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During the course of conducting the vegetation management activities to reduce fuel loads, human 
remains that are interred outside formal cemeteries may be disturbed, and this potential impact will 
evaluated in the EIR.  
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 
 

    

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

 

    

i) Rupture of 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, 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 waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water?  

 

    

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 
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Geology Special Publication 42; ii) Strong seismic ground shaking; iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction; iv) Landslides? 

 
i) Earthquake Fault Rupture.  The study area is located within the seismically active San Francisco 

Bay Area. The Hayward fault, trending northwest to southeast, parallels the East Bay Hills and 
intersects portions of several parks in the study area. The Hayward Fault has the potential to 
produce a maximum credible earthquake of an approximate magnitude of 7.5. Surface rupture 
occurs when the ground surface is broken due to fault movement during an earthquake, usually 
along an active major fault trace, such as the Hayward fault zone. Although the potential for 
fault rupture in the study area exists, the vegetation management activities being proposed under 
the Plan would not include the construction of facilities or buildings within which people or 
property would be exposed to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death, related to ground rupture from an earthquake. Therefore, implementation of the 
Plan would have a less-than-significant adverse impact related to earthquake fault rupture.  

 
ii)  Strong Seismic Ground Shaking.  Because EBRPD lands are located in a region of high 

seismicity, the entire area would experience strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. 
Low-lying areas underlain by soft soils would tend to have more intense shaking than areas 
underlain by bedrock. However, strong ground shaking is a substantial hazard throughout the 
region. The vegetation management activities being proposed under the Plan would not include 
the construction of facilities or buildings within which people or property would be exposed to 
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, related to strong 
seismic ground shaking from an earthquake. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would have a 
less-than-significant adverse impact related to strong seismic ground shaking. 

 
iii)      Seismic-related Ground Failure and Liquefaction.  Liquefaction is the temporary 

transformation of loose, saturated granular sediments from a solid state to a liquefied state as a 
result of seismic ground shaking. In the process, the soil undergoes transient loss of strength, 
which commonly causes ground displacement or ground failure to occur. Since saturated soils 
are a necessary condition for liquefaction, soil layers in areas where the groundwater table is 
near the surface have higher liquefaction potential than those in which the water table is located 
at greater depths. Regional liquefaction hazard mapping indicates that the majority of the upland 
study area is rated very low for liquefaction hazard, the exception being some small areas near 
Wildcat and San Leandro Creeks. Low-lying areas near the shore of San Francisco Bay 
comprised of fill over Bay Mud and Point Reyes Clay are rated moderate to high for liquefaction 
potential. Earthquake shaking leading to liquefaction of saturated soil can result in lateral 
spreading where the soil undergoes a temporary loss of strength. The upland study area 
topography is gently rolling to steeply sloped and includes creeks or other open bodies of water. 
The study area is generally not susceptible to liquefaction hazards, and therefore, the risk of 
lateral spreading is considered to be potentially low in the upland areas. However, in the 
shoreline parks and those areas underlain by fill (Urban Land) and Bay Mud or Point Reyes Clay 
soils the lateral spreading hazard will mirror the liquefaction hazard, and open trenches or 
excavations may present an opportunity for a lateral spreading hazard to occur. Because the fuel 
reduction activities proposed in the Plan may include the removal of vegetation on slopes, 
thereby creating conditions for seismic-related ground failure, the EIR will evaluate potential 
impacts associated with this issue. 
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iv)     Landslides.  Slope failure can occur as either rapid movement of large masses of soil 
(“landslide”) or slow, continuous movement (“creep”). The primary factors influencing the 
stability of a slope are: 1) the nature of the underlying soil or bedrock, 2) the geometry of the 
slope (height and steepness), 3) rainfall, and 4) the presence of previous landslide deposits. The 
study area contains approximately 5,000 acres of terrain that is considered “mostly landslides.” 
Areas categorized as “mostly landslides” consist of mapped landslides, intervening areas 
narrower than 1,500 feet, and narrow borders around landslides. Many of these are historical, 
however, any area that contains landslides constitutes a potential slope stability hazard. Because 
the fuel reduction activities proposed in the Plan may include the removal of vegetation on 
slopes with previous landslide deposits, thereby creating conditions potentially conducive for 
landslides, the EIR will evaluate potential impacts associated with this issue.  

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 
The upland portions of the study area east of the Hayward fault are mostly on hillsides and near the 
tops of ridges. The soils in these areas are generally shallow, and the erosion hazard is generally high 
to very high. The presence of vegetation tends to reduce the potential for shallow erosion. The 
National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey catalogues at least 30 different soil 
varieties within the study area plus variations within these based on slope steepness. The EIR will 
evaluate whether the fuel reduction activities would result in substantial soil erosion or substantial loss 
of topsoil.  
  
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? 

 
More than 40 percent of the study area has been classified as having the potential for slope instability. 
The potential for fuel modification activities to result in landslides, lateral spreading, or liquefaction 
will be evaluated in the EIR. See also responses to VI.a. 
 
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? 
 
Expansion and contraction of volume can occur when expansive soils undergo alternating cycles of 
wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). During these cycles, the volume of the soil changes 
markedly. As a consequence of such volume changes, structural damage to building and infrastructure 
may occur if the potentially expansive soils were not considered in project design and during 
construction. The hillside parks in the study area are located on steep slopes with shallow loam based 
soils. The soil types are generally noted to have low shrink-swell potential. Soils with a high clay 
content, such as those found in alluvial deposits near the Bay may be prone to expansion and shrinking 
in response to changing moisture levels. These changes tend to occur slowly enough so that catas-
trophic building failures are not likely, but can cause buckling or cracking in flatwork, and cracks in 
structure walls, as well as settlement of foundations. The focus of the Plan is on the modification of 
vegetation to reduce fuel loads in areas that have been found to have high hazard conditions for 
wildland fires. Therefore, the Plan does not propose the construction of any new structures, and 
potential impacts related to locating a building on expansive soils would be less-than-significant.  
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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? 

 
The Plan does not propose to develop any new facilities or structure that would require a septic tank or 
septic system, and no potential impacts associated with septic systems would occur.  
 
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would 
the project: 

 

    

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?  

 

    

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 located 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?  
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 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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?  

 

    

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

 
The Plan will identify a number of possible fuel reduction techniques including the use of vehicles and 
mechanical equipment that would require fueling and the use of herbicides. The potential for 
hazardous materials associated with these issues to crate a significant hazard to the public or the 
environmental will be evaluated in the EIR. 
  
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? 

 
The potential for reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment that would be associated with the fuel reduction actions 
identified in the Plan will be evaluated in the EIR.  
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
The EIR will evaluate the potential for hazardous emissions associated with fuel reduction actions to 
be emitted within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school if such facilities are determined to 
exist.  
 
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? 

 
The shoreline parks within the study area may contain or are adjacent to sites that contain hazardous 
materials related to landfills or past maritime or industrial uses. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR.  
 
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? 

 
The study area is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an airport. 
Implementation of the proposed Plan would not expose people working in the study area to airport-
related hazards.  
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f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 
The study area is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Implementation of the proposed 
Plan would not expose people working in the study area to airport-related hazards.  
 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 
 
The Plan will consider and take into account the adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plans of EBRPD and all adjacent emergency service districts and jurisdictions. The 
proposed Plan does not propose the development of infrastructure, facilities or structures that would 
impair or interfere with any emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  
 
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? 

 
The purpose of the Plan is to guide ongoing vegetation management activities on EBRPD park lands 
along the urban-wildland interface to reduce the likelihood of a catastrophic, wind-driven wildfire. As 
a result, exposure of people and structures to wildland fires is expected to decrease as a result of 
vegetation management and fuel reduction projects implemented as a result of the Plan.  
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the 
project: 
 

    

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 (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)?  

 

    

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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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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?  

 

    

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

 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  
 

    
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 
Water resources are located throughout the study area in the form of perennial creeks, streams, springs, 
ponds, intermittent water sources, and reservoirs. These resources may be affected during vegetation 
management activities to reduce fuel loads. The EIR will identify the potential for implementation of 
the fuel reduction strategies and BMPs identified in the Plan to 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 (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)? 

 
The Plan does not propose to use groundwater supplies as part of the fuel reduction activities nor does 
it propose the construction of infrastructure or facilities that would increase impervious surfaces 
leading to a substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge.  
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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? 

 
Water resources within the study area include a number of perennial creeks, streams, springs, ponds, 
intermittent water sources, and reservoirs. The EIR will identify the potential for implementation of the 
fuel reduction strategies and BMPs identified in the Plan to 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.  
 
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? 

 
The EIR will identify the potential for implementation of the fuel reduction strategies and BMPs 
identified in the Plan to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 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? 
 
The EIR will identify the potential for implementation of the fuel reduction strategies and BMPs 
identified in the Plan to 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? 
 
The EIR will identify the potential for implementation of the fuel reduction strategies and BMPs 
identified in the Plan to 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? 
 
The Plan does not propose the construction of any residential housing and would not place housing 
within a 100-year flood hazard area.  
 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 

flows? 
 
The Plan does not propose the construction of infrastructures, facilities or structures that would 
potentially impede or redirect flood flows.  
 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 

including flooding of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 
See explanations VIII.g and VIII.h. 
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j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
A tsunami with a 200-year recurrence interval has an estimated run of up to 7 to 10 feet in the vicinity 
of the study area’s shoreline parks. Because of the location of these parks on the San Francisco Bay 
shoreline, portions of parks within the study area may be affected by a tsunami. However, the project 
being evaluated is the WHRRM Plan the purpose of which is to reduce wildfire hazards. The Plan 
does not propose the construction of infrastructures, facilities or structures along the shoreline or in 
locations that would be affected by a tsunami, a seiche or a mudflow 
 
  

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 
 

    

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?  

 

    

a) Physically divide an established community? 
 
In general, residential and institutional uses occur to the west of the EBRPD hillside parks and 
undeveloped areas of Contra Costa County and Alameda County lie to the north, east and south. The 
San Francisco Bay lies to the west of the shoreline parks and industrial, office, commercial and 
residential development is located to the east. Because the study area of the Plan is confined to the 
parks owned and operated by the EBRPD, there are no established communities located within the 
study area. In addition, the development of infrastructure, facilities or structures that might physically 
divide a community is not proposed as part of the Plan. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would 
not 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? 
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The EBRPD1 (Master Plan) defines the vision and mission of EBRPD and sets priorities for a 10-year 
period (1997-2007). The Master Plan provides policies and guidelines for achieving the highest 
standards of service in resource conservation, management, interpretation, public access and 
recreation.  In addition, land use development plans have been developed and adopted by EBRPD for 
11 parks in the study area. Each plan includes policies and objectives related to resource management 
and fire suppression and control for that particular park. The potential for the policies and guidelines of 
the Plan to conflict with any applicable land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect will be evaluated in the EIR.  
 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 

plan? 
 
No habitat conservation plans or natural community conservations plan exist with which the Plan 
could potentially conflict. 
 
 
 

 
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? 
 
The purpose of the Plan is to reduce the risk of wildfire in identified high hazard areas through fuel 
reduction activities to be undertaken by EBRPD. The vegetation management actions proposed as part 
of the Plan would not 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 or other land use plan? 
 

                                                      
1 East Bay Regional Park District, 1996. Master Plan 1997, December 17. Note that the Master Plan map was 

updated in 2007. 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?  

 

    

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?  
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The vegetation management actions proposed as part of the Plan would not 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. See also explanation X.a. 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XI. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

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 
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?  

 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

 

    

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?  

 

    

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? 

 
The EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the fuel reduction strategies (such as the use 
mechanical equipment to remove vegetation) have the potential to expose persons to or generate noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plans or noise ordinances, or applicable 
standards of other agencies.  
 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne 

noise levels? 
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The EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the fuel reduction strategies (such as the use 
mechanical equipment to remove vegetation) have the potential to expose people to excessive 
groundborne vibrations and noise levels.  
 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 
 
Certain fuel reduction methods proposed by the Plan (such as the use of mechanical equipment to 
remove vegetation or the use of grazing animals) would result in the short-term generation of noise 
above ambient levels while vegetation management activities are taking place. However, the 
generation of noise would be of short duration and would not result in a substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.  
 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project? 
 
Certain fuel reduction methods proposed by the Plan (such as the use of mechanical equipment to 
remove vegetation or the use of grazing animals) would result in the short-term generation of noise 
above ambient levels. The EIR will evaluate whether implementation of the Plan would result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity which results 
in a significant impact.  
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
The study area is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or a 
public use airport. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would not expose people working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels associated with airport operations.  
 
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? 
 
The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, implementation of the 
Plan would not expose people working in the project area to excessive noise levels associated with 
airport operations.  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 
 

    

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?  

 
 

    

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)? 

 
Implementation of the Plan would occur solely on EBRPD lands and would not result in the 
construction of new homes or businesses, and the Plan does not propose the extension of public or 
private roads and other infrastructure into previously undeveloped areas. The Plan would not directly 
or indirectly induce population growth. 
  
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 
 
Although there are a very limited number of residences located within the parks within the study area 
(approximately 14 residences), implementation of the fuel reduction activities identified in the Plan 
would not displace the residents living within these structures. Rather, the purpose of activities 
undertaken as part of the Plan is to limit the future displacement of residents within and adjacent to the 
parks associated with a catastrophic wildland fire. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would not 
result in the displacement of substantial numbers of existing residents, necessitating the replacement of 
housing elsewhere. 
  
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
 
See explanation XII.b. above. 
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a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

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

 
The Plan does not propose the construction of new or altered government facilities, and no additional 
governmental facilities would be required in order to conduct the fuel management activities proposed 
by the Plan. Fire protection and emergency services are provided to the parks in the study area by 
EBRPD and surrounding fire protection districts. The purpose of the Plan is to manage vegetation to 
reduce the potential for a catastrophic wildfire; while EBRPD staff will manage and conduct the fuel 
management activities over time, the District has sufficient facilities and offices for the required 
personnel. EBRPD also will use other sources of labor, e.g., outside contractors, the California 
Conservation Corps, and volunteers. EBRPD provides standard contract language to ensure that staff 
or contractors undertaking fuel reduction projects would stop work when fire danger conditions 
warrant to reduce the potential for ignitions and to protect life and property. As such, implementation 
of the Plan would result in beneficial impacts to fire protection services.  
 
EBRPD and municipal police departments provide police protection services to the parks in the study 
area and the surrounding vicinity. Implementation of the fuel reduction activities and resource 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES.  
 

    

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

 

    

Fire protection?  
 

    
Police protection?  

 
    

Schools?  
 

    
Parks?  
 

    
Other public facilities?  
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management projects identified in the Plan would not require additional police protection services such 
that acceptable service ratios and response times could not be maintained. Therefore, implementation 
of the Plan is expected to result in less-than-significant impacts to police services.  
 
Because the Plan would not result in any local or regional population increase which would lead to a 
subsequent increase in student enrollment in public schools, implementation of the Plan would not 
require the construction of new schools or result in school capacity being exceeded. 
 
The Plan would not result in a population increase or the construction of new recreation facilities that 
would adversely impact the provision of parkland to population ratios or goals. In addition, 
implementation of the Plan would not impact any other public facilities, such as libraries.  
 
 

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

 be accelerated? 
 

 The Plan does not propose to develop recreational infrastructure, trails, facilities or structures that 
might increase the use of the regional parks such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated. The vegetation management activities proposed by the Plan would not 
in themselves cause an increase the number of visitors to the parks that would lead to significant 
adverse effects to the environment.  
 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 
The Plan does not include proposals to construct any recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XIV. RECREATION.      
 

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?  

 

    

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?  
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Potentially 
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Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project: 
 

    

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 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 or 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) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

 
    

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)?  

 

    

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 vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
The Plan does not include any proposals to construct infrastructure, facilities or permanent structures 
that would cause an increase in the number of visitors at the park and a related increase in the 
vehicular trips and traffic. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would not cause an increase in traffic 
which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. The fuel 
reduction activities proposed in the Plan may result in temporary circulation impacts while equipment 
and personnel are transported to and access locations where fuel reduction activities will occur; 
however, these disruptions would be short term in nature. Additionally, these temporary traffic impacts 
would be less than significant because fuel management activities would not occur throughout all the 
study area parks simultaneously, but would be temporary and occur in site-specific areas. 
 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 

congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?  
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See explanation in Section XV.a. 
 
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? 
 
Implementation of the Plan would not result in a change in air traffic patterns.  
 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 
The Plan does not include any proposals to change the design of roadways, intersections or parking 
areas, and does not include the construction of any infrastructure, facilities or permanent structures. 
Implementation of the Plan may result in temporary circulation impacts while equipment and 
personnel are transported to and access locations where fuel reduction activities will occur; however, 
these disruptions would be short term in nature and any potentially adverse impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
Implementation of the Plan would not substantially alter roads or other infrastructure used or identified 
as emergency access routes. Rather, the Plan would include the identification of strategic fire routes to 
be used for emergency access and evacuation. The project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access.  
 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 
The Plan does not include uses that would directly increase the amount of visitors to the parks in the 
study area. As such, the Plan would not result in inadequate parking capacity. 
 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., 

bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 
The fuel reduction activities identified in the Plan would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, 
or programs that support alternative transportation.  
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  
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No 
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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 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 provider’s existing 
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?  

 

    

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

 
Implementation of the Plan would not result in the construction of any new permanent structures that 
would generate wastewater or require wastewater treatment. Therefore, implementation of the Plan 
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Area 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? 

 
The fuel reduction strategies proposed under the Plan would not require large amounts of water or 
produce large amounts of wastewater. The Plan does not propose the development or planting of 
landscaped areas requiring irrigation or construction of facilities or uses that would use a large amount 
of water. Therefore, implementation of the Plan would not require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects.  



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W I L D F I R E  H A Z A R D  R E D U C T I O N  A N D  R E S O U R C E  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
A P R I L  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
  

 

P:\EBR0601\PRODUCTS\EIR Products\NOP and IS\Final IS Checklist.doc (4/17/08) 32 

 
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? 
 
The Plan does not propose the construction of any infrastructure (including new storm water drainage 
facilities), facilities, structures or impervious surfaces. As such, the Plan would not 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 entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
Implementation of the Plan would not result in the use of substantial amounts of water. Existing water 
supplies would be sufficient to serve the proposed project. See also explanation XVI.a. 
 
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? 

 
See explanation XVI.a.  
 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? 
  
EBRPD currently maintains a number of contracts for tree removal, vegetation clearance, and waste 
disposal. The majority of wastes produced at park lands within EBRPD’s jurisdiction are considered 
green wastes, including wood chips, felled or fallen branches, and other types of slash. While EBRPD 
does not currently have a District-wide composting or green waste disposal policy, several parks have 
site-specific programs for the disposal of such wastes. All mowing activities at EBRPD parks result in 
the cutting and distribution of cut grasses and forbs onsite; when trees are felled by EBRPD staff they 
are cut to firewood length and distributed offsite. Slash chipped by EBRPD staff is left onsite or 
moved to larger piles within the park and used as mulch.  
 
Materials collected and removed under existing contracts become the property of the contractor upon 
collection and are disposed of offsite. These contractors typically dispose of green wastes at area-wide 
landfills.2 Within Alameda County, General Ordinance Code Title 6, Section 40.430 prohibits the use 
of organic wastes as part of the daily sanitary cover requirement; as such, green waste material 
disposed of in the Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill is counted toward the landfill’s permitted capacity.3 

Within Contra Costa County, the West Contra Costa County Landfill maintains an onsite composting 
facility for disposal of green and untreated wood wastes.4 Green wastes disposed at the Acme and 
Keller Canyon Landfills are used intermittently as alternative daily cover; in 2005 these materials 

                                                      
2 Smothers, Steven, 2008. Personal Communication with LSA Associates, Inc. April. 
3 Alameda County, 2008. Alameda County General Ordinance Code Title 6, Section 40.430. January. 
4 Contra Costa County, 2008. Contra Costa County Reuse and Recycling Options. http://www.co.contra-

costa.ca.us/depart/cd/recycle/options/v5126.htm. Accessed April 9, 2008. 
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comprised 27.7 percent and 9.6 percent of all wastes accepted at these landfills, respectively.5,6 
Alameda County’s Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill reported an estimated remaining capacity of 9.8 
million cubic yards (30.9 percent) in 2000.7 Contra Costa County’s Acme Landfill reported an 
estimated remaining capacity of 175,000 cubic yards (65.1 percent) in 2000, and Keller Canyon 
reported an estimated remaining capacity of 68.3 million cubic yards (91 percent) in 2000.8  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the planning and execution of a systematic 
vegetation management and fuel reduction program for park lands under EBRPD’s jurisdiction. 
Activities included as a result of the Plan would include similar waste generation rates to those already 
realized by management efforts undertaken by EBRPD and its contractors. While these activities 
would result in the continued generation of timber and plant materials removed from treatment areas to 
reduce wildfire hazards and the likely disposal of these materials in existing landfills within Alameda 
and Contra Costa Counties, the use of green wastes as daily sanitary cover at two of these landfills and 
the operation of an onsite composting facility at one landfill would reduce the total amount of green 
wastes contributing to permitted capacity at these facilities. Estimated remaining capacities at area 
landfills are also sufficiently high to accommodate the disposal needs of EBRPD’s contractors when 
removing materials as a result of wildfire hazard reduction activities. Because of these factors, the Plan 
would not result in increases to solid waste disposal needs exceeding the existing permitted capacity of 
receiving landfills; any potential impacts to landfill capacity resulting from implementation of the Plan 
would be less than significant. 
 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
 
The Plan would comply with all federal, State, and local statutes related to solid waste.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
5 California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), 2008. Active Landfills Profile for Keller Canyon 

Landfill (07-AA-0032). http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile2.asp?COID=7&FACID=07-AA-
0032. Accessed April 9, 2008.  

6 CIWMB, 2008. Active Landfills Profile for Acme Landfill (07-AA-0002). 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/LandFill/LFProfile2.asp?COID=07&FACID=07-AA-0002. Accessed April 9, 
2008. 

7 CIWMB, 2008. Active Landfills Profile for Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill (01-AA-0010). 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=7&FACID=01-AA-0010. Accessed April 9, 
2008. 

8 CIWMB, 2008. Active Landfills Profiles for Acme and Keller Canyon Landfills. (see footnotes 5 and 6, above.) 
Accessed April 9, 2008. 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W I L D F I R E  H A Z A R D  R E D U C T I O N  A N D  R E S O U R C E  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
A P R I L  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
  

 

P:\EBR0601\PRODUCTS\EIR Products\NOP and IS\Final IS Checklist.doc (4/17/08) 34 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

    

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?  

 

    

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.)  

 

    

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

 

    

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?  

 
The Plan includes strategies to reduce fuel loads while maintaining and enhancing ecological values 
for plant and wildlife habitat and preserving aesthetic landscape values for park users and neighboring 
communities. The fuel reduction and resource management strategies included in the Plan are intended 
to result in long-term beneficial effects on the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, populations and 
communities, including special-status species. The Plan actions, policies and guidelines will be 
evaluated in the EIR to determine if implementation of the Plan would cause significant impacts that 
would 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.  
 
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.)  
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The Plan actions, policies and guidelines will be evaluated in the EIR to determine if implementation 
of the Plan would have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.  
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly?  
 
Implementation of the Plan is not expected to have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings. The objective of the Plan is to reduce the risk of a wildfire in 
identified high hazard areas through fuel reduction actions undertaken by EBRPD that are conducted 
in a manner that reduces adverse environmental effects and implements resource and habitat 
management goals. The Plan’s actions, policies, and guidelines will be evaluated in the EIR, however, 
to accurately assess any potential adverse environmental effects on humans. 
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