addresses construction-level impacts and long-term operational 
impacts of the proposed project. 

Construction-level. Construction of the proposed project would include grading, 
excavation, and other earthmoving activities that have the potential to allow stormwater 
runoff to convey onsite sediments and pollutants off the project site and eventually into 
downstream receiving waters. As established by the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit program, because the proposed project would disturb 
one or more acres of land, the project will be required to obtain coverage under the General 
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction 
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ or 2009-0009-DWQ General Permit). 
Construction activities subject to the 2009-0009-DWQ General Permit include clearing, 
grading, and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation. The 2009-0009-
DWQ General Permit requires implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). The SWPPP would generally contain a site map(s) showing the construction 
perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, storm water collection and discharge points, 
general pre- and post-construction topography, drainage patterns across the site, and 
adjacent roadways. 

The SWPPP must also include construction features designed to prevent erosion and 
protect the quality of stormwater runoff, known as Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
Construction BMPs may include, but are not limited to, stabilized construction entrances, 
straw wattles on embankments, and sediment filters on existing inlets. Additionally, the 
SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring program for 
"non-visible" pollutants, should the BMPs fail; and a sediment monitoring plan, should the 
site discharge directly into a water body listed on the 303(d) list for sediment. Section A of 
the Construction General Permit lists all elements that must be contained in a SWPPP. 

The preparation, implementation, and participation with the NPDES permit program, 
including the implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs, would reduce the proposed project's 
effects on erosion to less than significant levels. 

Operational Impacts. Because of the location of the project site on the valley floor, the 
potential for erosion onsite is low. The project site is currently undeveloped and consists of 
a mix of undisturbed earth, vegetation, mature trees, and remnant foundations, building 
pads, and retaining walls from past industrial uses. The proposed project would including 
developing the majority of the project site, increasing the percentage of impervious 
surfaces and structural improvements found onsite. The addition of these impervious 
surfaces and structural improvements would help prevent erosion from occurring by 
stabilizing and retaining soils on the project site. Those portions of the project site located 
outside of a building footprint would primarily consist of pervious landscaped areas 
containing a mix of trees, plants, and groundcover, all of which would help to stabilize and 
retain onsite soils while preventing substantial erosion activity from occurring. When 
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compared with the vacant, unprotected earth currently found on most of the project site, 
these landscaped areas would reduce erosion potential on the project site. 

Overall, with adherence to previous EIR mitigation measures, no new or more severe 
significant impacts would result with respect to substantial increases of soil erosion or loss 
of topsoil would result than have been analyzed in previous EIRs. 

c, d) The preliminary geotechnical report has not identified potential impacts with respect to on
site landsliding or unstable soil. The potential for liquefaction is also identified as low. The 
project applicant proposes to re-grade a majority of the site (with the exception of Ohlone 
Creek) that would be done under the auspices of a finalized soils and geotechnical report 
and consistent with City of Hercules requirements for grading. no new or more severe 
significant impacts related to landslide, liquefaction or similar soils hazards would occur 
beyond those identified in previous CEQA documents. 

e) Commercial buildings proposed as part of the project are proposed to be connected to 
wastewater systems provided by the City of Hercules and the City of Pinole through a Joint 
Powers agreement so there would be no need for septic systems or alternative waste 
disposal systems. No new or more severe significant impacts would occur with respect to 
this topic than has been previously analyzed 

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Environmental Setting 

This section of the Initial Study is based on a document entitled "Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases Memorandum, Sycamore Crossing, City of Hercules, Alameda County" prepared by First 
Carbon Solutions dated November 12, 2014. This memorandum is attached to this Initial Study 
as Attachment 2. 

Greenhouse gasses (GHGs) are gasses that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere and affect the 
earth's temperature. This is also known as the Greenhouse Effect. Elements and compounds that 
typically comprise carbon dioxide and water vapor but also include other compounds, such as 
methane, nitrous oxides and others. 

Although still controversial, GHGs have been linked to such phenomenon as changes in the 
earth's temperature, weather patterns and sea levels. 

The 2009 EIR concluded that development of the project site would generate greenhouse gases 
from project-related traffic and area sources, and sources of indirect emissions include 
electricity that would be used by the proposed project. The 2009 Redevelopment Plan sites are 
expected to generate less greenhouse gas than typical residential and commercial developments 
of similar scale. Both sites are surrounded by land uses and transportation facilities that would 
further reduce vehicle trips and, therefore, greenhouse gas emissions from future development. 
Operational greenhouse gas emissions from development of the Sycamore Crossing site 
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(estimated as 9,420.17 tons of carbon dioxide equivalents) and the Hill Town site (estimated as 
8,125.64 tons of carbon dioxide equivalents) were found to be 0.004 percent of California's 
current greenhouse gas emissions (434.22 million metric tons) according to the 2004 inventory. 
However, because the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan did not include provisions that meet 
the CEC' s Tier II standard for energy efficiency, impacts were considered potentially significant. 
However, the EIR found the impact was less than significant after incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-6. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measure related to greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-6 required the project's residential and commercial land uses as 
a whole shall achieve an energy efficiency standard equivalent to the California Energy 
Commission's Tier II standard. 

The issue of greenhouse gas emissions not analyzed in the 1995 EIR. 

Project Impacts: 

Issue Substantial Substantially New 

Change in Changed Information of 

Would the proposal: 

a. Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment? 

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

Discussion: 

Project Circumstances Substantial 

Importance 

No Change 

from Previous 

Analysis and 

No New 

Impact 

X 

X 

a) The 2009 EIR concluded that development of the project site would generate greenhouse 
gases from project-related traffic and area sources, and sources of indirect emissions 
include electricity that would be used by the proposed project. The Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan sites are expected to generate less greenhouse gas than typical 
residential and commercial developments of similar scale. Both sites are surrounded by 
land uses and transportation facilities that would further reduce vehicle trips and, therefore, 
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greenhouse gas emissions from future development. Operational greenhouse gas emissions 
from development of the Sycamore Crossings site ( estimated as 9,420.17 tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents) and the Hill Town site (estimated as 8,125.64 tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent) were found to be 0.004 percent of California's current greenhouse gas 
emissions ( 434.22 million metric tons) according to the 2004 inventory. However, because 
the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan did not include provisions that meet the CEC's Tier 
II standard for energy efficiency, impacts were considered potentially significant. The EIR 
found the impact was less than significant after incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6, 
listed above. 

Based on a technical analysis of proposed project GHG emissions found in the First Carbon 
analysis (see Initial Study Attachment 2), the project's operational emissions were found to 
meet the AB 32 required reduction goal, at a 28 .7 percent reduction from business as usual 
emissions in year 2020. Therefore, the project's emissions would not have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

The EIR found that because the project did not include provisions that meet the CEC's Tier 
II standard for energy efficiency, the project's climate change impacts were considered less 
than significant after implementing mitigation. Therefore, the project would not result in 
any new substantial impacts and would not exceed the level of impacts previously 
identified. In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the property, or new 
information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new 
significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified greenhouse 
gas effect. 

b) The City of Hercules has not established a CAP or a goal for the reduction of greenhouse 
gas emissions; therefore, AB 32 year 2020 emission goal is used to assess whether the 
project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

As previously discussed in Impact GHG (a) above, AB 32 provides an emissions reduction 
goal of 1990 levels by 2020 (currently estimated as 21.7 percent). The project would 
achieve a 28 .7 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from year 2020 business as 
usual emissions. The project would not generate a level of greenhouse gas emissions that 
would have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict with any 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
No new or more severe significant impact would result with respect to this topic than has 
been previously analyzed. 

8. Hazards 

Environmental Setting 
The following analysis is based in part on the January 2014 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) prepared by Bureau Veritas, which is included in this Initial Study as 
Attachment 6. 
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As part of the Phase I ESA prepared for the proposed project, a regulatory agency database 
search was conducted to obtain and review records that would help evaluate recognized 
environmental concerns (RECs) either on or adjacent to the project site. The Phase I ESA 
reviewed databases available from federal, state, and local regulatory lists. Database information 
was compiled by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR). The EDR report is included as an 
attachment to the Phase I ESA. The EDR report found 18 regulatory agency listing and 7 orphan 
sites, which are properties that cannot be accurately plotted due to insufficient address and/or 
location information. 

Hercules Powder Company, at the corner of San Pablo A venue and Sycamore A venue, was 
identified on the CA BOND, EXP. PLAN, HIST Cal-Sites, Cortese, HIST CORTESE, DEED, 
RESPONSE, and Envirostor environmental databases. Based on information found in the course 
of this assessment, the Hercules Powder Company facility was a 41-acre site that included the 
project site. Work across the facility was conducted at different times and some listings 
contained in the EDR report do not pertain to the project site and are not related to conditions 
summarized below. 

A review of documents available in the online case file for Hercules Powder Company indicates 
that the project site was located on the eastern portion of the 41-acre facility. Conditions at this 
faculty were addressed when "excessive" concentrations of trinitrotoluene (TNT) (up to 207 
parts per million [ppm]) were identified in the near surface soils at the former Little League 
baseball fields previously located on the western portion of the project site. Low concentrations 
(up to 4.4 ppm) of dinitrotoluene (DNT) were also reported. Additional sampling of the ball 
fields was conducted after an initial removal of about 159 cubic yards (cy) of soil, leading to the 
excavation of another approximately 50 cy of material. Subsequent confirmation samples 
indicated that the area encompassing the ball fields had been remediated to unrestricted land use 
concentrations (for that time period), with concentrations not exceeding 30 ppm TNT and 10 
ppm DNT. Additional remediation was conducted on the remainder of the Hercules Powder 
Company facility, including remediation of a wetlands area, through the 1980s and early 1990s. 
The entire site was certified by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
in 1992, with a deed restriction placed on the wetlands area located over 500 feet west of the 
project site. 

Contamination on the western portion of the project site associated with historical explosives 
storage was remediated in the 1980s. Additional investigations conducted between 1997 and 
2007 did not identify significant contamination, and the DTSC indicated in 2009 that the project 
site is acceptable for residential and commercial uses. 

Based on the above, neither the project site nor any nearby, adjoining, and/or upgradient 
properties would be considered Recognized Environmental Constraints (RECs) to the proposed 
project. 

Preliminary soil sampling has shown that areas on the eastern portion of the project site near 
Ohlone Creek contain elevated lead concentrations. A Remediation Action Plan (RAP) will be 
prepared to outline that necessary steps that will be required to remediate the contamination, 
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including but not limited to removal and/or treatment of the onsite contaminated soils in 
accordance with all applicable state and local provisions. Once the RAP is approved by the 
appropriate oversight agencies, implementation of the necessary remediation activities will be 
required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local agencies and regulations, 
including the EPA, RCRA, DTSC, Caltrans and Contra Costa Health Services. 

No public or private airports or airstrips exist within or near the project site. 

The project site is currently undeveloped, although much of the surrounding area is urbanized. 
According to the CalFire's Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) maps, the project site is neither 
moderately, highly, or very highly susceptible to wildland fire. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-2e-g required that no future buildings be located on any pipeline 
right-of-way. 

No applicable hazard impacts or mitigation measures were included in the 1995 EIR. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

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

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? 
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Substantial Substantially 

Change in Changed 

Project Circumstances 

New 

Information of 

Substantial 

Importance 

No Change 
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No New 
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c. Emit hazardous emissions 
or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

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

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

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

g. Impair implementation of 
or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency 
response plan or 
emergency evacuation 
plan? 

h. Expose people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, 
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injury or death involving 
wildland fire, including 
where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

Discussion 

X 

a) During construction of the proposed project, hazardous or potentially hazardous materials 
would likely be handled, transported, used, and disposed of both on and off the project site. 
These materials include gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricants and other petroleum-based 
products used to operate and maintain construction equipment and vehicles. The 
transportation, use and/or disposal of hazardous materials would be temporary in duration 
and would coincide with short-term construction activities on the project site. Any handling 
of hazardous materials would be limited in both quantity and concentrations. Hazardous 
materials associated with operation and maintenance of construction equipment and 
vehicles would be securely stored in the construction staging area within the project site, 
with only the required amounts of these materials being stored onsite. The actual quantity 
of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials that would be permitted to be stored on the 
project site will be determined by (1) the individual hazardous characteristics of the 
material; (2) manufacturer guidelines; and (3) the applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations. 

The handling, transporting, use, or disposal of would comply with all applicable federal, 
state, and local agencies and regulations, including the EPA, RCRA, DTSC, California 
Department of Transportation (Cal trans), and Contra Costa Health Services. 

In terms of long-term impacts, the proposed project would include installation of an 18-
pump fuel center. As part of the fuel station, one or more Underground Storage Tanks 
(USTs) would be required to store fuel on the project site. A UST would consist of double
walled, fiberglass fuel storage tank with leak detection sensors. As required by the EPA, all 
USTs installed after 1988 are required to have a leak detection system consisting of at least 
one of the following detection methods: secondary containment with interstitial 
monitoring; automatic tank gauging systems (including continuous ATG systems); vapor 
monitoring (including tracer compound analysis); groundwater monitoring; statistical 
inventory reconciliation; or other methods meeting performance standards. 

Regardless of the chosen leak detection method(s) that are ultimately employed on the 
project site, efficacy requirements established by the EPA require not only that leak 
detection methods be able to detect certain leak rates, but that they also give the correct 
answer consistently. In general, methods must detect the specified leak rate with a 
probability of detection of at least 95 percent and a probability of false alarm of no more 
than 5 percent. The EPA found that with an effective leak detection, a UST operator can 
respond quickly to signs of leaks and minimize the extent of environmental damage and the 
threat to human health and safety. 
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In addition to the federal leak detection requirements, a UST and all associated fuel 
delivery infrastructure (i.e., gas pumps) would be required to comply with all applicable 
federal, state, and local regulation, including, but not limited to, those provisions 
established by Section 2540.7, Gasoline Dispensing and Service Stations, of the California 
Occupational Safety and Health (Cal OSHA) Regulations; Chapter 38, Liquefied Petroleum 
Gases, of the California Fire Code; RCRA; Contra Costa Health Services, and the RHFD. 
Further, because of the nature of the fuel center, the proposed project would also be subject 
to routine inspection by federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over 
fuel dispensing facilities. 

Collectively, the routine inspection of the fuel center, USTs, and all associated fuel 
delivery infrastructure, along with the continued mandated compliance with all federal, 
state, and local regulations, would ensure that the proposed project is operated in a non
hazardous manner. 

As outlined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, no new or more severe significant 
impacts would result from the project, and thus, the project is within the scope of the 2009 
EIR. In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the property, or new 
information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new 
significant effect or increase the severity of any previously identified effect. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to creation of a 
significant hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. 

b) The project site was previously found to contain hazardous materials as a result of 
historical industrial uses. Based on remediation efforts and prior earthwork activities on the 
project site, as well as the fact that the entire site was certified by the State Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), substantial deposits of residual chemicals are 
considered unlikely to remain directly below the ground surface over the project site once 
the project is operational and thus would not posed a substantial risk to either onsite 
construction workers or offsite receptors. 

No new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to creation of a 
significant impact through reasonably foreseeable upset or accident than have been 
previously analyzed. 

c) No schools exist or are planned within a one-quarter mile radius of the project site and no 
new or more significantly severe impact would result than previously analyzed. 
Additionally, as addressed above, the proposed project would not emit hazardous materials, 
substances or hazardous waste within one-quarter mile of a school into the environment 

d) The project site is not listed on the Cortese List as of July 31, 2012. No new or more severe 
significant impact would result than have been previously analyzed. 
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e,f) There are no public or private airports or airstrips located within or near the project site, so 
there would be no new or more severe significant impact with regard to airport safety than 
analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

g) The project is located on private property and would not block streets or roadways that 
would be used as emergency evacuation routes. No new or more significant severe impact 
would result than have been previously analyzed. 

h) The project site is located within the urbanized portion of Hercules and is substantially 
surrounded by residential uses or vacant land that is devoid of major stands of trees that 
would contribute to an urban wildfire. No new or more severe significant impacts would 
occur than have been previously analyzed in other CEQA documents for this project. 

9. Hydrology 
Environmental Setting 
The project site is located in the drainage basin of Refugio Creek that drains to San Pablo Bay. A 
tributary of Refugio Creek, named Ohl one Creek, flows through the approximate center of the 
site. 

No formal drainage facilities exist on the site. 

The project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area as documented on the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map Community Panel No. 
06013C0044F. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
hydrology and water quality. 

• Impact Hydrology-I found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would place structures and an increased population at risk from 100-
year flooding events from Refugio Creek and coastal storms Additionally, increased 
development of new impermeable surfaces would increase runoff and increase flooding. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measure Hydrology-I b requires that for each new development, 
runoff increase calculations shall be measured against estimates of existing runoff to ensure 
that no flooding will occur. 

• Impact Hydrology-2 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements could increase point and nonpoint source pollution of surface waters 
from construction activity and vehicle use. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2b 
requires the City to develop a set of Best Management Practices for developers to follow to 
minimize pollution. This could include use of stormwater retention or detention structures, 
use of oil and water separators and use of sediment traps. 

City of Hercules 
Initial Study/Sycamore Crossing Project 

Page 57 
November 2014 



2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
hydrology and water quality. 

• Mitigation Measure HYD-2 required that, prior to issuance of a grading or building permit 
for the Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town sites, project sponsors shall prepare hydrology 
and drainage studies to determine existing and proposed stormwater runoff. Such plans 
and calculations shall also identify necessary drainage features to ensure that stormwater 
flows after development do not exceed pre-development flow conditions. 

• Mitigation Measure HYD-3 prohibited placement of structures within a 100-year 
floodplain. No such approvals shall be granted unless a Letter of Map Revision is approved 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Violate any water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level? 

c. Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including 
through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on-or 
off-site? 
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d. Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including 
through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result 
in flooding on-or off-site? 

e. 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? 

f. Otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality? 

g. Place housing within a 
100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

h. Place within a 100-year 
flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

1. Expose people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving 
flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

j. Inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 
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Discussion 
a) The proposed project has the potential to generate water pollutants during both construction 

and operation. Water pollutants generated during construction are anticipated to include 
sediment, trash, equipment or vehicle fluids, and other equipment or vehicle byproducts. 
Water pollutants produced during operation may consists of typical urban stormwater 
pollutants, such as fertilizer and nutrients, vehicle fluids and other vehicle byproducts that 
collect within parking lots, sediment, and trash. 

Both construction and operation-generated water pollutants would be reduced to less than 
significant levels in accordance with the adherence to mitigation measures from previous 
EIRs and the Contra Costa County SWMP. This plan requires developers and 
owner/builders to control stormwater quality impacts of their projects by using appropriate 
BMPs. Minimally, the plan requires the use of BMPs during construction. Additionally, to 
minimize stormwater pollution potential during operation, it requires projects of five acres 
or greater and/or projects in specified sensitive areas to mitigate impacts through site 
planning or design practices and/or installing stormwater treatment controls. 

In addition to the requirements of the SWMP, construction activities on the project site 
would be subject to the State's General Construction NPDES Permit. Pursuant to the 
General Construction NPDES Permit, any construction project that involves more than one 
acre of ground disturbance is required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB. 
This NOI must include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) that 
identifies the BMPs that would be incorporated during construction. These BMPs would 
minimize construction water pollutants by controlling erosion and sediment, establishing 
waste handling/disposal requirements, and providing non-stormwater management 
procedures. 

Compliance with existing mitigation measures, SWMP and NPDES requirements would 
ensure that there would be no significant levels the potential for stormwater flows and any 
potential contaminants contained within, to be conveyed offsite during construction of the 
proposed project. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts with respect to 
violations of waste discharge requirements than previously analyzed would occur. 

b) The project area lies within the service area of the East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(EBMUD), which provides water to land uses within Hercules, including the project site. 
EB MUD does not operate water wells in the vicinity of the project area that would deplete 
local groundwater. Also, the Hercules General Plan does not designate the project site as a 
groundwater recharge area. No new or more severe significant impacts that have been 
analyzed in previous EIRs for the site. 

c) The proposed project would alter drainage patterns and increase stormwater runoff on the 
project site by grading and contouring the existing topography and by adding impermeable 
surfaces and structures such as parking lots, pedestrian walkways, drive aisles, and 
rooftops. Overall, the proposed project would convert the project site from undeveloped 
land with natural drainage patterns to a developed shopping center with engineered 
stormwater drainage systems. 
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Development of the project site could potentially affect Ohl one Creek by modifying both 
the quantity and rate of stormwater runoff currently received by the creek. Altering Ohlone 
Creek without replacing its drainage capacity could cause or contribute to local flooding. 
Additionally, future changes in drainage patterns and increased stormwater runoff could 
adversely affect the existing storm drainage system in the surrounding streets. The 2009 
EIR included Mitigation Measure HYD-2, which requires preparation of a hydrology study 
and drainage plan that calculate the existing and proposed stormwater flows and identify 
the stormwater drainage features required to accommodate future flows such that peak 
post-development flows do not exceed pre-construction flows. As such, a preliminary 
hydrology study will be prepared and submitted to the City to show that peak post
development stormwater flows do not exceed pre-construction flows and that changes in 
the quantity and rate of flows conveyed to Ohl one Creek do not adversely affect the creek. 

The proposed project would include a new stormwater drainage system that would contain 
and collect stormwater flows on the project site, before runoff, including and any soils, 
sediments, and particulates, is conveyed offsite. As required by the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB, the new stormwater drainage facilities have been planned and designed to satisfy 
the regional board's MRP standards, and all other applicable standards and requirements, 
which include ensuring that post-development flows do not exceed pre-development flows. 
By keeping stormwater flows at or below pre-development levels, the new stormwater 
drainage system would reduce the potential for both on- and off site erosion effects. 

Consistency with previous EIR mitigation measures, San Francisco Bay RWQCB's MRP 
requirements, City of Hercules clean water standard and all other applicable standards and 
requirements, no new or more significant severe impacts with respect to alteration of 
existing drainage patterns and increases in on- or off-site increases in erosion or siltation 
would occur. 

d-f) Development of the project site could potentially affect Ohlone Creek by modifying both 
the quantity and rate of stormwater runoff currently received by the creek. Altering Ohlone 
Creek without replacing its drainage capacity could cause or contribute to local flooding. 
Additionally, future changes in drainage patterns and increase stormwater runoff could 
adversely affect the existing storm drainage system in the surrounding streets. Previous 
EIRs affecting the site require preparation of a hydrology study and drainage plan for site
specific development projects that calculate the existing and proposed stormwater flows on 
the project site and identify the stormwater drainage features required to accommodate 
future flows such that peak post-development flows do not exceed pre-construction flows. 
A preliminary hydrology study would be prepared and submitted to the City for the project 
site to show that peak post-development stormwater flows do not exceed pre-construction 
flows and that changes in the quantity and rate of flows conveyed to Ohl one Creek do not 
adversely affect the creek. 

The proposed project would include a new stormwater drainage system that would contain 
and collect stormwater flows on the project site, before runoff-including any soils, 
sediments, and particulates-is conveyed offsite. As required by the San Francisco Bay 
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RWQCB and City of Hercules, the new stormwater drainage facilities would be planned 
and designed to satisfy the regional board's MRP standards, and all other applicable 
standards and requirements, which include ensuring that post-development flows do not 
exceed pre-development flows. By reducing stormwater flows at or below pre-development 
levels, as required by previous CEQA documents for the site, no new or more severe 
significant impacts would result. 

g-i) The project site lies outside of a 100-year flood hazard area, as noted in the 
Environmental Setting section, so no impact would result with respect to this topic. The 
project site also lies outside of a dam failure inundation area as mapped by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (website 
"http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Hazards/?hlyr=femaZones"). 

j) No nearby major hills exist near the area so no impact would be created with regard to 
mudflow onto the site. Also, the site is located a sufficient distance from San Francisco Bay 
and other major bodies of water to minimize any significant impact related to tsunami 
action. N new or more significant severe impacts would result than have been previously 
analyzed on the project site. 

10. Land Use 

Environmental Setting 
The project site is vacant of habitable structures. No persons currently live on the site. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 
The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to hydrology and 
water quality. 

• Impact Land Use-1 found that development consistent with the proposed Land Use 
Element could result in conflicts between incompatible land uses. Adherence to goals and 
policies contained in the proposed Land Use Element would reduce any land use 
incompatibilities to a less-than-significant level. Such goals and policies include a 
definition of the Planned Commercial-Residential land use definition, Policy 2A, Policy 3D 
and others. 

• Impact Land Use-2 noted that implementation of the Land use Element would allow for 
increased density in the City and would change the overall distribution of land uses. The 
proposed land use pattern would differ from existing land use patterns. Adherence to goals 
and policies contained in the proposed Land Use Element would reduce any land use 
incompatibilities to a less-than-significant level. Such goals and policies include Policy 3A, 
Policy 3B, Policy 3C, Policy 6B and 14A and others. Policies contained in other General 
Plan Elements would also assist in reducing Impact Land Use-2 including Growth 
Management Policy 11.E.l and 11.E.2. 
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• Impact Land Use-3 stated that development consistent with the Land Use Element could 
result in future development not adequately served by necessary public services, including 
storm drainage, water and wastewater treatment.. Adherence to goals and policies 
contained in the proposed Growth Management Element would reduce this impact to a 
less-than-significant level. Such goals and policies, including Growth Management Policy 
II .F. 1, II .F.2, and 111.F .3 

No land use impacts or mitigation measures were contained in the 2009 EIR. 

Project Impacts: 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Physically divide an 
established community? 

b. Conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to 
the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

c. Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or 
natural community 
conservation plan? 

Discussion 

Substantial 

Change in 

Project 

Substantially New 

Changed Information of 

Circumstances Substantial 

Importance 

X 

No Change 

from Previous 

Analysis and 

NoNew 

Impact 

X 

X 

a) The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a 
linear feature, such as a highway or railroad, or removal of a means of access, such as a 
local road or bridge, which would impair mobility within an existing community or 
between a community and outlying areas. Although partially surrounded by existing 
residential communities, the project site does not connect or provide access to these 
communities. The proposed project does not include any offsite improvements that would 
extend into the adjacent residential communities and potentially divide these communities. 
Following implementation of the proposed project, the surrounding communities would 
remain in their existing physical condition. The project as proposed would not result in any 
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new or more severe significant impacts than have been analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

b) Although the project includes a amendments to the Hercules General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance, the amendments do not propose any changes to the General Plan that would 
affect environmental protection goals, policies, or programs. No new or more severe 
significant impacts would occur with respect to this topic than previously analyzed. 

c) No Habitat Conservation Plans or similar plans have been adopted within the City of 
Hercules that includes the project site. There would therefore be no new impact or more 
severe significant with respect to this topic than have been previously analyzed. 

11. Mineral Resources 

Environmental Setting 

No significant mineral resources exist in the project area based on the Land Use Diagram of the 
Hercules General Plan. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 
No significant mineral resource impacts were identified in previous CEQA documents for this 
site. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

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? 

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

Discussion 
a,b) The General Plan notes no deposits of minerals on or adjacent to the project site and no 

new or more severe significant impacts would result with respect to this topic than have 
been previous analyzed. 

12. Noise 

Environmental Setting 
This section of the Initial Study is based on a site-specific acoustic analysis prepared by the firm 
of First Carbon Solutions dated November 12, 2014. This report is hereby included as 
Attachment 7 to this Initial Study. 

Noise sources near the project site include vehicle noise generated by San Pablo A venue and 
Sycamore Avenue as well as he I-80 freeway east of the site. There is also operational nose from 
the commercial center lying just east of the site. 

No railroads or airports are located near the project site. The I-80 freeway is located east of the 
site 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures related to 
n01se. 

• Impact Noise-I found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would result in temporary noise impacts related to construction 
activities. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by adherence to 
Mitigation Measures Noise la-le. These measures require limitation of construction 
activities to certain hours and days of the week, requires pre-drilling of piles to reduce 
noise, where feasible, installation of temporary noise barriers adjacent to sensitive noise 
receptors and requires equipping construction equipment with mufflers. 

• Impact Noise-2 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would result. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-2b requires the City to 
limit truck traffic on Hercules A venue to the hours between 7 am to 6 pm and prohibits 
heavy-duty diesel trucks on Hercules A venue. 

• Impact Noise-3 identified an impact that noise from stationary sources could raise ambient 
noise levels above City standards. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-3a requires the 
City adopt a Noise Ordinance to limit noisy activities. Mitigation Measure Noise-3b 
requires the City to review new development proposals for noise sources that could impact 
existing land uses. New developments must demonstrate that new noise sources will not 
impact existing land uses. 
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• Impact Noise-5 identified an impact that development under the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would expose future noise sensitive land uses to traffic and railroad noise above 
the City's standard. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Noise-2a would reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to noise. 

• Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 required the completion of site-specific, design-level noise 
study is prepared demonstrating that future projects would not cause noise that exceeds 65 
dB CNEL for common outdoor areas and 45 dB CNEL for indoor residential areas. 

• Mitigation Measures NOISE-3a-3e imposed limitations on construction noise for individual 
development projects within the redevelopment plan area. There measures include limiting 
the hours of truck traffic, appropriately scheduling construction activities, pre-drilling of 
piles, if needed and equipping gasoline power construction equipment with mufflers. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Exposure of persons to 
or generation of noise 
levels in excess of 
standards established in 
the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

b. Exposure of persons to 
or generation of 
excessive groundborne 
vibration or 
groundborne noise 
levels? 

c. A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the 
project vicinity above 
levels existing without 
the project? 
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d. A substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity 
above levels existing 
without the project? 

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 expose 
people residing or 
working in the project 
area to excessive noise 
levels? 

f. For a project within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the 
project expose people 
residing or working in 
the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

X 

a) The combined transportation and stationary noise impacts from project construction and 
operation have been analyzed for the existing and cumulative year 2035 scenarios for 
without and with project conditions. The scenarios were chosen since the existing 
conditions is the scenario where the project would contribute the highest increase to daily 
traffic volumes and the year 2035 scenario is the scenario that would have the highest 
traffic volumes and corresponding noise levels. The combined transportation and 
stationary exterior noise levels were calculated for the fac;ades of the same nearby 
receptors that were analyzed for the stationary only conditions. The results are 
summarized in the following table. Exhibit 5 shows noise measurement locations 
referenced in the table. 
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Table 3. Combined Off-Site and On-Site Noise Level Contributions 

Existing (dBA CNEL) Year 2035 (clBA CNEL 

No With Increas No With 
Rcceiver 1 Description Project Project e Project Project Increase 

1 Multi-family home northwest of 59 59 0 61 61 0 
project site 

2 Single-family home north of project 64 64 0 65 65 0 
site 

3 Multi-family home south of project 70 70 0 70 70 0 
site 

4 Multi-family home south of project 67 67 0 67 67 0 
site 

5 Multi-family home south of project 66 66 0 66 67 1 
site 

6 Multi-family home southwest of 60 60 0 61 61 0 
project site 

7 Single-family home west of project 63 63 0 64 63 -1 
site 

8 Single-family home west of project 59 59 0 60 60 0 
site 

9 Single-family home west of project 61 61 0 62 62 0 
site 

IO Single-family home west of project 60 58 -2 61 59 -2 
site 

Source: First Carbon Solutions, 2014 

The above table shows that the combined offsite roadway and onsite noise level 
contributions from the proposed project to the analyzed nearby sensitive receptors would 
range from -2 dBA to 1 dBA CNEL. The decrease in noise levels at Receivers 7 and 10 that 
are located west of the project site is primarily due to the proposed structures effectively 
acting as a sound wall between the receivers and 1-80. The project noise increase at 
Receiver 5 would be within the thresholds of significance detailed in the Hercules General 
Plan. Therefore, no new or more significant severe impacts would result from project 
construction and operation than analyzed in previous EIRs. 

b) The proposed project consists of development of a shopping center. The construction and 
operational vibration impacts have been analyzed below. 

Construction Vibration. Grading activities and building construction associated with the 
proposed project have the potential to cause noticeable groundborne vibration in the project 
vicinity. The proposed project would not require the use of pile drivers or explosives, 
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which have been found to cause significant levels of vibration. Construction activities 
would occur as near as 60 feet from the nearest homes, located west of the project site. 

Section 7-2.608(c) of the Hercules Municipal Code requires that grading operations be 
controlled to vent nuisances to public and private property from noise and vibration. 
Section 7-2.608(c) does not provide a quantitative threshold for vibration, nor does any 
other section of the Municipal Code or General Plan. However, Caltrans provides guidance 
for vibration impacts from construction activities, which found that a 0.25 inch-per-second 
peak particle velocity (PPV) is the threshold before damage may occur to older structures 
with plaster walls. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FT A) has analyzed the vibration levels of various 
types of construction equipment and found that of the construction equipment that would 
most likely be used on the project site, a large bulldozer would create the highest level of 
vibration at 0.089 inch-per-second PPV at 25 feet. Based on typical vibration propagation 
rates, this would result in a vibration level of 0.03 inch-per-second PPV at the nearest 
home. This vibration level would not exceed the 0.25 inch-per-second PPV significance 
threshold for construction activities. 

The proposed project would result in the operation of up to 10 tractor-trailer truck 
deliveries to the project site per day. These tractor-trailer truck trips would access the 
project site via the project driveway on Sycamore A venue east of Front Street or one of the 
driveways on San Pablo A venue. The nearest homes to the proposed truck routes would be 
located 300 feet away on Front Street. 

Neither the Municipal Code nor the General Plan provides vibration standards for 
operational activities; however, Caltrans has determined that the threshold for perception 
for transient sources is 0.04 inch-per-second PPV. 

Cal trans has studied the effects of propagation of vehicle vibration on sensitive land uses in 
Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual, June 2004, and 
notes that "heavy trucks, and quite frequently buses, generate the highest earthborn 
vibration of normal traffic." Caltrans further notes that the highest traffic-generated 
vibrations are along freeways and State routes. Caltrans's study finds that "vibrations 
measured on freeway shoulders (five meters [15 feet] from the centerline of the nearest 
lane) have never exceeded 0.08 inch per second, with the worst combinations of heavy 
trucks. Based on typical vibration propagation, this would result in a vibration level of 
0.003-inch-per-second PPV at the nearest homes. This vibration level would not exceed the 
0.04-inch-per-second PPV threshold of perception for transient sources. 

Based on the above analysis, no new or severe significant impacts would result with respect 
to vibration than have been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

c) The proposed project consists of development of a shopping center. The operation of the 
proposed project would result in an increase in roadway noise and would introduce new 
stationary noise sources to the project site. The combined transportation and onsite 
stationary noise impacts from the proposed project was analyzed in subsection "a," above, 
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which shows that the combined offsite roadway and onsite noise level contributions from 
the proposed project to the analyzed nearby sensitive receptors would range from -2 dBA 
to 1 dBA CNEL. The decrease in noise levels at the homes west of the project site is 
primarily due to the proposed structures effectively acting as a sound wall between the 
receivers and 1-80. For these reasons, the proposed project would not create a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project. No new or more severe significant impact would result than have been 
previously analyzed. 

d) Completion of project improvements would be required to comply with standard City 
construction hours and mitigation measures from previous EIRs to limit substantial 
construction noise to acceptable levels off of the project site. As documented in the project 
acoustic report (Attachment 7), no new or more severe significant impacts would result 
with respect to construction noise than analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

e, f) There would be no new or more severe significant impacts with regard to aircraft noise on 
the project site since no public or private airports or airstrips exist near the site. 
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Source: Google Earth, 2014. SOURCE: First Carbon Solutions, April 2014. 
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13. Population and Housing 

The project area consists of a mix of residential, commercial, road right-of-way and vacant uses. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

No significant population or housing impacts were identified in previous CEQA documents for 
this site. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Induce substantial 
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)? 

b. Displace substantial 
numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating 
the construction of 
replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

c. Displace substantial 
numbers of people, 
necessitating the 
construction of 
replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

Discussion 
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a) The proposed project has been envisioned for development since adoption of the 1995 
General Plan by the City, which designated the site for retail uses. The proposed project 
would provide for development of a retail center consistent with that vision. Surrounding 
parcels of land are substantially developed in a manner consistent with the General Plan. 
Therefore no new or more severe significant impacts would result in terms of inducement 
of population growth than has been analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 

b,c) No impacts are anticipated with regard to displacement of population or housing on the 
site, since the site is currently vacant. No new or more severe significant impacts would 
result in terms of displacement of residences than has been analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

14. Public Services 

Environmental Setting 

Essential public services to the Project area are provided as follows: 

• Fire Protection. Fire protection services are provided by the Rodeo-Hercules Fire 
Protection District, an independent district formed in 1927 that provides fire 
suppression, rescue, emergency medical and hazardous material response to the City 
of Hercules and the unincorporated community of Rodeo. The District is 
headquartered at 1680 Refugio Valley Road in Hercules, which is also the location of 
Station 76, the closest station to the project site. Station 76 is the primary responder to 
calls for service to the site supported by Station 75 and Pinole Station 73. The 
District maintains an automatic aid agreement with the Crockett-Carquinez Fire 
Protection District to the east and the Pinole Fire Department to the south. 

• Police Protection. Police and security protection is provided by the Hercules Police 
Department, headquartered at the Hercules Civic Center. 

• Schools. Public educational services for residents of the project site are provided by 
the West Contra County Unified School District. The District provides K-12 
educational services for residents of Richmond, El Cerrito, San Pablo, Pinole, and 
Hercules and some adjacent unincorporated areas. 

• Library Service. Contra Costa County Library provides library service to Hercules as 
well as the greater Contra Costa County. Numerous branch libraries are located in 
both incorporated cities and unincorporated communities throughout the County. The 
library administrative headquarters is located in Pleasant Hill. The branch library 
closest to the project site is located at 109 Civic Drive in Hercules. 

• Maintenance. Maintenance of local streets, roads and other governmental facilities 
are the responsibility of the City of Hercules. 
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

1995 EJR. The 1995 EIR contained the following applicable public service impacts and 
mitigation measures: 

• Impact Schools-I found that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would increase the number of students served by the West Contra Costa School 
District. This impact was reduced to a less-than-significant level by adherence to 
Mitigation Measure Schools-la that requires no future legislative approvals will be granted 
by the City unless adequate school facilities are available or that adverse impacts on school 
facilities have been mitigated to the maximum extent legally feasible. Mitigation Measure 
Schools-I b requires the City to ensure that individual project developers coordinate with 
the School District regarding timely and proper payment of required impact fees. 

2009 EJR. No significant impacts or mitigation measures related to public services were 
identified in this document. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

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

Police protection? 

Schools? 

Parks? 

Other public facilities? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a) Fire protection and emergency services to the site would continue to be provided by the 
Rodeo-Hercules Fire Protection District. District staff notes that the buildout of the Town 
Centrale project could be served by existing Fire Station 76 supported by other District 
stations and would not require expansion of this station or construction of a new station 
(Source: Mark Pedroia, Rodeo-Hercules Fire District, 11/18/14). No new or more severe 
significant impacts would occur with respect to fire services than previously analyzed. 

b) Police protection services would be provided by the Hercules Police Department, which 
reviews all development proposals in the City, including proposed construction plans for 
the current project, to ensure that appropriate safety and security provisions are 
incorporated into individual building designs. A representative of the Hercules Police 
Department (Chief Goswick, 11/4/14) has indicated that the proposed project could be 
served with existing police facilities and no new or expanded police buildings or facilities 
would be needed to serve this project. No new or more severe significant impacts with 
respect to police services would occur than has been previously documented. 

c) The project applicant would be required to pay school development fees, pursuant to state 
law, prior to the issuance of building permits. Under state law, payment of such fees 
constitutes full mitigation of any school impacts. 

Since required school impact fees will be paid pursuant to Mitigation Measure Schools- I b 
of the 1995 EIR and as required by state law EIR, there would be no impacts to the local 
school district. 

d) For impacts to parks, refer below to Item 15, "Recreation." 

e) Maintenance of local roads and other public facilities would be provided by the City of 
Hercules and would be funded by increased property and sales taxes and fees generated by 
project improvements. Library service to the project area would continue to be provided by 
the Contra Costa County Library system. No new or more severe significant impacts would 
occur than analyzed in previous CEQA documents. 
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15. Recreation 

Environmental Setting 
The project site vacant and contains no parks, playgrounds or similar recreation uses exist on the 
project site. 

The closest public parks are west of the site on Sycamore A venue. Duck Pond Park is located at 
997 Sycamore A venue and Frog Pad Park is located at 1000 Sycamore A venue at Willet. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 EIR contained the following applicable recreation impacts and mitigation 
measures: 

• Impact Park-I found that development consistent with the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements would increase the need for neighborhood and community parks. This impact 
was reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level, by adherence to General Plan EIR 
Mitigation Measure Park-I b that requires new development to fund a fair share of costs for 
park development. Mitigation Measure Park-2 recommended the City to consider 
development agreements to provide additional community park and recreation facilities in 
exchange for a greater floor area ratio that typically allowed. 

Even with adherence to Mitigation Measure Park-I and -2, impacts to the park system will 
remain significant and unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted. 

No park impacts or mitigation measures were contained in the 2009 EIR. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

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? 
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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? 

Discussion 

X 

a, b) The proposed project would not result in substantial population growth nor would it 
increase use of local or regional parks. Nonetheless, similar to all new development 
projects in the City, the project applicant would be required to dedicate land or pay fees, 
pursuant to Section 10-18.203 of the Hercules Municipal Code, prior to the issuance of 
building permits. Thus, any resulting increase in the need for additional facilities would 
be offset by the required payment of these development fees. No new or more severe 
significant impacts would occur with respect to parks and recreation as analyzed in 
previous CEQA documents. 

16. Traffic and Transportation 

Note: this section is based on a traffic impact analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers transportation 
consultants in November 2014. The text of the report is contained in Attachment 8 of this Initial 
Study. 

Environmental Setting 

Existing roadways. Roadways that provide primary circulation in the vicinity of the project site 
are as follows: 

Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 80 (1-80). 1-80 freeway connects the 
San Francisco Bay Area with the Sacramento region and continues east. Near the Project site, 1-
80 is oriented in a northeast/southwest direction about provides four lanes in each direction. 
Access between 1-80 and the Project site is provided via the 1-80/State Route 4 interchange at 
Willow A venue. The relocation of this interchange father east is proposed by the year 2035. 1-80 
is designated as a Route of Regional Significance. The posted speed limit is 65 miles per hour. 

State Route 4 (SR 4)/John Muir Parkway also provides regional access to the project site. SR 4 
has an east/west orientation from the eastern border of the City of Hercules to its termination just 
west of San Pablo A venue within City limits. The facility is a four-lane freeway (two lanes in 
each direction) with a partial-stack interchange at 1-80 and a posted speed limit of 65 miles per 
hour. West of San Pablo Avenue, the facility is a four-lane surface street with a posted speed 
limit of 35 miles per hour. SR 4 is designated as a Route of Regional Significance. 
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San Pablo A venue extends in a northeast/southwest direction through the City of Hercules and 
provides regional and local access to the project site. It begins in the City of Rodeo within 
Contra Costa County and continues through the City of Hercules terminating in the City of 
Oakland in Alameda County. In the study area, San Pablo A venue provides two lanes in each 
direction with additional turning movement capacity at intersections. Bicycle lanes are provided 
through the study area. Sidewalks are provided on the south side of the street from SR 4/John 
Muir Parkway to Hercules A venue; however, no sidewalks are provided on the north side of the 
street between SR 4/John Muir Parkway and Tsushima Street (along the Project frontage). No 
on-street parking is permitted on San Pablo A venue and the posted speed limit through the City 
of Hercules is 40 miles per hour. The posted speed limit to the west when approaching the City 
of Pinole is 25 miles per hour. San Pablo A venue is designated as a Route of Regional 
Significance. 

Sycamore A venue is an east-west roadway that provides access to the project site as well as the 
residential communities north of the project site and residential communities out to the west 
along Sycamore A venue. It also provides access to retail and residential land use on the east side 
of I-80. From Refugio Valley Road through San Pablo Avenue to South Front Street, Sycamore 
A venue provides two travel lanes in each direction with additional turning movement capacity at 
intersections and a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour. From South Front Street through 
Tsushima Street until its western terminus, Sycamore A venue provides one travel lane in each 
direction with no additional turning movement capacity at intersections and a posted speed limit 
of 25 miles per hour. Bicycle lanes are provided from Refugio Valley Road to the east and from 
San Pablo A venue to South Front Street. Sidewalks are provided on both sides of Sycamore 
A venue throughout the study area. On-street parking is prohibited east of South Front Street and 
permitted to the west. Angled parking stalls are provided between South Front Street and 
Tsushima Street, and parallel spots are provided west of Tsushima Street. 

Tsushima Street is a north-south roadway that connects San Pablo A venue to John Muir Parkway 
and borders the west side of the Project site. One travel lane is provided in each direction with 
no additional turning movement capacity at intersections. No bicycle lanes are provided. 
Sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street north of Sycamore A venue, but only on the 
west side to the south. No sidewalks are provided between San Pablo A venue and Sycamore 
Avenue on the east side of the street (along the Project frontage). The posted speed limit is 25 
miles per hour. 

Willow A venue is primarily an east/west roadway within the City of Hercules. It extends from 
Sycamore A venue to the east, providing access to the I-80/SR 4 interchange ramps and to the 
Hercules Transit Center. Between Sycamore A venue and the Hercules Transit Center, generally 
one travel lane is provided in each direction, with additional left turn movement capacity 
provided at intersections. The posted speed limit is 35 miles per hour. 

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Pedestrian facilities in the study area include sidewalks, 
crosswalks, and pedestrian signals. Local roadways in the study area provide sidewalks on both 
sides of the street with the exception of the north side of San Pablo A venue along the Project 
frontage and the east side of Tsushima Street along the Project frontage. At both the Sycamore 
A venue/Tsushima Street intersection and the Sycamore A venue/San Pablo A venue intersection, 
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crosswalks are provided across all legs of the intersections. At the Sycamore A venue/South Front 
Street intersection, crosswalks are provided across the north and west legs. At the Tsushima 
Street/San Pablo A venue intersection, no crosswalks are provided. Pedestrian countdown signals 
are provided at the signalized intersection of San Pablo A venue/Sycamore A venue. 
Bicycle facilities include the following: 

Bike paths (Class I) - Paved trails that are separated from roadways. 
Bike lanes (Class II) - Lanes on roadways designated for use by bicycles through striping, 

pavement legends, and signs. 
Bike routes (Class III) - Roadways designated for bicycle use by signs only; may or may not 

include additional pavement width for cyclists. 

San Pablo A venue is a designated Class II facility with bike lanes spanning well past the Project 
area in each direction. Sycamore A venue has two non-contiguous Class II facilities, one between 
San Pablo A venue and South Front Street, and one from Refugio Valley Road to the east. 
Willow A venue provides about 400 feet of Class II bike lanes on its south side, across from the 
Hercules Transit Center. 

Transit facilities. Western Contra Costa County Transit Authority (WestCAT) provides public 
transit service in the City of Hercules and surrounding areas with WestCA T local fixed routes 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 19. Routes J, JPX, C3 and 19 run along San Pablo Avenue and 
directly serve an eastbound and westbound bus stop adjacent to the Project site. From the 
Hercules Transit Center, express service is provided by WestCAT to the Del Norte BART 
Station and by Lynx to the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco. WestCAT also provides the 
Martinez Link line, connecting western Contra Costa County with Martinez. In addition to these 
fixed lines, WestCAT offers paratransit services to seniors and people with disabilities. 

Existing vehicular operations. All existing intersections near the project site operate at 
acceptable levels of service during the morning and evening peak hours of analysis, except for 
San Pablo A venue/Shopping Center East Driveway. The side-street stop-controlled approach 
operates at LOSE and the MUTCD's peak hour signal warrant is met. This is likely due to heavy 
vehicle delay for northbound left-turn vehicles departing the retail center trying to find an 
acceptable gap in vehicle traffic along San Pablo A venue. See Table 4 in the full traffic analysis 
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Table 4. Existing Conditions: Weekday A.M. and P.M. 
Peak Hour Intersection LOS 

Existing 

Intersection Peak Hour Control Delay LOS 

1. San Pablo A venue/Tsushima Street AM Side-street stop 1 (14) A (B) 
PM 1 (11) A (B) 

2. Sycamore A venue/Tsushima Street AM All-way stop 8 A 
PM 8 A 

3. Sycamore A venue/South Front Street AM Side-street stop 2 (10) A (B) 
PM 1 (10) A (B) 

4. Sycamore A venue/San Pablo A venue AM Signal 40 D 
PM 38 D 

5. San Pablo A venue/Shopping Center AM Side-street stop 2 (38) A (E) 
East Driveway PM 2 (44) A (E) 

6. San Pablo A venue/Shopping Center AM Side-street stop 0 (11) A (B) 
West Driveway PM 1 (14) A (B) 

Notes: 
I. Analysis results present delay (seconds per vehicle) and LOS (level of service). LOS is based on delay 

thresholds published in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 20 I 0). For side
street stop controlled intersections, average delay is listed first, followed by the delay for the worst 
approach in parentheses. 

2. Bold text indicates deficient intersection operations. Deficient operations are LOS E or LOS F, with the 
exception of intersections along San Pablo Avenue where LOS F is deficient (LOS E is acceptable along 
San Pablo Avenue). 

Source: Fehr & Peers, July 2014. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA documents. 

1995 EJR. The 1995 Program EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures 
related to transportation. 

• Impact Transportation-2 found that traffic generated by development consistent with the 
proposed Land Use and Circulation Element will increase volumes at certain intersections. 
Adherence to Mitigation Measures Transportation-2a and 2b reduced this impact to a less
than-significant level by requiring improvements to the Sycamore/Claeys intersection and 
the Claeys/SR-4 intersection. A future traffic intersection may be required at this 
intersection as well 

The General Plan/Redevelopment Plan also found that future traffic generated by anticipated 
development at the San Pablo A venue/John Muir Parkway and the San Pablo A venue/Sycamore 
Parkway intersections would operate at unacceptable levels during the a.m, and p.m. peak hours. 
Even with adherence to Mitigation Measures Transportation -la and -lb these impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. Impact Transportation-3 noted that traffic generated by the 
buildout of land uses envisioned in the Land Use and Circulation Elements would contribute to 
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cumulative levels of service on I-80, Despite recommended Mitigation Measures Transportation-
3a and -3b to assist Caltrans with making improvements to the freeway system near Hercules, 
this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 EIR contained the following mitigation measures related to transportation. 

• Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 required developer contributions to the following intersection 
improvements shall be required of the proposed Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing 
developments: 

- San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will reduce 
vehicle trips by 10 percent for the intersection. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub- scenario A) conditions. 

- San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and right-turn lanes into 
the site. Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound lane. 
Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenario A and B) conditions. 

- Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen 
Willow A venue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART 
Replacement Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub-scenario A) and 2035 conditions. 

-Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a WB left-turn lane if a driveway for 
Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 

The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair-share contribution to the cost of 
these improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned Development Plan or Tentative 
Map, the project proponents for the Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing projects shall 
retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering professional(s) to determine specific 
mitigation requirements for each project, mitigation timing, and fair-share allocation of 
these improvements. 

• Mitigation Measure TRAF-5 required contributions to the following intersection 
improvements shall be required of the proposed Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing 
developments: 

San Pablo/John Muir: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will 
reduce vehicle trips by 15 percent for the intersection. Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 
on -ramp further east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift is 
assumed in the mitigation effectiveness analysis. Mitigation required under 2035 
Conditions. 
San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will 
reduce 15 percent vehicle trips for the intersection. Relocate I-80 off-ramp/SR-4 
on-ramp further east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift 
traffic to and from Sycamore Ave. east of San Pablo is assumed in the mitigation 
effectiveness analysis. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 
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- San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and right-turn lane 
into the site. Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound 
lane (not required if mitigated under previous scenario). Mitigation required under 
project (Sub- scenarios A and B) and 2035 Conditions. 
Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen 
Willow A venue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART 
Replacement Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub-scenario A) and 2035 conditions. 
Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a westbound left-turn lane if a 
driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required 
under project (Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 
Sycamore/Palm: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp 
relocation project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 
WB SR4 off-ramp/Willow: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR -4 
ramp relocation project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 
Willow/Palm: Install traffic signals. Widen Willow and Palm approaches to two 
lanes in each direction. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation project. 
Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 
Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals and add a WB left-turn lane if a driveway 
for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection (not required if mitigated under a 
previous scenario). Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

The project applicants shall be required to pay a fair- share contribution to the cost of 
these improvements. Prior to approval of a Final Planned Development Plan or Tentative 
Map, the project proponents for the Hill Town and Sycamore Crossing projects shall 
retain qualified and licensed traffic engineering professional(s) to determine specific 
mitigation requirements for each project, mitigation timing, and fair-share allocation of 
these improvements. 

Project Im12acts 

Issue 

Would the proposal: 

a. Cause an increase in 
traffic which is 
substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in 
either the number of 
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vehicle trips, the volume 
to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

b. Exceed, either 
individually or 
cumulatively, a level of 
service standard 
established by the county 
congestion management 
agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

c. Result in a change in air 
traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

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

e. Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or 
programs supporting 
alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a,b) Compared with the previously proposed project that was evaluated in the 2009 EIR, the 
proposed project would result in approximately the same A.M. and P.M. project-generated 
peak hour trips than was identified for the Sycamore Crossings site in the 2009 EIR. The 
2009 Redevelopment Plan identified 511 A.M. Peak trips and 920 P.M. peak trips, whereas 
the proposed project would generate an estimated 609 A.M. peak trips and 724 P.M. peak 
trips (see Table 4 in the project traffic analysis, Attachment 8). 
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In term of peak hour traffic at key intersections near the project site, the 2005 EIR noted 
that build out of land uses in the community envisioned in the General Plan would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts at the San Pablo A venue and Sycamore A venue 
intersection. 

The 2009 EIR found that traffic impacts at local key intersections could be reduced to less
than-significant levels with adherence to specific traffic and transportation improvements 
identified above in this Initial Study. 

Construction of the proposed project would not result in greater cumulative traffic impacts 
than identified in earlier EIRs as noted in Table 5, below. Only those intersections 
identified in the earlier EIRs are listed below, since driveway intersections identified in the 
Sycamore Crossing traffic analysis were not proposed in the earlier two CEQA documents. 

Intersection 

Table 5. Comparison of Cumulative Project Key 
Intersection impacts (Level of Service-LOS) 

2009 
1995 GP EIR 1 Redevelopment Current 

EIR 2 Project3 
AM PM AM PM AM PM 

San Pablo/Sycamore F F C D E E 

Sycamore/S. Front -- -- A A A A 

San Pablo/Tsushima -- -- C C B C 
Notes 
1. See Table IV.B.7, 1995 General Plan EIR 
2. See Table 3.13.14, 2009 Redevelopment EIR 
3. See Table 5, Sycamore Crossing Traffic Analysis, November 2014 

Under the Standards of Significance included in the 2009 EIR, (see Table 3.12-3) the 
minimum level of acceptable service is LOS E for signalized intersections on San Pablo 
Avenue. Therefore, cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed project would not result in a 
new impact with respect to cumulative conditions 

The 2009 EIR identified several Study Area intersections that would operate at 
unacceptable level of service (LOS) under Existing+ Background, Existing+ Background 
+ Project, and/or 2035 Cumulative conditions. Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 in the 2009 
EIR required that appropriate intersection improvements, as listed below, be implemented 
at the project-level: 

San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will 
reduce vehicle trips by 10 percent for the intersection. Mitigation required under 
project (Sub- scenario A) conditions. 

San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-turn and right-turn lanes 
into the site. Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound 
lane. Mitigation required under project (Sub-scenario A and B) conditions. 
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Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen 
Willow A venue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART 
Replacement Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub-scenario A) and 2035 conditions. 

Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a westbound left-tum lane if a 
driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required 
under project (Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 

In addition to the project-level mitigation measures listed above, the Redevelopment Plan 
EIR also included Mitigation Measure TRAF-5, which required that the following 
improvements be implemented under the Cumulative scenario: 

San Pablo/John Muir: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will 
reduce vehicle trips by 15 percent for the intersection. Relocate 1-80 off-ramp/SR-4 
on-ramp further east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift is 
assumed in the mitigation effectiveness analysis. Mitigation required under 2035 
Conditions. 

San Pablo/Sycamore: Develop programs to encourage public transit use that will 
reduce 15 percent vehicle trips for the intersection. Relocate 1-80 off-ramp/SR-4 
on-ramp further east to shift traffic away from San Pablo Ave. A 30 percent shift 
traffic to and from Sycamore Ave. east of San Pablo is assumed in the mitigation 
effectiveness analysis. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

San Pablo/Linus Pauling: Install traffic signals. Add left-tum and right-tum lane 
into the site. Access driveway should provide two outbound lanes and one inbound 
lane (not required if mitigated under previous scenario). Mitigation required under 
project (Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035 Conditions. 

Willow/BART Replacement Parking E. Driveway: Install traffic signal plus widen 
Willow A venue and add turn lanes on Willow. Coordinate mitigation with BART 
Replacement Parking improvement plan. Mitigation required under project 
(Sub-scenario A) and 2035 conditions. 

Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals. Add a westbound left-tum lane if a 
driveway for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection. Mitigation required 
under project (Sub-scenarios A and B) and 2035 conditions. 

Sycamore/Palm: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp 
relocation project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

WB SR4 off-ramp/Willow: Install traffic signals. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 
ramp relocation project. Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 
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Willow/Palm: Install traffic signals. Widen Willow and Palm approaches to two lanes 
in each direction. Coordinate mitigation with SR-4 ramp relocation project. 
Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

Sycamore/S. Front: Install traffic signals and add a WB left-turn lane if a driveway 
for Sycamore Crossing is added to the intersection (not required if mitigated under a 
previous scenario). Mitigation required under 2035 Conditions. 

With the above mitigation, the 2009 EIR concluded that traffic generated by the projects 
previously proposed for both the Sycamore Crossing and Hill Town sites would not exceed 
City of Hercules standards of significance. The mitigation measures previously identified 
in the 2009 EIR that are still applicable to the currently proposed project would adequately 
address the traffic impacts. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impacts would 
result than have been analyzed in previous CEQA documents for the project. 

c) The proposed project would have no new or more severe significant impacts on air traffic 
patterns, since it does not include any expansion of an airport and is not located near any 
public or private airports or airstrips. 

d) The proposed project would include driveways, drive aisles, parking lots, and other 
vehicular access routes. These access improvements will be required to comply with the 
City of Hercules's design standards, as well as the standards contained in the current 
California Building Code. The project's compliance with these existing standards would 
prevent hazardous design features and would ensure adequate and safe access. No new or 
more severe significant impacts would result than have been analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

e. The proposed project would be required to comply with all building, fire, and safety codes 
and specific development plans would be subject to review and approval by the City of 
Hercules's Public Works, Transportation Departments, and Building Division Departments, 
as well as the local Fire District. Required review by these departments would ensure that 
proposed circulation systems for the project site would provide adequate emergency access. 
In addition, the proposed project would not result in any permanent or temporary closures 
to any roadway in the project area. therefore, there would be no new or severe significant 
impacts with respect to emergency access than were analyzed in previous CEQA 
documents. 

f) The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies and plans to promote 
alternative transportation modes. In this instance, the project applicant proposes to include 
on-site bicycle racks and lockers and pedestrian walkways to encourage alternative 
transportation modes. No new or more severe significant impacts would occur with respect 
to this topic. 
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17. Utilities and Service Systems 

Environmental Setting 
The Project area is served by the following service providers: 

• Water supply. East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). The District maintains 
potable water service to Hercules and surrounding communities. 

• Sewage collection. City of Hercules. 

• Sewage treatment and disposal. Cities of Pinole and Hercules 

• Storm drainage. The City of Hercules maintains a local storm water drainage system with 
ultimate drainage into San Pablo Bay. 

• Solid waste service. Richmond Sanitary Service (RSS). RSS provides residential and 
non-residential solid waste hauling and recycling services to dwellings and businesses. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Previous CEOA documents. 

1995 EIR. The 1995 Program EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation measures 
related to utilities. 

• Impact Water-1 found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would increase demand for potable water and could require additional 
delivery and storage facilities. Adherence to Mitigation Measure Water-lb reduced this 
impact to a less-than-significant level by having the City require low-flush plumbing 
fixtures in new residential and commercial development. 

• Impact Wastewater-I found that future development consistent with the Land Use and 
Circulation Elements would increase demand for wastewater treatment. Adherence to 
Mitigation Measure Wastewater-lb reduced this impact to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring the City to initiate a wastewater treatment study and by implementing a program 
to increase capacity prior to the development of new land uses that would exceed treatment 
capacity. 

2009 EIR. The 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR contained the following impacts and mitigation 
measures related to utilities. 

• Mitigation Measure USS-1 required that prior to the approval of subsequent development 
projects within the redevelopment area, project applicants must obtain confirmation from 
the wastewater provider that adequate wastewater treatment capacity exists to serve such 
development. 
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• Mitigation Measure USS-3 required that prior to the approval of subsequent development 
projects within the redevelopment area, project applicants must obtain confirming an 
adequate water supply. 

Project Impacts 

Issue 

Would the project 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

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

c) Require or result in the 
construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of 
which could cause 
significant environmental 
effects? 

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

e) 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 
providers existing 
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commitments? 
f) Be served by a landfill with 

sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project's 
solid waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state 
and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Discussion 

X 

X 

a.e) Wastewater generated in the project area is collected primarily by the municipal sewer 
system and treated at the Pinole/Hercules Wastewater Treatment Plant in the City of 
Pinole, which serves the Cities of Hercules and Pinole and is operated by the Pinole
Hercules Wastewater Joint Powers Authority (JPA). The Pinole/Hercules Wastewater 
Treatment Plant has a wastewater capacity of 4.06 million gallons per day (mgd). The 
Pinole-Hercules Wastewater JPA is also currently studying options to accommodate future 
wastewater needs. The East Bay Municipal Utility District's (EBMUD) 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) projects that in 2015, the amount of collected and treated 
wastewater the Pinole/Hercules Wastewater Treatment Plant would be 4.0 mgd. 

As required by Mitigation Measure USS-1 of the 2009 EIR, the applicant has obtained a 
letter from the City of Pinole (letter from Dean Allison to DK Consulting, dated August 27, 
2014) confirming the City has adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed Sycamore 
Crossing project. No new or more severe significant impacts than were analyzed in 
previous CEQA documents would result with respect to this topic. 

b,d) The project site lies within the EBMUD service area. EBMUD provides water to the City 
of Hercules and other communities in the region. The project applicant provided to the City 
a "will serve" letter (dated August 19, 2014) indicating that the District will provide 
potable water service to the project. There would therefore be no new or more severe 
significant impacts with respect to the provision of a long-term water supply than has been 
previously analyzed. 

c) Refer to the Hydrology section of this Initial Study for a discussion of drainage facilities. 

f, g) Based on solid waste generation rates published by the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), the proposed project's 136,250 square feet of 
commercial retail uses would produce approximately 341 pounds of solid waste per day. 

The 526-acre (340 permitted acres for disposal) Potrero Hills Landfill would serve the 
disposal needs of the proposed project. This landfill has a maximum permitted throughput 
of 4,330 tons of waste per day. Additionally, Potrero Hills Landfill has a remaining 
capacity of approximately 13,872,000 cy and is expected to operate until at least 2048. 
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The approximately 341 pounds of solid waste that the proposed project would generate per 
day equates to a nominal percentage of the Potrero Hills Landfill 's daily maximum 
permitted throughput, and thus, would represent only a nominal increase in the total daily 
amount of solid waste received at the landfill. 

The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate 
typical solid waste, and would not produce uniquely hazardous waste, industrial 
byproducts, or demolition materials. Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
infractions with solid waste statutes or regulations, and would not exceed landfill capacity 
required to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. No new or more severe 
significant impacts would occur with respect to this topic than has been previously 
analyzed. 

18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issue 

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

b) Does the project have the 
potential to achieve short-term, 
to the disadvantage of long
term, environmental goals? 
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c) Does the project have impacts 
that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? 

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

Discussion 

X 

X 

a) No. The preceding analysis indicates that the proposed project would not have a significant 
adverse impact on overall environmental quality, including the potential of reducing the 
habitat of fish or wildlife species, elimination of any special-status plants, a reduction of 
the number or range of endangered plant or animal species to eliminate important examples 
of California history or prehistory. 

b) No, the proposed project would not achieve short-term objectives to the disadvantage of 
long-term goals, since it would primarily involve completing a partially built mixed-use 
building. 

c) No. No such cumulative impacts have been discovered in the course of preparing this 
Initial Study. 

d) No. No such environmental impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, have 
been discovered in the course of preparing this Initial Study. 
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1. Introduction 
This report presents the analysis and findings of the Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) for the 
Sycamore Crossing mixed-use development (Project) located in the City of Hercules in Contra Costa County. 
This chapter discusses the Transportation Assessment purpose, analysis methods, criteria used to identify 
impacts, and report organization.  

1.1 Study Purpose  
The study’s purpose is to conduct site-specific impact analysis at new and existing study intersections and 
evaluate the proposed Project’s access, circulation, and parking. The Project site is located in the City of 
Hercules and is bound by Sycamore Avenue to the north, San Pablo Avenue to the south, and Tsushima 
Avenue to the west. The site is currently undeveloped and is bisected by Ohlone Creek, as shown on Figure 
1, dividing the Project site into West and East Parcels. As shown on Figure 2, each parcel is proposed to be 
developed with the following mix of land uses: 

• West Parcel 

◦ 105 room hotel 
◦ 120 condominium units 

• East Parcel 

◦ 13,100-square-foot drug store with a drive-through 
◦ 4,000-square-feet of retail space 
◦ 10,000-square-foot sit-down restaurant 
◦ 2,400-square-foot coffee shop with a drive-through 

Regional access to the site is provided from SR 4 and I-80, with interchanges north and east of the site.  
Regional access is also provided from San Pablo Avenue that forms the southern border of the site.  Local 
access is provided from Sycamore Avenue and Tsushima Street. Five driveways are proposed to serve the 
site. The West Parcel will be served by: one new side-street-stop-controlled/full-access driveway on 
Tsushima Street; one new side-street-stop-controlled/full-access driveway on Sycamore Avenue; and one 
new right-turn in/right-turn out only side-street-stop-controlled driveway on San Pablo Avenue. The East 
Parcel will be served by one new side-street-stop-controlled full-access driveway on Sycamore Avenue and 
one new signalized full-access driveway on San Pablo Avenue. The Project will not implement a connection 
between the West and East Parcels across the existing creek; therefore, circulation between both parcels 
will be restricted to Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue.   
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1.2 Project Background 
A TIA titled Sycamore Crossing Transportation Assessment (Fehr & Peers, November 2014) (2014 TIA) was 
previously prepared for the Project site. The 2014 TIA evaluated transportation system impacts of a 
proposed 135,900 square foot (sf) shopping center anchored by a Safeway Supermarket and fuel center. 
The TIA was approved by City of Hercules in 2014. The Project site was also evaluated for a different project 
description by PHA Transportation Consultants in 2008; that analysis was incorporated into the certified 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report (2009 EIR). Since the 2009 EIR and 2014 
TIA were approved, the current Project applicant has changed the site plan and Project description. As 
shown in Table 1-1, the currently proposed Project description has substantial changes compared to the 
project descriptions evaluated in the two past reports. Due to changes in Project description, Fehr & Peers 
is preparing a new TIA for the Project, pivoting from the work already completed, as well as the updated 
traffic forecasts presented in the Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018) and in the Hercules 
Safeway Project Transportation Impact Assessment (Fehr & Peers, August 2017), which was recently 
completed for the approved Safeway Supermarket development on the former Hercules Transit Center site.  

Table 1-1:  Comparison of Current and Prior Sycamore Crossing Project Descriptions 
Current Project  2014 TIA  2009 EIR  

 105 room hotel 
 120 condominium units 
 13,100 square-foot drug store 

with drive-through 
 4,000 square-feet of retail 

space 
 10,000 square-foot sit-down 

restaurant 
 2,400 square-foot coffee shop 

with drive-through 

 15,100 square-feet of specialty 
retail 

 55,000 square-foot supermarket 
 3,500 square-foot bank 
 1,500 square-foot coffee shop 
 10,800 square-foot sit-down 

restaurant 
 3,000 square-foot fast-food 

restaurant 
 37,000 square-foot fitness club 
 10,000 square-foot pet supply 

superstore 
 18-pump fuel center 

 170 Condominium/ Townhome 
Units  

 140,000 square-feet of specialty 
retail   

 180 room hotel  
 25,000 square-foot supermarket 
 170,000 square-feet of office   

Source:  Project site plan dated October 13, 2017, Sycamore Crossing Transportation Assessment (Fehr & Peers, November 2014) and 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report. 

The current 2019 Project land uses are expected to generate fewer weekday AM and PM peak hour trips 
than were assumed in both the 2009 EIR and the 2014 TIA. In addition, the increase in average intersection 
delay and 95th percentile queue lengths are also expected to be lower for the current 2019 Project compared 
to the project descriptions assumed in the 2009 EIR and 2014 TIA. Therefore, the current Project land use is 
not expected to result in new significant impacts that were not disclosed in the 2009 EIR and the 2014 TIA. 



Final Transportation Impact Assessment 
Sycamore Crossing Project 

May 2019 

 5 

As shown in Table 1-2, peak hour counts collected in 2017 for intersections in the vicinity of the Project site 
have fluctuated between -21% and 30% compared to counts collected in 2008 used in the 2009 EIR 
transportation impact analysis. Intersection peak hour traffic volumes increased from 2008 to 2017 by about 
10 percent at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection, but decreased at all other intersections 
listed in Table 1-2 except for the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection during the PM peak hour. 

Table 1-2:  Intersection Volume Comparison (2008 vs. 2017) 

Intersection Peak Hour1 2008 Counts 2017 Counts Net 
Difference % Difference 

San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway AM 
PM 

3,123 
3,274 

3,502 
3,612 

379 
338 

12% 
10% 

Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street AM 
PM 

404 
395 

318 
351 

-86 
-44 

-21% 
-11% 

Sycamore Avenue/San Pablo Avenue AM 
PM 

3,891 
4,538 

3,777 
3,564 

-114 
-974 

-3% 
-21% 

San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street  AM 
PM 

2,217 
1,798 

1,999 
2,331 

-218 
533 

-10% 
30% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

1.3 Study Locations and Analysis Scenarios 
As the regional impacts of development on the site were evaluated under the 2009 EIR, this analysis focuses 
on intersections immediately surrounding the Project site, including the site access intersections.  The 
resulting study intersections listed below and shown on Figure 3, were selected in coordination with City 
of Hercules staff:  

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway 
2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway 
3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street 
4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 

Driveway 
5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street 
6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project 

Driveway 
7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow Avenue 
9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 

Driveway 
10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street 
11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 

Driveway 
12. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping 

Center Central Driveway 
13. San Pablo Avenue/West Parcel Project 

Driveway 
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As part of the Project, the existing right-turn in/right-turn out unsignalized intersection on San Pablo 
Avenue at Tsushima Street (#10) would be converted to a full-access signalized intersection. Additionally, 
an existing full-access driveway on San Pablo Avenue serving a shopping center (#12) would be restricted 
to right-turn in/right-turn out access, with the existing right-turn in/right-turn out driveway (#11) serving 
the same shopping center converted to a full-access signalized intersection, aligned with a proposed 
driveway on the East Parcel of the Project site.  The analysis of “with Project conditions” presented in this 
report considers the traffic volume re-distribution according to the proposed changes to study intersections 
10, 11, and 12.  

For this study, the following scenarios were evaluated during the typical weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 AM) 
and evening (4:00 to 6:00 PM) peak periods: 

• Existing – Existing (2017) conditions based on February 2017 and September 2017 traffic counts. 

• Existing with Project – Existing (2017) conditions plus Project-related traffic. 

• Near-Term without Project – Existing (2017) conditions plus approved projects within the study 
area that could be constructed over the next five to 10 years.  

• Near-Term with Project – Existing Plus Background conditions plus Project-related traffic. 

• Cumulative without Project – Forecasts for the cumulative scenario based on year 2040 
forecasts prepared for the Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018).  

• Cumulative with Project – Year 2040 forecast conditions plus Project-related traffic. 

1.4 Analysis Methods 
The operations of roadway facilities are described with the term “level of service” (LOS). LOS is a qualitative 
description of traffic flow from a vehicle driver’s perspective based on factors such as speed, travel time, 
delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels of service are defined ranging from LOS A (free flow operating 
conditions) to LOS F (congested operating conditions). LOS E corresponds to operations “at capacity.” When 
volumes exceed capacity, stop-and-go conditions result, and operations are designated LOS F.  In Hercules, 
the maximum level of acceptable delay is associated with LOS D (around 55 seconds of delay for signalized 
intersections) except for intersections along San Pablo Avenue, where the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) for Contra Costa County has adopted LOS E (around 80 seconds of delay for signalized 
intersections) as the LOS standard.   
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1.4.1 Signalized Intersections 
Traffic conditions at signalized intersections were evaluated using methodologies proposed by the 
Transportation Research Board (TRB), as documented in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (2010 HCM) 
for vehicles. The HCM 2010 methods calculates control delay at an intersection based on inputs such as 
traffic volumes, lane geometry, signal phasing and timing, pedestrian crossing times, and peak hour factors.  
Control delay is defined as the delay directly associated with the traffic control device (i.e., a stop sign or a 
traffic signal) and specifically includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and 
final acceleration delay.  These delay estimates are considered meaningful indicators of driver discomfort 
and frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time. The relationship between LOS and control delay is 
summarized in Table 1-3. 

1.4.2 Unsignalized Intersections 
For unsignalized (all-way stop-controlled and side-street stop-controlled) intersections, the 2010 HCM 
method for unsignalized intersections was used. With this method, operations are defined by the average 
control delay per vehicle (measured in seconds). The control delay incorporates delay associated with 
deceleration, acceleration, stopping, and moving up in queue. Table 1-3 summarizes the relationship 
between LOS and delay for unsignalized intersections. At side-street stop-controlled intersections, the delay 
is calculated for each stop-controlled movement, the left turn movement from the major street, as well as 
the intersection average. The highest movement/approach delay is reported for side-street stop-controlled 
intersections. 
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Table 1-3:  Signalized and Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria 
Level of 
Service Description Signalized Criteria 

(Delay in Seconds)1 
Unsignalized Criteria 
(Delay in Seconds)1 

A 
Progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles 
arrive during the green phase.  Most vehicles do not 
stop at all.  Short cycle lengths may also contribute to 
low delay. 

< 10.0 < 10.0 

B 
Progression is good, cycle lengths are short, or both.  
More vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher 
levels of average delay. 

> 10.0 to 20.0 > 10.0 to 15.0 

C 
Higher congestion may result from fair progression, 
longer cycle lengths, or both.  Individual cycle failures 
may begin to appear at this level, though many still 
pass through the intersection without stopping. 

> 20.0 to 35.0 > 15.0 to 25.0 

D 

The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable.  
Longer delays may result from some combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high 
V/C ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures 
are noticeable. 

> 35.0 to 55.0 > 25.0 to 35.0 

E 

This level is considered by many agencies to be the 
limit of acceptable delay.  These high delay values 
generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, 
and high V/C ratios.  Individual cycle failures are 
frequent occurrences. 

> 55.0 to 80.0 > 35.0 to 50.0 

F 

This level is considered unacceptable with 
oversaturation, which is when arrival flow rates exceed 
the capacity of the intersection.  This level may also 
occur at high V/C ratios below 1.0 with many individual 
cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle lengths 
may also be contributing factors to such delay levels. 

> 80.0 > 50.0 

Notes:  
1.   Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 18 (Signalized Intersections), Chapter 19 and 20 (Unsignalized Intersections), 
Transportation Research Board, 2010. 

1.5 Regulatory Setting  
1.5.1 City of Hercules  
A Project is defined to have a significant impact on the environment if it would cause an increase in traffic 
that is substantial in relation to the traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, or delay and congestion at intersections), or change the 
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condition of an existing street (e.g., street closures, changing direction of travel) in a manner that would 
substantially impact access or traffic load and capacity of the street system.  Significance criteria are used 
to determine whether a Project impact is considered significant and therefore requires mitigation. As stated 
in the Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018), the City of Hercules strives to maintain LOS D 
operations at signalized intersections, except for San Pablo Avenue where LOS E is the threshold. 

1.5.2 Regional Agencies  
The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) serves as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) 
for Contra Costa County.  CCTA adopted the County’s first Congestion Management Program (CMP) in 
October 1991.  The most recent CMP is referred to as the 2017 CMP.  The 2017 CMP requires an analysis of 
any project that is expected to generate more than 100 peak hour vehicle trips.  Within the CMP there are 
Action Plans for specific regions that identify multi-modal traffic service objectives (MTSOs) for specific 
freeways and roadway segments. The West County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance-Update 
2014 includes the City of Hercules. Discretionary projects that impact Routes of Regional Significance by 
generating greater than 100 trips shall comply with the requirements of the adopted Action Plans. Freeway 
segments and roadways in the project study area designated as Routes of Regional Significance include SR 
4 (John Muir Parkway), I-80, and San Pablo Avenue. 

1.5.2.1  Routes of Regional Significance 

Based on the Project trip generation detailed in Chapter 3, the Project would not increase vehicle trip 
generation in the area more than what was addressed and approved in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan Environmental Impact Report (2009 EIR), which evaluated traffic impacts on San Pablo Avenue, SR 4, 
and I-80. Therefore, Project does not meet the 100 peak hour vehicle trip threshold for requiring additional 
analysis for Routes of Regional Significance. Although the roadway segment analysis is not included in this 
study, the study does include an evaluation of peak hour intersection operations along San Pablo Avenue, 
including the intersection with the SR 4 and I-80 ramps, which are all Routes of Regional Significance.  

1.5.3 Significance Criteria 
Based on the significance criteria provided in the Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018) and 
the California Environmental Quality Act Statute & Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines, Association of 
Environmental Professionals, February 2018), transportation impacts are significant if the proposed Project 
would meet any of the criteria listed below.:  

• Would the operations of a signalized study intersection (except those along San Pablo Avenue) 
decline from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, based on the HCM LOS method, with the addition of 
Project traffic? 
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• If a signalized study intersection (except those along San Pablo Avenue) operates at LOS E or 
worse, would the average delay increase by more than 4.0 seconds, based on the HCM LOS 
method, with the addition of Project traffic? 

• Would the operations of a signalized study intersection along San Pablo Avenue decline from LOS 
E or better to LOS F, based on the HCM LOS method, with the addition of Project traffic? 

• If a signalized study intersection along San Pablo Avenue operates at LOS F, would the average 
delay increase by more than 4.0 seconds, based on the HCM LOS method, with the addition of 
Project traffic? 

• Would the operations of an unsignalized study intersection decline from an overall acceptable 
level to an overall unacceptable level with the addition of Project traffic, and would the installation 
of a traffic signal at an unsignalized intersection, based on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) Peak Hour Signal Warrant (Warrant 3), be warranted? 

• Would the Project increase traffic volumes on a street beyond the expected capacity limits and 
would the increase in traffic be noticeable to existing residents? 

• Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

• Would the Project substantially increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians 
due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that does not comply with 
Caltrans design standards or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

• Would construction traffic from the Project have a significant, though temporary, impact on the 
environment, or would Project construction substantially affect traffic flow and circulation, 
parking, and pedestrian safety? 

• Would the Project fundamentally conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle routes)? 

• Would the Project generate parking demands that are inconsistent with adopted municipal code 
requirements or otherwise cause parking deficiencies that impact uses outside the Project area? 

1.6 Report Organization 
This report is divided into eight chapters as described below: 
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• Chapter 1 – Introduction discusses the purpose and organization of the report. 

• Chapter 2 – Existing Conditions describes the transportation system in the Project vicinity, 
including the surrounding roadway network morning and evening peak period intersection 
turning movement volumes, existing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities, and intersection 
operations. 

• Chapter 3 – Project Characteristics presents relevant Project information, including the Project 
components and Project trip generation, distribution, and assignment. 

• Chapter 4 – Existing with Project Conditions addresses the existing conditions plus the Project 
and discusses Project vehicular impacts. 

• Chapter 5 – Near-Term Conditions addresses the near-term future condition, both without and 
with the Project, and discusses Project vehicular impacts.  

• Chapter 6 – Cumulative Conditions addresses the long-term future condition, both without and 
with the Project, and discusses Project vehicular impacts. 

• Chapter 7 – Fair Share Allocation Analysis describes the Project’s contributions to mitigation 
improvements identified in the 2009 EIR.   

• Chapter 8 – Site Plan Review describes Project access and circulation for all travel modes and 
provides recommendations to improve Project site access. Parking and sight distance 
recommendations are also included.  
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2. Existing Conditions 
This chapter describes transportation facilities in the Project study area, including the surrounding roadway 
network, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities in the Project site vicinity.  Existing intersection operations 
are also described.  

2.1 Roadway System 
Interstate 80 (I-80) provides regional access to the Project site. The I-80 freeway connects the San Francisco 
Bay Area with the Sacramento region, and further east.  Near the Project site, I-80 is oriented in a 
northeast/southwest direction and provides four lanes in each direction, including a high occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) lane.  Access between I-80 and the Project site is provided via the I-80/SR 4 interchange at Willow 
Avenue and the SR 4/I-80 interchange and John Muir Parkway.  I-80 is designated as a Route of Regional 
Significance. The posted speed limit is 65 miles per hour (mph).  

John Muir Parkway/State Route 4 (SR 4) provides regional access to the Project site.  SR 4 has an 
east/west orientation from the eastern border of the City of Hercules to its terminus at San Pablo Avenue, 
where it becomes John Muir Parkway, which continues to and terminates at Bayfront Boulevard. SR 4 is a 
four-lane divided highway (two lanes in each direction) with a partial-stack interchange at I-80 and a posted 
speed limit of 65 miles per hour.  West of San Pablo Avenue, John Muir Parkway is a four-lane surface street 
with a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour to Alfred Nobel Drive.  SR 4 is designated as a Route of 
Regional Significance between I-80 and Cummings Skyway. 

San Pablo Avenue extends in a northeast/southwest direction through the City of Hercules and provides 
regional and local access to the Project site.  It begins in the City of Rodeo within Contra Costa County and 
continues through the City of Hercules terminating in the City of Oakland in Alameda County.  In the study 
area, San Pablo Avenue provides two-to-three lanes in each direction with additional storage for turning 
movements at intersections. On-street parking is prohibited on San Pablo Avenue, and the posted speed 
limit through the City of Hercules is 40 miles per hour.  The posted speed limit to the west when approaching 
the City of Pinole is 25 miles per hour. San Pablo Avenue is designated as a Route of Regional Significance. 

South Front Street is a two-lane local street that serves mostly single-family homes and extends between 
Sycamore Avenue and Tsushima Street, where it becomes North Front Street. The posted speed limit is 25 
miles per hour and on-street parking is allowed on one side of the street. 

Sycamore Avenue is an east-west arterial that provides local access to the Project site and the residential 
communities west of the Project site.  It also provides access to retail and residential areas on the east side 
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of I-80. From Refugio Valley Road through San Pablo Avenue, Sycamore Avenue provides two-to-three 
travel lanes in each direction with additional storage for turning movements at intersections and a posted 
speed limit of 35 miles per hour.   

From San Pablo Avenue through Tsushima Street until its western terminus, Sycamore Avenue provides one 
travel lane in each direction and a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour. A left turn storage lane is 
provided at the location of a median cut which will serve the future Project East Parcel Driveway. On-street 
parking is prohibited east of San Pablo Avenue and permitted to the west within the study area.  Angled 
parking stalls are provided between South Front Street and Tsushima Street, and parallel spots are provided 
west of Tsushima Street. 

Tsushima Street is a north-south collector street that connects San Pablo Avenue to John Muir Parkway. 
At present, left-turn access to and from the unsignalized intersection of Tsushima Street and San Pablo 
Avenue is restricted by soft-hit posts in the striped median of San Pablo Avenue. One travel lane is provided 
in each direction with no additional storage for turning movements at intersections. The posted speed limit 
is 25 miles per hour.  

Willow Avenue is primarily an east/west arterial within the City of Hercules.  It extends from Sycamore 
Avenue to the east, providing access to the I-80/SR 4 interchange ramps and to the Hercules Transit Center, 
then continues over the SR 4 and connects back to an interchange at I-80 on the northerly city limits 
adjacent to Rodeo.  Between Sycamore Avenue and the Hercules Transit Center, two-travel lanes are 
generally provided in the westbound direction and one travel lane is provided in the eastbound direction, 
with additional left turn movement capacity provided at intersections.  The posted speed limit is 35 miles 
per hour.   

2.2 Existing Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Facilities  
Pedestrian volumes in the Project site vicinity during the weekday AM and PM vehicle peak hours are low 
(volumes range from 0 to 18 hourly pedestrian crossings at intersections), which is consistent with the 
suburban character of the area. Most pedestrian activity was observed along Sycamore Avenue, south of 
San Pablo Avenue, where three shopping centers are located. Pedestrians were also observed to walk on 
Sycamore Avenue to and from the Hercules Transit Center on Willow Avenue.   

As shown on Figure 4, pedestrian facilities near the Project site include sidewalks, crosswalks, and 
pedestrian signals. Notable gaps in the sidewalk network near the Project site include the 
following segments:  
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• east side of San Pablo Avenue north of John Muir Parkway 

• west side of San Pablo Avenue between John Muir Parkway and Tsushima Street  

• east side of Tsushima Street between Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue 

• north side of Willow Avenue 

• east side of Sycamore Avenue south of Willow Avenue 

Crosswalks are provided at all legs of the Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street (#3) and San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue (#7) intersections. The San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway (#2), San Pablo 
Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10), San Pablo Avenue/Project East Driveway (#11), and San Pablo 
Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Central Driveway (#12) intersections do not provide any crosswalks. 
Pedestrian countdown signals are provided for crosswalks at all of the signalized study intersections. The 
remaining study intersections generally provide a crosswalk across at least one leg. 

Bicycle volumes in the Project site vicinity during the weekday AM and PM vehicle peak hours are low (fewer 
than 10 bicycle crossings at study intersections), which is consistent with the current suburban character of 
the area.  Bicycle facilities include the following: 

• Multi-Use Trails/Paths (Class I) – These facilities are located off-street and can serve both 
bicyclists and pedestrians. Recreational trails can be considered Class I facilities. Class I paths are 
typically 8 to 10 feet wide excluding shoulders and are generally paved.  

• Bike lanes (Class II) – These facilities provide a dedicated area for bicyclists within the paved 
street width using striping and appropriate signage. These facilities are typically 5 to 6 feet wide. 

• Bike routes (Class III) – These facilities are along streets that do not provide sufficient width for 
dedicated bicycle lanes. Signage and pavement markings inform drivers to expect bicyclists.  

• Separated Bikeway (Class IV) – These facilities provide a dedicated area for bicyclists within the 
paved street width through physical separation from vehicle traffic. Separation may include, but 
are not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, physical barriers, or on-street parking.  

The existing bicycles facilities in the study area are shown on Figure 4. San Pablo Avenue provides Class II 
bike lanes along both directions within the study area. A Class II bike lane is also present on westbound 
Sycamore Avenue between San Pablo Avenue and South Front Street, and along both directions west of 
North Front Street. A Class III bike route also exists on Sycamore Avenue between South Front Street and 
Tsushima Street. 
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2.3 Existing Transit Service  
The primary transit provider in the study area is West Contra Costa County Transit Authority (WestCAT), 
which provides local, regional, and transbay public transit service in the City of Hercules and 
surrounding areas. 

The closest transit stops to the Project site are on southbound San Pablo Avenue at Tsushima Street and on 
northbound San Pablo Avenue at Sycamore Avenue where connections to BART, Contra Costa College, and 
the Hercules Transit Center are available.  The Hercules Transit Center is located 0.5 miles (or a 10-minute 
walk) east of the Project site on Willow Avenue where additional connections to Hilltop Mall, Martinez 
Amtrak, San Francisco, and local neighborhoods are available.  

The WestCAT routes are summarized in Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 5. Local and regional cash fares, 
as of August 2018, are $1.75 for adults and $0.75 for seniors or persons with disabilities; accompanied 
children under six years are free. Transbay fares are $5.00 for adults and $2.00 for seniors or persons with 
disabilities. Transfers are free or have a reduced fare. Daily, 10-ride, stored value, and monthly passes are 
also available. 
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Table 2-1:  WestCAT Service Summary 

Route Description Nearest Bus 
Stop 

Weekdays Weekends2 

Hours1 Headways Hours1 Headways 
Local Fixed Routes 

10 Hercules Transit Center to Falcon 
Way/Sparrow Drive 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

5:30 AM to 
8:05 PM 

20 to 75 
minutes N/A N/A 

11 Hercules Transit Center to Crockett 
via Rodeo 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

4:40 AM to 
9:15 PM 

30 to 45 
minutes 

8:20 AM to 
8:50 PM 

30 to 60 
minutes 

12 Hercules Transit Center to Coronado 
Street/Carson Street 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

5:30 AM to 
8:05 PM 

20 to 60 
minutes N/A N/A 

15 Hercules Transit Center to 
Viewpointe Boulevard/Stirling Drive 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

6:00 AM to 
7:35 PM 

30 to 60 
minutes N/A N/A 

19 Hercules Transit Center to Hilltop 
Mall 

Hercules Transit 
Center N/A N/A 9:00 AM to 

8:45 PM 
45 to 60 
minutes 

Regional Fixed Routes 

C3 Hercules Transit Center to Contra 
Costa College 

San Pablo 
Avenue at 
Tsushima Street 

7:05 AM to 
7:40 PM 30 minutes N/A N/A 

30Z Hercules Transit Center to Martinez 
Amtrak Station 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

6:30 AM to 
6:40 PM 

30 to 75 
minutes N/A N/A 

BART Station Routes 

JL/JR Hercules Transit Center to El Cerrito 
Del Norte BART 

San Pablo 
Avenue at 
Sycamore 
Avenue 

4:45 AM to 
12:10 AM 

10 to 50 
minutes 

5:50 AM to 
9:30 PM3 40 minutes 

JX Hercules Transit Center to El Cerrito 
Del Norte BART 

San Pablo 
Avenue at 
Sycamore 
Avenue 

5:20 AM to 
8:15 PM4 15 minutes N/A N/A 

JPX Hercules Transit Center to El Cerrito 
Del Norte BART 

San Pablo 
Avenue at 
Sycamore 
Avenue 

5:30 AM to 
9:00 PM4 

15 to 45 
minutes N/A N/A 

Transbay Route 

Lynx Hercules Transit Center to Transbay 
Terminal 

Hercules Transit 
Center 

5:00 AM to 
8:25 PM4 

10 to 55 
minutes N/A N/A 

Notes: 
1. Earliest and latest departure times from nearest bus stop (rounded down to increments of 5 minutes). 
2. All weekend routes except JL/JR provide service on Saturday only. JL/JR provides service on Saturday and Sunday. 
3. Route JL/JR Saturday operating hours. Sunday operating hours are 7:10 AM to 8:30 PM 
4. Route JX, Lynx operate during peak hours only (no midday service). 

Source: WestCAT website, August 2018. 
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2.4 Existing Vehicle Counts 
Weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and evening (4:00 to 6:00 PM) peak-period intersection turning 
movement counts, including separate counts of pedestrians and bicyclists, were collected at all existing 
study intersections.  Per direction from City of Hercules staff, data previously collected on Tuesday, February 
14, 2017 was used for the following four study intersections: 

• San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway (#1) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway (#2) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue (#7) 

• Sycamore Avenue/Willow Avenue (#8) 

Data for the following four study intersections was collected on Tuesday, September 12, 2017:  

• Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street (#3) 

• Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street (#5) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Project East Driveway (#11) 

• San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Central Driveway (#12) 

Both days were typical weekdays with local schools in session, moderate weather, no observed traffic 
incidents. For the study intersections, the single hour with the highest traffic volumes during the count 
periods was identified. The AM peak hour in the study area is generally from 7:45 to 8:45 AM and the PM 
peak hour is generally from 5:00 to 6:00 PM.  Minor adjustments were made to the raw vehicle counts for 
balancing of trips between adjacent intersections. Peak hour intersection volumes are summarized on 
Figure 6 along with existing lane configuration and traffic control.  The raw traffic counts for existing 
conditions are provided in Appendix A.  

2.5 Existing Intersection Operations 
Existing operations were evaluated using the methods described in Chapter 1 for the weekday AM and PM 
peak hours at the study intersections, as summarized in Table 2-2. The analysis was based on the volumes, 
lane configurations, and traffic control presented in Figure 6. City of Hercules staff provided the signal 
timing and phasing sheets for all signalized study intersections; the timing sheets were incorporated into 



Sycamore Ave

Sycamore Ave

Sa
n P

ab
lo 

Av
e

Willow Ave
Willow Ave

John Muir Pkwy

Hercules Ave

Alfred Nobel Dr

Tsu
sh

im
a S

t

Viewpointe Blvd

Linus Pauling Dr

N Front St

S Front St

Village Pkwy

Turquoise Dr

Bayfront Blvd

Refugio Valley Rd

Redwood Rd

Railro
ad Ave

Sanderling Dr

San Pablo Ave

Sycamore Ave 3

9

4
65

7

810

1

2

121113

H e r c u l e sH e r c u l e s

R o d e oR o d e o

P i n o l eP i n o l e

4

80

San Pablo
Bay

Cumulative with Project Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 14

26
9 

(1
97

)
77

2 
(7

53
)

90
4 

(1
,2

91
)63 (34)

281 (586)
135 (122)

41
 (5

3)
75

7 
(5

66
)

28
4 

(4
15

)

172 (46)
310 (99)
545 (489)

1,
90

5 
(2

,1
45

)
48

 (9
2)

1,
30

3 
(1

,0
03

)
13

4 
(1

74
)

40 (92)
129 (187)

82
 (8

8)
12

4 
(2

53
)

14
 (1

5)

10 (5)
101 (126)

68 (57)

20
 (6

)
10

1 
(1

30
)

30
 (4

6)

36 (52)
91 (122)
35 (38)

0 
(0

)
31

 (2
7)145 (187)

0 (0)

162 (210)
20 (38)

4 (1)
172 (213)

10
 (1

3)
96

 (8
2)

33 (101)
172 (235)

16
 (1

6)
29

 (2
9)249 (279)

19 (17)

189 (320)
30 (36)

29
 (7

7)
72

4 
(1

,1
72

)
29

7 
(2

88
)92 (104)

138 (89)
48 (115)

34
 (8

9)
89

9 
(5

97
)

49
9 

(5
04

)

1,181 (1,049)
156 (190)
446 (304)

61
 (5

1)
1,

08
7 

(9
89

)
25

1 
(1

17
)19 (65)

51 (90)
51 (147)

68
7 

(6
13

)
21

8 
(2

25
)

594 (539)
68 (73)
553 (814)

John Muir Pkwy

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Sy SevA eromac ycamore

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

Sycamore Sycamore Ave Sycamore Ave

So
ut

h 
Fr

on
t S

t

Sycamore Ave

Sycamore Ave

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Willow Ave

Sy
ca

m
or

e 
Av

e

21
7 

(3
53

)
11

 (1
9)

20
2 

(2
22

)
2 

(2
)

3 (2)
25 (22)

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

ST
O

P

ACCFFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

GE

B

B

G E

GE

AC

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACC AA
E
F

E

B G

196 (328)
1,172 (1,764)

10
9 

(1
23

)
11

8 
(1

21
)

32 (44)
1,517 (1,135)

San Pablo Ave

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

45
 (2

0)
0 

(0
)

4 
(6

)44 (45)
1,033 (1,519)

11 (129)

68
 (6

0)
0 

(0
)

41
 (4

1)

78 (70)
1,245 (927)
70 (33)

44
 (3

0)1,046 (1,527)
35 (50)

1,393 (1,016)

San Pablo Ave

E 
Pa

rc
el

 P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

San Pablo Ave

STOP

ACC

AF CE

DACE

D AC
E

FCE

CC

1,088 (1,693)

6 
(4

)

8 (16)
1,350 (991)

San Pablo Ave

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

STOP

CC

F CE

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

Cumulative without Project Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 13

26
5 

(1
92

)
76

2 
(7

40
)

86
8 

(1
,2

57
)63 (34)

278 (584)
131 (117)

41
 (5

3)
74

6 
(5

48
)

28
4 

(4
15

)

172 (46)
308 (96)
518 (443)

1,
85

5 
(2

,0
93

)
48

 (9
2)

1,
26

1 
(9

34
)

13
4 

(1
74

)

40 (92)
129 (187)

6 
(8

)
6 

(1
1)

14
 (1

5)

10 (5)
154 (169)

10 (7)

20
 (6

)
59

 (7
5)

65
 (9

2)

146 (286)
163 (197)
35 (38)

4 (1)
229 (275)

10
 (1

3)
95

 (8
0)

32 (100)
334 (506)

21
8 

(3
95

)
60

6 
(1

,0
48

)
28

2 
(2

70
)160 (176)

116 (65)
48 (115)

12
 (5

3)
87

9 
(5

64
)

49
9 

(5
04

)

1,181 (1,049)
136 (158)
431 (282)

61
 (5

1)
1,

07
3 

(9
69

)
25

1 
(1

17
)19 (65)

51 (90)
51 (147)

67
6 

(5
99

)
19

2 
(1

97
)

573 (505)
68 (73)
553 (814)

1,343 (2,057)

10
4 

(1
19

)

26 (33)
1,500 (1,113)

45
 (2

0)
44

 (3
0)1,102 (1,703)

35 (50)

1,288 (928)
70 (33)

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

STOP

ACCFFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

B

G E

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACC AA
E
F

CC

F CE

GCE

AC
C

4 
(6

)1,130 (1,736)
11 (129)

1,333 (962)

San Pablo Ave

STOP

FCE

CC

Near-Term with Project Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 12

32
1 

(2
20

)
49

4 
(8

73
)

1,
06

9 
(1

,1
63

)44 (42)
154 (498)
123 (177)

48
 (5

5)
57

9 
(3

92
)

35
4 

(4
24

)

144 (129)
304 (92)
636 (617)

1,
85

4 
(2

,1
98

)
28

 (4
4)

1,
27

5 
(1

,0
84

)
63

 (1
02

)

28 (54)
58 (113)

25
 (3

8)
17

 (3
4)

14
 (5

)9 (12)
116 (109)

36 (20)

20
 (1

0)
62

 (3
7)

26
 (1

1)

14 (21)
88 (124)
23 (12)

0 
(0

)
31

 (2
7)154 (149)

0 (0)

127 (185)
20 (38)

0 (1)
185 (175)

8 
(3

)
89

 (4
9)

27 (78)
139 (220)

16
 (1

6)
29

 (2
9)290 (265)

19 (17)

171 (332)
30 (36)

10
 (1

3)
51

8 
(1

,1
05

)
35

0 
(3

95
)94 (129)

201 (151)
24 (14)

50
 (1

00
)

76
9 

(5
68

)
48

0 
(5

01
)

1,251 (1,023)
141 (255)
554 (359)

79
 (6

1)
1,

36
2 

(1
,0

30
)

99
 (8

2)

17 (67)
11 (47)

73 (217)

19
 (4

6)
86

1 
(8

25
)

15
1 

(1
76

)

544 (491)
50 (59)
405 (513)

15
 (6

7)
11

 (1
9)

93
 (6

8)
2 

(2
)

3 (2)
25 (22)

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

ST
O

P

ACCFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

GE

B

B

G E

GE

AC

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACE AA
E
F

E

B G

19 (59)
809 (1,641)

86
 (5

9)
32

 (3
1)

7 (27)
1,306 (878)

45
 (2

0)
0 

(0
)

4 
(6

)44 (45)
786 (1,498)

11 (129)

68
 (6

0)
0 

(0
)

41
 (4

1)

78 (70)
1,202 (837)
70 (33)

44
 (3

0)796 (1,495)
35 (50)

1,350 (940)

STOP

ACC

AF CE

DACE

D AC
E

FCE

CC

841 (1,672)

6 
(4

)

8 (16)
1,307 (901)STOP

CC

F CE

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

Near-Term without Project Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 11

31
7 

(2
15

)
48

4 
(8

60
)

1,
03

3 
(1

,1
29

)44 (42)
151 (496)
119 (172)

48
 (5

5)
56

8 
(3

74
)

35
4 

(4
24

)

144 (129)
302 (89)
609 (571)

1,
80

4 
(2

,1
46

)
28

 (4
4)

1,
23

3 
(1

,0
15

)
63

 (1
02

)

28 (54)
58 (113)

18
 (9

)
7 

(1
0)

14
 (5

)9 (12)
117 (108)

30 (14)

20
 (1

0)
54

 (2
8)

27
 (1

1)

16 (37)
91 (148)
23 (12)

0 (1)
156 (147)

8 
(3

)
88

 (4
7)

26 (77)
124 (222)

22
 (6

2)
48

6 
(1

,0
71

)
33

5 
(3

77
)76 (111)

179 (127)
24 (14)

28
 (6

4)
74

9 
(5

35
)

48
0 

(5
01

)

1,251 (1,023)
121 (223)
539 (337)

79
 (6

1)
1,

34
8 

(1
,0

10
)

99
 (8

2)

17 (67)
11 (47)

73 (217)

19
 (4

6)
85

0 
(8

11
)

12
5 

(1
48

)

523 (457)
50 (59)
405 (513)

John Muir Pkwy

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Sycamore Ave

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

Sycamore Ave

So
ut

h 
Fr

on
t S

t

Sycamore Ave

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Willow Ave

Sy
ca

m
or

e 
Av

e

803 (1,665)

81
 (5

5)

1 (16)
1,289 (856)

San Pablo Ave

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

4 
(6

)792 (1,536)
11 (129)

1,290 (872)

45
 (2

0)
44

 (3
0)761 (1,492)

35 (50)

1,245 (852)
70 (33)

San Pablo Ave San Pablo Ave

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

STOP STOP

ACCFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

B

G E

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACE AA
E
F

CC

F CE

FCE

CC

GCE

AC
C

Existing with Project Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 10

27
5 

(9
4)

40
5 

(5
92

)
1,

04
7 

(1
,1

18
)21 (21)

108 (469)
40 (105)

33
 (3

0)
45

7 
(2

96
)

18
6 

(3
13

)

123 (60)
295 (68)
609 (572)

1,
72

7 
(1

,8
04

)
0 

(0
)

1,
10

6 
(9

73
)

0 
(0

)

0 (0)
0 (0)

25
 (3

8)
17

 (3
4)

14
 (5

)6 (3)
78 (68)
30 (16)

12
 (5

)
58

 (3
4)

26
 (1

1)

14 (20)
62 (72)
23 (11)

0 
(0

)
31

 (2
7)114 (92)

0 (0)

99 (125)
20 (38)

0 (1)
145 (118)

8 
(3

)
80

 (3
4)

20 (64)
111 (160)

16
 (1

6)
29

 (2
9)241 (193)

19 (17)

136 (258)
30 (36)

10
 (1

2)
45

0 
(9

61
)

35
0 

(3
95

)73 (84)
173 (124)

24 (14)

34
 (7

8)
70

4 
(5

18
)

33
4 

(3
49

)

1,133 (692)
122 (204)
522 (301)

79
 (6

1)
1,

29
9 

(8
68

)
99

 (8
2)

17 (67)
11 (47)

73 (217)

19
 (4

6)
73

0 
(7

09
)

10
8 

(1
13

)

461 (262)
50 (59)
405 (513)

15
 (6

7)
11

 (1
9)

83
 (6

0)
2 

(2
)

3 (2)
25 (22)

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

ST
O

P

ACCFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

GE

B

B

G E

GE

AC

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACE AA
E
F

E

B G

19 (59)
741 (1,496)

76
 (5

1)
32

 (3
1)

7 (27)
1,209 (770)

45
 (2

0)
0 

(0
)

4 
(6

)44 (45)
718 (1,353)

11 (129)

68
 (6

0)
0 

(0
)

41
 (4

1)

78 (70)
1,105 (729)
70 (33)

44
 (3

0)728 (1,350)
35 (50)

1,253 (832)

STOP

ACC

AF CE

DACE

D AC
E

FCE

CC

773 (1,527)

6 
(4

)

8 (16)
1,210 (793)STOP

CC

F CE

4 
(5

)
13

 (1
5)

36
 (3

4)3 (2)
4 (5)

11
 (1

8)

2 (3)
27 (46)

53
 (5

4)

42
 (6

9)

5 
(4

)

5 (7)

4 
(5

)
3 

(4
)

3 (4)
5 (6)

31
 (2

7)8 (11)

8 (10)
20 (38)

39 (38)

1 
(2

)

1 (1)
28 (48)

9 
(1

1)
20

 (2
6)31 (27)

9 (13)

20 (38)
22 (30)

25
 (2

6)
15

 (1
8)28 (28)

23 (25)

22
 (3

6)
20

 (3
3)

20 (32)
15 (22)

14
 (2

0)

12
 (1

5)
26

 (2
8)

21 (34)

2 
(2

)
11

 (1
9)

2 
(3

)
2 

(2
)

3 (2)
25 (22)

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

STOP

ST
O

P

ACFCF

C AC

C

C

CC

AC CF

FC

AC

C

A CF

AFCF

AC

CFAC

CF AC

C

AC F

CF

AC AF

7 (10)
18 (25)

5 
(4

)
22

 (2
1)

6 (11)
22 (26)

20 (28)
20 (18)

17
 (2

4)
20

 (2
6)

22 (30)
13 (25)

40 (44)

35 (55)

STOP

AC

AF CF

AC

AF CF

C

C

40 (46)

6 
(4

)

8 (16)
22 (33)

C

F CF

Project Trip Assignment and Pass-by Assumptions

Figure 9

27
1 

(8
9)

39
5 

(5
79

)
1,

01
1 

(1
,0

84
)21 (21)

105 (467)
36 (100)

33
 (3

0)
44

6 
(2

78
)

18
6 

(3
13

)

123 (60)
293 (65)
582 (526)

1,
67

7 
(1

,7
52

)
0 

(0
)

1,
06

4 
(9

04
)

0 
(0

)

0 (0)
0 (0)

18
 (9

)
7 

(1
0)

14
 (5

)6 (3)
79 (67)
24 (10)

12
 (5

)
50

 (2
5)

27
 (1

1)

16 (36)
65 (96)
23 (11)

0 (1)
116 (90)

8 
(3

)
79

 (3
2)

19 (63)
96 (162)

22
 (6

1)
41

8 
(9

27
)

33
5 

(3
77

)55 (66)
151 (100)

24 (14)

12
 (4

2)
68

4 
(4

85
)

33
4 

(3
49

)

1,133 (692)
102 (172)
507 (279)

79
 (6

1)
1,

28
5 

(8
48

)
99

 (8
2)

17 (67)
11 (47)

73 (217)

19
 (4

6)
71

9 
(6

95
)

82
 (8

5)

440 (228)
50 (59)
405 (513)

735 (1,520)

71
 (4

7)

1 (16)
1,192 (748)

4 
(6

)724 (1,391)
11 (129)

1,193 (764)

45
 (2

0)
44

 (3
0)693 (1,347)

35 (50)

1,148 (744)
70 (33)

STOP

STOP

STO
P

ST
O

P

STOP

STOP

STOP STOP

ACCFACE

ACE AA
E

CCE

ACC AF

DD

D D

B

G E

ACCFACE

AACE AB
FF

ACCEB
F

ACE AA
E
F

CC

F CE

FCE

CC

GCE

AC
C

Existing Peak Hour
Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations and Traffic Controls

Figure 6

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

1. San Pablo Ave/John Muir Pkwy 2. San Pablo Ave/Market Hall Driveway 3. Tsushima St/Sycamore Ave

4. W Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave 5. South Front St/Sycamore Ave 6. E Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave

7. San Pablo Ave/Sycamore Ave 8. Sycamore Ave/Willow Ave 9. Tsushima St/W Parcel Project Dwy

Sycamore Ave

E 
Pa

rc
el

 P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

W Parcel Project Dwy

Sycamore Ave

Market Hall Dwy

10. Tsushima St/San Pablo Ave 11. E Parcel Project Dwy/San Pablo Ave 12. Existing Dwy/San Pablo Ave 13. W Parcel Project Dwy/San Pablo Ave

Ex
is

tin
g 

D
w

y

San Pablo Ave

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

John Muir Pkwy

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Sycamore Ave

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

Sycamore Ave

So
ut

h 
Fr

on
t S

t

Sycamore Ave

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

Willow Ave

Sy
ca

m
or

e 
Av

e

San Pablo Ave

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

San Pablo Ave San Pablo Ave

Sa
n 

Pa
bl

o 
Av

e

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

Sycamore Ave

Ex
is

tin
g 

D
w

y

Market Hall Dwy

1. San Pablo Ave/John Muir Pkwy 2. San Pablo Ave/Market Hall Dwy 3. Tsushima St/Sycamore Ave

4. W Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave 5. South Front St/Sycamore Ave 6. E Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave

7. San Pablo Ave/Sycamore Ave 8. Sycamore Ave/Willow Ave 9. Tsushima St/W Parcel Project Dwy

10. Tsushima St/San Pablo Ave 11. E Parcel Project Dwy/San Pablo Ave 12. Existing Dwy/San Pablo Ave 13. W Parcel Project Dwy/San Pablo Ave

Market Hall Dwy

E 
Pa

rc
el

 P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

Ex
is

tin
g 

D
w

y

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

W Parcel Project Dwy

San Pablo Ave

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

1. San Pablo Ave/John Muir Pkwy 2. San Pablo Ave/Market Hall Driveway 3. Tsushima St/Sycamore Ave

4. W Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave 5. South Front St/Sycamore Ave 6. E Parcel Project Dwy/Sycamore Ave

7. San Pablo Ave/Sycamore Ave 8. Sycamore Ave/Willow Ave 9. Tsushima St/W Parcel Project Dwy

10. Tsushima St/San Pablo Ave 11. Existing Driveway/San Pablo Ave 12. Existing Driveway/San Pablo Ave

Sycamore Ave

E 
Pa

rc
el

 P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

W
 P

ar
ce

l P
ro

je
ct

 D
w

y

Ts
us

hi
m

a 
St

W Parcel Project Dwy

Sycamore Ave

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

D o e s  N o t  E x i s t

Ex
is

tin
g 

D
w

y

Market Hall Dwy

OK16-0128.02_Volumes_081018

LEGEND

AM (PM) Peak Hour Tra�c VolumesXX (YY) Signalized Intersection Stop SignSTOP

Project Site Study Intersection Project Driveway# #



Final Transportation Impact Assessment 
Sycamore Crossing Project 

May 2019 

 22 

the intersection analysis. Observed peak hour factors1 were used at all intersections for the existing analysis. 
Pedestrian and bicycle activity was factored into the analysis. Detailed intersection LOS calculation 
worksheets are presented in Appendix B.  

As shown, all intersections operate at overall acceptable levels of service during the AM and PM peak hours.  
It is important to recognize that San Pablo Avenue is a reliever route for I-80.  When incidents occur on  
I-80, traffic diversions to San Pablo Avenue occur, resulting in atypical traffic conditions that are not 
representative of local travel demand and worse operations than presented in Table 2-2. The side-street 
stop-controlled approach of the San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Central Driveway intersection 
(#12) operates at LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, due to high vehicle delay for northbound left-
turn vehicles departing the retail center waiting for acceptable gaps in vehicle traffic along San Pablo 
Avenue; however, the intersection operates with minimal delay for vehicles on San Pablo Avenue.  

2.5.1 Intersection Peak Hour Queuing Analysis  
In addition to evaluating intersection delay and LOS, this study also evaluates the AM and PM peak hour 
95th percentile queues using estimates from the Synchro 10.0 software, which were validated through field 
observations for reasonableness. The Synchro 10.0 software primarily reports queues for signalized 
intersections and has a limited ability to estimate queues for unsignalized intersections; furthermore, the 
Synchro 10.0 software evaluates intersections in isolation and does not account for potential queuing 
impacts of adjacent intersections. The 95th percentile queue length means that the queue would be less 
than or equal to that length 95 percent of the time; intersections are typically designed to meet the 95th 
percentile queue lengths. The Existing Conditions AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queuing summary 
is presented in Table C-1 in Appendix C. The AM and PM Peak hour queuing is also shown on Figure 7.  

The City of Hercules does not have adopted significance criteria for intersection queuing. The intersection 
LOS significance criteria are a proxy for intersection queuing, as increases in average intersection delay are 
generally correlated with increases in queue lengths. Therefore, the purpose of the queuing analysis 
summarized in this study is to supplement the intersection LOS evaluation. The key queuing observations 
for Existing Conditions are summarized below.  

                                                      
1 The peak hour factor is the relationship between the peak 15-minute flow rate and the full hourly volume: PHF = 

Hourly volume / (4 x (volume during the peak 15 minutes of flow)). The level of service analysis is based on peak 
rates of flow occurring within the peak hour because of substantial short term fluctuations typically occurring during 
an hour.  
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Table 2-2:  Existing Peak Hour Intersection LOS1, 2 
ID Intersection Peak Hour Control3 Delay LOS 

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway AM 
PM Signal 25 

37 
C 
D 

2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway AM 
PM Signal 1 

1 
A 
A 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street AM 
PM AWSC 8 

8 
A 
A 

4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway 

AM 
PM N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street AM 
PM SSSC 11 

10 
B 
B 

6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway 

AM 
PM N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue AM 
PM Signal 41 

39 
D 
D 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow Avenue AM 
PM Signal 21 

25 
C 
C 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 
Driveway 

AM 
PM N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street AM 
PM SSSC 15 

12 
C 
B 

11. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping 
Center Southern Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC 11 

27 
B 
D 

12. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping 
Center Central Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC  54 

53 
F 
F 

13. San Pablo Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway 

AM 
PM N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Notes: 
1. Analysis results present delay (seconds per vehicle) and LOS based on delay thresholds published in the HCM 

(Transportation Research Board, 2010). The delay for the worst movement is reported for side-street stop-controlled 
intersections. Average delay is listed for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.  

2. Bold text indicates deficient intersection operations. Deficient operations are LOS E or LOS F, except for intersections 
along San Pablo Avenue where LOS F is deficient (LOS E is acceptable along San Pablo Avenue).   

3. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control, Signal = traffic signal control.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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2.5.1.1 AM Peak Hour Queuing 

Fehr & Peers observed extensive queuing on westbound Sycamore Avenue between Willow Avenue and 
San Pablo Avenue during the morning peak hour. Left-turn and right-turn lane queues along westbound 
Sycamore Avenue at San Pablo Avenue often extend to Willow Avenue and occasionally beyond Willow 
Avenue, queues generally dissipated during every signal cycle. The distance between San Pablo Avenue and 
Willow Avenue is approximately 320 feet, which is relatively short for the high westbound approach volume 
(more than 1,700 vehicles) during the AM peak hour. In addition, more than 30 WestCAT buses departing 
the Hercules Transit Center utilize the westbound Sycamore Avenue segment between San Pablo Avenue 
and Willow Avenue (as shown on Figure 5), which also contribute to the long queue lengths during the AM 
peak hour.  

The northbound right-turn movement queue at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1) 
typically extended upstream to the Market Hall driveway intersection (#2); however, the maximum queue 
was also observed to extend upstream to the Sycamore Avenue intersection on a single occasion during 
the AM peak hour.   

The 95th percentile queue lengths at all other study intersections were generally contained within the 
provided storage during the AM peak hour, except for the following left-turn movements: 

 Southbound and northbound left-turn lanes at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway 
intersection (#1) 

 Southbound and westbound left-turn lanes at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection 
(#7) 

 Southbound and northbound left-turn movements at the Willow Avenue/Sycamore Avenue 
intersection (#8) 

Queues were generally observed to dissipate during every traffic signal cycle.  

2.5.1.2 PM Peak Hour Queuing 

Fehr & Peers observed extensive queuing on northbound San Pablo Avenue between John Muir Parkway 
and Tsushima Street during the PM peak hour. Intersection turning movement counts (see Figure 6) show 
that more than 1,000 vehicles turn right from northbound San Pablo Avenue onto the SR 4 and I-80 ramps 
during the PM peak hour. The high demand for the northbound right-turn movement at the San Pablo 
Avenue/John Muir Parkway/SR 4/I-80 intersection (#1) exceeds the capacity of the available single right-
turn lane. The queue in the third lane (i.e., the right most lane which turns onto John Muir Parkway) on 
northbound San Pablo Avenue spills back more than a half-mile to south of Tsushima Street throughout 
the PM peak hour; the northbound queues normally block the proposed signalized Project driveway on San 
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Pablo Avenue (intersection #11) during the PM peak hour. However, the queues in the first and second 
lanes were not observed to spillback to Sycamore Avenue. Although maximum queues were long along 
northbound San Pablo Avenue, the queues were generally served within the traffic signal cycles towards 
the end of the PM peak hour.  

The 95th percentile queue lengths at all study intersections were generally contained within the provided 
storage during the PM peak hour, except for the following left-turn movements: 

 Southbound left-turn lane at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1) 
 Southbound and westbound left-turn lanes at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection 

(#7) 
 Southbound and northbound left-turn movements at the Willow Avenue/Sycamore Avenue 

intersection (#8) 

Queues were generally observed to dissipate during every traffic signal cycle.  

2.6 Intersection Peak Hour Signal 
Warrant Analysis 
The peak hour volume traffic signal warrant (Warrant 3B) for urban conditions, found in the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) was evaluated for the unsignalized study intersections.  
As shown in Table 2-3, none of the unsignalized study intersections meet the peak hour volume traffic 
signal warrant under Existing Conditions. Detailed signal warrant calculations are provided in Appendix D. 

Table 2-3:  Existing Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
ID Location Control1 Peak Hour Warrant Met? 

3. Tsushima Street/Sycamore Avenue AWSC No 
5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street SSSC No 
10.  San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street SSSC No 
11. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Southern Driveway SSSC No 
12. San Pablo Avenue/Existing Shopping Center Central Driveway SSSC No 
Notes:  

1. SSSC = side-street stop-control; AWSC = all-way stop-control  
Source: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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3. Project Characteristics 
This chapter provides an overview of the proposed Project components and addresses the proposed Project 
trip generation, distribution, and assignment characteristics, allowing for an evaluation of Project impacts 
on the surrounding roadway network. The amount of traffic associated with the Project was estimated using 
a three-step process: 

1. Trip Generation – The amount of vehicle traffic entering/exiting the Project site was estimated. 

2. Trip Distribution – The direction trips would use to approach and depart the site was projected. 

3. Trip Assignment – Trips were then assigned to specific roadway segments and intersection 
turning movements. 

3.1 Project Description 
The proposed Project is divided into West and East Parcels, separated by Ohlone Creek which runs north to 
south through the center of the Project site.  Each is proposed to be developed with the following mix of 
land uses: 

• West Parcel 

◦ 105 room Hotel 
◦ 120 condominium units 

• East Parcel 

◦ 13,100 square-foot drug store with a drive-through 
◦ 4,000 square-feet of retail space 
◦ 10,000 square-foot sit-down restaurant 
◦ 2,400 square-foot coffee shop with a drive-through 

The Project site plan is shown on Figure 2. 

3.2 Project Trip Generation 
Trip generation refers to the process of estimating the amount of vehicular traffic a project would add to 
the surrounding roadway system. Estimates are created on a daily basis and for the peak one-hour period 
during the morning and evening commute periods when traffic volumes on the adjacent streets are highest. 
The trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th 
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Edition) were applied to the proposed Project uses to estimate AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and daily trip 
generation. The ITE Trip Generation Manual includes trip generation rates for a variety of land uses based 
on surveys of land uses located in typically suburban contexts throughout the United States.  

Table 3-1 shows the trip generating potential of the proposed Project. However, not all trips generated by 
the Project are expected to be vehicle trips, and not all trips are expected to be new trips. Although ITE trip 
generation rates account for pedestrian, bicycling and transit trips, ITE data is generally based on data 
collected at single-use suburban sites and the methodology tends to overestimate the automobile trip 
generation for mixed-use developments located in urban environments with surrounding pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit infrastructure. Given the existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and 
access to multiple transit routes near the site, five percent of total trips calculated using the ITE methodology 
are expected to be walk/bike/transit trips; the multimodal reduction is consistent with other transportation 
impact assessments prepared for other projects within the City of Hercules. Approximately seven percent 
of retail and commercial trips (East Parcel) are expected to be internal trips on a daily basis and during the 
AM and PM peak hours, meaning that a patron of one store would visit another such as someone purchasing 
items at a drug store as well as visiting the coffee shop. The internalization reduction is based on the ITE 
Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition) and the internalization reduction assumed in the 2014 TIA, which 
was approved by the City of Hercules.  Internal trip reductions were not applied to the West Parcel trip 
generation to present a conservative analysis.   

Pass-by trips are trips attracted to the Project site from adjacent roadways as an intermediate stop on 
the way to a final destination. Pass-by trips alter travel patterns in the immediate study area but do not 
add new vehicle trips to the roadway network and should therefore be excluded from the net-new vehicle 
trip generation estimates but are included at the driveways and roadways providing immediate access to 
and from the Project site. Pass-by reductions were only applied to the commercial uses proposed on the 
East Parcel. Pass-by reductions are based on data provided in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition) 
in addition to supplemental survey data. All commercial uses, except the coffee shop, proposed on the East 
Parcel assume a 40-percent pass-by reduction for daily, AM and PM peak hour conditions.  

Coffee shops with drive-through have higher pass-by trip rates when compared to other land uses.  Due to 
the nature of coffee shops, many of the trips generated are pass-by, as drivers stop on their way to their 
intended destination. To estimate the percentage of these trips, Fehr & Peers conducted a trip 
origin/destination survey in June 2003 at a Starbucks located in San Jose, California.  It was found that 
during the morning peak hour, 78-percent of trips were considered either pass-by or diverted link trips. In 
addition, the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition) provides survey data that assumes an 83-percent 
pass-by rate at a coffee shop with a drive-through between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM. As a conservative 
estimate, a pass-by trip reduction of 70-percent was applied for the AM peak hour, and a 40-percent pass-
by reduction was applied for the daily and PM peak hour conditions.   
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As shown in Table 3-1, the Project is expected to generate 4,140 new external daily trips, 240 new external 
AM peak hour trips and 314 new external PM peak hour trips. The net new external trips are new vehicle 
trips added to the surrounding roadway network after accounting for mode split, internalization, and pass-
by reductions. 

Table 3-1:  Proposed Project Trip Generation Estimate 

Land Use Size1 Units Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In  Out Total In  Out Total 
East Parcel 
Drug Store with Drive-Through2 13.1 KSF 1,430 27 23 50 68 67 135 
Shopping Center3 4.0 KSF 150 2 2 4 7 8 15 
High-Turnover/Sit-Down 
Restaurant4 10.0 KSF 1,120 54 45 99 61 37 98 

Coffee Shop with Drive-Through5 2.4 KSF 1,970 109 105 214 52 52 104 
Subtotal Net Raw Project Trips 4,670 192 175 367 188 164 352 

Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Drug Store (5%) -70 -1 -1 -2 -3 -3 -6 

Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Shopping Center (5%) -10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Restaurant (5%) -60 -3 -2 -5 -3 -2 -5 

Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Coffee Shop (5%) -100 -5 -6 -11 -3 -2 -5 

Net Trips After Mode Split Adjustment - Drug Store 1,360 26 22 48 65 64 129 
Net Trips After Mode Split Adjustment - Shopping Center 140 2 2 4 7 8 15 
Net Trips After Mode Split Adjustment - Restaurant 1,060 51 43 94 58 35 93 
Net Trips After Mode Split Adjustment - Coffee Shop 1,870 104 99 203 49 50 99 
Subtotal After Modal Split Adjustments 4,430 183 166 349 179 157 336 

Internalization Adjustment - Drug Store (7%) -100 -1 -1 -2 -5 -5 -10 

Internalization Adjustment - Shopping Center (7%) -10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Internalization Adjustment - Restaurant (7%) -70 -4 -4 -8 -3 -3 -6 

Internalization Adjustment - Coffee Shop (7%) -130 -7 -7 -14 -3 -3 -6 

Net External Trips - Drug Store 1,260 25 21 46 60 59 119 
Net External Trips - Shopping Center 130 2 2 4 7 8 15 
Net External Trips- Restaurant 990 47 39 86 55 32 87 
Net External Trips - Coffee Shop 1,740 97 92 189 46 47 93 
Net External Trips 4,120 171 154 325 168 146 314 
Pass-By Adjustment - Drug Store (40% Daily/AM/PM) -500 -10 -8 -18 -24 -24 -48 

Pass-By Adjustment - Shopping Center Rate (40% Daily/AM/PM) -50 -1 -1 -2 -3 -3 -6 

Pass-By Adjustment – Restaurant (40% Daily/AM/PM) -400 -19 -15 -34 -22 -13 -35 

Pass-By Adjustment - Coffee Shop (40% Daily/PM, 70% AM) -700 -68 -64 -132 -18 -19 -37 

Net New External Trips - Drug Store 760 15 13 28 36 35 71 
Net New External Trips - Shopping Center 80 1 1 2 4 5 9 
Net New External Trips- Restaurant 590 28 24 52 33 19 52 
Net New External Trips - Coffee Shop 1,040 29 28 57 28 28 56 
Net New External Trips - Total for Eastern Parcel 2,470 73 66 139 101 87 188 
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Table 3-1:  Proposed Project Trip Generation Estimate 

Land Use Size1 Units Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In  Out Total In  Out Total 
West Parcel 
Hotel6 105 Rooms 880 29 20 49 32 31 63 
Multifamily Housing7 120 DU 870 13 44 57 44 26 70 
Subtotal Net New Trips 1,750 42 64 106 76 57 133 

Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Hotel (5%) -40 -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 -4 
Walk/Bike/Transit Adjustment - Multi-Family Homes (5%) -50 -1 -2 -3 -2 -1 -3 
Net New External Trips – Hotel 840 28 19 47 30 29 59 
Net New External Trips - Multi-Family Homes 830 12 42 54 42 25 67 

Net New External Trips - Total for Western Parcel 1,670 40 61 101 72 54 126 

Total Project Net New External Trip Generation8 4,140 113 127 240 173 141 314 
Notes:  

1. KSF = 1,000 square feet, Rooms = Leasable Hotel Rooms, DU = Dwelling Units  
2. ITE Trip Generation land use category (881) – Drug Store with Drive-Through 

Daily: T = 109.16*(X) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 3.84*(X) (53% in, 47% out) 
PM Peak Hour: T = 10.29*(X) (50% in, 50% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in KSF) 

3. ITE Trip Generation land use category (820) – Shopping Center 
Daily: T = 37.75*(X) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.94*(X) (62% in, 38% out) 
PM Peak Hour: T = 3.81*(X) (48% in, 52% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in KSF) 

4. ITE Trip Generation land use category (932) – High-Turnover/Sit-Down Restaurant 
Daily: T = 112.18*(X) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 9.94*(X) (55% in, 45% out) 
PM Peak Hour: T = 9.77*(X) (62% in, 38% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in KSF) 

5. ITE Trip Generation land use category (937) – Coffee Shop with Drive-Through 
Daily: T = 820.38*(X) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 88.99*(X) (51% in, 49% out) 
PM Peak Hour: T = 43.38*(X) (50% in, 50% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in KSF) 

6. ITE Trip Generation land use category (310) – Hotel 
Daily: T = 8.36*(X) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.47*(X) (59% in, 41% out) 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.60*(X) (51% in, 49% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in Rooms) 

7. ITE Trip Generation land use category (220) – Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 
Daily: T = 7.56*(X)-40.86 
AM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.95*Ln(X)-0.51 (23% in, 77% out) 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.89*Ln(X)-0.02 (63% in, 37% out) 
Where T = Trips generated, X = Size (in DU) 

8. Net new external trips are new vehicles trips added to the surrounding roadway network after accounting for mode split, internalization, 
and/or pass-by reductions.  

Source: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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3.3 Trip Generation Comparison with 2009 
EIR and 2014 TIA 
Various site plans and project descriptions have been proposed for the Sycamore Crossing site over the 
past decade. Most recently, the project description evaluated in the 2014 TIA was approved by the City of 
Hercules and the 2009 EIR, which evaluated a different project description, was approved and certified by 
Hercules City Council in 2009. Table 3-2 compares the current Project trip generation to the 2014 TIA and 
2009 EIR trip generation estimates for the Project site. As shown in Table 3-2, the current Project description 
is expected to generate substantially less trips than what was evaluated in the 2014 TIA and 2009 EIR.  

Table 3-2:  Project Trip Generation Comparison 

Scenario Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 
2014 TIA Comparison 
2014 TIA 9,450 320 224 544 362 352 714 
Current Project 4,140 113 127 240 173 141 314 
Difference -5,310 -207 -97 -304 -189 -211 -400 
2009 EIR Comparison 
2009 EIR  11,248 347 164 511 390 530 920 
Current Project 4,140 113 127 240 173 141 314 
Difference  -7,108 -234 -37 -271 -217 -389 -606 
Source: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

3.4 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 
Project trip distribution percentages were developed based on existing travel patterns in the area and the 
location of complementary land uses. For consistency, the commercial trip distribution percentages are 
based on the distribution assumed in the recent Hercules Safeway Project Transportation Impact Assessment 
(Fehr & Peers, July 2017), and the residential trip distribution percentages are based on the distribution 
assumed in the Hercules Bayfront EIR.  The trip distribution was supplemented by reviewing the location of 
the site and surrounding land uses. The resulting trip distribution percentages are shown in Table 3-3, as 
well as on Figure 8. Project trips were then assigned to the roadway network based on the directions of 
approach and departure for the morning peak hour and evening peak hour, as presented on Figure 9. 
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Table 3-3:  Project Trip Distribution Percentages  

Roadway Percent of Commercial Trips 
to/from Project Site 

Percent of Residential Trips 
to/from Project Site 

San Pablo Avenue West 25% 15% 
San Pablo Avenue East 10% 10% 
SR4/I-80 Interchange via  
San Pablo Avenue 15% 45% 

SR 4/I-80 Interchange via  
Willow Avenue 5% 25% 

Sycamore Avenue East 15% 5% 
Sycamore Avenue West 10% 0% 
Willow Avenue Northeast 10% 0% 
John Muir Parkway West 10% 0% 
Total 100% 100% 
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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4. Existing with Project Conditions 
This chapter addresses existing conditions plus the Project and discusses Project vehicular impacts.   

4.1 Existing with Project Volumes 
and Geometry  
The Project vehicle volumes in Figure 9 were added to the existing peak hour traffic volumes from Figure 
6 and pass-by trips were applied at the project driveways to estimate the Existing with Project peak hour 
traffic volumes, as shown on Figure 10.  The following roadway improvements were assumed as they are 
proposed as part of the Project: 

• A new full-access all-way-stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Sycamore Avenue 
(#4) between Tsushima Street and South Front Street. The driveway would be stop-controlled 
with a single lane exiting the site.   

• A full-access side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the East Parcel on Sycamore Avenue 
(#6) north of San Pablo Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting 
the site.   

• A new full-access side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Tsushima Street 
(#9) between Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled 
with a single lane exiting the site.   

• Signalization of the San Pablo Avenue and Tsushima Street intersection (#10). This intersection 
would provide a new 100-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue and a new 180-foot 
left-turn lane on southbound Tsushima Street. This intersection currently exists as a side street 
stop-controlled intersection with right-turn in/right-turn out access only to Tsushima Street and 
flexible posts in the median preventing left turns.  

• A signalized full-access driveway serving the East Parcel located on San Pablo Avenue (#11). This 
intersection would provide a new 200-foot left-turn lane on westbound San Pablo Avenue and a 
new 175-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue.  The south leg of this intersection 
currently exists as an unsignalized right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving an existing 
shopping center. This existing driveway would be converted to a full-access driveway providing 
primary access for the existing shopping center.    

• A reconfigured right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving the existing shopping center on San 
Pablo Avenue (#12). This driveway currently exists as an unsignalized full-access driveway. Primary 
access for the existing shopping center would shift from this driveway (#12) to the proposed 
Project driveway intersection (#11).  
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• A new right-turn in/right-turn out only side-street stop-controlled driveway serving the West 
Parcel on San Pablo Avenue (#13) between Tsushima Street and the existing shopping center. The 
driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting the site. 

The proposed lane configurations and traffic controls at each of the Project site driveways are shown on 
Figure 10. The Existing with Project Conditions analysis assumes the same signal timings as current 
conditions, except for the timings at the newly signalized intersections at San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street 
(#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway (#11).  

4.2 Existing with Project 
Intersection Operations 
Existing with Project conditions were evaluated using the same methods described in Chapter 1. The Existing 
with Project analysis results are presented in Table 4-1, based on the vehicle volumes presented on Figure 
10. Table 4-1 also includes the operations results for Existing conditions for reference purposes. Detailed 
intersection LOS calculation worksheets are presented in Appendix E.   

As shown in Table 4-1, all study intersections are projected to operate at an overall acceptable level of 
service with the addition of Project traffic. The Project proposes changes to San Pablo Avenue access to the 
existing shopping center across from the Project site, specifically, the Project would signalize the existing 
shopping center southern driveway (#11) and convert the central driveway to right-turn in/right-turn out 
only access (#12). Overall, the proposed Project improvements are expected to reduce the average delay 
for vehicles exiting the existing shopping center.  All Project driveways are expected to operate at LOS B or 
better conditions during the AM and PM peak hours. 

4.2.1 Intersection Peak Hour Queuing Analysis  
The Existing with Project Conditions AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queuing summary is presented 
in Table C-1 in Appendix C. The Existing with Project AM and PM peak hour queuing is also shown on Figure 
7. As shown in Table C-1 and Figure 7, the addition of Project traffic to the area is expected to worsen 
vehicle queues for most movements where the Project adds trips.   

The City of Hercules does not have adopted significance criteria for intersection queuing. The intersection 
LOS significance criteria are a proxy for intersection queuing, as increases in average intersection delay are 
generally correlated with increases in queue lengths. Therefore, the purpose of the queuing analysis 
summarized in this study is to supplement the intersection LOS evaluation. 
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Table 4-1:  Existing and Existing with Project Peak Hour Intersection LOS1, 2 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour Control3 

Existing Existing with 
Project Significant 

Impact? 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir 
Parkway 

AM 
PM Signal 25 

37 
C 
D 

30 
40 

C 
D 

No 
No 

2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall 
Driveway 

AM 
PM Signal 1 

1 
A 
A 

1 
1 

A 
A 

No 
No 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM AWSC 8 

8 
A 
A 

8 
8 

A 
A 

No 
No 

4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM AWSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 
8 

A 
A 

No 
No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front 
Street 

AM 
PM SSSC 11 

10 
B 
B 

11 
11 

B 
B 

No 
No 

6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

11 
11 

B 
B 

No 
No 

7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 41 

39 
D 
D 

46 
46 

D 
D 

No 
No 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 21 

25 
C 
C 

22 
26 

C 
C 

No 
No 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

9 
9 

A 
A 

No 
No 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM 

SSSC/ 
Signal4 

15 
12 

C 
B 

5 
5 

A 
A 

No 
No 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM 

SSSC/ 
Signal4 

11 
27 

B 
D 

12 
12 

B 
B 

No 
No 

12. 
San Pablo Avenue/Existing 
Shopping Center Central 
Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC4 54 

53 
F 
F 

12 
16 

B 
C 

No 
No 

13. San Pablo Ave/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

14 
11 

B 
B 

No 
No 

Notes: 
1. Analysis results present delay (seconds per vehicle) and LOS based on delay thresholds published in the HCM 

(Transportation Research Board, 2010). The delay for the worst movement is reported for side-street stop-controlled 
intersections. Average delay is listed for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.  

2. Bold text indicates deficient intersection operations. Deficient operations are LOS E or LOS F, with the exception of 
intersections along San Pablo Avenue where LOS F is deficient (LOS E is acceptable along San Pablo Avenue).   

3. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control, Signal = traffic signal control.  
4.  Intersections #10 and #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to 

right-turn in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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4.2.1.1 AM Peak Hour Queuing 

The 95th percentile queues during the morning peak hour are expected to increase between 20 and 80 feet 
at study intersections surrounding the Project site. The northbound 95th percentile queue that develops at 
the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1) is expected to continue to extend upstream to 
Sycamore Avenue; the Project is estimated to increase the 95th percentile queue length by about 80 feet. In 
addition, the westbound Sycamore Avenue queue that develops from the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue intersection (#7) is expected to continue to extend upstream to Willow Avenue during the AM peak 
hour; the Project is expected to increase the 95th percentile queue length on the westbound approach by 
about 40 feet.  

The 95th percentile queues at the stop-controlled approaches exiting the Project site at Sycamore Avenue 
(#4 and #6) and Tsushima Street (#9) are expected to be about one to two vehicles in length, which can be 
accommodated within the proposed storage capacity. The 95th percentile queue lengths are also expected 
to be accommodated within the proposed storage lengths at the new signalized intersections at San Pablo 
Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway (#11).  

The proposed improvements at the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) are also expected 
to reduce the 95th percentile queue length at the northbound left-turn movement of the San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) by about 20 feet during the AM peak hour due to the re-
distribution of traffic resulting from converting the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) 
from right-turn in/right-turn out only access to full-access. In addition, proposed Project improvements at 
the existing shopping center driveways on San Pablo Avenue (#11 and #12) are expected to reduce the 
vehicle queue length for vehicles exiting the existing shopping center.  

4.2.1.2 PM Peak Hour Queuing 

The 95th percentile queues during the evening peak are expected to increase between 20 and 80 feet at 
study intersections surrounding the project site. The northbound 95th percentile queue that develops at the 
San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1) is expected to continue to extend upstream to 
Sycamore Avenue and to Tsushima Street during the PM peak hour; the Project is estimated to increase the 
95th percentile queue length at this movement by approximately 80 feet relative to without 
Project conditions.  

The 95th percentile queues at the stop-controlled approaches exiting the Project site at Sycamore Avenue 
(#4 and #6), Tsushima Street (#9), and San Pablo Avenue (#13) are expected to be about one to two vehicles 
in length, which can be accommodated within the proposed storage capacity. The 95th percentile queue 
lengths are also expected to be accommodated within the proposed storage lengths at the new signalized 
intersections at San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
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Driveway (#11), with the exception of the northbound/eastbound San Pablo Avenue queue that is expected 
to continue to extend from John Muir Parkway to Tsushima Street during the PM peak hour.  

4.2.2 Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
The peak hour volume traffic signal warrant (Warrant 3B) for urban conditions, found in the MUTCD, was 
evaluated for the unsignalized study intersections.  As shown in Table 4-2, none of the unsignalized study 
intersections meet the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant under Existing with Project Conditions. The 
San Pablo Avenue intersections with Tsushima Street (#10) and the East Parcel Project Driveway (#11) would 
meet the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant and are assumed to be signalized under Existing with 
Project Conditions. Detailed signal warrant calculations are provided in Appendix D. 

Table 4-2:  Existing with Project Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 

Location Control1 
Peak Hour Warrant 

Met? (Existing 
Conditions) 

Peak Hour Warrant 
Met? (Existing with 
Project Conditions) 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street AWSC No No 
4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway AWSC N/A No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street SSSC No No 
6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway SSSC N/A No 
9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project Driveway SSSC N/A No 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street SSSC/ 
Signal2 No Yes 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway 

SSSC/ 
Signal2 No Yes 

12. San Pablo Avenue/Hercules Center Central 
Driveway SSSC2 No No 

13. San Pablo Ave/West Parcel Project Driveway SSSC N/A No 
Notes: 

1. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control.  
2. Intersections #10 and #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to 

right-turn in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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4.3 Existing with Project Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures 
As shown in Table 4-1, the Project is expected to increase delay at study intersections, but the increases in 
delay would not trigger significant impacts based on the City of Hercules significance criteria. The LOS 
standards were adopted as part of the City’s General Plan; as stated in the Policies and Proposals section of 
the City’s currently adopted Circulation Element, one of the goals of the LOS objectives is to “maintain and 
enhance the City’s multimodal circulation system.”  
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5. Near-Term Conditions 
This chapter discusses Near-Term vehicle conditions both without and with the Project. The Near-Term 
conditions analysis considers approved projects within the study area that have the likely expectation of 
being constructed and occupied in the near-term.     

5.1 Near-Term Forecasts 
The Near-Term scenarios assume Existing (2017) traffic volumes plus traffic volumes generated by approved 
projects within the study area that are expected to be constructed and occupied in the next five to 10 years 
(near-term). Fehr & Peers coordinated with City of Hercules staff to identify relevant development projects 
and the following list of approved or pending projects was provided by City staff on March 8, 2017 and 
updated on July 9, 2018: 

• Hilltown Project – 640 townhomes/condos  
• Bayfront Project – 390 apartments, 16 townhomes/condos and 6,000 square feet of retail 
• Sycamore North Project – 8,200 square feet of retail 
• Muir Pointe Project – 144 single-family homes 

In addition, the Hercules Safeway project is expected to be constructed in the next five years, which will 
consist of the following uses: 

• 57,100-square-foot Safeway supermarket  
• 4,000-square-foot bank with drive through 
• 2,000-square-foot coffee shop with drive through 
• 20-pump fuel center with 2,500-square-foot kiosk 

The trip generation and trip distribution for each of the development projects listed above was estimated 
based on the information provided in each project’s respective transportation impact study. The trips were 
then assigned and added to the 2017 existing vehicle volumes from Figure 6 to provide the basis for the 
Near-Term analysis, as presented on Figure 11. The trip generation assumptions for these near-term 
projects are provided in Appendix F. The Project vehicle volumes on Figure 9 were added to the peak hour 
traffic volumes from Figure 11, and pass-by trips were applied to estimate the Near-Term with Project peak 
hour traffic volumes, as shown on Figure 12.  
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5.2 Near-Term Roadway Assumptions 
The roadway and intersection lane configurations assumed for Existing Conditions were assumed for Near-
Term without Project Conditions; in addition, lane configurations assumed for Existing with Project 
Conditions were assumed for Near-Term with Project Conditions. For the analysis of Near-Term without 
and with Project Conditions, signal timings recommended as part of the I-80 SMART Corridor Project were 
assumed to be implemented at the following intersections: San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway (#1), San 
Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway (#2), and San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue (#7). The traffic signal 
controllers and signal timings at the new traffic signals to be implemented by the Project at the San Pablo 
Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway intersections were 
assumed to be consistent with signal timings assumed as part of the I-80 SMART Corridor Project for the 
San Pablo Avenue corridor. The Near-Term intersection lane configurations and traffic controls are shown 
on Figure 11; the Near-Term with Project intersection lane configurations and traffic controls are shown on 
Figure 12. 

5.3 Near-Term Intersection Operations 
Near-Term without and with Project Conditions were evaluated using the same methods described in 
Chapter 1. The intersection analysis results are presented in Table 5-1, based on the vehicle volumes 
presented on Figure 11 and Figure 12. Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are presented in 
Appendix G.   

As shown in Table 5-1, all study intersections are expected to operate at acceptable LOS under Near-Term 
without and with Project Conditions. The proposed site access changes to the existing shopping center 
across from the Project site are expected to reduce the average delay for vehicles exiting the existing 
shopping center. All Project driveways are expected to operate at LOS C or better conditions during the AM 
and PM peak hours. 
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Table 5-1:  Near-Term Peak Hour Intersection LOS1, 2 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour Control3 

Near-Term without 
Project 

Near-Term with 
Project Significant 

Impact? 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir 
Parkway 

AM 
PM Signal 43 

71 
D 
E 

44 
75 

D 
E 

No 
No 

2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall 
Driveway 

AM 
PM Signal 7 

4 
A 
A 

7 
4 

A 
A 

No 
No 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM AWSC 8 

8 
A 
A 

9 
8 

A 
A 

No 
No 

4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM AWSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 
9 

A 
A 

No 
No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front 
Street 

AM 
PM SSSC 11 

12 
B 
B 

12 
12 

B 
B 

No 
No 

6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

12 
12 

B 
B 

No 
No 

7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 50 

53 
D 
D 

53 
56 

D 
E 

No 
No 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 22 

26 
C 
C 

23 
27 

C 
C 

No 
No 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

9 
9 

A 
A 

No 
No 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM 

SSSC/ 
Signal4 

17 
12 

C 
B 

5 
6 

A 
A 

No 
No 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM 

SSSC/ 
Signal4 

11 
32 

B 
D 

13 
27 

B 
C 

No 
No 

12. 
San Pablo Avenue/Existing 
Shopping Center Central 
Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC4 75 

77 
F 
F 

12 
17 

B 
C 

No 
No 

13. San Pablo Ave/W Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

14 
12 

B 
B 

No 
No 

Notes: 
1. Analysis results present delay (seconds per vehicle) and LOS based on delay thresholds published in the HCM 

(Transportation Research Board, 2010). The delay for the worst movement is reported for side-street stop-controlled 
intersections. Average delay is listed for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.  

2. Bold text indicates deficient intersection operations. Deficient operations are LOS E or LOS F, except for intersections 
along San Pablo Avenue where LOS F is deficient (LOS E is acceptable along San Pablo Avenue).   

3. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control, Signal = traffic signal control.  
4.  Intersections #10 and #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to 

right-turn in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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5.3.1 Intersection Peak Hour Queuing Analysis  
The Near-Term without and with Project Conditions AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queuing summary 
is presented in Table C-2 in Appendix C. The Near-Term without Project queue lengths are expected to be 
greater than or equal to the queue lengths observed under Existing Conditions. The City of Hercules does 
not have adopted significance criteria for intersection queuing. The intersection LOS significance criteria are 
a proxy for intersection queuing, as increases in average intersection delay are generally correlated with 
increases in queue lengths. Therefore, the purpose of the queuing analysis summarized in this study is to 
supplement the intersection LOS evaluation. 

The 95th percentile queues along westbound Sycamore Avenue at San Pablo Avenue (#7) are expected to 
continue to extend upstream to the Willow Avenue intersection without and with the Project during the AM 
peak hour.  In addition, the northbound right-turn 95th percentile queue at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir 
Parkway intersection (#1) is expected to extend upstream near Sycamore Avenue during the AM peak hour 
without and with the Project; the queue is expected to continue to extend to Tsushima Street during the 
PM peak hour (without and with the Project). 

The 95th percentile queues are generally expected to increase between 20 and 80 feet at study intersections 
surrounding the project site. The largest AM and PM peak hour increase in queue length due to the Project 
is estimated to be between 60 and 80 feet along the northbound right-turn movement at the San Pablo 
Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1). 

The 95th percentile queues at the stop-controlled approaches exiting the Project site at Sycamore Avenue 
(#4 and #6), Tsushima Street (#9), and San Pablo Avenue (#13) are expected to be about one to two vehicles 
in length, which can be accommodated within the proposed storage capacity. The 95th percentile queue 
lengths are also expected to be accommodated within the proposed storage lengths at the new signalized 
intersections at San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway (#11), except for the northbound/eastbound San Pablo Avenue queue that is expected to continue 
to extend from John Muir Parkway to Tsushima Street during the PM peak hour.  

The proposed improvements at the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) are also expected 
to reduce the 95th percentile queue length at the northbound left-turn movement of the San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) by about 20 feet during the AM peak hour and 80 feet during 
the PM peak hour due to the re-distribution of traffic resulting from converting the San Pablo 
Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) from right-turn in/right-turn out only access to full-access. In 
addition, proposed Project improvements at the existing shopping center driveways on San Pablo Avenue 
(#11 and #12) are expected to maintain or reduce the vehicle queue length for vehicles exiting the existing 
shopping center.  
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5.3.2 Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
The peak hour volume traffic signal warrant (Warrant 3B) for urban conditions, found in the MUTCD was 
evaluated for the unsignalized study intersections.  As shown in Table 5-2, none of the unsignalized study 
intersections meet the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant under Near-Term without Project Conditions. 
The San Pablo Avenue intersections with Tsushima Street (#10) and the East Parcel Project Driveway (#11) 
would meet the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant and are assumed to be signalized under Near-Term 
with Project Conditions. Detailed signal warrant calculations are provided in Appendix D. 

Table 5-2:  Near-Term Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 

Location Control1 Peak Hour Warrant Met? 
(Near-Term Conditions) 

Peak Hour Warrant Met? 
(Near-Term with Project 

Conditions) 
3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street AWSC No No 
4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway AWSC N/A No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street SSSC No No 
6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street SSSC/ 
Signal2 No Yes 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway 

SSSC/ 
Signal2 No Yes 

12. San Pablo Avenue/Hercules Center Central 
Driveway SSSC2 No No 

13. San Pablo Ave/West Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

Notes: 
1. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control.  
2. Intersections #10 and #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to 

right-turn in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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5.4 Near-Term with Project Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures 
As shown in Table 5-1, the Project is expected to increase delay at a subset of study intersections, but the 
increases in delay would not trigger significant impacts based on the City of Hercules significance criteria. 
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6. Cumulative Conditions 
This chapter discusses Cumulative (year 2040) vehicle traffic conditions both without and with the Project. 
The future conditions analysis considers development within the City of Hercules, consistent with the 
development assumptions incorporated into the City’s Circulation Element.  

6.1 Cumulative Forecasts 
Cumulative 2040 intersection turning movement forecasts were developed by DKS Associates in March 
2017. The 2040 forecasts are consistent with the turning movement forecasts assumed in the City of 
Hercules Circulation Element, which account for the current land use growth within the City anticipated by 
year 2040. The 2040 forecasts developed for the Circulation Element assume some level of development at 
the current Project site and at the site across the street where the Safeway project is approved for 
construction. The Hercules Safeway project trip assignment was added to the 2040 forecasts developed for 
the Circulation Element, which is a conservative evaluation since the Circulation Element forecasts account 
for some level of development on the site; thus, these forecasts are considered the Cumulative with Project 
forecasts since they also account for traffic growth at the current Project site. The Circulation Element vehicle 
volume forecasts were not available for all study intersections, therefore the link level growth assumed for 
adjacent study intersections with available forecasts was used to estimate 2040 forecasts at the remaining 
intersections. Adjustments were also made to the Cumulative with Project forecasts for balancing of trips 
between adjacent intersections. The Project vehicle volumes in Figure 9 were subtracted from the 
Cumulative with Project peak hour traffic volumes to estimate the Cumulative without Project peak hour 
traffic volumes, presented on Figure 13. The Cumulative with Project peak hour traffic volumes are 
presented on Figure 14.  

6.2 Cumulative Roadway Assumptions 
In addition to the roadway improvements assumed under Existing and Near-Term with Project Conditions, 
the City of Hercules Circulation Element (February 2018) also identifies the following transportation 
infrastructure improvements within the study area: 

• On Page III-56, Table 5-1: signalization of the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection 
(#10). The improvement is consistent with the improvements proposed by the Project at this 
intersection. 
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• On Page 74, Table 5-1: widening Sycamore Avenue between Willow Avenue and San Pablo 
Avenue from six-lanes to seven-lanes.  

• On Page 74, Table 5-1: Widening the northbound San Pablo Avenue approach to the SR-4/I-80 
ramps to provide double right-turn lanes at the signalized intersection.  

All improvements listed above have been incorporated into the upcoming City of Hercules Transportation 
Impact Fee (TIF) program update as described in the Hercules Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study (DKS, 
February 2019). Approval of the updated transportation fees is anticipated in March or April 2019. Therefore, 
the improvements listed above are expected to be funded and constructed by year 2040 and are assumed 
in the Cumulative without and with Project analysis. The improvements listed above were also assumed in 
the Cumulative Conditions analysis conducted for the Hercules Safeway Project Transportation Impact 
Assessment (Fehr & Peers, July 2017). 

The Cumulative without Project intersection lane configurations and traffic controls are shown on Figure 13; 
the Cumulative with Project intersection lane configurations and traffic controls are shown on Figure 14. 

6.2.1 Planned Bicycle Network Improvements 
The upcoming Hercules Safeway Project proposes to construct a Class I multi-use path on the east side of 
San Pablo Avenue between John Muir Parkway and Sycamore Avenue, and on the north side of Sycamore 
Avenue between San Pablo Avenue and Willow Avenue. In addition, the City of Hercules Circulation Element 
(February 2018) also identifies the following planned bicycle facilities within the study area (also shown on 
Figure 4): 

• Class I bike path along Refugio Creek between John Muir Parkway and Sycamore Avenue, and 
between San Pablo Avenue and Bayfront Boulevard 

• Class I bike path on Sycamore Avenue between San Pablo Avenue and Refugio Valley Road 

• Class II bike lanes on Willow Avenue between Sycamore Avenue and the westbound SR 4 ramps 

• Class III bike route on Sycamore Avenue between North and South Front Streets, and between 
San Pablo Avenue and Refugio Valley Road   

Funding has not been identified for all facilities listed above, however, improvements are expected to be 
implemented by year 2040.  
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6.3 Cumulative Conditions Intersection 
Operations 
Cumulative without and with Project Conditions were evaluated using the same methods described in 
Chapter 1. The intersection analysis results are presented in Table 6-1, based on the vehicle volumes 
presented on Figure 13 and Figure 14. Detailed intersection LOS calculation worksheets are presented in 
Appendix H.   

As shown in Table 6-1, all study intersections are expected to operate at acceptable LOS under Cumulative 
without and with Project Conditions. The proposed site access changes to the existing shopping center 
across from the Project site are expected to reduce the average delay for vehicles exiting the existing 
shopping center. All Project driveways are expected to operate at LOS C or better conditions during the AM 
and PM peak hours. 
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Table 6-1:  Cumulative Peak Hour Intersection LOS1, 2 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour Control3 

Cumulative without 
Project 

Cumulative with 
Project Significant 

Impact? 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. San Pablo Avenue/John Muir 
Parkway 

AM 
PM Signal 51 

74 
D 
E 

52 
79 

D 
E 

No 
No 

2. San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall 
Driveway 

AM 
PM Signal 11 

11 
B 
B 

12 
15 

B 
B 

No 
No 

3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM AWSC 10 

14 
B 
B 

10 
14 

B 
B 

No 
No 

4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM AWSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 
9 

A 
A 

No 
No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front 
Street 

AM 
PM SSSC 11 

12 
B 
B 

12 
14 

B 
B 

No 
No 

6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

11 
12 

B 
B 

No 
No 

7. San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 52 

56 
D 
E 

54 
58 

D 
E 

No 
No 

8. Sycamore Avenue/Willow 
Avenue 

AM 
PM Signal 31 

36 
C 
D 

34 
40 

C 
D 

No 
No 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

12 
14 

B 
B 

No 
No 

10. San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima 
Street 

AM 
PM Signal 13 

19 
B 
B 

13 
19 

B 
B 

No 
No 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM 

SSSC/ 
Signal4 

13 
18 

B 
C 

12 
32 

A 
C 

No 
No 

12. 
San Pablo Avenue/Existing 
Shopping Center Central 
Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC4 >120 

>120 
F 
F 

14 
18 

B 
C 

No 
No 

13. San Pablo Ave/West Parcel 
Project Driveway 

AM 
PM SSSC N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

15 
13 

C 
B 

No 
No 

Notes: 
1. Analysis results present delay (seconds per vehicle) and LOS based on delay thresholds published in the HCM 

(Transportation Research Board, 2010). The delay for the worst movement is reported for side-street stop-controlled 
intersections. Average delay is listed for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.  

2. Bold text indicates deficient intersection operations. Deficient operations are LOS E or LOS F, except for intersections 
along San Pablo Avenue where LOS F is deficient (LOS E is acceptable along San Pablo Avenue).   

3. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control, Signal = traffic signal control.  
4. Intersections #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to right-turn 

in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 
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6.3.1 Intersection Peak Hour Queuing Analysis  
The Cumulative without and with Project Conditions AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queuing 
summary is presented in Table C-3 in Appendix C. The City of Hercules does not have adopted significance 
criteria for intersection queuing. The intersection LOS significance criteria are a proxy for intersection 
queuing, as increases in average intersection delay are generally correlated with increases in queue lengths. 
Therefore, the purpose of the queuing analysis summarized in this study is to supplement the intersection 
LOS evaluation. 

The northbound right-turn 95th percentile queue length at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway 
intersection (#1) is expected to decrease substantially with implementation of the second northbound right-
turn lane.  The PM peak hour 95th percentile queue length is expected to extend 360 feet upstream of the 
intersection under Cumulative without and with Project Conditions. The 95th percentile queues along 
westbound Sycamore Avenue at San Pablo Avenue (#7) are expected to continue to extend upstream to 
the Willow Avenue intersection without and with the Project during the AM and PM peak hours.  

Overall, the AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queues are generally expected to increase between 20 
and 60 feet with the Project at study intersections surrounding the Project site. The largest AM and PM peak 
hour increase in queue length due to the Project is estimated to be 60 and 40 feet, respectively, along the 
westbound approach at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7).  

The 95th percentile queues at the stop-controlled approaches exiting the Project site at Sycamore Avenue 
(#4 and #6), Tsushima Street (#9), and San Pablo Avenue (#13) are expected to be about one to two vehicles 
in length, which can be accommodated within the proposed storage capacity. Most of the 95th percentile 
queue lengths are also expected to be accommodated within the proposed storage lengths at the new 
signalized intersections at San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street (#10) and San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway (#11), except for the following movements:  

• The eastbound left-turn movement 95th percentile queue at the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima 
Street intersection (#10) would extend 260 feet during the AM peak hour and 400 feet during the 
PM peak hour, exceeding the proposed 100-foot storage. The long queue lengths during both 
peak hours would primarily be due to traffic volumes not generated by the Project. The proposed 
100-foot storage would adequately accommodate AM and PM peak hour 95th percentile queues 
under Existing with Project and Near-Term with Project Conditions, but not for Cumulative 
without and with Project Conditions.  

The proposed Project improvements at the existing shopping center driveways on San Pablo Avenue (#11 
and #12) are expected to reduce the vehicle queue length for vehicles exiting the existing shopping center.  
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6.3.2 Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
The peak hour volume traffic signal warrant (Warrant 3B) for urban conditions, found in the MUTCD was 
evaluated for the unsignalized study intersections.  As shown in Table 6-2, none of the unsignalized study 
intersections meet the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant under Cumulative without Project Conditions. 
The San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#11) would meet the peak hour volume 
traffic signal warrant and is assumed to be signalized under Cumulative with Project Conditions. Detailed 
signal warrant calculations are provided in Appendix D. 

Table 6-2:  Cumulative Intersection Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 

Location Control1 
Peak Hour Warrant Met? 

(Cumulative without 
Project Conditions) 

Peak Hour Warrant Met? 
(Cumulative with Project 

Conditions) 
3. Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street AWSC No No 
4. Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway AWSC N/A No 

5. Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street SSSC No No 
6. Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

9. Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

11. San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway 

SSSC/ 
Signal2 No Yes 

12. San Pablo Avenue/Hercules Center Central 
Driveway SSSC2 No No 

13. San Pablo Ave/West Parcel Project 
Driveway SSSC N/A No 

Notes: 
1. AWSC = all-way stop control, SSSC = side-street stop control.  
2. Intersection #11 will be signalized as part of the Project. Intersection #12 will be converted from full-access to right-turn 

in/right-turn out access as part of the Project. See Section 4.1 for more details.  
Source:  Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

6.4 Cumulative with Project Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures 
As shown in Table 6-1, the Project is expected to increase delay at most study intersections, but the increases 
in delay would not trigger significant impacts based on the City of Hercules significance criteria.   
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7. Fair Share Allocation 
A fair share allocation analysis was conducted to determine the Project’s contribution to mitigation 
improvements identified in the 2009 EIR document.  First, intersections identified as a location of significant 
impact in the 2009 EIR were listed and based on the Project trip assignment, the number of Project trips 
assigned through that intersection was determined. The number of Project trips through that intersection 
became the analysis numerator.  The denominator was the cumulative vehicle traffic growth from the 
Cumulative (year 2040) Plus Project scenario described in Chapter 6 (Cumulative 2040 Plus Project Volume 
– Existing No Project Volume).  The percentages, presented in Table 7-1, represent the Project’s fair share 
allocation to the mitigation improvements identified in the 2009 EIR.   

Table 7-1:  Fair Share Allocation for Mitigation Improvements Identified in 2009 EIR 

Intersection Peak 
Hour1 

Existing No     
Project Volume  

(2009 EIR) 

Cumulative 
(2040) Plus 

Project Volume 

Sycamore 
Crossing 

Project Trips 

Fair Share 
Allocation 
Percentage 

San Pablo Avenue/John Muir 
Parkway 

AM 
PM 

3,123 
3,274 

4,553 
4,651 

100 
128 

7% 
9% 

Sycamore Avenue/South Front 
Street 

AM 
PM 

404 
395 

487 
645 

67 
86 

81% 
34% 

San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue 

AM 
PM 

3,891 
4,538 

4,543 
4,578 

168 
220 

26% 
N/A1 

San Pablo Avenue/Linus Pauling 
Drive 

AM 
PM 

1,212 
1,272 

1,858 
1,799 

24 
33 

4% 
6% 

Willow Avenue/BART Replacement 
Parking East Driveway  

AM 
PM 

251 
438 

1,275 
1,164 

14 
20 

1% 
3% 

Willow Avenue/Palm Avenue AM 
PM 

827 
871 

1,802 
1,633 

14 
20 

1% 
3% 

Sycamore Avenue/Palm Avenue AM 
PM 

728 
734 

1,169 
994 

0 
0 

0% 
0% 

Willow Avenue/WB State Route 4 
Off-Ramp 

AM 
PM 

559 
947 

1,302 
1,272 

14 
20 

2% 
6% 

Notes: 
1. The Project trips estimated for the PM peak hour would exceed the Cumulative growth between Existing No Project (2009) 

and Cumulative (2040) Plus Project volumes; therefore, the fair share allocation percentage is not applicable for the PM 
peak hour at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection.  

Source: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

The City of Hercules is in process of updating the TIF program as described in the Hercules Transportation 
Impact Fee Nexus Study (DKS, February 2019); approval of the new transportation impact fees is anticipated 
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in March or April 2019. The TIF program update incorporates the following improvements for the 
intersections listed in Table 7-1: 

 Widen the northbound San Pablo Avenue approach to the SR-4/I-80 ramps to provide double right-
turn lanes at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1). 

 Add third northbound through lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7). 
 Widen Sycamore Avenue between Willow Avenue and San Pablo Avenue from six-lanes to seven-

lanes to provide additional queue storage capacity for the westbound left-turn lane at the San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) and the southbound left-turn lane at the Sycamore 
Avenue/Willow Avenue intersection (#8).  

The improvements described above are incorporated into the Circulation Element and the TIF program 
update, which supersede the mitigation measures identified in the 2009 EIR for the San Pablo Avenue 
intersections with John Muir Parkway (#1) and Sycamore Avenue (#7). Payment of the City of Hercules 
transportation impact fee assessed for the Project will be used to fund the implementation of the 
improvements identified for both intersections. The following 2009 EIR mitigation measures were not 
incorporated into the current TIF program update, therefore, the Project may still be required to pay a fair 
share contribution for the improvements if the City of Hercules decides to implement the mitigation 
measures: 

 Sycamore Avenue/S. Front Street intersection (#5) – 2009 EIR Mitigation Measures TRAF-1 and 
TRAF-4: install traffic signal controls, add westbound left-turn lane if a driveway for the Sycamore 
Crossing site is added to the intersection. 

o As shown in Table 6-2, the Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street intersection (#5) is not 
expected to meet the peak hour signal warrant under Cumulative with Project Conditions; 
nor is the Sycamore Crossing Project proposing a driveway at this intersection. Therefore, 
the 2009 EIR mitigation measure identified for the Sycamore Avenue/South Front Street 
intersection is no longer applicable to the current Project.   

 San Pablo Avenue/Linus Pauling intersection – 2009 EIR Mitigation Measures TRAF-1 and TRAF-4: 
install traffic signal controls, add northbound left-turn lane and southbound right-turn lane.  

o The northbound left-turn lane and southbound right-turn lane improvements have been 
implemented at the San Pablo Avenue/Linus Paling intersection; however, the intersection 
remains unsignalized. Although this intersection was not evaluated as part of the current 
study, the year 2040 peak hour intersection turning movement forecasts provided in the 
City of Hercules Circulation Element confirm that the intersection meets the peak hour 
signal warrant under Cumulative Conditions; therefore, the 2009 EIR mitigation measure 
to signalize the intersection is still applicable to the Project.  
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 Willow Avenue/BART Replacement Parking East Driveway intersection – 2009 EIR Mitigation 
Measures TRAF-1 and TRAF-4: install traffic signal controls and widen Willow Avenue to four lanes 
in addition to providing an eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound right-turn lane.   

o The eastbound left-turn lane improvement has been implemented at the Willow 
Avenue/BART Replacement Parking East Driveway intersection; however, the intersection 
remains unsignalized without a dedicated westbound right-turn lane and Willow Avenue 
remains one lane in each direction through the intersection. The intersection was not 
evaluated as part of the current study nor the City of Hercules Circulation Element; 
therefore, it cannot currently be confirmed if the intersection would meet the peak hour 
signal warrant. The 2009 EIR mitigation measure to install a traffic signal would only be 
applicable to the Project if the traffic signal is warranted under Near-Term with Project 
and/or Cumulative with Project Conditions. Although not incorporated into the TIF 
program, widening of Willow Avenue from two-to-four lanes is identified as a long-term 
improvement in the City of Hercules Circulation Element; therefore, the Willow Avenue 
widening improvement identified for this intersection in the 2009 EIR mitigation measure 
would still be applicable to the Project.  

 Willow Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection – 2009 EIR Mitigation Measure TRAF-4: install traffic 
signal controls, widen Willow Avenue and Palm Avenue approaches to two lanes in each direction. 
The improvements should be coordinated with the SR 4 ramp relocation project.  

o None of the improvements identified in the 2009 EIR mitigation measures have been 
implemented at the Willow Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection. The intersection was not 
evaluated as part of the current study nor the City of Hercules Circulation Element; 
therefore, it cannot currently be confirmed if the intersection would meet the peak hour 
signal warrant. The 2009 EIR mitigation measure to install a traffic signal would only be 
applicable to the current Project if the traffic signal is warranted under Near-Term with 
Project and/or Cumulative with Project Conditions. Although not incorporated into the TIF 
program, widening of Willow Avenue from two-to-four lanes is identified as a long-term 
improvement in the City of Hercules Circulation Element; therefore, the Willow Avenue 
widening improvement identified for this intersection in the 2009 EIR mitigation measure 
would still be applicable to the Project. The 2009 EIR mitigation measure also suggests 
coordinating these improvements with the SR 4 ramp relocation project. Although the SR 
4 ramp relocation project is identified as a long-term improvement in the Circulation 
Element, the City of Hercules does not expect to implement the improvement prior to year 
2040. 

 Sycamore Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection – 2009 EIR Mitigation Measure TRAF-4: install traffic 
signal controls and coordinate improvements with the SR 4 ramp relocation project. 
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o Although this intersection was not evaluated as part of the current study, the year 2040 
AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement forecasts provided in the City of 
Hercules Circulation Element confirm that the intersection would meet the peak hour signal 
warrant under Cumulative Conditions. As shown on Table 7-1, the Project is not expected 
to add any new vehicle trips at this intersection during typical weekday AM or PM peak 
hour conditions. Therefore, the 2009 EIR mitigation measure identified for the Sycamore 
Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection is no longer applicable to the current Project. 

 Willow Avenue/WB SR 4 Off-Ramp intersection – 2009 EIR Mitigation Measure TRAF-4: install traffic 
signal controls and coordinate improvements with the SR 4 ramp relocation project. 

o Although this intersection was not evaluated as part of the current study, the year 2040 
AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement forecasts provided in the City of 
Hercules Circulation Element confirm that the intersection would meet the peak hour signal 
warrant under Cumulative Conditions; therefore the 2009 EIR mitigation measure to 
signalize the intersection is still applicable to the Project. The 2009 EIR mitigation measure 
also suggests coordinating these improvements with the SR 4 ramp relocation project. 
Although the SR 4 ramp relocation project is identified as a long-term improvement in the 
Circulation Element, the City of Hercules does not expect to implement the improvement 
prior to year 2040.  
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8. Site Plan Review 
This chapter evaluates site access and circulation for all modes of travel, reviews parking requirements, and 
analyzes sight distance for the Project driveways. This review is based on the site plan presented on  
Figure 2.   

8.1 San Pablo Avenue Design  
Along the Project site frontage, San Pablo Avenue provides two travel lanes in both directions with a 40 
mph speed limit. The Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018) identifies the following 
recommended near-term improvements at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7): 

 Add third stacking through lane to San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue along the northbound 
San Pablo Avenue approach 

As shown in Table 8-1, the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) currently provides a 
dedicated left-turn lane, two through-lanes, a dedicated right-turn lane, and a Class II bicycle lane along 
the northbound San Pablo Avenue approach. Although the improvement described above is recommended 
as part of the Circulation Element, the improvement was not assumed as part of this study. Instead, the 
analysis presented in this report assumes the same lane configurations and capacity along the northbound 
San Pablo Avenue approach to Sycamore Avenue (study intersection #7) as Existing Conditions. As shown 
in Table 6-1, the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) is expected to operate at LOS E or 
better under AM and PM peak hour under Cumulative with Project conditions, which is acceptable for 
signalized intersections along San Pablo Avenue. Therefore, the intersection is expected to operate at 
acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours without the provision of a third northbound through 
lane. The Cumulative with Project analysis utilizes the Cumulative 2040 intersection turning movement 
forecasts assumed in the Circulation Element2. The Cumulative with Project LOS results presented in Table 
6-1 for the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) are consistent with the year 2040 
intersection LOS results presented in the Circulation Element and the Hercules Safeway Project 
Transportation Impact Assessment (Fehr & Peers, August 2017).   

 

                                                      
2 The Hercules Safeway project trip assignment was added to the 2040 forecasts developed for the Circulation 

Element, which is a conservative evaluation since the Circulation Element forecasts account for some level of 
development on the Safeway project site. Adjustments were also made to the Cumulative with Project forecasts for 
balancing of trips between adjacent intersections. 
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Table 8-1:  Existing Lane Configuration and Potential Re-Configuration along 
Northbound San Pablo Avenue at Sycamore Avenue Intersection 

Lane Element Northbound San Pablo Avenue Lane Configurations 

Existing Lane 
Configuration 

Striped 
Buffer 

Striped 
Buffer    

Bike 
Lane 

Existing Lane Widths 6 ft 12 ft 6 ft 12 ft 12 ft 12 ft 5 ft 
Existing Curb-to-Curb 

Width1 65 ft 

Potential Lane Re-
Configuration      

Bike 
Lane 

Potential Lane Widths 12 ft 12 ft 12 ft 12 ft2 12 ft 5 ft 
Curb-to-Curb Width 

with Potential Lane Re-
Configuration1 

65 ft 

Notes: 
1. Existing curb-to-curb width measured from median curb to sidewalk curb along the northbound San Pablo Avenue 

approach to the Sycamore Avenue intersection.  
2. Third northbound through lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) assumed to be up to 160 feet 

in length. Providing more than 160 feet storage could potentially require acquisition or dedication of additional right-of-
way to provide adequate right-of-way for the improvement. 

Sources: Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

Under Cumulative with Project Conditions, the northbound San Pablo Avenue approach to Sycamore 
Avenue (study intersection #7) is projected to carry approximately 1,050 vehicles during the AM peak hour 
and about 1,600 vehicles during the PM peak hour. The capacity for a signalized arterial typically ranges 
between 700 – 800 vehicles per hour per lane, which suggests that the PM peak hour demand under 
Cumulative with Project Conditions may meet or exceed the capacity of two travel lanes. Providing three 
travel lanes approaching Sycamore Avenue would provide adequate capacity for future year demand, which 
would also reduce 95th percentile queue lengths and average vehicle delay along the northbound direction, 
assuming the increase in capacity does not induce additional demand. The northbound San Pablo Avenue 
approach to Sycamore Avenue (study intersection #7) currently experiences poor lane utilization during the 
PM peak hour as most vehicles prefer to align themselves in the right-most lane to position themselves to 
turn right onto the I-80/SR 4 on-ramp at John Muir Parkway. The poor lane utilization is expected to 
continue with provision of a third northbound lane along the San Pablo Avenue approach. However, if the 
City of Hercules implements the planned improvements to widen the northbound San Pablo Avenue 
approach to the SR-4/I-80 ramps to provide double right-turn lanes at the signalized San Pablo 
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Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1), 95th percentile queue lengths along northbound San Pablo 
Avenue between John Muir Parkway and Tsushima Street will be shorter during the PM peak hour with or 
without the provision of a third northbound lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection 
(#7). The second northbound right-turn lane would extend to the San Pablo Avenue/Market Hall Driveway 
intersection (#2). Providing the second northbound right-turn lane is also necessary to meet the City’s LOS 
objectives for the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1). 

The northbound San Pablo Avenue approach to the Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) currently provides 
a curb-to-curb width of about 65 feet between the median and sidewalk curbs; this width extends about 
160 feet upstream of the intersection. As shown in Table 8-1, it may be feasible to provide one left-turn 
lane, three through lanes, one right-turn lane, and a Class 2 bicycle lane within the existing curb-to-curb 
right-of-way. The Circulation Element does not specify the recommended length for the third northbound 
through lane, therefore it is assumed that a third northbound through lane of up to 160 feet in length can 
be provided within the existing curb-to-curb right-of-way.  

The longest observed queue length along northbound San Pablo Avenue extends about 2,500 feet from 
John Muir Parkway (study intersection #1) past Sycamore Avenue (study intersection #7) to about Tsushima 
Street (study intersection #10) during the PM peak hour under Existing Conditions. Providing a third 
northbound through lane for a length of 160 feet can reduce the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue 
intersection (#7) average delay between one and five seconds during the AM and PM peak hours. The 
queueing reduction effectiveness of the third northbound through lane is dependent on the improvements 
to be implemented at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1). A 160-foot long third 
northbound through lane can reduce the 95th percentile queues between 200 and 300 feet during the PM 
peak hour, assuming the improvements at the San Pablo Avenue/John Muir Parkway intersection (#1) are 
implemented. If the improvements are not implemented, the queue reduction effectiveness of a third 
northbound through lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) would be lower, with 
a 95th percentile queue reduction of about 100 feet during the PM peak hour. 

Recommendation 1: City of Hercules Planning and Public Works Department staff should evaluate 
the need for a third travel lane along the northbound approach of the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore 
Avenue intersection (#7). The evaluation should consider trade-offs between vehicle queues and 
delays with multimodal access and safety, the potential for induced vehicle demand, the 
recommended length of the third northbound through lane, the need for the acquisition or 
dedication of additional right-of-way required to implement the improvement and consider the 
timing of when such an improvement could be warranted. 
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8.2 Vehicle Site Access and Circulation 
Access to the Project site is proposed via the following five driveways: 

• A new full-access all-way-stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Sycamore Avenue 
(#4) between Tsushima Street and South Front Street. The driveway would be stop-controlled 
with a single lane exiting the site.   

• A full-access driveway serving the East Parcel on Sycamore Avenue (#6) north of San Pablo 
Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting the site.   

• A new full-access side-street-stop-controlled driveway serving the West Parcel on Tsushima Street 
(#9) between Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue. The driveway would be stop-controlled 
with a single lane exiting the site. 

• A signalized full-access driveway serving the East Parcel located on San Pablo Avenue (#11). This 
intersection would provide a new 200-foot left-turn lane on westbound San Pablo Avenue and a 
new 175-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue.  The south leg of this intersection 
currently exists as an unsignalized right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving an existing 
shopping center. This existing driveway would be converted to a full-access driveway providing 
primary access for the existing shopping center. 

• A new right-turn in/right-turn out only side-street-stop-controlled driveway serving the West 
Parcel on San Pablo Avenue (#13) between Tsushima Street and East Parcel Project Driveway 
(#11). The driveway would be stop-controlled with a single lane exiting the site.   

The Project would provide an unsignalized westbound left-turn movement at the Sycamore Avenue/East 
Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#6).  

Recommendation 2: Provide a minimum of 100 feet of storage length for the westbound left-turn 
movement at the Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#6) to adequately 
accommodate 95th percentile queues.  

The City of Hercules also proposes the following improvements at the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street 
intersection (#10), which would provide vehicle access to the West Parcel of the Project site: 

• Signalization of the San Pablo Avenue and Tsushima Street intersection (#10). This intersection 
would provide a new 100-foot left-turn lane on eastbound San Pablo Avenue and a new 180-foot 
left-turn lane on southbound Tsushima Street. This intersection currently exists as a side-street-
stop-controlled intersection with right-turn in/right-turn out access only and flexible posts in the 
median preventing left turns.    
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As discussed in Section 6.3.1, the 95th percentile queue lengths along the eastbound left-turn lane are 
estimated to be 260 feet during the 2040 AM peak hour and 400 feet during the 2040 PM peak hour, which 
will exceed the proposed storage length of 100 feet for the movement. Providing a 400-foot eastbound 
left-turn lane may not be feasible due to potential right-of-way constraints on San Pablo Avenue, therefore 
additional traffic signal operational strategies should be considered. For example, the future traffic signal at 
the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) can be designed to serve two eastbound left-turn 
phases within a single cycle, which could decrease the 95th percentile queue length to about 200 feet during 
the 2040 AM peak hour and to about 280 feet during the 2040 PM peak hour. If the eastbound left-turn 
movement queues exceed the storage length during peak hours, drivers will likely re-route to utilize the 
downstream northbound left-turn lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7), which 
is estimated to have between 80 – 120 feet of available queue storage on average during the 2040 AM and 
PM peak hours. 

Recommendation 3: Extend the eastbound left-turn lane at the San Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street 
intersection (#10) as much as possible within the current right-of-way and consider programming 
the proposed traffic signal to serve two eastbound left-turn phases within a single cycle to minimize 
queue spillback.  

In addition, to providing a new signalized access on San Pablo Avenue to the existing shopping center 
across from the Project site, the Project also proposes the following improvements to the existing shopping 
center driveways: 

• A reconfigured right-turn in/right-turn out driveway serving the existing shopping center on San 
Pablo Avenue (#12). This driveway currently exists as an unsignalized full-access driveway. Primary 
access for the existing shopping center would shift from this driveway (#12) to the proposed 
Project driveway intersection (#11).  

Intersection operations, LOS and 95th percentile queuing at all Project driveways are summarized in 
previous chapters. 

8.2.1 All-Way Stop Control at Sycamore Avenue/ 
West Parcel Driveway Intersection 
As described above, the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Driveway intersection (#4) would be all-way-stop-
controlled. To justify the proposed all-way-stop-control, Fehr & Peers reviewed the multi-way stop guidance 
provided in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD). The CA MUTCD provides 
the following relevant criteria that can be considered for a multi-way stop sign installation at the Sycamore 
Avenue/West Parcel Driveway intersection (#4)3: 

                                                      
3 Section 2B.07 of the CA MUTCD. 
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 The need to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high pedestrian 
volumes; and 

 Locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see conflicting traffic and is not able to 
negotiate the intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also required to stop. 

The proposed Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Driveway intersection (#4) would satisfy both criteria listed 
above. It is expected that pedestrians from adjacent residential developments north of the Project site will 
utilize the crosswalk proposed at the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Driveway intersection (#4) to access 
uses to and from the Project site. The crosswalk is expected to be utilized by a substantial number of 
pedestrians, warranting the all-way stop control. Furthermore, Sycamore Avenue has a posted speed limit 
of 25 mph within the study area; a 25 mph design speed has a minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) of 
150 feet and a minimum corner sight distance (CSD) of 275 feet, based on Chapter 400 of the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual (HDM). CSD at the West Parcel Project Driveway would be less than 275 feet due 
to the provision of angled on-street parking along eastbound Sycamore Avenue adjacent to the Project 
driveway, thus making it difficult for vehicles exiting the driveway to adequately see oncoming traffic on 
Sycamore Avenue. Providing an all-way-stop-control at the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Driveway 
intersection (#4) would require all vehicles approaching the intersection to stop, thus eliminating the limited 
sight distance concerns without removing adjacent on-street parking on Sycamore Avenue. The sight 
distance evaluation for other Project driveways is summarized in Section 8.7 below.  

8.2.2 Internal Circulation 
The proposed drive aisles throughout the hotel and East Parcel parking lots conform to adopted design 
standards (minimum 25 feet for drive aisles with 90-degree parking stalls) of the Hercules Zoning Ordinance 
(Table 32-3). Internal streets and alleyways on the West Parcel are proposed to be private streets. Ohlone 
Creek Place would provide a 40-foo0t curb-to-curb width with 8-foot on-street parking lanes on both sides, 
which would also conform to the “Standard Local Street” standards provided in the Circulation Element 
should the street be converted into a public street. The internal streets and alleyways serving the residential 
development would be range between 20 and 27 feet in width, which meet or exceed the minimum 
dimensions of the “Lane/Alley” standards provided in the Circulation Element. Although a dead-end drive 
aisle is provided on the southwest corner of the West Parcel, only residents are expected to use the drive 
aisle to access the on-site parking spaces. Therefore, it is not necessary to eliminate the dead-end drive 
aisle. The streets within the residential portion of the site are proposed to be private streets.  

Internal vehicle access to the hotel on the West Parcel would be provided via two driveways on Ohlone 
Creek Place. The northern hotel driveway on Ohlone Creek Place is spaced less than 50 feet from the 
Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#4).  However, the northbound 95th percentile 
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queues at the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#4) are estimated to be about 
one to two vehicles in length, and therefore queuing along the northbound approach is not expected to 
impact vehicles entering or exiting the northern hotel driveway on Ohlone Creek Place.  

8.2.3 Truck Access 
Truck access for the East Parcel would be provided via the signalized driveway on San Pablo Avenue (#11) 
and the unsignalized driveway on Sycamore Avenue (#6); truck access for the West Parcel would be 
provided via unsignalized driveways on Sycamore Avenue (#4), San Pablo Avenue (#13), and Tsushima 
Street (#9). According to the Hercules Zoning Ordinance (Table 32-1), two off-street loading spaces are 
required for shopping centers with less than 100,000 square feet gross leasable area (GLA). In addition, the 
Hercules Zoning Ordinance also requires one off-street loading space for hotels with greater than 5,000 
square feet of gross floor area (GFA), and one loading space per 25 units of a multi-family development. 
The Project site plan shows an 18-foot by 78-foot loading area adjacent to the north side of the proposed 
drug store on the East Parcel, in addition, the hotel porte cochere area will be designated as the loading 
zone for truck trips serving the hotel on the West Parcel. No other off-street loading spaces are shown on 
either the East Parcel or the residential development on the West Parcel. Not providing sufficient off-street 
loading spaces may encourage delivery trucks to double-park in the parking aisles and temporarily affect 
vehicle and pedestrian circulation within the East Parcel parking lot. Not providing loading zones within the 
residential development on the West Parcel is less of a concern as moving trucks will likely access available 
on-site parking for loading operations.  

Loading requirements for shopping center and multi-family residential uses are summarized in Table 8-2 
for other jurisdictions within West Contra Costa County. As shown in Table 8-2, the 29,500 square foot 
shopping center proposed by the Project would require a minimum of one loading space in the cities of 
Pinole, Richmond, San Pablo and El Cerrito; but would require a minimum of two loading spaces in the City 
of Hercules and unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County. The cities of Pinole, San Pablo, El Cerrito, 
and unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County do not currently specify loading requirements for multi-
family residential developments; however, the City of Hercules requires a minimum of five loading spaces 
while the City of Richmond would require a minimum of one loading space for the 120 multi-family dwelling 
units proposed by the Project. The City of Hercules loading requirements for multi-family residential 
developments are substantially higher than the requirements for similar building types in other West Contra 
Costa County jurisdictions. 
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Table 8-2:  Loading Requirements from Other Communities in West Contra Costa County 

Jurisdiction Shopping Center Loading Requirement1 Multi-Family Building Loading 
Requirement1 

Hercules 2.0 per 100,000 sf of gross leasable area 1.0 per 25 units 

Pinole 
1.0 for 10,000 sf of gross floor area, plus 1.0 
for each additional 40,000 sf of gross floor 

area 
None Specified 

Richmond 1.0 for gross floor area between 7,500 and 
40,000 sf 

0 for total floor area less than 50,000 sf 
1.0 for total floor area more than 50,000 sf 

San Pablo 
1.0 for 10,000 sf of gross floor area, plus 1.0 
for each additional 20,000 sf of gross floor 

area 
None Specified 

El Cerrito 
1.0 for 10,000 sf of gross floor area, plus 1.0 
for each additional 40,000 sf of gross floor 

area 
None Specified 

Contra Costa County 1.0 for 10,000 – 20,000 sf of gross floor area 
2.0 for 20,000 – 30,000 sf of gross floor area None Specified 

Notes: 
1. sf = square feet 

Sources: Table 32-1 of the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance, Section 17.48.110 of City of Pinole Zoning Code, Section 15.04.850.070 
of City of Richmond Zoning Code, Section 17.54.140 of City of San Pablo Zoning Code, Section 19.24.080 of City of El Cerrito Zoning 
Code, and Section 82-16.410 of the Contra Costa County Zoning Code. 

A truck circulation diagram is provided in Appendix I to illustrate adequate truck access and circulation 
within the East and West Parcels. The diagram provided in Appendix I was developed assuming a 37-foot 
fire truck, which implies that truck circulation within the Eastern and Western Parcels would be adequate 
for delivery trucks that are 40 feet or less in length. A truck circulation diagram is not provided for trucks 
that are more than 40 feet in length; a truck circulation diagram should be developed if trucks longer than 
40 feet are expected to access either the Eastern or Western Parcel to confirm that there would be sufficient 
clearance for longer trucks to maneuver within the parking lots.  

Recommendation 4: Project applicant should update the site plan to identify at least two off-street 
loading spaces for the shopping center on the East Parcel, and at least one off-street loading space 
per 25 multi-family units on the West Parcel (five total). If providing additional loading zones within 
the Project site is not feasible, the Project applicant should coordinate with City of Hercules staff to 
determine if an exception to the loading requirements would be allowed. The Project applicant 
should also provide a detailed truck access and loading plan to better understand loading 
operations within the site for trucks more than 40 feet in length. Based on the detailed truck access 
and loading plan, the City of Hercules will determine if the proposed loading zone on the East Parcel 
is adequate for the Project. 
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8.2.4 Emergency Vehicle Access  
Several factors determine whether a project has sufficient access for emergency vehicles, including:  

1. Number of access points (both public and emergency access only) 

2. Width of access points 

3. Width of internal roadways 

Emergency vehicle access for the East Parcel would be provided via the signalized driveway on San Pablo 
Avenue (#11) and the unsignalized driveway on Sycamore Avenue (#6); emergency vehicle access for the 
West Parcel would be provided via unsignalized driveways on Sycamore Avenue (#4), Tsushima Street (#9), 
and San Pablo Avenue (#13). All five Project site driveways provide sufficient width (minimum 24 feet) to 
accommodate turning movements of large emergency vehicles. As stated previously, the Project drive aisles 
for the hotel and the East Parcel development as well as the residential streets on the West Parcel conform 
to adopted City of Hercules roadway design standard. Therefore, it is unlikely that an emergency vehicle 
would be blocked or obstructed while driving within the Project site. Adequate emergency vehicle access 
and circulation is provided by the Project as shown on the fire truck circulation diagram provided in 
Appendix I.   

8.3 Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
The Project would construct new sidewalks on Tsushima Street and on San Pablo Avenue along the Project 
frontage, which would close significant gaps in the existing sidewalk network surrounding the Project site. 
The Circulation Element identifies the adjacent segment of San Pablo Avenue as a “Divided Arterial Street”, 
which recommends a minimum sidewalk width of 4.5 feet and landscaped “green strip” width of 4.5 feet. 
The Project proposes sidewalk widths ranging between 5.5 and 12 feet along the San Pablo Avenue 
frontage, in addition to six-foot landscaped buffers provided between the sidewalk and travel lane along 
San Pablo Avenue on the east and west sides of the Ohlone Creek Place intersection, which exceeds the 
minimum width specified in the Circulation Element.  

The Circulation Element identifies the adjacent segment of Tsushima Street as a “Collector” street type, 
which recommends a minimum sidewalk width of 4.5 feet with an optional green strip minimum width of 
5.5 feet. The Project proposes a 5.5-foot sidewalk width along the West Parcel frontage on Tsushima Street, 
which meets the minimum width specified in the Circulation Element. The Project also proposes 4.5-foot 
wide sidewalks along both sides of Ohlone Creek Place, meeting the minimum width requirements.  

The Project proposes maintaining the existing sidewalk widths along the Sycamore Avenue frontage, which 
currently provide a 14-foot combined sidewalk and landscaped buffer width between Tsushima Street and 
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S. Front Street, and a 12-foot combined sidewalk and landscaped buffer width between S. Front Street and 
San Pablo Avenue. The proposed sidewalk widths along the Sycamore Avenue Project frontage would meet 
the minimum widths specified in the Circulation Element for the “Angled Parking Arterial Street” type 
between Tsushima Street and S. Front Street, and for the “Divided Arterial Street” type between S. Front 
Street and San Pablo Avenue.  

The Project site plan indicates that Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant directional curb ramps 
would be provided at Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#3) and Sycamore Avenue/West 
Parcel Project Driveway (#4), which is consistent with current best practices. The Project also proposes high-
visibility crosswalks with curb bulb-outs for pedestrians to cross Sycamore Avenue at the Tsushima Street 
(#3), West Parcel Project Driveway (#4) and at S. Front Street (#5) instersections, which is also consistent 
with current best practices. The Project site plan shows diagonal curb ramps for the crosswalks at the San 
Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway intersection (#11). 

Recommendation 5: Provide ADA directional curb ramps at the San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel 
Project Driveway intersection (#11).   

On the Hotel area and East Parcel, pedestrian circulation is provided by sidewalks, paths, crosswalks, and 
pedestrian refuge areas. As shown on Figure 2, the Project would provide four-foot wide sidewalks on at 
least one side of the internal streets, excluding alleyways, within the West Parcel. Although some alleyway 
segments do not provide sidewalks on at least one side of the street, the proposed configuration is 
consistent with the minimum “lane/alley” standard cross-section dimensions referenced in the City of 
Hercules Circulation Element. Two right-turn lanes are provided from westbound Sycamore Avenue onto 
northbound San Pablo Avenue, which would conflict with pedestrians crossing the northern crosswalk of 
the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7). It may be difficult for drivers in the inner right-
turn lane to see pedestrians in the crosswalk if vehicle queues in the outer right-turn lane block the visibility 
to the crosswalk, and vice versa.  The City of Hercules recently retained a consultant to evaluate potential 
pedestrian crossing improvements at the intersection. The City and consultant team are currently 
considering the following improvements at this intersection: 

 Install pedestrian crossing blank-out signs for the westbound Sycamore Avenue approach to alert 
drivers on the right-turn lanes when pedestrians are crossing within the crosswalk, or 

 Remove the existing crosswalk on the north side of the intersection across San Pablo Avenue along 
with associated curb improvements and traffic signal and timing adjustments. 

A preferred improvement at the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) has not yet been 
identified by City of Hercules staff. Given the uncertainty of improvements that would be implemented at 
this intersection, the analysis presented in this report does not incorporate potential pedestrian crossing 
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improvements that may be implemented by the City. However, if either set of improvements listed above 
are implemented, the San Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) is expected to operate at similar 
AM and PM peak hour LOS as presented in Tables 4-1, 5-1, and 6-1. 

8.4 Bicycle Access and Circulation  
Bicycle access is provided to the Project site via the Class II bike lanes on San Pablo Avenue and 
discontinuous Class II bike lanes on Sycamore Avenue, as shown on Figure 4. Bicycles would also be 
permitted in the vehicular travel way on-site. As described in Section 2.2 and shown on Figure 4, the 
Circulation Element (City of Hercules, February 2018) identifies a planned Class III bike route along Sycamore 
Avenue between South Front Street and North Front Street; a Class III bike route has already been installed 
between Tsushima Street and South Front Street.  

Recommendation 6:  In addition, consider converting the existing front-in angled parking spaces 
on Sycamore Avenue between South Front Street and Tsushima Street to back-in angled parking 
to improve bicyclist visibility for drivers maneuvering out of the angled parking spaces, thus 
improving safety for bicyclist.    

The 2009 Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CCTA, 2009) identifies a planned Class I bike 
path along the Project frontage on San Pablo Avenue, which is not identified in the Circulation Element (City 
of Hercules, February 2018). Therefore, not providing a Class I bike path along the Project frontage of San 
Pablo Avenue is not expected to conflict with a local plan since the Circulation Element prepared by the City 
of Hercules supersedes the 2009 Countywide Bicycle Plan. Furthermore, the Project proposes to maintain 
the existing Class II bike lanes along both directions of San Pablo Avenue adjacent to the site.  

Section 8.300.2 of the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance states that commercial developments must 
“provide pathways and bicycle racks or storage facilities to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel for 
home to work and home to local shopping trips.” However, the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance does not 
specify minimum bicycle parking supply requirements for any type of land use. The Project will provide 22 
bicycle parking spaces on the East Parcel, 11 bicycle parking spaces adjacent to the hotel, and three bicycle 
parking spaces on the southwest corner of the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project Driveway via bicycle 
racks. 

8.5 Transit Access Adjacent to the Site 
As summarized in Table 2-1 and shown on Figure 5, the Western Contra Costa County Transit Authority 
(WestCAT) operates multiple local, regional, and Transbay routes in the vicinity of the Project site. The transit 
stops closest to the Project site are located on San Pablo Avenue at Tsushima Street (westbound/ 
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southbound) and at Sycamore Avenue (northbound/eastbound) where high frequency bus connections to 
BART, Contra Costa College, and the Hercules Transit Center are available. These transit stops consist of a 
sign and no other passenger amenities. Providing additional amenities would improve the attractiveness of 
transit to make trips to and from the Project site and reduce net new vehicle trips from the Project. The 
existing bus stop on westbound/southbound San Pablo Avenue at Tsushima Street will be upgraded, at the 
discretion of WestCAT staff, as part of the signalization and access improvements proposed for the San 
Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10).  

City of Hercules and WestCAT staff have also expressed interest in re-routing existing transit routes from 
San Pablo Avenue to Sycamore Avenue and Tsushima Street, adjacent to the Project frontage, which would 
enhance transit access to WestCAT routes. Routes 19, C3, JPX, JR, and JL currently operate adjacent to the 
Project site on San Pablo Avenue (note that routes JPX, JR, and JL provide access to El Cerrito Del Norte 
BART Station). The Project proposes the following transit improvements based on feedback from City of 
Hercules and WestCAT staff: 

 Upgrade and enhance existing far-side bus stop on westbound/southbound San Pablo Avenue at 
Tsushima Street as part of the traffic signalization and access improvements planned for the San 
Pablo Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) 

 Provide new bus stop on northbound/eastbound San Pablo Avenue at the far-side of the San Pablo 
Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#10) 

 Re-route existing transit routes that operate on San Pablo Avenue between Sycamore Avenue and 
Tsushima Street to Tsushima Street and Sycamore Avenue via San Pablo Avenue; the specific routes 
that would be re-routed have not yet been determined 

 Provide new bus stop on westbound Sycamore Avenue at the far-side of the San Pablo 
Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7) 

 Provide new bus stop on eastbound Sycamore Avenue at the near-side of the Sycamore 
Avenue/South Front Street intersection (#5) 

Re-routing existing transit service from San Pablo Avenue to Sycamore Avenue and Tsushima Street will 
improve transit access to the residential, hotel, and commercial uses on the West and East Parcels, as well 
as to the residential uses just north and west of the Project site. The pedestrian infrastructure along 
Sycamore Avenue provides higher comfort for pedestrians that would access potential future bus stops on 
Sycamore Avenue compared to accessing the existing bus stops on San Pablo Avenue. One concern with 
re-routing transit service from San Pablo Avenue to Tsushima Street and Sycamore Avenue is bus turning 
movements at the Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#3). It may be difficult for buses traveling 
northbound on Tsushima Street to turn onto eastbound Sycamore Avenue given the existing curve bulb-
out at the southeast corner of the intersection (i.e., buses may drive over the bulb-outs, creating a safety 
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issue for pedestrians crossing the intersection). To address this concern, the Project will modify the existing 
curb on the southeast corner of the Sycamore Avenue/Tsushima Street intersection (#3) to ensure safe 
turning maneuvers for buses. 

Recommendation 7: Provide shelter, seating, and real-time route information at the discretion of 
WestCAT staff for the new bus stops on eastbound and westbound Sycamore Avenue, and 
northbound/eastbound San Pablo Avenue.  

Additional local and regional transit service is available at the Hercules Transit Center located 0.5 miles (or 
a 10-minute walk) east of the Project site on Willow Avenue. Continuous sidewalks are provided between 
the Project site and the Hercules Transit Center.  

8.6 Parking 
City of Hercules requirements for parking were reviewed based on information provided in Section 32.300 
of the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance.  

8.6.1 West Parcel Parking 
For the West Parcel, a minimum of 1.5 spaces and 0.5 guest spaces per dwelling unit in multifamily housing 
is required, while 1.2 off-street parking spaces per guest room are required for the hotel. Table 8-3 
summarizes the minimum parking requirement for the West Parcel and the proposed parking supply. As 
shown in Table 8-3, the Project proposes two off-street tandem parking spaces in a private garage assigned 
to each of the proposed 120 multi-family units, which meets the Zoning Ordinance requirements. In 
addition, 56 on-site parking spaces would be provided on the private streets adjacent to the multi-family 
homes, which satisfies the 0.5 guest spaces per dwelling unit requirement, resulting in about 2.5 parking 
spaces per home. An additional 14 on-street parking spaces are provided along the Tsushima Street Project 
frontage and 34 on-site spaces are provided along Ohlone Creek Place.  

Fehr & Peers prepared a separate white paper (see Appendix J4)that evaluated the proposed tandem 
parking and off-street parking within the residential parcel. The white paper recommended that the 
homeowners association (HOA) of the residential development implement and enforce parking 
management strategies that maximize utilization of tandem parking spaces within the private garages. For 
example, the HOA can enforce policies that limit private garage uses for vehicle storage only to ensure that 

                                                      
4 The parking white paper provided in Appendix J was developed when the Project was proposing 126 multi-family 

residential units on the West Parcel; however, the Project site plan has since been revised to propose a maximum of 
120 multi-family units on the West Parcel. The findings presented in Appendix J are still applicable to the current 
Project description.  
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residents always have space in their garage to park their vehicles. Additional strategies to consider are 
provided in the parking white paper. 

Recommendation 8: The HOA should implement and enforce strategies that maximize utilization 
of tandem parking spaces within the private garages.   

The existing on-street angled parking spaces along Sycamore Avenue between South Front Street and 
Tsushima Street are part of the Aventine parking district, which limits on-street parking to two hours 
between 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM seven days a week. Parking on-street on the southside of Sycamore Avenue 
requires a parking permit issued by the City of Hercules to park overnight between 8:00 PM and 9:00 AM; 
parking on the north side of Sycamore Avenue does not require a permit. As of the writing of this report, 
Ohlone Creek Place, which connects San Pablo Avenue to Sycamore Avenue within the Western Parcel is 
proposed to be a private street. However, if Ohlone Creek Place is converted to a public street, providing 
free on-street parking without time limits may encourage residents and guests of neighboring residential 
developments to park long-term on Ohlone Creek Place. 

Recommendation 9: If Ohlone Creek Place is converted to a public street, the City of Hercules 
should consider expansion of the Aventine parking district to include the proposed on-street 
parking supply on Ohlone Creek Place to discourage residents and guests from neighboring 
residential developments from parking long-term within and adjacent to the Project site. The City 
of Hercules should also consider incorporating the proposed on-street parking supply on Tsushima 
Street into the Aventine parking district. 

As shown in Table 8-3, the Project proposes 106 off-street parking spaces in the hotel parking lot and 34 
on-site parking spaces on Ohlone Creek Place, including 16 spaces on the east side of Ohlone Creek Place 
adjacent to the hotel. The hotel parking lot would result in a parking deficit of 20 off-street parking spaces 
compared to the parking supply required by the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance. According to Section 
45.300 of the Zoning Ordinance, the City of Hercules may approve a minor exception up to a maximum 10 
percent variation from the parking standards. If the City of Hercules approves the minor exception, the hotel 
parking lot would result in a parking deficit of eight spaces. If the on-site parking spaces on the east side 
of Ohlone Creek Place are included in the supply count, then the Project would result in a parking surplus 
of eight spaces assuming the minor exception is approved. 
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Table 8-3:  City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance  
Off-Street Parking Requirements – West Parcel 

Land Use Quantity Units Rate Total Spaces 
Multi-Family Homes 

Multi-family Housing 120 Dwelling Units 1.5 Spaces per Dwelling Unit & 
0.5 per unit guest parking 240 

Proposed Off-Street Parking Supply 240 
Proposed On-Site Guest Parking Supply 56 
Proposed Off-Street and On-Site Parking Supply 296 
Off-Street and On-Site Parking Surplus 56 
Proposed On-Street Parking Supply on East Side of Tsushima Street 14 
Proposed On-Site Parking Supply on West Side of Ohlone Creek Place 18 
Proposed Off-Street, On-Site, and On-Street Parking Supply 328 
Off-Street, On-Site, and On-Street Parking Surplus 88 
Hotel 
Hotel 105 Guest Rooms 1.2 per Guest Room 126 
Proposed Off-Street Parking Supply 106 
Off-Street Parking Deficit (20) 
Minimum Off-Street Parking Supply Requirement with 10% Minor Exception 114 

Off-Street Parking Deficit with 10% Minor Exception (8) 

Proposed On-Site Parking Supply on East Side of Ohlone Creek Place 16 

Proposed Off-Street and On-Site Parking Supply 122 
Off-Street and On-Site Parking Supply Surplus with 10% Minor Exception 8 
Source: Section 32.300 of the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance and Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

According to the ITE Parking Generation, 4th Edition, on average, hotels in suburban areas generate a 
demand of about 0.9 parking spaces per occupied room on weekdays and 1.2 parking spaces per occupied 
room on weekends. Based on the ITE parking demand rates, the proposed 106 off-street parking spaces for 
the hotel are estimated to be exceeded on weekends when more than 88 out of the 105 rooms (or 84 
percent of rooms) are occupied; the proposed parking supply is expected to be adequate when hotel room 
occupancy is less than 84 percent. To address potential parking supply shortages from the hotel during 
peak weekends when occupancy is expected to be greater than 84 percent, the hotel will provide valet 
service to adequately manage parking demand so that hotel guests do not park in other areas within or 
surrounding the Project site. Hotel management will provide City of Hercules staff the proposed valet service 
parking management plan for review and approval.    
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Recommendation 10: The Project applicant should provide a minimum of 126 off-street parking 
spaces for the hotel or request City approval for a minor exception allowing up to a 10 percent 
reduction of the required parking supply. If 126 off-street parking spaces (or 114 off-street parking 
spaces with an approved minor exception) cannot be provided for the hotel, hotel management 
shall provide hotel valet service during peak weekends when more than 84 percent of the hotel 
rooms are occupied.  

The municipal code requirements for hotels in other jurisdictions within Contra Costa County were also 
reviewed. As summarized in Table 8-4, other jurisdictions within the County, specifically Concord, Lafayette, 
Martinez, and Walnut Creek require less off-street parking for a hotel development compared to the City 
of Hercules. If the Project was developed in the jurisdictions mentioned above, the minimum parking 
requirement would be satisfied. 

Table 8-4:  Parking Code Requirements from Other Communities in Contra Costa County 
Jurisdiction Hotel Parking Requirement 

Hercules 1.2 Spaces per Guest Room 
Concord 1.0 Spaces per Guest Room 
Lafayette 1.0 Spaces per Sleeping Unit 
Martinez The Greater of 1.0 Spaces per Guest Room or 1.0 Spaces per 2.0 Beds 

Pinole 1.0 Spaces per Guest Room Plus 1.0 Spaces for Each Peak Hour Employee 

Pleasant Hill No More Than 1.2 Spaces per Guest Room Plus 1.0 Spaces per 50 Square Feet 
of Banquet Seating Area 

Walnut Creek 0.9 Spaces per Guest Room 
Sources: Table 18.160.040 of the City of Concord Zoning Code, Article 3.6-641(y) of the City of Lafayette Zoning Code, Section 
22.36.030 D of the City of Martinez Zoning Code, Section IIIC.3 of the City of Pleasant Hill Planned Unit Development Ordinance, and 
Article2. 10-2.3.206 Table A of the City of Walnut Creek Zoning Code. 

8.6.2 East Parcel Parking 
All commercial land uses proposed for the East Parcel are categorized as a shopping center. For shopping 
centers less than 100,000 square feet of GLA, the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum of 
four off-street parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of GLA. Table 8-5 summarizes the minimum parking 
requirement for the East Parcel and the proposed parking supply. As shown in Table 8-5, the Project 
proposes 145 off-street parking spaces on the East Parcel, which would result in a parking surplus of 26 
spaces compared to the minimum number off-street spaces required by the Zoning Ordinance for a 
shopping center less than 100,000 square feet. 
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Table 8-5:  City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance  
Off-Street Parking Requirements – East Parcel 

Land Use Quantity Units1 Rate Total Spaces 
Drug Store with Drive-Through 13.1 ksf 4.0 per ksf 53 
Shopping Center 4.0 ksf 4.0 per ksf 16 
High-Turnover/Sit-Down Restaurant 10 ksf 4.0 per ksf 40 
Coffee Shop with Drive-Through 2.4 ksf 4.0 per ksf 10 

Total Minimum Required Off-Street Parking Supply Based on Zoning Ordinance 119 

Proposed Off-Street Parking Supply 145 

Off-Street Parking Surplus (Deficit) 26 
Notes: 

1. Ksf = 1,000 square feet. 
Source: Section 32.300 of the City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance and Fehr & Peers, March 2019. 

The City of Hercules Zoning Ordinance requires minimum parking stall dimensions of nine feet by 18 feet 
and minimum drive aisle widths of 25 feet for two-way traffic. The Project proposes 25-foot drive aisles 
throughout the site and most parking stall dimensions are nine feet by 18 feet; however, the Project also 
proposes several compact parking spaces that are eight feet by 16.5 feet. Section 32.300 in the Zoning 
Ordinance states that each compact parking space must be at least eight feet in width and 16 feet in length.  
Up to 40 percent of all non-residential off-street parking may be designated as compact parking.  

Recommendation 11: Ensure that no more than 40 percent of the total non-residential off-street 
parking supply proposed on the Western and Eastern Parcels are designated as compact spaces. 

8.7 Sight Distance Analysis 
Due to concerns of driveway spacing with adjacent intersections, this section evaluates stopping sight 
distance and corner sight distance for the Project driveways at the Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway (#4), Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway (#6), Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 
Driveway (#9), the San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project Driveway (#11) , and the San Pablo Avenue/West 
Parcel Project Driveway (#13).  In addition, sight distance was also evaluated for the Sycamore Avenue/South 
Front Street intersection (#5) per request from City of Hercules staff. Chapter 400 of the HDM defines the 
minimum required sight distances for different design speeds. The HDM defines two kinds of sight distance: 
SSD and CSD.  SSD is the distance required by the driver of a vehicle, traveling at a given speed, to bring 
the vehicle to a stop after an object on the road becomes visible and in advance of reaching the object. CSD 
is the intersection line of sight maintained between the driver of a vehicle waiting at the crossroad and the 



Final Transportation Impact Assessment 
Sycamore Crossing Project 

May 2019 

 80 

driver of an approaching vehicle. Failure to meet either minimum sight distance could warrant the 
installation of traffic control. 

8.7.1 Sycamore Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway (#4) 
Sycamore Avenue has a posted speed limit of 25 mph within the study area. A 25 mph design speed has a 
minimum SSD of 150 feet and a minimum CSD of 275 feet, based on the HDM. CSD at the West Parcel 
Project Driveway would be less than 275 feet due to the provision of angled on-street parking along 
eastbound Sycamore Avenue adjacent to the Project driveway. The intersection would be all-way-stop-
controlled, which mitigates the inadequate sight distance.  

8.7.2 Sycamore Avenue/S. Front Street (#5) 
CSD at the stop-controlled approach on South Front Street is about 275 feet for westbound Sycamore 
Avenue, which also provides adequate SSD for vehicles traveling westbound on Sycamore Avenue (which 
has a posted speed limit of 25 mph). CSD at the stop-controlled approach on South Front Street is less than 
275 feet for eastbound Sycamore Avenue due to the provision of angled on-street parking along westbound 
Sycamore Avenue adjacent to the west side of the intersection with South Front Street. This is an existing 
deficiency; the deficiency would not be introduced by the Project. Prohibiting angled on-street parking 
adjacent to the west side of South Front Street along eastbound Sycamore Avenue should be considered 
to provide a minimum CSD of 275 feet. Alternatively, installing an all-way-stop control at the Sycamore 
Avenue/S. Front Street intersection (#5) would address the sight distance concern without requiring removal 
of on-street parking on Sycamore Avenue. 

Recommendation 12: Consider prohibiting angled on-street parking along westbound Sycamore 
Avenue adjacent to the west side of South Front Street to provide a minimum CSD of 275 feet for 
vehicles at the stop-controlled approach on South Front Street, which would also provide adequate 
SSD for vehicles traveling along eastbound Sycamore Avenue. Alternatively, installing an all-way-
stop control at the Sycamore Avenue/S. Front Street intersection (#5) would address the sight 
distance concern without requiring removal of on-street parking on Sycamore Avenue. 

8.7.3 Sycamore Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway (#6) 
CSD at the East Parcel Project Driveway is between 275 and 300 feet which provides adequate SSD for 
vehicles traveling in either direction on Sycamore Avenue (which has a posted speed limit of 25 mph) and 
adequate CSD for vehicles exiting the Project site.  
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8.7.4 Tsushima Street/West Parcel Project 
Driveway (#9) 
Tsushima Street also has a posted speed limit of 25 mph within the study area. CSD at the West Parcel 
Project Driveway is about 275 feet for conflicts with northbound vehicles on Tsushima Street and 400 feet 
for conflicts with southbound vehicles on Tsushima Street. This driveway provides adequate SSD for vehicles 
traveling along both directions of Tsushima Street, and adequate CSD for vehicles exiting the Project site at 
this driveway.  

8.7.5 San Pablo Avenue/East Parcel Project 
Driveway (#11) 
San Pablo Avenue has a posted speed limit of 40 mph within the study area. A 40 mph design speed has a 
minimum SSD of 300 feet and a minimum CSD of 440 feet, based on the HDM. This intersection is signalized 
but would allow right turns on red from the East Parcel Project Driveway onto westbound/southbound San 
Pablo Avenue. CSD for this movement is about 440 feet for conflicts with vehicles exiting the upstream San 
Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue intersection (#7). This distance assumes a berm that currently blocks the 
sightline will be removed as part of the Project. This driveway provides adequate SSD for westbound/ 
southbound vehicles traveling on San Pablo Avenue, and adequate CSD for vehicles exiting the Project site 
at this driveway.  

8.7.6 San Pablo Avenue/West Parcel Project 
Driveway (#13) 
As mentioned above, San Pablo Avenue has a posted speed limit of 40 mph, which suggests a minimum 
SSD of 300 feet and a minimum CSD of 440 feet should be provided based on the HDM.  The Project 
driveway would be restricted to right-turn in/right-turn out only access and would provide about 500 in 
CSD, which is adequate.  

The Project site plan indicates that landscaping, including trees, would be provided along the project 
frontages on San Pablo Avenue, Sycamore Avenue, and Tsushima Street, which could potentially obstruct 
sightlines to and from each Project driveway. Monument signs on San Pablo Avenue and/or Sycamore 
Avenue for the commercial uses could potentially obstruct sightlines and reduce sight distances. 

Recommendation 13: Maintain landscaping along San Pablo Avenue, Sycamore Avenue, and 
Tsushima Street to avoid sight distance conflicts (shrubs should not be higher than approximately 
30 inches and tree canopies should be no less than six feet from the ground). 
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Recommendation 14: Ensure monument signage on San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue 
does not interfere with sight distance for drivers at all five Project driveways. 

8.8 Other Thresholds 
8.8.1 Change in Air Traffic Patterns 
The discussion of changes in air traffic patterns is based on an application of applicable significance 
standards. The Buchanan Field Airport in Concord, CA is the closest to the Project site and is located about 
12 miles east of the site. The proposed building heights are not expected to interfere with current flight 
patterns of Buchanan Field Airport or other nearby airports. Therefore, the project would not result in 
change in air traffic patterns. The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on air traffic patterns. 

8.8.2 Transportation Hazards 
The discussion of transportation hazards is based on application the applicable significance standards. The 
Project site plan provides only conceptual drawings; the final project design will be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with applicable design standards, such as adequate sight distance for pedestrians and vehicles 
at project driveways.  

The proposed Project would provide five primary access points: two on Sycamore Avenue (#4 and #6), one 
on Tsushima Street (#9), and two on San Pablo Avenue (#11 and #13). The Project would also upgrade the 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure along the Project frontage. The final design for the project is expected 
to minimize potential conflicts between various modes and provide safe and efficient pedestrian, bicycle, 
and vehicle circulation within the site and between the Project and the surrounding circulation systems. This 
is a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation measures are required. 

8.8.3 Construction Period Impacts 
Off-site intersection impacts of the proposed project were found to be less-than-significant based on the 
significance criteria. However, there could be temporary, although significant impacts during the 
construction phase of the project. The discussion of construction-period impacts is based on an application 
of significance standards. 

It is expected that the majority of construction truck related traffic will use I-80 and/or SR 4 to access the 
Project site as those routes provide the most direct and quickest access to the regional roadway network. 
Truck traffic that occurs during the weekday peak commute hours (7:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM) 
may result in worse LOS and higher delays at study intersections during the construction period.  
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Recommendation 15: The Project applicant shall develop a Construction Traffic Management Plan 
as part of a larger Construction Management Plan to address potentially significant impacts during 
the Project’s construction.  

Thus, with the implementation of Recommendation 15, the proposed project would not result in a 
substantial, though temporary, adverse effect on the circulation system during construction of the project. 
This is a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation measures are required. 

8.8.4 Consistency with Adopted Policies and Plans or 
Programs Supporting Alternative Transportation 
The discussion of consistency with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation is based on an application of the applicable significance standards. The Project would be 
consistent with these policies, plans, and programs; this is a less-than-significant impact. 

8.9 Conclusion 
The analysis presented in this report did not identify any new significant impacts that were not disclosed as 
part of the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Environmental Impact Report. 
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November 12, 2014 
 
 
Holly P. Smith, AICP, Planning Director 
City of Hercules 
111 Civic Drive 
Hercules, CA 94547  

Subject: CEQA Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis for the Proposed Sycamore 
Crossing Project in Hercules, California 

Dear Ms. Smyth: 

FirstCarbon Solutions is pleased to provide the following Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
analysis consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Appendix G Environmental Checklist for the proposed Sycamore Crossing project.  Once reviewed by city 
staff, the following analysis will be included as part of the overall environmental impact assessment 
contained in the forthcoming CEQA document prepared for the project. 

This analysis includes a review of the analysis, mitigation measures, and impact findings of the Updated 
2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, and the project’s impact relative to the Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan (Redevelopment Plan).  The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR found that the Redevelopment 
Plan would generate the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

• Impact AQ-1.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-1 applied) 

 

• Impact AQ-5.  Exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) thresholds of 
significance for regional pollutants. 
(Mitigation Measures AQ-5a and AQ-5b applied) 

 

• Impact AQ-8.  Cumulatively considerable net increase in PM10 emissions.   
(Mitigation Measures AQ-5 and AQ-6 applied) 

 
The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR found that the Redevelopment Plan would generate the 
following less than significant impacts: 

• Impact AQ-2.  Construction exhaust and fugitive dust from demolition or construction activities. 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2 applied) 

 

• Impact AQ-3.  Exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants. 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-3 applied) 
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• Impact AQ-4.  Carbon monoxide hotspot generation from project operation. 
(Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 applied) 

 

• Impact AQ-6.  Generate greenhouse gases that would significantly contribute to cumulative 
impacts of global climate change. 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-6 applied) 

 

• Impact AQ-7.  Expose a large number of people to objectionable odors. 
(Mitigation Measures AQ-5 and AQ-6 applied) 

 
The analysis provided herein demonstrates that the Sycamore Crossing Project would not result in any 
new substantial impacts and would not exceed the level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no 
project modifications, physical changes on the property, or new information or changed circumstances 
are identified that would result in any new significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any 
previously identified air quality effect. 

BAAQMD’s 1999 CEQA Guidelines and thresholds were used in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan 
EIR.  Since the certification of the EIR by the City of Hercules, BAAQMD adopted its 2010 CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines (2010 Air Quality Guidelines) with associated 2010 Thresholds of Significance (2010 
Thresholds).  The 2010 Air Quality Guidelines were updated with minor edits in May 2011; however, for 
the purposes of clarity, the updated 2011 Air Quality Guidelines are referred to in this document by the 
2010 adoption date (2010 Air Quality Guidelines).   

On January 4, 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court issued a judgment, in California Building 
Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, finding that the BAAQMD had failed to 
comply with CEQA when it adopted its 2010 Air Quality Guidelines.  On March 5, 2012, the Court ruled 
that the adoption of new thresholds (including new thresholds for construction exhaust, operational 
regional pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and PM2.5) is considered a “project” under CEQA, and, thus, 
the BAAQMD should have prepared the required CEQA review and documentation for the 2010 Air 
Quality Guidelines, which provided the 2010 Air Quality Thresholds.  The Court issued a writ of mandate 
ordering the BAAQMD to set aside the 2010 Air Quality Thresholds and cease dissemination of them 
until the BAAQMD had complied with CEQA.  As such, this ruling effectively nullified the BAAQMD’s 
adoption of the 2010 Air Quality Thresholds, and the BAAQMD ceased recommending them for use in 
evaluating significance of projects.  The BAAQMD appealed the Alameda County Superior Court’s 
decision and the Court of Appeals reversed the trial court.  However, the Court of Appeal’s decision does 
provide the means by which the BAAQMD may ultimately reinstate the greenhouse gas emissions and 
toxic air contaminant thresholds.  Therefore, the BAAQMD cannot legally, and does not, recommend the 
2010 Air Quality Thresholds.  Instead, BAAQMD expressly states that agencies may continue to rely on 
the Air District’s 1999 Thresholds of Significance and they may continue to make determinations 
regarding the significance of an individual project’s air quality impacts based on the substantial evidence 
in the record for that project. 

In view of the legal uncertainty regarding the 2010 Air Quality Thresholds, the BAAQMD released a new 
version of the Air Quality Guidelines in May 2012 removing the 2010 Air Quality Thresholds.  The 
BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies determine appropriate air quality thresholds of significance 
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based on substantial evidence in the record.  Therefore, the City of Hercules, the lead agency, has 
determined that the 1999 Air Quality Guidelines and Thresholds are appropriate for the analysis of this 
project, consistent with the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, which also utilized the 1999 CEQA 
Guidelines and Thresholds.  Pursuant to the 1999 CEQA Guidelines, if a project does not exceed the 
thresholds contained within the guidelines, it will result in a less than significant impact.  Table 1 shows 
the thresholds established in the 1999 CEQA Guidelines.  

Table 1: BAAQMD 1999 Thresholds for Project-Level Construction and Operational Impacts 

Pollutant Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

ROG None 80 lbs/day

NOx   None 80 lbs/day

PM10 None 80 lbs/day

PM2.5 None None

PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive dust) BMPs 9.0 ppm (8-hour average),
20 ppm (1-hour average) 

TACs None • Increased cancer risk of >10 in a 
million 

• Increased non-cancer risk of >1 
Hazard Index 

Cumulative TACs None None

Accidental Release None Storage or use of acutely hazardous 
materials near receptors or new 
receptors near stored or used 
acutely hazardous materials  

Odor None >1 confirmed complaint per year 
averages over three years or 3 
unconfirmed complaints per year 
averaged over three years.   

Notes: 
lbs/day = pounds per day ROG = reactive organic gases 
NOx  = nitrous oxides PM = particulate matter 
CO = carbon monoxide BMPs = best management practices 
TACs = toxic air contaminants 
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1999 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide the following Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
analysis for the Sycamore Crossing Project.  Should you have a questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at either (714) 508-4100 or MBean@fcs-intl.com. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mary Bean, Project Director 
FirstCarbon Solutions 
1350 Treat Boulevard, Suite 380 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 
 

Enc: Appendix A: CalEEMod Modeling Output 
 Appendix B: Methodology 
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Air Quality Impact Analysis 
The City of Hercules, the lead agency, has determined that the 1999 Air Quality Guidelines and 
Thresholds are appropriate for the analysis of this project, consistent with the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan EIR, which also utilized the 1999 CEQA Guidelines and Thresholds.  Pursuant to the 
1999 CEQA Guidelines, if a project does not exceed the thresholds contained within the guidelines, it will 
result in a less than significant impact.     

Would the project: 

Impact AIR (a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Impact AQ-1 contains the analysis and findings for air quality 
plan consistency.  The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR found that although development of the 
project site is intended to achieve consistency among the City’s land use plans, the population and 
vehicle trip increases associated with the project are not included in the BAAQMD’s Clean Air Plans 
(CAPs) population and vehicle trip inventory.  The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR found that the 
City’s land use planning would achieve the same results as transportation control measures (TCMs) 
within the applicable CAPs, and the land use plans provide adequate buffers around sources of odors 
and toxic air contaminants.  However, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The City shall 
provide updated population projections that include the growth in population as a result 
of the buildout of Sycamore Crossing and Hill Town sites to the Association of Bay Area 
Governments and BAAQMD to incorporate into the air quality planning for the Bay Area. 

 

Project Impact Analysis 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan was assessed under the CAPs current at the time of analysis, 
which included: 

• Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan and Triennial Assessment 
• 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan 
• 2005 Ozone Strategy. 

 

The BAAQMD’s current CAP is the 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP).  The 2010 CAP accounts for 
projections of population growth provided by Association of Bay Area Governments and vehicle miles 
traveled provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and it identifies strategies to bring 
regional emissions into compliance with federal and state air quality standards.  The BAAQMD’s 
Guidance provides two criteria for determining if a plan-level project is consistent with the current Air 
Quality Plan (AQP) control measures.  However, the BAAQMD does not provide a threshold of 
significance for project-level consistency analysis.  Therefore, the following criteria will be used for 
determining a project’s consistency with the AQP: 
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• Criterion 1: Does the project support the primary goals of the AQP?  
• Criterion 2: Does the project include applicable control measures from the AQP? 
• Criterion 3: Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any AQP control measures? 

 

Criterion 1: Support Primary Goals of AQP 
The primary goals of the 2010 CAP, the current AQP to date, are to: 

• Attain air quality standards; 
• Reduce population exposure to unhealthy air and protecting public health in the Bay Area; and 
• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. 

 
The project would comply with the City of Hercules General Plan and would provide nearby residents 
with a variety of retail uses, restaurants, fitness center, and grocery store services.  The project would 
also provide the project area with employment opportunities.  The project supports the primary goals of 
the AQP by providing food and retail services that are close to existing residential and urban 
development.  In addition, the project would include bicycle facilities and sidewalks.   

As shown in Impacts AIR b, AIR d, and AIR e, the project would not create a localized violation of state or 
federal air quality standards, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people after incorporation of mitigation measures.  
However, as detailed in Impact AIR (c), operation of the project would exceed the BAAQMD’s regional 
thresholds of significance for the ozone precursors reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) and would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  Therefore, the project is would not be 
consistent with criterion 1. 

Criterion 2: Applicable Control Measures of AQP 
The 2010 CAP contains 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the Bay Area.  Along with 
the traditional stationary, area, mobile source, and transportation control measures, the 2010 CAP 
contains a number of new control measures designed to protect the climate and promote mixed use, 
compact development to reduce vehicle emissions and exposure to pollutants from stationary and 
mobile sources (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2010). 

None of the 18 stationary source control measures are applicable to the project.  In addition, none of the 
10 mobile source measures or six land use and local impact measures apply to the project.  Of the TCMs, 
TCM D (Support Focused Growth) measures D-1 through D-3 apply to the project.  The project would be 
consistent with the Support Focused Growth measures: 

• TCM D-1 Bicycle Access & Facilities Improvement: The segment of San Pablo Avenue adjacent to 
the project site has existing Class II Bike Lanes on both westbound and eastbound lanes.  The 
project design connects exterior roadways to the interior of the project with multiple driveways 
and dedicated pedestrian paths.  The project must comply with the Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan EIR mitigation, including Mitigation Measure AQ-5b, which requires site connection with the 
regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system, transit information kiosks, and secure and conveniently 
located bicycle parking and storage for workers and kiosks.  Finally, the project must comply with 
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mandatory measures of the California Green Building Standards Code, which includes the 
following components: 
- Short-term bicycle parking.  If a commercial project is anticipated to generate visitor traffic, 

provide permanently anchored bicycle racks within 200 feet of the visitors’ entrance, readily 
visible to passers-by, for 5 percent of visitor motorized vehicle parking capacity, with a minimum 
of one two-bike capacity rack (5.106.4.1). 

- Long-term bicycle parking.  For buildings with over 10 tenant-occupants, provide secure bicycle 
parking for 5 percent of tenant-occupied motorized vehicle parking capacity, with a minimum of 
one space (5.106.4.2). 

 

• TCM D-2 Pedestrian Access & Facilities Improvements.  Sidewalks will be provided along the 
perimeter of the project.  The project proposes interior sidewalks and direct pedestrian 
connections to the perimeter sidewalks.  The project must comply with the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan EIR mitigation, including Mitigation Measure AQ-5b, which requires sidewalk 
improvements and site connection with the regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system.  

 

• TCM D-3 Local Land Use Strategies.  The project is located in close proximity to existing residential 
land uses.  In addition, the project site is approximately 0.6 mile from the proposed Intermodal 
Transit Center (to be located on Bayfront Boulevard near Refugio Creek), 0.35 mile from the 
Hercules Transit Center located on Willow Avenue, as well near existing Class II Bicycle Lanes along 
San Pablo Avenue.  

 
Relative to the Energy and Climate measures contained in the 2010 CAP, the project would be consistent 
with all applicable measures: 

• Energy Efficiency: The project applicant would be required to conform to the energy efficiency 
requirements of the California Building Standards Code, also known as Title 24.  Specifically, the 
project must implement the requirements of the most recent Building Energy Efficiency Standards, 
which is the current version of Title 24.  The 2013 Building Efficiency Standards were adopted, in 
part, to meet an Executive order in the Green Building Initiative to improve the energy efficiency 
of buildings through aggressive standards.   

 

• Renewable Energy.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas 
service to the City.  PG&E facilities include nuclear, natural gas, and hydroelectric facilities.  PG&E’s 
2012 power mix consisted of nuclear generation (21.0 percent), large hydroelectric facilities (11.0 
percent) and renewable resources (19.0 percent), such as wind, geothermal, biomass and small 
hydro.  The remaining portion came from natural gas (27.0 percent), and unspecified sources (21.0 
percent). 

 

• Urban Heat Island Mitigation and Shade Tree Planting.  The project would implement landscaping 
including trees onsite.  The project must comply with the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR 
mitigation, including Mitigation Measure AQ-5b, which requires shade trees near buildings to 
directly shield them from the sun’s rays and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy 
demand. 
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In summary, the project would meet all of the Transportation Control Measures and Energy and Climate 
Measures contained in the 2010 Clean Air Plan.  The project would be consistent with this criterion. 

Criterion 3: Hinder or Disrupt AQP Control Measures 
The project will not preclude extension of a transit line or bike path, propose excessive parking beyond 
parking requirements, or otherwise create an impediment or disruption to implementation of any AQP 
control measures.  Indeed, as shown above, the project incorporates several AQP control measures as 
project design features.  The project would be consistent with this criterion.  

As detailed in Impact AIR (b), AIR (d), and AIR (e), the project would not violate an air quality standard, 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollution concentrations, or create objectionable odors 
affecting a significant number of people, respectively.  As shown in Impact AIR (c), the project would 
violate air quality standards for criteria pollutants ROG and NOx during project operation.  Therefore, the 
project would conflict with the 2010 Clean Air Plan adopted by the BAAQMD. 

Impact AIR (a) Summary 

The project would conflict with the AQP because its emissions exceed the BAAQMD significance 
thresholds for ROG and NOx during the Project’s operation (Criterion 1).   

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR found that development of the project site would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  Therefore, the project would not result in any new substantial 
impacts and would not exceed the level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no project 
modifications, physical changes on the property, or new information or changed circumstances are 
identified that would result in any new significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any 
previously identified air quality effect. 

Impact AIR (b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

This impact relates to localized criteria pollutant impacts, also known as “hotspots.”  Potential localized 
impacts would be exceedances of state or federal standards for PM2.5, PM10 or carbon monoxide (CO).  
Particulate matter emissions (PM10) are of concern during construction because of the potential to emit 
fugitive dust during earth-disturbing activities.  CO emissions are of concern during project operation 
because operational CO hotspots are related to increases in on-road vehicle congestion.  Regional 
construction and operational impacts are not addressed in this section but are discussed in Impact AIR 
(c), below. 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Impacts AQ-2 and AQ-4 contain the analysis and findings for 
construction-generated fugitive dust and operational CO, respectively.  The EIR found that development 
of the project site could generate construction period fugitive dust that could temporarily affect local air 
quality.  However, the EIR states that with Mitigation Measure AQ-2, construction-generated dust 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  In addition, the EIR found that development of the 
project site would add to CO concentrations on nearby streets and intersections; however, those CO 
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concentrations would not exceed state or federal ambient air quality standards.  Therefore, the 
Redevelopment Plan’s CO impact is less than significant.  

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2: For all discretionary 
grading, demolition, or construction activity in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan 
Area, require implementation of the following dust control measures by construction 
contractors, where applicable:  

 

During demolition of existing structures: 
• Water active demolition areas to control dust generation during demolition of structures and 

break-up of pavement.  
• Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site.  
• Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever debris being loaded is sufficiently 

elevated above the truck. 
 

During all construction phases: 
• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.  
• Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the 

wind.  
• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all trucks to maintain 

at least 2 feet of freeboard.  
• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access 

roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites.  
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 

construction sites.  
• Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 

public streets.  
• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously 

graded areas inactive for ten days or more).  
• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, 

sand, etc.).  
• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.  
• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.  
• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

 

To reduce engine exhaust emissions: 
• Use alternative fueled construction equipment;  
• Minimize idling time (5 minutes maximum);  
• Maintain properly tuned equipment;  
• Limit the hours of operation of heavy equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use. 
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Project Impact Analysis 

Construction Fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 
Construction activities associated with development activities contemplated by the project would 
include grading, building construction, and paving.  Generally, the most substantial localized air pollutant 
emissions would be dust generated from site grading.  If uncontrolled, these emissions could lead to 
both health and nuisance impacts.  Construction activities would also temporarily create emissions of 
equipment exhaust and other air contaminants.  The project’s potential impacts from equipment 
exhaust are assessed separately in Impact AIR (c), below.   

BAAQMD does not recommend a numerical threshold for fugitive, dust-related particulate matter 
emissions.  Instead, BAAQMD bases the determination of significance for fugitive dust on a consideration 
of the control measures to be implemented.  If all appropriate emissions control measures 
recommended by BAAQMD are implemented for a project, then fugitive dust emissions during 
construction are not considered significant.  The project must comply with applicable mitigation 
measures from the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR.  The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 includes the emission control measures recommended by BAAQMD, thereby 
reducing this impact to less than significant.   

Carbon Monoxide 
CO emissions from traffic generated by the project would be the greatest pollutant of concern at the 
local level, since congested intersections with a large volume of traffic have the greatest potential to 
cause high, localized concentrations of CO.  The BAAQMD recommends a screening analysis to determine 
if a project has the potential to contribute to a carbon monoxide hotspot.  The screening criteria identify 
when site-specific carbon monoxide dispersion modeling is necessary.  The project would result in a less 
than significant impact to air quality for local carbon monoxide if the following screening criteria are 
met: 

• The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional transportation 
plan, and local congestion management agency plans; or 

 

• The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 
44,000 vehicles per hour; or 

 

• The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 
24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g., 
tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade roadway). 

 
The City of Hercules does not have a congestion management plan therefore; the Project would not 
conflict with an available plan therefore satisfying the first criteria.  Furthermore, applicable surface 
streets within the project area that has high traffic volumes includes San Pablo Avenue, which forms the 
southern boundary of the project site.  Traffic volumes on San Pablo Avenue is approximately 28,400 
vehicles per day (CEHTP 2013), which is well below the screening thresholds identified above.  Therefore, 
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the project would meet the BAAQMD’s screening criteria, and would not generate a significant CO 
hotspot impact. 

Impact AIR (b) Summary 

The project would incorporate the BAAQMD’s recommended fugitive dust control best management 
practices for construction through compliance with the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2.  In addition, the project would not exceed the BAAQMD’s screening criteria for 
CO hotspot.  Therefore, the project would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
localized air quality violation.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

The EIR found that development of the project site would result in a potentially significant impact 
requiring mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant for this criterion.  Therefore, the project 
would not result in any new substantial impacts and would not exceed the level of impacts previously 
identified.  In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the property, or new information or 
changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new significant air quality effect or 
increase the severity of any previously identified air quality effect. 

Impact AIR (c) 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 
(including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

This impact is related to regional criteria pollutant impacts.  Non-attainment pollutants of concern for 
this impact are ozone, PM10 and PM2.5.  Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is a regional 
pollutant formed by a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere.  Ozone precursors ROG and NOx react 
in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone.  Therefore, the BAAQMD does not have a 
recommended ozone threshold, but it does have regional thresholds of significance for project-emitted 
NOx and ROG.  In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the 
emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable in light of 
emissions from other existing and future projects.  If a project exceeds the identified significance 
thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality 
impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions.   

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Impacts AQ-2, AQ-5, and AQ-8 contain the analysis and 
findings for construction-generated emissions, operational regional pollutants, and cumulatively 
considerable net increase in PM10, respectively.   

The EIR concluded that for construction exhaust emissions, construction equipment are already included 
in the emission inventory that is the basis for the regional air quality plans, and thus are not expected to 
impede attainment or maintenance of ozone and carbon monoxide standards in the Bay Area.  For 
operational emissions, the EIR concluded that incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-5a and AQ-5b 
would reduce emissions of ROG and NOx to less than significant; however, the Redevelopment Plan’s 
operational PM10 emissions would remain significant and unavoidable.  Because the Redevelopment 
Plan’s operational PM10 emissions remained significant and unavoidable, the EIR found that 
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Redevelopment Plan’s PM10 emissions would be considered a cumulatively significant contribution to the 
region’s air pollutant levels.  Impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-5a: All development 
shall be required to implement feasible BAAQMD mitigation measures for reducing 
vehicle and area source emissions from suburban residential projects.  Feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce vehicle and area source emissions for a suburban 
residential development include: 

• Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths, connecting project residences to 
adjacent schools, parks, nearest transit stop and nearby commercial areas.  

• Construct transit amenities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc.  
• Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project land uses to transit 

stops and adjacent development.  
• Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light colored construction 

materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, 
and include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun′s rays 
and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy demand.  

• Eliminate wood burning fireplaces or devices.  Install a gas outlet in proposed 
outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits.  Offer as an option on homes to install a gas 
outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a gas barbeque. 

• Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 
equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 
requirements (Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings and Green Building Standards).  Use window glazing and insulation, wall 
insulation, and efficient ventilation methods.  

• Encourage the use of battery-powered or electrical landscaping equipment and 
discourage the use of leaf blowers and other dust-producing equipment by 
installing electrical outlets on the exterior walls of both the front and back of all 
residences and requiring home owners associations prohibit the use of leaf 
blowers. 

• Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of plants, trees, and 
shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered landscape maintenance equipment.  

• Provide a 220-volt utility drop or other dedicated outlet that is adaptable for use by 
electric or rechargeable hybrid vehicles that are generally available to consumers. 

 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-5b: All commercial uses 
shall apply Transportation System Management measures to reduce trips and 
incorporate design features to reduce area source emissions.  Appropriate strategies 
include: 

• Provide physical improvements, such as sidewalk improvements, landscaping, and bicycle 
parking that would act as incentives for pedestrian and bicycle modes of travel.  

• Connect site with regional bikeway/pedestrian trail system.  
• Provide transit information kiosks.  



Holly P. Smyth 
November 12, 2014 
Page 13 
 
 

• Provide secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and storage for workers and 
patrons.  

• Provide electric vehicle charging facilities.  
• Provide preferential parking for Low Emission Vehicles (LEVs).  
• Utilize reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light colored construction 

materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, and 
include shade trees near buildings to directly shield them from the sun′s rays and reduce 
local air temperature and cooling energy demand.  

• Use efficient heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, 
refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units that meet or exceed Title 24 requirements 
(Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and Green 
Building Standards).  Use window glazing and insulation, wall insulation, and efficient 
ventilation methods.  

• Landscape with drought resistant and low maintenance species of plants, trees, and 
shrubs to reduce the demand for gas-powered landscape maintenance equipment.  

 
Project Impact Analysis 

Construction Emissions 
The project would result in construction of less overall development than that analyzed in the EIR.  
Therefore, the overall construction activity would be less under the proposed project than that analyzed 
in the EIR.  In addition, implementation of California Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s) regulations for in-use 
off-road diesel vehicles has resulted in increased turnover of construction equipment fleets, essentially 
replacing older vehicles with newer, cleaner vehicles or by applying exhaust retrofits.  Therefore, the 
project would result in a reduced construction exhaust impact compared with that analyzed in the EIR.   

Operation Emissions 
Project operational emissions were estimated using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2.  The trip generation 
rates are from the project specific traffic memorandum prepared by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & Peers 2014).  
The internal trip capture (i.e., the share of trips generated that remain within the project site such as a 
patron going to both the supermarket and the fuel center) and walk/bike/transit trip reductions 
identified in the project’s traffic memo were incorporated into the emissions analysis.  In addition, model 
defaults for pass-by rates were adjusted to the project-specific pass-by rates.  A pass-by trip accounts for 
vehicles already on the roadway network that stop at the project site as they pass-by; the pass-by trips 
are existing vehicle trips in the community.   

CalEEMod estimates operational pollutants for both daily emission rates and by annual average emission 
rates.  Specifically, the daily emission rates are estimated by season (winter and summer).  The 
operational daily emissions for the winter season and summer season are shown in Table 2 and Table 3, 
respectively.  The annual average emissions estimate for project operation is provided in Table 4.  As 
shown in the tables, the project would not exceed BAAQMD’s daily significance thresholds.  Therefore, 
the project’s operational impacts are less than significant.   
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Table 2: Daily Operational Daily Emissions 2016 (Winter) 

Source 

Daily Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 3.31 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.14 1.31 0.10 0.10

Mobile 67.02 77.78 49.07 13.71

Total Emissions 70.47 79.09 49.17 13.81

1999 Threshold of Significance 80 80 80 None

Significant Impact? No No No No

Notes: 
Abbreviations: 
ROG = reactive organic gases PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns and less in diameter 
NOX = nitrogen oxides  PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns and less in diameter 
< 1 = less than one 
Source: First Carbon Solutions 2014 (CalEEMod Output for year 2016) 
Source of thresholds: BAAQMD 1999.   

 

Table 3: Daily Operational Daily Emissions 2016 (Summer) 

Source 

Daily Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 3.31 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.144 1.31 0.10 0.10

Mobile 68.24 68.02 49.07 13.71

Total Emissions 71.70 69.33 49.17 13.81

1999 Threshold of Significance 80 80 80 None

Significant Impact? No No No No

Notes: 
Abbreviations: 
ROG = reactive organic gases PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns and less in diameter 
NOX = nitrogen oxides  PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns and less in diameter 
< 1 = less than one 
Source: First Carbon Solutions 2014 (CalEEMod Output for year 2016) 
Source of thresholds: BAAQMD 1999.   
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Table 4: Annual Average Operational Emissions 2016  

Parameter 

Emissions  

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total Annual Tons 9.74 10.93 6.92 1.95

Total Annual Pounds 19,472 21,859 13,831 3,906

Days Per Year 365

Average lbs/day 53.35 59.89 37.89 10.70

1999 Threshold of Significance 80 80 80 None

Significant Impact? No No No No

Notes: 
Abbreviations: 
ROG = reactive organic gases PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns and less in diameter 
NOX = nitrogen oxides  PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns and less in diameter 
< 1 = less than one 
Source: First Carbon Solutions 2014 (CalEEMod Output for year 2016) 
Source of thresholds: BAAQMD 1999.   

 

Impact AIR (c) Summary 

The project was found to be less than significant for both construction and operational pollutants.   

The EIR found that development of the project site, in conjunction with development of the Hill Town 
Site, would result in the exceedance of BAAQMD thresholds.  Specifically, PM10 emissions would exceed 
1999 Thresholds after incorporation of Mitigation Measures AQ-5a and AQ-5b, and this impact was 
determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact.  Therefore, the project would not result in any 
new substantial impacts and would not exceed the level of impacts previously identified; impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the 
property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new 
significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified air quality effect. 

Impact AIR (d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

This discussion addresses whether the project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations from construction fugitive dust, operational carbon monoxide, or operational health risk 
from toxic air contaminants (TACs).   

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Impacts AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4 contain the analysis and 
findings for construction-generated fugitive dust, exposing sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, 
and generation of operational CO hotspots, respectively.  
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The EIR found that the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan would generate fugitive dust from 
construction activities; however, emissions would be less than significant with incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (provided in Impact AIR (b), above).  The EIR concluded that operation of the 
project would result in a less than significant CO impact.  Finally, the EIR concluded that construction and 
operation of the project site could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants concentrations.  
Specifically, buildout of the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan would result in the location of sensitive 
receptors within 500 feet of the freeway.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would 
reduce this impact to less than significant.   

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3: The siting of 
residential uses on the Hill Town site in proximity to I-80 shall follow one or more of the 
following approaches to the satisfaction of the City of Hercules Planning Director: 

• Site residential structures on the project site further than 500 feet from the nearest 
lane of Interstate 80 (I-80).  This could be accomplished by placing open space, roads 
and/or parking along the eastern portion of the project site.  

• Alternatively, air quality sampling studies or air quality modeling could be undertaken 
to establish an appropriate alternate residential setback from the freeway.  The 
alternate residential setback must provide a reduction in exposure to toxic air 
contaminants equivalent to the 70 percent reduction upon which the CARB distance 
recommendation is based.  

• A third alternative measure would be to provide mechanical ventilation to residences 
with filtration units to remove fine particulate at all residences within 500 feet of I-80.  
Since the CARB recommendation for a setback is based on a 70 percent reduction in 
particulate concentration, the air handling system shall have an efficiency of no less 
than 70 percent in removing particles less than 0.3 microns in diameter.  Commercially 
available systems with this efficiency utilize either special pleated filter mediums or 
electrostatic filters to clean the air.  These systems will increase project costs, increase 
energy consumption slightly, and will require regular maintenance. 

 
Project Impact Analysis 

Construction: Fugitive Dust 
As shown in Impact AIR (b) above, the project would generate less than significant quantities of fugitive 
dust from project construction as a result of compliance with the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 contains the BAAQMD’s recommended 
fugitive dust control best management practices for construction.  Therefore, the project would not 
expose receptors to substantial fugitive dust concentrations from construction activities. 

Operation: CO Hotspot 
As shown in Impact AIR (b) above, the project would not create a localized CO hotspot.  Therefore, the 
project would not expose receptors to substantial CO concentrations from operational activities. 
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Construction and Operation: Toxic Air Contaminants 
This analysis contains analysis and results from the Health Risk Assessment Report prepared by FCS on 
November 13, 2014.  A health risk is the probability that exposure to a given TAC under a given set of 
conditions will result in an adverse health effect.  The health risk is affected by several factors, such as 
the amount, toxicity, and concentration of the contaminant; meteorological conditions; distance from 
the emission sources to people; the distance between the emission sources; the age, health, and lifestyle 
of the people living or working at a location; and the length of exposure to the toxic air contaminant. 

Health risks from TACs are twofold.  Some TACs are carcinogens according to the State of California, and 
have assigned cancer risks associated with long-term chronic exposure.  Second, non-cancer health 
effects to the respiratory system and other organs may occur from short-term acute and/or long-term 
exposure to certain TACs.  Some TACs are associated with both acute and long-term health risks.  Each of 
these health risks is discussed below. 

Cancer Risks 
According to California Office of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) methodology, 
health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk, which 
is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract 
cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology.  The cancer risk should be calculated 
using the following formula: 

 Dose-inh = (Cair * DBR * A * EF * ED * CF)/AT 

Where: 

Dose-inh = dose through inhalation (mg/kg-day) 
Cair = air concentration (µg/m3) from air dispersion model 
DBR = daily breathing rate (271 L/kg body weight per day) 
EF = exposure frequency (350 days per year) 
ED = exposure duration (70 years) 
CF = conversion factor (10-6 ([mg/µg] * [m3/L]) 
AT = averaging time (25,550 days or 70 years) 
 
 Cancer Risk = (Dose-inh * Cancer Potency Factor) 

Where: 

Cancer Risk = risk (potential chance per million people) 
Dose-inh = dose through inhalation (mg/kg per day) 
Cancer Potency Factor = toxicity factor (mg/kg per day) = 1.1 for DPM 

According to the BAAQMD formula the residential receptors equates to Cair * 285.85 = Cancer Risk.  The 
project-related DPM emissions were calculated through the use of the AERMOD model and the modeling 
parameters detailed above in Section 5.1.  The calculated emissions concentrations are shown in Exhibit 
6 and the AERMOD model cancer-related emissions printouts are provided in Appendix B.  
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Representative homes on all sides of the project site were analyzed and the greatest concentration of 
DPM from the proposed project of 0.0015 µg/m3 averaged over years 1996 to 2000 was found to occur 
at the home at 2180 Lewis Street, which is located north of the project site and adjacent to Front Street.  
Based on the above formula this would result in a cancer risk of 0.4 per million persons at the most 
impacted sensitive receptor.  The calculated cancer risk is within the BAAQMD threshold of significance 
of 10 per million persons.  Therefore, no significant long-term cancer impacts would occur from the 
operation of the proposed project. 

Non-Cancer Risks 
In addition to the cancer risk from exposure to DPM there is also the potential DPM exposure may result 
in adverse health impacts from acute and chronic illnesses, which are detailed below. 

Chronic Health Impacts 

Chronic health effects are characterized by prolonged or repeated exposure to a TAC over many days, 
months, or years.  Symptoms from chronic health impacts may not be immediately apparent and are 
often irreversible.  The chronic hazard index is based on the most impacted sensitive receptor from the 
proposed project and is calculated from the annual average concentrations of PM2.5 for the opening year 
2016.  The relationship for non-cancer chronic health effects is given by the equation: 

 HIDPM = CDPM/RELDPM 

Where: 

HIDPM = Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects. 
CDPM = Annual average diesel particulate matter concentration in µg/m3. 
RELDPM = Reference Exposure Level (REL) for diesel particulate matter; the diesel particulate matter 

concentration at which no adverse health effects are anticipated. 

The RELDPM is 5 µg/m3.  The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment as protective for the 
respiratory system has established this concentration.  The ISCST3 model found that the highest annual 
DPM concentration for the meteorological years of 1996 to 2000 at the most impacted sensitive receptor 
is 0.0032 µg/m3 for DPM equivalent chronic non-cancer risk emissions.  The resulting Hazard Index is: 

 HIDPM = 0.0032/5 = 0.00064 

The criterion for significance is a Chronic Hazard Index increase of 1.0 or greater.  Therefore, a less than 
significant chronic non-cancer health risk are anticipated at the residences located near the proposed 
project from project-related TAC emissions. 

Acute Health Impacts 

Acute health effects are characterized by sudden and severe exposure and rapid absorption of a TAC.  
Normally, a single large exposure is involved.  Acute health effects are often treatable and reversible.  
The acute hazard index is calculated from the maximum hourly concentrations of PM2.5 and TOG at the 
most impacted sensitive receptor, which has been calculated with the ISCST3 model for the 
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meteorological years 1996 to 200 and the parameters detailed above and in the Health Risk Assessment 
Report.  The relationship for non-cancer acute health effects is given by the equation: 

 AHI = C/AREL 

Where: 

AHI = Acute Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects. 
C = Maximum hourly concentration of either PM2.5 or TOG in µg/m3. 
AREL = Acute Reference Exposure Level. 

The AERMOD model found that the proposed project would create maximum hourly concentrations of 
0.05 µg/m3 of PM2.5 and 52.474 µg/m3 of TOG at the most impacted sensitive receptor.  Health Risk 
Assessment Report Appendix D provides the AERMOD output files for the PM2.5 calculations.  Health Risk 
Assessment Report Appendix E provides the AERMOD output files for the TOG calculations.  Table 5, 
below, provides a list of TAC pollutants from diesel emissions that have the potential to cause acute 
health risks, the associated pollutant analyzed in the AERMOD model, the ratio of the pollutant to total 
diesel emissions, the AREL for each pollutant and the calculated Acute Hazard Index for each pollutant. 

Table 5: Acute Non-Cancer Assessment 

TAC from Diesel 
Emissions Pollutant Diesel Weight Ratio1 

Acute Reference Exposure 
Level (AREL)2 (µg/m3) 

Acute Hazard 
Index (AHI) 

Acetaldehyde TOG 0.0735 470 8.21E-03

Acrolein TOG 0.003 25 6.30E-03

Arsenic PM 0.000002 0.2 4.96E-07

Benzene TOG 0.02 1,300 8.07E-04

Chlorine PM 0.00003 210 7.08E-09

Copper PM 0.00006 100 2.97E-08

Formaldehyde TOG 0.1471 55 1.40E-01

Mercury PM 0.000006 0.6 4.96E-07

Methanol TOG 0.0408 28,000 7.65E-05

Methyl Ethyl Ketone TOG 0.0148 13,000 5.97E-05

Nickel PM 0.000008 6 6.61E-08

Styrene TOG 0.0006 21,000 1.50E-06

Toluene TOG 0.0147 37,000 2.08E-05

Vanadium PM 0.001 30 1.65E-06

Xylene TOG 0.0104 22,000 2.48E-05

Total 0.1558

Notes: 
1  Diesel related TAC composition is based on the ARB speciation profile 6099 for PM and 818 for VOC. 
2  Acute REL is from http://oehha.ca.gov/air/allrels.html. 
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Table 5 shows that the total acute hazard index from the proposed project would be 0.1558.  The 
criterion for significance is an Acute Hazard Index increase of 1.0 or greater.  Therefore, a less than 
significant acute non-cancer health risk is anticipated at the residences located near the proposed 
project from project-related TAC emissions. 

Impact AIR (d) Summary 

The project would not expose receptors to substantial quantities or significant concentrations of 
construction-generated fugitive dust, operational CO hotspots, or operational toxic air contaminants.  
Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact. 

The EIR concluded that concluded that construction and operation of the Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants concentrations.  The project site would be 
developed adjacent to the freeway, thereby increasing the likelihood for exposing sensitive receptors to 
TAC.  Therefore, the project would not result in any new substantial impacts and would not exceed the 
level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on the 
property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new 
significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified air quality effect. 

Impact AIR (e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The EIR concluded that development of the proposed project site may generate mild odors from 
construction activities and typical residential and commercial operation and maintenance activities, such 
as vehicle/equipment operations, fertilizer, cooking, and household waste.  However, the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan would not expose a large number of people to objectionable odors, because the 
odors generated on site would be mild, temporary, and limited to the immediate area of the sources. 

Project Impact Analysis 

Heavy-duty construction equipment used for project construction would emit odors.  However, 
construction activity would be short-term and finite in nature.  Furthermore, equipment exhaust odors 
would dissipate quickly, and are common in an urban environment.  Therefore, the project would not 
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  The BAAQMD does not have a 
recommended odor threshold for operational activities, but does recommend screening criteria based 
on distance between types of sources known to generate odor and the receptor.  For projects within the 
screening distances, the BAAQMD uses the following threshold for project operations: 

An odor source with five (5) or more confirmed complaints per year averaged over three 
years is considered to have a significant impact on receptors within the screening 
distance shown in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s guidance, Table 3-3. 

 
The project includes restaurants and/or food vendors.  Although the BAAQMD does not list restaurants 
as a typical source of odor in its screening guidance or in the significance determination guidance, the 
BAAQMD’s Guidance document does discuss potential mitigation measures to reduce the potential for 
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odor impacts from food services.  Restaurants can generate odor from cooking processes and waste 
disposal.  Future tenants would dispose of waste in dumpsters located onsite.  Waste facilities would be 
situated away from potential sensitive receptors, located northwest from the project site, and would be 
screened from view concealed on at least three sides by the use of walls and/or landscaping.  As such, 
construction-period and operation-period odor impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Impact AIR (e) Summary 

The project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  Odors 
generated from construction would be temporary and short-term while operation of the project site 
would generate waste, which would be disposed of in waste facilities situated away from potential 
sensitive receptors. 

The EIR concluded that odors would be generated from construction and operational activities.  Odors 
produced were determined to be mild and would not substantially affect sensitive receptors adjacent to 
the project site.  Therefore, the project would not result in any new substantial impacts and would not 
exceed the level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no project modifications, physical changes on 
the property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that would result in any new 
significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified air quality effect. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis 
Would the project: 

Impact GHG (a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The EIR concluded that development of the project site would generate greenhouse gases from 
project-related traffic and area sources, and sources of indirect emissions include electricity that would 
be used by the proposed project.  The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan sites are expected to generate 
less greenhouse gas than typical residential and commercial developments of similar scale.  Both sites 
are surrounded by land uses and transportation facilities that would further reduce vehicle trips and, 
therefore, greenhouse gas emissions from future development.  Operational greenhouse gas emissions 
from development of the Sycamore Crossings site (estimated as 9,420.17 tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents) and the Hill Town site (estimated as 8,125.64 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent) were found 
to be 0.004 percent of California’s current greenhouse gas emissions (434.22 million metric tons) 
according to the 2004 inventory.  However, because the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan did not 
include provisions that meet the CEC’s Tier II standard for energy efficiency, impacts were considered 
potentially significant.  The EIR found the impact was less than significant after incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-6.  

2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-6: The project’s residential and 
commercial land uses as a whole shall achieve an energy efficiency standard equivalent 
to the California Energy Commission’s Tier II standard. 

 
Project Impact Analysis 

This analysis is restricted to greenhouse gases identified by Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which include carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.  The 
project would generate a variety of greenhouse gases during construction and operation, including 
several defined by AB 32 such as carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide.   

The project may also emit greenhouse gases that are not defined by AB 32.  For example, the project 
may generate aerosols.  Aerosols are short-lived particles, as they remain in the atmosphere for about 1 
week.  Black carbon is a component of aerosol.  Studies have indicated that black carbon has a high 
global warming potential; however, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change states that it has a 
low level of scientific certainty (IPCC 2007a).  Water vapor could be emitted from evaporated water used 
for landscaping, but this is not a significant impact because water vapor concentrations in the upper 
atmosphere are primarily due to climate feedbacks rather than emissions from project-related activities.  
The project would emit nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds, which are ozone precursors.  
Ozone is a greenhouse gas; however, unlike the other greenhouse gases, ozone in the troposphere is 
relatively short-lived and can be reduced in the troposphere on a daily basis.  Stratospheric ozone can be 
reduced through reactions with other pollutants. 
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Certain greenhouse gases defined by AB 32 would not be emitted by the project.  Perfluorocarbons and 
sulfur hexafluoride are typically used in industrial applications, none of which would be used by the 
project.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would emit perfluorocarbons or sulfur 
hexafluoride. 

An upstream emission source (also known as life cycle emissions) refers to emissions that were 
generated during the manufacture of products to be used for construction of the project.  Upstream 
emission sources for the project include but are not limited emissions from the manufacture of cement, 
emissions from the manufacture of steel, and/or emissions from the transportation of building materials 
to the seller.  The upstream emissions were not estimated because they are not within the control of the 
project and to do so would be speculative.  Additionally, the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association White Paper on CEQA and Climate Change supports this conclusion by stating, “The full life-
cycle of GHG [greenhouse gas] emissions from construction activities is not accounted for . . . and the 
information needed to characterize [life-cycle emissions] would be speculative at the CEQA analysis 
level” (CAPCOA 2008).  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15144 and 15145, upstream/life 
cycle emissions are speculative and no further discussion is necessary. 

Construction 
The project would emit greenhouse gas emissions during construction from the off-road equipment, 
worker vehicles, and any hauling that may occur.  Emissions would occur prior to the year 2020, which is 
the year by which the State of California is required to reduce its emissions to 1990 levels.  The emissions 
would not occur in the year 2020, and they would be short-term in nature and minimal in quantity.  
Therefore, construction emissions would be less than significant.  Greenhouse gas emissions from 
project construction equipment and worker vehicles are shown in Table 6.  The emissions are from all 
phases of construction.   

Table 6: Sycamore Crossing Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction Phases 

Emissions (MTCO2e) 

Onsite Offsite Subtotal 

Site Preparation 18.76 0.76 19.52

Grading 28.56 427.99 456.55

Building Construction 282.07 347.66 629.73

Paving 21.15 1.23 22.38

Architectural Coating  2.55 2.88 5.43

Total 353.09 780.52 1,133.61

Note: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 
Source: CalEEMod output (Appendix A). 
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Operation 
Operational or long-term emissions occur over the life of the project.  As stated by the Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan EIR, the operation of the project site is anticipated to generate less greenhouse gas 
than typical developments of a similar scale.  For the purpose of this analysis, the statewide emission 
reduction goal required by Assembly Bill (AB) 32 will be applied. 

AB 32 was passed by the California state legislature on August 31, 2006, to place the State on a course 
toward reducing its contribution of greenhouse gas emissions.  AB 32 follows the 2020 tier of emissions 
reduction targets established in Executive Order S-3-05, signed June 1, 2005.  Executive Order S-03-05 
sets the following greenhouse gas reduction targets for the State: 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels by 2010 
• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 
• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 

 
In December 2007, ARB approved a year 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MMTCO2e) (471 million tons) for the State.  In 2008, the year 2020 “business as 
usual” (BAU) scenario forecast was estimated to be 596 MMTCO2e, meaning the year 2020 target 
requires a total emissions reduction of 169 MMTCO2e.  Therefore, it was understood in 2008 that a 28.5 
percent reduction from the projected BAU scenario for year 2020 (i.e. 28.5 percent of 596 MMTCO2e) 
would be required to meet the AB 32 emission reduction goal.  However, ARB updated the year 2020 
BAU scenario in 2012, based on new and revised data.  The updated forecast accounts for the effects of 
the recent economic recession, as well as new estimates for future fuel and energy demand, as well as 
other factors.  The current year 2020 BAU forecast is 545 MMTCO2e.  Therefore, a 21.7 percent reduction 
from the year 2020 BAU forecast is required to achieve AB 32 reduction goal for year 2020. 

The proposed project’s Year 2020 operational greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using CalEEMod 
version 2013.2.2.  Project emissions are shown in Error! Reference source not found..  Emissions 
analysis includes Project design features as well as vocational features such as access to existing transit 
facilities.  Because the CalEEMod module used to estimate reductions for those existing vocational 
features and project design features is termed “mitigation” within the model, the mitigated output from 
CalEEMod is used; however, those modeling components are not considered mitigation under CEQA but, 
rather, are treated as project design features.  Year 2020 greenhouse gas emissions estimates include 
emission reductions associated with compliance with applicable state regulations, including: 

• Renewable Portfolio Standard that requires emissions generators in the state achieve a mix of 33 
percent for energy generation from renewable sources by 2020 

 

• 2013 Title 24 Standards that are 30 percent more efficient for non-residential developments 
 

• Mandatory Commercial Recycling Requirement 
 
As shown in Table 7, operation of the project would generate approximately 7,664 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) per year in 2020.  This represents a 29 percent reduction from 2005 
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emissions and meets the required reduction established by the Scoping Plan.  Therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary. 

Table 7: Project Operational Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source 

MTCO2e per year 

Percent Reduction Business As Usual Emissions Project Emissions at 2020 

Area 0 0 0% 

Energy 1,270 905 28.8%

Mobile (Vehicles) 9,065 6,446 28.9%

Waste 366 275 25.0%

Water 46 40 14.1%

Total Emissions 10,747 7,664 28.7%

AB 32 Year 2020 Emission Reduction Goal 21.7%

Does the Project Meet the Required Reduction Percentage? Yes 

Notes: 
Business as usual emissions calculated using pre-Scoping Plan regulatory environment, calculated using year 2005 emission 
factors. 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents. 
Source: CalEEMod output (Appendix A).   

 

Impact GHG (a) Summary 

The project’s operational emissions were found to meet the AB 32 required reduction goal, at a 28.7 
percent reduction from business as usual emissions in year 2020.  Therefore, the project’s emissions 
would not have a significant impact on the environment.  

The EIR found that because the project did not include provisions that meet the CEC’s Tier II standard for 
energy efficiency, the project’s climate change impacts were considered less than significant after 
implementing mitigation.  Therefore, the project would not result in any new substantial impacts and 
would not exceed the level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no project modifications, 
physical changes on the property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that 
would result in any new significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified 
air quality effect. 

Impact GHG b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR Finding 

The EIR did not include an impact statement for if the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan would be 
consistent or inconsistent with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.  However, the EIR evaluated the Updated 2009 
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Redevelopment Plan with three criteria to determine if it would conflict with the state goals for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions.  The EIR found that the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan contains 
greenhouse gas reduction features that would demonstrate consistency with the ARB’s Scoping Plan, 
adopted pursuant to AB 32.  All future development under the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan would 
be supplied with electricity from the Hercules Municipal Utility, which obtains all of its electrical power 
supply from renewable sources.  However, the 2009 Redevelopment Plan would not be consistent with 
the ARB’s Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal: Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance 
Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under CEQA, as provided in 2009.  However, incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-6 would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

Project Impact Analysis 

The City of Hercules has not established a CAP or a goal for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions; 
therefore, AB 32 year 2020 emission goal is used to assess whether the project would conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases.   

As previously discussed in Impact GHG (a), AB 32 provides an emissions reduction goal of 1990 levels by 
2020 (currently estimated as 21.7 percent).  The project would achieve a 28.7 percent reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions from year 2020 business as usual emissions.  The project would not generate a 
level of greenhouse gas emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment and would 
not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions.  The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact GHG (b) Summary 

The project’s operational emissions would achieve the AB 32 required reduction goal of 21.7 percent 
reduction from year 2020 business as usual emissions.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy or regulation set forth in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; impacts 
would be less than significant. 

The EIR found that because the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan did not include provisions that meet 
the CEC’s Tier II standard for energy efficiency, the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan’s climate change 
impacts would be potentially significant.  Incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6 reduced this impact 
to less than significant.  Therefore, the project would not result in any new substantial impacts and 
would not exceed the level of impacts previously identified.  In addition, no project modifications, 
physical changes on the property, or new information or changed circumstances are identified that 
would result in any new significant air quality effect or increase the severity of any previously identified 
air quality effect. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 

AERMOD American Meteorological Society/United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Regulatory Model 

ARB California Air Resources Board 

AREL acute reference exposure level 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

EMFAC Emission Factors Model 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

HAP hazardous air pollutant 

HI hazard index 

ISCST3 Industrial Source Complex Dispersion Model 

OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment 

PM10 particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 

PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 

ppm parts per million 

REL reference exposure level 

ROG reactive organic gases  

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SFBAAB San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

TAC toxic air contaminants 

TOG total organic gases 

VOC volatile organic compounds 
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 - Purpose 

This Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to evaluate whether the potential health risk 
impacts resulting from emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from the proposed Sycamore 
Crossing Project (project) as well as from nearby existing sources would significantly impact the 
nearby residents to the proposed project.  The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has been 
identified several toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter (DPM), as carcinogenic 
substances, based on their potential to cause cancer, premature death, and other health problems.  
Those most vulnerable are children whose lungs are still developing and the elderly who may have 
other serious health problems.  In addition, diesel soot causes visibility reduction. 

An HRA is a guide that helps to determine if current or future exposure to a chemical or substance 
could affect the health of a population.  The State of California Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) develops methods for conducting health risk assessments.  As defined 
under the Air Toxics “Hotspots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588 [Chapter 1252, 
Statutes of 1987], California Health and Safety Code Section 44306), “A health risk assessment means 
a detailed comprehensive analysis prepared pursuant to Section 44361 to evaluate and predict the 
dispersion of hazardous substances in the environment and the potential for exposure of human 
populations and to assess and quantify both the individual and population-wide health risks 
associated with those levels of exposure” (OEHHA 1987).   

This HRA was conducted in accordance with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (OEHHA 2003), and 
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 1999).  This HRA includes (1) an estimate of the TAC 
emissions from the operation of the proposed project, (2) analysis of the dispersion of the TAC 
emissions from the proposed project, (3) an assessment of human exposure to the TACs  at various 
sensitive receptor locations near the proposed project, and (4) a quantitative estimation of project-
specific health risks and hazards associated with these levels of exposure.  These potential impacts 
are then compared with the applicable BAAQMD project-specific health risk and hazard significance 
thresholds to assess the regulatory significance of these impacts. 

Several mathematical modeling tools were employed in this assessment that are routinely used and 
approved by the BAAQMD to perform such air quality assessments.  

• Lakes Environmental’s AERMOD View Version 8.8.5 Model running the U.S Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Industrial Source Complex Model (ISC) air dispersion model (EPA 
1995). 

 

• The ARB EMFAC2011 mobile emissions source model, which is used to calculate exhaust and 
idling emissions from various mobile sources that access the proposed project. 

 

• The ARB Offroad 2007 emissions inventory model, which is used to calculate exhaust 
emissions from various off-road sources including transport refrigeration units. 
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The above models and their assumptions are described in subsequent sections and appendices to 
this report. 

1.2 - Executive Summary 

This report contains the results of a detailed health risk assessment to determine the potential 
community health risk and hazard impacts associated with TAC emissions from the operation of the 
proposed project.  The principal focus was on assessing the long-term health impacts from diesel 
particulate matter and benzene, a component of gasoline used in assessing both long-term and 
short-term hazards.  The analyses contained in this support the following conclusions: 

• The proposed project emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD project level health risk 
cancer significance threshold of 10 in one million. 

 

• The proposed project emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD project level noncancer 
chronic and acute hazard index of 1.0. 
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 - Project Location and Study Area 

The Sycamore Crossing site (project site) is located in the western portion of the City of Hercules in 
Contra Costa County, California (Exhibit 1).  The project site is generally bound by San Pablo Avenue 
to the south, Tsushima Street to the west, Sycamore Avenue to the north, and the intersection of San 
Pablo Avenue/Sycamore Avenue to the east.  Interstate 80 is located as near as 500 feet east of the 
project site and the BNSF Railroad is located as near as 140 feet south of the project site.  Exhibit 2 
shows the local vicinity map. 

2.1.1 - Sensitive Receptors in Project Vicinity 
Individuals who are more sensitive to toxic exposures than the general population are considered 
sensitive receptors.  This would include children, the elderly, and persons with preexisting 
respiratory or cardiovascular illness.  Such receptors may reside at hospitals, residences, 
convalescent facilities, and schools.  The nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site are 
single-family homes located as near as 60 feet west of the project site, 215 feet north of the project 
site, and 360 feet south of the project site. 

2.2 - Project Description 

Property Development Centers LLC proposes to construct and operate an approximately 135,800 
square foot shopping center anchored by a Safeway grocery store and service station.  The shopping 
center would contain a complementary mix of tenant spaces and development pads that will 
accommodate a range of businesses, including the 55,000 square feet (sq ft) Safeway anchor 
supermarket, an 18-pump Safeway fuel center, and 77,750 sq ft of commercial retail use (including a 
fitness club, bank, pet supply store, fast food with drive thru, coffee shop with drive thru, sit-down 
restaurant, and specialty retail).  The proposed site plan is shown in Exhibit 3. 
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SECTION 3: TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a term that is defined under the California Clean Air Act and consists 
of the same substances that are defined as Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) in the Federal Clean Air 
Act.  There are over 700 hundred different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity.  Sources of 
TACs include industrial processes such as petroleum refining and chrome plating operations, 
commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust.  Cars 
and trucks release at least 40 different toxic air contaminants.  The most important of these TACs, in 
terms of health risk, are diesel particulates, benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and 
acetaldehyde.  Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal operations as well as 
from accidental releases.  Health effects of TACs include cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, 
and death.  

3.1 - Diesel Particulate Matter 

According to The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality 2013 Edition, the majority of the 
estimated health risk from TACs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important 
of which is diesel particulate matter (DPM).  DPM is a subset of PM2.5 because the size of diesel 
particles are typically 2.5 microns and smaller.  Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air 
pollutants, composed of gaseous and solid material.  The visible emissions in diesel exhaust are 
known as particulate matter or PM, which includes carbon particles or “soot.”  Diesel exhaust also 
contains a variety of harmful gases and over 40 other cancer-causing substances.  California’s 
identification of DPM as a toxic air contaminant was based on its potential to cause cancer, 
premature deaths, and other health problems.  Exposure to DPM is a health hazard, particularly to 
children whose lungs are still developing and the elderly who may have other serious health 
problems.  Overall, diesel engine emissions are responsible for the majority of California’s potential 
airborne cancer risk from combustion sources.  The various pollutants within DPM that also cause 
acute and chronic health impacts are detailed below in Table 1.  Table 1 was developed through 
crosschecking all diesel emissions pollutants provided in 2010 California Toxic Inventory in Tons per 
Year, prepared by ARB, November 2013 to the list of acute and chronic reference exposure levels 
provided at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/allrels.html. 

Table 1: Diesel Emission Pollutants that Cause Acute and Chronic Health Impacts 

Toxic Air Contaminant 
Acute (A) or 
Chronic (C) 

Diesel Weight 
Fraction1 Target Organ Systems 

Acetaldehyde A and C 0.0735 Eyes, respiratory system (sensory irritation)

Acrolein A and C 0.003 Eyes, respiratory system

Arsenic A and C 0.000002 Reproductive/developmental, cardiovascular 
system, nervous system 

Benzene A and C 0.02 Hematologic system, immune system, 
reproductive/developmental 
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Table 1 (cont.): Diesel Emission Pollutants that Cause Acute and Chronic Health Impacts 

Toxic Air Contaminant 
Acute (A) or 
Chronic (C) 

Diesel Weight 
Fraction1 Target Organ Systems 

Cadmium C  kidney, respiratory system

Chlorine A and C 0.00003 Eyes, respiratory system

Chromium 
(hexavalent) 

C  Respiratory system, hematologic system 

Copper A 0.00006 Respiratory system

Ethyl benzene C  Liver, kidney, developmental

Formaldehyde A and C 0.1471 Eyes, immune system, respiratory 

Hexane C  Nervous system

Manganese C  Nervous system

Mercury A and C 0.000006 Reproductive/developmental 

Methanol A and C 0.0408 Nervous system, developmental 

Methyl Ethyl Ketone A 0.0148 Eyes, respiratory system

Naphthalene C  Respiratory system

Nickel A and C 0.000008 Immune system, respiratory system 

Propylene C  Respiratory System

Selenium C  Liver, cardiovascular system, nervous system 

Styrene A and C 0.0006 Eyes, respiratory system, 
reproductive/development 

Toluene A and C 0.0147 Nervous system, eyes, respiratory system, 
reproduction/developmental 

Vanadium A 0.001 Eyes, respiratory system

Xylene A and C 0.0104 Eyes, nervous and respiratory systems 

Notes: 
1 Diesel related TAC composition is based on the ARB speciation profile 6099 for PM and 818 for VOC. 
Source: ARB, 2013; OEHHA, 2014. 
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL AND REGULATORY SETTING 

4.1 - Environmental Setting 

The project is located in the City of Hercules, in western Contra 
Costa County just south of the Carquinez Strait and within the 
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) (see 
figure at right).  Its location near San Pablo Bay and the 
Carquinez Strait has a major influence on the climate and air 
quality of the area.  The Carquinez Strait is the only sea-level gap 
between San Francisco and the Central Valley.  During the 
Summer and fall months, high pressure offshore coupled with 
temperature-related low pressure in the Central Valley causes 
marine air to flow eastward through the Strait.  The wind is 
strongest in the afternoon.  During the nighttime weaker 
downslope “drainage” flows are common, particularly in winter. 

The pollution potential of the project study area is relatively low compared with other portions of 
the Bay Area.  Ventilation is relatively good, and there is limited transport of pollutants from other 
upwind urban areas.  However, during periods of light or calm winds, which typically occur in the fall 
and winter months, the entire SFBAAB is subject to stagnation and poor air quality circulation. 

4.2 - Regulatory Setting – Toxic Air Contaminants 

The toxic air contaminants (TACs) at the project site are addressed through the efforts of various 
federal, state, regional, and local government agencies.  These agencies work jointly, as well as 
individually, to reduce TACs through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and 
a variety of programs.  The agencies responsible for improving TACs are discussed below. 

4.2.1 - Federal and State 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for setting and enforcing the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for atmospheric pollutants.  There are national 
standards for six common “criteria” air pollutants including ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), lead, and sulfur dioxide, which were identified from 
provisions of the Clean Air Act of 1970.  California, under the California Clean Air Act, has also 
defined a set of health protective California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).   

Besides the “criteria” air pollutants, there is another group of substances found in ambient air 
referred as Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) under the Federal Clean Air Act and Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TACs) under the California Clean Air Act.  These contaminants tend to be localized to 
their sources and are found in relatively low concentrations in ambient air.  They are regulated at the 
federal, state, and regional levels, due to their potential of causing adverse health effects from 
exposure to low concentrations for long periods of time.  HAPs are the air contaminants identified by 
the EPA as known or suspected to cause cancer, serious illness, birth defects, or death.  Many of the 
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contaminants originate from human activities, such as fuel combustion and solvent use.  Mobile 
Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 identified HAPs.  Of the 21 different HAPs that 
constitute the MSATs, there are six primary HAPs identified that include diesel exhaust, benzene, 
formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1, 3-butadiene.  While vehicle miles traveled in the 
United States is anticipated to increase by 64 percent between 2000 and 2020, emissions of MSATs 
are anticipated to decrease between 57 and 67 percent as a result of efforts to control mobile source 
emissions. 

The ARB Statewide comprehensive air toxics program was established in the early 1980s.  The TAC 
Identification and Control Act (Assembly Bill 1807, Tanner 1983 [AB 1807]) created California’s 
program to reduce exposure to air toxics.  The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment 
Act (Assembly Bill 2588, Connelly 1987 [AB 2588]) supplements the AB 1807 program by requiring a 
statewide air toxics inventory, notification of people exposed to a significant health risk, and facility 
plans to reduce these risks. 

AB 1807, requires the ARB to identify and control TACs.  In selecting substances, the ARB must 
consider “the risk of harm to the public health, amount  or potential amount of emissions, manner 
of, and exposure to, usage of the substance in California, persistence in the atmosphere, and 
ambient concentrations in the community.”  AB 1807 also requires the ARB to use available 
information gathered from the AB 2588 program to include in the prioritization of compounds.  In 
1992, the Hot Spots Act was amended by Senate Bill 1731, to require facilities that pose a significant 
health risk to reduce their risk through a risk management plan. 

In 2000, the ARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions 
from both new and existing diesel-fueled engines and vehicles.  The goal of the plan is to reduce PM 
emissions and the associated health risks by 75 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020.  The plan 
provides a roadmap that identifies steps ARB will be taking to develop specific regulations to reduce 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions. 

As a result of controls on motor vehicles, fuels, stationary sources, and consumer products, the 
public’s exposure to air toxics has decreased dramatically.  Between the early 1990’s and today, the 
decrease in statewide average health risk ranged from approximately a 20 percent decrease from 
formaldehyde to approximately a 90 decrease for perchlorethylene.  1,3-butadiene and benzene 
have also seen significant decreases of 80 to 85 percent as a result of ARB’s mobile source control 
program.  In addition, dioxins have been reduced by 99 percent in that time period, however that is 
primarily due to ARB’s restrictions on medical waste incinerators.   

California emission regulations appropriate to the local industrial facility emission sources include:  

• ARB Air Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling limits 
the idling of diesel vehicles to reduce emissions of toxics and criteria pollutants (ARB 2005).  
The driver of any vehicle subject to this section: (1) shall not idle the vehicle’s primary diesel 
engine for greater than five minutes at any location; and (2) shall not idle a diesel-fueled 
auxiliary power system (APS) for more than five minutes to power a heater, air conditioner, or 
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any ancillary equipment on the vehicle if it has a sleeper berth and the truck is located within 
100 feet of a restricted area (homes and schools). 

 

• ARB Air Toxics Control Measure for In-Use Diesel-Fueled Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) 
and TRU Generator Sets, and Facilities Where TRUs Operate implements the provisions of the 
ARB Diesel Risk Reduction Program that limits the emissions of diesel particulate matter 
emissions from TRUs that operate in California (ARB 2011a). 

 

• ARB Final Regulation Order, Requirements to Reduce Idling Emissions from New and In-Use 
Trucks, beginning in 2008, would require that new 2008 and subsequent model-year heavy-
duty diesel engines be equipped with an engine shutdown system that automatically shuts 
down the engine after 300 seconds of continuous idling operation once the vehicle is stopped, 
the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park”, and the parking brake is engaged (ARB 2005). 

 

• ARB Final Regulation Order, Adoption of the Statewide Truck and Bus Regulations, would 
require affected on-road trucks and buses to meet performance requirements between 2013 
and 2023 such that by January 1, 2023 all vehicles must have a 2010 model year engine or 
equivalent (ARB 2011b). 

 
4.2.2 - Regional 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the agency principally responsible for 
comprehensive air pollution control for the SFBAAB.  The BAAQMD is responsible for regulating 
emissions primarily from stationary sources and certain areawide and indirect sources, but has no 
authority over motor vehicle emissions, railroad emission, and other non-stationary sources of TAC 
emissions.  To that end, as a regional agency, the BAAQMD works directly with the nine countywide 
transportation commissions and local governments and cooperates actively with all federal and state 
agencies.  The BAAQMD with coordination of the nine county transportation agencies  is also 
responsible for developing, updating and implementing the Air Quality Plans for the SFBAAB.  The 
BAAQMD has prepared the Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling local Risks and 
Hazards (BAAQMD, 2011a; BAAQMD, 2012b), which sets forth recommended thresholds of 
significance, analysis methodologies, and provides guidance on mitigating significant impacts.  
However, these reports along with California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines 
(BAAQMD 2011b; BAAQMD, 2012b), which provide criteria for analyzing air quality, GHG, and HRA 
impacts for projects within the SFBAAB have been challenged in court (California Building 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District) and until it is resolved, the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans (BAAQMD, 1999) is the most 
current adopted guideline. 
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SECTION 5: MODELING PARAMETERS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The TAC dispersion modeling utilized in this analysis has been based on the recommended 
methodology provided by the BAAQMD (BAAQMD, 1999) and by the OEHHA (OEHHA, 2003).  The 
project-related construction and operational emissions are discussed separately below.  

5.1 - Project-Related Construction Emissions  

The greatest potential for TAC emissions would be related to diesel particulate emissions associated 
with heavy equipment operations during construction of the proposed project.  According to 
BAAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of 
“individual cancer risk.”  Individual cancer risk is the likelihood that a person exposed to 
concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the 
use of standard risk-assessment methodology.  Given the relatively limited number of heavy-duty 
construction equipment and the short-term construction schedule, the proposed project would not 
result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of toxic air contaminant emissions and 
corresponding individual cancer risk.  For these reasons, the 1999 BAAQMD Guidelines do not 
request or require that construction-related TAC emissions be quantifiably analyzed in relation to 
their cancer and non-cancer acute and chronic impacts.   

5.2 - Project-Related Operational Emissions Modeling 

Important issues that affect the dispersion modeling include the following: 1) Model Selection, 2) 
Emission Sources, 3) Meteorological Data, and 4) Receptor Grid.  Each of these issues are addressed 
below. 

5.2.1 - Model Selection 
Lakes Environmental’s AERMOD View Version 8.8.5 Model running the ISCST3 dispersion model was 
used for all dispersion modeling.  Key dispersion modeling options selected include the regulatory 
default option and urban modeling option for Contra Costa County with a population of 1,094,205.  
Flagpole receptor height was set to 0 meters.  AERMAP was run with a 1-degree USGS DEM Map of 
the Hercules area.   

5.2.2 - Emissions Assumptions 
This assessment focused on estimating potential health risk impacts to the residents near the project 
site from TAC emissions from the proposed project.  

Project-Related TAC Emissions  
The proposed project would include development of a gas station and the proposed commercial 
retail uses would generate diesel truck deliveries that would have operational transport refrigeration 
units (TRUs).  Each emissions source is discussed below. 
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Project-Related Truck Emissions 
The truck trips generated from the proposed project have been calculated through obtaining truck 
generation rates of other existing Safeways located in the East Bay area and then amortizing the 
truck generation rates over the total commercial retail square footage for the project.  This resulted 
in the proposed project generating 10 heavy-duty truck deliveries per day, one medium-duty truck 
delivery per day and 37 light-duty truck deliveries per day.  In order to simplify the analysis, the one 
medium-duty truck has been analyzed as a heavy-duty truck.  The anticipated distribution of diesel 
trucks to the various onsite truck loading areas is shown in Table 2.  Table 2 also shows the estimated 
number truck deliveries with operational transport refrigeration units (TRUs), which was calculated 
by taking half the number of deliveries to Safeway and to all potential sites where food sales may 
occur. 

Table 2: Proposed Project Truck Loading Area Activities 

Building 

Daily Truck Deliveries 
Daily Truck Deliveries With 

TRUs Light-Duty Heavy-Duty 

Safeway 16 5 11 

Major 1 4 0 0 

Major 2 3 5 0 

Stores A 2 0 1 

Stores B  2 0 0 

Stores C 4 0 2 

Pad 1 3 0 2 

Pad 2 3 0 2 

Pad 3 2 0 0 

Gas Station 0 1 0 

Source: First Carbon Solutions, 2014. 

 

The project-related truck emissions have been analyzed separately for truck travel, truck idling, and 
TRU emissions. 

Project-Related Truck Travel 
The project-related diesel truck travel was modeled based on the most direct onsite route from the 
nearest driveway to each respective loading area and along Tsushima Street and Sycamore Avenue to 
San Pablo Avenue and San Pablo Avenue to John Muir Parkway. 

The emission factors used for the roadway line volume source were derived from the ARB 
EMFAC2011 mobile source emission model for the SFBAAB.  The vehicle emission factors are 
dependent on vehicle speed.  In this regard, a vehicle travel speed of 10 miles per hour was assumed 
for truck travel while traveling on the project site and a vehicle speed of 35 mph was assumed for 
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truck travel from the project site to John Muir Parkway on San Pablo Avenue.  Since the cancer risk 
analysis is based on a 70-year analysis period, the PM2.5 emissions rates from 2016 to 2035 were 
obtained from the EMFAC model and is shown in Table 3.  EMFAC only provides data up to the year 
2035 so all years after 2035 are based on the 2035 emissions rates.  The chronic and acute non-
cancer risks have been calculated based on the worst-case year 2016 emissions shown in Table 3.  
For total organic gases (TOG), the EMFAC model calculated emission rates of 0.1007 grams per mile 
at 10 miles per hour and 0.0396 grams per mile at 35 miles per hour for light-duty trucks and 2.0008 
grams per mile at 10 miles per hour and 0.2793 gram per mile at 35 miles per hour for heavy-duty 
trucks.  The EMFAC2011 model run printouts for the year 2016 is provided in Appendix A. 

Table 3: EMFAC2011 Running Trucks Emissions Rates 

Year 

EMFAC2011 PM2.5 Emissions Rates (grams/mile) 

Light-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks 

10 MPH 35 MPH 10 MPH 35 MPH 

2016 0.0660 0.0259 0.1252 0.0654

2017 0.0568 0.0223 0.0975 0.0574

2018 0.0502 0.0197 0.0922 0.0568

2019 0.0456 0.0179 0.0873 0.0560

2020 0.0431 0.0169 0.0772 0.0551

2021 0.0374 0.0147 0.0702 0.0542

2022 0.0323 0.0127 0.0688 0.0534

2023 0.0264 0.0104 0.0661 0.0523

2024 0.0219 0.0086 0.0663 0.0526

2025 0.0185 0.0073 0.0664 0.0528

2026 0.0165 0.0066 0.0642 0.0512

2027 0.0131 0.0053 0.0642 0.0512

2028 0.0110 0.0044 0.0638 0.0510

2029 0.0096 0.0039 0.0638 0.0510

2030 0.0092 0.0038 0.0637 0.0510

2031 0.0092 0.0037 0.0638 0.0511

2032 0.0092 0.0037 0.0638 0.0511

2033 0.0091 0.0037 0.0638 0.0512

2034 0.0091 0.0037 0.0639 0.0512

2035-2084 0.0091 0.0037 0.0639 0.0512

70 Year Average 0.0134 0.0054 0.0714 0.0504

Source: EMFAC2011. 
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The project-related truck travel emissions were modeled in the AERMOD model by using line volume 
sources.  The line volume sources were modeled with a 6 foot height and width of 12 feet for the 
onsite roads and Tsushima Street and a width of 60 feet for San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue.  
All roads were modeled with a release height of 12 feet.  In order to simplify the analysis, the 
emissions from each class of truck were added together and modeled as one line volume source for 
each roadway.  The road source emissions rates entered into the AERMOD model are shown below 
in Table 4.  The road source emissions were determined by calculating the time it takes for each truck 
to cross two volume source cubes (a cube is equal to the road width) and then multiplying that 
amount of time by the daily truck operations and dividing it by 24 hours in order to determine the 
percent of daily running time.  The daily running time was then multiplied by the EMFAC2011 
emissions rates that are detailed above and were converted to grams per second.  

Table 4: Road Source Emissions Rates used in the AERMOD Model 

Source ID Description 
Daily Truck 
Operations1 

Cancer PM2.5 
Emission Rate 

(grams/second) 

Noncancer Emission Rates 
(grams/second) 

PM2.5 TOG 

RDSAFE Safeway Onsite Light-Duty 32 2.256E-08 1.111E-07 1.696E-07

Safeway Onsite Heavy-Duty 10 3.399E-08 6.588E-08 1.053E-06

Safeway Trucks With TRU 11 2.376E-08 1.571E-07 6.728E-07

Safeway Onsite Total Trucks — 8.030E-08 3.341E-07 1.895E-06

RDMAJ1 Major 1 Onsite Light-Duty 16 1.128E-08 5.554E-08 8.479E-08

RDMAJ2 Major 2 Onsite Light-Duty 14 9.869E-09 4.860E-08 7.419E-08

Major 2 Onsite Heavy-Duty 16 5.438E-08 1.054E-07 1.684E-06

Major 2 Onsite Total Trucks — 6.425E-08 1.540E-07 1.758E-06

RDSTORA Stores A Onsite Light-Duty 4 2.820E-09 1.389E-08 2.120E-08

Stores A Trucks With TRU 2 4.320E-09 2.856E-08 1.223E-07

Stores A Total Trucks — 7.140E-09 4.245E-08 1.435E-07

RDSTORB Stores B Onsite Light-Duty 4 1.146E-08 7.101E-08 2.658E-07

RDSTORC Stores C Onsite Light-Duty 8 5.640E-09 2.777E-08 4.240E-08

Stores C Trucks With TRU 2 4.320E-09 2.856E-08 1.223E-07

Stores C Total Trucks — 9.959E-09 5.634E-08 1.647E-07

RDPAD1 PAD 1 Onsite Light-Duty 6 4.230E-09 2.083E-08 3.180E-08

PAD 1 Trucks With TRU 2 4.320E-09 2.856E-08 1.223E-07

PAD 1 Total Trucks 8.549E-09 4.939E-08 1.541E-07

RDPAD2 PAD 2 Onsite Light-Duty 6 4.230E-09 2.083E-08 3.180E-08

PAD 2 Trucks With TRU 3 6.480E-09 4.285E-08 1.835E-07

PAD 2 Total Trucks — 1.071E-08 6.368E-08 2.153E-07
      



Sycamore Crossing Project 
Health Risk Assessment Report Modeling Parameters and Assumptions 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 21 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\4481\44810001\HRA\44810001 Sycamore Crossing HRA.docx 

Table 4 (cont.): Road Source Emissions Rates used in the AERMOD Model 

Source ID Description 
Daily Truck 
Operations1 

Cancer PM2.5 
Emission Rate 

(grams/second) 

Noncancer Emission Rates 
(grams/second) 

PM2.5 TOG 

RDPAD3 Pad 3 Onsite Light-Duty Trucks 4 2.820E-09 1.389E-08 2.120E-08

RDGAS Gas Station Onsite Heavy-Duty 
Trucks 

2 6.798E-09 1.318E-08 2.105E-07

RDTSUSH2 Tsushima St Light-Duty trucks 28 7.907E-09 3.822E-08 5.833E-08

Tsushima St TRUs 4 2.468E-09 1.632E-08 6.990E-08

Tsushima St Total Trucks — 1.038E-08 5.454E-08 1.282E-07

RDSYC Sycamore Ave Light-Duty Trucks 32 4.518E-08 2.184E-07 3.333E-07

Sycamore Ave Heavy-Duty 
Trucks 

10 1.325E-07 1.721E-07 7.347E-07

Sycamore Ave TRUs 22 6.788E-08 4.489E-07 1.922E-06

Sycamore Ave Total Trucks — 2.455E-07 8.393E-07 2.990E-06

RDSANE San Pablo Ave East Light-Duty 
Trucks 

94 1.327E-07 6.415E-07 9.791E-07

San Pablo Ave East Heavy-Duty 
Trucks 

28 3.710E-07 1.911E-07 2.917E-07

San Pablo Ave East TRUs 36 1.111E-07 7.345E-07 3.145E-06

San Pablo Ave East of 
Sycamore Total Trucks 

— 6.148E-07 1.567E-06 4.416E-06

RDSANW San Pablo Ave West Light-Duty 
Trucks 

48 6.777E-08 3.276E-07 5.000E-07

San Pablo Ave West Heavy-
Duty Trucks 

16 2.120E-07 2.753E-07 1.175E-06

San Pablo Ave West TRUs 14 4.320E-08 2.856E-07 1.223E-06

San Pablo Ave West Total 
Trucks 

— 3.229E-07 8.885E-07 2.899E-06

Notes: 
1  The daily truck operations represent each truck trip end for the roads (i.e., one truck delivery is two trip ends) 
2  In order to provide a worst-case analysis, the Tsushima Street road was extended to both San Pablo Avenue and 

north to Sycamore Avenue and down Sycamore Avenue to the Sycamore project driveway. 
Source: EMFAC2011; Offroad2007.  

 

Project-Related Truck Idling 
The project-related diesel truck idling was modeled as point sources with a separate point source 
placed at each onsite truck loading location.  The analysis was based on each truck delivery idling on 
the project site for 10 minutes or 5 minutes for arriving to the loading area and 5 minutes for leaving 
the loading area.  The 5 minutes is based on Section 2485 of the California Code of Regulations that 
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limits commercial truck idling to 5 minutes at any location.  The emissions factor used for the truck 
idling point source was based on the EMFAC2011 Idling Emission Rates spreadsheet, which states 
that the idling emission rates shall be calculated by multiplying the 5 miles per hour running 
emissions rates by 5 to calculate the hourly vehicle emissions rates.   

The calculated EMFAC idling emissions rates are shown in Table 5.  The chronic and acute non-cancer 
risks have been calculated based on the worst-case year 2016 emissions, which are shown in Table 5 
for the PM2.5 emissions rates.  For total organic gases (TOG), the EMFAC model calculated idling 
emission rates of 0.5680 grams per hour for light-duty trucks and 17.1632 grams per hour for heavy-
duty trucks.  The EMFAC2011 model run printouts for the year 2016 is provided in Appendix A. 

Table 5: EMFAC2011 Idling Trucks Emissions Rates and Age Sensitivity Weighted Emissions 
Rates 

Year 

EMFAC2011 PM2.5 Emissions Rates (grams/mile)1 

Light-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks 

2016 0.3724 0.7956 

2017 0.3204 0.5985 

2018 0.2823 0.5585 

2019 0.2567 0.5217 

2020 0.2428 0.4428 

2021 0.2110 0.3898 

2022 0.1824 0.3813 

2023 0.1489 0.3631 

2024 0.1239 0.3633 

2025 0.1054 0.3636 

2026 0.0947 0.3516 

2027 0.0755 0.3512 

2028 0.0636 0.3490 

2029 0.0561 0.3485 

2030 0.0539 0.3482 

2031 0.0536 0.3483 

2032 0.0534 0.3484 

2033 0.0531 0.3485 

2034 0.0529 0.3485 

2035-2084 0.0528 0.3486 

70 Year Average 0.0770 0.3571 

Notes: 
1  Calculated from EMFAC2011 at 5 miles per hour. 
Source: EMFAC2011. 
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The idling point sources were modeled in the AERMOD model with a height of 12.6 feet, a diameter 
of 0.1 meter, a velocity of 50 meters per second, and a temperature of 366 degrees Kelvin (°K).  The 
idling point source emissions rates entered into the AERMOD model are shown below in Table 6.  
The idling source emissions were determined by multiplying 10 minutes by the daily truck operations 
and dividing it by 24 hours in order to determine the percent of daily running time.  The daily 
running time was then multiplied by the EMFAC2011 emissions rates that are detailed above and 
were converted to grams per second. 

Table 6: Idling Source Emissions Rates used in the AERMOD Model 

Source ID Description 
Daily Truck 
Operations1 

Cancer PM2.5 
Emission Rate 

(grams/second) 

Noncancer Emission Rates 
(grams/second) 

PM2.5 TOG 

IDLESAFL Light-Duty Truck Idling Safeway 16 2.377E-06 1.149E-05 1.753E-05

IDLESAFH Heavy-Duty Truck Idling Safeway 5 3.445E-06 7.674E-06 1.655E-04

IDLEMAJ1 Light-Duty Truck Idling Major 1 4 5.942E-07 2.873E-06 4.383E-06

IDLMAJ2L Light-Duty Truck Idling Major 2 5 7.428E-07 3.591E-06 5.478E-06

IDLMAJ2H Heavy-Duty Truck Idling Major 2 3 2.067E-06 4.604E-06 9.932E-05

IDLSTORA Light-Duty Truck Idling Stores A 2 2.971E-07 1.437E-06 2.191E-06

IDLSTORB Light-Duty Truck Idling Stores B 2 2.971E-07 1.437E-06 2.191E-06

IDLSTORC Light-Duty Truck Idling Stores C 4 5.942E-07 2.873E-06 4.383E-06

IDLPAD1 Light-Duty Truck Idling Pad 1 3 4.457E-07 2.155E-06 3.287E-06

IDLPAD2 Light-Duty Truck Idling Pad 2 3 4.457E-07 2.155E-06 3.287E-06

IDLPAD3 Light-Duty Truck Idling Pad 3 2 2.971E-07 1.437E-06 2.191E-06

IDLEGAS Heavy-Duty Truck Idling Gas Station 1 6.889E-07 1.535E-06 3.311E-05

Notes: 
1  The daily truck operations represent two-way (round trips) for the idling sources. 
Source: EMFAC2011  

 

Project-Related Transport Refrigeration Units Emissions 
The project-related diesel transport refrigeration units (TRU) were included in the modeling for both 
truck travel and truck idling at the loading areas.  The TRU emissions were calculated based on the 
typical size TRU found on a tractor-trailer of 34 horsepower and was estimated that each TRU would 
operate for 15 minutes for each truck delivery.  The emission factors for the TRUs were based on 
model runs of the OFFROAD2007 Model for 25- to 50-horsepower TRUs operating in the State.  The 
OFFROAD Model provides the total criteria pollutant emissions from all TRUs operating in the State 
in tons per day and also provides the total estimated operational hours or ‘activity’ hours of all TRUs 
in the State.  The grams per hour for each year was calculated by converting the tons of pollutants to 
grams and then dividing by the activity hours.  The calculated OFFROAD2007 TRU emissions rates are 
shown in Table 7.  Table 7 also shows the calculated age sensitivity weighted emissions rates for each 
year and the total weighted 70-year average.  The chronic and acute non-cancer risks have been 
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calculated based on the worst-case year 2016 emissions, which are shown in Table 5 for the PM 
emissions rates.  For total organic gases (TOG), the OFFROAD model calculated a TRU emission rate 
of 11.6257 grams per hour.  The OFFROAD2007 model run printouts for the years 2016 to 2035 is 
provided in Appendix B. 

Table 7: OFFROAD2007 TRU Emissions Rates 

Year 
OFFROAD2007 PM Emissions Rates 

(grams/hour) 

2016 2.7148

2017 2.0930

2018 1.5929

2019 1.1952

2020 0.8868

2021 0.6611

2022 0.5041

2023 0.4048

2024 0.3489

2025 0.3227

2026 0.3132

2027 0.3108

2028 0.3106

2029 0.3106

2030 0.3106

2031 0.3106

2032 0.3106

2033 0.3106

2034 0.3106

2035-2084 0.3105

70 Year Average 0.4106

Source: EMFAC2011. 

 

The TRU emissions have been analyzed in the AERMOD model both as point sources located at the 
loading areas on the project site and as part of the roadway emissions.  The TRU roadway emission 
rates were calculated by multiplying the hourly emission rates by the modeled speed for each 
roadway in order to convert the grams per hour emission rates to the grams per mile emission rates 
and the results are shown above in Table 7 where the emissions were combined with the truck travel 
modeling.  
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The TRU point sources located at the loading areas on the project site were analyzed based on a base 
elevation of 0.0 meters, a release height of 12 feet, a gas exit temperature of 440°F, a stack inside 
diameter of 0.1 feet, and an exit velocity of 50 meters per second (170 feet per second).  The TRU 
emissions rates used in the AERMOD model are shown below in Table 8. 

Table 8: TRU Source Emissions Rates used in the AERMOD Model 

Source ID Description 
Daily Truck 
Operations1 

Cancer PM2.5 
Emission Rate 

(grams/second) 

Noncancer Emission Rates 
(grams/second) 

PM2.5 TOG 

TRUSAFE TRUs at Safeway 11 1.307E-05 8.641E-05 3.700E-04

TRUSTORA TRU at Stores A 1 1.188E-06 7.855E-06 3.364E-05

TRUSTORC TRU at Stores C 2 2.376E-06 1.571E-05 6.728E-05

TRUPAD1 TRU at Pad 1 2 2.376E-06 1.571E-05 6.728E-05

TRUPAD2 TRU at Pad 2 2 2.376E-06 1.571E-05 6.728E-05

Note: 
1  The daily truck operations represent two-way (round trips) for the TRU sources. 
Source: EMFAC2011; Offroad2007.  

 

Project-Related Gas Station Emissions 
The proposed project would include the development of a gas station on the project site.  The 
proposed gas station is anticipated to receive one tanker truck per day that carries 8,800 gallons, 
which is based on a survey of other Safeway gas stations.  This would result in 3,212,000 gallons of 
gasoline being sold at the proposed gas station each year.  The health risks from gas station 
emissions modeling parameters have been analyzed based on the BAAQMD Guidelines and the 
gasoline emission factors have been based on Emission Inventory and Risk Assessment Guidelines for 
Gasoline Disposal Stations (SCAQMD, 2007).  The SCAQMD Guidelines found that the primary TAC 
created from gas stations is benzene and that it is emitted from loading of gasoline, tank breathing, 
refueling, and spillage.  The SCAQMD Guidelines provide VOC and benzene emission factors from gas 
station activities and are shown in Table 9.  Table 9 also shows the calculated benzene and VOC 
emissions rates in grams per second based on a gas station with a throughput of 3,212,000 gallons 
per year and operational 24-hours per day and 365 days a year.  In order to simplify the analysis, the 
benzene emissions were converted to DPM equivalent emissions.  The conversion was based on a 
ratio of the cancer potency factor of 0.1 for benzene to the cancer potency factor of DPM of 1.1.  
Finally, the Benzene DPM Equivalent value was age weighted based on the weighting factors detailed 
above in Table 8. 
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Table 9: Proposed Gas Station TAC Emissions 

Activity 

Gasoline Emission Factors1

(pounds/1000 gallons) Proposed Gas Station Emissions (grams/second)2 

VOC Benzene Benzene 
Benzene DPM 

Equivalent3 VOC 

Loading  0.42 0.00126 5.826E-05 5.297E-06 1.942E-02

Tank Breathing  0.025 0.00075 3.468E-06 3.153E-07 1.156E-03

Combined Loading and Tank Breathing 6.173E-05 5.612E-06 2.058E-02 

Refueling 0.32 0.00096 4.439E-05 4.036E-06 1.480E-02

Spillage 0.42 0.0042 1.942E-04 1.766E-05 1.942E-02

Combined Refueling and Spillage 2.386E-04 2.169E-05 0.03422 

Notes: 
1  Gasoline Emission Factors obtained from SCAQMD, 2007. 
2  Proposed gas station emissions based on 3,212, 000 gallons of gasoline per year and operational 24-hours per day 

365 days per year. 
3  Benzene DPM Equivalent based on the ratio between the cancer potency factors of 0.1 for benzene and 1.1 for DPM. 
Source: SCAQMD, 2007. 

 

The loading and tank breathing emissions from the proposed gas station were modeled in the 
AERMOD model as a point source located at the approximate location of the proposed tanks with a 
release height of 12 feet, a gas exit temperature of 294°K, a stack inside diameter of 0.05 meter and 
a gas exit flow velocity of 0.001 meter per second.  The combined refueling and spillage emissions 
from the proposed gas station were modeled as a volume source with a horizontal dimensions of 13 
meter by 13 meters, a vertical dimension of 5 meters. 

Meteorological Data 

Meteorological data from the BAAQMD’s Pacific Refinery monitoring site (Site ID: 2730) was selected 
for this modeling application.  Site 2730 is located at Latitude 38.0255 and Longitude 122.2687 at an 
elevation of 33.5 meters.  The meteorological data for years 1996 to 2000 was obtained from 
BAAQMD’s website at http://hank.baaqmd.gov/tec/data/#.  Each year was run as a separate model 
run in the ISCST3 model. 

Receptor Grid 

Discrete Receptors were placed at the approximate location of representative nearby homes and 
fenceline grid receptors were also utilized and covered the area from the project site property line 
out 400 meters.  Exhibit 4 shows the locations of the sources and receptors modeled in the AERMOD 
model. 
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SECTION 6: HEALTH RISK STANDARDS 

The BAAQMD Guidelines (BAAQMD 1999) states that any project with the potential to expose 
sensitive receptors, including residential areas or the general public, to substantial levels of TACs 
would be deemed to have a significant impact.  This applies to receptors locating near existing 
sources of TACs, as well as sources of TACs locating near existing receptors. 

Proposed developments that have the potential to expose the public to TACs in excess of the 
following thresholds would be considered to have a significant air quality impact.  These thresholds 
are based on the BAAQMD’s Risk Management Policy. 

Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants 

 1 Probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in 
one million. 

 

 2 Ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs would result in a Hazard Index 
greater than 1 for the MEI. 
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SECTION 7: HEALTH RISK IMPACTS 

Health risks from TACs are twofold.  First, TACs are carcinogens according to the State of California.  
Second, short-term acute and long-term chronic exposure to TACs can cause health effects to the 
respiratory system and other organs.  Each of these health risks are discussed below. 

7.1 - Cancer Risks 

According to OEHHA methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in 
terms of individual cancer risk, which is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of 
TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment 
methodology.  The cancer risk should be calculated using the following formula: 

Dose-inh = (Cair * DBR * A * EF * ED * CF) / AT 

Where: 

Dose-inh = dose through inhalation (mg/kg-day) 
Cair = air concentration (µg/m3) from air dispersion model 
DBR = daily breathing rate (271 L/kg body weight per day) 
EF = exposure frequency (350 days per year) 
ED = exposure duration (70 years) 
CF = conversion factor (10-6 ([mg/µg] * [m3/L]) 
AT = averaging time (25,550 days or 70 years) 
 

Cancer Risk = (Dose-inh * Cancer Potency Factor) 

Where: 

Cancer Risk = risk (potential chance per million people) 
Dose = dose through inhalation (mg/kg per day) 
Cancer Potency Factor = toxicity factor (mg/kg per day) = 1.1 for DPM 

According to the BAAQMD formula the residential receptors equates to Cair * 285.85 = Cancer Risk.  
The project-related DPM emissions were calculated through the use of the AERMOD model and the 
modeling parameters detailed above in Section 5.1.  The calculated emissions concentrations are 
shown in Exhibit 5 and the AERMOD model cancer-related emissions printouts are provided in 
Appendix C.  Representative homes on all sides of the project site were analyzed and the greatest 
concentration of DPM from the proposed project of 0.0015 µg/m3 averaged over years 1996 to 2000 
was found to occur at the home at 2180 Lewis Street, which is located north of the project site and 
adjacent to Front Street.  Based on the above formula this would result in a cancer risk of 0.4 per 
million persons at the most impacted sensitive receptor.  The calculated cancer risk is within the 
BAAQMD threshold of significance of 10 per million persons, which has been discussed above in 
Section 6.1.  Therefore, no significant long-term cancer impacts would occur from the operation of 
the proposed project. 
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7.2 - Non-Cancer Risks 

In addition to the cancer risk from exposure to DPM there is also the potential DPM exposure may 
result in adverse health impacts from acute and chronic illnesses, which are detailed below. 

7.2.1 - Chronic Health Impacts 
Chronic health effects are characterized by prolonged or repeated exposure to a TAC over many days, 
months, or years.  Symptoms from chronic health impacts may not be immediately apparent and are 
often irreversible.  The chronic hazard index is based on the most impacted sensitive receptor from 
the proposed project and is calculated from the annual average concentrations of PM2.5 for the 
opening year 2016.  The relationship for non-cancer chronic health effects is given by the equation: 

HIDPM = CDPM / RELDPM 

Where: 

HIDPM = Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects. 
CDPM = Annual average diesel particulate matter concentration in µg/m3. 
RELDPM = Reference Exposure Level (REL) for diesel particulate matter; the diesel particulate matter 
concentration at which no adverse health effects are anticipated. 

The RELDPM is 5 µg/m3.  The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment as protective for the 
respiratory system has established this concentration.  The ISCST3 model found that the highest 
annual DPM concentration for the meteorological years of 1996 to 2000 at the most impacted 
sensitive receptor is 0.0032 µg/m3 for DPM equivalent chronic non-cancer risk emissions.  The 
resulting Hazard Index is: 

HIDPM = 0.0032 / 5 = 0.000654 

The criterion for significance is a Chronic Hazard Index increase of 1.0 or greater, which is detailed 
above in Section 6.1.  Therefore, a less than significant chronic non-cancer health risk are anticipated 
at the residences located near the proposed project from project-related TAC emissions. 

7.2.2 - Acute Health Impacts 
Acute health effects are characterized by sudden and severe exposure and rapid absorption of a TAC.  
Normally, a single large exposure is involved.  Acute health effects are often treatable and reversible.  
The acute hazard index is calculated from the maximum hourly concentrations of PM2.5 and TOG at 
the most impacted sensitive receptor, which has been calculated with the ISCST3 model for the 
meteorological years 1996 to 2000 and the parameters detailed above in Section 5.1.  The 
relationship for non-cancer acute health effects is given by the equation: 

AHI = C / AREL 

Where: 

AHI = Acute Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects. 
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C = Maximum hourly concentration of either PM2.5 or TOG in µg/m3. 
AREL = Acute Reference Exposure Level. 

The AERMOD model found that the proposed project would create maximum hourly concentrations 
of 0.050 µg/m3 of PM2.5 and 52.474 µg/m3 of TOG at the most impacted sensitive receptor.  Appendix 
D provides the AERMOD output files for the PM2.5 calculations and Appendix E provides the AERMOD 
output files for the TOG calculations.  Table 10 provides a list of TAC pollutants from diesel emissions 
that have the potential to cause acute health risks, the associated pollutant analyzed in the AERMOD 
model, the ratio of the pollutant to total diesel emissions, the AREL for each pollutant and the 
calculated Acute Hazard Index for each pollutant. 

Table 10: Acute Non-Cancer Assessment 

TAC from Diesel 
Emissions Pollutant Diesel Weight Ratio1 

Acute Reference 
Exposure Level (AREL)2 

(µg/m3) 
Acute Hazard 
Index (AHI) 

Acetaldehyde TOG 0.0735 470 8.21E-03

Acrolein TOG 0.003 25 6.30E-03

Arsenic PM 0.000002 0.2 4.96E-07

Benzene TOG 0.02 1,300 8.07E-04

Chlorine PM 0.00003 210 7.08E-09

Copper PM 0.00006 100 2.97E-08

Formaldehyde TOG 0.1471 55 1.40E-01

Mercury PM 0.000006 0.6 4.96E-07

Methanol TOG 0.0408 28,000 7.65E-05

Methyl Ethyl Ketone TOG 0.0148 13,000 5.97E-05

Nickel PM 0.000008 6 6.61E-08

Styrene TOG 0.0006 21,000 1.50E-06

Toluene TOG 0.0147 37,000 2.08E-05

Vanadium PM 0.001 30 1.65E-06

Xylene TOG 0.0104 22,000 2.48E-05

Total 0.1558

Notes: 
1  Diesel related TAC composition is based on the ARB speciation profile 6099 for PM and 818 for VOC. 
2  Acute REL is from http://oehha.ca.gov/air/allrels.html. 

 

Table 10 shows that the total acute hazard index from the proposed project would be 0.1558.  The 
criterion for significance is an Acute Hazard Index increase of 1.0 or greater, which has been detailed 
above in Section 6.1.  Therefore, a less than significant acute non-cancer health risk is anticipated at 
the residences located near the proposed project from project-related TAC emissions. 
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ATTACHMENT 8: WRA Environmental Consultants, Sycamore Crossing Delineation of 
Wetlands, Non-Wetland Waters, and Riparian Habitat, Sept. 2017 

  



 

 
 
September 26, 2017 
 
Sam Miller 
VP Planned Community Development 
Lewis Management Corp. 
9216 Kiefer Blvd. 
Sacramento, CA 95826 
 
Subject: Sycamore Crossing Delineation of Wetlands, Non-Wetland Waters, and Riparian 
Habitat 
 
Dear Mr. Miller, 
 
This letter serves to summarize the history of the jurisdictional delineation completed for the 
Sycamore Crossing property, located at the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo 
Avenue in the City of Hercules, Contra Costa County, California (Study Area).  Attachments to 
this letter include maps and data forms depicting the jurisdictional limits based on delineations 
completed by WRA and First Carbon Solutions, and agreed upon during site visits with 
regulatory agencies following submission of permit applications by WRA:  
 

• Attachment 1:  Final map submitted to and approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) showing the limits of Corps and Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act, with compiled wetland 
delineation data sheets from First Carbon Wetland delineation report and WRA 
supplemental data provided to the Corps. 
 

• Attachment 2:  Map showing limit of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
stream and riparian jurisdiction, described as “Riparian Scrub” and including Ohlone 
Creek.  
 

• Attachment 3:  Email dated November 24, 2015 from Corps Project Manager Keith Hess 
indicating approval of the project by default. 
 

• Attachment 4:  Complete Notification letter from CDFW dated September 18, 2015 
indicating acceptance of the application for a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement, 
which included a description of impacts to jurisdictional streams and riparian areas 
based on the map provided in Attachment 2 
 

• Attachment 5: October 23, 2015 email from RWQCB Project Manager Tahsa Sturgis 
indicating remaining items needed for complete Water Quality Certification application. 

 
The attached maps and data sheets were reviewed with regulatory agency staff during site visits 
with WRA on the following dates: 
 

• June 16, 2015:  Site visit with CDFW 
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• July 16, 2015:  Site visit with Corps 
• October 9, 2015:  Site visit with RWQCB 

 
Summary of Project History Related to Regulatory Agency Approvals 
 

• Late 2013 through early 2015:  Studies and regulatory agency engagement completed 
by First Carbon Solutions, including a draft Section 404 Delineation Report, draft 
regulatory permit application package, and Interagency Meeting. 
 

• November 2014:  WRA engaged to provide a technical review of jurisdictional 
delineations and permit applications previously prepared by First Carbon Solutions, 
prepare mitigation plans, and prepare revised permit applications for the project. 
 

• November 25, 2014:  Site visit with WRA and First Carbon Solutions to review WRA’s 
revisions to delineations of jurisdictional areas previously completed by First Carbon. 
 

• March 20, 2015:  WRA submits regulatory permit application with revised Section 404 
delineation report and mapping of CDFW riparian jurisdiction as shown in Attachments 1 
and 2. 
 

• April 6, 2015:  WRA receives “Incomplete Notification” letter from CDFW 
 

• June 16, 2015:  Site visit with CDFW.  Mapped limits of CDFW jurisdiction reviewed and 
agreed upon. 
 

• July 16, 2015:  Site visit with the Corps.  Mapped limits of Corps jurisdiction reviewed 
and agreed upon. 
 

• August 18, 2015:  WRA emails updated delineation map and additional sample points 
requested by the Corps during the July 16 site visit. 
 

• August 19, 2015:  WRA submits response to CDFW Incomplete Notification letter, 
including discussion of impacts to CDFW jurisdiction as agreed upon during the site visit 
as shown in Attachment 2. 
 

• October 9, 2015:  Site visit with the RWQCB.  Mapped limits of jurisdiction reviewed and 
agreed upon. 
 

• October 23, 2015:  Email from RWQCB staff Tahsa Sturgis indicating remaining items 
needed for a complete application.  Items requested were limited to alternatives to avoid 
wetland impacts and technical information related to the proposed mitigation plan. 
(Attachment 5) 
 

• October 29, 2015:  CDFW issues Draft Streambed Alteration Agreement 
 

• November 24, 2015:  Email from the Corps indicating project approval by default. 
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 December 2015 – October 2016:  Transfer of property from Terramar to Lewis Corp, 
subsequent design revisions to avoid impacts to jurisdictional areas and  

 
The project history described above provides evidence of regulatory agency review and 
approval of mapped jurisdictional boundaries provided in Attachments 1 and 2.  WRA has 
retained records of written correspondence with regulatory agencies referenced above and we 
are happy to provide them as additional attachments to this letter if desired. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any additional questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Stephanie Freed, Associate Biologist 
 
Enclosures: 
 

Attachment 1:  Delineation of Jurisdictional Areas within Project Area and Wetland 
Determination Data Forms 

 
Attachment 2: Map of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) stream and 

riparian jurisdiction, described as “Riparian Scrub” and including Ohlone Creek.  
 
Attachment 3:  Email dated November 24, 2015 from Corps Project Manager Keith Hess 

indicating approval of the project by default. 
 
Attachment 4:  Complete Notification letter from CDFW dated September 18, 2015 

indicating acceptance of the application for a Lake or Streambed Alteration 
Agreement 

 
Attachment 5: October 23, 2015 email from RWQCB Project Manager Tahsa Sturgis 

indicating remaining items needed for complete Water Quality Certification 
application. 
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ATTACHMENT 9: Contra Costa Mosquito & Vector Control District Letter, Feb. 11, 2019 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The purpose of this Biological Resources Evaluation (BRE) is to describe on-site vegetation 
communities, identify potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and to assess the potential for 
occurrence of special-status plant and wildlife species within the project site.  This BRE builds on 
research originally completed for the City of Hercules Redevelopment Agency’s (RDA) 
Redevelopment Project 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet west of Interstate 80 (I-80), south of Alfred Nobel 
Drive, and north of San Pablo Avenue (Exhibit 1).  It can be found on the Mare Island, California, 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map, of Township 2 
North, Range 4 West (Exhibit 2).  The roughly triangular site is bounded by Sycamore Avenue on the 
north and northeast, Tsuchima Street on the west, San Pablo Avenue on the south and southeast, 
and the intersection of San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue on the east.  The approximately 14-
acre project site encompasses Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 404-020-05, and 404-020-058. 

The Sycamore Crossing project is proposed as a locally serving shopping center that complements 
the commercial character of San Pablo Avenue to the southeast and the mixed-use character of the 
New Town Center district to the east.  The total project area involved contains approximately 12.85 
acres and is bounded by Sycamore Avenue, San Pablo Avenue, and Tsushima Street.  The 
approximately 135,400 square foot shopping center would be built on approximately 11.19 acres of 
the site, which is currently owned by the City, as Successor Agency to the Hercules Redevelopment 
Agency.   

The existing land use designation of the site is Planned Commercial-Residential (PC-R).  The proposed 
project would amend the land use and zoning map to General Commercial (GC).  The project would 
accommodate a range of businesses in ten structures, including an approximately 55,000 square foot 
neighborhood supermarket, and a fuel center and related kiosk.  Other businesses proposed for the 
center include an approximately  37,000-square-foot fitness center and neighborhood-serving retail 
and restaurant uses in buildings ranging from approximately 2,500 square feet to approximately 
10,000 square feet ( 
Exhibit 3).   

The project also requires various small right-of-way adjustments totaling approximately 0.85 acres, 
including vacations of approximately 0.05 acre of Sycamore Avenue and .80 acre of San Pablo 
Avenue, and dedications to the City of approximately 0.61 acre, including 0.58 acre for Sycamore 
Avenue and 0.03 acre for Tsushima Street, to match existing built street infrastructure and clean up 
past recorded maps. 
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ID Common Name Scientific Name
1 Alameda whipsnake Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus
2 California black rail Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus
3 California red-legged frog Rana draytonii
4 Carquinez goldenbush Isocoma arguta
5 longfin smelt Spirinchus thaleichthys
6 monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus
7 Northern Coastal Salt Marsh Northern Coastal Salt Marsh
8 pallid bat Antrozous pallidus
9 San Pablo song sparrow Melospiza melodia samuelis
10 yellow-headed blackbird Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus
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SECTION 2: REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS 

This section provides an overview of the laws and regulations that influence biological resources.  
Many of these regulations will not apply to the project if sensitive biological resources are avoided. 

As of January 1, 2013, the agency formerly known as the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) changed its name to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  Some 
publications written prior to the change refer to the CDFG; therefore, this document refers to CDFG 
and the CDFW, as appropriate, referring to the same state agency. 

2.1 - Federal  

2.1.1 - Federal Endangered Species Act 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction over species listed as threatened 
or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA).  The FESA has four major 
components: provisions for listing species, requirements for consultation with the USFWS and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), prohibitions against “taking” of listed species, and 
provisions for permits that allow incidental “take.”  The FESA also discusses recovery plans and the 
designation of critical habitat for listed species.  Both the USFWS and the NMFS share the 
responsibility for administration of the FESA.  During the CEQA review process, each agency is given 
the opportunity to comment on the potential of the project to affect listed plants and animals. 

Section 9 of FESA protects listed species from “take,” which is broadly defined as actions to “harass, 
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such 
conduct.”  FESA protects threatened and endangered plants and animals and their critical habitat.  
Candidate species are those proposed for listing; these species are usually treated by resource 
agencies as if they were actually listed during the environmental review process.  Procedures for 
addressing impacts to federally listed species follow two principal pathways, both of which require 
consultation with the USFWS, which administers the FESA for all terrestrial species.  The first 
pathway, Section 10(a) incidental take permit, applies to situations where a non-federal government 
entity must resolve potential adverse impacts to species protected under the FESA. 

The second pathway, Section 7 consultation, applies to projects directly undertaken by a federal 
agency or private projects requiring a federal permit or approval. 

2.1.2 - Clean Water Act Section 404  
The USACE and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  Waters of the U.S. include wetlands, lakes, and rivers, streams, and their 
tributaries.  Wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE (referred to as jurisdictional 
wetlands) are defined as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”  Areas not considered jurisdictional 
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waters include, for example, non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dry land; 
artificially irrigated or created bodies such as small ponds, lakes or swimming pools; and water-filled 
depressions (33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)328.3; 40 CFR 230.3). 

Project proponents must obtain a permit from USACE for all discharges of fill material into waters of 
the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed action.  If wetlands are 
jurisdictional and could be filled as part of the project, USACE may issue either an individual permit 
or general permit.  Individual permits are prepared on a project-specific basis for projects that are 
expected to have adverse effects on the aquatic environment.  General permits are pre-authorized 
permits issued to cover similar activities that are expected to cause only minimal individual and 
cumulative adverse environmental effects. 

A Section 404 permit may not be required if the project avoids the discharge of any fill material into 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  If the project cannot be designed to avoid the discharge of fill 
or excavating in waters of the U.S., including wetlands, a Section 404 permit must be obtained. 

2.1.3 - Clean Water Act Section 401  
The CWA requires any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity that may result 
in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. to obtain a certification that the discharge will 
comply with the applicable effluent limitations and water quality standards.  The appropriate 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates Section 401 requirements. 

2.1.4 - Executive Order 11990 for Protection of Wetlands  
Executive Order 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977) establishes a national policy to 
avoid adverse impacts on wetlands whenever there is a practicable alternative.  On federally funded 
projects, impacts on wetlands must be identified in the environmental document.  Alternatives that 
avoid wetlands must be considered.  If wetland impacts cannot be avoided, then all practicable 
measures to minimize harm must be included.  This must be documented in a specific “Wetlands 
Only Practicable Alternative Finding” in the final environmental document.  An additional 
requirement is to provide early public involvement for projects affecting wetlands. 

2.1.5 - Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sections 661-667e, March 10, 1994, as amended 
1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) requires that whenever waters or channel of a stream or other body of 
water are proposed or authorized to be modified by a public or private agency under a federal 
license or permit, the federal agency must first consult with the USFWS and/or National Marine 
Fisheries Service and with the head of the agency exercising administration over the wildlife 
resources of the state where construction will occur (in this case the CDFW), with a view to 
conservation of birds, fish, mammals and all other classes of wild animals and all types of aquatic 
and land vegetation upon which wildlife is dependent. 
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2.1.6 - Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 CFR Part 10, prohibits 
taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory birds, parts of migratory birds, 
and their eggs and nests, except when specifically authorized by the Department of the Interior.  As 
used in the act, the term “take” is defined as meaning, “to pursue, hunt, capture, collect, kill or 
attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or kill, unless the context otherwise requires.”  With 
a few exceptions, most birds are considered migratory under the MBTA.  Disturbance that causes 
nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort or loss of habitat upon which these birds 
depend would be in violation of the MBTA. 

The Bald Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668) was passed in 1940 to protect bald eagles and was later 
amended to include golden eagles.  Under the act, it is unlawful to import, export, take, sell, 
purchase, or barter any bald eagle or golden eagle, their parts, products, nests, or eggs.  Take 
includes pursuing, shooting, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, 
or disturbing eagles. 

2.1.7 - Executive Order 13112 - Invasive Species 
Executive Order (EO) 13112 directs all federal agencies to refrain from authorizing, funding, or 
carrying out actions or projects that may spread invasive species.  The order further directs federal 
agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species, control and monitor existing invasive 
species populations, restore native species to invaded ecosystems, research and develop prevention 
and control methods for invasive species, and promote public education on invasive species.  As part 
of the proposed action, the USFWS and United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would issue 
permits and therefore would be responsible for ensuring that the proposed action complies with EO 
13112 and does not contribute to the spread of invasive species. 

2.2 - State 

2.2.1 - California Endangered Species Act 
The State of California enacted similar laws to the FESA, the California Native Plant Protection Act 
(NPPA) in 1977 and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984.  The CESA expanded upon 
the original NPPA and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPPA remains part of the 
California Fish and Game Code (FCG).  To align with the FESA, CESA created the categories of 
“threatened” and “endangered” species.  It converted all “rare” animals into the CESA as threatened 
species, but did not do so for rare plants.  Thus, these laws provide the legal framework for 
protection of California-listed rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species.  The 
CDFW implements NPPA and CESA, and its Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch maintains the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), a computerized inventory of information on the 
general location and status of California’s rarest plants, animals, and natural communities.  During 
the CEQA review process, the CDFW is given the opportunity to comment on the potential of the 
project to affect listed plants and animals. 
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2.2.2 - Fully Protected Species & Species of Special Concern 
The classification of “fully protected” was the CDFW’s initial effort to identify and provide additional 
protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction.  Lists were created for fish, 
amphibian and reptiles, birds, and mammals.  Most of the species on these lists have subsequently 
been listed under CESA and/or FESA.  The Fish and Game Code sections (fish at §5515, amphibian 
and reptiles at §5050, birds at §3511, and mammals at §4700) dealing with “fully protected” species 
states that these species “. . . may not be taken or possessed at any time and no provision of this 
code or any other law shall be construed to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take any 
fully protected species,” although take may be authorized for necessary scientific research.  This 
language makes the “fully protected” designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the 
“take” of these species.  In 2003, the code sections dealing with fully protected species were 
amended to allow the CDFW to authorize take resulting from recovery activities for state-listed 
species. 

Species of special concern are broadly defined as animals not listed under the FESA or CESA, but 
which are nonetheless of concern to the CDFW because are declining at a rate that could result in 
listing or historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist.  
This designation is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by the CDFW, land 
managers, consulting biologist, and others, and is intended to focus attention on the species to help 
avert the need for costly listing under FESA and CESA and cumbersome recovery efforts that might 
ultimately be required.  This designation also is intended to stimulate collection of additional 
information on the biology, distribution, and status of poorly known at-risk species, and focus 
research and management attention on them.  Although these species generally have no special 
legal status, they are given special consideration under the CEQA during project review. 

2.2.3 - California Fish and Game Code 
Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) has the responsibility for maintaining a list of endangered and threatened species (Fish and 
Game Code [FGC] 2070).  Sections 2050 through 2098 of the FGC outline the protection provided to 
California’s rare, endangered, and threatened species.  Section 2080 of the FGC prohibits the taking 
of plants and animals listed under the CESA.  Section 2081 established an incidental take permit 
program for state-listed species.  CDFW maintains a list of “candidate species,” which CDFW formally 
notices as being under review for addition to the list of endangered or threatened species. 

In addition, the Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (FGC Section 1900, et seq.) prohibits the taking, 
possessing, or sale within the State of any plants with a state designation of rare, threatened, or 
endangered (as defined by CDFW).  An exception to this prohibition in the Native Plant Protection 
Act allows landowners, under specified circumstances, to take listed plant species, provided that the 
owners first notify CDFW and give that state agency at least 10 days to come and retrieve (and 
presumably replant) the plants before they are plowed under or otherwise destroyed.  (FGC Section 
1913 exempts from “take” prohibition “the removal of endangered or rare native plants from a 
canal, lateral ditch, building site, or road, or other right of way.”)  Project impacts to these species are 
not considered significant unless the species are known to have a high potential to occur within the 
area of disturbance associated with construction of the project. 
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CDFW also maintains lists of “Species of Special Concern” that serve as species “watch lists.”  The 
CDFW has also identified many Species of Special Concern.  Species with this status have limited 
distribution or the extent of their habitats has been reduced substantially, such that their 
populations may be threatened.  Thus, their populations are monitored, and they may receive 
special attention during environmental review.  While they do not have statutory protection, they 
may be considered rare under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and thereby warrant 
specific protection measures. 

Sensitive species that would qualify for listing but are not currently listed are afforded protection 
under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance) requires that a 
substantial reduction in numbers of a rare or endangered species be considered a significant effect.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 (Rare or Endangered Species) provides for assessment of unlisted 
species as rare or endangered under CEQA if the species can be shown to meet the criteria for 
listing.  Unlisted plant species on the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) Lists 1A, 1B, and 2 
would typically be considered under CEQA. 

Sections 3500 to 5500 of the FGC outline protection for fully protected species of mammals, birds, 
reptiles, amphibians, and fish.  Species that are fully protected by these sections may not be taken or 
possessed at any time.  The CDFW cannot issue permits or licenses that authorize the take of any 
fully protected species, except under certain circumstances such as scientific research and live 
capture and relocation of such species pursuant to a permit for the protection of livestock. 

Under Section 3503.5 of the FGC, it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders of 
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any 
such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.  To 
comply with the requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a project within its jurisdiction must 
determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species may be present in the project 
study area and determine whether the project will have a potentially significant impact on such 
species.  In addition, CDFW encourages informal consultation on any project that may impact a 
candidate species. 

Project-related impacts to species on the CESA endangered or threatened list would be considered 
significant.  State-listed species are fully protected under the mandates of the CESA.  “Take” of 
protected species incidental to otherwise lawful management activities may be authorized under 
FGC Section 206.591.  Authorization from CDFW would be in the form of an Incidental Take Permit. 

2.2.4 - California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600–1616 
Streams, lakes, and riparian vegetation that provide habitat for fish and other wildlife species are 
subject to jurisdiction by the CDFW under Sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code.  
These sections regulate any activity that may (1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a 
river, stream, or lake; (2) substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a 
river, stream, or lake; or (3) deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing 
crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake.  When an 
existing fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected, CDFW is required to 
propose reasonable project changes to protect the resource.  These modifications are formalized in a 
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Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) that becomes part of the plans, specifications and estimates 
documents for the project.  

The term “stream,” which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) as follows: “a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or 
channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life.  This includes watercourses having a 
surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation” (14 CCR 1.72).  In 
addition, the term stream can include ephemeral streams, dry washes, watercourses with subsurface 
flows, canals, aqueducts, irrigation ditches, and other means of water conveyance if they support 
aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-dependent terrestrial wildlife (CDFG 1994).  Stream-
dependent riparian habitat is defined in the California Fish and Game Code (Section 2785) as “lands 
which contain habitat which grows close to and which depends upon soil moisture from a nearby 
freshwater source.”  Removal of stream-dependent riparian vegetation may also require a SAA from 
CDFW. 

2.2.5 - Sensitive Vegetation Communities 
Sensitive vegetation communities are natural communities and habitats that are either unique, of 
relatively limited distribution in the region, or of particularly high wildlife value.  These resources 
have been defined by federal, state, and local conservation plans, policies or regulations.  The CDFW 
ranks sensitive communities as “threatened” or “very threatened” and keeps records of their 
occurrences in its CNDDB.  Sensitive vegetation communities are also identified by CDFW on its List 
of California Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB.  Impacts to sensitive natural 
communities and habitats identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by federal or 
state agencies must be considered and evaluated under the CEQA (California Code of Resources 
[CCR]: Title 14, Div. 6, Chap. 3, Appendix G). 

2.2.6 - California Native Plant Society 
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) publishes and maintains an Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California in both hard copy and electronic version.4 The Inventory 
assigns plants to the following categories: 

• 1A – Presumed extinct in California 
• 1B – Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
• 2 – Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
• 3 – Plants for which more information is needed 
• 4 – Plants of limited distribution 

 
Additional endangerment codes are assigned to each taxon as follows: 

• 1 – Seriously endangered in California (over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high 
degree of immediacy of threat). 

 

• 2 – Fairly endangered in California (20-80 percent occurrences threatened). 
 

• 3 – Not very endangered in California (<20 percent of occurrences threatened or no current 
threats known). 
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Plants on Lists 1A, 1B, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify for listing, and 
are given special consideration under CEQA during project review.  Although plants on List 3 and 4 
have little or no protection under CEQA, they are usually included in the project review for 
completeness. 

2.2.7 - California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The RWQCB has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the CWA and the 
State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7).  
Under the CWA, the RWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the U.S., through the 
issuance of water quality certifications under Section 401 of the CWA in conjunction with permits 
issued by the USACE under Section 404 of the CWA.  When the RWQCB issues Section 401 
certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge Requirements for the project under 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  Activities in areas that are outside of the jurisdiction 
of the USACE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, seasonal streams, intermittent streams, channels 
that lack a nexus to navigable waters, or stream banks above the ordinary high water mark) are 
regulated by the RWQCB under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  
Activities that lie outside of USACE jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or 
general waste discharge requirements. 

2.3 - Regional/Local 

2.3.1 - City of Hercules Tree Ordinance 
The City of Hercules has developed a mature tree ordinance (Ordinance No. 331) governing the 
removal of protected trees in order to preserve the public health, safety, and general welfare of the 
City.  Under the City’s tree ordinance, protected trees include any living tree with a trunk diameter 
measuring twelve (12) inches or greater when measured at breast height.  Mature trees may only be 
removed in conjunction with a development project for which the City has issued all necessary land 
use approvals, provided that the City approves and the developer implements a tree replacement 
plan.  Standard City Conditions require the applicant to submit a tree replacement plan in 
accordance with Ordinance No. 331, prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 
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SECTION 3: METHODS 

3.1 - Literature Search 

Special-status species are commonly characterized as species that are at potential risk or actual risk 
to their persistence in a given area or across their native habitat (locally, regionally, or nationally) and 
are identified by a state and/or federal resource agency as such.  These agencies include 
governmental agencies such as CDFW and USFWS or private organizations such as CNPS.  The degree 
to which a species is at risk of extinction is the limiting factor on a species status designation.  Risk 
factors to a species’ persistence or population’s persistence include habitat loss, increased mortality 
factors (take, electrocution, etc.), invasive species, and environmental toxins. 

In context of environmental review, special-status species are defined by the following codes: 

• Species that are listed, proposed, or candidates for listing under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act  (50 CFR 17.11 - listed; 61 FR 7591) 

 

• Species that are listed or proposed for listing under the California Endangered Species Act 
(FCG 1992 Section 2050, et seq.; 14 CCR Section 670.1, et seq.) 

 

• Species that are designated as Species of Special Concern by CDFW 
 

• Species that are designated as Fully Protected by CDFW (FCG Section 3511, Section 4700, 
Section 5050, Section 5515) 

 

• Species that meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA (14 CCR Section 15380) 
 
Special-status plant and wildlife species were determined from a USGS quadrangle search (CDFW 
2014a), California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) QuickViewer search of unprocessed data 
(CDFW 2014b), CNPS search (CNPS 2014), and a USFWS quadrangle search (USFWS 2014a).  In 
addition, the results of the database search was augmented by the biological resources analysis 
included within the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR (Impact Sciences 2009).  The 
Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR’s analysis differs from the Sycamore Crossing project 
analysis, in that the report analyzed resources of multiple project sites, resulting in a more broad, 
program-level analysis.   

The results of the database search are included in Appendix A.  Each special-status species identified 
within the database search have been addressed individually in Table 1 and Table 2.  The potential 
for each special-status species to occur within the project site was assessed by known occurrences of 
the species within a 1-mile radius of the project site ( 

Exhibit 3), suitability of habitat within the project site, and professional expertise.   

When the USFWS lists a species as threatened or endangered under FESA, areas of habitat 
considered essential to its conservation and survival may be designated as critical habitat.  These 
areas may require special consideration and/or protection because of their ecological importance.  
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Potential critical habitat designations within the general vicinity of the project site were checked 
using the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2014b). 

3.2 - Field Survey 

A pedestrian reconnaissance-level survey was conducted by FirstCarbon Solutions biologists on 
December 18, 2013.  Vegetation communities and other biological resources were noted on an aerial 
photograph of the project site and were digitized using ArcGIS software (Exhibit 4).  Current site 
conditions and habitat types were correlated to the wildlife habitat types in A Guide to Wildlife 
Habitats of California (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).  Photographs were taken within the project 
site and are included in Appendix B.  All species observed within and adjacent to the project site 
were noted and are included in Appendix C. 

A delineation for state and federal wetlands and other waters was conducted during the December 
18, 2013 field survey.  The results of that delineation are summarized in this report, and a full 
delineation report was prepared as a stand-alone document and is pending verification by the 
USACE.   
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Table 1: Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description4 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 CNPS3 

Plants 

Amsinckia lunaris 
Bent-flowered fiddleneck 

— — 1B.2 Annual herb that occurs in coastal bluff 
scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley 
and foothill grassland. 
Blooming Period: March–June 
Elevation: 3-50 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Atriplex joaquiniana 
San Joaquin spearscale 

— — 1B.2 Annual herb that occurs in alkaline 
chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, 
playas, and valley and foothill grassland. 
Blooming period: April–October 
Elevation: 1–835 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Blepharizonia plumosa 
Big tarplant 

— — 1B.1 Annual herb that usually occurs in clay soils 
in valley and foothill grassland. 
Blooming period: July–October 
Elevation: 30–505 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Calochortus pulchellus 
Mt. Diablo fairy lantern 

— — 1B.1 Perennial bulbiferous herb that occurs in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, riparian 
woodland, and valley and foothill grassland. 
Blooming period: April–June 
Elevation: 30–840 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Castilleja ambigua ssp. 
ambigua  
johnny-nip 

— — 4.2 Annual herb that occurs on coastal bluff 
scrub, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, 
marshes and swamps, vernal pool margins, 
valley and foothill grasslands.   
Blooming period: March–August  
Elevation: 0–435 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   
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Table 1 (cont.): Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name Status Habitat Description4 

Considered in 
Impact Analysis Rationale 

Centromadia parryi 
Congdon’s tarplant 

— — 1B.2 Annual herb that occurs on valley and 
foothill grassland (alkaline). 
Blooming period: May–December 
Elevation: 0–230 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Chloropyron molle ssp. molle 
soft bird’s-beak 

FE CR 1B.2 Annual herb that occurs on coastal salt 
marshes and swamps.   
Blooming period: July–November  
Elevation: 0-3 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Erodium macrophyllum 
Round-leaved filaree 

— — 1B.1 Annual herb that occurs in valley and 
foothill grassland (alkaline). 
Blooming period: May–November 
Elevation: 0–230 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Fritillaria liliacea  
fragrant fritillary 

— — 1B.2 Perennial herb that occurs often on 
serpentine coastal prairies and coastal 
scrub, valley and foothill grasslands and 
cismontane woodlands.   
Blooming period: February–April 
Elevation: 3–410 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Helianthella castanea  
Diablo helianthella 

— — 1.B2 Perennial herb that occurs in broadleafed 
upland forest, chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, riparian 
woodland, valley and foothill grassland 
habitats.   
Blooming period: March–June 
Elevation: 60–1,300 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   
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Table 1 (cont.): Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name Status Habitat Description4 

Considered in 
Impact Analysis Rationale 

Holocarpha macradenia  
Santa Cruz tarplant 

FT SE 1B.1 Annual herb that occurs often on 
serpentine coastal prairies and coastal 
scrub, valley and foothill grasslands. 
Blooming period: June–October 
Elevation: 10 -220 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Isocoma arguta 
Carquinez goldenbrush 

— — 1B.1 Perennial shrub that occurs often in alkaline 
valley and foothill grassland habitats. 
Blooming period: August–December 
Elevation: 1 -20 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Lasthenia conjugens 
Contra Costa goldfields 

FE — 1.B1 Annual herb that occurs within mesic 
cismontane woodland, playas, vernal pool, 
valley and foothill grassland habitats.   
Blooming period: March–June 
Elevation: 0–470 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii 
Delta tule pea 

— — 1.B2 Perennial herb that occurs within both 
freshwater and brackish marshes and 
swamps. 
Blooming period: May–September 
Elevation: 0–5 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Lilaeopsis masonii  
Mason’s lilaeopsis 

— CR 1B.1 Perennial herb that occurs within marshes 
and swamps, and also riparian scrub 
habitats. 
Blooming period: April–November 
Elevation: 0–10 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   
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Table 1 (cont.): Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name Status Habitat Description4 

Considered in 
Impact Analysis Rationale 

Senecio aphanactis 
chaparral ragwort 

— — 2B.2 Annual herb that occurs within chaparral, 
cismontane woodland and coastal scrub 
habitats, sometimes on alkaline soils. 
Blooming period: January–April  
Elevation: 15–800 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Silene verecunda ssp. 
verecunda 
San Francisco campion 

— — 1B.2 Perennial herb in sandy coastal bluff scrub, 
chaparral, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, and 
valley and foothill grassland. 
Blooming period: March–August 
Elevation: 30–645 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Stebbinsoseris decipiens 
Santa Cruz microseris 

— — 1B.2 Annual herb found in open areas, 
sometimes serpentinite broadleafed upland 
forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, 
chaparral, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, and 
valley and foothill grassland. 
Blooming period: April–May 
Elevation: 10–500 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Symphyotrichum lentum 
Suisun Marsh aster 

— — 1B.2 Perennial herb that occurs within marshes 
and swamps. 
Blooming period: May–November 
Elevation: 0–3 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Trifolium amoenum 
Two-fork clover 

— — 1B.1 Annual herb found in coastal bluff scrub 
and valley and foothill grassland 
(sometimes serpentinite). 
Blooming period: April–June 
Elevation: 5–415 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   
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Table 1 (cont.): Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name Status Habitat Description4 

Considered in 
Impact Analysis Rationale 

Triphysaria floribunda 
San Francisco owl’s clover 

— — 1B.2 Annual herb in usually serpentinite coastal 
prairie, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill 
grassland. 
Blooming period: April–June 
Elevation: 10–160 meters 

No Suitable habitat is absent from the 
project site.   

Federal Status1: 2014 USFWS Listing State Status2: 2014 CDFW Listing CNPS3: 2014 CNPS Listing 

FE = Listed as endangered under the Endangered Species 
Act 

FT = Listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act 
FC = Candidate for listing (threatened or endangered) under 

Endangered Species Act 
FD = Delisted in accordance with the Endangered Species 

Act 
— = Not federally listed 

SE = Listed as endangered under the California Endangered 
Species Act 

ST = Listed as threatened under the California Endangered 
Species Act 

SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by CDFW 
CFP = Listed as fully protected under CDFG code 
CR = Species identified as rare by CDFW 
— = Not state listed 

1A = Plants species that presumed extinct in California. 
1B = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in 

California and elsewhere. 
List 2 = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered 

in California, but more common elsewhere.   
Blooming period: Months in parentheses are uncommon. 

Habitat description4: Habitat description adapted from CNDDB (CDFW 2014a) and CNPS online inventory (CNPS 2014)   
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Table 2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta conservatio 
Conservancy fairy shrimp 

FE — Inhabit astatic pools located in swales formed by 
old, braided alluvium; filled by winter/spring rains, 
last until June. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Danaus plexippus  
Monarch butterfly 

— — Habitat is a complex issue for this species.  In 
general, breeding areas are virtually all patches of 
milkweed in North America and some other 
regions.  The critical conservation feature for 
North American populations is the overwintering 
habitats, which are certain high altitude Mexican 
conifer forests, or coastal California conifer or 
Eucalyptus groves as identified in literature.  
Coastal regions are important flyways and so 
nectar (wild or in gardens) is an important 
resource in such places.  However, essential 
overwintering areas for North American 
populations are limited to about 100 places in 
coastal California and the mountains of Mexico. 

No A small stand of Eucalyptus trees 
occur within the project site.  No 
monarchs were identified during 
the December 2013 field visit 
when overwintering monarchs 
would be most likely to occur on-
site.  Additionally, milkweed was 
not identified as occurring on-
site. 

Hygrotus curvipes 
Curve-footed diving beetle 

FC — Vernal pools and other wetlands within the 
Sacramento River delta. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Speyeria callippe callippe 
Callippe silverspot butterfly 

FE — Restricted to the northern coastal scrub of the 
San Francisco Peninsula.  Habitat 
requirements are larval food plants (violet or 
johnny jump-up) and adult nectar plants.  
Most adults found on east facing slopes, as 
males congregate on hilltops in search of 
females. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Syncaris pacifica 
California freshwater shrimp 

FE SE Low-elevation, low-gradient perennial coastal 
streams with refuges from swift currents as well as 
some protection from high sediment 
concentrations. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Fish 

Acipenser medirostris  
Green sturgeon 

FT — Anadromous species; large portions of life 
history are spent in the ocean.  Migrations by 
adults into freshwater occur between late 
February and late July, with a spawning period 
generally ranging from March to July.  
Spawning takes place in deep, fast-moving 
water with temperatures between 46.5 and 
57˚F.  Preferred spawning substrate is likely 
large cobble, but can range from clean sand 
to bedrock.  Juveniles typically migrate out to 
sea before the end of their second year, 
primarily during summer and fall. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Hypomesus transpacificus  
Delta smelt 

FT SE Occurs in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta; and 
seasonally in Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, and San 
Pablo Bay. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Oncorhynchus kisutch  
Coho salmon central California 
coast 

FE — Anadromous fish.  Naturally occurring in the 
Pacific Ocean and tributary drainages from the 
Anadyr River south to northern Japan and from 
Point Hope, Alaska, south to California (California: 
Klamath, Trinity, Mad, Noyo, and Eel rivers, with 
smaller populations south to the San Lorenzo River 
in Santa Cruz County) and infrequently as far south 
as Chamalu Bay, Baja California; most abundant 
between Oregon and southeastern Alaska, rare 
south of central California. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Oncorhynchus mykiss  
Steelhead central California 
coast ESU 

FT — Both anadromous and non-anadromous forms 
exist.  Anadromous forms migrate between 
freshwater breeding and marine non-breeding 
habitats; California breeders migrate to non-
breeding habitats as far away as Alaska. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Central Valley ESU steelhead 

FT — Nonspawning habitat: mainly oceanic.  Most 
spawning occurs in gravel riffles in main streams 
where the female forms a nest, in the gravel.  
Salinity of 8 ppt is the upper limit for the normal 
development of chinook eggs and alevins.  
Streams with temperatures near the upper 
tolerance level (25°C) during spawning migrations 
may be able to provide habitat for chinook salmon 
if a patchwork of thermal refugia is present. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Central Valley spring-run ESU 
chinook salmon 

FT ST Spawns and juveniles rear for up to one year in the 
Sacramento and Yuba Rivers and their tributaries 
including Deer Creek. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Sacramento River winter-run 
ESU chinook salmon 

FE SE Spawns primarily in the mainstream of the 
Sacramento River with a small number in Battle 
Creek.  Some juveniles rear non-natally for brief 
periods in lower reaches of tributaries. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Pogonichthys macrolepidotus 
Sacramento splittail 

— SSC Current distribution limited to the San Francisco 
Bay Delta, Suisun Bay and Suisun Marsh, Petaluma 
River and Napa River, and most abundant in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin estuary.  Adults generally 
found in brackish waters and egg laying happens in 
freshwater areas subject to flooding. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Amphibians 

Rana draytonii 
California red-legged frog  

FT — Lowlands & foothills in or near permanent sources 
of deep water with dense, shrubby, or emergent 
riparian vegetation. 

Yes Limited suitable habitat occurs 
along Ohlone Creek.  No breeding 
habitat on-site. 

Reptiles 

Actinemys marmorata 
Western pond turtle 

— SSC Found in perennial fresh and brackish water 
habitats, including wetlands and ponds, with 
adequate cover and basking sites. 

Yes Limited suitable habitat occurs 
along Ohlone Creek. 

Masticophis lateralis 
euryxanthus  
Alameda whipsnake 

FT ST A slim-bodied snake.  This species inhabits 
chaparral foothills, shrublands with scattered 
grassy patches, rocky canyons and watercourses, 
and adjacent habitats.  Underground or under 
cover when inactive.  Lays eggs probably most 
often in abandoned rodent burrows, perhaps also 
in other protected sites underground or under 
imbedded objects.  Small range in hills in the 
eastern San Francisco Bay area, California. 

No The project site is heavily 
disturbed and is surrounded by 
urban development, including 
roadways and busy highways.  
Habitat types within the project 
site, including non-native 
grassland and coyote bush scrub, 
are highly disturbed by grading 
and fill and do not offer the 
prime habitat elements the 
species requires to occur on-site.

Birds 

Accipiter cooperii 
Cooper’s hawk 

— SSC Forages in broken deciduous or conifer forests.  
Nests in large trees, often in riparian areas. 

Yes Suitable nesting habitat occurs 
within the Eucalyptus trees 
within the project site. 

Agelaius tricolor 
Tricolored blackbird 

— SSC Requires open water, protected nest, and foraging 
area with insect prey.   

No Although Ohlone Creek has 
blackberry along the creek 
margins, these thickets are not 
large enough to support a nesting 
population of tricolored 
blackbirds.
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Ardea herodias  
Great blue heron 

— — (Rookery) Colonial nester in tall trees, cliffsides,
and sequestered spots on marshes.  Rookery site 
in close proximity to foraging areas, marshes, lake 
margins, tide-flats, rivers, streams, and wet 
meadows. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Buteo regalis 
Ferriginous hawk 

— — Open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert scrub, 
low foothills, and fringes of pinion juniper 
habitats. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site. 

Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus  
Western snowy plover 

FT SSC A small shorebird.  This species inhabits beaches, 
dry mud or salt flats, sandy shores of rivers, lakes, 
and ponds.  Nests on the ground on broad open 
beaches or salt or dry mud flats, where vegetation 
is sparse or absent (small clumps of vegetation are 
used for cover by chicks). 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Circus cyaneus 
Northern harrier 

— SSC Nests and forages in open area grasslands, 
meadows, and emergent wetlands. 

No The open areas within the project 
site are graded and highly 
disturbed and lack vegetation 
components required for nesting. 

Elanus leucurus  
White-tailed kite 

— CFP Nests in shrubs (in Delta) and trees adjacent to 
grasslands oak woodland, edges of riparian 
habitats.  Roosts communally, resident year-round, 
and breeds February-October. 

Yes Suitable nesting habitat occurs 
within the Eucalyptus trees 
within the project site.   

Eremophila alpestris actia 
California horned lark 

— — Nests in grasslands, forages on invertebrates and 
seeds.  Coastal regions, short-grass prairie, open 
foothills, mountain meadows, open coastal plains, 
and alkali flats. 

No The open areas within the project 
site are graded and highly 
disturbed and lack vegetation 
components required for nesting. 

Geothlypis trichas sinuosa  
Saltmarsh common yellow-
throat 

— SSC A small warbler.  Salt marshes.  Nests just above 
ground or over water, in thick herbaceous 
vegetation, often at base of shrub or sapling, 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   



City of Hercules – Sycamore Crossing 
Biological Resources Evaluation Methods 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 31 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\4481\44810001\BRE\44810001 Sycamore Crossing BRE.doc 

Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

sometimes higher in weeds or shrubs up to about 
1 meter. 

Lanius ludovicianus mearnsi 
Loggerhead shrike 

— SSC Nests in dense shrubs or trees; forages in open 
areas.   

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site. 

Laterallus jamaicensis  
California black rail 

— ST/CFP Wetlands, marshes, thickets with recent sightings 
in near oak foothill woodlands.  Nests with eggs 
have been documented from March to June. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Melospiza melodia samuelis 
San Pablo song sparrow 

— SSC Inhabits tidal salt marshes in San Pablo Bay.  The 
San Pablo song sparrow requires dense vegetation 
(e.g., cordgrass, pickleweed, and gumplant) for 
nesting and perching sites, and to act as cover 
from predators.  Breeds March–July. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Pandion haliaetus 
Osprey 

— SSC Ocean shore, bays, freshwater lakes, and larger 
streams.  Generally nests in treetops within 15 
miles of fish-producing body of water. 

No Trees within the project site are 
entirely composed of Eucalyptus 
and occur along a highly traveled 
roadway.  Ohlone Creek within 
the project site is overgrown with 
blackberry and does not support 
foraging habitat for the species.   

Pelecanus occidentalis 
californicus  
California brown pelican 

FE — A large heavy water bird with a massive bill and 
huge throat pouch.  Mainly coastal, rarely seen 
inland or far out at sea.  Feeds mostly in shallow 
estuarine waters, less often up to 40 miles from 
shore.  Makes extensive use of sand spits, offshore 
sand bars, and islets for nocturnal roosting and 
daily loafing, especially by non-breeders and 
during the non-nesting season.  Dry roosting sites 
are essential.  Some roosting sites eventually may 
become nesting areas.   

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

BREEDING: Nests usually on coastal islands, on the 
ground or in small bushes and trees.  Nests on 
middle or upper parts of steep rocky slopes of 
small islands in California and Baja California. 

Rallus longirostris obsoletus  
California clapper rail 

FE SE A marsh bird.  Nests in marshlands (cordgrass, 
pickleweed, gum-plant, salt grass) near tidal 
ponds, arranging plants or drift material over the 
nest as a canopy.  Often constructs brood nest on 
higher ground to shelter young from storm tides.  
In South San Francisco Bay. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Sternulaa antillarum browni  
California least tern 

FE SE A small gray, white, and black waterbird.  This 
species inhabits seacoasts, beaches, bays, estuaries, 
lagoons, lakes, and rivers.  Rests on sandy beaches, 
mudflats, and salt-pond dikes.  Nests usually on 
open, flat beaches along lagoon or estuary margins; 
sometimes on mud or sand flats a distance from the 
ocean or on artificial islands created from dredge 
spoils.  Usually nests in same area in successive 
years; tends to return to natal site to nest. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Strix occidentalis caurina  
Northern spotted owl 

FT SSC Requires multi-layered, multi-species canopy with 
moderate to high canopy closure.  The stands 
typically contain a high incidence of trees with 
large cavities and other types of deformities; large 
snags (standing dead trees); an abundance of 
large, dead wood on the ground; and open space 
within and below the upper canopy for spotted 
owls to fly. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   
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Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus 
Yellow-headed blackbird 

— SSC Breeds commonly east of Cascade Range and 
Sierra Nevada, in Imperial and Colorado River 
valleys, in the Central Valley, and at selected 
locations in the coast ranges.  Nests in fresh 
emergent wetland with dense vegetation and 
deep water, often along borders of lakes or ponds.  
Forages in emergent wetland and moist, open 
areas, especially cropland and muddy shores of 
lacustrine habitat. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Mammals 

Antrozous pallidus  
Pallid bat 

— SSC Pallid bats roost in rock crevices, tree hollows, 
mines, caves, and a variety of anthropogenic 
structures, including vacant and occupied 
buildings and buildings, mines, and natural caves 
are utilized as roosts.  Occurrence is primarily in 
arid habitats.  Colonies are usually small and may 
contain 12-100 bats. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Microtus californicus 
sanpabloensis 
San Pablo vole 

— SSC Salt marshes of San Pablo Creek.  Prefers emergent 
vegetation and soft soils for burrows. 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site. 

Reithrodontomys raviventris  
Salt-marsh harvest mouse 

FE SE/CFP A small, dark brown, terrestrial mouse with a long 
tail.  Confined to the salt marshes around the San 
Francisco Bay and the Napa, Petaluma, Suisun 
marshes.  It is commonly associated with dense 
growth of pickleweed (Salicornia virginica).  The 
mouse needs access to refuge/cover on high 
ground, especially during highest tides in winter.  
This species presumably feeds on seeds of grasses 
and forbs as well as insects.

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   



City of Hercules – Sycamore Crossing 
Biological Resources Evaluation Methods 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 34 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\4481\44810001\BRE\44810001 Sycamore Crossing BRE.doc 

Table 2 (cont.): Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project Site 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Habitat Description3 
Considered in 

Impact Analysis Rationale Federal1 State2 

Sorex ornatus sinuosus  
Suisun shrew 

— SSC Occurs in isolated remnants of tidal saline and 
brackish salt marshes of northern San Pablo Bay 
and Suisun Bay that support cordgrass, gumplant, 
bulrush and cattail.  Breeds April–October 

No Suitable habitat is absent from 
the project site.   

Code Designations 

Federal Status1: 2014 USFWS Listing State Status2: 2014 CDFW Listing 

ESU = Evolutionary Significant Unit is a distinctive population. 
FE = Listed as endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). 
FT = Listed as threatened under the FESA. 
FC = Candidate for listing (threatened or endangered) under FESA. 
FD = Delisted in accordance with the FESA. 
FPD = Federally Proposed to be Delisted. 
— = Not federally listed 

SE = Listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). 
ST = Listed as threatened under the CESA. 
SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by the CDFW. 
CFP = Listed as fully protected under CDFW code. 
CR = Rare in California. 
— = Not state listed 

Habitat description3: Habitat description adapted from CNDDB (CDFW 2014a). 
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site consists of a roughly triangular property comprised of two parcels (APNs 404-020-
057 and 404-020-058).  Currently, the entire site is undeveloped.  The City of Hercules has zoned the 
site as Planned Commercial Residential Mixed Use District, while the City’s General Plan Land Use 
Map designates the site as Planned Commercial-Residential.   

The project site is located in the low-lying Refugio Valley about 0.6 mile inland from San Pablo Bay.  
Overall, the site slopes from south to north toward the Bay.  The site is bisected by a north-south 
trending ravine, which contains Ohlone Creek.  The ravine formed by the creek channel generally “V” 
shaped, with the western bank notably steeper and taller than the eastern bank.  The bottom of the 
ravine lies at approximately 30 feet above mean sea level (msl), with the eastern bank rising 
approximately 15 feet at approximately a 5:1 slope (horizontal to vertical).  The western bank is less 
defined than the eastern bank with elevation rising approximately 5 to 10 feet at slopes approximately 
ranging from 6:1 to 16:1 (horizontal to vertical). 

Portions of the project site west of Ohlone Creek have been previously graded, although much of this 
portion of the site is undisturbed and contains vegetation and mature trees.  The majority of the site 
east of the creek channel is undisturbed as well and contains a natural knoll in the southeast portion 
of the site.  Topography and elevations vary on the site, with the highest elevation occurring 
approximately 58 to 60 feet msl, and surrounding slopes trending steeply downward to Sycamore 
Avenue, San Pablo Avenue, Tsushima Street, and the creek channel. 

The project site contains remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls from past industrial 
uses, as well as utility improvements associated with a utility right-of-way (ROW) along the site’s 
southern boundary.  The remnant foundations, building pads, and retaining walls appear in three 
locations: (1) at the southern boundary of the site, just east of the creek channel; (2) atop the knoll 
in the southeastern portion of the site; and (3) along the east side of the ravine near Sycamore 
Avenue.  The utility ROW along the site’s southern boundary is 45 feet in width and consists of 
adjacent 20-foot East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) and 25-foot Pacific Gas & Electric 
(PG&E) easements.  EBMUD maintains a 24-inch water transition (main) pipeline through its on-site 
easement and PG&E maintains a 12-kilovolt overhead power line through its on-site easement.  An 
access road/path also exists along the southern portion of the site and primarily within the utility 
ROW.  This access road/path consists of a gravel surface west of the creek channel and an asphalt 
surface east of the ravine.  A 20-inch sanitary sewer line and a 24-inch force main line serving the 
Pinole/Hercules wastewater treatment plant run inside the property line along Sycamore Avenue. 

A review of the USFWS’s Critical Habitat designations for Threatened & Endangered Species across 
the United States indicated that the project site is not located within an area designated as critical 
habitat by USFWS (USFWS 2014b).   
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4.1 - Terrestrial Habitat 

The plant communities that occur within the project site include blackberry riparian, coyote brush 
scrub, eucalyptus, non-native grassland, ruderal disturbed, and willow riparian (Exhibit 4).  Table 3 
provides a summary of the plant community acreages.  Representative photos of the communities 
can be found in Appendix B. 

Table 3: Plant Community Acreages within the Project Site 

Plant Community Approximate Area (acres) 

Non-native Grassland 4.9

Ruderal /Disturbed 4.6

Coyote Brush Scrub 1.6

Eucalyptus 0.9

Blackberry Riparian 0.9

Willow Riparian 0.4

Total 13.3

 

4.1.1 - Non-Native Grassland 
Non-native grassland is found throughout the project site, typically in disturbed areas where the 
original vegetation has been removed by grading or other disturbance and opportunistic grasses and 
forbs, mostly non-native, have become established.  This habitat is characterized by a number of 
plant species including cutleaf geranium (Geranium dissectum), curly dock (Rumex crispus), plantain 
(Plantago major), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), Italian rye grass (Lolium multiflorum), slender 
wild oat (Avena barbata), and common wild oat (Avena fatua).   

4.1.2 - Ruderal/Disturbed 
Areas classified as ruderal/disturbed within the project site include all existing structures, utility 
infrastructure, roads and parking areas, and otherwise disturbed or disrupted regions.  This 
community is subjected to ongoing or past disturbances (e.g., vehicle activities, grading, mowing).  
Ruderal habitat in these disturbed areas support a diverse weedy flora.  Vascular plant species 
associated with ruderal habitat typically include perennial rye-grass (Festicua perennis), cheeseweed 
(Malva parviflora), perennial sow-thistle (Sonchus arvensis), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), 
yellow star thistle (Centaurea solistitalis), and Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus).  At the time of 
the survey, the ruderal/disturbed habitat within the project site included a graded area utilized as a 
Christmas tree lot.   

4.1.3 - Coyote Brush Scrub 
Coyote brush scrub is a scrub community that is dominated by coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis).  
Within the project site, coyote brush scrub is found in the areas adjacent to the stockpile composed 
of fill material generated from the grading of surrounding parcels and intended for use in the 
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development of the site.  These areas have likely been disturbed in the past.  Among the coyote 
brush, which grows throughout the habitat in scattered patches, are a number of non-native grasses 
and forbs, including ripgut brome, pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), yarrow (Achillea millefolium), 
and bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare).  This community, although dominated by native shrubs is of very 
low quality, due to the highly disturbed nature of the project site (grading and fill).  This community 
offers habitat value similar to ruderal/disturbed and non-native grassland communities on-site and 
does not provide primary habitat elements for any special-status species.  

4.1.4 - Eucalyptus 
Eucalyptus is predominantly located along the southern portion of the project site.  This habitat is 
characterized by contiguous patches of blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus).  The understory 
of this habitat is similar to non-native annual grassland or the disturbed/ruderal community type 
where grading or other soil disturbance has occurred.   

4.1.5 - Blackberry Riparian 
Blackberry riparian is the dominant plant community in areas associated with Ohlone Creek and the 
Ohlone Creek overflow drainage within the project site.  This habitat type is characterized by a dense 
understory of shrubs, vines, and herbaceous species.  The dominant species within this area is 
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus).  The understory is very sparsely vegetated and contains a 
thick layer of fallen leaves and twigs from the adjacent blue gum eucalyptus trees.  Other species 
within this plant community include curly dock, prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), giant horsetail 
(Equisetum telmateia ssp. braunii), and tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis). 

4.1.6 - Willow Riparian  
Willow riparian is typically found associated with streams, lakes, and ponds.  Within the project site, 
willow riparian occurs along Ohlone Creek.  The dominant species within this area is arroyo willow 
(Salix lasiolepis) and red willow (Salix laevigata).  Species associated with this habitat include 
Himalayan blackberry, toad rush (Juncus bufonius), fringed willow herb (Epilobium ciliatum), 
common spikerush (Eleocharis palustris), curly dock, and tall flatsedge.  Appendix C lists all the 
species observed within the project site. 

4.2 - Aquatic Habitat 

The entire project site was evaluated for the presence of potential wetland features under both state 
and federal jurisdiction  Potential waters of the U.S. identified within the project site consist of Ohlone 
Creek, an overflow drainage, and an ephemeral drainage (Exhibit 5).  The total area of potentially 
jurisdictional features in the project site is 0.13 acre, as described in Table 4. 

Table 4: Summary of Jurisdictional Waters within the Project Site 

ID Type Width Length (ft) Square Feet Acres 

1 Perennial 7 597.69 4,183.86 0.10
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Table 4 (cont.): Summary of Jurisdictional Waters within the Project Site 

ID Type Width Length (ft) Square Feet Acres 

2 Overflow/Intermittent 
Drainage 

2 342.05 684.09 0.02

3 Ephemeral Drainage 1 426.44 426.44 0.01

Total 1,366.18 5,294.39 0.13

 

4.3 - Special-Status Species 

Special-status plant and wildlife species were determined as described in Section 3: Methodology.  
Each special-status species identified within the database search has been addressed individually in 
Table 1 and Table 2 of this report.  Assessment of the potential for each special-status species to 
occur within the project site was based on known occurrences of the species within a 1-mile radius 
of the project site, suitability of habitat within the project site, and professional expertise. 

4.3.1 - California Red-legged Frog 
The California red-legged frog was federally listed as threatened on May 23, 1996.  The historic range 
of the species extended along the California coast from Point Reyes National Seashore, Marin 
County, inland to Redding in Shasta County, and southward to northwestern Baja California, Mexico.  
Today, the species is known to occur in about 238 streams or drainages in 23 counties and is found 
primarily in wetlands and streams in the coastal drainages of central California.  It is the largest 
native frog in the western United States, ranging from 1.5 to 5.0 inches in size, and it requires a 
distinct habitat mix consisting of both aquatic and riparian components.  Adult frogs require still or 
slow moving water that is relatively deep, with shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation. 

California red-legged frogs are generally found near permanent bodies of water such as small ponds, 
quiet pools along streams, reservoirs, springs, lakes, and marshes.  They live in small mammal 
burrows and moist leaf litter.  Adult frogs that have access to permanent water generally remain 
active throughout the summer.  In cooler areas, they may hibernate in burrows or other refuges, and 
they get stressed when exposed to chronic water temperatures at or above 84 degrees Fahrenheit, 
which can result in mortality. 

The project site is located within the known range of the California red-legged frog but is outside of 
Designated and Proposed Critical Habitat (USFWS 2014a; USFWS 2014b).   

There recorded occurrences within the CNDDB within 1 mile of the project site ( 
Exhibit 3) and the area is known to support populations of California red-legged frog.  Ohlone Creek 
within the project site provides limited aquatic habitat for the California red-legged frog.  Although 
the creek is perennial, within the project site, the creek is almost entirely covered in blackberry 
thickets and very little pooling of water occurs.  No basking sites or breeding pools are located within 
the project site.  
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4.3.2 - Western Pond Turtle 
The western pond turtle is a California species of special concern.  The western pond turtle utilizes 
ponds, streams, and rivers as aquatic habitat.  The species prefers slow-moving water where basking 
structures and emergent vegetation are present.  Western pond turtles require upland habitat for 
nesting, dispersal, and overwintering.  Nesting habitat generally consists of grassy areas with few 
shrubs or trees with soil that they can easily dig through.  On average, females will travel about 100 
feet from their aquatic habitat to the nesting site. 

Ohlone Creek within the project site provides limited aquatic habitat for the western pond turtle.  
Although the creek is perennial, within the project site, the creek is almost entirely covered in 
blackberry thickets and very little pooling of water occurs.  No basking sites or breeding pools are 
located within the project site. 

There are no recorded occurrences within the CNDDB within 1 mile of the project site.  Although the 
creek is perennial within the project site, the creek is almost entirely covered in blackberry thickets 
and very little pooling of water occurs.  There is no suitable aquatic habitat that provide upland 
basking or nesting opportunities for the western pond turtle because of urban development and 
highly compacted soils that are unsuitable for nest. 

4.3.3 - Raptors and other Birds 
Most raptors, such as golden eagle, white-tailed kite, red-tailed hawk, red-shouldered hawk, and 
Cooper’s hawk, nest in mature, large coniferous or deciduous trees and use twig or branched as 
nesting material.  Smaller raptors such as American kestrel and western screech-owl may nest in 
cavities in anthropogenic structures and trees.  Short-eared owl and northern harrier nest on the 
ground in grasslands, marshes, and agricultural fields in tall vegetation.  Common raptors such as 
America kestrel, great horned owl, common barn owl, Cooper’s hawk, and red-tailed hawk could 
nest on-site and are afforded protection under the MBTA and CDFW Code.  The nesting period for 
raptors generally occurs between February 15 and August 31. 

The following special-status raptor species were considered during the preparation of this report 
because the project site falls within or is in the vicinity of the historical range of these species: 

• Cooper’s hawk, a CDFW Watch List species 
• White-tailed kite, a California Species of Special Concern 

 
Large trees within and adjacent to the project site provide suitable nesting habitat for Cooper’s hawk 
and white-tailed kite as well as common raptor species such as red-tailed kite and great horned owl.   
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SECTION 5: ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION  

Below is a discussion of impacts using the CEQA checklist for Biological Resources as a guideline. 

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Although the project site is located in an area surrounded by residential and urban development, 
special-status species have the potential to occur.  Special-status species are those species listed as 
threatened or endangered by the federal or state Endangered Species Acts.  In addition, CEQA 
requires that impacts to “locally rare” species also be addressed.  For the purposes of this analysis, a 
list of species of special concern with the potential to occur in the project site was identified based 
on listing in the following information resources: 

• CNDDB 
• USFWS Database 
• CNPS Ranking 

 
The literature search identified special-status plant and wildlife species that have been previously 
documented within the project region.  According to the query, the project site is approximately 1.25 
miles west of an area designated as critical habitat for Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens) 
and 4.25 miles west of an area designated as a critical habitat for California red-legged frog (Rana 
draytonii) (USFWS 2014b) (Exhibit 6).   

Plants 

Based on a review of special-status plant species within the Mare Island USGS 7.5-minute 
quadrangle (CDFW 2014a, CNPS 2014, and USFWS 2014a) and a broad knowledge of the regional 
flora, a total of 21 special-status plant species were determined to have at least some potential to 
occur within the region of the project site (Table 1).  Of these, all 21 special-status plant species 
could be eliminated because of lack of suitable habitat, including but not limited to chenopod scrub, 
vernal pools, montane coniferous forest, and intertidal mudflats to support individuals and/or 
populations. 

Because of the highly disturbed nature of the project site and lack of suitable habitat, as described in 
Table 1, no special-status plant species have the potential to occur within the project site; therefore, 
no special-status plant species would be impacted by the proposed project.   

Wildlife 

The database searches identified 38 special-status wildlife and fish species that could potentially 
occur in the region (Table 2).  Of these 38 species, four special-status wildlife species have the 
potential to occur in the project site.  Only one species, the California red-legged frog, is listed as 
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endangered under FESA.  The following special-status species have the potential to occur within the 
project site and were considered in the impact analysis of this document: 

• California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) 
• Western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) 
• Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) 
• White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) 

 
Individual discussions of these species are presented below.  These discussions detail the extent of 
suitable habitat within the project site, potential impacts to these species from the development of 
the proposed project, and recommended measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for project-
related impacts.   

California Red-Legged Frog 

Construction activities could potentially impact California red-legged frog if they were present in the 
Ohlone Creek during project initiation.  Potential impacts could include direct harm to California red-
legged frog that could potentially come into contact with construction personnel and/or equipment, 
temporarily inhibiting movement of California red-legged frog through the project site, and exposure 
of California red-legged frog to increased chance of predation or physical harm if they were to 
become trapped in the construction area or were trying to escape or move around the construction 
area.  Construction of the project will result in the permanent loss of approximately 7.24 acres and 
the temporary loss of approximately 1.12 acres that provides suitable habitat for the California red-
legged frog (Exhibit 7).  These are potentially significant impacts to the California red-legged frog. 

As noted in the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR 
(SWCA 2009), additional coordination with USFWS is required to determine mitigation requirements.  
The following language is representative of conservation measures that may be required by the 
resource agencies as part of the Section 7 consultation: 
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Seasonal Work Restriction 
To the extent practicable, construction will not occur during the wet season when California red-
legged frogs are most active.  Except for limited vegetation clearing (necessary to minimize effects to 
nesting birds), work will be limited to the dry season from June 1 to October 15.   

Construction Monitoring and Pre-construction Surveys  
A USFWS-approved biologist would be present on site during active construction in areas identified 
as potential special-status animal species habitat.  The biologist would conduct work area clearance 
surveys at the beginning of each day and regularly throughout the workday during active 
construction within or adjacent to suitable habitat areas.  A biological monitor will be present to 
conduct daily surveys of the construction site and construction equipment before the start of 
construction and to verify that Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing is in good condition. 

If special-status animal species are observed during the course of active construction, all 
construction activities within 50 feet of the animal(s) would be stopped.  The United States Army 
Corps of Engineers would initiate formal consultation with the USFWS in the event that federally 
listed species were observed within the active project limits.  At no time shall work occur within 50 
feet of the animal without the biological monitor present.  The animal(s) would not be captured or 
handled without authorization from the USFWS, and would be allowed to move away on its own. 

Avoidance of Entrapment 
To prevent inadvertent entrapment of animals during construction, all excavated, steep-walled holes 
or trenches more than 1 foot deep would be covered at the close of each working day with plywood 
or other suitable material, or provided with one or more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or 
wooden planks.  Before such holes or trenches are filled, they must be thoroughly inspected for 
trapped animals.  All pipes, culverts, or similar structures stored overnight would be inspected before 
they are subsequently moved, capped, and/or buried.  If at any time wildlife is discovered, the 
approved biologist shall be contacted to determine the next steps.   

Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing 
Specific areas that may be in proximity of or adjacent to sensitive areas would be identified by a 
USFWS-approved biologist and shown on the project design plans.  The installation of the fencing 
would be directed by the qualified biologist and shown on the project design plans.  The installation 
of the fencing would be directed by the qualified biologist and the Resident Engineer.  The special 
provisions of the bid solicitation package would clearly describe acceptable fencing material and 
proper installation and maintenance. 

The fencing would remain in place throughout the duration of project-related construction activities, 
and would be regularly inspected and maintained.  The fencing would be completely removed upon 
completion of construction activities.   

Erosion Control Materials 
To prevent animals from becoming entangled or trapped in erosion control materials, plastic 
monofilament netting (i.e., erosion control matting) or similar material would not be used.  Several 
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commercially available products that are marketed as photodegradable and biodegradable contain 
synthetic netting, which can take several months to decompose and should not be used in habitat 
areas.  Acceptable erosion control materials are those that use natural fibers such as jute, coconut, 
twine, or other similar fibers. 

Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
A Worker Environmental Awareness Program shall be implemented to educate construction workers 
about the presence of special-status plant and wildlife species near the project site.  During the 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program training, construction personnel shall be informed of the 
importance of avoiding ground-disturbing activities outside of the designated work area. 

Revegetation 
A Revegetation Plan will be prepared for restoration of temporary work areas.  Temporary pavement 
and gravel access will be removed; topography will be blended with the surrounding area; and 
topsoil will be salvaged from the new alignment area to be placed over the restored area, which will 
then be revegetated with native species. 

Compensatory Mitigation 
To mitigate for loss of California red-legged frog habitat, consultation with the USFWS, under Section 
7, will be required to ascertain if on-site mitigation is feasible and where suitable off-site mitigation 
lands could be purchased.  Habitat will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio or as defined by the USFWS. 

Western Pond Turtle  

Construction activities could potentially impact western pond turtle if they were present in the 
Ohlone Creek during project initiation.  Potential impacts could include direct harm to western pond 
turtle that could potentially come into contact with construction personnel and/or equipment, 
temporarily inhibiting movement of western pond turtle through the project site, and exposure of 
western pond turtle to increased chance of predation or physical harm if they were to become 
trapped in the construction area or were trying to escape or move around the construction area.  
Construction of the project will result in the permanent loss of 0.35 acre of blackberry riparian that 
provides suitable habitat for the western pond turtle.  Temporary impacts include 0.05 acre of 
blackberry riparian and 0.01 acre of willow riparian disturbance associated with the installation of 
the bridge across Ohlone Creek.  These are potentially significant impacts to the western pond turtle.   

As noted in the Biological Resources Assessment (SWCA 2009) prepared for the 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan EIR, the resource agencies may require surveys prior to construction activities, as well as 
establishment of a buffer or relocation of any individuals present.  The following language is 
representative of actions that may be required by CDFW to reduce impacts to the western pond 
turtle: 

To prevent impacts to western pond turtle, preconstruction surveys for the turtle will be conducted 
immediately adjacent to Ohlone Creek within the project site by a qualified biologist prior to the 
initiation of construction activities.  If western pond turtle is found in the study area during 
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preconstruction surveys, the CDFW will be notified within 72 hours to determine the appropriate 
measures to prevent impacts to the species.   

A qualified biologist will be present during initial construction activities within the western branch of 
Ohlone Creek and during any dewatering activities (if required).  If any western pond turtle are 
observed in the construction area, including any dewatered areas, CDFW will be notified within 72 
hours to determine the appropriate measures to prevent impacts to the species.  The qualified 
biologist will have the authority to stop construction until the western pond turtle can be safely 
relocated.   

Construction personnel shall observe a 15-mile-per-hour speed limit on unpaved roads within and 
immediately adjacent to Ohlone Creek. 

Before operating equipment immediately adjacent to Ohlone Creek, workers shall check for western 
pond turtle underneath equipment that has remained in one location for 15 minutes.  If a western 
pond turtle is found, the worker shall halt construction activities and immediately report the 
occurrence to the qualified biologist.  The qualified biologist shall relocate the western pond turtle to 
the nearest safe location as determined by CDWF and the qualified biologist. 

A worker education program shall be developed and presented to all construction personnel before 
they start work on the proposed project.  The program shall summarize relevant laws and 
regulations that protect western pond turtle, discuss sensitive habitats and the potential to occur in 
the work zone, explain the role and authority of the biological monitors and review applicable 
avoidance and minimization measures to protect sensitive species and habitats. 

Raptors and other Birds (including Cooper’s Hawk and White-tailed Kite) 

All migratory birds in the project site are protected by a single law, the MBTA.  Many species of 
migratory birds many inhabit the project site at a time and would typically use similar resources.  For 
this analysis, migratory birds are grouped into two categories: those that only forage and those that 
nest in and adjacent to the project site. 

Migratory birds that fall into the category of “foragers” are shorebirds and waterfowl that may stop 
in the San Francisco Bay Area during their migrations between the northern and southern 
hemisphere or that overwinter yearly in the Bay Area.  Hundreds of species of migratory shorebirds 
and waterfowl have been documented to occur in the Bay Area regularly (Takekawa et al. 2006).  Cliff 
swallows, barn swallows, double crested cormorants, and several migratory shorebirds and 
waterfowl that breed in the area would be considered nesting birds and protected by the MBTA.  In 
addition, the snowy egret, great egret, and great blue heron may forage in the project site, 
particularly in the riparian areas.   

Cooper’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and other raptors and migratory birds have the potential to nest 
within the project site.  Given this potential, project activities such as removal/trimming of trees or 
construction activities within the vicinity of an active nest could result in nest abandonment, nest 
failure, or premature fledging.  Destruction of active nests would be a violation of the MBTA and 
FGC.  Construction activities that occur during the nesting season (generally March 1 to August 31) 
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would disturb nesting sites for birds protected by the MBTA and FGC.  The Biological Resources 
Assessment prepared for the 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR (SWCA 2009), identified avoidance 
measures, as well as pre-construction surveys and the establishment of buffer zones, where needed 
to protect migratory birds.  The following language is representative of current best practices related 
to the protection of migratory birds: 

• To prevent impacts to MBTA-protected birds and their nests removal of trees will be limited to 
only those necessary to construct the proposed project.   

 

• Tree removal will occur outside the nesting season between September 1 and February 14.  If 
trees cannot be removed outside the nesting season, pre-construction surveys will be 
conducted 3 days prior to tree removal to verify the absence of active nests.   

 

• If an active nest is located during pre-construction surveys, USFWS and/or CDFW (as 
appropriate) shall be notified regarding the status of the nest.  Construction activities shall be 
restricted as necessary to avoid disturbance of the nest until it is abandoned or the agencies 
deem disturbance potential to be minimal.  Restrictions may include establishment of 
exclusion zones (no ingress of personnel or equipment at a minimum radius of 100 feet 
around an active raptor nest and a 50-foot radius around an active migratory bird nest) or 
alteration of the construction schedule.   

 

• A qualified biologist will delineate the buffer using ESA fencing, pin flags, and or yellow 
caution tape.  The buffer zone will be maintained around the active nest site(s) until the young 
have fledged and are foraging independently. 

 

• No action is necessary if no active nests are found or if construction will occur during the non-
breeding season (generally September 1 through February 14). 

 

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Implementation of the project would result in development that would occur within riparian habitat 
and a stream corridor along Ohlone Creek.  Some portions of the proposed development are entirely 
within or adjacent to the creek corridor.  This proximity presents the possibility of direct effects from 
construction of the bridge crossing and direct removal of riparian habitat (Exhibit 7).  Proposed 
improvements under the project would also result in temporary impacts to the riparian habitat at 
the proposed crossing, which would include an internal bridge. 

Deterioration of the creek channel habitat could result from the intrusion of artificial lighting, non-
native invasive plant species, domestic animals, or human activity in or along the creek channel.  
Trampling of Creek banks could occur when people descend or climb the banks.  The Biological 
Resources Assessment prepared for the 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR (SWCA 2009) identified these 
potential effects to riparian habitat, noted the need for avoidance or minimization, and also noted 
the requirement to obtain a streambed alteration agreement from CDFW.  
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To protect the long-term habitat of Ohlone Creek and its use as a wildlife and movement corridor, 
the Applicant shall ensure that the creek is not obstructed and human intrusion into the riparian 
area is minimized.  In compliance with Section 1600 of the FGC, the Applicant will enter into a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement prior to conducting any construction activities within the creek 
corridor, which will identify conditions the Applicant will implement.  Conditions shall include but 
not be limited to the use of bridges that are large enough that wildlife have enough space to pass 
through road crossings without having to travel to the road surface, the implementation of bank 
stabilization measures, and/or restoration and revegetation of the stream corridor habitat that has 
been damaged by project construction.  Furthermore, the creek shall be lined by post and cable 
fencing and signage to direct pedestrians to stay within designated areas and discourage access to 
the riparian habitat by humans and pets. 

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

A total of 0.13 acre of waters of the United States have been identified within the project site.  As 
shown in Exhibit 9, implementation of the proposed project would result in the filling of 0.03 acre of 
“other waters” of the United States, resulting in the loss of wetland area and functions.  Construction 
within the project site would affect Ohlone Creek and its related drainages.  The total includes 0.03 
acre of on-site impacts, and comprises the filling of the overflow drainage to Ohlone Creek and the 
ephemeral drainage along the northern border of the site.   

Within the project site boundaries, 0.03 acre of the 0.13 acre of waters of the United States would 
be filled.  Loss of waters would occur as a result of grading in preparation for development, 
construction of roads and utility corridors, and other ground-disturbing activities related to 
construction.  Temporary impacts would result from the construction of a bridge across Ohlone 
Creek. 

Indirect impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitat would result from the increased potential for 
erosion and water quality degradation associated with urban development.  Creation of impervious 
surfaces tends to magnify the volume of runoff and potential for urban pollutants, with perhaps the 
greatest potential damage resulting from sedimentation during the construction phase of a project 
and from new non-point discharge of automobile by-products, fertilizers, and herbicides.  However, 
implementation of adequate erosion control measures and incorporation of stormwater and runoff 
treatment methods would serve to address potential indirect impacts on wetlands and water quality. 

To minimize impacts to jurisdictional features, the riparian corridor associated with Ohlone Creek will 
remain open space.  The entire length of Ohlone Creek would be preserved.  In addition, a 25-foot 
setback would be established along the western branch of Ohlone Creek to minimize indirect 
impacts on the creek from the proposed development.  As a result, 0.10 acre of jurisdictional 
features would be preserved within the project site as a part of the project.  Although Ohlone Creek 
would be preserved, portions of the overflow drainage and ephemeral drainage would be filled and 
highly disturbed from grading and construction, which would be considered a significant impact. 
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The Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR (SWCA 2009), 
identified these potential effects to riparian habitat, noted the need for avoidance or minimization, 
and also noted the requirement to obtain a Section 404 permit from USACE, and a Section 401 
permit from the RWQCB.  In accordance with the analysis contained in the 2009 Redevelopment Plan 
EIR, proposed modifications to jurisdictional features would require authorization from the USACE, 
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, and CDFW.  The proposed bridge crossing over 
Ohlone Creek, and grading and development at the site of the overflow and ephemeral drainages 
would all be activities regulated by these agencies.  As a part of the regulatory process, the Applicant 
will propose a mitigation plan to compensate for the loss of wetlands and other waters of the United 
States that will consist of preservation, restoration, and the purchase of credits from an approved 
conservation bank within the greater Contra Costa County  

The Project will incorporate the following measures outlined in the Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan Draft EIR: 

• Prior to any specific project development approval, the project proponent shall contact the 
USACE to identify the jurisdictional status and extent of Ohlone Creek.  Project plans shall 
identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a unique graphic symbol.  No construction, 
landscape irrigation, paving, or other impermeable surface treatment shall be placed within 
any jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or other USACE-identified appropriate) 
buffer perimeter beyond any jurisdictional boundary.  Encroaching into the USACE’s 
jurisdictional area and corresponding buffer shall be allowed only if it is not possible to create 
a development plan for the subject site that avoids the USACE’s jurisdictional area and 
corresponding buffer without conflicting with the proposed Updated 2009 Redevelopment 
Plan for the City’s General Plan (as determined by the City’s Planning Director).  In such a case, 
encroachment into the USACE’s jurisdictional area shall not occur unless a Section 404 permit 
is acquired from the USACE and the project proponent(s) replaces the lost value of the 
jurisdictional area to the satisfaction of the USACE. 

 

• Prior to any specific development approval, the project proponent shall contact the CDFW to 
identify the state jurisdictional status and extent of Ohlone Creek, the overflow drainage, and 
the ephemeral drainage.  Project plans shall identify all jurisdictional boundaries with a unique 
graphic symbol.  No construction, landscape irrigation, paving, or other impermeable surface 
treatment shall be placed within any jurisdictional area or within a minimum of 25 feet (or 
other CDFW-identified appropriate buffer perimeter) beyond any jurisdictional boundary.  In 
the event of a conflict between responsible agency requirements, the larger buffer perimeter 
shall be established.  Encroaching into the CDFW’s jurisdictional area and corresponding buffer 
shall be allowed only if it is not possible to create a development plan for the project sites that 
avoid the CDFW’s jurisdictional are and corresponding buffer without conflicting with the 
updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan or the City’s General Plan (as determined by the City’s 
Planning Director).  In such a case, encroachment into the CDFW’s jurisdictional area shall not 
occur unless a Streambed/Lake Alteration Agreement is acquired from the CDFW and the 
project proponent(s) replaces the lost habitat to the satisfaction of CDFW. 
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• Prior to issuance of grading permits for the project, the project Applicant shall submit a 
fencing plan to the City of Hercules Planning Department for approval that corresponds to the 
USACE and/or CDFW-approved perimeter beyond the sensitive habitat areas described above, 
and install temporary construction fencing according to the approved plan.  The fencing plan 
may be superimposed on the grading plan or may be a separate plan; if on a separate plan, 
the fencing plan shall show existing and proposed contour lines in the vicinity of the fence. 

 
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?  

Wildlife movement corridors are routes frequently utilized by wildlife that provide shelter and 
sufficient food supplies to support wildlife species during migration.  Movement corridors generally 
consist of riparian, woodlands, or forested habitats that span contiguous acres of undisturbed 
habitat.  Wildlife movement corridors are an important element of resident species home ranges, 
including deer and coyote. 

The project site is not known as a wildlife movement corridor or nursery site.  Implementation of the 
project would not interfere with the movement of any fish or wildlife species or impede the use of 
native nursery sites or corridors.  Implementation of the project would have a less than significant 
relative to this topic. 

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

The project and associated mitigation measures described within this BRE to mitigate the project’s 
direct and indirect effects on biological and wetland resources as described above, substantially 
conform to the relevant objectives, policies, and programs of the Hercules General Plan.  The impact 
assessments and mitigation requirements identified above have been formulated to be consistent 
with relevant biological resource protection policies of the General Plan, including policies requiring 
the protection of the Ohlone Creek corridor, special-status species, sensitive natural communities, 
and wetlands.  Project on-site setbacks have been provided or required herein along Ohlone Creek, 
together with the proposed enhancement of this drainage and implementation of the other 
mitigation measures described above, would serve to ensure compliance with these relevant policies 
and programs, ensuring that potential impacts would be less than significant. 

The City of Hercules has developed a tree ordinance (Ordinance No. 331) governing the removal of 
protected trees in order to preserve the public health, safety, and general welfare of the City.  Under 
the City’s tree ordinance, protected trees include any living tree with a trunk diameter measuring 
twelve (12) inches or greater when measured at breast height.  Mature trees may only be removed in 
conjunction with a development project for which the City has issued all necessary land use 
approvals, provided that the City approves and the developer implements a tree replacement plan.  
Standard City Conditions require the applicant to submit a tree replacement plan in accordance with 
Ordinance No. 331, prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 
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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? 

The City of Hercules does not currently have, nor is it located within, an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  As such, the project would have no impact on an 
adopted HCP, NCCP, or approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) conducted a cultural resource investigation for the Sycamore Crossing 
project that included record search reviews and a field survey of the proposed Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) located within the City of Hercules, Contra Costa County, California. The components of the 
investigation included a record search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), a search of the 
Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands file, a paleontological assessment, and a 
field survey.   

The Sycamore Crossing project comprises construction of a shopping and retail center.  The total project 
area measures 134,300 square feet and would include a Safeway grocery store, several other 
commercial stores, a fuel center, and associated parking lots. 

In January 2009, the City prepared the Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan and Updated 2009 
Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR.  On April 20, 2009, the Hercules City Council adopted the 
Redevelopment Plan and certified the Redevelopment Plan Final EIR.  This EIR included a discussion and 
evaluation of a previously contemplated mixed‐use project on the current project site.  Where 
applicable, the findings of this prior EIR, as well as any mitigation measures recommended in the EIR, 
have been integrated into the following analysis for the currently proposed project. 

The Sycamore Crossing project vicinity west of the APE has been disturbed by its previous use as part of 
the California (Hercules) Powder Works (Works), which was abandoned in the 1970s.  The APE was later 
used as a spoils site for soil excavated for adjacent developments (WSA 2009).  Archival research and 
map review did not indicate that the Works extended into the project APE. 

Since the proposed project would affect the waters of the United States, the project proponent must 
meet the requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act, and therefore, is seeking a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Sacramento District.  The purpose of this report is to document the presence or absence of any 
potentially significant historic properties located within the project’s APE, and, if historic properties 
would be affected by the proposed project, to propose recommendations to mitigate the effects, which 
might include a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) or other protective measures.  Completion of this 
investigation fulfills the protocols associated with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA).   

A records search including the APE and a 0.50‐mile radius was conducted by an FCS Senior Project 
Archaeologist at the NWIC, Rohnert Park, on January 6, 2014.  Results from the search indicate that four 
resources have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the APE.  The resources include the Hercules Powder 
Works, two areas of prehistoric habitation debris (shell), and the western terminus of Highway (Hwy) 4.  
In addition to the four resources, 17 studies have been conducted within the 0.50‐mile search radius.  
One of the reports included the project APE but because of extensive disturbance to the area, a field 
survey was not conducted.   

On January 21, 2014, FCS sent a letter to the NAHC to determine if any sacred sites are listed on its 
Sacred Lands File for the APE.  A response was received on January 30, 2014, stating the search failed to 
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indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the APE.  The response included a list of 
nine Native American tribal members to contact and these members were sent letters on February 4, 
2014, asking for any additional information about the APE.  As of this date, one response was received 
recommending that all construction crews have sensitivity training and that Native American and 
archaeological monitors be present onsite during excavation efforts.   

On December 22, 2013, a paleontological records search was conducted for the project APE that 
indicated that the APE is within the Briones Formation.  Excavations anywhere within the project APE 
could disturb the Briones Formation, and therefore could impact significant paleontological resources.  
Because of the sensitive nature of the APE for paleontological resources, monitoring by a cultural 
resources monitor during all excavations was recommended. 

FCS Professional Archaeologist, Carrie D. Wills surveyed the APE on February 4, 2014; survey details are 
provided in Section 4.2.  The APE is a highly disturbed, hilly area, with evidence of recent dumping 
episodes, with a portion of Refugio Creek bisecting it.  It should be noted that review of a 1938 aerial for 
the APE does not depict Refugio Creek at its current location; it appears to extend along the west side of 
San Pablo Avenue.  The vegetation, including poison oak, which covered the ground surface was so thick 
that visibility within the majority of the APE was reduced to approximately 5 percent.   

In the central and south‐central portions of the APE, clusters of concrete foundation remnants of 
unknown origins were found.  Initially, it was believed that the remnants were part of the California 
(Hercules) Powder Works facility; however, research indicated that the main production area was 2,000 
ft west of the APE.  Archival research offers no insights as to the origin or age of the concrete foundation 
remnants.  Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms were completed for each of the remnant 
clusters.  The historic foundation remnants observed during the pedestrian survey do not appear to 
meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and are not 
considered historic properties for the purposes of Section 106.  

No prehistoric sites have been previously recorded within the project APE.  However, comments 
provided by Mr. Miley Holman of Holman and Associates (October 30, 2014) indicate that in the late 
1970s, a prehistoric site was found within the project APE.  The site was subsequently tested by a local 
college instructor but no site record(s) or survey report(s) were submitted to the NWIC.  

Two prehistoric resources have been previously recorded within a 0.50‐mile radius of project vicinity; 
one is located approximately 500 feet northwest of the project APE boundary in an area that is currently 
a residential development, and one that is approximately 2,400 feet to the south.  No prehistoric 
resources were discovered during the course of the survey.   

Since a prehistoric site was found within the project APE in the late 1970s, there is a possibility that 
prehistoric resources may be encountered during excavations into native soils.  Fill material depths 
within the APE vary from approximately 2 feet to 30 feet and project excavations would extend to up 
from 28 to 40 feet.  Therefore, the excavations would extend into undisturbed native soil and might 
impact prehistoric resources.  FCS recommends that a program of archaeological monitoring should be 
implemented as a condition of issuance of a grading permit.  The monitoring program would be 
implemented once native soils have been reached, not for excavation within the fill material. 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

Since implementation of the project may include permitting (Section 404 Permits) required by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), it would be necessary to comply with Section 106 of 
the NHPA.  As the lead federal agency for compliance with the NHPA, it is USACE’s responsibility to 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before granting permits, funding, or other 
authorization of the undertaking.  The Section 106 review process normally involves a four‐step 
procedure described in detail in the regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 
800).  Appendix D provided a detailed discussion of the Federal and State regulatory requirements  
Following is a brief summary of the basic tenets of the process: 

 Identify and evaluate historic properties in consultation with the SHPO and interested parties. 
 

 Assess the effects of the undertaking on properties that are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 
 

 Consult with the SHPO, other agencies, and interested parties to develop an agreement that 
addresses the treatment of historic properties and notify the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 

 

 Proceed with the project according to the conditions of the agreement. 
 

1.1 ‐ Project Description 

The Sycamore Crossing project is proposed as a locally serving shopping center that complements 
the commercial character of San Pablo Avenue to the southeast and the mixed‐use character of the 
New Town Center district to the east.  The total project area involved contains approximately 12.85 
acres and is bounded by Sycamore Avenue, San Pablo Avenue, and Tsushima Street.  The 
approximately 136,250 square foot shopping center would be built on approximately 11.19 acres of 
the site, which is currently owned by the City, as Successor Agency to the Hercules Redevelopment 
Agency.   

The existing land use designation of the site is Planned Commercial‐Residential (PC‐R).  The proposed 
project would amend the land use and zoning map to General Commercial (GC).  The project would 
accommodate a range of businesses in ten structures, including an approximately 55,000 square foot 
neighborhood supermarket, and a fuel center and related kiosk.  Other businesses proposed for the 
center include an approximately  37,000‐square‐foot fitness center and neighborhood‐serving retail 
and restaurant uses in buildings ranging from approximately 2,500 square feet to approximately 
10,000 square feet.   

The project also requires various small right‐of‐way adjustments totaling approximately 0.85 acres, 
including vacations of approximately 0.05 acres of Sycamore Avenue and .80 acres of San Pablo 
Avenue, and dedications to the City of approximately 0.61 acres, including 0.58 acres for Sycamore 
Avenue and 0.03 acres for Tsushima Street, to match existing built street infrastructure and clean up 
past recorded maps.   
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1.2 ‐ Area of Potential Effect (APE)   

The project APE is located in the City of Hercules, Contra Costa County, California (Exhibit 1).  The 
Sycamore Crossing site is bounded on the north by Sycamore Avenue, the south by San Pablo 
Avenue, the east by the intersection of San Pablo Avenue and Sycamore Avenue, and the west by 
Tsushima Way.  The Sycamore Crossing site is bisected by the west branch of Refugio Creek, which 
flows within a localized canyon that traverses the site from northeast to southwest.  It should be 
noted that review of a 1938 aerial for the APE does not depict Refugio Creek at its current location; it 
appears to extend along the west side of San Pablo Avenue. The portion of the site west of Refugio 
Creek was used as a spoil site for excess cut material from nearby development.  This area rises 10 to 
25 feet above the surrounding area.  The land east of the creek is lower lying, and contains no 
distinguishing landforms. 

The project area comprises construction of a shopping and retail center.  The total project area 
measures 136,250 square feet.  The eastern project area is bounded by the intersection of San Pablo 
Avenue and Sycamore Avenue, San Pablo Avenue to the south, Sycamore Avenue to the north, and 
Tsushima Street to the west.  The project area is located on the Mare Island, California, United States 
Geologic Survey 7.5‐minute topographic quadrangle map, within Range 5 East, Township 7 North, 
Section 25 (Exhibit 2). 

The Sycamore Crossing site is bisected by the west branch of the Creek, which flows within a 
localized canyon that traverses the site from south to north (Exhibit 3).  According to the City of 
Hercules General Plan:  

Refugio Creek is the primary surface water source within the City.  The lower Creek is in an 
inadequate channel with a history of overflowing.  Refugio Creek flows into San Pablo Bay.  The 
westernmost portion of Refugio Creek is tidally influenced.  Refugio Creek is not in its natural cannel, 
apparently having been straightened, deepened, and channeled by the former Hercules Powder 
Company property owners in the early part of the century.  The original channel of the Creek is not 
known. The APE for the proposed project would consist of the areas and resources that could 
potentially be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project.  The APE was ascertained by 
examining the planned project construction methods, the existing topography, and the current level 
of urbanization.  The APE consists of the entire Sycamore Crossing construction project area, located 
on both the east and west side of Refugio Creek.  No additional access roads or staging areas outside 
the APE have been proposed.  Given these parameters, the APE is confined to the location of the 
proposed Sycamore Crossing construction project.  Since all of the adjacent buildings and structures 
have been recently constructed, there are no visual or indirect APE issues to be considered.   

1.3 ‐ Assessment Team 

FCS Professional Archaeologist Carrie D. Wills, MA, RPA, conducted the pedestrian survey and 
authored this report.  Professional qualifications for Ms. Wills can be found in Appendix C. 
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SECTION 2: CULTURAL SETTING 

Following is a brief overview of the prehistory, ethnography, and historic background, providing a 
context in which to understand the background and relevance of sites found in the general project 
area.  This section is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the current resources available; 
rather, it serves as a general overview. 

Further details can be found in ethnographic studies, mission records, and major published sources, 
including Beardsley (1948), Bennyhoff (1950), Fredrickson (1973 and 1974), Kroeber (1925), 
Chartkoff and Chartkoff (1984), and Moratto (1984).  

2.1 ‐ Prehistoric Background 

The San Francisco Bay Area supported a dense population of hunter‐gatherers over thousands of 
years, leaving a rich a varied archaeological record.  The Bay Area was a place of incredible language 
diversity, with seven languages spoken at the time of Spanish settlement in 1776.  The diverse 
ecosystem of the bay and surrounding lands supported an average of three to five persons per 
square mile, but reached eleven persons per square mile in the North Bay (Milliken 1995).  At the 
time of Spanish contact, the people of the Bay Area were organized into local tribelets that defended 
fixed territories under independent leaders.  Typically, individual Bay Area tribelets included 200 to 
400 people distributed among three to five semi‐permanent villages, within territories measuring 
approximately 10 to 12 miles in diameter (Milliken 1995). 

Early archaeological investigations in central California were conducted at sites located in the 
Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta region.  The first published account documents investigations in the 
Lodi and Stockton area (Schenck and Dawson 1929).  The initial archaeological reports typically 
contained descriptive narratives, with more systematic approaches sponsored by Sacramento Junior 
College in the 1930s.  At the same time, University of California at Berkeley excavated several sites in 
the lower Sacramento Valley and Delta region, which resulted in recognizing archaeological site 
patterns based on variations of inter‐site assemblages.  Research during the 1930s identified 
temporal periods in central California prehistory and provided an initial chronological sequence 
(Lillard and Purves 1936; Lillard, et al. 1939).  In 1939, Lillard noted that each cultural period led 
directly to the next and that influences spread from the Delta region to other regions in central 
California (Lillard, et al. 1939).  In the late 1940s and early 1950s, Beardsley documented similarities 
in artifacts among sites in the San Francisco Bay region and the Delta and refined his findings into a 
cultural model that ultimately became known as the Central California Taxonomic System (CCTS).  
This system proposed a uniform, linear sequence of cultural succession (Beardsley 1948 and 1954).  
The CCTS system was challenged by Gerow, whose work looked at radiocarbon dating to show that 
Early and Middle Horizon sites were not subsequent developments but, at least partially, 
contemporaneous (1954; 1974; Gerow with Force 1968). 

To address some of the flaws in the CCTS system, Fredrickson (1973) introduced a revision that 
incorporated a system of spatial and cultural integrative units.  Fredrickson separated cultural, 
temporal, and spatial units from each other and assigned them to six chronological periods: Paleo‐
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Indian (10000 to 6000 B.C.); Lower, Middle and Upper Archaic (6000 B.C. to A.D. 500), and Emergent 
(Upper and Lower, A.D. 500 to 1800).  The suggested temporal ranges are similar to earlier horizons, 
which are broad cultural units that can be arranged in a temporal sequence (Moratto 1984).  In 
addition, Fredrickson defined several patterns—a general way of life shared within a specific 
geographical region.  These patterns include: 

 Windmiller Pattern or Early Horizon (3000 to 1000 B.C.) 
 Berkeley Pattern or Middle Horizon (1000 B.C. to A.D. 500) 
 Augustine Pattern or Late Horizon (A.D. 500 to historic period) 

 
Brief descriptions of these temporal ranges and their unique characteristics follow. 

2.1.1 ‐ Windmiller Pattern or Early Horizon (3000 to 1000 B.C.) 

Characterized by the Windmiller Pattern, the Early Horizon was centered in the Cosumnes district of 
the Delta and emphasized hunting rather than gathering, as evidenced by the abundance of 
projectile points in relation to plant processing tools.  Additionally, atlatl, dart, and spear 
technologies typically included stemmed projectile points of slate and chert but minimal obsidian.  
The large variety of projectile point types and faunal remains suggests exploitation of numerous 
types of terrestrial and aquatic species (Bennyhoff 1950; Ragir 1972).  Burials occurred in cemeteries 
and intra‐village graves.  These burials typically were ventrally extended, although some dorsal 
extensions are known with a westerly orientation and a high number of grave goods.  Trade 
networks focused on acquisition of ornamental and ceremonial objects in finished form rather than 
on raw material.  The presence of artifacts made of exotic materials such as quartz, obsidian, and 
shell indicates an extensive trade network that may represent the arrival of Utian populations into 
central California.  Also indicative of this period are rectangular Haliotis and Olivella shell beads, and 
charmstones that usually were perforated. 

2.1.2 ‐ Berkeley Pattern or Middle Horizon (1000 B.C. to A.D. 500) 

The Middle Horizon is characterized by the Berkeley Pattern, which displays considerable changes 
from the Early Horizon.  This period exhibited a strong milling technology represented by minimally 
shaped cobble mortars and pestles, although metates and manos were still used.  Dart and atlatl 
technologies during this period were characterized by non‐stemmed projectile points made primarily 
of obsidian.  Fredrickson (1973) suggests that the Berkeley Pattern marked the eastward expansion 
of Miwok groups from the San Francisco Bay Area.  Compared with the Early Horizon, there is a 
higher proportion of grinding implements at this time, implying an emphasis on plant resources 
rather than on hunting.  Typical burials occurred within the village with flexed positions, variable 
cardinal orientation, and some cremations.  As noted by Lillard, the practice of spreading ground 
ochre over the burial was common at this time (Lillard, et al. 1939).  Grave goods during this period 
are generally sparse and typically include only utilitarian items and a few ornamental objects.  
However, objects such as charmstones, quartz crystals, and bone whistles occasionally were present, 
which suggest the religious or ceremonial significance of the individual (Hughes 1994).  During this 
period, larger populations are suggested by the number and depth of sites compared with the 
Windmiller Pattern.  According to Fredrickson (1973), the Berkeley Pattern reflects gradual expansion 
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or assimilation of different populations rather than sudden population replacement and a gradual 
shift in economic emphasis. 

2.1.3 ‐ Augustine Pattern or Late Horizon (A.D. 500 to Historic Period) 

The Late Horizon is characterized by the Augustine Pattern, which represents a shift in the general 
subsistence pattern.  Changes include the introduction of bow and arrow technology; and most 
importantly, acorns became the predominant food resource.  Trade systems expanded to include raw 
resources as well as finished products.  There are more baked clay artifacts and extensive use of 
Haliotis ornaments of many elaborate shapes and forms.  Burial patterns retained the use of flexed 
burials with variable orientation, but there was a reduction in the use of ochre and widespread 
evidence of cremation (Moratto 1984).  Judging from the number and types of grave goods 
associated with the two types of burials, cremation seems to have been reserved for individuals of 
higher status, whereas other individuals were buried in flexed positions.  Johnson (1976) suggests 
that the Augustine Pattern represents expansion of the Wintuan population from the north, which 
resulted in combining new traits with those established during the Berkeley Pattern. 

Central California research has expanded from an emphasis on defining chronological and cultural 
units to a more comprehensive look at settlement and subsistence systems.  This shift is illustrated 
by the early use of burials to identify mortuary assemblages and more recent research using 
osteological data to determine the health of prehistoric populations (Dickel et al. 1984).  Although 
debate continues over a single model or sequence for central California, the general framework 
consisting of three temporal/cultural units is generally accepted, although the identification of 
regional and local variation is a major goal of current archaeological research. 

2.2 ‐ Native American Background 

At the time of European contact, the East Bay and Southeast Bay areas were occupied by various 
tribelets that were part of the Ohlone (previously Costanoan) tribe of California Native Americans 
(Harrington 1942, Levy 1978).  The Ohlone group designates a language family consisting of eight 
branches of the Costanoan language that are considered too distinct to be dialects, with each being 
related to its geographically adjacent neighbors.  These groups lived in approximately 50 separate 
and politically autonomous tribelet areas, each with one or more permanent villages, between the 
North San Francisco Bay and the lower Salinas River (Levy 1978). 

The arrival of Ohlone groups into the Bay Area appears to be temporally consistent with the 
appearance of the Late Period artifact assemblage in the archaeological record, as documented at 
sites such as the Emeryville Shellmound or the Ellis Landing Shellmound.  It is probable that the 
Ohlone moved south and west from the delta region of the San Joaquin‐Sacramento River into the 
Bay Area during the Late Prehistoric.  The tribal group that most likely occupied the project area was 
of the Chochenyo ethnic group, whose territory extended from the southern end of the Carquinez 
Straits south to Mission San Jose (present‐day Fremont), east to present‐day Livermore and west to 
San Francisco Bay.  Their direct neighbors to the east may have been tribelets associated with 
Northern Valley Yokuts people. 
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The various Ohlone tribes subsisted as hunter‐gatherers and relied on local terrestrial and marine 
flora and fauna for subsistence (Levy 1978).  The predominant plant food source was the acorn, but 
they also exploited a wide range of other plants, including various seeds, buckeye, berries, and roots.  
Protein sources included grizzly bear, elk, sea lions, antelope,  black‐tailed deer, as well as smaller 
mammals such as raccoon, brush rabbit, ground squirrels, and wood rats.  Waterfowl, including 
Canadian geese, mallards, green‐winged teal, and American widgeon, were captured in nets using 
decoys to attract them.  Fish also played an important role in the Chochenyo diet and included 
steelhead, salmon, and sturgeon (Jones 2007).   

The Ohlone constructed watercraft from tule reeds and possessed bow and arrow technology.  They 
fashioned blankets from sea otter pelts, fabricated basketry from twined reeds of various types, and 
assembled a variety of stone and bone tools in their assemblages.  Ohlone villages typically consisted 
of domed dwelling structures, communal sweathouses, dance enclosures, and assembly houses 
constructed from thatched tule reeds and a combination of wild grasses, wild alfalfa, and ferns.  

The Ohlone were politically organized into autonomous tribelets that had distinct cultural territories.  
Individual tribelets contained one or more villages with a number of seasonal camps for resource 
procurement within the tribelet territory.  The tribelet chief could be either male or female, and the 
position was inherited patrilineally, but approval of the community was required.  The tribelet chief 
and council were essentially advisors to the community and were responsible for feeding visitors, 
directing hunting and fishing expeditions, ceremonial activities, and warfare on neighboring 
tribelets.   

The Gold Rush brought disease to the native inhabitants, and by the 1850s, nearly all of the Ohlone 
had adapted in some way or another to economies based on cash income.  Hunting and gathering 
activities continued to decline and were rapidly replaced with economies based on ranching and 
farming.  

2.3 ‐ Historic Background 

The history of the San Francisco Bay Area can be divided into several periods of influence; pertinent 
historic periods are briefly summarized below. 

2.3.1 ‐ Spanish Mission Period 

The Ohlone underwent cataclysmic changes during the period of Spanish colonialism and 
missionization.  During the Mission period, the Ohlone were gradually brought into the mission 
system, and placed under the protection and tutelage of the Mission fathers.  The Franciscan fathers 
actively discouraged or banned traditional Ohlone customs, rites, and rituals.  Compounding the 
difficulties and disruption to traditional life, the Mission fathers inducted members of distant and 
distinct tribes into the Mission neophyte population.  In the Hercules area, the Ohlone were joined 
by Northern Valley Yokuts, conscripted from the San Joaquin Valley, as the local Indian workforce 
succumbed to diseases and hardships ubiquitous to the Spanish and Mexican missions.  The Ohlone 
suffered a major decrease in population during this time.  As a result of introduced diseases and 
declining birth rates, the Ohlone population fell from approximately 10,000 in 1770 to less than 
2,000 in 1832 (Cook 1955).   
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The arrival and expansion of the Spanish had a great effect on the Ohlone way of life in the San 
Francisco Bay Area (Levy 1978).  The Ohlone first encountered Europeans in 1602–03 during 
exploration by Sebastian Vizcaino, who briefly described the Ohlone inhabitants of Monterey (known 
as the Rumsen): 

The land [is] well populated with Indians without number many of whom came on different 
occasions to our camp.  They seem to be gentle and peaceful people; they say with signs 
that there are many villages inland.  The sustenance which these Indians eat most of daily, 
besides fish and shellfish, is acorns and anther fruit larger than a chestnut; that is what we 
could understand of them (Vizcaino [1602] in Broadbent 1972:47). 

This contact was brief and it was not until 170 years later that the Ohlone again made contact with 
the Spanish.  In 1769, Gaspar de Portola, traveling north by land along the Pacific Ocean from San 
Diego in order to establish a settlement in Monterey, was the first European to sight San Francisco 
Bay.  As he journeyed through Ohlone territory, Portola gave brief descriptions of the Indians he 
encountered.  Shortly thereafter, in 1770, Lieutenant Pedro Fages led a small expedition inland from 
Monterey.  One of the expedition’s chroniclers, Juan Crespi, took extensive notes on the Native 
American inhabitants of the area.  From that time on, the Spanish were a constant presence in the 
lives of the Ohlone.  Between 1770 and 1797, seven missions were established within Ohlone 
territory (Levy 1978).   

2.3.2 ‐ Mexican Period 

With the declaration of Mexican independence in 1821, Spanish control of Alta California ended, 
although little change actually occurred.  Political change did not take place until mission 
secularization in 1834, when Native Americans were released from missionary control and the 
mission lands were granted to private individuals.  Shoup and Milliken (1999) state that mission 
secularization removed the social protection and support on which Native Americans had come to 
rely.  It exposed them to further exploitation by outside interests, often forcing them into a marginal 
existence as laborers for large ranchos.  Following mission secularization, the Mexican population 
grew as the native population continued to decline.  Anglo‐American settlers began to arrive in Alta 
California during this period and often married into Mexican families, becoming Mexican citizens, 
which made them eligible to receive land grants.  In 1846, on the eve of the U.S.‐Mexican War (1846 
to 1848), the estimated population of Alta California was 8,000 non‐natives and 10,000 natives.  
However, these estimates have been debated.  Cook (1976) suggests the Native American population 
was 100,000 in 1850; the U.S. Census of 1880 reports the Native American population as 20,385. 

2.4 ‐ History of Contra Costa County 

Contra Costa County was one of the original 27 counties of California, created in 1850 at the time of 
statehood.  The county name was originally Mt. Diablo County, but it was changed prior to the 
county’s incorporation.  The name Contra Costa in Spanish means opposite coast, because of its 
location opposite (east) of San Francisco.  In March 1853, the county’s southern portions, including 
all of the eastern bayside portions and the northern portions of Santa Clara County became part of 
Alameda County. 
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The land titles in Contra Costa County can be traced to multiple subdivisions of a small number of 
the original land grants.  Many of the family names remain in the form of local city’s names such as 
Martinez, Pacheco, and Moraga.  A few of the original land grant residences have been preserved as 
museums and cultural centers and some of the more well maintained ranches have been preserved 
and revitalized as a working demonstration ranches. 

During World War II, nearby Richmond was one of the two Bay Area Kaiser Shipyards sites and 
Concord Buchanan Field Airport was a training hub for wartime pilots.  In addition, the Naval 
Weapons Depot and ship loading facilities at Port Chicago was crucial to the war effort, but is now 
undergoing extensive redevelopment efforts.  At one time, the Atlas Powder Company located at 
Point Pinole Regional Shoreline, south of the project APE, produced huge quantities of gunpowder 
and dynamite that were sold locally as well as to distant regional locations.   

Following World War II, large companies in contra Costa County began to relocate from city locations 
to the suburbs, filling large business parks and commercial areas.  The establishment of a growing, 
prosperous population in turn fostered the development of shopping centers and shopping malls 
and created demand for an extensive supporting infrastructure including schools, roads, libraries, 
police, firefighting, etc. 

Further improvements in Contra Costa County included the establishment of BART, the 
modernization of Highway 24, and recently, the addition of a third Caldecott Tunnel served to 
accelerate economic trends in the area.  The cities located in central Contra Costa have created 
suburbs that extend east along the county’s estuarine north shore; with the older development 
areas of Bay Point and Pittsburg being augmented by extensive development in the eastern cities of 
Oakley, Antioch, and Brentwood (Contra Costa County, California Official Website 2009). 

2.4.1 ‐ City of Hercules 

Ygnacio Martinez was a Spanish soldier who occupied the Hercules area, CA 1824 and is credited 
with the development of Contra Costa County and the San Francisco area.  After receiving a land 
grant in 1842, he formed the Rancho El Pinole, which is located south of the project area.  In 1879, 
the California Powder Works Company established an explosives factory along the San Pablo Bay 
shoreline, and in 1912 the company came under new ownership and was renamed the Hercules 
Powder Company (Company).  The company owned 1,300 acres of land in the area and established 
the town of Hercules on company property to provide residences for factory employees.  To avoid 
potential damage from explosives, dirt barriers were erected around the factory buildings and 
underground facilities were built.   

The company manufactured dynamite and Trinitrotoluene (TNT) during World War II, and after the 
war, it primarily manufactured fertilizer.  The Hercules Powder Company closed in 1976 and by the 
1990s, only remnants of the facility were visible.  Portions of the area were subsequently used for 
cattle grazing and the Sycamore site was later used for recreational ball fields and more recently as a 
spoil site for excess earth material.  The former factory site was designated as a redevelopment area 
by the City of Hercules in 1983.  Beginning in the 1990s, much of the area has been redeveloped with 
residential and mixed residential‐commercial use (WSA 2009). 
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SECTION 3: RESULTS 

3.1 ‐ Record Search  

3.1.1 ‐ Northwest Information Center Record Search 

On January 6, 2014, a records search was conducted by FCS Senior Project Archaeologist Carrie D. 
Wills, M.A., RPA, at the NWIC, located at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.  The 
record search included the project APE and a 0.50‐mile radius outside the project APE boundaries.  
The record search included current inventories of the NRHP, the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR), the California Inventory of Historical Resources, California State Historic 
Landmarks, and the California Points of Historical Interest.   

Review of a 1938 aerial for the APE does not depict Refugio Creek at its current location; it appears 
to extend along the west side of San Pablo Avenue. The results of the 1957 7.5‐minute topographic 
map review indicate the APE was vacant land, with a channelized version of Refugio Creek bisecting 
it from north to south.  San Pablo Avenue is extant, although no other roads are depicted.  A 1958 
aerial depicts the area as vacant oak‐studded meadow, with San Pablo Avenue bordering the APE’s 
southern boundary.  

Four historic resource sites (P‐07‐003084, P‐07‐000447, P‐07‐000463, and P‐07‐000515) have been 
recorded within a 0.50‐mile radius of the project APE (Table 1).  The resources include the Hercules 
Powder Works (P‐07‐003084) which is located approximately 2,000 ft west of the APE; a small shell 
midden indicating habitation debris (P‐07‐000463) located approximately 500 feet northwest of the 
APE boundary; the western terminus of Hwy 4 (P‐07‐000515) approximately 1,500 ft northeast of the 
northern APE boundary; and, a small mound of flecked shell indicating possible habitation debris (P‐
07‐000447) located approximately 2,400 ft south of southern APE boundary. 

Table 1: Sites within 0.50 Mile of APE 

Primary 
Number  Recorded by/Year  Description 

P‐07‐003084  Norwood, Beck, and Tilton 
(HDR/DTA)/2009 

CA‐CCO‐818H; Historic site that includes a series of 
features and foundations from the Hercules Powder 
Company 

P‐07‐000447  Bickel, Polly/1977  CA‐CCO‐389 Prehistoric site; shell midden habitation 
debris 

P‐07‐000463  Holman & Associates/1993 CA‐CCO‐679 Prehistoric small shell midden 

P‐07‐000515  William Self Associates/1995 CA‐CCO‐710H; Historic section of Route 4 (original 
trail to Ygnacio Martinez adobe on an 1842 land 
grant) 

Source: NWIC record search, January 6, 2014. 
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3.1.2 ‐ Native American Heritage Commission Record Search 

On January 21, 2014, FCS sent a letter to the NAHC to determine if any sacred sites are listed on its 
Sacred Lands File for the APE.  A response was received on January 30, 2014, stating the search failed 
to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources within the APE.  The response 
included a list of nine Native American tribal members to contact and the nine tribal members were 
sent letters on February 4, 2014 asking for any additional information they may have in regards to 
the APE. 

On February 25, 2014, an email response was received from the Amah Mutsun Tribe recommending 
that all construction crews have sensitivity training and that a Native American and an archaeological 
monitor be present onsite during excavation efforts.  As of this date, no other response has been 
received.  All correspondence is included in Appendix B. 

3.1.3 ‐ Paleontological Records Search 

The paleontological records review was requested on December 17, 2013.  On December 22, 2013  a 
response was received from Dr. Ken Finger that indicated the following; 

A paleontological walkover survey of the site prior to construction is not warranted because 
there does not appear to be any exposures of the Briones Formation, and most of the terrain 
has probably been disturbed.  The results of the records search (at the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology [UCMP]) indicate that excavations anywhere within the 
project site could disturb the Briones Formation and therefore impact significant 
paleontological resources.  Although the paleontological potential of the Briones Formation 
is low to moderate, it has a high paleontological sensitivity because of its Barstovian 
vertebrate fauna, and most notably Desmostylus.  It would therefore be prudent to have a 
qualified cultural resources monitor onsite during all excavations.  Should any vertebrate 
bones or teeth be unearthed by the construction crew, their work in the immediate vicinity 
of the discovery should cease until a paleontologist evaluates the find for its scientific value.  
If deemed significant, it should be salvaged and deposited in an accredited and permanent 
scientific institution (e.g., UCMP), where it will be properly curated and preserved for the 
benefit of current and future generations. 

The full paleontological report can be found in Appendix B‐3: Paleontological Report. 

3.2 ‐ Pedestrian Survey 

FCS Professional Archaeologist Carrie D. Wills surveyed the project APE on February 4, 2014.  The 
APE is a highly disturbed, hilly area with evidence of intermittent dumping episodes of excess dirt 
and debris trucked in from various unknown locations (Appendix Photographs 1 and 2).  In addition, 
there is a portion of the west branch of Refugio Creek (Creek) that bisects the APE (Photographs 3 
and 4); there was a small amount of water in the Creek at the time of the field survey.  Since 
watercourses are typical locations for Native American villages and activity areas, every effort was 
made to access the banks of the Creek to look for evidence of prehistoric resources.  However, the 
vegetation, including poison oak, along the Creek banks was so dense, access was not possible 
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(Photographs 5 and 6).  Additionally, the grassy vegetation that covered the majority of the ground 
surface of the APE was so thick that visibility was reduced to approximately 5 per cent (Photographs 
7 and 8).  Within four locations in the eastern, central, and south‐central portions of the APE, are 
concrete foundation remnants, concrete footings, concrete piers with an associated asphalt road, 
and a concrete “hold”; all of unknown origins (Photographs 9, 10, 11, and 12).  Initially, it was 
thought that the remnants were possibly part of the Hercules Powder Company facility, however, 
research and review of the DPR forms for the Hercules Powder Company, indicate that the facility’s 
main production area was 2,000 ft west of the APE.  Archival research offers no insights as to the 
origin or age of the concrete foundation remnants.  Although the exact age of the foundation 
remnants is unknown, DPR forms have been completed for each of the remnant clusters (Appendix 
E).   

The field survey did not result in discovery of any additional historic resources, nor were any 
prehistoric resources discovered within the project APE. 

3.2.1 ‐ Foundation/Structure Remnants  

During the course of the survey, four locations in the within the APE had concrete foundation 
remnants.  There was no indication as to the age of the foundations and review of historic 
topographic maps (1905‐1981) did not show any structures at these locations.  

Each of the four clusters of resources were evaluated for NR eligibility and none appear to meet any 
of the four eligibility requirements for listing on the NR; see below.  

FCS‐1 

The resource consists of an array of concrete forms and foundations of unknown origin.  The 
concrete blocks are approximately 12” wide x 8 ft in length and approximately 2 ½ ft in height with 
steel rebar extending through the top.  They form a rectangular shape with a concrete block “wall” 
measuring approximately 30ft wide x 8 ft tall x ~2 ft in width approximately 28 ft east. 

The foundation remnants were evaluated under NR Criterion A for their potential significance as part 
of any historic trends or events that may have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of history.  Archival research and map review do not suggest the foundations are associated with  a 
significant trend or event.  Therefore, the foundations do not appear to meet the criteria for 
significance under Criterion A: Event.  

The foundations remnants were assessed under NR Criterion B for their potential significance and 
association with a person of importance in national history.  There is no evidence to suggest that any 
persons associated with the construction or development of the foundation remnants were 
considered important in the history of the property or nation.  Therefore, the foundation remnants 
do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion B: Person.  

The foundation remnants were assessed under NR Criterion C for their potential significance as a 
structure which embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction or 
style of architecture, represents the work of a master architect, builder, or craftsman, possesses high 
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artistic values, or represents a significant or distinguishable entity whose components exhibit 
individual distinction.  The foundation remnants appear to be typical, non‐descript structures with 
no distinguishing features.  Therefore, the foundation remnants are not considered to represent the 
work of a master architect, builder, or craftsman and do not appear to meet the criteria for 
significance under Criterion C: Architecture. 

The foundation remnants were also assessed under NR Criterion D for their potential significance 
and ability to convey information.  The foundation remnants do not appear to yield, or may not be 
likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  In order for buildings, structures, or 
objects to be significant under Criterion D, they need to “be, or must have been, the principal source 
of information.”  This is not the case with the foundation remnants; therefore, they do not appear to 
meet the criteria for significance under Criterion D: Information Potential. 

FCS‐2 

Approximately 200 feet east of the FCS‐1 wall is FCS‐2 which consists of 5 concrete footings (?) 
measuring 12’ x 8’ x 2 ½’ in height with steel rods extending up from the ends.  The footings are 
approximately 6 feet apart. 

The footings were evaluated under NR Criterion A for their potential significance as part of any 
historic trends or events that may have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
history.  Archival research and map review do not suggest the footings are associated with a 
significant trend or event.  Therefore, the footings do not appear to meet the criteria for significance 
under Criterion A: Event.  

The footings were assessed under NR Criterion B for their potential significance and association with 
a person of importance in national history.  There is no evidence to suggest that any persons 
associated with the construction or development of the footings were considered important in the 
history of the property or nation.  Therefore, the footings do not appear to meet the criteria for 
significance under Criterion B: Person.  

The footings were assessed under NR Criterion C for their potential significance as a structure which 
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction or style of 
architecture, represents the work of a master architect, builder, or craftsman, possesses high artistic 
values, or represents a significant or distinguishable entity whose components exhibit individual 
distinction.  The footings appear to be typical, non‐descript structures with no distinguishing 
features.  Therefore, the footings are not considered to represent the work of a master architect, 
builder, or craftsman and do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion C: 
Architecture. 

The footings were also assessed under NR Criterion D for their potential significance and ability to 
convey information.  The footings do not appear to yield, or may not be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history.  In order for buildings, structures, or objects to be significant 
under Criterion D, they need to “be, or must have been, the principal source of information.”  This is 
not the case with the footings; therefore, they do not appear to meet the criteria for significance 
under Criterion D: Information Potential. 
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FCS‐3 

FCS‐3 was barely visible because of very dense vegetation including poison oak.  The resource was an 
apparent concrete “hold” or dumpsite filled with concrete blocks and debris.  The full dimensions 
were not attainable as the vegetation cover was too thick, however, the portion that was visible 
measured 15 ft x 7 ft x 12”.  

The dumpsite was evaluated under NR Criterion A for its potential significance as part of any historic 
trends or events that may have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history.  
Archival research and map review do not suggest the dumpsite is associated with a significant trend 
or event.  Therefore, the dumpsite does not appear to meet the criteria for significance under 
Criterion A: Event.  

The dumpsite was assessed under NR Criterion B for its potential significance and association with a 
person of importance in national history.  There is no evidence to suggest that any persons 
associated with the construction or development of the dumpsite were considered important in the 
history of the property or nation.  Therefore, the dumpsite does not appear to meet the criteria for 
significance under Criterion B: Person.  

The dumpsite was assessed under NR Criterion C for its potential significance as a structure which 
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction or style of 
architecture, represents the work of a master architect, builder, or craftsman, possesses high artistic 
values, or represents a significant or distinguishable entity whose components exhibit individual 
distinction.  The dumpsite appears to be a typical and non‐descript structure with no distinguishing 
features.  Therefore, the dumpsite is not considered to represent the work of a master architect, 
builder, or craftsman and do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion C: 
Architecture. 

The dumpsite was also assessed under NR Criterion D for its potential significance and its ability to 
convey information.  The dumpsite does not appear to yield, or may not be likely to yield, 
information important in prehistory or history.  In order for buildings, structures, or objects to be 
significant under Criterion D, they need to “be, or must have been, the principal source of 
information.”  This is not the case with the dumpsite; therefore, it does not appear to meet the 
criteria for significance under Criterion D: Information Potential. 

FCS‐4 

FCS‐4 consisted of 4 concrete piers (?) that paralleled each other at the crest of the hill above (north) 
San Pablo Avenue.  Approximately 10 ft north of the piers is an associated portion of an asphalt road 
that extends in a northeast/southwest direction for approximately 500 feet.  The dimensions for the 
piers were not attainable as portions were buried but the approximate lengths were 7’, 12’, 8 ½’ and 
9’.   

The piers were evaluated under NR Criterion A for their potential significance as part of any historic 
trends or events that may have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history.  
Archival research and map review do not suggest the piers are associated with a significant trend or 
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event.  Therefore, the piers do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion A: 
Event.  

The piers were assessed under NR Criterion B for their potential significance and association with a 
person of importance in national history.  There is no evidence to suggest that any persons 
associated with the construction or development of the piers were considered important in the 
history of the property or nation.  Therefore, the piers do not appear to meet the criteria for 
significance under Criterion B: Person.  

The piers were assessed under NR Criterion C for their potential significance as a structure which 
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction or style of 
architecture, represents the work of a master architect, builder, or craftsman, possesses high artistic 
values, or represents a significant or distinguishable entity whose components exhibit individual 
distinction.  The piers appear to be typical and non‐descript structures with no distinguishing 
features.  Therefore, the piers are not considered to represent the work of a master architect, 
builder, or craftsman and do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under Criterion C: 
Architecture. 

The piers were also assessed under NR Criterion D for their potential significance and ability to 
convey information.  The piers do not appear to yield, or may not be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history.  In order for buildings, structures, or objects to be significant 
under Criterion D, they need to “be, or must have been, the principal source of information.”  This is 
not the case with the piers; therefore, they do not appear to meet the criteria for significance under 
Criterion D: Information Potential. 

3.2.2 ‐ Geoarchaeology 

The paleontological report prepared for the project indicated that “according to the geologic map of 
Graymer et al. (1994), the western half of the proposed project site is located on the Briones 
Formation (br), which in the eastern half is covered muds referred to as late Holocene alluvial fill 
(Qhaf).  The Briones Formation is a marine sedimentary unit of Miocene age, which is of 
paleontological concern. The Holocene muds are too young to have fossil remains; hence, it has no 
paleontological sensitivity or potential.” 

This type of geological area has the potential for buried resources; however, the depth of fill material 
(~2–30 feet) within the APE and the depths of excavations for project development (~28–40 feet) 
indicate that there is a possibility of finding paleontological resources once excavations extend below 
the fill material.  Monitoring is recommended once the excavation activities extend below the fill 
material. 
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SECTION 4: SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 ‐ Summary 

In accordance with Section 106 regulations, FCS assessed the effects of development for the project 
APE.  A records search was conducted by FCS at the NWIC on January 6, 2014.  Results from the 
search indicate that four resources have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the APE.  The resources 
include the Hercules Powder Works, two areas of prehistoric habitation debris, and the western 
terminus of Hwy 4.  One of the reports included the project APE but because of extensive 
disturbance to the area, a field survey was not conducted.   

On January 21, 2014, a sacred lands search request was sent to the NAHC and a response was 
received on January 30, 2014, stating the search failed to indicate the presence of Native American 
cultural resources in the APE.  Nine Native American tribal members were sent letters on February 4, 
2014, asking for any additional information about the APE.  One response was received from the 
Amuh Mutsen tribe recommending that all construction crews have sensitivity training and that 
Native American and archaeological monitors be present onsite during excavation efforts.   

On December 22, 2013, a paleontological records search was conducted for the project APE that 
indicated that the APE is within the Briones Formation.  Excavations anywhere within the project APE 
could disturb the Briones Formation, therefore impacts may be significant to paleontological 
resources.  Because of the sensitive nature of the APE for paleontological resources, monitoring by a 
cultural resources monitor during all excavations was recommended. 

FCS Professional Archaeologist Carrie D. Wills surveyed the APE on February 4, 2014.  The APE is a 
highly disturbed, hilly area with evidence of intermittent dumping episodes and a portion of 
channelized Refugio Creek bisecting it.  In four portions of the APE, concrete remnants of unknown 
origins were found.  Archival research offers no insights as to the origin or age of the concrete 
foundation remnants.  The remnants observed during the pedestrian survey were evaluated for NR 
eligibility and do not appear to meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the NR.  DPR forms were 
completed for each of the remnant clusters; see Appendix E. 

However, comments provided by Mr. Miley Holman of Holman and Associates (October 30, 2014) 
indicate that in the late 1970s a large prehistoric site was found within the project APE.  The site was 
subsequently tested by a local college instructor but no site record(s) or survey report(s) were 
submitted to the NWIC.   

Two prehistoric resources have been previously recorded within a 0.50‐mile radius of project vicinity: 
one is located approximately 500 feet northwest of the project APE boundary in an area that is 
currently a residential development, and one that is approximately 2,400 feet to the south.  No 
prehistoric resources were discovered during the course of the survey.   

Since a prehistoric site was found within the project APE in the late 1970s, there is a possibility that 
prehistoric resources may be encountered during excavations into native soil.  Fill material depths 
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within the APE vary from approximately 2 feet to 30‐feet and project excavations would extend from 
28 feet to 40 feet.  Therefore, the excavations would extend into undisturbed native soil and might 
impact prehistoric resources.  FCS recommends that a program of archaeological monitoring should 
be implemented as a condition of issuance of a grading permit.  The monitoring program would be 
implemented when excavations reach the depth of native soils, not for the fill material. 

4.2 ‐ Recommendations 

4.2.1 ‐ Cultural Resources Recommendations 

The historic foundation remnants observed during the pedestrian survey do not appear to meet the 
eligibility criteria for listing on the NRHP, and are not considered historic properties for the purposes 
of Section 106. 

Since a prehistoric site was found within the project APE in the late 1970s, there is a possibility that 
prehistoric resources may be encountered during excavations into native soil.  Fill material depths 
within the APE vary from approximately 2 feet to 30 feet, and project excavations would extend from 
28 feet to 40 feet extending into undisturbed native soil and possibly affecting prehistoric resources.   
FCS recommends that a program of archaeological monitoring should be implemented as a condition 
of issuance of a grading permit.  The monitoring program would be implemented when excavations 
reach the depth of native soils, not for the fill material. The cultural resource monitor can also 
perform the monitoring for paleontologic resources discussed below in 4.2.2.  

4.2.2 ‐ Paleontological Recommendations 

The 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR identified mitigation measure CUL‐2 for the protection of 
paleontological resources.  The measure states that  “As part of the review of specific development 
proposals for either the Sycamore Crossing or Hill Town site and to the satisfaction of the City of 
Hercules, a paleontologist shall evaluate the geological conditions of the involved sites to determine 
the sensitivity of the sites for paleontological resources. If the sites are determined to be sensitive 
for vertebrate fossils or important marine invertebrate fossils, a paleontological monitoring program 
shall be implemented during the grading phases of the respective project, and during other 
construction activities that affect previously undisturbed soils, such as trenching for pipes and 
foundations.”   

Pursuant to a paleontological records review conducted by Dr. Ken Finger, the site has a high 
paleontological sensitivity because of its Barstovian vertebrate fauna, and most notably 
Desmostylus.  In accordance with mitigation measure CUL‐2 of the 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR, 
the following measures listed in Table 2 shall be implemented during excavation activities. 
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Table 2: Recommended Paleontological Resource Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation 
No.  Mitigation Text 

PR‐1  A qualified cultural resources monitor shall be onsite during all excavations into native soils.
Monitors should be equipped to salvage fossils, as they are unearthed, to avoid construction 
delays, and to remove samples of sediments likely to contain the remains of small fossil 
invertebrates and vertebrates.  Monitors must be empowered to temporarily halt or divert 
equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens.  Monitoring may be reduced or 
eliminated if the potentially fossiliferous units described herein are determined upon exposure 
and examination by qualified paleontologic personnel to have low potential to contain fossil 
resources. 

PR‐2  Preparation of recovered specimens to a point of identification and permanent preservation, 
including washing of sediments to recover small invertebrates and vertebrates.  Preparation 
and stabilization of all recovered fossils are essential in order to fully mitigate adverse impacts 
to the resources. 

PR‐3  Identification and curation of specimens into an established, accredited museum repository 
with permanent retrievable paleontologic storage.  These procedures are also essential steps 
in effective paleontologic mitigation and CEQA compliance.  The paleontologist must have a 
written repository agreement in hand prior to the initiation of mitigation activities.  Mitigation 
of adverse impacts to significant paleontologic resources is not complete until such curation 
into an established museum repository has been fully completed and documented. 

PR‐4  Preparation of a report of findings with an appended itemized inventory of specimens.  The 
report and inventory, when submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency along with confirmation 
of the curation of recovered specimens into an established, accredited museum repository, will 
signify completion of the program to mitigate impacts to paleontologic resources. 

 

Procedures for inadvertent discoveries of human remains, and historic resources are provided below. 

4.3 ‐ Inadvertent Discovery Procedures 

4.3.1 ‐ Accidental Discovery of Human Remains 

There is always the possibility that ground‐disturbing activities during construction may uncover 
previously unknown buried human remains.  Should this occur, Section 7050.5 of the California 
Health and Safety Code applies, and the following procedures shall be followed. 

The 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR identified mitigation measure CUL‐3 for the accidental discovery 
of human remains. The project as currently envisioned does not require any further mitigation. The 
following language is representative of current best practices for the protection of human remains: 
In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, Public Resource Code 
(PRC) Section 5097.98 must be followed.  In this instance, once project‐related earthmoving begins 
and if there is accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, the following steps shall be 
taken: 

1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the County Coroner is contacted to 
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determine if the remains are Native American and if an investigation of the cause of death is 
required.  If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the coroner shall 
contact the NAHC within 24 hours, and the NAHC shall identify the person or persons it 
believes to be the “most likely descendant” of the deceased Native American.  The most 
likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the person responsible 
for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 
human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in PRC Section 5097.98, or 

 

2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his/her authorized representative 
shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with 
appropriate dignity either in accordance with the recommendations of the most likely 
descendent or on the project area in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance: 
‐ The NAHC is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the most likely descendent 

failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the commission; 
 

‐ The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or 
 

‐ The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendent, and the mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the 
landowner. 

 
4.3.2 ‐ Accidental Discovery of Cultural Resources 

The 2009 Redevelopment Plan EIR identified mitigation measure CUL‐1 for the protection of cultural 
resources. The project as currently envisioned does not require any further mitigation. The following 
language is representative of current best practices for the protection of cultural resources under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 

As mandated by Section 106 of the NHPA, federal agencies must take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on 
such properties [36 CFR 800.1(a)].  Likewise, CEQA regulations state, “a project that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.1).  “Substantial adverse change” means 
“demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of an historical resource 
would be impaired” [PRC Section 5020.1(q)]. 

If an archaeological site qualifies for listing on the NRHP or CR, the provisions in Section 106 and 
CEQA mandate that the lead agencies further determine whether the proposed undertaking will 
have an “effect” and “adverse effect” upon the site [36 CFR 800.4(d)(1)].  According to federal 
regulations, “Effect means alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” [36 CFR 800.16(i)].  The criteria of adverse effect 
are: 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in 
a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
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workmanship, feeling, or association.  Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of 
a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the National Register.  Adverse effects may include 
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther 
removed in distance or be cumulative [36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)]. 

In accordance with PRC Section 21082 and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and  [36 CFR 
800] of Section 106 of the NHPA , if buried cultural resources are discovered during construction, 
operations shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified archaeologist shall be 
consulted to determine whether the resource requires further study.  The archaeologist shall make 
recommendations to the lead agency concerning appropriate measures that will be implemented to 
protect the resources, including but not limited to excavation and evaluation of the finds, consistent 
with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and  36 CFR 800.  Cultural resources could consist of 
but are not limited to stone, bone, wood, or shell artifacts, or features including hearths, structural 
remains, or historic dumpsites.  In accordance with PRC Section 21082 and Section 15064.5 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, no further grading or construction activity shall occur within 50 feet of the 
discovery until the lead agency approves the measures to protect these resources. 

In addition, reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to the property will be taken 
and the SHPO and Indian tribes with concerns about the property, and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) will be notified within 48 hours in compliance with 36 CFR 800.13 (b) (3). 
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Lewis Management Corporation 
9216 Kiefer Boulevard, Suite 4 
Sacramento, CA  95816 
 
Subject: Sycamore Crossing- Subdivision 9373 
 Hercules, California 
 

SUMMARY OF GEOTECHNICAL AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
IMPACTING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

 
Dear Mr. Wright: 
 
At your request, we prepared this summary of geotechnical and geologic hazards impacting the 
planned development in Hercules, California. We understand that Lewis Management Corp. is 
considering acquiring the site for residential and commercial development. We performed our 
services in accordance with our Consultant Work Agreement No. 20402, dated August 5, 2016.  
 
Also, we recently completed the drilling of 16 borings on the eastern portion of the site, as part of 
our supplemental design-level geotechnical exploration for the retail center. Preliminary 
information from the ongoing study has been used during the preparation of this document.  
 
SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The approximately 11½-acre property is located west of the intersection of San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue in Hercules, California. The western and eastern portions of the site are divided 
by Refugio Creek that discharges through a double-box culvert beneath Sycamore Avenue. 
 
The western portion of the site, identified as APN 404-020-057, contains an approximately 
120,000 cubic yard stockpile. At the time of our site visit, the stockpile was up to approximately 
25 feet above street grade, with slopes as steep as approximately 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), and 
covered by tall grasses and shrubs. We also observed several isolated piles of garbage, asphalt and 
concrete on the southern side of the stockpile. Remnants of older construction roads that access the 
stockpile can be seen from Tsushima Street. We understand that the stockpile is to be removed as 
part of future site development. 
 
The eastern portion of the site, identified as APN 404-020-058, was predominantly covered in tall 
grasses and occasional shrubs at the time of our site visit. The southwestern portion of the parcel 
was approximately 25 to 30 feet above San Pablo Avenue, sloping downward to the north and 
west. The northern portion of the parcel was approximately level with Sycamore Avenue and 
contained an old construction parking lot. PG&E power lines were located along San Pablo 
Avenue. There were also a few partially intact remnant concrete structures.  
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Our review of aerial photographs (dating back to 1948) indicates that the site has been 
undeveloped since as far back as 1948. Aerial photographs prior to 1988 show several baseball 
fields; it appears these were removed prior to 2002. Topographic changes, grading and stockpiles 
are evident since 2002 on the western portion of the site. The photos indicate grading likely 
occurred on the eastern portion of the site along Sycamore Avenue between 2004 and 2005. 
 
Proposed site improvements include single-family residential development and a possible 4-story 
hotel are anticipated on the western side of the site and retail development on the eastern side. 
Details for the residential or hotel project have not been developed at this time. Based on a 
conceptual layout prepared by MCG Architecture (June 9, 2016), three commercial buildings and a 
large parking lot are planned on the eastern portion of the site. One of these commercial buildings 
is intended to be a CVS pharmacy. 
 
SUMMARY OF GEOTECHNICAL AND GEOLOGICAL CONDITIONS 
 
To evaluate potential geotechnical and geological hazards at the site, we reviewed a 2010 
Treadwell & Rollo (T&R) geotechnical report, published geologic maps, aerial photographs, and 
our supplemental exploratory borings from the eastern portion of the site.  
 
No State of California Landslide and/or Liquefaction Zones of Required Investigations maps for 
the Mare Island Quadrangle have been published. The site is not situated within the limits of an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Our review of the Dibblee 2005 geologic map indicates that 
site bedrock at the western and eastern portions of the site is Monterey clay shale, siltstone, and 
interbedded silty sandstone (Tmc) and the central part of site is alluvial gravel, sand, and clay (Qa). 
 
The T&R borings encountered highly variable subsurface conditions as described below: 
 
 The western portion of the site is predominantly underlain by man-made fill that has been 

stockpiled at the site. The volume of the stockpiled fill was reported to be approximately 
120,000 cubic yards. The borings on the western side of the site indicate the existing fills 
extend up to 32 feet thick. Underlying the fills, the borings encountered natural alluvial soil 
deposits comprised of silts, clays, and sands. In some areas, the natural soil deposits are 
underlain by sedimentary bedrock units comprised of claystone, siltstone, and sandstone. 
Laboratory tests on the silts, clays, and claystone show these materials to be moderately to 
highly expansive. The borings also encountered alluvium within the central portion of the site.  

 
 ENGEO’s recent borings in the eastern portion of the site encountered man-made fill deposits 

ranging from approximately 7½ to over 14 feet thick, mainly along Sycamore Avenue. Google 
Earth imagery shows grading and fills were likely placed around 2004 to 2005; however, we 
do not have any records of the fill placement and/or its compaction. There does not appear to 
be any fills along the higher elevation topographic knoll on the eastern portion of the site. The 
natural soil deposits on the eastern portion of the site are underlain by sandstone bedrock. Also, 
the T&R geotechnical report identified a landslide hazard on the eastern portion of the site; our 
recent subsurface exploration confirmed the presence of this landslide. One of our recent 
borings located in the central portion of the mapped landslide encountered sand and clay 
mixtures that we interpreted to be landslide debris to a depth of about 11 feet, below which the 
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boring encountered rock. This was significantly deeper than the 1- to 1½-foot depth to bedrock 
encountered in nearby ENGEO borings. These findings correlate well with surficial features 
that indicate past landsliding such as the bowl-shaped topography, abrupt steps in topography 
near the top of the landslide indicating old head scarps (Google Earth, January 2013), and 
increased moisture indicated by vegetation remaining green for longer periods within the slide 
area (Google Earth, May 2015). 
 

 The T&R borings encountered groundwater at depths ranging from 4.3 to 44.7 feet below the 
ground surface. 

 
GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Based on our review of the previous geotechnical work and our recent reconnaissance and borings, 
the main geotechnical concerns for the proposed site development are as follows: 
 
 Eastern Portion of Site Landslide Removal – As discussed, a relatively shallow landslide 

hazard is mapped on the eastern portion of the site. The upper portions of this landslide extend 
within the planned development area. As such, the landslide should be mitigated by grading 
stabilization measures. It is anticipated that portions of the landslide supporting the planned 
development will require overexcavation and removal, keyway excavation into competent 
bedrock with subdrainage, and placement of engineered fills to construct design grades. On a 
preliminary basis, we anticipate corrective grading to remove the landslide may require 
overexcavation of approximately 10,000 to 15,000 cubic yards, and the installation of subdrain 
systems. It is anticipated that the excavated landslide materials may be reused as engineered 
fill. 

 
 Removal of Fills – We understand that the stockpile on the western portion of the site is 

expected to be off-hauled. As previously reported, the stockpile volume is estimated to be 
approximately 120,000 cubic yards, and may extend to depths of up to 32 feet. If only partial 
removal of the stockpile fill is performed, then we would recommend that any remaining fill be 
overexcavated and recompacted as engineered fill. The excavated undocumented fill would 
need to be cleared of deleterious material prior to reuse as engineered fill. 

 
On the eastern portion of the site, the fills were encountered in our borings and extended to 
depths of approximately 8½ to 15 feet along Sycamore Avenue. On a preliminary basis, we 
recommend that this fill be removed and recompacted in proposed improvement areas. Based 
on Google Earth imagery, we roughly estimate the fill volume on the eastern portion of the site 
may be approximately 20,000 to 30,000 cubic yards. 
 

 Expansive Soil and Bedrock – Subsurface exploration at the site indicates soils are moderately 
to highly expansive silt, clay, and claystone. Expansive soils change in volume with changes in 
moisture. They can shrink or swell and cause heaving and cracking of slabs-on-grade, 
pavements, and structures founded on shallow foundations. We anticipate that new residential 
structures in this area will need to be supported on rigid mat foundations designed to resist the 
shrinkage and heave of expansive soil. The use of lime treatment or placement of 
low-expansive materials capping some building areas should be anticipated.  
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 Bedrock Excavation – The previous geotechnical studies indicate that portions of the site are 

underlain by bedrock consisting of siltstone, claystone, and sandstone. Depending on the depth 
of cuts required for grading the project, we anticipate that much of these bedrock materials will 
be excavatable with moderate to heavy construction equipment. However, our borings 
encountered sandstone bedrock at relatively shallow depths on the eastern portion of the site. 
Depending on the proposed grading plans, cuts or excavations in this area may encounter more 
resistant bedrock triggering the need for heavier and more powerful earthwork equipment.  
 

 Building Pad Corrective Grading – Building pads should be uniformly graded to reduce 
differential settlement associated with cut and fill transition areas and differential fill thickness. 
For the eastern portion of the site, we recommend reworking the upper 24 inches of cut areas 
below structural areas. For preliminary planning purposes, we estimate the rework cut volume 
may be on the order of 5,000 to 10,000 cubic yards. 

 
PRELIMINARY FOUNDATION CONSIDERATIONS 
 
On a preliminary basis, it is our opinion that the residential structures on the western portion of the 
site may be supported on post-tensioned (PT) mat foundations. These foundations would need to 
be designed to resist potentially damaging impacts from expansive soil. A hotel structure could be 
similarly supported on a PT mat foundation, but may also be supported on a shallow foundation 
system with a concrete slab-on-grade first floor. Footings for a 4-story hotel structure would likely 
be designed for lower bearing pressures and may need to be tied together with grade beams to 
provide increased structural rigidity for the foundation system. Slabs-on-grade would need to be 
underlain by at least 2 feet of non-expansive fill to mitigate against potentially expansive soil 
damage. 
 
Foundations for the retail center on the eastern portion of the site are to be addressed in a separate 
design-level geotechnical report. 
 
CLOSURE 
 
The comments provided in this letter are professional opinions developed in accordance with 
current standards of geotechnical engineering practice; no warranty is expressed or implied.  
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please call and we will be glad to 
discuss them with you. 
 
Sincerely, 
ENGEO Incorporated 
 
 
 
Mark Gilbert, GE Theodore Bayham, GE 
mmg/tpb/jf 
Attachment:  List of Selected References 
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October 7, 2016 
 
Mr. Zachary Wright 
Vice President - Planned Community Development 
Lewis Management Corporation 
9216 Kiefer Boulevard, Suite 4 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Subject: Sycamore Crossing Retail Center 
 Hercules, California 
 
  GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION  
 
Dear Mr. Wright:  
 
ENGEO prepared this geotechnical report for the Sycamore Crossing Retail Center as outlined in 
our agreement dated August 5, 2016. We characterized the subsurface conditions at the site to 
provide the enclosed geotechnical recommendations for design.  
 
Our experience and that of our profession clearly indicate that the risk of costly design, 
construction, and maintenance problems can be significantly lowered by retaining the design 
geotechnical engineering firm to review the project plans and specifications and provide 
geotechnical observation and testing services during construction. Please let us know when 
working drawings are nearing completion, and we will be glad to discuss these additional 
services with you. 
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this report, please call and we will be glad to 
discuss them with you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ENGEO Incorporated  
 
 
 
Travis Chatters, EIT Mark Gilbert, GE 
tc/mg/dt 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 
 
ENGEO prepared this geotechnical report for design of the Sycamore Crossing Retail Center in 
Hercules, California. We prepared this report as outlined in our agreement dated August 5, 2016. 
Lewis Management Corporation authorized ENGEO to conduct the following scope of services: 
 
• Service plan development 
• Subsurface field exploration 
• Soil laboratory testing 
• Data analysis and conclusions 
• Report preparation 
 
For our use, we received the following documents: 
 
• Sycamore Crossing Site Study prepared MCG Architecture, dated June 9, 2016.  

 
• Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Residential Development and Parking Garage 

Sycamore Crossing prepared by Treadwell & Rollo, dated January 20, 2010. 
 
• CVS Geotechnical Investigation Requirements.  
 
This report was prepared for the exclusive use of our client and their consultants for design of 
this project. In the event that any changes are made in the character, design or layout of the 
development, we must be contacted to review the conclusions and recommendations contained in 
this report to evaluate whether modifications are recommended. This document may not be 
reproduced in whole or in part by any means whatsoever, nor may it be quoted or excerpted 
without our express written consent. 
 
1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The approximately 4-acre property is located at the intersection of San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue in Hercules, California. Figure 2 shows the site boundaries, proposed building 
and pavement areas, and our exploratory locations. The site is generally bounded by San Pablo 
Avenue to the south, Refugio Creek to the west and Sycamore Avenue to the north. Adjacent 
properties are predominantly residential and commercial units and undeveloped land.  
 
1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Based on our discussion with you and review of the information provided, we understand that the 
site is to be developed for retail use. Based on a conceptual layout prepared by MCG Architecture, 
three single-story retail buildings and a large parking lot are planned on the site. One of these 
commercial buildings is intended to be a CVS pharmacy; the other tenants are not known at this 
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time. The project will have two entrances, one along the eastbound lane of Sycamore Avenue and 
the other along the westbound lane of San Pablo Avenue, with a proposed traffic signal to be 
placed at the San Pablo Avenue entrance.  
 
Although no grading plan has yet been developed, the conceptual layout suggests the site grade is 
to be level with the adjacent streets. This would require cuts up to approximately 20 feet and fills 
up to 8 feet. We anticipate the retail center will include typical paved parking, drive aisles, trash 
enclosures, and exterior flatwork. We anticipate that the retail structures will be typical single-story 
retail construction.  
 
Our boring locations, lab testing, and foundation design were intended to comply with the CVS 
Geotechnical Investigation Requirements, as referenced in Section 1.1. 
 
2.0 FINDINGS 
 
2.1 TOPOGRAPHIC MAP AND AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW 
 
The site was once a portion of the Hercules Powder Company (Hercules Inc.), which 
manufactured explosives and various munitions from about 1900 to 1960. In the early 1960s, all 
of the buildings and structures were demolished leaving some remnant concrete foundation 
walls. 
 
We reviewed USGS topographic maps and aerial photos to determine if discernible changes in 
topography or improvements pertaining to the site had been recorded. The following tables list 
the topographic maps and aerial photos that we reviewed. 
 

TABLE 2.1-1 
Topographic Maps Reviewed 

Quad Years Series Scale 

Napa 1902 30 1:125000 
Concord 1915, 1916 15 1:62500 
San Francisco 1915, 1916 15 1:62500 
Mare Island 1915, 1916 15 1:62500 
Richmond 1949, 1950 7.5 1:24000 
Briones Valley 1949, 1950 7.5 1:24000 
Mare Island 1949, 1950 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 1994, 1950 7.5 1:24000 
Mare Island 1951, 1952 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 1951, 1952 7.5 1:24000 
Richmond 1959 7.5 1:24000 
Briones Valley 1959 7.5 1:24000 
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Quad Years Series Scale 

Mare Island 1959 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 1959 7.5 1:24000 
Richmond 1968 7.5 1:24000 
Briones Valley 1968 7.5 1:24000 
Mare Island 1968 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 1968 7.5 1:24000 
Richmond 1980 7.5 1:24000 
Mare Island 1980 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 1980 7.5 1:24000 
Richmond 2012 7.5 1:24000 
Briones Valley 2012 7.5 1:24000 
Mare Island 2012 7.5 1:24000 
Benicia 2012 7.5 1:24000 

 
TABLE 2.1-2 

Aerial Photographs Reviewed 
Flyer Year Scale 

USDA 1939 1”=500’ 
USDA 1950 1”=500’ 
USGS 1958 1”=500’ 
USGS 1968 1”=500’ 
USGS 1974 1”=500’ 
USDA 1982 1”=500’ 
USGS/DOQQ 1993 1”=500’ 
USDA 1998 1”=500’ 
USDA/NAIP 2005 1”=500’ 
USDA/NAIP 2009 1”=500’ 
USDA/NAIP 2010 1”=500’ 
USDA/NAIP 2012 1”=500’ 

 
1937 through 1950 Photographs – The Property appeared as undeveloped land. The area 
surrounding the Property included several roadways and structures. A channel in the current 
alignment of Refugio Creek bordered the Property. San Pablo Avenue was visible in the 
approximate current location.  
 
1958 Photograph – The property was undeveloped. Interstate Highway 80 was observed in its 
current alignment.  
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1968 through 1982 Photographs – The property was undeveloped land. The structures on the 
adjacent property had been demolished.  
 
1993 through 1998 – Nearby parcels to the south and east had been developed as residential 
neighborhoods.  
 
2005 through 2012 Photographs – The trees at the intersection of San Pablo Avenue and 
Sycamore Avenue had been removed, with filled placed in the northern portion of the site. 
Sycamore Avenue can be seen in its current alignment. Nearby parcels surrounding the Property 
had been developed as commercial and residential properties.  
 
2.2 FIELD EXPLORATION 
 
Our field exploration included drilling 16 borings at various locations on the site. We performed 
our field exploration between August 17 and 19, 2016. The location and elevations of our 
explorations are approximate and were located using handheld GPS; they should be considered 
accurate only to the degree implied by the method used. 
 
The boring locations are shown on the Site Plan, Figure 2. Previous borings and test pits by 
others are also shown (T&R 2010). An ENGEO representative observed the drilling and logged 
the subsurface conditions at each location. We retained a truck-mounted Mobile CME 55 drill rig 
and crew to advance the borings using 6-inch-diameter hollow-stem auger methods. The borings 
were advanced to depths ranging from 10 to 53 feet below existing grade. We permitted and 
backfilled the borings in accordance with the requirements of Contra Costa Environmental 
Health Division. 
 
We obtained bulk soil samples from drill cuttings and retrieved both disturbed and relatively 
undisturbed soil samples at various intervals in the borings using a 2-inch outside diameter 
(O.D.) standard penetration tests and 3-inch O.D. split-spoon sampler.  
 
The standard penetration resistance blow counts were obtained by driving the 2-inch O.D. 
split-spoon sampler with a 140-pound hammer dropping through a 30-inch free fall. The sampler 
was driven 18 inches and the number of blows was recorded for each 6 inches of penetration. 
Soil samples were also obtained using a 3-inch O.D. Modified California Sampler driven into the 
soil with the 140-pound hammer previously described. Unless otherwise indicated, the blows per 
foot recorded on the boring log represent the accumulated number of blows to drive the last 
1 foot of penetration; the blow counts have not been converted using any correction factors. 
When sampler driving was difficult, penetration was recorded only as inches penetrated for 
50 hammer blows.  
 
We used the field logs to develop the report logs in Appendix A. The logs depict subsurface 
conditions at the exploration locations for the date of exploration; however, subsurface 
conditions may vary with time. 
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2.3 GEOLOGY  
 
The site is located within the Coast Range Geomorphic Province. The Coast Range Geomorphic 
Province consists of a complex series of mountain ranges and alluvial filled basins that lie 
approximately parallel to the California coast and the San Andreas Fault System. This province 
owes much of its physiographic character to the San Andreas fault system where two adjoining 
tectonic plates that form the Earth’s surface, the Pacific plate on the west and the North 
American plate on the east, are moving past each other in opposite directions. Diverse crustal 
movements within this tectonic framework are responsible for the morphology of the area 
including San Pablo Bay just northwest of the site. 
 
Geologic maps indicate a portion of the site is underlain by Late to Middle Miocene age (5 to 
17 million years ago) Monterey Formation. The mapped geology is shown on Figure 3, Geologic 
Map. The Monterey Formation is a shallow marine deposit formed in ancient basins created by a 
combination tectonic movement and global sea level rise. This formation is described as gray, 
massive to vaguely bedded clay shale and siltstone that also includes fine-grained silty sandstone 
(Dibblee, 2005). Bedding in the vicinity of the site is mapped as dipping 45 degrees to the 
northeast.  
 
A small portion of the western boundary is mapped as Holocene Alluvial Fan deposits described 
as moderately to poorly sorted and moderately to poorly bedded sand, gravel, silt, and clay 
deposited where streams emanate from upland regions onto more gently sloping valley floors or 
plains. Holocene alluvial fan deposits are mostly undissected by later erosion. In places, 
Holocene deposits may only form a thin layer over Pleistocene and older deposits (Dibblee, 
2005; Graymer 2002).  
 
During our site reconnaissance, we observed a landslide located within the western portion of the 
site. We estimate the surface area of the landslide to be approximately 19,000 square feet; see the 
Site Plan for the estimated layout of the landslide. 
 
2.4 SEISMICITY  
 
The site is located within a seismically active region, as California has numerous faults that are 
considered active. Figure 4, Regional Faulting and Seismicity, shows known active faults and 
earthquake epicenters with their magnitudes. Generally, a fault is considered active if it has 
ruptured within the Holocene epoch (11,000 years before present). The following table 
summarizes the distances to mapped, active regional faults and estimated maximum magnitude 
within approximately 50 miles using the USGS Spatial Query tool. The USGS tool is based on 
the USGS 2008 National Seismic Hazard Maps that were used to develop the 2013 California 
Building Code (CBC) seismic parameters. 
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TABLE 2.4-1 
Distances to Mapped 2008 USGS Regional Active Faults 

Fault 
Distance  
(miles) 

Maximum Moment Magnitude  
(Avg. of Hanks and Ellsworth) 

Hayward-Rodgers Creek RC+HN+HS 4.3 7.3 
West Napa 10 6.7 
Green Valley Connected 11 6.8 
Mount Diablo Thrust 16 6.7 
Calaveras CN+CC+CS 20 7.0 
Great Valley 5, Pittsburg Kirby Hills 22 6.7 
San Andreas SAO+SAN+SAP+SAS 22 8.1 
San Gregorio Connected 25 7.5 
Greenville Connected 26 7.0 
Great Valley 4b, Gordon Valley 26 6.8 
Hunting Creek-Berryessa 31 7.1 
Point Reyes 31 6.9 
Great Valley 4a, Trout Creek 39 6.6 
Monte Vista-Shannon 40 6.5 
Maacama-Garberville 45 7.4 
Great Valley 7 45 6.9 
Great Valley 3, Mysterious Ridge 48 7.1 

 
2.5 SURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
At the time of our field exploration, the site was predominantly covered in tall grasses and 
occasional shrubs, except the areas along Refugio Creek where we observed more dense 
vegetation, including shrubs and trees.  
 

Topographic information provided indicates the 
southwestern portion of the site lies 
approximately 25 to 30 feet above San Pablo 
Avenue and slopes downward to the north and 
west. The northern portion of the site was 
approximately level with Sycamore Avenue and 
was covered with what appeared to be a gravel 
parking lot. PG&E power lines were located 
along San Pablo Avenue. There were also a few 
partially intact concrete structures on the site 
including a retaining wall that may have been 
part of a former basement structure.   

 
Northern Portion of the Site Looking East 
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Refugio Creek flows to the north along the 
western property boundary underneath 
Sycamore Avenue through a double-box 
culvert. We also observed an access road on 
the site that can be seen from San Pablo 
Avenue.  
 
Please refer to the Site Plan, Figure 2, for 
more information on site features. 
 
2.6 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
Our borings encountered highly variable subsurface conditions across the site. Borings 1-B1 
through 1-B6 and 1-B8, located in the relatively level area along Sycamore Avenue, encountered 
fill to depths ranging from approximately 8½ to 15 feet. The fills generally consisted of gravels, 
sandy clays, clayey sands, and silts. Plasticity index (PI) tests on representative fill samples 
showed PIs ranging from 20 to 37, indicating moderate to high shrink-swell potential. 
 
Outside of the fill area, the borings generally encountered a surficial soil mantle above the 
underlying shallow sandstone bedrock, except for the mapped landslide. The surficial soil mantle 
ranged from 1 to 6 feet thick at the locations explored and generally consisted of clayey sand or 
sandy clay. The sandstone was moderately weathered and varied from weak to strong bedrock. 
We were able to advance the auger drilling operation into the sandstone without auger refusal, 
although drive samples in the sandstone encountered very high blow counts. 
 
Boring 1-B14 was drilled through the mapped landslide and encountered predominantly clayey 
soil to a depth of approximately 11 feet, where sandstone was encountered.  
 
Consult the Site Plan and boring logs for specific subsurface conditions at each location. We 
include our exploration logs in Appendix A. The logs contain the soil or rock type, color, 
consistency, and visual classification in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification 
System. The logs graphically depict the subsurface conditions encountered at the time of the 
exploration.  
 
2.7 GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS 
 
We observed static groundwater in two of our subsurface explorations. We summarize our 
observations in the table below: 

TABLE 2.7-1 
Groundwater Observations 

Exploration Location 
Approximate Depth  

to Groundwater (feet) 
Approximate  

Groundwater Elevation (feet) 

1-B4 19 20 
1-B5 27.5 13.5 

 

Southern Portion of the Site Looking North 
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Fluctuations in the level of groundwater may occur due to variations in rainfall, irrigation 
practice, and other factors not evident at the time measurements were made. 
 
2.8 LABORATORY TESTING  
 
We performed laboratory tests on selected soil samples to evaluate their engineering properties. 
For this project, we performed moisture content, dry density, unconfined compression, plasticity 
index, sieve and hydrometer, resistance value, and soil corrosion potential testing. Moisture 
contents, dry densities are recorded on the boring logs in Appendix A; other laboratory data is 
included in Appendix B. 
 
3.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
From a geotechnical engineering viewpoint, in our opinion, the site is suitable for the proposed 
development, provided the geotechnical recommendations in this report are properly 
incorporated into the design plans and specifications. 
 
The primary geotechnical concerns that could affect development on the site are existing fill, 
expansive soil, and the existing landslide. We summarize our conclusions below. 
 
3.1 EXISTING FILL 
 
Our borings indicate that the northern portion of the site is underlain by non-engineered fill as 
deep as 15 feet below existing grade. The fill consisted of moderately to highly expansive clayey 
sands, sandy clays, and silts. Our review of aerial photos indicates this fill may have been placed 
as early as 2004. The origin of the fill is unknown although it may have been placed as part of 
road widening projects associated with Sycamore Avenue. Since we have no documentation of 
this fill placement, we consider it to be non-engineered. Non-engineered fills can undergo 
excessive settlement, especially under new fill or building loads. Without proper documentation 
of existing fill placed on the site, we recommend complete removal and recompaction of the 
existing fill. We present fill removal recommendations in Section 5.1.  
 
If documentation of the fill placement and compaction is available, we can review the 
information to determine if portions of the fill may not require complete removal and 
recompaction. 
 
3.2 EXPANSIVE SOIL 
 
We observed potentially expansive clays and silts in the existing fill and in the landslide. Our 
laboratory testing indicates that these soils exhibit moderate to high shrink-swell potential with 
variations in moisture content.  
 
Expansive soils change in volume with changes in moisture. They can shrink or swell and cause 
heaving and cracking of slabs-on-grade, pavements, and structures founded on shallow 
foundations. Building damage due to volume changes associated with expansive soils can be 
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reduced by extending the footings deeper to resist expansive soil pressures and by constructing a 
non-expansive fill layer on the building pad.  
 
To reduce the potential for damage to the planned buildings, we recommend that the upper 2 feet 
of the building pads and extending at least 10 feet laterally beyond consist of non-expansive fill. 
Non-expansive fill may consist of onsite sandstone materials that have been processed to meet 
the acceptable fill criteria or imported non-expansive fill. In lieu of importing non-expansive fill, 
it may be cost effective to lime treat the upper 2 feet of the building pads to reduce the expansion 
potential of the onsite soil. We recommend that other structural elements, such as pavements and 
flatwork be designed for moderate to highly expansive soil conditions.  
 
We also provide specific grading recommendations for compaction of clay soil at the site. The 
purpose of these recommendations is to reduce the swell potential of the clay by compacting the 
soil at a higher moisture content and limiting the range of compaction. Expansive soil mitigation 
recommendations are presented in Section 5.2 of this report. 
 
3.3 LANDSLIDE MITIGATION, KEYWAYS AND BENCHED FILLS 
 
We anticipate that grading will impact the full extent of the mapped landslide shown on Figure 2. 
To provide proper stability for new fills, we recommend that the landslide be completely 
removed during grading and the subsequent fills be keyed, benched, and drained. Additional 
keyways and benching of fills will be necessary where fill is placed on sloping ground. We 
present typical recommendations for keyways, benching and subdrains in Sections 5.8 and 5.9. 
Retain ENGEO to review the final grading plans and provide locations and layouts for fill 
keyways, benching, and subdrains.  
 
3.4 SEISMIC HAZARDS 
 
Potential seismic hazards resulting from a nearby moderate to major earthquake can generally be 
classified as primary and secondary. The primary effect is ground rupture, also called surface 
faulting. The common secondary seismic hazards include ground shaking, and ground lurching. 
The following sections present a discussion of these hazards as they apply to the site. Based on 
topographic and lithologic data, the risk of regional subsidence or uplift, soil liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, landslides, tsunamis, flooding or seiches is considered low to negligible at the site. 
 
3.4.1 Ground Rupture  
 
Since there are no known active faults crossing the property and the site is not located within a 
State of California Earthquake Fault Zone, it is our opinion that ground rupture is unlikely at the 
subject property.  
 
3.4.2 Ground Shaking 
 
An earthquake of moderate to high magnitude generated within the San Francisco Bay Region 
could cause considerable ground shaking at the site, similar to that which has occurred in the 
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past. To mitigate the shaking effects, structures should be designed using sound engineering 
judgment and the latest California Building Code (CBC) requirements, as a minimum. Seismic 
design provisions of current building codes generally prescribe minimum lateral forces, applied 
statically to the structure, combined with the gravity forces of dead-and-live loads. The 
code-prescribed lateral forces are generally considered to be substantially smaller than the 
comparable forces that would be associated with a major earthquake. Therefore, structures 
should be able to: (1) resist minor earthquakes without damage, (2) resist moderate earthquakes 
without structural damage but with some nonstructural damage, and (3) resist major earthquakes 
without collapse but with some structural as well as nonstructural damage. Conformance to the 
current building code recommendations does not constitute any kind of guarantee that significant 
structural damage would not occur in the event of a maximum magnitude earthquake; however, 
it is reasonable to expect that a well-designed and well-constructed structure will not collapse or 
cause loss of life in a major earthquake (SEAOC, 1996). 
 
3.4.3 Liquefaction 
 
Soil liquefaction results from loss of strength during cyclic loading, such as imposed by 
earthquakes. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, saturated, uniformly graded, 
fine-grained sands. The sands encountered in our borings were generally medium to very dense 
and contained a significant amount of fine-grained material. In addition, no sands were 
encountered below groundwater in our borings. For these reasons and based upon engineering 
judgment, it is our opinion that the potential for liquefaction at the site is low during seismic 
shaking. 
 
3.4.4 Ground Lurching  
 
Ground lurching is a result of the rolling motion imparted to the ground surface during energy 
released by an earthquake. Such rolling motion can cause ground cracks to form in weaker soils. 
The potential for the formation of these cracks is considered greater at contacts between deep 
alluvium and bedrock. Such an occurrence is possible at the site as in other locations in the Bay 
Area Region, but based on the site location, it is our opinion that the offset is expected to be 
minor.  
 
3.4.5 Flooding  
 
Refugio Creek is mapped within Zone X as shown on the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Map for Contra Costa County (Map No. 06013C0044G), dated 
August 30, 2015, indicating that it is within an area of less than 0.2% annual chance flood. The 
Civil Engineer should review pertinent information relating to possible flood levels for the 
subject site based on the final pad elevation and provide appropriate design measures for 
improvement of the project, if necessary.  
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3.5 SOIL CORROSION POTENTIAL 
 
We obtained a representative soil sample and submitted to a qualified analytical lab for 
determination of pH, resistivity, sulfate, and chloride. The results are included in Appendix B 
and summarized in the table below. 
 

TABLE 3.5-1 
Corrosivity Test Results 

Sample 
Location 

Depth pH 
Resistivity 
(ohms-cm) 

Chloride 
(mg/kg) 

Sulfate 
(mg/kg) 

1-B2  3 7.3 370 36 1600 
*ASTM D4327  

 
The 2013 CBC references the 2011 American Concrete Institute Manual, ACI 318-11, Chapter 4, 
Sections 4.2.1 for structural concrete requirements. ACI Table~4.2.1 provides exposure 
categories and classes, and concrete requirements in contact with soil based upon the exposure 
risk. In accordance with the ACI table, these soils are categorized as ‘severe” sulfate exposure 
(class S2). Considering the ‘severe’ sulfate exposure, the building code specifies a minimum 
concrete compressive strength of 4,000 psi, a maximum water-cement ratio of 0.45 and Type V 
cement. It should be noted, however, that the structural engineering design requirements for 
concrete may result in more stringent concrete specifications. 
 
Based on the resistivity measurements, the soils are considered moderately corrosive to buried 
metal piping. Values tested for chloride do not pose a significant impact to metals or concrete. 
 
If desired to investigate this further, we recommend a corrosion consultant be retained to 
evaluate if specific corrosion recommendations are advised for the project. Note that ASTM Test 
Method D4327 was used in lieu of the ACI designated sulfate test methods as it provides better test 
results. 
 
3.6 2013 CBC SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS 
 
The 2013 CBC utilizes design criteria set forth in the 2010 ASCE 7 Standard. Based on the 
subsurface conditions encountered, we characterized the site as Site Class D in accordance with 
the 2013 CBC. We provide the 2013 CBC seismic design parameters in Table 3.6-1 below, 
which include design spectral response acceleration parameters based on the mapped Risk 
Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCER) spectral response acceleration parameters.  
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TABLE 3.6-1 
2013 CBC Seismic Design Parameters 

Latitude: 38.0132    Longitude: -122.2746      
Parameter Value 

Site Class D 
Mapped MCER Spectral Response Acceleration at Short Periods, SS (g) 1.55 
Mapped MCER Spectral Response Acceleration at 1-second Period, S1 (g) 0.61 
Site Coefficient, FA 1.00 
Site Coefficient, FV 1.50 
MCER Spectral Response Acceleration at Short Periods, SMS (g) 1.55 
MCER Spectral Response Acceleration at 1-second Period, SM1 (g) 0.92 
Design Spectral Response Acceleration at Short Periods, SDS (g) 1.04 
Design Spectral Response Acceleration at 1-second Period, SD1 (g) 0.61 
Mapped MCE Geometric Mean (MCEG) Peak Ground Acceleration, PGA (g) 0.77 

 
4.0 CONSTRUCTION MONITORING 
 
Our experience and that of our profession clearly indicate that the risk of costly design, 
construction, and maintenance problems can be significantly lowered by retaining the design 
geotechnical engineering firm to: 
 
1. Review the grading and foundation plans and specifications prior to construction to evaluate 

whether our recommendations have been implemented, and to provide additional or modified 
recommendations, as needed. This also allows us to check if any changes have occurred in 
the nature, design or location of the proposed improvements and provides the opportunity to 
prepare a written response with updated recommendations. 

 
2. Perform construction monitoring to check the validity of the assumptions we made to prepare 

this report. Earthwork operations should be performed under the observation of our 
representative to check that the site is properly prepared, the selected fill materials are 
satisfactory, and that placement and compaction of the fills has been performed in 
accordance with our recommendations and the project specifications. Sufficient notification 
to us prior to earthwork is important.  

 
If we are not retained to perform the services described above, then we are not responsible for 
any party’s interpretation of our report (and subsequent addenda, letters, and verbal discussions). 
 
5.0 EARTHWORK RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The relative compaction and optimum moisture content of soil, rock, and aggregate base referred 
to in this report are based on the most recent ASTM D1557 test method. Compacted soil is not 
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acceptable if it is unstable. It should exhibit only minimal flexing or pumping, as observed by an 
ENGEO representative. 
 
As used in this report, the term “moisture condition” refers to adjusting the moisture content of 
the soil by either drying if too wet or adding water if too dry. 
 
We define “structural areas” in Section 4 of this report as any area sensitive to settlement of 
compacted soil. These areas include, but are not limited to building pads, sidewalks, pavement 
areas, and retaining walls.  
 
5.1 EXISTING FILL REMOVAL 
 
We recommend that existing fill be removed to competent native soil, as determined by ENGEO. 
In general, the northeastern portion of the site is underlain by existing fill to depths up to 
approximately 15 feet below existing grade. The estimated lateral extent of the fill based on 
aerial photo review is shown on Figure 2. Consult the exploration logs in Appendix B for fill 
depths at specific locations. 
 
5.2 EXPANSIVE SOIL MITIGATION 
 
To reduce the risk of structural damage associated with the expansive soil conditions, as 
encountered in the undocumented fill and landslide areas, we recommend that the upper 2 feet of 
building pads be constructed of non-expansive fill. Non-expansive fill may consist of onsite 
sandstone materials that have been processed to meet the acceptable fill criteria or imported 
non-expansive fill. As an alternative to importing non-expansive fill, it may be cost effective to 
lime treat the upper 2 feet of the finished building pad and to 10 feet laterally beyond. 
 
Non-expansive soil is defined as soil with a plasticity index less than or equal to 12. 
 
5.3 GENERAL SITE CLEARING 
 
Areas to be developed should be cleared of surface and subsurface deleterious materials, 
including existing building foundations, slabs, buried utility and irrigation lines, pavements, 
debris, and designated trees, shrubs, and associated roots. Clean and backfill excavations 
extending below the planned finished site grades with suitable material compacted to the 
recommendations presented in Section 5.7. Retain ENGEO to observe and test backfilling.  
 
Following clearing, strip the site to remove surface organic materials. Strip organics from the 
ground surface to a depth of at least 2 to 3 inches below the surface. Remove strippings from the 
site or, if considered suitable by the landscape architect and owner, use them in landscape fill. 
Engineered fills should not have an organic content greater than 3 percent by weight.  
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5.4 CUT/FILL TRANSITION AND CUT LOTS 
 
While grading plans have not yet been developed, we anticipate that some building pads may be 
entirely in cut or span cut/fill transitions. Building pads in cut areas may encounter variable 
subsurface conditions. Building pads that transition from cut to fill can experience differential 
soil movements. We recommend such building pads be reconstructed to create uniform subgrade 
conditions. This can be accomplished by subexcavating the soil on the building pads to a 
minimum depth of 2 feet below finished pad grade on cut lots or lots constructed over cut/fill 
transitions and replacing the subexcavated material with uniformly mixed compacted fill. The 
subexcavation should be performed over the entire flat pad area and to 10 feet beyond. 
Compacted fill used to replace subexcavated soil should be placed in accordance with 
Section 5.7.  
 
5.5 DIFFERENTIAL FILL THICKNESS 
 
Differential building movements may result from conditions where building pads have 
significant differentials in fill thickness. We recommend that the differential fill thickness across 
any building be no greater than 10 feet. Local subexcavation of soil material and replacement 
with compacted fill may be needed to achieve this recommendation. 
 
5.6 LANDSLIDE MITIGATION 
 
To provide proper stability for new fills, we recommend that the landslide be completely 
removed during grading and the subsequent fills be keyed, benched, and drained. Upon 
excavation of the slide material, keying and benching of new fills should be performed in general 
accordance with Figure 5, Typical Keyway and Benching Detail. Once grading plans are 
complete, we should review the plans and revise the keying and benching, as necessary. 
 
5.7 ACCEPTABLE FILL  
 
Onsite soil and rock material is suitable as fill material provided it is processed to remove 
concentrations of organic material, debris, and particles greater than 8 inches in maximum 
dimension. Oversized pieces of sandstone generated from cuts should be broken down to meet 
size requirements. This can be done during compaction, provided the material is mixed in such a 
way as to avoiding nesting. Organics within the fill material should be no more than 3% by 
weight. 
 
Fill within 2 feet of finished grade in building areas should consist of non-expansive soil, as 
determined by ENGEO. 
 
Imported fill materials should meet the above requirements and have a plasticity index less than 
or equal to 12. Allow ENGEO to sample and test proposed imported fill materials at least 5 days 
prior to delivery to the site. 
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5.8 FILL COMPACTION 
 
5.8.1 Grading in Structural Areas 
 
Non-expansive Soil 
 
For non-expansive soil conditions, perform subgrade compaction prior to fill placement, 
following cutting operations, and in areas left at grade as follows.  
 
1. Scarify to a depth of at least 8 inches. 
 
2. Moisture condition soil to at least 1 percentage point above the optimum moisture content; 

and 
 
3. Compact the subgrade to at least 90 percent relative compaction. Compact the upper 6 inches 

of finish pavement subgrade to at least 95 percent relative compaction prior to aggregate base 
placement. 

 
Subgrade processing may not be necessary where competent rock or cemented soil is exposed, as 
evaluated by ENGEO’s field representative. 
 
After the subgrade soil has been compacted, place and compact acceptable fill as follows: 
 
1. Spread fill in loose lifts that do not exceed 8 inches. 
 
2. Moisture condition lifts to at least 1 percentage point above the optimum moisture content; 

and 
 
3. Compact fill to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction; Compact the upper 6 inches of 

fill in pavement areas to 95 percent relative compaction prior to aggregate base placement. 
 
Where fill or subgrade materials contain more than 30 percent rock retained on a ¾-inch sieve, a 
performance specification should be used to evaluate compaction. For this condition, we 
recommend a maximum loose lift thickness (or subgrade processing depth) of 12 inches. 
Moisture condition rocky fill such that the moisture content of the matrix soil (minus ¾-inch 
material) is slightly above the optimum moisture content assessed by visual/manual methods. 
Compact each lift of rocky fill with at least five passes of a Caterpillar 825 compactor to achieve 
90 percent equivalent relative compaction and at least seven passes of a Caterpillar 825 
compactor to achieve 95 percent equivalent relative compaction. We can develop other 
performance standards for different compaction equipment.  
 
Expansive Soil 
 
For expansive soil conditions, perform subgrade compaction prior to fill placement, following 
cutting operations, and in areas left at grade as follows.  
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1. Scarify to a depth of at least 8 inches. 
 

2. Moisture condition soil to at least 4 percentage points over the optimum moisture content; 
and 

 
3. Compact the soil to between 87 and 92 percent relative compaction. Compact the upper 

6 inches of finish pavement subgrade to at least 90 percent relative compaction prior to 
aggregate base placement. 

 
After the subgrade has been compacted, place and compact acceptable fill as follows: 
 
1. Spread fill in loose lifts that do not exceed 8 inches. 
 
2. Moisture condition lifts to at least 4 percentage points over the optimum moisture content; 

and 
 
3. Compact fill to between 87 and 92 percent relative compaction; compact the upper 6 inches 

of fill in pavement areas to at least 90 percent relative compaction prior to aggregate base 
placement. 

 
Where lime treatment of the soil is used to mitigate expansive soil conditions, we recommend the 
necessary lime amount be determined prior to construction by additional field sampling and 
laboratory tests. On a preliminary basis, we recommend uniformly mixing the subgrade soil with 
at least 5 percent high calcium lime by dry weight. The soil should be moisture conditioned to at 
least 3 percentage points above the optimum moisture content before mixing. The mixing should 
be performed in accordance with the current version of Caltrans Standard Specifications with the 
following exceptions:  
 
1. Following mixing, the treated soils should be allowed to fully hydrate prior to compaction. 
 
2. Following hydration, the treated soil should be compacted according to ASTM D-1557 to not 

less than 95 percent relative compaction at a moisture content at least 2 percentage points 
above the optimum to a non-yielding surface.  

 
Compact aggregate base for pavement areas to at least 95 percent relative compaction (ASTM 
D1557). Moisture condition aggregate base to or slightly above the optimum moisture content 
prior to compaction.  
 
5.8.2 Underground Utility Backfill 
 
The contractor is responsible for conducting trenching and shoring in accordance with 
CALOSHA requirements. Project consultants involved in utility design should specify pipe 
bedding materials. 
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Non-expansive Soil 
 
For non-expansive soil conditions, place and compact trench backfill as follows: 
 
1. Trench backfill should have a maximum particle size of 6 inches. 
 
2. Moisture condition trench backfill to at least 1 percentage point above the optimum moisture 

content. Moisture condition backfill outside the trench. 
 
3. Place fill in loose lifts not exceeding 12 inches;  

and 
 

4. Compact fill to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM D1557).  
 
Where fill or subgrade materials contain more than 30 percent rock retained on a ¾-inch sieve, a 
performance specification should be used to evaluate compaction. For this condition, we 
recommend a maximum loose lift thickness of 12 inches. Moisture condition rocky fill such that 
the moisture content of the matrix soil (minus ¾-inch material) is at or slightly above the 
optimum moisture content evaluated by visual/manual methods. Compact each lift of rocky fill 
with at least six passes and eight passes of a Caterpillar 235 or larger excavator with a sheepsfoot 
wheel attachment for 90 percent and 95 percent relative compaction, respectively. We can 
develop other performance standards for different compaction equipment.  
 
Where utility trenches cross perimeter building foundations, backfill with native clay soil for 
pipe bedding and backfill for a distance of 2 feet on each side of the foundation. This will help 
prevent the normally granular bedding materials from acting as a conduit for water to enter 
beneath the building. As an alternative, a sand cement slurry (minimum 28-day compressive 
strength of 500 psi) may be used in place of native clay soil.  
 
Expansive Soil 
 
For expansive soil conditions, place and compact trench backfill as follows: 
 
1. Trench backfill should have a maximum particle size of 6 inches. 
 
2. Moisture condition trench backfill to at least 4 percentage points above the optimum 

moisture content. Moisture condition backfill outside the trench. 
 
3. Place fill in loose lifts not exceeding 12 inches; 

and 
 
4. Compact fill to between 87 and 92 percent relative compaction (90 percent minimum relative 

compaction at depths of 3 feet or more below finish grades).  
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Jetting of backfill is not an acceptable means of compaction. We may allow thicker loose lift 
thicknesses based on acceptable density test results, where increased effort is applied to rocky 
fill, or for the first lift of fill over pipe bedding. 
 
5.9 SLOPES  
 
5.9.1 Gradients 
 
Construct final slope gradients to 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) or flatter, with heights no larger than 
15 feet. The contractor is responsible to construct temporary construction slopes in accordance 
with CALOSHA requirements. 
 
5.9.2 Fill Placed on Existing Slopes 
 
Where fills are placed on original grade with a gradient of 6:1 or steeper, we recommend keying 
and benching as shown on Figure 5. Install subdrains in the keyway and at designated benches; 
bench drains should be determined by ENGEO when the grading plans are complete. Typical 
subdrain details are shown on Figure 6. 
 
5.10 SITE DRAINAGE 
 
5.10.1 Surface Drainage  
 
The project civil engineer is responsible for designing surface drainage improvements. With 
regard to geotechnical engineering issues, we recommend that finish grades be sloped away from 
buildings and pavements at a minimum of 2 percent to reduce the potentially damaging effects of 
expansive soil. We also recommend that roof downspouts discharge into closed conduits and be 
directed away from foundations to appropriate drainage devices. Lastly, do not allow water to 
pond near foundations, pavements, or exterior flatwork. 
 
5.10.2 Subsurface Drainage 
 
We recommend that ENGEO be retained to review the grading plans and determine if additional 
subdrainage is necessary in addition to that recommended in Sections 5.4 and 5.5.  
 
5.11 CORRECTIVE GRADING PLANS 
 
Due to the complex geology and topography, we recommend that ENGEO be retained to prepare 
corrective grading plans for this project. This is important to clarify our geotechnical 
recommendations related to keyways, benches, cut/fill transitions, and landslide mitigation. In 
preparing these plans, we intend to overlay the grading plans with graphic representations of our 
grading and subsurface drainage recommendations presented in this report. This allows the 
geotechnical recommendations to be clearly displayed on the grading plans. This can assist in 
obtaining more accurate earthwork bids as well as clarifying the geotechnical recommendations 
as they apply to the final grading plan. 
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6.0 FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Provided the building pads are graded in accordance with the recommendations in this report, the 
proposed retail buildings can be supported on continuous or isolated spread footings bearing in 
competent native soil or compacted fill. 
 
Provide minimum footing dimensions as follows in the Table 6.0-1 below. 
 

TABLE 6.0-1 
Minimum Footing Dimensions 

Footing Type 
*Minimum Depth  

(inches) 
Minimum Width 

(inches) 

Continuous 24 12 
Isolated 24 24 

*below lowest adjacent pad grade 
 
Minimum footing depths shown above are taken from lowest adjacent pad grade. The cold joint 
between the exterior footing and slab-on-grade should be located at least 4 inches above adjacent 
exterior grade. 
 
The minimum footings above may be designed for a maximum allowable bearing pressure of 
3,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead-plus-live loads. Increase this bearing capacity by 
one-third for the short-term effects of wind or seismic loading. 
 
The maximum allowable bearing pressure is a net value; the weight of the footing may be 
neglected for design purposes. Footings located adjacent to utility trenches should have their 
bearing surfaces below an imaginary 1:1 (horizontal:vertical) plane projected upward from the 
bottom edge of the trench to the footing. 
 
If a two-pour system is used for footings and slab, the cold joint between the exterior footing and 
slab-on-grade should be located at least 4 inches above adjacent finish exterior grade. If this is 
not done, then we recommend the addition of a waterstop between the two pours to reduce 
moisture penetration through the cold joint and migration under the slab. Use of a monolithic 
pour would eliminate the need for the waterstop.  
 
The structural engineer should design footing reinforcement to support the intended structural 
loads without excessive settlement. Reinforce continuous footings with top and bottom steel to 
provide structural continuity and to permit spanning of local irregularities. At a minimum, design 
continuous footings to structurally span a clear distance of 5 feet. To help resist expansive soil 
movement, reinforce continuous footings with at least four No. 4 steel reinforcement bars, two 
top and two bottom.  
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Lateral loads may be resisted by friction along the base and by passive pressure along the sides 
of foundations. The passive pressure is based on an equivalent fluid pressure in pounds per cubic 
foot (pcf). We recommend the following allowable values for design: 
 
• Passive Lateral Pressure: 300 pcf 
• Coefficient of Friction: 0.25 

 
The above allowable values include a factor of safety of 1.5. Increase the above values by 
one-third for the short-term effects of wind or seismic loading. Passive lateral pressure should 
not be used for footings on or above slopes.  
 
Provided our report recommendations are followed and given the proposed construction 
(Section 1.3), we estimate total and differential foundation settlements to be less than 
approximately 1 and ¾ inch, respectively.  
 
7.0 INTERIOR CONCRETE FLOOR SLABS 
 
7.1 MINIMUM DESIGN SECTION 
 
Provided that building pads are graded as recommended in this report, we recommend that 
interior slab-on-grade concrete floors be a minimum 5 inches thick. Slabs-on-grade should be 
reinforced with minimum No. 3 rebar on 18-inch centers each way within the middle third of the 
slab to help control the width of shrinkage cracking that inherently occurs as concrete cures. The 
structural engineer should provide final design thickness and additional reinforcement, as 
necessary, for the intended structural loads. 
 
7.2 SLAB MOISTURE VAPOR REDUCTION 
 
When buildings are constructed with concrete slab-on-grade, water vapor from beneath the slab 
will migrate through the slab and into the building. This water vapor can be reduced but not 
stopped. Vapor transmission can negatively affect floor coverings and lead to increased moisture 
within a building. When water vapor migrating through the slab would be undesirable, we 
recommend the following to reduce, but not stop, water vapor transmission upward through the 
slab-on-grade. 
 
1. Construct a moisture retarder system directly beneath the slab on-grade that consists of the 

following: 
 

a. Vapor retarder membrane sealed at all seams and pipe penetrations and connected to all 
footings. Vapor retarders shall conform to Class A vapor retarder in accordance with 
ASTM E 1745-97 “Standard Specification for Plastic Water Vapor Retarders used in 
Contact with Soil or Granular Fill under Concrete Slabs”. The vapor retarder should be 
underlain by 
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b. 4 inches of clean crushed rock. Crushed rock should have 100 percent passing the ¾-inch 
sieve and less than 5 percent passing the No. 4 Sieve.  

 
2. Use a concrete water-cement ratio for slabs-on-grade of no more than 0.50. 
 
3. Provide inspection and testing during concrete placement to check that the proper concrete 

and water cement ratio are used. 
 
4. Moist cure slabs for a minimum of 3 days or use other equivalent curing specified by the 

structural engineer. 
 
The structural engineer should be consulted as to the use of a layer of clean sand or pea gravel 
(less than 5 percent passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve) placed on top of the vapor retarder 
membrane to assist in concrete curing.  
 
7.3 TRENCH BACKFILL 
 
Backfill and compact all trenches below building slabs-on-grade and to 5 feet laterally beyond 
any edge in accordance with Section 5.8.2. 
 
8.0 EXTERIOR FLATWORK 
 
Exterior flatwork includes items such as concrete sidewalks, steps, and outdoor courtyards 
exposed to foot traffic only. Provide a minimum section of 6 inches of concrete over 4 inches of 
aggregate base. Compact the aggregate base to at least 90 percent relative compaction 
(ASTM D1557). Thicken flatwork edges to at least 10 inches to help control moisture variations 
in the subgrade and place wire mesh or rebar within the middle third of the slab to help control 
the width and offset of cracks. Construct control and construction joints in accordance with 
current Portland Cement Association Guidelines. 
 
9.0 RETAINING WALLS 
 
9.1 LATERAL SOIL PRESSURES 
 
Design proposed retaining walls to resist lateral earth pressures from adjoining natural materials 
and/or backfill and from any surcharge loads. Provided that adequate drainage is included as 
recommended below, design walls restrained from movement at the top to resist an equivalent 
fluid pressure of 60 pounds per cubic foot (pcf). In addition, design restrained walls to resist an 
additional uniform pressure equivalent to one-half of any surcharge loads applied at the surface. 
 
Design unrestrained retaining walls with adequate drainage to resist an equivalent fluid-pressure 
of 40 pcf plus one-third of any surcharge loads. 
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The above lateral earth pressures assume level backfill conditions and sufficient drainage behind 
the walls to prevent any build-up of hydrostatic pressures from surface water infiltration and/or a 
rise in the groundwater level. If adequate drainage is not provided, we recommend that an 
additional equivalent fluid pressure of 40 pcf be added to the values recommended above for 
both restrained and unrestrained walls. Damp-proofing of the walls should be included in areas 
where wall moisture would be problematic. 
 
Construct a drainage system, as recommended below, to reduce hydrostatic forces behind the 
retaining wall. 
 
9.2 RETAINING WALL DRAINAGE 
 
Construct either graded rock drains or geosynthetic drainage composites behind the retaining 
walls to reduce hydrostatic lateral forces. For rock drain construction, we recommend two types 
of rock drain alternatives: 
 
1. A minimum 12-inch-thick layer of Class 2 Permeable Filter Material (Caltrans Specification 

68-2.02F) placed directly behind the wall, or 
 
2. A minimum 12-inch-thick layer of washed, crushed rock with 100 percent passing the ¾-inch 

sieve and less than 5 percent passing the No. 4 sieve. Envelop rock in a minimum 6-ounce, 
nonwoven geotextile filter fabric. 

 
For both types of rock drains: 
 
1. Place the rock drain directly behind the walls of the structure. 
 
2. Extend rock drains from the wall base to within 12 inches of the top of the wall. 
 
3. Place a minimum of 4-inch-diameter perforated pipe at the base of the wall, inside the rock 

drain and fabric, with perforations placed down. 
 
4. Place pipe at a gradient at least 1 percent to direct water away from the wall by gravity to a 

drainage facility. 
 
ENGEO should review and approve geosynthetic composite drainage systems prior to use. 
 
9.3 BACKFILL 
 
Backfill behind retaining walls should be placed and compacted in accordance with 
Section 5.8.1. Use light compaction equipment within 5 feet of the wall face. If heavy 
compaction equipment is used, the walls should be temporarily braced to avoid excessive wall 
movement. 
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9.4 FOUNDATIONS 
 
Retaining walls may be supported on continuous footings designed in accordance with 
recommendations presented in Section 6.0.  
 
10.0 PAVEMENT DESIGN 
 
10.1 FLEXIBLE PAVEMENTS 
 
We obtained a representative bulk sample of the near surface soil from the parking area and 
performed a R-value test to provide data for pavement design. The results of the test are included 
in Appendix B and indicate an R-value of 8, which we judged to be appropriate for design. We 
developed the following recommended pavement sections using Topic 633 of the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual (including the asphalt factor of safety), presented in the table below. 
 

TABLE 10.1-1 
Recommended Asphalt Concrete Pavement Sections 

Traffic Index 
Section 

Hot Mix Asphalt  
(inches) 

Class 2 Aggregate Base  
(inches) 

5 3 9½  
5.5 3 11½  
6 3½ 12 

 
The CVS required Equivalent Single Axle Loading (ESAL) of 18,000 pounds results in a Traffic 
Index of 5.5. The civil engineer should determine the appropriate traffic indices based on the 
estimated traffic loads and frequencies.  
 
10.2 RIGID PAVEMENTS 
 
Use concrete pavement sections to resist heavy loads and turning forces in areas such as fire 
lanes or trash enclosures. Final design of rigid pavement sections, and accompanying 
reinforcement, should be performed based on estimated traffic loads and frequencies. We 
recommend the following minimum design sections for rigid pavements: 
 
• Use a minimum section of 6 inches of Portland Cement concrete over 10 inches of Caltrans 

Class 2 Aggregate Base. 
 
• Concrete pavement should have a minimum 28-day compressive strength of 3,500 psi. 
 
• Provide minimum control joint spacing in accordance with Portland Cement Association 

guidelines. 
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10.3 SUBGRADE AND AGGREGATE BASE COMPACTION 
 
Compact finish subgrade and aggregate base in accordance with Section 4.5.1. Aggregate Base 
should meet the requirements for ¾-inch maximum Class 2 AB in accordance with 
Section 26-1.02a of the latest Caltrans Standard Specifications.  
 
11.0 LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS 
 
This report presents geotechnical recommendations for design of the improvements discussed in 
Section 1.3 for the Sycamore Crossing project. If changes occur in the nature or design of the 
project, we should be allowed to review this report and provide additional recommendations, if 
any. It is the responsibility of the owner to transmit the information and recommendations of this 
report to the appropriate organizations or people involved in design of the project, including but 
not limited to developers, owners, buyers, architects, engineers, and designers. The conclusions 
and recommendations contained in this report are solely professional opinions and are valid for a 
period of no more than 2 years from the date of report issuance. 
 
We strive to perform our professional services in accordance with generally accepted 
geotechnical engineering principles and practices currently employed in the area; no warranty is 
expressed or implied. There are risks of earth movement and property damages inherent in 
building on or with earth materials. We are unable to eliminate all risks or provide insurance; 
therefore, we are unable to guarantee or warrant the results of our services. 
 
This report is based upon field and other conditions discovered at the time of report preparation. 
We developed this report with limited subsurface exploration data. We assumed that our 
subsurface exploration data is representative of the actual subsurface conditions across the site. 
Considering possible underground variability of soil, rock, stockpiled material, and groundwater, 
additional costs may be required to complete the project. We recommend that the owner 
establish a contingency fund to cover such costs. If unexpected conditions are encountered, 
notify ENGEO immediately to review these conditions and provide additional and/or modified 
recommendations, as necessary.  
 
Our services did not include excavation sloping or shoring, soil volume change factors, flood 
potential, or a geohazard exploration. In addition, our geotechnical exploration did not include 
work to determine the existence of possible hazardous materials. If any hazardous materials are 
encountered during construction, notify the proper regulatory officials immediately. 
 
This document must not be subject to unauthorized reuse, that is, reusing without written 
authorization of ENGEO. Such authorization is essential because it requires ENGEO to evaluate 
the document’s applicability given new circumstances, not the least of which is passage of time.  
 
Actual field or other conditions will necessitate clarifications, adjustments, modifications or 
other changes to ENGEO’s documents. Therefore, ENGEO must be engaged to prepare the 
necessary clarifications, adjustments, modifications or other changes before construction 
activities commence or further activity proceeds. If ENGEO’s scope of services does not include 
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onsite construction observation, or if other persons or entities are retained to provide such 
services, ENGEO cannot be held responsible for any or all claims arising from or resulting from 
the performance of such services by other persons or entities, and from any or all claims arising 
from or resulting from clarifications, adjustments, modifications, discrepancies or other changes 
necessary to reflect changed field or other conditions. 
 
We determined the lines designating the interface between layers on the exploration logs using 
visual observations. The transition between the materials may be abrupt or gradual. The 
exploration logs contain information concerning samples recovered, indications of the presence 
of various materials such as clay, sand, silt, rock, existing fill, etc., and observations of 
groundwater encountered. The field logs also contain our interpretation of the subsurface 
conditions between sample locations. Therefore, the logs contain both factual and interpretative 
information. Our recommendations are based on the contents of the final logs, which represent 
our interpretation of the field logs. 
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ATTACHMENT 15: Engeo, Soil Characterization, Sycamore Crossing, Hercules, 
California, May 19, 2017 

  



GEOTECHNICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

WATER RESOURCES 
CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 

 

2213 Plaza Drive  Rocklin, CA 95765  (916) 0  Fax (888) 279-2698 
www.engeo.com 

 
Project No. 

 13263.000.000 
September 23, 2016 
Revised May 19, 2017 
 
Mr. Zachary Wright 
Lewis Management Corp.  
9216 Kiefer Blvd. 
Sacramento, CA 95826 
 
Subject: Soil Characterization 
  Sycamore Crossing 

Hercules, California 
 
  REPORT OF ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING SERVICES 
 
Dear Mr. Wright:  
 
As requested, ENGEO performed subsurface soil sampling at the Sycamore Crossing project 
located in Hercules, California. The approximately 11½-acre site is bordered by San Pablo 
Avenue, Sycamore Avenue, and Tsushima Street, with Refugio Creek flowing in a north-south 
direction through the property, splitting the site into western and eastern portions. An 
approximately 120,000-cubic-yard stockpile exists on the western portion of the property. The 
purpose of the sampling was to characterize the subsurface soil for potential environmental 
impacts.  
 
WESTERN PORTION OF SITE – STOCKPILE SAMPLING 
 
Sampling was performed within the western portion of the site on August 8, 2016, to 
characterize the existing 120,000 cubic yard stockpile for future export. Direct-push borings 
were advanced at six locations (Figure 1) to depths of 0 to 32 feet below the existing grades. 
The soils encountered were free from visual or olfactory evidence of hazardous substance 
impact.  
 
Soil samples were retrieved within continuous acetate core liners measuring 4 feet in length. 
Continuous soil cores from each boring were logged by an ENGEO engineer. Specific soil 
samples were collected for laboratory analysis by cutting a 6-inch portion of the soil core liners 
corresponding to the respective desired sampling depth in each location. Twenty-four discrete 
and six 4-point composite samples were collected from depths of approximately 0 to 28 feet 
below existing grade. The sample sleeves collected were sealed using Teflon® sheets secured 
by tight-fitting plastic end caps and tape. Upon collection of samples, a sample label was placed 
on the sample and included a unique sample number, job number, job name, and time/date 
collected.  
 
The soil samples were placed in an ice-cooled chest and were submitted under documented 
chain-of-custody to SunStar Laboratories, a State-accredited analytical laboratory in West 
Sacramento, California. The samples collected were then analyzed for the following target 
analytes: 
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 4-Point Composite Samples: 

o CAM 17 Metals (EPA 6010) 
o Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs – EPA 8270 sim) 
o Organochlorine Pesticides (OCPs – EPA 8081) 
o Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs – EPA 8082) 
o Asbestos (CARB 435 1000 Point) 

 Discrete Samples: 
o Total Petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg – EPA 8260B) 
o Total Petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel/motor oil (TPHd/mo – EPA 8015 mod) 
o Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs – EPA 8260B) 
o Total Lead (EPA 6010) 

 
EASTERN PORTION OF SITE – FUTURE RETAIL CENTER 
 
Sampling was performed within the eastern portion of the site on September 6, 2016, to 
characterize the onsite native material. Direct-push borings were advanced at four locations 
(Figure 1) to depths of 0 to 8 feet below the existing grades. The soils encountered were free 
from visual or olfactory evidence of hazardous substance impact.  
 
Soil samples were retrieved within continuous acetate core liners measuring 4 feet in length. 
Continuous soil cores from each boring were logged by an ENGEO engineer. Specific soil 
samples were collected for laboratory analysis by cutting a 6-inch portion of the soil core liners 
corresponding to the respective desired sampling depth in each location. Six discrete and two 
2-point composite samples were collected from depths of approximately 0 to 6 feet below 
existing grade. The sample sleeves collected were sealed using Teflon® sheets secured by 
tight-fitting plastic end caps and tape. Upon collection of samples, a sample label was placed on 
the sample and included a unique sample number, job number, job name, and time/date 
collected.  
 
The soil samples were placed in an ice-cooled chest and were submitted under documented 
chain-of-custody to McCampbell Analytical, Inc., a State-accredited analytical laboratory in 
Pittsburg, California. The samples collected were then analyzed for the following target 
analytes: 
 
 2-Point Composite Samples: 

o CAM 17 Metals (EPA 6010) 
o Organochlorine Pesticides (OCPs – EPA 8081) 
o Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs – EPA 8082) 
o Asbestos (CARB 435 1000 Point) 
o Nitroaromatics (EPA 8330) 

 Discrete Samples: 
o Total Petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg – EPA 8260B) 
o Total Petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel/motor oil (TPHd/mo – EPA 8015 mod) 
o Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs – EPA 8260B) 
o Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs – EPA 8270 sim) 
o Total Lead (EPA 6010) 
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ANALYTICAL RESULTS 
 
Review of the analytical results found all constituents were below the applicable CAL-EPA 
and/or US EPA screening levels for residential land use. Reported metal concentrations were 
either below residential criteria or within the range of expected background concentrations.  
 
In regards to future export of the onsite stockpile, based on the results of sampling and 
laboratory analysis, it is our opinion that the stockpile is suitable for reuse as unrestricted 
engineered fill. It should be noted that receiving site(s) may require additional sampling as part 
of acceptance criteria.  
 
The laboratory results are presented in their entirety as an attachment. 
 
CLOSING 
 
Based on this assessment, it is our opinion that the material sample poses no environmental 
risk. It should be noted that receiving site(s) may require additional sampling as part of 
acceptance criteria.  
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please call and we will be glad to 
discuss them with you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ENGEO Incorporated 
  
 
 
Travis Chatters, EIT     Shawn Munger, CHG 
tc/sm/jf 
 
Attachments: Site Plan 
  SunStar Laboratory Results  
  McCampbell Analytical Results  
  Forensic Analytical Report 
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Crossings, Hercules, California, March 13, 2019 
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www.engeo.com 

  
 

Project No. 
13263.000.002 

 
March 13, 2019 
 
Mr. Sam Miller 
Vice President - Planned Community Development 
Lewis Management Corporation 
9216 Kiefer Boulevard, Suite 4 
Sacramento, CA  95826 
 
Subject: Sycamore Crossing  
 Sycamore Avenue and San Pablo Avenue 
 Hercules, California 
 
  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS LETTER – LEAD IMPACTS 
 
References: 1. ENGEO; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Sycamore Crossing, 

Hercules, California; September 19, 2016; Project No. 13263.000.000. 
 

 2. Bureau Veritas; Limited Subsurface Investigation, Sycamore Crossing 
Commercial Property, Hercules, Contra Costa County, California; April 9, 
2014; Project No. 33113-013278.01. 

 
Dear Mr. Miller: 
 
As discussed, we have been actively involved with the development of the Sycamore Crossing 
project in Hercules, California. Our involvement includes multiple geotechnical and environmental 
explorations, an extensive review of previous documentation related to the site, and providing 
oversight as part of the proposed stockpile off-haul activities. We understand that the City of 
Hercules recently circulated the permit application and associated documentation related to the 
proposed site activities to various agencies for their review and/or approval. Further, we 
understand the City of Hercules Fire Department provided the following comment in regards to 
these documents: 
 

“Review of the Environmental Site Assessment, re-use of the site and implementation of the 
construction program shall be approved by Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), Contra 
Costa Hazardous Materials Programs. ccchazmat@hsd.cccounty.us (925-335-3200). 

  
a. Page 18 of the September 19, 2016, Phase I by ENGEO (Exhibit 5) advises that after DTSC's 

2009 conclusion and prior certification of no further action; soil testing in 2014 identified lead 
contaminated soil data not previously submitted to DSTC and offers that if DTSC were to 
receive the data it should not affect their 2009 determination. For the benefit of the project and 
to ensure that lead contaminated soil is appropriately handled, removed or disposed, we 
recommend that this openend be closed by notifying the CUPA, provide DTSC the new 
information and request they issue an updated conclusion.” 

 
  

mailto:ccchazmat@hsd.cccounty.us
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Our Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Reference 1, and the Limited Subsurface 
Investigation performed in 2014, Reference 2, explain that the lead impacts identified at the site 
were isolated to only the eastern portion of the creek corridor and setback area. These are 
jurisdictional areas where the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not required 
remediation, and are outside of the proposed site development area. These areas, and the 
entirety of the open space area along Ohlone Creek, are proposed to be permanently fenced off 
from public access. Further, review of the soil samples collected as part of the 2014 sampling 
showed that lead levels outside of the setback area are below current DTSC Screening Levels 
(SLs) for residential soil of 80 milligrams per kilograms.  
 
We disagree with the Fire Department’s recommendation that a case be opened with DTSC 
regarding lead-impacted soils. Previous reports have shown that the lead-impacted soils of 
concern to DTSC exist only within the eastern side of the creek corridor, outside of the proposed 
site development, which will be permanently fenced off from any public contact as required by the 
City’s development conditions for this site. Therefore, the proposed development will not disturb 
the previously identified lead-impacted soils. 
 
If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please call and we will be glad to 
discuss them with you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ENGEO Incorporated 
 
 
 
 
Travis Chatters, PE Shawn Munger, CHG 
tc/sm/mg/nl 
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ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report evaluates potential impacts associated with the grading operations noise for the Sycamore Crossing 

project development in Hercules, California. 

1.1 Project Description 

The proposed project consists of grading of a 12.88-acre site and subsequent development of commercial and 

residential buildings on a 6.88-acre area on the west portion of the project and development of general commercial 

building on a 3.42-acre area on the east portion. The project site is bounded by Sycamore Avenue to the north and 

east, Tsushima Street to the west, and San Pablo Avenue to the south and east. 

  

1.2 Characteristics of Noise 

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound and can be an undesirable by-product of society’s normal day-to-day 

activities.  Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal activities, causes actual physical harm, or has 

an adverse effect on health. 

People judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation in subjective terms such as “noisiness” or “loudness.”  

However, the sound pressure magnitude can be objectively measured and quantified using a logarithmic ratio of 

pressures which yields the level of sound, utilizing the measurement scale of decibels (dB).  The decibel is generally 
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adjusted to the A-weighted level (dBA) which de-emphasizes very low frequencies to better approximate the human 

ear’s range of sensitivity.  In practice, the noise level of a sound source is measured using a sound level meter that 

includes an electronic filter corresponding to the A-weighting curve. Table A.1 in Appendix A of this report defines 

the decibel along with other technical terms used in this analysis. 

Even though the A-weighted scale accounts for the relative loudness perceived by the human ear and, therefore, is 

commonly used to quantify individual events or general community sound levels, the degree of annoyance or other 

response effects also depends on several other perceptibility factors, including: 

• Ambient (background) sound level 

• Magnitude of the event sound level relative to the background noise 

• Spectral (frequency) composition (e.g. presence of tones) 

• Duration of the sound event 

• Number of event occurrences, repetitiveness, and intermittency 

• Time of day the event occurs. 

In determining the daily level of environmental noise, it is important to account for the difference in human 

responses to daytime and nighttime noises. At night, exterior background noise levels are generally lower than 

daytime levels. However, most household noise also decreases at night, and exterior noise may become increasingly 

noticeable. Further, most people sleep at night and have greater sensitivity to noise intrusion. To account for human 

sensitivity to nighttime noise levels, a 24-hour descriptor, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), has been 

developed. The CNEL divides the 24-hour day into a daytime period of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., an evening period 

from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and a nighttime period of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  In determining the CNEL, noise 

levels occurring during the evening period are increased by 5 dB, while noise levels occurring during the nighttime 

period are increased by 10 dB to account for the greater sensitivity during the evening and nighttime periods.  

The effects of noise on people fall into three general categories: 

• Subjective effects of annoyance and nuisance 

• Interference with activities such as speech, sleep and learning 

• Physiological effects such as hearing loss 

In most cases, the levels associated with environmental noise produce effects only in the first two categories.  

However, workers in industrial plants may experience noise effects in the last category. There is no completely 

effective way to measure the subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance, because of 

the wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and degrees to which people become acclimated to noise.  

Thus, an important way of determining a person's subjective reaction to a new noise source is by comparison to the 
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existing environment to which they are accustomed (the “ambient environment”).  In general, the more the level of 

a noise event exceeds the prevailing ambient noise level, the less acceptable the noise source will be to those 

exposed to it. 

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise levels, the following relationships are applicable to this analysis: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a 1 dB change cannot be perceived.   

• Outside of a laboratory, a 3 dBA change will be generally perceivable by most people.  

• A change in level of at least 5 dBA is considered a noticeable change by most people. 

• A 10 dBA change will result in the perception of doubling or halving the loudness of the noise. 

Common noise levels associated with various activities are shown on Figure 1, Common Noise Levels. 

Figure 1 – Common Noise Levels 

 

Noise sources are either “point sources”, such as stationary equipment or individual motor vehicles, or “line 

sources”, such as a roadway with a large number of mobile point sources (motor vehicles).  Sound generated by a 

stationary point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from the 

source to the receptor at acoustically “hard” sites, and at a rate of 7.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” sites.1  For example, 

a 60 dBA noise level measured at 50 feet from a point source at an acoustically hard site would be 54 dBA at 100 

feet from the source and it would be 48 dBA at 200 feet from the source.  Sound generated by a line source typically 

                                                                 
1 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield, Virginia: 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980), p. 97.  A "hard" or reflective site 
does not provide any excess ground-effect attenuation and is characteristic of asphalt, concrete, and very hard packed soils.  
An acoustically "soft" or absorptive site is characteristic of normal earth and most ground with vegetation. 
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attenuates at a rate of 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source to the receptor for hard and soft 

sites, respectively.2  Man-made or natural barriers can also attenuate sound levels.  

1.3 Characteristics of Vibration 

Vibration is minute variation in pressure through structures and the earth, whereas, noise is minute variation in 

pressure through air.  Some vibration effects can be caused by noise; e.g., the rattling of windows from truck pass-

bys.  This phenomenon is related to the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies that are close to the resonant 

frequency of the material being vibrated.  Ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of 

the vibration increases.  Vibration amplitude can be measured as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum 

instantaneous peak amplitude in inches per second, or root-mean-square (RMS) velocity in inches per second or as 

vibration level in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 micro-inch per second. The ratio between the PPV and the maximum 

RMS amplitude is termed the “crest factor.” According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the PPV level for 

construction equipment is typically 1.7 to 6 times greater than the RMS vibration level. The FTA uses a crest factor 

of 4 for the conversion of PPV levels to RMS vibration levels. For the purposes of ground-borne vibration analysis of 

impacts to existing structures, vibration velocity is described in terms of PPV. For the analysis of the human response 

to vibration, VdB is utilized. 

The vibration velocity threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB, and a vibration velocity of 75 

VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for many people3.  

Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment, 

movement of people, or the slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are 

construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  Common ground-induced vibrations 

related to roadway traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or structures. If a roadway is 

smooth, the ground-borne vibration from traffic is barely perceptible.  The range of interest is from approximately 

50 VdB, which is typically the background vibration velocity, to 94 VdB. This 94 VdB vibration level corresponds to 

0.2 PPV, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in non-engineered timber and masonry 

buildings.  

2.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Many government agencies have established noise regulations and policies to protect citizens from potential hearing 

damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects associated with noise and ground-borne vibration.  

The City of Hercules General Plan has adopted the Noise Element section, which is intended to control, minimize, or 

                                                                 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield, Virginia: 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980), p. 97. 
3 – U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

(Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006), p. 7-8. 
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mitigate environmental noise effects. The regulations and policies that are relevant to project construction and 

operation noise are discussed below. 

2.1 City of Hercules General Plan Noise Element  

The city of Hercules Noise Element Policy 6 establishes that the level of noise at noise-sensitive land uses generated 

by construction activities should be controlled through implementation of the measures listed below: 

• Implementation of a construction schedule to limit impact on adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. 

• Holes for driven piles should be pre-drilled to reduce the level and duration of noise impacts. 

• Construction of temporary solid noise barriers between the noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors to 

reduce offsite propagation of construction noise. 

• Internal combustion engines used for construction purposes shall be equipped with properly operating 

mufflers of a type recommended by the manufacturer and impact tools should be shielded per 

manufacturer’s specifications. 

2.2 City of Hercules Municipal Code  

The City of Hercules Municipal Code Section 7-2.608(a) establishes that grading operations within 500 feet of 

residential or commercial occupancies shall be limited to the hours between 8 am and 5 pm Monday through Friday, 

or as approved by the City Engineer, except that maintenance and service work on equipment maybe performed at 

any time. Furthermore, Section 7-2.608(c) establishes that operations shall be controlled to vent nuisances to public 

and private ownerships because of noise and/or vibration. 

Since neither the Municipal Code nor the General Plant provides a quantitative threshold for vibration, VA utilized 

the FTA standards for perceptibility and annoyance for ground-borne vibration as well as construction vibration 

impact criteria for building damage. As discussed in the Characteristics of Vibration section above, in most 

circumstances common ground-induced vibrations related to roadway traffic and construction activities pose no 

threat to buildings or structures, and for smooth roadways, the ground-borne vibration from traffic is barely 

perceptible. 

The FTA has published a technical manual titled, “Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment,” that provides 

ground-borne vibration impact criteria with respect to building damage and human response during construction 

activities. As discussed above, building vibration damage is measured in peak particle velocity described in the unit 

of inches per second. Table 1, below, provides the Federal Transit Administration vibration criteria applicable to 
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construction activities. According to Federal Transit Administration guidelines, a vibration criterion of 0.20 inch per 

second should be considered as the significant impact level for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings.  

Furthermore, structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, have vibration damage 

criteria of 0.50 inch per second pursuant to the FTA guidelines. 

Table 1 - Federal Transit Administration Construction Vibration Impact Criteria for Building Damage 

Building Category 
Peak Particle Velocity 

(inch per second) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 
III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, 2006. 

Impacts for the human response to vibration levels are given in VdB by the FTA in Table 8-1 of the Transit Noise and 

Vibration Impact Assessment manual4, as shown in Table 2 below. The FTA Land Use Category 1 impact criteria is 

intended for vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, 

and university research operations. These Category 1 impact criteria vibration levels are well below those associated 

with human annoyance, but are equal to the threshold of perceptibility. The FTA vibration criteria for Category 2, 

residential impact, indicate impacts occur at a 72 VdB vibration level for frequent events occurring more than 70 

times per day, at 75 VdB for occasional events occurring between 30 and 70 times per day, and at 80 VdB for 

infrequent events occurring less than 30 times per day. 

Table 2 - Federal Transit Administration Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment 

Land Use Category 

GBV Impact Levels 
(VdB re 1 micro-inch /sec) 

Frequent 
Events1 

Occasional 
Events2 

Infrequent 
Events3 

Category 1: 
Buildings where vibration would interfere with 
interior operations 

65 VdB 65 VdB 65 VdB 

Category 2: 
Residences and buildings where people normally 
sleep 

72 VdB 75 VdB 80 VdB 

Category 3: 
Institutional land uses with primarily daytime use 75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 

Notes:  
1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day.  
2. “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day.  
3. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. 
Source:  Federal Transit Administration, 2006. 

                                                                 
4 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

(Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006), p. 8-3 
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2.3 Other Regulations 

The Updated 2009 Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR document prepared for this project in January 2009 states that 

future development in the proposed project area has the potential to temporarily increase ambient noise levels 

during construction of future projects. Additionally, future construction activities could generate ground borne noise 

or vibrations. To ensure temporary construction-related noise from future development in the proposed project 

area remains at a less than significant level, the General Plan policies related with construction noise shall be 

included as mitigation. Furthermore, the Mitigation Measure NOI-3d establishes that where construction activities 

are estimated to exceed an ambient noise level of 70 dB CNEL, the City of Hercules shall ensure that prior to 

construction, the applicant construct temporary solid noise barriers between source and sensitive receptors to 

reduce off site propagation of construction noise. 

2.4 Project Requirements 

The above requirements and mitigation measures are summarized in the following Table 3. 

Table 3 - Project Requirements  

Regulation Description 

City of Hercules General 
Plan: Noise Element Policy 6 

the level of noise at noise-sensitive land uses generated by construction activities 
should be controlled through implementation of the measures listed below: 
• Implementation of a construction schedule to limit impact on adjacent noise-

sensitive receptors. 
• Holes for driven piles should be pre-drilled to reduce the level and duration of 

noise impacts. 
• Construction of temporary solid noise barriers between the noise sources and 

noise-sensitive receptors to reduce offsite propagation of construction noise. 
• Internal combustion engines used for construction purposes shall be equipped 

with properly operating mufflers of a type recommended by the manufacturer 
and impact tools should be shielded per manufacturer’s specifications. 

City of Hercules Municipal 
Code: Section 7-2.608(a) 

Grading operations within 500 feet of residential or commercial occupancies shall 
be limited to the hours between 8 am and 5 pm Monday through Friday. 

City of Hercules Municipal 
Code: Section 7-2.608(c) 

Operations shall be controlled to vent nuisances to public and private ownerships 
because of noise and/or vibration. 

Vibration (FTA) 

• Building damage criteria: 0.2 inches per second (PPV) 
• Human response criteria at residences where people normally sleep:  

o 72 VdB – greater than 70 events per day. 
o 75 VdB – between 30-70 events per day. 
o 80 VdB – less than 30 events per day. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-3d 

where construction activities are estimated to exceed an ambient noise level of 70 
dB CNEL, the City of Hercules shall ensure that prior to construction, the applicant 
construct temporary solid noise barriers between source and sensitive receptors to 
reduce off site propagation of construction noise. 
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3.0 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Ambient Measurements 

To establish existing ambient noise levels in areas surrounding the project site, a field monitoring study was 

conducted. Measurements were performed in and around the project site for documenting the ambient conditions. 

Bruel & Kjaer Model 2250 and 2270 Sound Level Meters, which satisfy the American National Standards Institute 

(ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement instrumentation, were used for this purpose. Measurements 

were performed at several locations as shown on Figure 2. The measurements occurred at these locations between 

May 1 and May 3, 2018. The weather conditions were normal and no anomalies were present during the survey 

periods with exemption of the last 2-3 hours of the entire measurement period, where it was noticed that 

landscaping work was occurring within the project site. Additionally, Figure 2 shows the eleven receptor locations 

used on the computer noise model that will be discussed in the following section. 

Table 4, Existing Ambient Monitored Noise Levels, provides the noise level data associated with each monitoring 

period for each location. As shown, noise levels ranged from 58 dBA to 67 dBA, dependent on the distance from 

most busy roadways such as San Pablo Avenue and the Interstate 80 Freeway.  

 Figure 2 – Sycamore Crossing Development Site and Noise Monitoring Locations 

 

Pos S6 

Pos S5 

Pos L4 

Pos L3 

Pos L2 

Pos L1 

LEGEND 
      = Site Boundary 
      = Sound Measurement (L#: long term - S#: short term 
      = Noise Model Receptors 

R1 

R2 

R3 
R4 R5 

R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 



 

 

Veneklasen Associates 
 

Sycamore Crossing Development; Hercules, California 
Grading Noise and Vibration Report; Project 7025-002 

 Page 9; June 4, 2018 

 
Month Day, Year; Page 9 of 17 

 

  

9 

 

Table 4 – Existing Ambient Monitored Noise Levels 

Position 
Average Sound 
Level, Leq dBA 

CNEL 

Pos L1 58 63 

Pos L2 58 63 

Pos L3 66 71 

Pos L4 67 73 

Pos S5 56 - 

Pos S6 58 - 

Noise measurements taken from May 1 to May 3, 2018. 
Source: Veneklasen Associates, 2018. 

3.2 Noise Sources 

Traffic noise from San Pablo Avenue, Interstate 80 Freeway and Sycamore Avenue, and BNSF railroad activity are 

the main noise sources in the vicinity of the site. The area also includes various stationary noise sources associated 

with commercial, institutional, and residential land uses that surround the project area. Temporary sources are also 

common, such as construction activities.  

4.0 GRADING NOISE PREDICTION MODEL 

4.1 Increase due to off haul trucks 

A temporary increase in traffic noise would occur due to trucks off-hauling the existing fill material for the site 

grading. There are estimated 220 daily loads for a period of 12 weeks. Operation hours will be limited to 8am-5pm 

from Monday to Friday as required on Section 7-2.608(a) of the City of Hercules Municipal Code. Trucks will enter 

from the west, turning left from John Muir Parkway onto San Pablo Avenue. They will proceed south and west 

through San Pablo Avenue and turn right on Tsushima Street. They will proceed about 150 feet to the north trough 

Tsushima Street and turn right into the west side of the site. The exiting route will be from the north east of the site 

to Sycamore Avenue to the right. They will proceed south and east through Sycamore Avenue and turn left on San 

Pablo Avenue and then turning right onto John Muir Parkway. Figure 3 below illustrates both entering and exiting 

routes.  
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Figure 3 – Sycamore Crossing Off Haul Trucks Routing 

 

4.1.1 Traffic Noise Model 

VA has utilized the FHWA and the Predictor-LimA computer software programs in order to predict vehicular noise 

levels at various locations. The primary purpose of the computer models was to determine how the noise 

environment will change due to the temporary increase of traffic from the off-haul operations.  Traffic counts for 

Interstate 80, arterials and local streets were obtained from the previous CEQA report of the same proposed project 

location from FirstCarbon Solutions dated November 12, 2014. Table 5 shows the parameters utilized for the traffic 

noise model. 
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Table 5 – Existing Roadway Parameters 

Roadway Segment 
General Plan 
Classification 

Vehicle 
Speed (mph) 

Existing 
ADT 

Interstate 80 South of State Route 4 Freeway 65 170,000 

San Pablo Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 40 26,470 

San Pablo Avenue South of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 40 21,220 

San Pablo Avenue West of Tsushima Street Arterial 40 22,510 

Tsushima Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Local 25 1,130 

Tsushima Avenue North of San Pablo Avenue Local 25 660 

Sycamore Avenue West of Tsushima Street Collector 25 2,530 

Sycamore Avenue West of San Pablo Avenue Collector 25 3,760 

Sycamore Avenue East of San Pablo Avenue Arterial 25 22,000 

Front Street North of Sycamore Avenue Local 25 1,010 

Source: FirstCarbon Solutions, CEQA Noise Analysis for the Proposed Sycamore Crossing Project in Hercules, 
California, 2014. 

Table 6 below provides the hourly distribution percentages for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks for 

input into the FHWA and Predictor-LimA models. These distributions were obtained from previous FirstCarbon 

Solutions report. 

Table 6 – Roadway Vehicle Mixes 

Roadway 
Classification 

Vehicle Type 

Percent of Hourly Distribution 

Day 
(7 a.m. to 

7 p.m.) 

Evening 
(7 p.m. to 
10 p.m.) 

Night 
(10 p.m. to 

7 a.m.) 
Overall 

Interstate 80 

Automobiles 66.0 13.5 15.8 95.4 

Medium Trucks 0.9 0.2 0.5 1.6 

Heavy Trucks 1.7 0.2 1.2 3.0 

Arterials and 
Local Streets 

Automobiles 73.6 13.6 10.2 97.4 

Medium Trucks 0.9 0.1 0.9 1.8 

Heavy Trucks 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.7 

Source: FirstCarbon Solutions, CEQA Noise Analysis for the Proposed Sycamore Crossing Project in Hercules, 
California, 2014. 
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Table 7 – Increase in Ambient Sound Level due to Off Haul-Generated Traffic 

Receptor 
Existing Ambient 

Noise Levels, 
CNEL 

Traffic Model 
Noise Levels, 

CNEL 

Calculated 
Future Noise 
Levels, CNEL 

Criteria 
CNEL 

Impact 

R1 63 60 60 70 No 

R2 - 55 55 70 No 

R3 - 65 65 70 No 

R4 - 62 62 70 No 

R5 - 62 62 70 No 

R6 - 58 59 70 No 

R7 63 56 57 70 No 

R8 63 53 53 70 No 

R9 63 52 52 70 No 

R10 63 52 52 70 No 

R11 63 58 58 70 No 

Source: Veneklasen Associates, 2018. 

The noise levels generated by the grading due to off-haul traffic are below the 70 CNEL construction noise criteria 

per the City of Hercules and therefore the impact due to off-haul traffic is less than significant. 

4.2 Construction Noise 

4.2.1 Anticipated Equipment List 

In order to predict the generated noise due to grading activities within the proposed project, VA utilized data from 

typical equipment provided by FHWA. Table 8 below lists the typical equipment for grading with associated noise 

levels at reference distances and anticipated equipment usage factors. 

Table 8 – Typical Grading Equipment 

Equipment Number 
Usage 

Factor % 

Sound Level at 
Reference Distance 

(dBA at 50-feet) 

Actual Measured Sound 
Level at Reference 

Distance (dBA at 50-feet) 

Excavators 1 40 85 81 

Graders 1 40 85 N/A 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 40 85 82 

Tractors 3 40 84 N/A 

Source: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Construction Noise Handbook. 
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4.2.2 Construction Noise Model 

It is assumed that all listed equipment shall be fitted with standard mufflers and/or typically supplied acoustical 

mitigating equipment and that no other significantly loud equipment will be in use during the grading period. 

Noise exposure from construction equipment at noise-sensitive receptors within 500-feet of this project were 

modeled for the equipment specified. Noise modeling was conducted using calculation methods from industry 

standard construction noise guidance manuals including the FTA Noise Guidance Manual and the FHWA 

Construction Noise Handbook. 

To model continuous construction noise, all noise sources were assumed to be moving throughout the construction 

site with a single point at the center of the construction zone representing the average long-term position of all 

utilized equipment. A long-term average of noise emitting from the site incident on the sensitive receptors (typical 

setback to property lines of the receivers) was modeled. All noise was modeled at a 5 feet height above grade 

elevation. 

Predicted continuous noise levels as well as the applicable construction noise limits, are presented for each noise-

sensitive receptor in Table 9. Table 9 compares projected noise levels to noise criteria outlined in Table 3 in Section 

2.4 of this report. Noise-sensitive receptor locations are shown in Figure 2 in Section 3.1 of this report. 

The noise level limits presented in Tables 9 assume daytime construction activity, namely project work between the 

hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Table 9 - Construction Noise Levels at Noise-Sensitive Receptors as Compared to Applicable City of Hercules 
Construction Noise Criteria  

Receptor 
Predicted Construction 

Noise Levels (CNEL) 
CNEL Criteria Impact 

R1 66 70 No 

R2 65 70 No 

R3 66 70 No 

R4 66 70 No 

R5 66 70 No 

R6 66 70 No 

R7 66 70 No 

R8 66 70 No 

R9 66 70 No 

R10 66 70 No 

R11 66 70 No 

Source: Veneklasen Associates, 2018. 
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The noise levels generated by the grading activities due to construction equipment are below the 70 CNEL 

construction noise criteria per the City of Hercules and therefore the impact due to construction equipment is less 

than significant. 

4.2.3 Construction Ground-borne Vibration Model 

Vibration levels from general construction equipment provided by FTA were utilized in order to predict the vibration 

levels propagated to the closest sensitive receptor during the grading phase. The nearest sensitive receptor distance 

from the site project boundary is 52 feet. Based on the equipment listed In Table 8 in Section 4.2.1 of this report the 

equipment that would create the highest level of vibration will be the excavators which will produce 0.03 inch-per-

second PPV at the nearest sensitive receptor. The vibration level will not exceed the 0.2 inch-per-second PPV criteria 

for construction damage outlined in Table 3 in Section 2.4 of this report. Furthermore, the impact for human 

response was calculated and the maximum velocity level is 77 VdB. This level is above the occasional events 

(between 30 and 70 events per day) criteria for category 2 (residences) which is 75, and below the infrequent events 

(up to 30 events per day) criteria which is 80. Since this level was calculated from the nearest receptor to the 

boundary of the project, the number of events that might occur each day at this worst-case-scenario will be below 

30. Therefore, the vibration level criteria for human response is also met. 

5.0 SUMMARY 

5.1 Summary of Impacts due to Grading Operations 

• Off-haul traffic noise impact will be less than significant. 

• Construction noise impact will be less than significant. 

• Construction ground-borne vibration impact will be less than significant. 

5.2 Summary of Mitigation Measures 

• Implementation of a construction schedule to limit impact on adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. 

• Internal combustion engines used for construction purposes will be equipped with properly operating 

mufflers of a type recommended by the manufacturer and impact tools will be shielded per manufacturer’s 

specifications. 

• Grading operations will be limited to the hours between 8 am and 5 pm Monday through Friday. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A.1 – Definitions of Noise-Related Terms 
 
Term 

 
Definition 

 
Decibel, dB 

 
A unit describing the amplitude of sound equivalent to 20 times the logarithm, to the 
base 10, of the ratio of the pressure of the sound to the reference pressure of 20 Pa. 

 
Frequency, Hz 

 
The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below 
atmospheric pressure. 

 
A-Weighted Sound 
Level, dBA 

 
The sound pressure level in decibels as measured in an A-weighting filter network.  The 
A-weighting de-emphasizes the very low frequency components of the sound in a 
manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with 
subjective reactions to noise.  All sound levels in this report are in the A-weighted scale. 

 
L0 (Lmax ), L2, L8, L25, 
L50 

 
The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 0 percent (maximum noise level), 2 
percent, 8 percent, 25 percent, and 50 percent of the time during the measurement 
period. 

 
Equivalent Noise 
Level, Leq 

 
The average A-weighted noise level during the stated measurement period. 

 
Community Noise 
Equivalent Level, 
CNEL 

 
The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 5 
decibels in the evening from 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M., and after addition of 10 decibels to 
noise levels in the night between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. 

 
Day-Night Noise 
Level, DNL, Ldn 

 
The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 10 
decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. 

 
Ambient Noise Level 

 
The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of 
environmental noise at a given location. 

 
Impulsive Noise 

 
Sound of short duration. Typically associated with an abrupt onset and rapid decay (i.e., 
gun-shots, etc.). 

 
Pure Tones 

  
A sound wave, residing over a small range of frequencies, which has a sinusoidal 
behavior over time. 

 

 



   
 

 
 

ATTACHMENT  18: Veneklasen Assoc., Assessment of Environmental Noise, Sycamore 
Crossing Grading Noise and Vibration Report, April, 2019 

 
 



 

 

Veneklasen Associates 
Consultants in Acoustics | Noise | Vibration | AV | IT  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

  

 
ASSESSMENT OF  

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SYCAMORE CROSSING 
OPERATIONAL NOISE REPORT 

 
 

 
 
 

April 22, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 

Veneklasen Associates, Inc. 
1711 16th Street 

Santa Monica, CA 90404 
  



 

 

 

Contents 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.1 Project Description ................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.2 Characteristics of Noise ............................................................................................................................ 1 

2.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK ................................................................................................................................ 4 
2.1 City of Hercules General Plan Noise Element .......................................................................................... 4 
2.2 City of Hercules Municipal Code .............................................................................................................. 5 
2.3 Project Requirements .............................................................................................................................. 5 

3.0 OPERATIONAL NOISE .......................................................................................................................................... 6 
3.1 Operational Off-Site Transportation ........................................................................................................ 6 

3.1.1 Traffic Noise Model....................................................................................................................... 6 
3.2 Operational Stationary Noise ................................................................................................................... 9 

3.2.1 Stationary Noise Model ................................................................................................................ 9 
3.2.2 Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) Impact ......................................................................................... 10 

3.3 Combined Transportation and Stationary Noise Sources ...................................................................... 11 

4.0 SUMMARY ......................................................................................................................................................... 12 
4.1 Summary of Impacts due to Operational Noise ..................................................................................... 12 

 

  



 

 

Veneklasen Associates 
 

Sycamore Crossing Development; Hercules, California 
Operational Noise Report; Project 7025-002 

 Page 1 of 18; April 22, 2019 

 
Month Day, Year; Page 1 of 18 

 

  

1 

 

ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report evaluates potential impacts associated with the operational noise for the Sycamore Crossing project 

development in Hercules, California. 

1.1 Project Description 

The proposed project consists of commercial and residential buildings on a 6.88-acre area on the west portion of the 

project and development of general commercial building on a 3.42-acre area on the east portion. West and east 

portions are divided by west branch of Refugio Creek. The project site is bounded by Sycamore Avenue to the north 

and east, Tsushima Street to the west, and San Pablo Avenue to the south and east. 

Figure 1 – Site Plan of the Project 

 

1.2 Characteristics of Noise 

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound and can be an undesirable by-product of society’s normal day-to-day 

activities.  Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal activities, causes actual physical harm, or has 

an adverse effect on health. 

People judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation in subjective terms such as “noisiness” or “loudness.”  

However, the sound pressure magnitude can be objectively measured and quantified using a logarithmic ratio of 

pressures which yields the level of sound, utilizing the measurement scale of decibels (dB).  The decibel is generally 
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adjusted to the A-weighted level (dBA) which de-emphasizes very low frequencies to better approximate the human 

ear’s range of sensitivity.  In practice, the noise level of a sound source is measured using a sound level meter that 

includes an electronic filter corresponding to the A-weighting curve. Table A.1 in Appendix A of this report defines 

the decibel along with other technical terms used in this analysis. 

Even though the A-weighted scale accounts for the relative loudness perceived by the human ear and, therefore, is 

commonly used to quantify individual events or general community sound levels, the degree of annoyance or other 

response effects also depends on several other perceptibility factors, including: 

• Ambient (background) sound level 

• Magnitude of the event sound level relative to the background noise 

• Spectral (frequency) composition (e.g. presence of tones) 

• Duration of the sound event 

• Number of event occurrences, repetitiveness, and intermittency 

• Time of day the event occurs. 

In determining the daily level of environmental noise, it is important to account for the difference in human 

responses to daytime and nighttime noises. At night, exterior background noise levels are generally lower than 

daytime levels. However, most household noise also decreases at night, and exterior noise may become increasingly 

noticeable. Further, most people sleep at night and have greater sensitivity to noise intrusion. To account for human 

sensitivity to nighttime noise levels, a 24-hour descriptor, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), has been 

developed. The CNEL divides the 24-hour day into a daytime period of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., an evening period 

from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and a nighttime period of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  In determining the CNEL, noise 

levels occurring during the evening period are increased by 5 dB, while noise levels occurring during the nighttime 

period are increased by 10 dB to account for the greater sensitivity during the evening and nighttime periods.  

The effects of noise on people fall into three general categories: 

• Subjective effects of annoyance and nuisance 

• Interference with activities such as speech, sleep and learning 

• Physiological effects such as hearing loss 

In most cases, the levels associated with environmental noise produce effects only in the first two categories.  

However, workers in industrial plants may experience noise effects in the last category. There is no completely 

effective way to measure the subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance, because of 

the wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and degrees to which people become acclimated to noise.  

Thus, an important way of determining a person's subjective reaction to a new noise source is by comparison to the 
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existing environment to which they are accustomed (the “ambient environment”).  In general, the more the level of 

a noise event exceeds the prevailing ambient noise level, the less acceptable the noise source will be to those 

exposed to it. 

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise levels, the following relationships are applicable to this analysis: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a 1-dB change cannot be perceived.   

• Outside of a laboratory, a 3-dBA change will be generally perceivable by most people.  

• A change in level of at least 5 dBA is considered a noticeable change by most people. 

• A 10-dBA change will result in the perception of doubling or halving the loudness of the noise. 

Common noise levels associated with various activities are shown in Figure 2, “Common Noise Levels.” 

  
Figure 2 – Common Noise Levels 

 

 

Noise sources are either “point sources”, such as stationary equipment or individual motor vehicles, or “line 

sources”, such as a roadway with a large number of mobile point sources (motor vehicles).  Sound generated by a 

stationary point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from the 

source to the receptor at acoustically “hard” sites, and at a rate of 7.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” sites.1  For example, 

a 60 dBA noise level measured at 50 feet from a point source at an acoustically hard site would be 54 dBA at 100 

                                                                 
1 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield, Virginia: 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980), p. 97.  A "hard" or reflective site 
does not provide any excess ground-effect attenuation and is characteristic of asphalt, concrete, and very hard packed soils.  
An acoustically "soft" or absorptive site is characteristic of normal earth and most ground with vegetation. 
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feet from the source and it would be 48 dBA at 200 feet from the source.  Sound generated by a line source typically 

attenuates at a rate of 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source to the receptor for hard and soft 

sites, respectively.2  Man-made or natural barriers can also attenuate sound levels.  

2.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Many government agencies have established noise regulations and policies to protect citizens from potential hearing 

damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects associated with noise and ground-borne vibration.  

The City of Hercules General Plan includes a Noise Element, which is intended to control, minimize, or mitigate 

environmental noise effects. The regulations and policies that are relevant to project  operational noise are discussed 

below. 

2.1 City of Hercules General Plan Noise Element  

• Per the City of Hercules Noise Element, Policy 3 establishes regulations to protect existing noise-sensitive 

land uses from long-term noise impact generated by new projects. The City use the following criteria to 

judge the significance of long-term noise impact on existing noise-sensitive land uses: 

o Noise level increases resulting from traffic associated with new projects will be considered 

significant if: (1) the noise level increase is 5 dBA Ldn or greater and the future noise level is less 

than 60 dBA Ldn; or (2) the noise level increase is 3 dBA Ldn or greater and the future noise level 

is 60 dBA Ldn or greater. 

o Noise levels produced by stationary sources associated with new projects will be considered 

significant if they exceed the noise level standards set forth in table below as measured at any 

affected noise-sensitive land use. 

Table 1 Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure, Stationary Noise Sources 

 Day time (7 AM to 10 PM) Nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) 

Hourly Leq dBA 50 45 

Maximum Level, dBA 70 65 

Maximum Level, dBA 
Impulsive Noise 

65 60 

Note: stationary noise sources include all non-transportation sources 

                                                                 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Noise Fundamentals, (Springfield, Virginia: 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September 1980), p. 97. 
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• According to Policy 4, noise created by commercial or industrial sources associated with new projects or 

developments shall be controlled so as to not exceed the noise level standards set forth in Table 1 as 

measured at any affected residential land use. 

• Policy 5 requires adoption and/or updating of a noise ordinance or nuisance ordinance to control noise-

generating activities such as barking dogs, loudspeakers, parties, power tools etc. 

2.2 City of Hercules Municipal Code  

The City of Hercules Municipal Code Title 4, Chapter 10, Nuisance Abatement, Section 4-10.01 & 4-10.04 prohibits 

any person, firm, partnership, or corporation owning, renting, leasing, occupying, or having charge of any premises 

from permitting a nuisance. 

Chapter 13-31 of the Municipal Code includes requirements for maximum noise levels for new residential and non-

residential development in accordance with Tables 6 and 7 of the City of Hercules General Plan Noise Element.  

Compliance with the requirements of the City of Hercules Noise Element will also result in compliance with the City 

of Hercules Municipal Code.  

2.3 Project Requirements 

The above requirements and mitigation measures are summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2 - Project Requirements 
Regulation Description 

City of Hercules General 
Plan: Noise Element Policy 3 

Protect existing noise-sensitive land uses from long-term noise impacts generated 
by new projects. 

1. Noise level increases resulting from traffic associated with new projects 
will be considered significant if 

• The noise level increases is 5 dBA Ldn or greater and the future 
noise level is less than 60 dBA Ldn 

• The noise level increases is 3 dBA Ldn or greater and future noise 
level is 60 dBA Ldn or greater 

2. Noise levels produced by stationary sources associated with new projects 
will be considered significant if they exceed the noise level standards set 
forth in Table 1 as measured at any affected noise-sensitive land use. 

City of Hercules General 
Plan: Noise Element Policy 4 

Noise created by commercial or industrial sources associated with new projects or 
developments shall be controlled so as not to exceed the noise level standards set 
forth in Table 1 as measured at any affected residential land use 

City of Hercules General 
Plan: Noise Element Policy 5 

Adopt/update a noise ordinance or nuisance to control noise generating activities, 
such as barking dogs, loudspeakers, parties, power tools etc. 

City of Hercules Municipal 
Code: Title 4 Chapter 10 
Nuisance Abatement 
Section 4-10.01 & 4-10.04 

Any person, firm, partnership or corporation owning, renting, leasing, occupying or 
having charge of any premises is prohibited from permitting a nuisance. 
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Regulation Description 
City of Hercules Municipal 
Code: Title 13 Chapter 31 
Performance Standards 
Section 13-31.300 , 
Paragraph 11 

The criteria from the Land Use Compatibility standards (Chapter 6, City of Hercules 
Noise Element) shall apply to new residential and commercial developments. 
 
Noise created by commercial sources associated with new projects shall not exceed 
standards per Table 7 of City of Hercules Noise Element.  

3.0 OPERATIONAL NOISE 

Per the project site plan dated September 7, 2018, the proposed project will consist of an 105-room hotel, 120 

condominium units, a 13,100 square-foot drug store, 4,000 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of sit-

down restaurants, and 2,400 square feet of retail for a coffee shop. The operation of the proposed project would 

increase on-site noise levels from the stationary sources associated with the above facilities and the off-site and 

onsite vehicular traffic will cause to increases the existing noise level in the area. 

3.1 Operational Off-Site Transportation 

Noise from the current traffic condition (2017) and future traffic condition (2040) with and without proposed project 

contribution were analyzed. The current and future traffic noise analysis was based on the Transportation Impact 

Assessment prepared by Fehr & Peers dated March 2019. Table 3 – shows the current peak-hour traffic count and 

future peak-hour traffic count (2040) with the project contribution. According to the Fehr & Peers traffic study, 

proposed project would generate 4,140 daily trips, 240 new external AM peak hour trips, and 314 new external PM 

peak hour trips. 

3.1.1 Traffic Noise Model 

VA has utilized the Predictor-LimA computer software program in order to predict vehicular noise levels at various 

locations. The primary purpose of the computer models was to determine how the noise environment will change 

due to the increase in traffic from the project operations. Traffic counts (ADT) for Sycamore Avenue, San Pablo 

Avenue, and Tsushima Street were calculated from the Peak-hour Traffic Count presented in the Fehr & Peers 

Transportation Impact Assessment Report, dated March 2019. Table 4 shows the parameters utilized for the traffic 

noise model. Table 5 below provides the hourly distribution percentages for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy 

trucks for input into the Predictor-LimA models. The off-site transportation noise levels were calculated at the noise-

sensitive receivers as shown in the summarized in  Table 6. Figure A.1 and Figure A.2 in Appendix A show the current 

and future (2040) noise contours due to off-site traffic. 
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Table 3 – Current and Future (2040) Peak-Hour Traffic Counts 

Roadway Segment General Plan 
Classification 

Current 
Peak Hour 

Future 
(2040) Peak 

Hour 

San Pablo Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 2705 3472 

San Pablo Avenue South of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 2124 2513 

San Pablo Avenue East of Tsushima Street Arterial 2140 2743 

San Pablo Avenue West of Tsushima Street Arterial 2110 3172 

Tsushima Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Local 120 406 

Tsushima Avenue South of Sycamore Avenue Local 152 502 

Tsushima Avenue North of San Pablo Avenue Local 151 535 

Sycamore Avenue West of Tsushima Street Collector 207 388 

Sycamore Avenue West of San Pablo Avenue Collector 421 566 

Sycamore Avenue East of San Pablo Avenue Arterial 2342 2570 

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Impact Assessment Report, dated March 2019 

Figure 3 – Noise Model Receptor Locations 
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Table 4 – Existing Roadway Parameters 

Roadway Segment General Plan 
Classification 

Vehicle 
Speed (mph) 

Predicted ADT 

Current Future 
(2040) 

San Pablo Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 40 30056 38577 

San Pablo Avenue South of Sycamore Avenue Arterial 40 23606 27922 

San Pablo Avenue East of Tsushima Street Arterial 40 23781 30486 

San Pablo Avenue West of Tsushima Street Arterial 40 24561 35244 

Tsushima Avenue North of Sycamore Avenue Local 25 1694 4516 

Tsushima Avenue South of Sycamore Avenue Local 25 1333 5583 

Tsushima Avenue North of San Pablo Avenue Local 25 1866 5950 

Sycamore Avenue West of Tsushima Street Collector 25 2,305 4311 

Sycamore Avenue West of San Pablo Avenue Collector 25 4677 6291 

Sycamore Avenue East of San Pablo Avenue Arterial 25 26106 28561 

 Table 5 – Roadway Vehicle Mixes 

Roadway 
Classification Vehicle Type 

Percent of Hourly Distribution 

Day 
(7 a.m. to 

7 p.m.) 

Evening 
(7 p.m. to 
10 p.m.) 

Night 
(10 p.m. to 

7 a.m.) 
Overall 

Interstate 80 

Automobiles 66.0 13.5 15.8 95.4 

Medium Trucks 0.9 0.2 0.5 1.6 

Heavy Trucks 1.7 0.2 1.2 3.0 

Arterials and 
Local Streets 

Automobiles 73.6 13.6 10.2 97.4 

Medium Trucks 0.9 0.1 0.9 1.8 

Heavy Trucks 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.7 

 Source: FirstCarbon Solutions CEQA Noise Analysis Report, dated November 2014 
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Table 6 – Increase in Ambient Sound Level due to Vehicular Traffic 

Receptor 

Existing Noise Levels, 
CNEL 

Future (2040) Noise Levels, 
CNEL 

Increment 
Significant 

Impact 
No Project With Project No Project With Project Current Future (2040) 

R1 52 53 56 57 0.5 1 No 

R2 43 43 44 44 0.2 0.3 No 

R3 43 43 44 44 0 0.1 No 

R4 42 42 43 43 0.1 0.1 No 

R5 42 42 43 43 0.1 0.1 No 

R6 38 38 39 39 0.2 0.1 No 

R7 53 54 58 58 1.2 0 No 

R8 52 53 57 57 1.3 0.2 No 

R9 51 53 56 57 1.9 1.3 No 

R10 52 54 57 57 1.6 0.7 No 

R11 54 54 55 55 0.3 0.5 No 

The noise levels generated by the off-site traffic do not exceed the maximum noise criteria as established by Policy 

3 and therefore the impact due to off-site traffic is less than significant. 

3.2 Operational Stationary Noise 

Per the City of Hercules’ stationary noise standard, onsite project noise sources were analyzed separately from the 

transportation noise sources. Operational stationary noise sources of the project include trash removal processes, 

rooftop kitchen exhaust from shops and hotel condensers on roofs of condominiums and hotel, and PTAC units at 

the hotel.  

3.2.1 Stationary Noise Model 

VA utilized the Predictor ISO 1996 noise prediction software program in order to predict the stationary noise levels 

at the sensitive receptors. Those stationary sources were placed appropriately in the model to represent the worst-

case scenario. Stationary sources were modelled as point sources in the model. 

The sound levels for the stationary sources used in the model are as follows: 

• Trash Compactor: 78 dBA at 3 feet 

• Kitchen exhaust: 70 dBA at 3 feet 

• Rooftop Condensers: 70 dBA at 3 feet 

• PTAC units: 52 dBA at 3 feet 
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The operational stationary sources noise levels were calculated at the same receptors selected in the transportation 

noise impact assessed and the results are summarized in Table 7. Figure A.3, Appendix A, shows the noise contour 

map generated due to the stationary noise sources. 

Table 7 – Stationary Noise Level 

Receiver 
Noise Levels dBA Leq 

Daytime Nighttime 

R1 47.6 42.6 

R2 48.3 39.1 

R3 51.3 40.3 

R4 53.3 41.3 

R5 54.3 44.5 

R6 51.4 43.7 

R7 48.4 43.4 

R8 48.7 43.1 

R9 48.3 44.3 

R10 48.1 41.6 

R11 51.7 42.5 

Table 7 shows that the stationary sources noise level at the noise-sensitive receivers are below the limits established 

for both the daytime and nighttime sound levels per Policy 3’s Stationary Noise Standards. This impact would be less 

than significant. 

3.2.2 Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) Impact 

Maximum noise levels from the proposed project would typically occur from slamming of truck doors or startup and 

shutdown of trash compactor or other mechanical equipment. The maximum noise levels typically would last around 

a second and would occur only a few times a day. As it is very unlikely to have multiple sources occurring 

simultaneously, the maximum noise level from each source was assessed separately according to a free-field noise 

propagation condition. A summary of the maximum noise level impact is shown in Table 8.  
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Table 8 – Stationary Maximum Noise Levels at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receptor 

Stationary Noise 
Source 

Reference Noise Measurement Nearest Sensitive Receptor 

Distance to the 
Receptor to 

Sources (Feet) 

Noise Level 
(dBA Max) 

Distance to the 
Receptor to 

Sources (Feet) 

Noise Level 
(dBA Max) 

Trash Compactor 10 76 430 43 

Roof Exhaust 5 74 230 41 

Rooftop Condenser 10 78 75 60 

PTAC Units 5 70 75 46 

Table 8 shows that the maximum noise level of the proposed stationary sources of the project would not exceed the 

City of Hercules daytime or nighttime maximum noise standard. This impact would be less than significant. 

3.3 Combined Transportation and Stationary Noise Sources 

VA completed analysis for the combined transportation-and-stationary-source noise impact for both the existing 

and future year (2040) scenarios without and with the project condition. The current and future (2040) 

transportation-noise-source scenarios along with the stationary-noise-source scenario were utilized to determine 

the combined transportation-and-stationary source noise level at the noise-sensitive receivers. The results are 

summarized in Table 9 below. 

Table 9 – Combined Off-site Transportation and Onsite Stationary Source Noise Levels 

Receiver 
Existing (dBA CNEL) Future (Year 2040) (dBA CNEL) 

No Project With Project Increase No Project With Project Increase 

R1 54.0 53.6 0.4 57.2 56.7 0.5 

R2 48.9 48.9 0.1 49.3 49.2 0.1 

R3 50.1 50.1 0.0 50.4 50.3 0.0 

R4 47.4 47.4 0.0 47.8 47.7 0.0 

R5 49.1 49.1 0.0 49.3 49.3 0.0 

R6 48.0 48.0 0.0 48.1 48.1 0.0 

R7 55.1 54.1 1.0 58.2 58.2 0.0 

R8 54.2 53.1 1.0 57.1 56.9 0.2 

R9 54.5 53.2 1.3 57.6 56.5 1.1 

R10 54.9 53.8 1.1 57.9 57.3 0.6 

R11 54.4 54.1 0.3 55.8 55.4 0.5 
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Table 9 shows that the combined noise level of the off-site transportation-source and onsite stationary-source 

contributions from the proposed project are below the “significant impact” criteria established in Policy 3 of Hercules 

General Plan Noise Element. Therefore, the overall impact would be less than significant. 

4.0 SUMMARY 

4.1 Summary of Impacts due to Operational Noise 

The noise levels generated by the off-site traffic are below the Policy 3 “significant impact” noise criteria per the City 

of Hercules and therefore the impact due to off-site traffic is less than significant. 

The stationary-source noise levels at the sensitive receivers are below the “significant impact” threshold for both 

the City’s daytime and nighttime levels as established in Policy 3, Stationary Noise Standards of the City of Hercules 

General Plan Noise Element. This impact would be less than significant. 

The maximum noise level of the proposed stationary sources of the project would not exceed the City of Hercules 

daytime or nighttime maximum noise criteria. This impact would be less than significant. 

The combined noise level of the off-site transportation-source and onsite stationary-source contributions from the 

proposed project are less than the threshold for a “significant impact”  established in Policy 3 of The City of Hercules 

General Plan Noise Element. Therefore, the overall impact would be less than significant. 
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