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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed ordinance and the significant
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the
proposed Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance.

PROJECT SYNOPSIS
Project Sponsor

County of San Mateo Health System
Environmental Health Services

2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, Suite 100
San Mateo, CA 94403

Contact: Dean D. Peterson, Director
(650) 372-6200

Project Characteristics

The proposed Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance (“Proposed Ordinance”) would regulate the use of
paper and plastic single-use carryout bags within the participating municipalities. Participating
municipalities include the County of San Mateo and 24 cities in San Mateo and Santa Clara
Counties (see full list of participating municipalities in Section 2.0, Project Description). For the
purposes of this Program EIR, the geographical limits of unincorporated San Mateo County and
all of the participating municipalities listed above shall be known as the “Study Area”. The
Proposed Ordinance would apply to all retail establishments located within the limits of the
Study Area, including those selling clothing, food, and personal items directly to the customer.
It would not apply to restaurants. The Proposed Ordinance would (1) prohibit the free
distribution of single-use carryout paper and plastic bags and (2) require retail establishments
to charge customers for recycled paper bags and reusable bags at the point of sale. The
minimum charge would be ten cents ($0.10) per paper bag until December 31, 2014 and twenty-
five cents ($0.25) per paper bag on or after January 1, 2015.

The intent of the Proposed Ordinance is to reduce the environmental impacts related to the use
of single-use carryout bags, and to promote a shift toward the use of reusable bags. It is
anticipated that by prohibiting single-use plastic carryout bags and requiring a mandatory
charge for each paper bag distributed by retailers, the Proposed Ordinance would provide a
disincentive to customers to request paper bags when shopping at regulated stores and
promote a shift to the use of reusable bags by retail customers, while reducing the number of
single-use plastic and paper bags within the Study Area.

Single-use plastic carryout bags are defined as bags made from petroleum or bio-based plastic
that are less than 2.25 mils thick (0.00225 inches). The Proposed Ordinance would prohibit
retailers from distributing both petroleum and bio-based single-use carryout plastic bags at the
point of sale. The Proposed Ordinance would not prohibit the distribution of plastic “product
bags”, as defined, which includes bags without handles provided to a customer (1) to transport
prepared food, produce, bulk food or meat from a department within a store to the point of
sale; (2) to hold prescription medication dispensed from a pharmacy; or (3) to segregate food or

County of San Mateo
ES-1



County of San Mateo Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance Program EIR
Executive Summary

merchandise that could damage or contaminate other food or merchandise when placed
together in a reusable bag or recycled paper bag. The Proposed Ordinance would not apply to
restaurants and other food service providers, allowing them to provide plastic bags to
customers for prepared take-out food intended for consumption off of the food provider’s
premises.

As noted above, the Proposed Ordinance would require regulated retailers to impose a
mandatory charge for each paper carryout bag provided. Retail establishments would be
required to keep a complete and accurate record (including documents of the purchase and sale
of any recycled paper bag or reusable bag) for a minimum period of three years from the date
of purchase and sale. The record must be available for inspection during regular business hours
by any County employee authorized to enforce this part at no cost to the County. The charge
would be retained by the affected stores to compensate the stores for increased costs related to
compliance with the Proposed Ordinance, actual costs associated with providing recyclable
paper carryout bags or reusable bags, and costs associated with a store’s educational materials
or education campaign encouraging the use of reusable bags.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The County of San Mateo’s and the participating cities” objectives for the Proposed Ordinance
include:

e Reducing the amount of single-use plastic bags in trash loads (e.g., landfills),
in conformance with the trash load reduction requirements of the NPDES
Municipal Regional Permit

¢ Reducing the environmental impacts related to single-use plastic carryout
bags, such as impacts to biological resources (including marine
environments), water quality and utilities (solid waste)

e Deterring the use of paper bags by customers in the respective jurisdictions

e Promoting a shift toward the use of reusable carryout bags by retail
customers in the respective jurisdictions

e Avoiding litter and the associated adverse impacts to stormwater systems,
aesthetics and the marine environment (San Francisco Bay and the Pacific
Ocean)

ALTERNATIVES

As required by CEQA, the EIR examines a range of alternatives to the proposed project that
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives. These alternatives are described and
evaluated in Section 6.0, Alternatives. Studied alternatives include:

e Alternative 1: No Project - The no project alternative assumes that the Single Use
Bag Ban Ordinance would not occur. The existing retail establishments would
continue to provide single-use bags free of charge to the customers.

County of San Mateo
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e Alternative 2: Ban on Single-Use Plastic Bags at all Retail Establishments -
This alternative would prohibit all retail establishments in the Study Area from
providing single-use plastic bags to customers at the point of sale, including
restaurants and other retailers not covered by the Proposed Ordinance.

e Alternative 3: Mandatory Charge of $0.25 for Paper Bags - This alternative
would continue to prohibit retail establishments (except restaurants) in the Study
Area from providing single-use plastic bags to customers at the point of sale, but
would increase the mandatory charge for single-use paper bags from $0.10 to $0.25.

e Alternative 4: Ban on Both Single-use Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags — This
alternative would prohibit all retail establishments (except restaurants) in the Study Area
from providing single-use plastic and paper carryout bags to customers at the point of sale.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Table ES-1 includes a brief description of the environmental issues relative to the Proposed
Ordinance, the identified significant environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures,
and residual impacts. Impacts are categorized by classes. Class I impacts are defined as
significant, unavoidable adverse impacts which require a statement of overriding
considerations to be issued pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15093 if the project is approved.
Class Il impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than
significant levels and which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Class IIl impacts are considered less than significant impacts, and Class IV impacts
are beneficial impacts.

County of San Mateo
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Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Table ES-1

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

AIR QUALITY

Impact AQ-1 With a shift toward
reusable bags, the Proposed
Ordinance is expected to
substantially reduce the number of
single-use carryout bags, thereby
reducing the total number of bags
manufactured and the overall air
pollutant emissions associated with
bag manufacture, transportation and
use. Therefore, air quality impacts
related to alteration of processing
activities would be Class IV,
beneficial.

Mitigation is not required.

The impact would be
beneficial without
mitigation.

Impact AQ-2 With an expected
increase in the use of recyclable paper
bags, the Proposed Ordinance would
generate air pollutant emissions
associated with an incremental
increase in truck trips to deliver
recycled paper and reusable carryout
bags to local retailers. However,
emissions would not exceed BAAQMD
operational significance thresholds.
Therefore, operational air quality
impacts would be Class lll, less than
significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impact BIO-1 Although the Proposed
Ordinance would incrementally
increase the number of recycled
paper and reusable bags within the
Study Area, the reduction in the
amount of single-use plastic bags
would be expected to reduce the
overall amount of litter entering the
coastal and bay habitat, thus
reducing litter-related impacts to
sensitive wildlife species and
sensitive habitats. This is a Class |V,
beneficial, effect.

Mitigation is not required.

The impact would be
beneficial without
mitigation.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Impact GHG-1 The Proposed
Ordinance would increase the
number of recyclable paper bags
used in the Study Area.
Implementation of the Proposed
Ordinance would incrementally
increase GHG emissions compared
to existing conditions. However,
emissions would not exceed
thresholds of significance. Impacts

Mitigation is not required.

The impact would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

r
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Table ES-1

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

would be Class I, less than
significant.

Impact GHG-2 The Proposed
Ordinance would not conflict with any
applicable plan, policy or regulation of
an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.
Impacts would be Class Ill, less than
significant.

Mitigation is not required.

The impact would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Impact HWQ-1 The Proposed
Ordinance would incrementally
increase the number of recycled
paper and reusable bags used in the
Study Area, but the reduction in the
overall number of single-use plastic
bags used in the Study Area would
reduce the amount of litter and waste
entering storm drains. This would
improve local surface water quality, a
Class IV, beneficial, effect.

Mitigation is not required.

The impact would be
beneficial without
mitigation.

Impact HWQ-2 A shift toward
reusable bags and potential increase
in the use of recyclable paper bags
could potentially increase the use of
chemicals associated with their
production, which could degrade
water quality in some instances and
locations. However, bag
manufacturers would be required to
adhere to existing regulations,
including NPDES Permit
requirements, AB 258, and the
California Health and Safety Code.
Therefore, impacts to water quality
from altering bag processing activities
would be Class Ill, less than
significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Impact U-1 The increase of reusable
bags within the Study Area as a
result of the Proposed Ordinance
would incrementally increase water
demand due to washing of reusable
bags by a negligible amount.
However, sufficient water supplies
are available to meet the demand
created by reusable bags. Therefore,
water supply impacts would be Class
I, less than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

Impact U-2 Water use associated
with washing reusable bags would
increase negligibly in the Study Area
resulting in an increase in wastewater

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts would be less
than significant without
mitigation.

r
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Table ES-1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Significance After

Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation

generation. Projected wastewater
flows would remain within the
capacity of the wastewater collection
and treatment system of the Study
Area, and would not exceed
applicable wastewater treatment
requirements of the RWQCB.
Impacts would be Class Ill, less than
significant.

Impact U-3 The Proposed Ordinance | Mitigation is not required. Impacts would be less
would alter the solid waste than significant without
generation associated with increased mitigation.

paper bag use in the Study Area.
However, projected future solid waste
generation would remain within the
capacity of regional landfills. Impacts
would therefore be Class Ill, less
than significant.

County of San Mateo
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is a Program Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR) for the proposed
Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance (the Proposed Ordinance). The Proposed Ordinance would
prohibit retail establishments (excluding restaurants) in the unincorporated San Mateo County
and in each of the participating municipalities from distributing single use bags at no charge. It
would also create a mandatory 10 cent ($0.10) charge for each recycled paper and reusable bag
distributed by these stores at the point of sale. The minimum charge would be ten cents ($0.10)
until December 31, 2014 and twenty-five cents ($0.25) on or after January 1, 2015. The intent of
the ordinance is to reduce the environmental impacts related to the use of single-use bags, and
to promote a shift toward the use of reusable bags.

The Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance would apply to any commercial establishment that sells
perishable or nonperishable goods, including, but not limited to, clothing, food, and personal
items directly to the customer; and is located within or doing business within the geographical
limits of unincorporated San Mateo County or any of the following participating municipalities:

San Mateo County Santa Clara County
e Belmont e Millbrae e Milpitas
e DBrisbane e Pacifica e Cupertino
e Burlingame e Portola Valley e Los Gatos
e Colma e Redwood City e Los Altos
e Daly City e San Bruno e Campbell
e East Palo Alto e San Carlos e Mountain View
e Foster City e San Mateo
e Half Moon Bay e South San Francisco
e Menlo Park e  Woodside

For the purposes of this Program EIR, the geographical limits of unincorporated San Mateo
County and all of the participating municipalities listed above shall be known as the “Study
Area”. The Ordinance is described in greater detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. This
section discusses:

e The project background;

o The legal basis for preparing a Program EIR;
e The scope and content of the Program EIR;

e Type of EIR

e Lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and

o The environmental review process required under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

In response to concerns regarding the environmental impacts related to single-use bags, the
County of San Mateo on September 27th, 2011, directed staff to prepare an ordinance that:

r County of San Mateo
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e Bans the distribution of single-use bags

e Applies the ban to retail establishments including, but not limited to commercial
establishments that sell perishable or nonperishable goods such as clothing, food, and
personal items

County of San Mateo staff has prepared a draft Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance consistent with
the Board of Supervisors” direction as described above (see Draft Ordinance in Appendix D).

The Proposed Ordinance is a discretionary project subject to the environmental review
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, County of San
Mateo staff determined that a Program EIR should be prepared examining the Ordinance’s
potential environmental impacts.

Based on consultation with other municipalities located within San Mateo County and in
neighboring Santa Clara County, County staff determined that the Program EIR should take a
regional approach to the analysis of potential impacts since a number of other municipalities
are also considering a single use bag ban ordinance. Therefore, the analysis of the Proposed
Ordinance in this Program EIR considers a bag ordinance adopted within unincorporated San
Mateo County as well as a similar ordinance within each of the 24 participating municipalities
in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties (see list of participating municipalities above). As
described above, for this Program EIR, the geographical limits of unincorporated San Mateo
County and all of the participating municipalities shall be known as the “Study Area”.

Several cities and counties in California have previously considered or passed similar
ordinances within their respective jurisdictions. These include, but are not limited to: the City
of San Francisco, the City of Seattle, the County of Los Angeles, the City of Berkeley, the City of
San Jose, the City of Manhattan Beach, the City of Palo Alto, Marin County, the City of Malibu,
the City of Santa Monica, Santa Clara County, the City of Sunnyvale, Alameda County, the City
of Calabasas, the City of Fairfax, the City of Huntington Beach, the City of Dana Point, the City
of Laguna Beach, and the City of Long Beach.

The County of San Mateo prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Program EIR for the
Proposed Ordinance and distributed the NOP for agency and public review on April 6, 2012 for
a 30-day review period. The County received 37 letters in response to the NOP. The County
also conducted seven public scoping meetings during the NOP comment period, which took
place in Half Moon Bay (April 18), San Mateo (April 19), Mountain View (April 25), South San
Francisco (April 26), Campbell (May 2), Milpitas (May 3) and Redwood City (May 3). To be as
concise as possible and as allowed by CEQA, the Program EIR identifies common
environmental topics of concern expressed in the scoping comments. Table 1-1 below
summarizes these environmental topics of concern, beginning with the most common
comments received. Not all comments received are summarized below. The table focuses on
comments pertinent to CEQA. Comments related to the merit of the proposed project are
outside the purview of CEQA analysis, and are therefore excluded from this table. The NOP
and Initial Study prepared for the project as well all comment letters received are presented in
Appendix A.

County of San Mateo
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Table 1-1
Summary of Scoping Comments from Comment Letters and Stated at Public
Scoping Sessions

Topic of Concern

Comment Received

Response, including Reference to Where

Index Comment is Addressed in the Program EIR

Topic No. 1 Multiple commenters stated
that plastic carryout bags are | This opinion is noted and will be considered by
not exclusively “single-use”, County and city decision makers as they review
stating that they personally the project. As noted in Section 2.0, Project
reuse plastic grocery bags for | Description (see page 2-3), single-use carry-out
bin liners, containment of dog | bags (plastic or paper) are narrowly defined in
excrement, and other uses. In | the Proposed Ordinance. It is noted that these
addition, multiple bags can be reused by customers and are
commenters stated that they | recyclable. Data shows that only 5% of single
also re-use paper bags for carry out plastic bags are recycled in California.*
bin liners.

Topic No. 2 Multiple commenters This opinion is noted and will be considered by
suggested that by banning County and city decision makers as they review
plastic grocery bags, people | the project. However, the comment expresses
who have reused these bags | concern about a potential economic impact of
in the past will need to buy the proposed project, which is not CEQA’s
plastic bags to replace plastic | purview. The purpose of the Program EIR is to
carryout bags for uses such address the project’s environmental effects, not
as bin liners, containment of | its economic effects. CEQA Guidelines Section
dog excrement, and other 15064(e) specifically states that “economic and
uses. social changes resulting from a project shall not

be treated as significant effects on the
environment.”

Topic No. 3 Multiple commenters noted
w:;rrln t?]g)i/r ?gﬁ;oarggsbggsng; While the proposed ordinance would promotg a

: shift toward the use of reusable bags, periodic
a regular basis and hi f ble bags for hygienic purposes
suggested that by washing o' reusa 2g; ygienic purp
encouraging the use of would be the respon_snblllty of the individual
reusable bags, the Proposed customers. As requwed_by the proposed
ordi T Ordinance (see Appendix D), reusable bags are
rdinance would increase : )
health impacts due to the use requweq to be machine washable or _made from
S a material that can be cleaned or disinfected.
of non-hygienic reusable
bags.

Topic No. 4 Multiple commenters

suggested that the minimum
charge for paper bags
imposed by the Proposed See Response to Topic No. 2.
Ordinance would create a
financial hardship for some
retail customers.

Topic No. 5 Multiple commenters

suggested that the minimum
charge for paper bags
imposed by the Proposed
Ordinance and the need to
purchase and/or bring
reusable bags to the store
when shopping would impact

See Response to Topic No. 2.

Y US EPA, 2005; Green Cities California MEA, 2010; and Boustead, 2007).
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Table 1-1
Summary of Scoping Comments from Comment Letters and Stated at Public
Scoping Sessions

Topic of Concern

Comment Received

Response, including Reference to Where

Index Comment is Addressed in the Program EIR
retailers economically.
Topic No. 6 Multiple commenters Project impacts related to solid waste are
suggested that the Proposed | addressed in Section 4.5, Utilities. Impacts
Ordinance would improve related to reducing litter that may enter storm
litter and capacity in local drains or other water ways are addressed in
landfills. Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Topic No. 7 A commenter suggested an As discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives,
. Alternative #2 considers the impacts associated
alternative that the bag ban ith di that Id b lastic b i
also apply to restaurants. with an ordinance that would ban plastic bags a
all retailers including restaurants.
Topic No. 8 A commenter noted that
gltc;)daupce“rogazrsldhgsgr;?e?tg? Proj_ect impacts in the areas of air quality_, water
impacts related to air quality quallty and levels of greer}house gas emissions
water quality and greenhous,e resulting from the production and degradation of
gas emission levels than the paper bags as We.II as reusable bggs are
production and degradation discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, 4.4,
. Hydrology and Water Quality, and 4.3,
of plastic bags and these Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectivel
issues should be discussed ' y:
in the EIR
Topic No. 9 An alternative was suggested
by multiple commenters that
instead of banning plastic As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this
bags, the County should alternative was considered, but rejected
consider litter removal because it does not achieve all of the project
programs, additional objectives, as listed in Section 2.5 of this
education efforts about the Program EIR. As noted in Section 2.0, Project
impacts of plastic bags and Description, one of the project objectives is to
other plastic and non-plastic reduce the amount of single-use plastic bags in
litter, larger or better enforced | trash loads and to promote a shift toward the
fines for littering, and/or use of reusable bags.
better recycling programs for
plastic bags.
Topic No. 10 Some commenters The suggestion is noted and will be considered
suggested that Styrofoam, by County and city decision makers as they
plastic water bottles, and review the project. As noted in Section 6.0,
“plastic rings” that hold Alternatives, this alternative was considered, but
together six-packs of soda rejected as Styrofoam and other plastic
should also be banned as materials are outside the scope of the proposed
their use also results in litter action and thus are not discussed within this
that impacts waterways. Program EIR.
Topic No. 11 Multiple commenters Project impacts to wildlife and other biological
suggested that the litter of resources are discussed in Section 4.2,
plastic bag impacts wildlife. Biological Resources.
Topic No. 12 Multiple commenters As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives,
suggested an alternative that | this alternative was considered, but
would ban plastic bags but rejected because it does not achieve all
would not require retailers to of the Project objectives, as listed in
charge customers for Section 2.5 of this Program EIR,
recycled paper bags at the namely it will not deter the use of paper
point of sale. bags by customers in the Study Area.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Scoping Comments from Comment Letters and Stated at Public
Scoping Sessions

Topic of Concern

Comment Received

Response, including Reference to Where

Index Comment is Addressed in the Program EIR

Topic No. 13 As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this

alternative was considered, but rejected
because it does not achieve all of the project
An alternative was suggested | objectives, as listed in Section 2.5 of this
that retailers be required to Program EIR. While biodegradable plastic may
provide compostable and/or break down over time, they would not achieve
biodegradable bags. the objective of avoiding litter and the
associated adverse impacts to stormwater
systems, aesthetics and the marine environment
(San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean).
Topic No. 14 As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this
alternative was considered, but rejected
An alternative was suggested bgpau;e i doe|§ noc;[ ?‘Cgie"'? a”2°f thfe Iﬁ)‘roject
that the Ordinance apply to g jectives, as liste .f'.n ”eCt'ﬁ.n '|5 of this |
doggie clean-up bags at rogram EIR. Speu ically, this alternative would
public parks not promote a shift toward reusabk_e bags,_as
’ reusable bags would not be a feasible option for
doggie clean-up, and may result in impacts to
stormwater quality.

Topic No. 15 Several commenters Project-related transportation impacts are
suggested that the EIR discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A of
include analysis of impacts the Program EIR). Project impacts related to
related to the transportation disposal of solid waste are discussed in Section
and disposal of plastic bags. 4.5, Utilities.

Topic No. 16 Project impacts related to the manufacturing of
A commenter suggested that | reusable bags (as well as paper and plastic
the EIR include impacts bags) is discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality,
related to the manufacturing 4.2, Biological Resources, 4.3, Greenhouse Gas
of reusable bags. Emissions, 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality,

and 4.5, Utilities and Service Systems.

Topic No. 17 A commenter suggested that
by imposing a minimum
charge for paper bags, the .

Proposed Ordinance would See Response to Topic No. 2.
affect employment at paper
bag manufacturing facilities.

Topic No. 18 A commenter suggested that
small bits of plastic in rivers
and oceans have been Project impacts related to plastics on aquatic
shown to attract and collect habitats and species is discussed in Section 4.2,
very high concentrations of Biological Resources.
hydrophobic hazardous
chemicals such as PCBs,

DDE, and various pesticides.

Topic No. 19 A commenter suggested that
retail stores regulated by AB Assembly Bill (AB) 2449 is described in detail in
2449 be more strictly Section 2.0, Project Description. AB 2449 is
enforced to ensure that state law and local jurisdictions would not have
collected bags are property enforcement authority over retail stores.
recycled.

Topic No. 20 A commenter suggested that Impacts related to air quality, biological
the EIR include analysis of resources, greenhouse gas emissions,
project impacts related to hydrology and water quality from the production
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Table 1-1
Summary of Scoping Comments from Comment Letters and Stated at Public
Scoping Sessions

Topic of Concern

Comment Received

Response, including Reference to Where

Index Comment is Addressed in the Program EIR
forestry resources and tree and manufacturing of paper bags is described in
removal for production of Section 4.1, Air Quality, 4.2, Biological
paper bags. Resources, 4.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,

and 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality,
respectively.

Topic No. 21 A commenter requested that As note_d in Section 2.0, Project Desgription,_
the EIR quantify the number apprommately 5% of smgle'-use plastic bags in
of single-use bags that are California are recycled. Estimates for the
recycled versus the number number of bags Fhat enter the environment as
that enter the environment as I|tter_are not available, and determlr_ung the
litter precise number for t.he Study Area is beyond the

' scope of this analysis.

Topic No. 22 A commenter suggested that
a reduction in the fee for .
paper bags for low-income See Response to Topic No. 2.
individuals.

Topic No. 23 As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this

alternative was considered, but rejected
gt(;?rq]aqi]\?:ttirtizglgfcfpt)igeaan be_cau_se it doe_s not gchieve_ all of the p_roject
Ordinance that would target objectives, as listed in Sc_ectlon 2.5 of this .
litter generated by homeless Program EIR. As noted |n.Sect|o.n 20 Project
encampments near water Description, one of the project obJectl\(es is to
bodies reduce the amount of smgle-usg plastic bags in
' trash loads and to promote a shift toward
reusable bags.

Topic No. 24 A commenter suggested that | Impacts related to water quality from the
the EIR consider water manufacturing of paper bags is discussed in
quality impacts of paper mills. | Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Topic No. 25 As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this

alternative was considered, but rejected
A commenter suggested an because it does not achieve all of the project
alternative that would pay objectives, as listed in Section 2.5 of this
people to use reusable bags Program EIR. As noted in Section 2.0, Project
rather than banning single- Description, one of the project objectives is to
use bags. reduce the amount of single-use plastic bags in
trash loads and to promote a shift toward
reusable bags.

Topic No. 26 As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the
A commenter suggested that Pr_o_posed Ordinance would initially require a
the Ordinance be minimum charge of ten cents ($0.10) per paper
implemented incrementally bag until December 31, 2014 and twenty-five

' cents ($0.25) per paper bag on or after January
1, 2015.

Topic No. 27 A commenter suggested that
the Proposed Ordinance
would inhibit “impulse buys,” See Response to Topic No. 2.
which would impact the local
economy.

Topic No. 28 As described in the Regulatory Setting in

P Q:OETQ g;g?;i:]eﬁg\f\/s;egr:gfg- Sect_io_n 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, thg
use bag ban would help Municipal Regional Stormwa_ter I_\IPDES Permit
achieve RWQCB reductions (MRP) for Phase | communities in the San

" | Francisco Bay (Order R2-2009-
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Table 1-1
Summary of Scoping Comments from Comment Letters and Stated at Public
Scoping Sessions

Topic of Concern
Index

Comment Received

Response, including Reference to Where
Comment is Addressed in the Program EIR

0074) was adopted by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for Region 2 on
October 14, 2009. This permit regulates
discharges from municipal separate storm drain
systems into waterways under each co-
permittee’s jurisdiction. Provision C.10 of the
MRP (Trash Load Reduction) requires
Permittees to reduce trash from their Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) by 40
percent before July 1, 2014 by implementing
control measures and other actions to reduce
trash loads (RWQCB: San Francisco Bay
Region: Order R2-2009-0074, October 2009;
and, EOA Inc., February 2011). The Proposed
Ordinance would be considered an
“implementing control measure” to reduce the
amount of single-use plastic bags in trash loads
(e.g., landfills), in conformance with the trash
load reduction requirements of the NPDES
Municipal Regional Permit (as stated in Section
2.0, Project Description).

Topic No. 30

A commenter requested that
technical data used for the
analysis be included in the
EIR appendix.

Refer to Appendix B for Air Quality calculations
and Appendix C for Utility calculations. Other
technical reports utilized for the analysis
(including US EPA, 2005; Green Cities
California MEA, 2010; and Boustead, 2007) are
cited in Section 7.0, References.

Topic No. 31

A commenter requested that
impacts to the senior and
youth populations be
considered.

The purpose of the Program EIR is to address
the project’s environmental effects. Social
effects are outside the scope of CEQA (CEQA
Guidelines §15131)

Topic No. 32

A commenter suggested that
impacts to water bodies as a

result of the use of chemicals
used to make reusable bags

be considered in the EIR.

Project impacts to water quality, water supply,
and hazardous materials are discussed in
Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality,
Section 4.5, Utilities and Service Systems, and
the Initial Study (Appendix A), respectively.

1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY

The proposed Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance requires the discretionary approval of the County

of San Mateo and each of the participating municipalities. Therefore, it is subject to the

requirements of CEQA. In accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose

of this Program EIR is to serve as an informational document that:

..will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.

Vv
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This Program EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and the
decision-makers of the County of San Mateo and the participating municipalities. The County
will review and consider the information in the Program EIR, along with any other relevant
information, in making final decisions regarding the Proposed Ordinance for the
unincorporated areas of the County (Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines). The environmental
review process will culminate with a County Board of Supervisor hearing to consider
certification of a Final Program EIR and approval of the Proposed Ordinance. For each of the
participating municipalities, Section 2.6 in Section 2.0, Project Description, provides a detailed
description of approvals that may be necessary for the Proposed Ordinance.

1.3 LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible and trustee agencies. The County of San Mateo is
the lead agency for the Proposed Ordinance as it holds principal responsibility for approving
the Proposed Ordinance. The individual incorporated cities/ participating municipalities
would be the lead agencies for their respective city ordinances, should the cities decide to adopt
comparable ordinances. The County Board of Supervisors will consider certification of the
Program EIR and has the authority to render a decision on the Proposed Ordinance that would
affect the County’s unincorporated territories.

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over a project, and a trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by a project. The 24 participating municipalities would be
responsible agencies because each individual municipality would have discretionary approval
over the Proposed Ordinance within its respective jurisdiction. There are no trustee agencies
associated with this Project.

14 TYPE OF EIR

This EIR is considered a Program EIR under the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168 and 15180(b)).
Information in this Program EIR can be used with subsequent environmental documentation
for similar ordinances by each of the 24 participating municipalities to provide the basis for
determining whether an ordinance in that jurisdiction would have any significant effect, and if
necessary, to focus further environmental assessment on discussion of new effects that had not
been considered before. This Program EIR does not preclude any requirement for individual
participating municipalities to undergo further environmental review.

The degree of specificity required in this EIR corresponds to the degree of specificity involved
in the underlying activity (the Proposed Ordinance) which is described in the Program EIR.
The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard for the degree of specificity on which this document
is based. Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states:

(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or

County of San Mateo
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comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be
predicted with greater accuracy.

(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.

The analysis provided in this Program EIR is intended to provide sufficient information to
understand the environmental impacts of the Proposed Ordinance at a planning level and to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as the environmental aspects are concerned
and is intended to permit informed decision making and public participation. As a program-
level EIR, this document focuses on the broad changes to the environment that would be
expected to result from implementation of the Proposed Ordinance within the unincorporated
territories of the County, as well as potential changes in the environment that would be
expected to result from implementation of similar ordinances in the 24 participating
municipalities.

1.5 EIR SCOPE AND CONTENT

This Program EIR addresses the potentially significant effects that could result from adoption
of the Proposed Ordinance as identified by San Mateo County, the participating municipalities,
and scoping comments. The issues addressed in this Program EIR include:

o Air Quality
e Biological Resources
e  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Hydrology/Water Quality
e Utilities and Service Systems

The Program EIR references pertinent policies and guidelines of San Mateo County and each of
the participating municipalities, certified EIRs and other adopted CEQA documents, and
background documents prepared by the County in preparing the Proposed Ordinance. A full
reference list is contained in Section 7.0, References and Report Preparers.

The alternatives section of the Program EIR (Section 6.0) was prepared in accordance with
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The alternatives discussion evaluates the
CEQA-required “no project” alternative and three alternative scenarios for the Proposed
Ordinance. It also identifies the environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives
assessed.

The level of detail contained throughout this Program EIR is consistent with the requirements
of CEQA and applicable court decisions. The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of
adequacy on which this document is based. The CEQA Guidelines state:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

County of San Mateo
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1.6

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of
the proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not
make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. (Section 15151)

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The major steps in the environmental review process, as required under CEQA, are outlined
below. The steps are presented in sequential order.

1.

Notice of Preparation (NOP). After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency must file
an NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, other concerned
agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines Section 15082;
Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County Clerk’s office
for 30 days. The NOP may be accompanied by an Initial Study that identifies the issue areas
for which the proposed project could create significant environmental impacts (in this case,
the Initial Study accompanies the Draft EIR).

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The DEIR must contain:

a) Table of contents or index;

b) Summary;

c) Project description;

d) Environmental setting;

e) Discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and
unavoidable impacts);

f) Discussion of alternatives;

g) Mitigation measures; and

h) Discussion of irreversible changes.

Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability of Draft EIR. A lead agency must file a
Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and
prepare a Public Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR. The lead agency must place the
Notice in the County Clerk’s office for 45 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and
send a copy of the Notice to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087).
Additionally, public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one of the
following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on
and off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous
properties. The lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and
respond in writing to all comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and
21253). The minimum public review period for a DEIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent
to the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the
Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code 21091) approves a shorter period.

County of San Mateo
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4. Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received
during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to
comments.

5. Certification of FEIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency
must certify that: a) the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final
EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).

6. Lead Agency Project Decision. A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because of its
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or avoid
significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are
adopted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).

7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the
project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on substantial
evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the
magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction
and such changes have or should be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other
considerations make the mitigation measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency approves a project with unavoidable significant
environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding Considerations
that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other reasons supporting the agency's
decision.

8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When an agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.

9. Notice of Determination. An agency must file a Notice of Determination after deciding to
approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local
agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 30 days
and sent to anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day
statute of limitations on CEQA legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).

County of San Mateo
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the Proposed Single Use Bag Ban Ordinance (“Proposed Ordinance”),
including information about the project proponent, the project location, major project
characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary approvals needed for project approval.

21 PROJECT SPONSOR

County of San Mateo Health System
Environmental Health Services

2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, Suite 100
San Mateo, CA 94403

Contact: Dean D. Peterson, Director
(650) 372-6200

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the Proposed Ordinance would apply to any
commercial establishment that sells perishable or nonperishable goods, including, but not limited
to, clothing, food, and personal items directly to the customer; and is located within or doing
business within the geographical limits of unincorporated San Mateo County or any of the
following participating municipalities:

San Mateo County Santa Clara County
e Belmont e Millbrae e Milpitas
e DBrisbane e Pacifica e Cupertino
e Burlingame e Portola Valley e Los Gatos
e Colma e Redwood City e Los Altos
e Daly City e San Bruno e Campbell
e East Palo Alto e San Carlos e Mountain View
e Foster City e San Mateo
e Half Moon Bay e South San Francisco
e Menlo Park e Woodside

The areas within the geographical limits of unincorporated San Mateo County and all of the
participating municipalities listed above is referred to as the “Study Area” in this Program EIR.
Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 illustrate the Study Area in its regional context (in both San Mateo
County and Santa Clara County).

2.3 EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS

2.3.1 Carryout Bags in the Study Area

In response to concerns regarding the environmental impacts related to single-use carryout
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bags, on September 27, 2011, the County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors directed staff to
prepare an ordinance that:

e Bans the distribution of single-use bags

e Applies the ban to retail establishments including, but not limited to commercial
establishments that sell perishable or nonperishable goods such as clothing, food, and
personal items

Based on existing conditions, it is estimated that the Proposed Ordinance would apply to
approximately 3,110 retailers located within the Study Area. A list of potential stores is
included in Appendix E.

Types of Carryout Bags

Single-use disposable plastic grocery bags are typically made of thin, lightweight high density
polyethylene (HDPE) (Hyder Consulting, 2007). For consumers, they offer a hygienic, odorless,
waterproof and sturdy carrying sack, but are intended for one use before disposal. Currently,
almost 20 billion of these plastic grocery bags are consumed annually in California (Green Cities
California MEA, 2010; and CIWMB, 2007). Conventional single-use plastic bags are a product of
the petrochemical industry. It is also claimed that conventional single-use plastic bags are
manufactured by independent manufacturers who purchase virgin resin from petrochemical
companies or obtain non-virgin resin from recyclers or other sources and that 85% of plastic
bags used in the United States are made in the United States (Stephen L. Joseph, July 22, 2010).
Their life cycle begins with the conversion of crude oil or natural gas into hydrocarbon
monomers, which are then further processed into polymers (Herrera et al, 2008; County of Los
Angeles, 2009). These polymers are connected with heat to form plastic resins, which are then
blown through tubes to create the air pocket of the bag. Once cooled, the plastic film is stretched
to the desired size of the bag and cut into individual bags. Typical single-use plastic bags are
approximately five to nine grams in weight, and can be purchased in bulk for approximately
two to five cents per bag (AEA Technology, 2009). Single-use plastic bags can be reused by
customers and are recyclable. Approximately 5% of single-use plastic bags in California are
recycled (US EPA, 2005; Green Cities California MEA, 2010; and Boustead, 2007).

Like plastic grocery shopping bags, single-use paper bags are usually distributed free of charge
to customers at grocery stores, and are intended for one use before disposal. Paper bags are
recyclable and can be reused by customers. Approximately 21% of paper bags nationwide are
recycled (CIWMB, 2009). It is also claimed that consumers nationally recycle paper products at
a rate of 50 percent (International Paper, 2012). Paper grocery bags are typically produced from
kraft paper and weigh between 50 and 100 grams, depending on whether or not the bag
includes handles (AEA Technology, 2009). These bags can be purchased in bulk for
approximately 15 to 25 cents per bag (City of Pasadena, 2008). Kraft paper bags are
manufactured from a pulp that is produced by digesting a material into its fibrous constituents
via chemical and/or mechanical means (FRIDGE, 2002). Kraft pulp is produced by chemical
separation of cellulose from lignin (Environmental Paper Network, 2007). Chemicals used in
this process include caustic sodas, sodium hydroxide, sodium sulfide, and chlorine compounds
(Environmental Paper Network, 2007). The paper bags are typically made from trees (paper)
and corn (glue) which are both re-planted and re-grown (International Paper, 2012). Processed
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and then dried and shaped into large rolls, the paper is then formed into bags, baled, and then
distributed to grocery stores. It is also claimed that paper bags have many other uses outside of
the grocery store including use as recycling, and composting containers, school book covers,
gift wrap, and other craft projects, and use for picnics or sporting events (International Paper,
2012).

Multiple types of single-use biodegradable bags are currently available, distinguished by their
material components. Biodegradable bags are composed of thermoplastic starch-based
polymers, which are made with at least 90% starch from renewable resources such as corn,
potato, tapioca, or wheat, or from polyesters, manufactured from hydrocarbons, or starch-
polyester blends (James and Grant, 2005). These bags are approximately the same size and
weight as HDPE plastic bags, but are more expensive. They can be purchased in bulk for
approximately 12 to 30 cents per bag (www.ecoproducts.com, 2009).

Reusable bags can be made from plastic or a variety of cloths such as vinyl or cotton. These bags
differ from the single-use bags in their weight and longevity. Built to withstand many uses, they
typically cost approximately three dollars wholesale, weigh at least ten times what an HDPE
plastic bag weighs and two times what a paper bag weighs, and require greater material
consumption on a per bag basis than HDPE plastic bags (ExcelPlas Australia, 2004; City of
Pasadena, 2008). Many types of reusable bags are available today. These include: (1) non-
woven polypropylene (100% recyclable) ranging from $1-$2.50 per bag; (2) cotton canvas bags,
which are approximately $5.00 per bag; (3) bags made from recycled water/soda bottles, which
are approximately $6.00 per bag; (4) polyester and vinyl, which are approximately $10.00 per
bag; and (5) 100% cotton, which are approximately $5.00 to 10.00 per bag.

The production stages in reusable bag life cycles depend on the materials used. Once used,
these bags are reused until worn out through washing or regular use, and then typically

disposed either in the landfill or recycling facility.

Carryout Bag Use in the Study Area

As shown in Table 2-1, based on the current statewide data which estimates that almost 20
billion plastic grocery bags (or approximately 531 bags per person) are consumed annually in
California (Green Cities California MEA, 2010; and CIWMB, 2007), retail customers within the
Study Area currently use about 546 million plastic bags per year. The customer base of retailers
located within the Study Area may include residents of communities located within or outside
of the Study Area (i.e., visitors who live outside the Study Area but travel to shop within the
Study Area). However, for this analysis, in order to estimate the current number of plastic bags
used per year in the Study Area, the Program EIR applies the rate discussed above (531 bags
used per person/ per year) to the number of residents in the Study Area. This estimate is
considered reasonable and conservative for the purposes of this analysis.

County of San Mateo
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Table 2-1
Estimated Single-Use Plastic Bag Use in the Study Area
Area Population* Number of Plastic Bags Total Bags Used

Used per Person** Annually
San Mateo County
ﬂ?{;‘;"?gﬁﬁﬁﬁd San 62,695 531 33,291,045
Belmont 26,123 531 13,871,313
Brisbane 4,347 531 2,308,257
Burlingame 29,106 531 15,455,286
Colma 1,789 531 949,959
Daly City 102,593 531 54,476,883
East Palo Alto 28,467 531 15,115,977
Foster City 30,895 531 16,405,245
Half Moon Bay 11,478 531 6,094,818
Menlo Park 32,513 531 17,264,403
Millbrae 22,069 531 11,718,639
Pacifica 37,658 531 19,996,398
Portola Valley 4,411 531 2,342,241
Redwood City 78,244 531 41,547,564
San Bruno 42,451 531 22,541,481
San Carlos 28,719 531 15,249,789
San Mateo 98,298 531 52,196,238
South San Francisco 64,307 531 34,147,017
Woodside 5,386 531 2,859,966
Atherton? 6,888 531 3,657,528
Hillsborought 11,006 531 5,844,186
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Table 2-1
Estimated Single-Use Plastic Bag Use in the Study Area
Area Population | Ml 0 e | Annually

Santa Clara County Cities
Milpitas 66,966 531 35,558,946
Cupertino 59,022 531 31,340,682
Los Gatos 29,854 531 15,852,474
Los Altos 29,460 531 15,643,260
Campbell 39,882 531 21,177,342
Mountain View 75,275 531 39,971,025
Monte Serenot 3,373 531 1,791,063
Los Altos Hillst 8,027 531 4,262,337

Total 1,041,302 Total 552,931,362

* California Department of Finance, “City/County Population and Housing Estimates” (May 2012).

**Based on annual statewide estimates of plastic bag use from the CIWMB (2007) - 531 bags per person = 20 billion bags
used statewide per year (CIWMB, 2007) / 37,678,563 people statewide (California’s current population according to the
State Department of Finance, 2012).

1 These cities are not included within the scope of the Proposed Ordinance since they do not contain any retailers that
would be subject to the proposed Ordinance. However, because residents living within these cities would shop at retailers
in the neighboring communities which would be subject to the Proposed Ordinance, these customers’ bag use is
considered within this analysis as a conservative approach.

2.3.2 Regulatory Setting

In 2006, California enacted AB 2449 (Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006), which became effective on
July 1, 2007. The statute states that stores providing plastic carryout bags to customers must
provide at least one plastic bag collection bin in an accessible location to collect used bags for
recycling. The store operator must also make reusable bags available to shoppers for purchase.
AB 2449 applies to retail stores of over 10,000 square feet that include a licensed pharmacy and
to supermarkets with gross annual sales of $2 million or more that sell dry groceries, canned
goods, nonfood items or perishable goods. Stores are required to maintain records of their AB
2449 compliance and make them available to the California Integrated Waste Management
Board (CIWMB) or local jurisdiction.

AB 2449 further requires the manufacturers of plastic carryout bags to develop educational
materials to encourage the reducing, reusing, and recycling of plastic carryout bags, and to
make the materials available to stores. Manufacturers must also work with stores on their at-
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store recycling programs to help ensure the proper collection, transportation and recycling of
the plastic bags.

Finally, AB 2449 restricts the ability of cities (including charter cities) and counties to regulate
single-use plastic grocery bags through imposition of a fee. Public Resources Code Section
42254(b) provides as follows:

Unless expressly authorized by this chapter, a city, county, or other public agency shall
not adopt, implement, or enforce an ordinance, resolution, regulation, or rule to do any of
the following:

(1) Require a store that is in compliance with this chapter to collect, transport, or
recycle plastic carryout bags.

(2) Impose a plastic carryout bag fee upon a store that is in compliance with this
chapter.

(3) Require auditing or reporting requirements that are in addition to what is
required by subdivision (d) of Section 42252, upon a store that is in compliance
with this chapter.

AB 2449 expires under its own terms on January 1, 2013, unless extended. There are no other
California statutes that directly focus on grocery bags.

24 PROPOSED ORDINANCE CHARACTERISTICS

For the purposes of this Program EIR, it is assumed that the Proposed Ordinance would apply
to all retail establishments located within the limits of the Study Area, including those selling
clothing, food, and personal items directly to the customer. It would not apply to restaurants.
The Proposed Ordinance would (1) prohibit the free distribution of single-use carryout paper
and plastic bags and (2) require retail establishments to charge customers for recycled paper
bags and reusable bags at the point of sale. The minimum charge would be ten cents ($0.10) per
paper bag until December 31, 2014 and twenty-five cents ($0.25) per paper bag on or after
January 1, 2015.

The intent of the Proposed Ordinance is to reduce the environmental impacts related to the use
of single-use carryout bags, and to promote a shift toward the use of reusable bags. It is
anticipated that by prohibiting single-use plastic carryout bags and requiring a mandatory
charge for each paper bag distributed by retailers, the Proposed Ordinance would provide a
disincentive to customers to request paper bags when shopping at regulated stores and
promote a shift to the use of reusable bags by retail customers, while reducing the number of
single-use plastic and paper bags within the Study Area.

Single-use plastic carryout bags are defined as bags made from petroleum or bio-based plastic
that are less than 2.25 mils thick (0.00225 inches). The Proposed Ordinance would prohibit
retailers from distributing both petroleum and bio-based single-use carryout plastic bags at the
point of sale. The Proposed Ordinance would not prohibit the distribution of plastic “product
bags”, as defined, which includes bags without handles provided to a customer (1) to transport
prepared food, produce, bulk food or meat from a department within a store to the point of sale;
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(2) to hold prescription medication dispensed from a pharmacy; or (3) to segregate food or
merchandise that could damage or contaminate other food or merchandise when placed
together in a reusable bag or recycled paper bag. The Proposed Ordinance would not apply to
restaurants and other food service providers, allowing them to provide plastic bags to
customers for prepared take-out food intended for consumption off of the food provider’s
premises.

As noted above, the Proposed Ordinance would require regulated retailers to impose a
mandatory charge for each paper carryout bag provided. Retail establishments would be
required to keep a complete and accurate record (including documents of the purchase and sale
of any recycled paper bag or reusable bag) for a minimum period of three years from the date of
purchase and sale. The record must be available for inspection during regular business hours by
any County employee authorized to enforce this part at no cost to the County. The charge
would be retained by the affected stores to compensate the stores for increased costs related to
compliance with the Proposed Ordinance, actual costs associated with providing recyclable
paper carryout bags or reusable bags, and costs associated with a store’s educational materials
or education campaign encouraging the use of reusable bags.

The complete Draft Ordinance is contained in Appendix D.

2.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The County of San Mateo’s and the participating cities” objectives for the Proposed Ordinance
include:

e Reducing the amount of single-use plastic bags in trash loads (e.g., landfills),
in conformance with the trash load reduction requirements of the NPDES
Municipal Regional Permit

¢ Reducing the environmental impacts related to single-use plastic carryout
bags, such as impacts to biological resources (including marine
environments), water quality and utilities (solid waste)

e Deterring the use of paper bags by customers in the respective jurisdictions

e Promoting a shift toward the use of reusable carryout bags by retail
customers in the respective jurisdictions

e Avoiding litter and the associated adverse impacts to stormwater systems,
aesthetics and the marine environment (San Francisco Bay and the Pacific
Ocean)

2.6 REQUIRED APPROVALS and PERMITS

For unincorporated San Mateo County, the Proposed Ordinance would require an amendment
to the San Mateo County Ordinance Code with discretionary approval by the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors. The following approvals would be required:

e Certification of the Final Program EIR (Board of Supervisors)
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e Adoption of an Ordinance amending the Ordinance Code (Board of Superuvisors)

For each of the 24 participating agencies, the Proposed Ordinance would require an amendment
to the city’s municipal code with discretionary approval by the municipality’s city council. The
following approvals would be required for each municipality:

e Consider the Final Program EIR (City Council)
e Adoption of an Ordinance amending the Ordinance Code (City Council)

Subsequent to adoption of the Ordinance, each municipality would need to file a Notice of
Determination (NOD) similar to the NOD to be filed by the County as lead agency after its
adoption of the Ordinance.

County of San Mateo
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the Proposed
Ordinance. More detailed descriptions of the environmental setting germane to each
environmental issue area can be found in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.

3.1 REGIONAL SETTING

The proposed Single-Use Bag Ban Ordinance (Proposed Ordinance) would regulate the use of
paper and plastic single-use bags within the Study Area. The Study Area includes
unincorporated County of San Mateo and 24 participating municipalities in San Mateo and
Santa Clara Counties.

3.1.1 County of San Mateo

The County of San Mateo is bounded to the west by the Pacific Ocean and to the east by the San
Francisco Bay. Geographically, the County can be divided into distinctive urban and rural
subregions: (1) the urban Bayside, (2) the rural Skyline area, and (3) the rural Coastside. Land is
used in San Mateo County for many different purposes ranging from urban to rural. Along San
Francisco Bay, suburban cities and towns dominate, with primarily residential, commercial,
and industrial uses. In the redwood forests of the Santa Cruz Mountains, land is used for
timber harvesting and recreation. On the Coastside the primary land uses are agriculture and
general open space.

The climate of San Mateo County is of the semi-arid Mediterranean type, characterized by dry,
mild summers and moderately moist, cool winters. Most of the rainfall occurs between
November and April. It is during this time when over 90% of the annual surface runoff also
occurs. San Mateo County is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is part
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The BAAQMD consists of
Napa, Marin, San Francisco, Contra Costa, Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties, the
southern portion of Sonoma County, and the western portion of Solano County. There are 34
separate watersheds in the County, of which 22 drain into the Pacific Ocean and 12 drain into
San Francisco Bay (County of San Mateo General Plan, November 1986). Seasonal rainfall
variation is reflected in the monthly stream flows as local drainages often run dry by the
middle or late summer.

San Mateo County has a population of 729,443 (California Department of Finance, 2012). These
residents are served by various sources of water supply. Nearly 90% of the water supplied to
the Bayside and the northern portion of the Coastside is provided by the San Francisco Water
Department (SFWD) through contractual agreements (County of San Mateo General Plan,
November 1986). This supply originates from local reservoirs and the Sierra Nevada with the
Sierra system of reservoirs (primarily the Hetch-Hetchy Reservoir) providing the bulk of the
supply. Local surface water and groundwater sources are used to supplement SFWD water.
Wastewater treatment for areas in San Mateo County is provided by 11 treatment plants, two of
which are located outside of the County.
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The transportation system in San Mateo County consists of highways, streets, and parking
areas for automobile travel, a countywide bus system, a commuter rail line, bikeways,
pedestrian sidewalks, an international airport (San Francisco International (SFO), and a seaport.
The system provides for the shipment of goods as well as the movement of people. Major
regional transportation facilities include the Bayshore Freeway (U.S. 101), Junipero Serra
Freeway (Interstate 280), State Route 92, and Cabrillo Highway (State Route 1). Major arterials
in the Study Area include El Camino Real and Woodside Road. Transit service within the
County of San Mateo is provided by the Caltrain Peninsula Rail Service and by the San Mateo
County Transit District. Both extend service into adjoining San Francisco and Santa Clara
counties. Similarly, BART and the San Francisco MUNI system overlap into the North County,
while the Santa Clara County Transit District extends service into Menlo Park.

3.1.2 County of Santa Clara

Six of the 24 cities that are contemplating adoption of the Proposed Ordinance are located in
Santa Clara County. Santa Clara County’s 832,000 acres may be grouped into four main
categories: rural unincorporated areas, cities (urban incorporated areas), urban unincorporated
areas, and Urban Service Areas (USAs). All six participating municipalities in Santa Clara
County are cities (urban incorporated areas) located in the northern Santa Clara Valley. The
sprawling suburban character of the northern Santa Clara Valley has been changing since the
1950s, with multi-story office buildings, hotels, apartments, and condominiums beginning to
dominate the valley’s flat landscape (County of Santa Clara General Plan DEIR, September
1994). By contrast, the southern portion of Santa Clara Valley remains predominantly rural in
character.

Santa Clara County is also located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. In general, the
County’s climate is similar to San Mateo County as it is characterized by northwesterly winds
generated by high-pressure cells in the Pacific, which are drawn through the Golden Gate and
forced into a more westerly orientation.

Santa Clara County has a population of 1,816,486 (California Department of Finance, 2012). The
populations of the cities of Milpitas (66,966), Cupertino (59,022), Los Gatos (29,854), Los Altos
(29,460), Campbell (39,882) and Mountain View (75,275) make up approximately 17% of the
total County population.

Santa Clara County residents are served by diverse sources of water supply. Santa Clara
County’s water supply consists of: water imported from other areas of the state, water pumped
from natural underground aquifers that lay beneath the County, and water derived from
surface runoff. Santa Clara County is served by eight municipal and eight special sanitary
district sewage collection systems. Sewage collected from incorporated areas, in the northern
part of the County, is treated at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control , Palo Alto
and Sunnyvale plants. These plants discharge their effluent directly or indirectly into the San
Francisco Bay. The Gilroy/Morgan Hill sewage treatment plant handles solids from septic
systems in the South County rural unincorporated areas.

Santa Clara County is served by an extensive highway system. The main components of this
system are Interstates 280, 680, and 880; and State Highways 101, 17, 85, 87, 152, and 237. The
expressway system interconnects with virtually all of the North County. The main routes in the
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South County are 101, 152, Monterey Road, and Santa Teresa Boulevard. The Santa Clara
County Transit District (SCCTD) has provided bus service in the County since 1973.

3.2 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS SETTING

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual actions that, when considered
together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts
are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of development of
the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, traffic impacts of two nearby
projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact
when analyzed together. Cumulative impact analysis allows the Program EIR to provide a
reasonable forecast of future environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge the
effects of a series of projects.

Although CEQA analysis typically lists development projects in the vicinity of a project site,
this document analyzes the environmental impacts associated with a proposed ordinance and
does not include development or construction activity. As such, the cumulative significance of
the proposed Single-Use Bag Ban Ordinance has been analyzed within the context of other bag
ordinances that are approved or pending throughout California. Table 3-1 lists current adopted
and pending ordinances in California. These ordinances are considered in the cumulative
analyses in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. As shown in Table 3-1, there are currently
24 adopted, proposed or pending bag ordinances (including the proposed Single-Use Bag Ban
Ordinance) located throughout California.

Table 3-1
Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location Proposed Action Status

City of Calabasas This ordinance bans the issuance of plastic| Adopted February 2011
carryout bags and imposes a ten (10) cent | Effective July 2011
charge on the issuance of recyclable paper
carryout bags at regulated stores.

City of Carpinteria This ordinance is the first double bag ban | Adopted March 12, 2012
in the state. Starting in July 2012, large
retailers as specified are prohibited from
distributing single-use paper and plastic
bags. Starting in April 2013, plastic bags
are banned in all other retail stores
including restaurants.

City of Dana Point This ordinance places a ban on single-use | Adopted March 6, 2012
plastic bags from all retail stores within city | Effective in larger stores
limits. April 1, 2013, and all other

stores October 1, 2013.

City of Fairfax This ordinance allows all stores, shops, Adopted August 2007

eating places, food vendors and retail food |After legal challenge,
vendors, to provide only recyclable paper |adopted by voter initiative

or reusable bags as checkout bags to November 2008
customers.

City of Laguna Beach This ordinance requires a plastic bag ban |Adopted February 2012
in all retail stores. Grocery stores, Effective January 1, 2013
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Table 3-1

Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location

Proposed Action

Status

pharmacies, and convenience/liquor stores
must include a 10 cent minimum price
requirement on paper bags distributed.

City of Long Beach

This ordinance bans plastic carryout bags
at all supermarkets and other grocery
stores, pharmacies, drug stores,
convenience stores, food marts, and
farmers markets and would place a ten
(10) cent charge on the issuance of
recyclable paper carryout bags by an
affected store, as defined. The ordinance
would also require a store to provide or
make available to a customer recyclable
paper carryout bags or reusable bags.

Long Beach passed this
ordinance in May 2011. But
unlike LAC, Long Beach did
not issue a statement of
overriding consideration for
the likelihood of passing the
GHG emission threshold of
significance. The suit was
settled after Long Beach
agreed to adopt the
County’s Statement of
Overriding Consideration in
October 2011.

Addendum to the County of
Los Angeles Final EIR
certified May 2011.

The ordinance was also
effective in larger stores
starting August 2011, and
will expand to others stores
in 2012.

City of Los Angeles

The Los Angeles City Council voted to ban
plastic carryout bags in the city's
supermarkets and stores by July 2010 --
but only if the state fails to impose a 25-
cent fee on every shopper who requests
them.

Pending

City of Malibu

This ordinance bans the use of non-
compostable and compostable plastic
shopping bags for point-of-sale distribution.

Adopted May 2008
Effective November 2009

City of Manhattan Beach

This ordinance bans the distribution of
plastic bags at the point-of-sale for all retail
establishments in Manhattan Beach.

Adopted July 2008

The California Supreme
Court ruled in favor of an
appeal by the City of
Manhattan Beach affirming
the right of local
governments to phase out
plastic grocery bags without
an EIR in July 2011.

City of Ojai

A proposed ordinance would ban plastic
shopping bags and impose a 10-cent fee
on paper bags at grocery stores,
supermarkets, convenience stores, liquor
stores and gasoline mini-marts.

Adopted April 2012.
Effective July 1, 2012.

City of Palo Alto

This ordinance bans large grocery stores in
Palo Alto from distributing single-use
plastic check out bags. Only reusable bags
(preferred) or paper bags can be

Adopted March 2009

Palo Alto's 2009 bag ban
was challenged by the Save
The Plastic Bag Coalition
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Table 3-1

Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location

Proposed Action

Status

distributed. Single-use plastic bags can still
be used in produce and meat departments.

Pending expansion of the ordinance would
apply the ban to all retailers including
restaurants in the city. An EIR on the
expanded ordinance will be prepared.

(STPBC). They settled out
of court with the agreement
that the City would not
expand its ban to other
stores without an EIR.

Effective September 2009

Draft expansion ordinance
and an EIR are pending.

City of Pasadena

This ordinance bans plastic bags, and
imposes al0 cent minimum price on paper
bags.

Adopted November 2011
Effective July 1, 2012 for
large stores and
supermarkets and
December 2012 for
convenience stores.

City of San Francisco

Retail stores governed by the ordinance
can only provide the following types of
bags:

a. compostable plastic
b. recyclable paper
c. reusable bag of any material

Expanded to all retail and food
establishments within the City and requires
a minimum ten cent charge for reusable
bags.

Adopted April 2007

In February 2012 San
Francisco expanded its bag
ban and was sued by the
STPBC. The two causes of
action are related to CEQA
compliance and the bag
ban for restaurants. There
are currently no scheduled
court dates.

City of San Jose

This ordinance prohibits the distribution of
single-use carryout paper and plastic bags
at the point of sale (i.e., check-out) for all
commercial retail businesses in San José
except restaurants. An exception is made
for “green” paper bags containing at least
40 percent recycled content, accompanied
by a charge of 10 cents to the customer,
with the charge retained by the retailer. For
the first two years, paper bags will be sold
under this ordinance at 10 cents each;
after two years the minimum price per
paper bag is 25 cents each.

Adopted January 2011
Effective January 2012

City of Santa Monica

This ordinance: (1) prohibits retail
establishments in Santa Monica from
providing “single-use plastic carryout bags”
to customers at the point of sale; (2)
prohibits the free distribution of paper
carryout bags by grocery stores,
convenience stores, mini-marts, liquor
stores and pharmacies; and (3) requires
stores that make paper carryout bags
available to sell recycled paper carryout
bags to customers for not less than ten
cents per bag.

Adopted January 2011
Effective September 2011

City of Sunnyvale

This ordinance prohibits specified retail

Adopted December 2011
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Table 3-1

Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location

Proposed Action

Status

establishments in Sunnyvale from
providing single-use plastic carryout bags
to customers at the point of sale, and
creates a mandatory 10 cent ($0.10)
charge for each paper bag distributed by
these stores.

Effective June 20, 2012
(grocery stores,
convenience stores and
large retailers)

Effective March 2013 (all
retailers)

County of Alameda

This ordinance prohibits the distribution of
single-use carryout paper and plastic bags
at the point of sale (i.e., check-out) for all
commercial retail businesses in Alameda
County. Exception would be made for
recycled paper or reusable bags
containing a specified minimum
percentage of recycled content, which can
only be provided to customers for a
nominal charge (ten cents on or before
January 1, 2015 and 25 cents on or after
January 1, 2015) to cover the cost to the
business of providing the bags.

Ordinance will be implemented in
unincorporated Alameda County as well as
its 14 incorporated cities: Alameda City,
Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville,
Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark,
Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San
Leandro, and Union City.

Adopted January 2012
Effective January 1, 2013.

County of Los Angeles

This ordinance bans the issuance of plastic
carryout bags and imposes a ten (10) cent
charge on the issuance of recyclable paper
carryout bags at all supermarkets and
other grocery stores, pharmacies, drug
stores, convenience stores, and foodmarts,
in unincorporated Los Angeles County.
The ordinance requires a store to provide
or make available to a customer only
recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable
bags. The ordinance would also encourage
a store to educate its staff to promote
reusable bags and to post signs
encouraging customers to use reusable
bags in the unincorporated areas of the
County of Los Angeles.

Adopted November 2010

In October 2011, Hilex and
some individuals filed a
petition to void the LA
County ordinance. They
alleged that the 10-cent
charge on paper bags is
really a local special tax that
requires voter approval as
amended by Prop 26. In
March 2012, the Court
denied the petition and
ruled that a paper bag
charge was not a tax under
Prop 26. The decision is
expected to be appealed.

County of Marin

This ordinance prohibits the distribution of
plastic carryout bags and would charge at
least $0.05 for a recycled paper bag.

Adopted January 2011

In September 2011, Marin
County Superior

Court found the ordinance
“a reasonable legislative
and regulatory choice” to
protect the environment
without causing a significant
negative impact. The
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Table 3-1
Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location Proposed Action Status

County had correctly
determined the project to be
exempt based on its actions
to protect the environment
and natural resources.
STPBC filed an appeal of
this decision on November
29, 2011 and the case is

still pending.
County of San Luis Obispo The San Luis Obispo County Integrated Adopted January 2012
(City and County of San Luis Waste Management Authority adopted a It goes into effect on
Obispo, Atascadero, Grover plastic bag ban with a 10 cent minimum September 1, 2012 in all
Beach, Morro Bay, Paso price requirement on paper bags. seven incorporated cities as
Robles, and Pismo Beach) well as unincorporated

areas of the county.

For the City of SLO: A
petition was filed January
30, 2012. The SLO lawsuit
had two causes of action,
but the second cause was
dropped in February. The
first cause of action is
CEQA compliance. Hearing
date was scheduled for
March 22 but is now being
rescheduled.

County of Santa Clara This ordinance allows affected retalil Adopted April 2011
establishments to distribute either a ‘green’ | Effective January 2012
paper bag or a reusable bag. Reusable
bags may be given away or sold and are
initially defined (until January 2013) as
bags made of cloth or other machine
washable fabric that has handles; or a
durable plastic bag with handles that is at
least 2.25 mils thick and is specifically
designed and manufactured for multiple
use. ‘Green’ paper bags may be sold to
customers for a minimum charge of $0.15
and are defined as paper bags that are
100% recyclable and are made from 100%
recycled material.

County of Santa Cruz The ordinance bans single-use plastic Adopted September 13,
bags and places a 10 cent minimum price | 2011
requirement on single-use paper bags On-hold / pending some
throughout unincorporated county areas. revisions to Ordinance
City of Millbrae This ordinance bans single-use bags and Adopted January 2012.

free paper carryout bags and would apply to | Certified a Negative
all retailers. Stores can charge a minimum of| Declaration. Effective
10 cents per bag, should a customer need to| September 1, 2012.
purchase one. Those paper bags sold must
be comprised of at least 40 percent post-
consumer recycled materials. Thicker
reusable plastic bags are allowed but would
also need to be imprinted showing the bag is
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Table 3-1
Adopted, Proposed and Pending Bag Ordinances in California

Ordinance Location Proposed Action Status

made of at least 40 percent post-consumer
recycled materials.

Source: Californians Against Waste, http://www.cawrecycles.org/issues/plastic_campaign/plastic_bags/local , accessed
April 2012 ; San Luis Obispo County, Alameda County, City of Oakland, City of San Jose, City of Calabasas, City of
Carpinteria, City of Dana Point, City of Fairfax, City of Laguna Beach, City of Palo Alto, City of Los Angeles, County of Los
Angeles, City of Malibu, City of Manhattan Beach, City of San Francisco, City of Pasadena, Marin County, City of Santa
Monica, Santa Clara County, Santa Cruz County, City of Long Beach, City of Ojai, City of Sunnyvale, City of Millbrae
Homepages, May 2012.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Proposed Ordinance for the
specific issue areas that were identified through the Initial Study and NOP process as having
the potential to experience significant impacts. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or
social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may
be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue
area. Following the setting is a discussion of the Proposed Ordinance’s impacts relative to the
issue area. Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used
and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the County, other
agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine
whether potential impacts are significant. The next subsection describes each impact of the
Proposed Ordinance, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance
after mitigation. Each impact under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold
text, with the discussion of the impact and its significance following. Each bolded impact listing
also contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as
follows:

Class 1, Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an
impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is
approved.

Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an
impact requires findings to be made.

Class 111, Not Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the
threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation
measures that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily
available and easily achievable.

Class 1V, Beneficial: An impact that would reduce existing environmental problems
or hazards.

Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the
implementation of the measures. In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as
a residual effect.

The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the
impacts associated with the Proposed Ordinance in conjunction with other adopted and
pending bag ordinances.
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4.1 AIR QUALITY

This section analyzes the Proposed Ordinance’s long-term impacts to local and regional air
quality. The analysis focuses on air quality impacts associated with bag manufacturing facilities
and truck trips associated with bag distribution. Impacts related to global climate change are
addressed in Section 4.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

411 Setting

a. Characteristics of Air Pollutants. The County of San Mateo and the six cities in Santa
Clara County are located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin). The Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional government agency that monitors and
regulates air pollution within the Basin. Pollutants that are monitored within both counties and
compared to State and Federal Standards include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide
and suspended particulates. The general characteristics of these pollutants are described below.

Ozone. Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between
nitrogen oxides (NOy) and reactive organic gases (ROG). Nitrogen oxides are formed during the
combustion of fuels, while reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and
evaporation of organic solvents. Because ozone requires sunlight to form, it occurs in
concentrations considered serious primarily between the months of April and October. Ozone is
a pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans, including respiratory and
eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions. Groups most sensitive to ozone include
children, the elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously
outdoors.

Carbon Monoxide. Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless, poisonous gas that is
found in high concentrations only near the source. The major source of CO is automobile traffic.
Elevated concentrations, therefore, are usually only found near areas of high traffic volumes.
CO'’s health effects are related to its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood. At high
concentrations, CO reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in
people with chronic diseases, reduced lung capacity and impaired mental abilities.

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide (NO») is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the
primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form
NO;, creating the mixture of NO and NO, commonly called NOy. NOzis an acute irritant. A
relationship between NO; and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase in
bronchitis in young children at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur.
NOs absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced
visibility. It can also contribute to the formation of PMio and acid rain.

Suspended Particulates. PMyo is particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns
in diameter, while PM5 is fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in
diameter. Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates and sulfates. Both PMio and
PM, 5 are by-products of fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and are
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directly emitted into the atmosphere through these processes. Suspended particulates are also
created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions.

The characteristics, sources, and potential health effects associated with the small particulates
(those between 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter) and fine particulates (PM25) can be very
different. The small particulates generally come from windblown dust and dust kicked up from
mobile sources. The fine particulates are generally associated with combustion processes as well
as being formed in the atmosphere as a secondary pollutant through chemical reactions. Fine
particulate matter is more likely to penetrate deeply into the lungs and poses a health threat to
all groups, but particularly to the elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems. More
than half of the small and fine particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there.
These materials can damage health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms for clearing the
respiratory tract or by acting as carriers of an absorbed toxic substance.

b. Air Quality Standards. Federal and state standards have been established for six
criteria pollutants: ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO.), sulfur dioxide
(SO), particulates less than 10 and 2.5 microns in diameter (PMioand PMz s respectively), and
lead (Pb). California has also set standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and
visibility-reducing particles. Table 4.1-1 lists the current federal and state standards for criteria
pollutants.

Table 4.1-1
Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant

Federal Standard

California Standard

Ozone

0.075 ppm (8-hr avg)

0.09 ppm (1-hr avg)
0.07 ppm (8-hr avg)

Carbon Monoxide

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg)
35.0 ppm (1-hr avg)

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg)
20.0 ppm (1-hr avg)

Nitrogen Dioxide

53 ppb (annual avg)
100 ppb (1-hr avg)

0.030 ppm (annual avg)
0.18 ppm (1-hr avg)

Sulfur Dioxide

75 ppb (1-hr avg)

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg)
0.25 ppm (1-hr avg)

Lead

15 ug/m3 (30 day avg)

15 ug/m3 (calendar qtr)
0.15 pg/m?® (rolling 3-month
avg)

Particulate Matter (PMig)

150 ug/m3 (24-hr avg)

20 ug/m3 (annual avg)
50 pg/m® (24-hr avg)

Particulate Matter (PM,.s)

15 pg/m? (annual avg)
35 ;,lg/m3 (24-hr avg)

12 ug/m3 (annual avg)

ppm= parts per million ppb= parts per billion

ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

Source: California Air Resources Board (2012), accessed online April 2012 at:
www.arb.ca.qgov/research/aags/aaqs2.pdf

The BAAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that air quality standards
are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. Depending on
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whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in
“attainment” or “non-attainment.”

c. Current Air Quality. The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin monitoring station located
in San Mateo County is the Redwood City monitoring station, located at 897 Barron Avenue in
Redwood City. No PMiodata is available from the Redwood City monitoring station; therefore,
PMo data was taken from the Cupertino monitoring station, located at 22601 Voss Avenue in
Cupertino, approximately 14 miles south of the Redwood City monitoring station. Table 4.1-2
indicates the number of days that each of the state and federal air quality standards has been
exceeded at this station. As shown, the ozone concentration exceeded the state standard twice in
2010. The PM5 concentration exceeded federal standards on one day in 2010. There were no
exceedances of either the state or federal standards for NO,, PMig or CO from 2009 through
2011.

Table 4.1-2
Ambient Air Quality Data
Pollutant 2009 2010 2011
Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour 0.087 0.113 0.076
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 2 0
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide, ppm - Worst 8 Hours 1.76 1.72 1.67
Number of days of State/Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide, ppm - Worst Hour 0.056 0.059 0.056
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.25 ppm) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter <10 microns, ug/m3 Worst 24 Hours” * 27.9 28.6
Number of samples of State exceedances (>50 ug/m3 ) 0 0 0
Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>150 pg/m®) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, ug/m® Worst 24 Hours 34.2 36.5 24.2
Number of samples of Federal exceedances (>35 ug/m3 ) 0 1 0

PData collected for the Cupertino Monitoring Station

Source: CARB, 2009, 2010, & 2011 Air Quality Data Statistics, Top Four Summary, available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov . Data collected from the Redwood City Monitoring Station

*Insufficient data available to determine a value

d. Air Quality Management. Under state law, the BAAQMD is required to prepare a
plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the District is in non-compliance. The
Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP) provides a plan to improve Bay Area air quality and
protect public health. The legal impetus for the CAP is to update the most recent ozone plan,
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, to comply with state air quality planning requirements as
codified in the California Health & Safety Code. Although steady progress in reducing ozone
levels in the Bay Area has been made, the region continues to be designated as non-attainment
for both the one-hour and eight-hour state ozone standards. In addition, emissions of ozone
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precursors in the Bay Area contribute to air quality problems in neighboring air basins. Under
these circumstances, state law requires the CAP to include all feasible measures to reduce
emissions of ozone precursors and reduce transport of ozone precursors to neighboring air
basins (BAAQMD, September 2010).

The Bay Area was recently designated as non-attainment for the national 24-hour fine
particulate matter (PMz5) standard, and the BAAQMD is required to prepare a PMz5 State
Implementation Plan (SIP) pursuant to federal air quality guidelines by December 2012. The
2010 CAP is not a SIP document and does not respond to federal requirements for PMz5 or
ozone planning. However, in anticipation of future PM5 planning requirements, the CAP
control strategy also aims to reduce PM emissions and concentrations. In addition, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently reevaluating national ozone standards,
and is likely to tighten those standards in the near future. The control measures in the CAP will
also help in the Bay Area’s continuing effort to attain national ozone standards (BAAQMD,
September 2010).

e. Air Quality and Bags. Single-use bags can affect air quality in two ways: through
emissions associated with manufacturing processes and through emissions associated with
truck trips for the delivery of carryout bags to retailers. Each is summarized below.

Manufacturing Process. The manufacturing process to make carryout bags requires fuel
and energy consumption, which generates air pollutant emissions. These may include
particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, sulfur oxides, carbon monoxide, and odorous
sulfur (Green Cities California MEA, 2010). The amount of emissions varies depending on the
type and quantity of carryout bags produced. These emissions may contribute to air quality
impacts related to acid rain (atmospheric acidification) or ground level ozone formation.

Although manufacturing facilities may emit air pollutants in the production of carryout bags,
manufacturing facilities are subject to air quality regulations, as described below, that are
intended to reduce emissions sufficiently to avoid violations of air quality standards. For this
Program EIR, the analysis is focused on the Bay Area Air Basin, the air basin in which the Study
Area is located.

Truck Trips. Delivery trucks that transport carryout bags from manufacturers or
distributors to the local retailers in the Study Area also contribute air emissions locally and
regionally. As discussed in the Transportation section of the Initial Study (see Appendix A),
based on a baseline population estimate in the Study Area of approximately 1,041,302 persons
in 2012 and a statewide estimate of approximately 531 plastic bags used per person per year,
retail customers in the Study Area currently use an estimated 552,931,362 plastic bags per year.
Assuming 2,080,000 plastic bags per truck load (City of Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag
Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011; refer to Appendix A), approximately 266 annual truck trips
(an average of about 0.7 trips per day) would be needed to deliver these carryout bags.

Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, composed of gaseous and solid
material (ARB “Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust”, 2012). The visible emissions in diesel exhaust
are known as particulate matter or PM, which are small and readily respirable. The particles
have hundreds of chemicals adsorbed onto their surfaces, including many known or suspected
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mutagens and carcinogens. Diesel PM emissions are estimated to be responsible for about 70%
of the total ambient air toxics risk. In addition to these general risks, diesel PM can also be
responsible for elevated localized or near-source exposures (“hot-spots”) (ARB, Health Effects
of Diesel Exhaust”, 2012).

Like manufacturing facilities, delivery trucks are also subject to existing regulations primarily
related to diesel emissions, as described in Section f. Regulations Applicable to Delivery Trucks.
These regulations are intended to reduce emissions associated with fuel combustion.

Ground Level Ozone and Atmospheric Acidification. Various studies have estimated air
emissions for the different carryout bags (single-use plastic, paper or reusable bags) to
determine a per bag emissions rate. In order to provide metrics to determine environmental
impacts associated with the Proposed Ordinance, reasonable assumptions based upon the best
available sources of information have been established and are utilized in this Program EIR.
Specific metrics that compare impacts on a per bag basis are available for single-use plastic,
single-use paper and low-density polyethylene (LDPE) reusable bags. Air pollutant emissions
associated with the manufacturing and transportation of one single-use paper bag result in 1.9
times the impact on atmospheric acidification as air pollutant emissions associated with one
single-use plastic bag. Similarly, on a per bag basis, a reusable carryout bag that is made of
LDPE plastic would result in 3 times the atmospheric acidification compared to a single-use
plastic bag if the LDPE bag is only used one time. In addition, on a per bag basis, a single-use
paper bag has 1.3 times the impact on ground level ozone formation of a single-use plastic bag.
Finally, a reusable carryout bag that is made of LDPE plastic and only used one time would
result in 1.4 times the ground level ozone formation of a single-use plastic bag (Stephen L.
Joseph, 2010; Ecobilan, 2004; FRIDGE, 2002; and Green Cities California MEA, 2010, City of
Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011).

The above statistics use the LDPE carryout bag as a representation of reusable bags in
evaluating air quality impacts. There is no known available Life Cycle Assessment that
evaluates all types of reusable bags (canvas, cotton, calico, etc.) with respect to potential air
pollutant emissions. However, the emissions from all types of reusable bags are lower than
single-use plastic and paper carryout bags because reusable bags are usually used at least one
year, or 52! uses. Thus, the air pollutant emissions from these bags are expected to be
comparable to the LPDE bag or lower.

Table 4.1-3 lists the emissions contributing to ground level ozone and atmospheric acidification
using the per-bag impact rates discussed above and the estimated number of existing single-use
paper and plastic bags used in the Study Area. As shown in Table 4.1-3, the manufacturing and
transportation of single-use plastic bags currently used in the Study Area each year generates
an estimated 12,717 kilograms (kg) of emissions associated with ground level ozone and 599,378
kg of emissions associated with atmospheric acidification.

! This represents a conservative estimate. According to the March 2010 MEA on Single-use and Reusable Bags,
reusable bags may be used 100 times or more.
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Table 4.1-3
Current Emissions from Ground Level Ozone and
Atmospheric Acidification (AA) from Carryout Bags
In the Study Areal

Ozone O.ZOF‘e Ozone AA .AA AA
Bal # of Bags Emission Emissions Emissions | Emission Emissions Emissions
9 Used per (kg) per (kg) per
Type Y Rate per per year Rate per per year
ear Bag* 1,000 (kg) Bag* 1,000 (kg)
g bags** g g bags*** g
Single-
use 552,931,362 1.0 0.023 12,717.42 1.0 1.084 599,377.6
Plastic
Total 12,717 Total 599,378
Source:

* Impact rate per bag as stated in Stephen L. Joseph, 2010; Ecobilan, 2004; FRIDGE, 2002; and Green Cities California MEA, 2010;
Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.

** Emissions per 1,000 bags from Ecobilan, 2004; Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.

*** Emissions per 1,000 bags from FRIDGE, 2002 and Green Cities California MEA, 2010; Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag
Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.

1 See Appendix B for listing of emissions by each participating municipality.

f. Regulations applicable to Manufacturing Facilities.

EPA Title V Permit. Title V is a federal program designed to standardize air quality
permits and the permitting process for major sources of emissions across the country. The name
"Title V" comes from Title V of the 1990 federal Clean Air Act Amendments, which requires the
EPA to establish a national, operating permit program. Accordingly, EPA adopted regulations
[Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Part 70 (Part 70)], which require states
and local permitting authorities to develop and submit a federally enforceable operating permit
programs for EPA approval. Title V only applies to "major sources." EPA defines a major
source as a facility that emits, or has the potential to emit (PTE) any criteria pollutant or
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) at levels equal to or greater than the Major Source Thresholds
(MST). The MST for criteria pollutants may vary depending on the attainment status (e.g.
marginal, serious, extreme) of the geographic area and the Criteria Pollutant or HAP in which
the facility is located (EPA Title V, December 2008). Carryout bag manufacturing facilities that
emit any criteria pollutant or HAP at levels equal to or greater than the MST of the local air
quality management district would need to obtain, and maintain compliance with, a Title V
permit.

Local Air Quality Management District Equipment Permits. Manufacturing facilities
may also be required to obtain permits from the local air quality management district. A local
air quality management district permit is a written authorization to build, install, alter, replace,
or operate equipment that emits or controls the emission of air contaminants, such as NOx, CO,
PMo, oxides of sulfur (SOx), or toxics. Permits ensure that emission controls meet the need for
the local region to make steady progress toward achieving and maintaining federal and state air
quality standards.
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The BAAQMD, the local air quality management district serving the Study Area, requires
operators that plan to build, install, alter, replace, or operate any equipment that emits or
controls the emission of air contaminants to apply for, obtain and maintain equipment permits.
Equipment permits ensure operators make steady progress toward achieving and maintaining
federal and state air quality standards (as shown in Table 4.1-1). Permits also ensure proper
operation of control devices, establish recordkeeping and reporting mechanisms, limit toxic
emissions, and control dust or odors. In addition, the BAAQMD routinely inspects operating
facilities to verify that equipment operates in compliance with BAAQMD rules and regulations.

Regulations applicable to Delivery Trucks.

On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation. On December 12, 2008, the ARB
approved a new regulation to reduce emissions from existing on-road diesel vehicles operating
in California. The regulation requires affected trucks and buses to meet performance
requirements. Heavier trucks were required to be retrofitted with PM filters beginning
January 1, 2012, and older trucks must be replaced starting January 1, 2015. By January 1, 2023
all vehicles must have a 2010 model year engine or equivalent. The regulation is intended to
reduce emissions of diesel PM, oxides of nitrogen and other criteria pollutants (ARB “Truck and
Bus Regulation, Updated March 22, 2012). All trucks making deliveries of carryout bags in
California will be required to adhere to this regulation.

Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling Limit. The regulation applies to diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicles that operate in the State of California with gross vehicular
weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds that are or must be licensed for operation on
highways. The in-use truck requirements require operators of both in-state and out-of-state
registered sleeper berth equipped trucks to manually shut down their engines when idling
more than five minutes at any location within California beginning in 2008 (ARB “Heavy-Duty
Vehicle Idling Emission Reduction Program”, updated March 2009). The purpose of this
airborne toxic control measure is to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and
other air contaminants by limiting the idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles. All
trucks making deliveries in the Study Area are required to comply with the no-idling
requirements.

4.1.2 Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The proposed Single Use Bag Ban
Ordinance does not include any physical development or construction related activities;
therefore, the analysis focuses on emissions related to carryout bag manufacturing processes
and truck trips associated with delivering carryout bags to Study Area retailers. Operational
emissions associated with truck trips to deliver carryout bags to Study Area retailers were
calculated using the using the URBEMIS 2007 v. 9.2.4 computer program (Rimpo and
Associates, 2007). The estimate of operational emissions by URBEMIS includes truck trips
(assumed to be heavy trucks - 33,000 to 60,000 pounds) and utilizes trip generation rates based
on the increase in truck trips resulting from implementation of the Proposed Ordinance.

According the County of San Mateo CEQA Checklist, The Proposed Ordinance would create a
significant air quality impact if it would:
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1. Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, dust or smoke particulates,
radiation, etc.) that will violate existing standards of air quality on-site or in the
surrounding area; and/or

2. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and construction
materials.

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that only the first criteria could be applicable to
the project potentially resulting in a significant impact, while the Proposed Ordinance would
result in no impact with respect to burning of any material. Hence, only the first criteria is
addressed in this section.

On March 5, 2012 the Alameda County Superior Court issued a judgment finding that the
BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted the thresholds contained in the
BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD Homepage, accessed May 2012). As such, lead
agencies need to determine appropriate air quality thresholds of significance based on
substantial evidence in the record. Lead agencies may rely on the BAAQMD’s CEQA
Guidelines (updated May 2011) for assistance in calculating air pollution emissions, obtaining
information regarding the health impacts of air pollutants, and identifying potential mitigation
measures. However, the BAAQMD has been ordered to set aside the thresholds and is no
longer recommending that these thresholds be used as a general measure of a project’s
significant air quality impacts. Lead agencies may continue to rely on the Air District’'s 1999
Thresholds of Significance and to make determinations regarding the significance of an
individual project’s air quality impacts based on substantial evidence in the record for that
project.

For this Program EIR, the County of San Mateo has determined that the BAAQMD's
significance thresholds in the updated May 2011 CEQA Guidelines for project operations within
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin are the most appropriate thresholds for use to determine
air quality impacts of the Proposed Ordinance. First, these thresholds have been utilized in
another County of San Mateo CEQA document (e.g., Clos De La Tech Winery Project EIR, 2010).
In addition, these thresholds are lower than the 1999 BAAQMD thresholds, and thus use of the
thresholds in the May 2011 CEQA Guidelines is more conservative. Therefore, these thresholds
are considered reasonable for use in this Program EIR. The Proposed Ordinance would result in
a significant impact if emissions would exceed any of the following thresholds:

54 pounds per day of ROG
54 pounds per day of NOx

82 pounds per day of PMo
54 pounds per day of PM: 5

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Impact AQ-1 With a shift toward reusable bags, the Proposed Ordinance
is expected to substantially reduce the number of single-use
carryout bags, thereby reducing the total number of bags
manufactured and the overall air pollutant emissions
associated with bag manufacture, transportation and use.
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Therefore, air quality impacts related to alteration of
processing activities would be Class IV, beneficial.

The intent of the Proposed Ordinance is to reduce the number of single-use plastic bags in trash
loads, reduce the environmental impacts related to single-use plastic carryout bags, deter the
use of paper bags, and promote the use of reusable bags by retail customers. The Proposed
Ordinance would reduce the number of single-use carryout bags that are manufactured and
used in the Study Area and increase the number of recycled paper and reusable bags
manufactured and used in the Study Area compared to existing conditions.

As described in the Setting, on a per bag basis emissions associated with single-use paper bag
production and transportation is equivalent to 1.9 times the impact on atmospheric acidification
as the production and transportation of a single-use plastic bag. On a per bag basis, the
production and transportation of a reusable carryout bag that is made of LDPE plastic results in
three times the atmospheric acidification of the production and transportation of a single-use
plastic bag. Reusable bags may be made of various materials other than LDPE, including cloths
such as cotton or canvas. However, because LDPE reusable bags are one of the most common
types of reusable bags and are of similar durability and weight (approximately 50 to 200 grams)
as other types of reusable bags, this Program EIR utilizes the best available information
regarding specific metrics on a per bag basis to disclose environmental impacts associated with
the Proposed Ordinance. However, the emissions from all types of reusable bags are lower than
single-use plastic and paper carryout bags because reusable bags are usually used at least one
year, or 522 uses. Thus, the air pollutant emissions from the production and transportation of
these bags are expected to be comparable to the LPDE bag or lower (Santa Clara County Single-
Use Carryout Bag Initial Study, October 2010). Similarly, on a per bag basis, the production and
transportation of a single-use paper bag has 1.3 times the impact on ground level ozone
formation compared to the production and transportation of a single-use plastic bag and the
production and transportation of a reusable carryout bag that is made of LDPE plastic would
result in 1.4 times the ground level ozone formation compared to the production and
transportation of a single-use plastic bag (Stephen L. Joseph, 2010; FRIDGE, 2002; and Green
Cities California MEA, 2010).

A reusable bag results in greater impacts to ground level ozone formation and atmospheric
acidification than a single-use plastic bag on a per bag production and transportation basis;
however, unlike single-use plastic bags, reusable carryout bags are intended to be used multiple
times (estimated to be at least 52 uses).? Therefore, fewer total carryout bags would need to be
manufactured as a shift toward the use of reusable bags occurs. As described in Section 2.0,
Project Description, retail establishments making paper carryout bags available would be
required to sell recycled paper carryout bags that are made with a minimum 40% post-
consumer recycled content to customers for $0.10 per bag ($0.25 per bag on or after January 1,
2015). This mandatory charge would create a disincentive to customers to request single-use
paper bags when shopping at regulated stores and is intended to promote a shift toward the use
of reusable bags by consumers in the Study Area.

% This represents a conservative estimate. According to the March 2010 MEA on Single-use and Reusable Bags,
reusable bags may be used 100 times or more.

% For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that reusable bags would be used once per week for a year, or 52
times, before being replaced.
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This analysis assumes that as a result of the Proposed Ordinance 95% of the volume of plastic
bags currently used in the Study Area (552,931,362 plastic bags per year) would be replaced by
recycled paper bags (approximately 30%) and reusable bags (approximately 65%), as shown in
Table 4.1-4. It is assumed that 5% of the existing single-use plastic bags used in the Study Area
would remain in use since the Proposed Ordinance does not apply to some retailers who
distribute single-use plastic bags (e.g., restaurants) and these retailers would continue to
distribute single-use plastic bags after the Proposed Ordinance is implemented. Thus, for this
analysis, it is assumed that 27,646,568 plastic bags would continue to be used annually within
the Study Area after implementation of the Proposed Ordinance. It is also assumed that
approximately 165,879,409 paper bags would replace approximately 30% of the plastic bags
currently used in Study Area. This 1:1 replacement ratio is considered conservative, because the
volume of a single-use paper carryout bag (20.48 liters) is generally equal to approximately
150% of the volume of a single-use plastic bag (14 liters), such that fewer paper bags would
ultimately be needed to carry the same number of items.

Table 4.1-4
Existing Plastic Bag Replacement Assumptions
in the Study Area

Replacement Bags used Post-

Type of Bag Assumption Ordinance

Explanation

Because the Proposed Ordinance does

5% 27 646.568 not apply to all retailers (e.g. restaurants),
(remaining) T some single-use plastic bags would
remain in circulation.

Single-use Plastic

Although the volume of a single-use paper
carryout bag is generally 150% of the
volume of a single-use plastic bag, such
Single-use Paper 30%:* 165,879,409 that fewer paper bags would be needed to
carry the same number of items, it is
conservatively assumed that paper would
replace plastic at a 1:1 ratio.

Although a reusable bag is designed to be
used up to hundreds of times (Green
Cities California MEA, 2010; Santa Monica
Single-Use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final

0451
Reusable 65% 6,911,642 EIR, 2011), it is conservatively assumed
that a reusable bag would be used by a
customer once per week for one year, or
52 times.
Total 200,437,619

1 Rates utilized in the City of San Jose Final EIR, SCH # 2009102095, October 2010.
See Appendix F for full Bag Reductions for each individual municipality.

In order to estimate the number of reusable carryout bags that would replace 359,405,485 plastic
bags (65% of the existing number of plastic bags used annually in the Study Area), it is assumed
that a reusable carryout bag would be used by a customer once per week for one year (52
times). This is a conservative estimate as a reusable bag, as required by the Proposed Ordinance,
must have the capability of being used 125 times (see Appendix D for complete Draft
Ordinance). Based on the estimate of 52 uses, 359,405,485 single-use plastic bags that would be
removed as a result of the Proposed Ordinance would be replaced by 6,911,642 reusable bags.
This amounts to about six reusable bags per person per year based on a Study Area population
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of 1,041,302. This analysis assumes that as a result of the Proposed Ordinance the
approximately 552 million single-use plastic carryout bags currently used in the Study Area
annually would be reduced to approximately 200 million total bags as a result of the Proposed
Ordinance.

It should be noted that no known manufacturing facilities of carryout bags are located within
San Mateo or Santa Clara Counties and thus likely occur outside the the San Francisco Bay Area
Air Basin. Nevertheless, for a conservative estimate, emissions associated with both
manufacturing and transportation of carryout bags to retailers within the Study Area is
estimated in this Program EIR. Table 4.1-5 estimates post-ordinance air pollutant emissions
from bag manufacturing and transportation that contribute to the development of ground level
ozone and atmospheric acidification. As shown, the increased use of reusable carryout bags in
the Study Area would reduce emissions that contribute to ground level ozone by approximately
6,884 kg per year (a 54% decrease) and would reduce emissions that contribute to atmospheric
acidification by approximately 205,220 kg per year (a 34% decrease).

Table 4.1-5
Estimated Emissions that Contribute to Ground Level Ozone and
Atmospheric Acidification (AA) from Carryout Bags in Study Areat

Ozone O.ZO'_"e Ozone AA .AA. AA
# of Bags S Emissions S L Emissions S
Bag Emission Emissions | Emission Emissions
Used per (kg) per (kg) per
Type . Rate per per year Rate per per year
Year Bag** 1,000 (kg) Bag* 1,000 (kg)
g bag S*** g g b ag S**** g
Single-
use 27,646,568 1.0 0.023 636 1.0 1.084 29,969
Plastic
Single-
use 165,879,409 1.3 0.03 4,976 1.9 2.06 341,712
Paper
Reusable 6,911,642 1.4 0.032 221 3.0 3.252 22,477
Total 5,833 Total 394,158
Existing 12,717 Existing 599,378
Net Change (Total minus Existing) (6,884) Net Change (205,220)
Source:

* Refer to Table 4.1-4.
**mpact rate per bag as stated in Stephen L. Joseph, 2009; Ecobilan, 2004; FRIDGE, 2002; and Green Cities California MEA, 2010;
Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.
*** Emissions per 1,000 bags from Ecobilan, 2004; Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.

**+x Emissions per 1,000 bags from FRIDGE, 2002 and Green Cities California MEA, 2010; Santa Monica Single-use Carryout Bag
Ordinance Final EIR, January 2011.
1 See Appendix B for emissions for each individual municipality
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As discussed in the Setting, air pollutant emissions from manufacturing facilities are regulated
under the Clean Air Act and would be subject to requirements by the local air quality
management district (the BAAQMD). Both paper bag manufacturing facilities and reusable
carryout bag manufacturing facilities that emit any criteria pollutant or hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) at levels equal to or greater than the Major Source Thresholds (MST) of the local air
quality management district would need to obtain and maintain compliance with a Title V
permit. Adherence to permit requirements would ensure that a manufacturing facility would
not violate any air quality standard. Manufacturing facilities would also be required to obtain
equipment permits for emission sources through the local air quality management district
which ensures that equipment is operated and maintained in a manner that limits air emissions
in the region. Compliance with applicable regulations would ensure that manufacturing
facilities would not generate emissions conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant.

As described above, the Proposed Ordinance would reduce emissions associated with ozone
and atmospheric acidification. Therefore, the Proposed Ordinance would have a beneficial

effect in this regard.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation is not necessary as impacts would be beneficial.

Significance After Mitigation. The impact would be beneficial without
mitigation.

Impact AQ-2  With an expected increase in the use of recyclable paper bags,
the Proposed Ordinance would generate air pollutant
emissions associated with an incremental increase in truck
trips to deliver recycled paper and reusable carryout bags to
local retailers. However, emissions would not exceed
BAAQMD operational significance thresholds. Therefore,
operational air quality impacts would be Class III, less than
significant.

Post Ordinance, long-term would include those emissions associated with truck trips to deliver
carryout bags (recycled paper and reusable) from manufacturing facilities or distributors to the
Study Area retailers. The URBEMIS computer program was used to calculate mobile emissions
resulting from the number of trips generated by the Proposed Ordinance. Trip generation rates
were taken from the traffic analysis contained in the Transportation section of the Initial Study
(see Appendix A), which estimates that the change in truck traffic as a result of the Proposed
Ordinance would be a net increase of 1.57 truck trips per day. Mobile emissions associated with
such truck trips are summarized in Table 4.1-6.
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Table 4.1-6
Operational Emissions Associated with Truck Delivery Trips
Generated by the Proposed Ordinance

Emissions (Ibs/day)

Emission Source

ROG NOy PMio PM_s
Mobile Emissions
(Truck Traffic) 0.02 0.23 0.03 0.01
Total Emissions 0.02 0.23 0.03 0.01
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Source: URBEMIS version 9.2.4 calculations for Truck Trips. See Appendix B for
calculations

As indicated in Table 4.1-6, daily ROG emissions are estimated at 0.02 pounds, daily NOx
emissions are estimated at approximately 0.23 pounds, daily PMio emissions would be
approximately 0.03 pounds, and daily PM» s emissions would be approximately 0.01 pounds.
The incremental increases in ROG, NOx, PM1y, and PM;5 emissions associated with the truck
deliveries would be substantially less than the BAAQMD thresholds of 54 pounds per day of
ROG, NOx, or PMz5, and 82 pounds per day of PMio. Moreover, the increase in truck trips to
deliver recyclable paper and reusable bags would be at least partially offset by a reduction in
trips to deliver single use plastic bags. Nevertheless, because long-term emissions would not
exceed BAAQMD thresholds, impacts would not be significant.

Mitigation Measures. Operational emissions associated with the increase in
truck traffic as a result of the Proposed Ordinance would not exceed BAAQMD
thresholds. Therefore, mitigation is not required.

Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.

¢. Cumulative Impacts. Adopted and pending carryout bag ordinances, as described in
Table 3-1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, would continue to reduce the amount of single-
use carryout bags, and promote a shift toward reusable carryout bags. Similar to the Proposed
Ordinance, such ordinances would be expected to generally reduce the overall number of bags
manufactured and associated air pollutant emissions, while existing and future manufacturing
facilities would continue to be subject to federal and state air pollution regulations (see the
Setting for discussion of applicable regulations). Similar to the Proposed Ordinance, other
adopted and pending ordinances would also be expected to incrementally change the number
of truck trips associated with carryout bag delivery and associated emissions. Ten other
agencies in San Francisco Bay Area region (City of Millbrae, City of Fairfax, County of Santa
Clara, City of San Jose, City of Sunnyvale, County of Santa Cruz, Marin County, City of San
Francisco, Alameda County, and the City of Palo Alto) have either adopted or are considering
such ordinances. However, based on the incremental increase in air pollutant emissions
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associated with the Proposed Ordinance (increase of %2 pound per day or less of each criteria
pollutant), the other ordinances are not expected to generate a cumulative increase in emissions
that would exceed BAAQMD thresholds or adversely affect regional air quality. Moreover, the
increase in truck trips to deliver reusable bags would be at least partially offset by a reduction in
trips to deliver single use plastic bags. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts would not be
significant.
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4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section analyzes the Proposed Ordinance’s impacts to biological resources. Both direct
impacts associated with the Proposed Ordinance and indirect impacts to off-site biological
resources are addressed.

421 Setting
a. Terrestrial Habitat.

The Proposed Ordinance would apply to the unincorporated areas of San Mateo County, as
well as 18 participating municipalities within the County and 6 participating municipalities in
Santa Clara County. The County of San Mateo is bounded to the west by the Pacific Ocean and
to the east by the San Francisco Bay. There are 34 separate watersheds in the County, of which
22 drain into the Pacific Ocean and 12 drain into San Francisco Bay (County of San Mateo
General Plan, November 1986). Encompassing more than 1,300 square miles in the southern
portion of the San Francisco Bay Area, Santa Clara County is geomorphologically diverse and
includes the Santa Clara Valley, the Santa Cruz Mountains, the mountains of the Diablo Range,
and the Baylands.

The Study Area is home to an abundance of vegetative types, with a diverse number of plant
species. The vegetative types found in the Study Area can be categorized as coastal shoreline,
coastal marine, salt marsh, freshwater marsh, coastal scrub, chaparral, grassland, woodland-
savanna, mixed evergreen forest, coniferous forest, and streambank vegetation (County of San
Mateo General Plan, November 1986; County of Santa Clara General Plan, 1994). Fish, wildlife
and vegetative habitats, dependent on water resources in the Study Area include:

e Open waters, mud flats, tidelands, and salt ponds in the San Francisco Bay

e Various Bayland habitats

e Coastal water habitats such as reefs, channels and tide pools which extend seaward
from the intertidal zone to San Mateo County’s three-mile oceanic limit

o Freshwater streams

e Freshwater lakes, reservoirs and ponds

e Riparian drainages and freshwater habitats

b. Special Status Species.

Fish and wildlife resources are numerous and diverse due to the wide variety of habitats
contained in San Mateo County including drainages, the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay.
Similarly, Santa Clara County contains many distinct types of habitat, supporting a variety of
plant and animal species, some of which are threatened or endangered by extinction (County of
Santa Clara General Plan, December 1994). Several special status plant and animal species are
known to occur within the marine and nearshore environment throughout San Mateo and
Santa Clara Counties and have the potential to occur if suitable habitat is present. These include
western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus), salt
marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), steelhead(Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus),
alkali milk-vetch (Astragalus tener), and California seablite (Suaeda californica). Furthermore,
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Northern Coastal Salt Marsh, a sensitive natural community, has been documented along the
shore of San Francisco Bay.

While the coastal and marine habitats of the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay have been
altered due to human disturbance, a number of additional sensitive species have the potential
to occur in these environments. Sensitive species that may inhabit the coastal and marine
environment are listed in Table 4.2-1 on the following page. The locations of special-status
species and natural communities documented in the Study Area, as listed on the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), are mapped on Figures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b.

c. Carryout Bags and Biological Resources. Carryout bags can affect biological
resources as a result of litter that enters the storm drain system and ultimately coastal and
marine environments.

Single-use plastic carryout bags enter the biological environment primarily as litter. This can
adversely affect terrestrial animal species, and marine species that ingest the plastic bags (or the
residue of plastic bags) or become tangled in the bag (Green Cities California MEA, 2010).
Based on the data collected for the Ocean Conservancy's Report from September 2009 Ocean
Conservancy's International Coastal Cleanup Day, approximately 11% of total debris items
collected were plastic bags (Ocean Conservancy, April 2010). Over 260 species of wildlife,
including invertebrates, turtles, fish, seabirds and mammals, have been reported to ingest or
become entangled in plastic debris. Ingestion or entanglement may result in impaired
movement and feeding, reduced productivity