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11 Air Quality 
11.1 Existing Conditions 

11.1.1 Physical Setting 

The physical landscape of an area, coupled with atmospheric and climatic conditions, 
dictate the dispersal of air pollutants.  These include the six criteria air pollutants identified 
under the Federal Clean Air Act and other toxic air contaminants (TACs).  The dispersal of 
air pollutants within a region has direct implications for the regional air quality. 

11.1.1.1 Climate and Meteorology 

The Bay Area has a Mediterranean-type climate, with dry, warm summers and mild, wet 
winters.  The high-pressure system over the eastern Pacific Ocean, off the West Coast, also 
dictates the air flow in the region.  The Coast Range to the west of the site blocks marine 
air, wind, and rain from entering the Diablo Valley.  This area experiences low wind speeds 
(annual average wind speed is 4.7 miles per hour [mph]) and averages 25.1 inches of 
rainfall per year.  Although the area rarely has fog in the summer months, it does 
experience what is known as “tule fog” in the winter.  A regional phenomenon, tule fog forms 
a fog layer above ground after a rainstorm, when the ground is moist and cool and wind 
speeds are low. 

The topography of the landscape affects the regional climate.  The area of the site to the 
south of Mt. Diablo Creek is relatively flat, with the lowest point at 14 feet above sea level.  
The area to the north is hilly and rises over 1,300 feet above sea level at the highest point of 
the ridge line.  Low wind speeds and limited air flow make it easy for air pollutants to remain 
in the ambient air surrounding the site. 

11.1.1.2 Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive receptors refer to individuals and places that are more sensitive to poor air quality 
than the general population.  This includes children, senior citizens, and individuals who 
suffer from asthma or other respiratory ailments.  Schools, child daycare centers, 
convalescent homes, and hospitals all represent land uses that constitute sensitive 
receptors.  People who conduct arduous labor or exercise frequently represent other 
populations that are more susceptible to poor air quality.  Because people generally spend 
longer periods of time at home, residential areas are considered more sensitive to poor air 
quality conditions than commercial and industrial areas.  Lastly, recreational areas are 
sensitive receptors because air pollution affects both the aesthetic value and ambient air 
quality of the recreation spot. 

Figure 11-1 displays the locations of select existing sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
project area.  Sensitive receptors such as residential zones, parks, and schools are 
depicted on the figure, relative to the project site. 

 

11.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

In the United States, air quality is regulated at federal, state, and regional levels.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) holds the principal authority to set and enforce air 
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quality standards under the federal Clean Air Act.  Originally passed in 1963, the Clean Air 
Act underwent significant amendments in 1970, 1977, and 1990.  Under the federal Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1970, the EPA became responsible for establishing the national 
ambient air quality standards, and identified the following six criteria air pollutants: 

 ozone 

 carbon monoxide 

 nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

 particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

 sulfur dioxide 

 lead 

Under the 1977 Amendments, regional air districts were required to monitor air quality and 
ensure compliance with the federal Clean Air Act.  Air quality plans written by individual 
states to comply with the federal standards are known as State Implementation Plans 
(SIPs).  These plans dictate how both stationary and mobile sources can be controlled to 
meet the Clean Air Act requirements and the federal ambient air quality standards.  In 
addition to approving and overseeing every SIP, the EPA is responsible for monitoring 188 
TACs. 

At the state level, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) establishes the State ambient 
air quality standards for criteria pollutants, develops the California SIP, identifies TACs, and 
ensures the EPA’s approval of the California SIP.  Furthermore, the ARB has the authority 
to regulate air emissions from mobile sources, as well as to provide guidance to the work 
carried out by regional air quality management districts that monitor air quality at the 
regional level. 

In 1988, the California Clean Air Act began to require regional agencies to create plans to 
ensure that air quality in areas designated as being in ”non-attainment” is improved to attain 
and maintain State standards (this applies to areas designated as non-attainment for all 
pollutants with the exception of the State particulate matter standard).   

In addition to having more stringent standards for criteria pollutants than the federal 
requirements, the State of California closely monitors toxic air emissions.  Assembly Bill 
(AB) 1807, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act, was passed in 1983 
with the intent to identify and control TACs in California.  The ARB prioritizes which air 
toxics are regulated and controlled based on the amount of health risk they pose to 
communities.  More specifically, the ARB prioritizes contaminants based on “the risk of 
harm to 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” [Health and Safety Code section 39666(f)].  The objective 
behind AB 1807 is to identify the risks posed by TACs and manage those risks by 
controlling TAC emissions.  AB 2588, a supplement to AB 1807 passed in 1987, created the 
air toxics “Hot Spot” program.  AB 2588 requires facilities that typically emit TACs, or “hot 
spots,” to track and report toxic emissions and gauge the risks posed to human health. 
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Table 11-1 (continued) 
 

Notes: 
1 California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur 

dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded.  
All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.  California ambient air quality 
standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

2 National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on 
annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than 
once a year.  The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour 
concentration in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the 
standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number 
of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 
is equal to or less than 1.  For PM10 and PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or 
less than the standard.  Contact the EPA for further clarification and current federal 
policies. 

3 Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated.  Equivalent 
units given in parentheses are based on a reference temperature of 25 degrees 
Celsius (ºC) and a reference pressure of 760 torr.  Most measurements of air 
quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25ºC and a reference 
pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of 
pollutant per mole of gas. 

4 Any equivalent procedure that can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give 
equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used. 

5 National Primary Standards:  The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate 
margin of safety to protect the public health. 

6 National Secondary Standards:  The levels of air quality necessary to protect the 
public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

7 Reference method as described by the EPA.  An "equivalent method" of 
measurement may be used but must have a "consistent relationship to the 
reference method" and must be approved by the EPA. 

8 The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as "toxic air contaminants" with no 
threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined.  These actions 
allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient 
concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
 

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (02/22/07) 
 
Source:  California Air Resources Board (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf) 
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Table 11-2:   
Attainment Status of Contra Costa County 

for State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Attainment Status 

Pollutant Averaging Time State Standards National Standards 
8 hours Unclassified Non-attainment Ozone  
1 hour Non-attainment -- 
Annual Arithmetic Mean Non-attainment -- PM10 24 hours Non-attainment Unclassified 
Annual Arithmetic Mean Non-attainment Attainment 

PM2.5 24 hours -- Unclassifiable/ 
Attainment 

8 hours Attainment Attainment 
Carbon Monoxide 

1 hour Unclassified/ 
Attainment Attainment 

Annual Average -- Attainment 
24 hours Attainment Attainment Sulfur Dioxide 
1 hour Attainment -- 

Annual Average Attainment Unclassified/ 
Attainment Nitrogen Dioxide 

1 hour Attainment -- 
Calendar Quarter -- Attainment Lead 
30-day Average Attainment -- 

-- signifies no data. 

Source:  California Air Resources Board, 2007. 
 

11.1.5 Existing Air Quality 

11.1.5.1 Criteria Air Pollutants 

As mentioned in the previous section, the BAAQMD is responsible for ensuring that the nine 
counties within the district meet the attainment criteria of each pollutant.  Various monitoring 
stations are located throughout the region to measure and monitor criteria pollutant 
emission levels.  The nearest monitoring station to the site, approximately 3.5 miles away, is 
located at 2975 Treat Boulevard in Concord.  This monitoring station maintains air quality 
records most pertinent to the project site.  The Treat Boulevard Station monitors for the six 
criteria air pollutants (ozone, particulate matter [PM10 and PM2.5], carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, and sulfur dioxide).  Table 11-3 lists these monitored pollutants, individual annual 
highs, and the number of days the pollutant exceeded the regulatory standards. 

According to reports from the past 5 years on record (2002–2006), ozone and PM10 
generate the greatest concern because both pollutants have exceeded the established 
State or national emission standards.  Ozone levels have exceeded both the 1-hour State 
standard and the 8-hour national standard a combined total of 28 times over the past  
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Table 11-3:   
Existing Air Quality:  Highest Annual Records and Number of Exceedances 

Concord Monitoring Station – 2975 Treat Boulevard 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Ozone 1-hour Maximum           
Highest 1-hour Daily Maximum 
(ppm) 0.103 0.101 0.097 0.098 0.117 

Days Over National Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Days Over State Standard 5 5 1 1 8 
Ozone 8-hour Maximum           
Highest 8-Hour Daily Maximum 
(ppm) 0.089 0.085 0.083 0.08 0.092 

Days Over National Standard 3 1 0 0 4 
PM10            
Maximum National High (µg/m3) 62.8 32 48.3 40.3 83.6 
Days Over National Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum State High 
(µg/m3) 65.8 34 50.7 42.2 80.5 

Days Over State Standard 3 0 1 0 3 
PM2.5           
Maximum National High (µg/m3) No Data No Data No Data 40.9 16 
Days Above National Standard No Data No Data No Data 0 0 
Carbon Monoxide       
Maximum National and State High 
(ppm) 2.28 1.99 2 1.51 1.3 

Days Above National Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Days Above State Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Nitrogen Dioxide           
Highest Daily Maximum 
(ppm) 0.063 0.062 0.065 0.055 0.047 

Days Above State Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Sulfur Dioxide           
Highest Daily Maximum 
(ppm) 0.007 0.003 0.01 0.008 0.006 

Days Above National Standard 0 0 0 0 0 
Days Above State Standard 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: 
ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
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5 years on record.  PM10 has exceeded the State standard a total of seven times over the 
past 5 years on record.  Although the Treat Boulevard Station lacks records on PM2.5 for 
several of the past years, during the 2 years for which data records exist, levels did not 
exceed the national standards.  To provide a comparative frame of reference, records from 
the nearby 10th Street Monitoring Station in Pittsburg were also referenced.  The two 
stations are less than 20 miles apart.  The same patterns emerge when the air quality data 
from the Treat Boulevard Station is compared to the air quality data from the Pittsburg 10th 
Street Monitoring Station, with ozone and PM10 as the pollutants of greatest concern. 

The records from 2004 and 2005 show significant improvement in the level of ozone 
pollution compared to the records from 2002 and 2003.  The BAAQMD attributes the 
decrease in ozone levels to the programs that have been implemented by the ARB, 
BAAQMD, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and other State and federal 
agencies such as the EPA.  However, the number of daily exceedances subsequently 
increased from 2005 to 2006.  This is a significant reversal to the previous progress. 

 

11.1.6 Air Quality Plans 

The BAAQMD collaborates with MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) to prepare air quality plans that will help maintain Bay Area air quality at healthy 
levels.  The plans rely on existing air quality data from monitoring stations, and employs 
computer models of future emission projections (from vehicles, industry, commercial 
processes, etc.).  The combination of existing data and future projections makes it possible 
for the BAAQMD to determine appropriate target emissions levels in the air quality plans.  
The overall goal of the air quality plans is to reduce air pollution to a level that reduces the 
risk of adverse affects on human health to an acceptable level. 

Three air quality plans currently exist in the Bay Area: 

 Ozone Attainment Plan (BAAQMD/MTC/ABAG, 2001), which responds to the 1-hour 
standards stipulated in the federal Clean Air Act. 

 Bay Area Ozone Strategy (BAAQMD/MTC/ABAG, 2005), which responds to the 
California Clean Air Act and State 1-hour standards. 

 Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal 
Planning Areas (ARB, 1996). 

11.1.6.1 The 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan 

In April 2004, the EPA recognized that Bay Area air quality had made significant 
improvements in ozone pollution reduction since the passage of the Ozone Attainment Plan.  
The EPA has classified the area as in attainment with the federal air quality criteria 
standards for the 1-hour ozone standards; however, this redesignation is not formally 
recognized by the EPA.  In order for the Bay Area to be classified as in attainment of the 
federal 1-hour ozone standard, the California Air Resources Board must submit a 10-year 
maintenance plan to the EPA outlining how the standard will be upheld (EPA, 2004).  Thus, 
the Bay Area is still officially considered to be in non-attainment for ozone.  The EPA also 
requires that the ARB submit a plan outlining how the clean air plan will be maintained for 
the next decade. 
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11.1.6.2 The 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy 

The Bay Area is classified by the ARB as a “serious non-attainment” area for ozone.  The 
designation of “serious” requires the submittal of various plans and transportation 
performance standards.  One requirement that results from being classified as “serious” by 
ARB is an updated Clean Air Plan for ozone every 3 years in response to new inventory 
data and control measures.  The most recent version of the ozone Clean Air Plan is the Bay 
Area Ozone Strategy, which attempts to not only achieve compliance with the State 1-hour 
standard, but also to reduce the transport of ozone to neighboring basins.  The Bay Area 
Ozone Strategy urges stationary source, mobile source, and transportation source control 
measures, each to be carried out by different programs. 

In 2005, the ARB created a new State 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 parts per million 
(ppm).  The State 1-hour standard still exists, and at this time ARB is still working on the 
area designations for the new State standard.  For the time being, the San Francisco Bay 
Area is “unclassified” for the 8-hour ozone standard. 

11.1.6.3 The 1996 Carbon Monoxide Redesignation and Maintenance Plan for 
Ten Federal Planning Areas 

In June 1998, the EPA approved a revision of the maintenance plan and formally 
redesignated ten planning areas in California as in attainment.  These ten areas are the 
Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, Chico Urbanized Area, Fresno Urbanized Area, Lake Tahoe 
North Shore Area, Lake Tahoe South Shore Area, Modesto Urbanized Area, Sacramento 
Urbanized Area, San Diego Area, San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Area, and Stockton 
Urbanized Area.  On July 22, 2004, the ARB approved an update to the plan that outlined 
how the carbon monoxide air quality standard would be maintained through 2018.  Aspects 
of the updated version include revised emissions projections and new emission budgets for 
on-road vehicles. 

11.1.6.4 Odors and Nuisances 

Part of the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery lies within the 2-mile screening level distance of 
part of the site (the areas to the north of SR4 and areas within 0.5-mile radius of the North 
Concord BART Station), see Figure 11-2. 

 

11.2 Standards of Significance 

Criteria for determining the significant impacts associated with land use have been 
developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA, 1970) and any relevant 
agency thresholds.  For purposes of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), an alternative 
may have significant impact on air quality (BAAQMD, 1999) if it would: 

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

 Violate any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation. 
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 Baseline information on emissions is obtained from the General Plan Air Quality 
assessment.  The environmental baseline is what existed in the General Plan area at 
the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR is published, or what exists at the 
time analysis begins if a NOP is not published.  Chapter 1. Introduction identifies that 
the original NOP for this environmental analysis was published on May 1, 2007. 

 With respect to odors, the methodology consisted of determining the presence or 
certain sources.  These sources include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, 
transfer stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, 
chemical manufacturing, fiberglass manufacturing, painting and coating operations 
(such as automotive repair shops), rendering plants, and coffee roasters.  Since there 
are no sources of odorous emissions proposed within any of the 7 alternative reuse 
concepts, an analysis of potential odor impacts on existing receptors has not been 
undertaken.  However, an analysis of the impact of nearby existing odor sources on 
new receptors located on the site as a result of the 7 alternative reuse concepts has 
been undertaken by examining odor complaint records held by BAAQMD and wind 
direction data for the local area. 

 

11.3.2 Impacts Common (C) to all Seven Alternative Concepts 

The impacts and mitigations are similar for all seven of the reuse alternative concepts; they 
vary slightly in numerical results, but not in terms of significance.  Therefore, air quality 
impacts for All seven alternatives are presented in this section (i.e., they are not discussed 
separately, alternative by alternative, as in other chapters of this EIR).  Wherever 
appropriate, tables give the numerical results for all significance criteria to allow comparison 
between alternative concepts. 

11.3.2.1 Common Potential Significant Impacts 

Impact Air Quality C-1:  For all seven reuse concepts the total vehicular emissions of 
ozone precursors exceed the BAAQMD quantitative thresholds.  This impact is 
considered to be potentially significant. 

As can be seen in Table 11-2, Contra Costa County is not in attainment with the ozone 
standard.  As part of the effort to reach compliance with this standard, the BAAQMD has 
established numerical emissions thresholds for the ozone precursors ROG and NOx.  
URBEMIS was used to estimate the total emissions of these contaminants for all seven 
alternatives; the results are shown in Table 11-4.  Detailed printouts of the URBEMIS runs 
are contained in Appendix 11A.  All seven alternatives, except for the No Project, would 
exceed the threshold value of 15 tons/year for ROG, NOx, and PM10. 
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Table 11-4:   
URBEMIS Total Emissions (tons/year) of Criteria Pollutants 

Emissions in tons/year, after applying mitigation reductions to 
project operational vehicular emissions 

(Threshold value is 15 tons/year for ROG, NOx and PM10) Pollutant 

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 

ROG 160.44 250.47 216.74 170.44 184.01 155.40 118.39 

NOx 40.90 58.51 51.28 40.14 41.50 40.11 28.74 

Carbon Monoxide 315.30 482.91 437.98 320.15 324.57 308.54 209.95 

Sulfur Dioxide 0.69 1.13 1.01 0.74 0.79 0.72 0.50 

PM10 68.02 109.55 103.82 70.10 68.53 71.29 43.10 

PM2.5 33.39 54.81 48.98 36.34 38.87 34.28 24.41 

 Emissions in tons/year, WITHOUT mitigation reductions to project 
operational vehicular emissions 

ROG 163.74  257.61  224.11  174.81 188.12  159.51  120.22  

NOx 43.99  65.22  58.19  44.26  45.35  43.97  30.46  

Carbon Monoxide 350.06  558.68  515.97  366.51 368.19  351.83  229.34  

Sulfur Dioxide 0.76  1.28  1.17  0.84  0.87  0.80  0.53  

PM10 81.39  138.69  133.78  87.95  85.32  87.96  50.56  

PM2.5 35.92  60.34  54.67  39.72  42.05  37.44  25.83  
Average % 
reduction 
achieved from 
mitigation to 
project vehicular 
emissions 

10.0% 13.9% 15.9% 13.0% 11.9% 12.1% 8.2% 

 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-1:  The City of Concord shall ensure that all 
seven alternative reuse concepts include feasible measures for reducing 
automobile dependence and potential vehicle emissions as part of their 
basic design.  These measures include providing for a mix of uses, local and 
regional transit as well as peak-hour shuttle services, bicycle and pedestrian 
measures such as sidewalks and bike lanes, local serving retail, and 10 
percent affordable housing.  All seven alternatives are designed to include 
measures that URBEMIS considers to be mitigations, and these have been 
included in Table 11-4.  The last row of the table indicates the amount of 
reduction anticipated as a result of the mitigation features that have been 
built into the alternatives.  Total emissions greatly exceed the threshold 
value of 15 tons/year for ozone precursors and PM10 and no additional 
reductions are applicable without reducing the size of the development.  As 
mentioned earlier, this threshold is the same for all projects (regardless of 
size), and it is not normalized by area, population, employment, or any other 
factor.  Because the project is large, the total emissions for the project 
would exceed the threshold for all seven alternative concepts.  Therefore, 
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this remains a potential impact that is considered to be significant 
according to the BAAQMD guidelines for all seven alternative reuse 
concepts. 

Impact Air Quality C-2:  For all seven reuse concepts the total population of the City 
of Concord, including the project, would exceed the maximum population forecast in 
the General Plan that would be consistent with the current clean air plan.  This impact 
is considered to be potentially significant. 

As introduced earlier, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would be 
inconsistent with the applicable clean air plan if it would “… result in population growth that 
would exceed the values included in the current air quality portion of the City of Concord 
General Plan.”  The Concord population is forecast to grow from implementation of the 
project from 10.4 to 21.5 percent from the General Plan’s projection of 142,210 residents in 
2030. 

The General Plan (City of Concord, 2007) states: 

“The proposed General Plan anticipates that the population in Concord will 
increase from 123,900 in 2005 to 141,670 [sic] in 2030.  This represents a 
growth rate of 0.57 percent per year to the buildout year 2030.  The 2005 
Bay Area Ozone Strategy is based on population assumptions in the 2003 
ABAG Projections.  Based on 2003 ABAG Projections, the population in 
Concord is projected to be 154,500 in 2030 with a rate of population 
growth of 0.85 percent per year between 2005 and 2030 (ABAG, 2003).  
Therefore, the population growth under the implementation of the 
proposed Concord General Plan and within the Urban Limit Line would be 
consistent with ABAG’s 2003 population projections, which forms the basis 
of the 2005 Ozone Strategy.” 

Thus, to be consistent with the clean air plan, the 2030 population of Concord should not 
exceed 154,500.  Table 11-5 shows that all seven alternative concepts, except the No 
Project Alternative, would exceed this maximum population level. 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-2:  The projections of Concord’s 2030 
population shall be updated (increased) by ABAG given the size and scope 
of the project.  The updated projections shall be such that the additional 
population due to the project will not exceed the revised 2030 Concord total 
population.  This updated population ceiling shall be incorporated into the 
applicable clean air plan.  Unless ABAG and the BAAQMD revise Concord’s 
2030 population ceiling, and include it in the applicable clean air plan, this 
will remain a potential impact that is considered to be significant for all 
seven alternative reuse concepts. 
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Table 11-5:   
Total 2030 Concord Population by Alternative 

 Population in 2030  

Alternative 
Concept 

Concord 
(General Plan) 

Projected 
Increase Total 

Significant 
Impact? 

No Project  142,210 0 142,210  no 
Alternative 1 142,210 21,500 163,710  yes 
Alternative 2 142,210 30,600  172,810  yes 
Alternative 3 142,210 27,000  169,210  yes 
Alternative 4 142,210 22,000  164,210  yes 
Alternative 5 142,210 22,300  164,510  yes 
Alternative 6 142,210 18,100  160,310  yes 
Alternative 7 142,210 14,700  156,910  yes 

 

No mitigation is possible for this impact, short of significantly reducing the size of the project 
or increasing the ceiling 2030 population for Concord.  Moreover, unless there is a change 
in the ABAG 2030 projections for Concord, the project would preclude other new 
development from occurring in Concord without exceeding the population ceiling for 
Concord assumed in the applicable clean air plan.  Therefore, ABAG would be required to 
re-estimate populations, and then incorporate the revised estimates into a revised 
applicable clean air plan that would still meet the standards.  While this mitigation measure 
would be successful in reducing the impact of Concord’s population growth on the clean air 
plan, it would require actions by ABAG and the BAAQMD that are not under the control of 
the City of Concord. 

Impact Air Quality C-3:  All seven alternative reuse concepts could result in an 
increased risk of cancer and other negative health effects due to TACs in the vicinity 
of SR 4.  This impact is considered to be potentially significant. 

According to the ARB’s “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook” (CARB, 2005), urban 
roadways carrying over 100,000 vehicles per day, with typical diesel truck traffic of over 
10,000 trucks per day, have been shown in numerous studies to cause an increase in 
respiratory health effects and increased cancer risks to sensitive receptors near the 
highways.  SR 4 is the only roadway within the project area that carries these volumes.  
Most of the known health risks from motor vehicle traffic are due to diesel particulate matter 
from trucks, and benzene and 1,3-butadiene from passenger vehicles.  On these types of 
urban freeways, diesel particulate matter constitutes about 70 percent of the cancer risk 
from vehicular emissions.  Diesel particulate matter also has been shown to increase the 
risk of premature mortality in individuals with cardiovascular disease.  The cited studies 
indicate that these risks are greatly reduced 300 feet, or farther, from the freeway. 
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California State law prohibits the siting of schools within 500 feet of urban freeways or urban 
roads carrying over 100,000 vehicles per day.  No restrictions apply to residential areas or 
other sensitive receptors such as daycare centers and medical facilities.  The project would 
abide by this regulatory restriction on school sitings; thus, no TAC impacts to school 
locations are expected.  However, a number of residential areas are programmed to be 
adjacent to SR 4.  If residential areas, daycare centers, and medical facilities were located 
within 300 feet of SR 4, this would constitute a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-3:  The City of Concord shall establish, through 
zoning, that residential areas, daycare centers, and medical facilities are set 
back at least 300 feet from SR 4 in all seven alternative reuse concepts.  
With implementation of this mitigation measure, this potential significant 
impact would be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Impact Air Quality C-4:  All seven alternative reuse concepts could result in increased 
emissions of PM10, diesel particulate matter, and other pollutants during 
construction.  This impact is considered to be potentially significant. 

Activities contributing to particulate emissions during construction include: 

 Demolition activities, especially for older buildings that may contain asbestos. 

 Earthwork activities, such as grading, excavation, and blasting. 

 Use of unpaved surfaces for travel by construction equipment resulting in re-entrained 
dust. 

 Exhaust from construction equipment, generally diesels. 

Annual total emissions from construction activities, as computed using URBEMIS, are found 
in Appendix 11A.  The BAAQMD emphasizes the application of control measures to reduce 
these impacts, rather than employing a quantitative threshold for these emissions.  On a 
project of this magnitude, construction activities would be widespread and ongoing for a 
prolonged period until buildout.  This would result in a significant impact unless all feasible 
control measures are applied. 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-4:  The City of Concord shall require that all 
feasible construction activity control measures, as specified in Table 11-6, 
will be applied to all seven alternative reuse concepts.  Implementation of 
this mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact to a level that is 
less than significant. 

Construction activities would vary in intensity and timing as individual projects are built as a 
result of the seven alternative reuse concepts.  The mitigation measures outlined in Table 
11-6 would be applied as appropriate by contractors working on projects at the site. 

11.3.2.2 Common Potential Impacts that are Not Significant 

Impact Air Quality C-5:  All seven alternative reuse concepts could result in increased 
population and vehicle miles traveled at rates that would be inconsistent with the 
most current clean air plan.  This potential impact is considered to be less than 
significant. 
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Table 11-6:   
Construction Emission Control Measures 

Basic Control Measures 
The following controls should be implemented at all construction sites. 

 Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
 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. 

Enhanced Control Measures 
The following measures should be implemented at construction sites 

greater than 4 acres in area. 
 All "Basic" control measures listed above. 
 Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded 

areas inactive for 10 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. 

Optional Control Measures 
The following control measures are strongly encouraged at construction sites  
that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or which for any other  

reason may warrant additional emissions reductions. 
 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 

equipment leaving the site. 
 Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction 

areas. 
 Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per 

hour. 
 Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time. 

The following control measures will be required for all construction equipment. 
 Maintain properly tuned engines;  
 Minimize the idling time of diesel powered construction equipment to two minutes;  
 Use alternative powered construction equipment (i.e., CNG, biodiesel, electric) whenever 

possible;  
 Use add-on control devices such as diesel oxidation catalysts or particulate filters, as 

appropriate;  
 Limit the operating hours of heavy duty equipment. 

Source:  BAAQMD, 1999, 2008. 
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All of the seven alternative reuse concepts would result in increases in population at the 
site.  These population increases would result in additional VMTs at the site and in the 
vicinity.  The threshold for this air quality impact significance criterion is shown in Section 
11.2.1 to cause the rate of increase in VMTs greater than the rate of increase in population 
(BAAQMD, 1999).  To test this, the population and VMT increases for each of the 
alternatives were compared, as shown in Table 11-7. 

 

Table 11-7:   
Comparison of Growth in Population to Increases in VMTs 

Population in 2030 VMTs in 2030 

Alternative 
Concept Concord 

Projected 
Increase 

% 
Increase Concord 

Projected 
Increase 

% 
Increase 

Significant
Impact? 

No Project 142,210 0 0.0% 3,099,522 -- 0.0% no 

Alternative 1 142,210 21,500 15.1% 3,225,712 181,310 5.6% no 

Alternative 2 142,210 30,600 21.5% 3,271,890 261,641 8.0% no 

Alternative 3 142,210 27,000 19.0% 3,322,764 311,122 9.4% no 

Alternative 4 142,210 22,000 15.4% 3,230,265 192,016 5.9% no 

Alternative 5 142,210 22,300 15.7% 3,191,474 173,908 5.4% no 

Alternative 6 142,210 18,100 12.7% 3,238,732 189,358 5.8% no 

Alternative 7 142,210 14,700 10.4% 3,155,986 113,932 3.6% no 

 

As shown in Table 11-7, population is projected to increase at a rate greater than 2 times 
the growth in VMTs; thus, that this potential impact is not significant (BAAQMD, 1999). 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-5:  None required. 

Impact Air Quality C-6:  All seven alternative reuse concepts could result in increased 
concentrations of carbon monoxide at congested intersections and along heavily 
traveled roadways, thus violating the State ambient air quality standard for carbon 
monoxide.  This potential impact is considered to be less than significant. 

The BAAQMD area has conformed with the carbon monoxide standards, and must now 
maintain this level.  To determine whether the project would cause exceedances of the 
carbon monoxide standards, the traffic study identified 45 busy intersections in the Concord 
area that may be impacted by the project and that could be defined as “hot spots.”  Carbon 
monoxide concentrations were calculated using the CALINE4 screening techniques, as 
discussed in Section 11.3.1.  Concentrations were computed conservatively at a distance of 
25 feet from the edge of all roadways.  Vehicle speeds were assumed to be 30 miles per 
hour for all roadways, in accordance with the BAAQMD screening guidance.  The 
methodology also automatically incorporated “worst-case” meteorological conditions.  Both 
1-hour and 8-hour concentrations were calculated, as shown in Appendix 11B. 
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In addition to the intersections, the carbon monoxide concentrations in the vicinity of heavily 
traveled roadways were investigated, using the same technique.  For the freeways, the 
distance for computing the carbon monoxide concentrations was 50 feet from the edge of 
the road and the average speed was 45 miles per hour. 

The results of the screening indicate that carbon monoxide concentrations near roadways 
and at all sensitive receptors will remain well below the 1-hour and 8-hour carbon monoxide 
standards for all seven alternatives, as shown on Tables 11-8 and 11-9.  Therefore, this 
potential impact is not significant. 

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-6:  None required. 

Impact Air Quality C-7:  All seven alternative reuse concepts could result in 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  This potential impact 
is considered to be less than significant. 

All seven alternative reuse concepts will result in new receptors being located closer than 
the 2 mile screening level distance (BAAQMD, 1999) from an oil refinery which is 
considered a potential odor source.  Part of the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery lies within a 
2-mile radius of part of the site (the areas to the north of SR4 and areas within 0.5-mile 
radius of the North Concord BART Station), as shown on Figure 11-2. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that a project should be identified as having a 
significant odor impact only if there has been more than one confirmed complaint per year 
averaged over a three year period, or three unconfirmed complaints per year averaged over 
a three year period.  BAAQMD online records (BAAQMD, 2008) show that there have been 
no odor complaints relating to the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery in the past 3 years.  
Therefore, this potential impact is considered to be less than significant.  However, informal 
records from the refinery itself indicate that some odor-related complaints have been 
received over the past 3 years, which generally originate from the community of Clyde.   

Mitigation Measure Air Quality C-7:  None required. 
 

11.3.3 Air Quality Impacts of  the “No Project” (NP) Alternative 

11.3.3.1 Potentially Significant Air Quality Impacts of the “No Project” (NP) 
Alternative 

None identified. 

11.3.3.2 Air Quality Impacts of the “No Project” (NP) Alternative that are Less Than 
Significant 

None identified. 
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