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CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM (REVISED JANUARY 7, 2019) 

 
1. Project Title: 

 
Delta Bay Solar-Canopy RV & Boat Storage Project 
County File #CDLP22-02019  
 

2. Lead Agency Name and 
Address: 

Contra Costa County  
Department of Conservation and Development  
30 Muir Rd. 
Martinez, CA 94553 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone 
Number: 
 

Adrian Veliz, Senior Planner; (925) 655-2879 
 
 
 

4. Project Location: 3777 Bixler Road 
Byron, CA 94514 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 011-210-030 
 
 

5. Project Sponsors’ Names 
and Address: 

Scott Clare 
362 La Questa Drive 
Danville, CA 94526 

6. General Plan Designation: The subject property is located within the Agricultural Lands 
(AL) General Plan Land Use designation. 
 

7. Zoning: The subject property is located within an A-3 Heavy 
Agricultural (A-3) District, Solar Energy Generation (-SG) 
Combining District, and Boat Storage (-BS) Combining 
District 
  

8. Description of Project: The applicant is requesting approval of a land use permit for the 
purpose of constructing a solar-covered boat & recreational vehicle storage facility and 
commercial solar energy generating facility on the subject property. The Project includes six 
covered parking canopies providing a total of 592 paved parking stalls for recreational vessels. 
The parking canopies would double as the support structure for ground-mounted solar panels 
comprising the proposed commercial solar energy generation land use. The aggregate area for 
the solar canopies/solar panel arrays is 349,494 square feet. The project would generate an 
estimated 10 Megawatts of clean energy per year which would be sold directly to residents and 
businesses in the County via either PG&E or the Marin Clean Energy (MCE) Feed-in-Tarriff 
program. The project would interconnect to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) pre-
existing electrical distribution system via existing utility poles located within the Bixler Road 
right-of-way to export solar energy generated on site into the existing utility grid. The project 
also includes a proposed two-story building consisting of a 1,476 s.f. first floor office area, and a 
1,381 s.f. managers apartment unit.  
 
The project includes an exception request from collect and convey requirements specified in 
Chapter 914-2 of the County Subdivision Ordinance for each Land Use Permit approval. The 
exception request would allow the existing drainage pattern to remain, where collection and 
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conveyance, without diversion and within an adequate storm drainage system, to an adequate 
natural watercourse having a definable bed and banks or to an existing adequate public storm 
drainage system which conveys the storm water to an adequate natural watercourse is required.  
 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site is a +38.6-acre agricultural-zoned 
parcel bounded by Bixler Road to the west and State Route 4 to the north, in the Byron area of 
unincorporated Contra Costa County. The overall topography of the subject property is flat, with 
elevations ranging from 12 to 16 feet above sea level. The project proposal is located within a 
southerly 16-acre portion of the subject property. The largely undeveloped site (APN: 011-121-
030) predominantly consists of fallow cropland. Existing development on site includes several 
barn and shed buildings in the southwestern corner of the project site, which would be removed 
to accommodate the proposed facility. Vehicular access to the site exists via Bixler Road.  
 
The surrounding areas consists of lands zoned Heavy Agricultural (A-3) and are presently used 
for farming, grazing, and/or single-family residential purposes. An unrelated boat and RV 
storage facility exists on a 30-acre parcel west of the project site on the opposite side of Bixler 
Road. The communities of Byron and Discovery Bay are located immediately south and north of 
the subject property respectively. 
 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing, 
approval, or participation agreement: 
 
Contra Costa County Public Works Department, Contra Costa County Department of Health 
Services, East Contra Costa Fire Protection District, Pacific Gas & Electric. 
 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code 
section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for 
example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, 
procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 
 

 Notice of the proposed project was sent to Native American tribes, as applicable for consultation 
with Native American tribes under Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1. Letters were sent 
to the Confederated Villages of Lisjan and Wilton Rancheria on November 7, 2023 Neither 
tribal group provided comments to the Notices sent in relation to this project, nor was any 
consultation requested. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities/Services Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
Environmental Determination 

 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 
 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 I find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 

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

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 
 
 
 
     
Adrian Veliz Date 
Senior Planner 
Contra Costa County  
Department of Conservation & Development  



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
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1. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 

vista?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUMMARY:  

 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less Than Significant 

Impact) 
 
Figure 9-1 of the Open Space Element of the County General Plan identifies major scenic ridges 
and scenic waterways in the County. According to this map, the project site is not located 
adjacent to scenic resources in the county. Thus, a less than significant impact on a scenic vista 
is expected. 
 

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic building within a state scenic highway? (Less Than Significant 
Impact) 
 
The Scenic Routes Map (Figure 5-4) of the County General Plan’s Transportation and 
Circulation Element identifies scenic routes in the County, including both State Scenic 
Highways and County designated Scenic Routes. The project site is bounded to the north by 
State Route 4, a County designated scenic highway. The scenic quality includes naturally 
pleasing elements such as the agricultural ranges and scattered native vegetation along the 
highway, as well as distant views of Mount Diablo and surrounding foothills. The project would 
be visible from State Route 4, however, the development would occur along a stretch of the 
highway where urbanized land uses transitions to rural agricultural land uses. In the context of 
the urbanized development in the immediate vicinity, the project would have lower potential to 
result in significant aesthetic impacts relative to a more rural location. Additionally, the 
proposed facility would be setback over 700 feet from the highway, which would somewhat 
reduce its aesthetic impact when viewed from within the scenic highway. There are no rock 
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outcroppings or historic buildings existing on the subject property that would be impacted by the 
development. The project includes the removal of 38 code protected trees, all of which are 
located in the southwestern portion of the subject property adjacent to existing agricultural 
buildings. The proposed tree removal would not expectedly result in a significant aesthetic 
impacts due to their distance from the highway and with the implementation of the project 
landscaping plan which includes planting numerous trees and shrubs in the same general area as 
that of the existing trees. In cumulative consideration of the above, the project would result  in 
less than significant aesthetic impacts and would not substantially damage scenic resources.  
 

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

 The visual changes from the project improvements would be visible from nearby public rights-
of-way and from surrounding properties. This could have an impact on the visual character of 
the site; however, the change from pastoral land use to solar panels would not expectedly 
degrade the scenic quality. This determination is based on the fact that the subject property lies 
in an area transitioning from urban to rural land uses. The most prominently visible element of 
the project will be the ground mounted solar panel arrays, which are considered compatible with 
agricultural land uses. Although the project is not agricultural in nature, it involves land uses 
which are conditionally permitted within the agricultural zoning district in which it is located. 
Further, the project site is located within the Solar Energy Generation (-SG) Combining District, 
which consists of agricultural lands within Contra Costa County where commercial solar energy 
generation facilities would expectedly have minimal impact on aesthetics. Therefore, the nature 
of the project and its proximity to urban development ensure that the project would have less 
than significant impacts degrading the existing visual character of the project site and 
surrounding area.  

 
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 

day or nighttime views in the area? (Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation) 
 
The lighting and glare analysis in this section addresses the two issues of nighttime illumination 
and reflected light (glare). Nighttime illumination impacts are evaluated in terms of the project’s 
net change in ambient lighting conditions and proximity to light sensitive land uses. Reflected 
light impacts are analyzed to determine if project related glare would create a visual nuisance or 
hazard. 
 
Nighttime illumination is not expected from the proposed solar facility. As specified by the 
County Solar Ordinance, the facility may not include any type of lighted signals, lights, or other 
illumination, except as necessary for the operation of the facility. The projects compliance with 
the County Solar Ordinance will ensure that the project does not result in significant impacts 
relating to nighttime illumination. 
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The project involves the construction of solar arrays over approximately 16-acres of the subject 
property, which can create a new source of glare into the existing rural-residential visual 
landscape. However, due to the flat topography of the site the property is not prominently visible 
when viewed from a distance. Additionally, the location of the project adjacent to urbanized 
development would further limit distant views of the site. As such, areas affected by glare  these 
effects would expectedly be localized in the immediate project vicinity. Additionally, the solar 
panels are designed to absorb light with minimal reflection and would be oriented facing upward 
such that glare would expectedly be reflected primarily upward and not laterally. Further, the 
facility is not proximate to the Byron Airport, nor is it below the flight path of runways serving 
this nearby public airfield. As such potential impacts related to glare are expected to occur at 
less than significant levels, if at all.  
 

Sources of Information 
 

• Contra Costa County General Plan, 2005-2020. Open Space Element. 

• Contra Costa County General Plan, 2005-2020. Transportation and Circulation Element. 

• Discovery Bay Boat and RV Storage. (Project Plans). Received February 23, 2023. 

 
2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

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

    

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

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

    

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment, which due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland, 
to non-agricultural use?  

    

 
SUMMARY:  

 
a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
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and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? (Less 
Than Significant Impact) 
 
As shown on the California Department of Conservation’s Contra Costa County Important 
Farmland Finder map portal, the project site consists of land classified as “Farmland of Local 
Importance”. Since the project site does not consist of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), the proposed project would not convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance to a non-agricultural use. 
Additionally, the proposed land uses are conditionally permitted within agricultural zoned land. 
Although the project is not agricultural in nature, it is considered compatible with agricultural 
land uses that exist in the project vicinity. Therefore, less than significant impact is expected in 
this regard. 
 

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is within an A-3 Heavy Agricultural Zoning District and  Solar Energy 
Generation (-SG) Combining District. Boat/RV storage is a conditionally permitted land use 
within agricultural zoning districts in unincorporated Contra Costa County. Within the -SG 
combining district, commercial solar facilities are allowed in agriculturally zoned districts. The 
property is not included in a Williamson Act contract, and there is no reason to believe the 
project would conflict with any existing agricultural uses. Furthermore, as required by the 
County’s solar ordinance the sites would be required to be restored to their pre-project 
agricultural state, following the solar generation use. Therefore, a less than significant impact is 
expected from a conflict with existing agricultural uses. 

 
c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 

in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g) or conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g)? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not considered forest land as defined by California Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g), timberland as defined by California Public Resources Code Section 4526, or 
zoned Timberland Production as defined by Government Code section 51104(g). Furthermore, 
the project site is within the A-3 zoning district / -SG combining district, and the proposed use is 
a permitted use within the existing zoning. Thus, the project would not conflict with existing 
zoning for, or cause rezoning of forest land or timberland. 
 
California Public Resources Code Section 12220, under the Forest Legacy Program Act, defines 
"forest land" as land that can support 10 percent native tree cover of any species, including 
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest 
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resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, 
and other public benefits. 
  
Public Resources Code 4526, under the Forest Practice Act, defines "timberland" as land, other 
than land owned by the federal government and land designated by the State Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a 
crop of trees of any commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, 
including Christmas trees. Commercial species are determined by the board on a district basis 
after consultation with the district committees and others. 
  
California Government Code 51104, under the Timberland Productivity Act, defines 
"timberland" as privately owned land, or land acquired for state forest purposes, which is 
devoted to and used for growing and harvesting timber, or for growing and harvesting timber 
and compatible uses, and which is capable of growing an average annual volume of wood fiber 
of at least 15 cubic feet per acre. "Timberland production zone" or "TPZ" means an area which 
has been zoned pursuant to Section 51112 or 51113 of the Government Code and is devoted to 
and used for growing and harvesting timber, or for growing and harvesting timber and 
compatible uses, as defined in Public Resources Code 4526 or 12220. With respect to the 
general plans of cities and counties, "timberland preserve zone" means "timberland production 
zone." As stated in the Contra Costa County General Plan, no land is used for timber harvesting 
in the County. Therefore, the project will have no impact in this respect. 
 

d) Would the project involve or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not considered forest land, as discussed in “c” above, therefore, no impact. 
 

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use? (No Impact) 
 
Considering that the project does not involve land uses which are incompatible with policies and 
ordinances regulating development within agricultural lands, the project would not expectedly 
result in changes in the existing environment that encourage the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use. The project does not involve the extension of new utilities or roadways in the 
vicinity which might encourage urban development on agricultural lands. Consequently, the 
project would have a less than significant impact in this regard.  
 

 
 
Sources of Information 

• Contra Costa County Code, Title 8, Zoning Ordinance. 

• Contra Costa County General Plan 2005-2020. Land Use Element. 

• California Department of Conservation. Accessed January 19, 2023. California Important 
Farmland Finder. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/ 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
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• Contra Costa County Renewable Resources Potential Study  

• Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development. Accessed October 23, 
2023. 2016 Agricultural Preserves Map.  
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/882/Map-of-Properties-Under-
Contract?bidId= 
 
 

3. AIR QUALITY – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?      

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard?  

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?      

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people?  

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

(Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Discovery Bay is a Contra Costa County community located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin (SFBAAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD). The SFBAAB area is currently designated as a nonattainment area for 
State and federal ozone, State and federal fine particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter 
(PM2.5), and State respirable particulate matter 10 microns in diameter (PM10) ambient air 
quality standards (AAQS). The SFBAAB is designated attainment or unclassified for all other 
AAQS. It should be noted that on January 9, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) issued a final rule to determine that the Bay Area has attained the 24-hour PM2.5 

federal AAQS. Nonetheless, the Bay Area must continue to be designated as nonattainment for 
the federal PM2.5 AAQS until such time as the BAAQMD submits a redesignation request and a 
maintenance plan to the USEPA, and USEPA approves the proposed redesignation. The USEPA 
has not yet approved a request for redesignation of the SFBAAB, therefore, the SFBAAB 
remains in nonattainment for 24-hour PM2.5. 
In compliance with regulations, due to the nonattainment designations of the area, the 
BAAQMD periodically prepares and updates air quality plans that provide emission reduction 
strategies to achieve attainment of the AAQS, including control strategies to reduce air pollutant 
emissions through regulations, incentive programs, public education, and partnerships with other 

http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/882/Map-of-Properties-Under-Contract?bidId
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/882/Map-of-Properties-Under-Contract?bidId
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agencies. The current air quality plans are prepared in cooperation with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 
 
The most recent federal ozone plan is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, which was adopted on 
October 24, 2001 and approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on November 1, 
2001. The plan was submitted to the USEPA on November 30, 2001 for review and approval. 
The most recent State ozone plan is the 2017 Clean Air Plan, adopted on April 19, 2017. The 
2017 Clean Air Plan was developed as a multi-pollutant plan that provides an integrated control 
strategy to reduce ozone, PM, toxic air contaminants (TACs), and greenhouse gases (GHGs). 
Although a plan for achieving the State PM10 standard is not required, the BAAQMD has 
prioritized measures to reduce PM in developing the control strategy for the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. The control strategy serves as the backbone of the BAAQMD’s current PM control 
program. 
 
The aforementioned air quality plans contain mobile source controls, stationary source controls, 
and transportation control measure to be implemented in the region to attain State and federal 
AAQS within the SFBAAB. Adopted BAAQMD rules and regulations, well as the thresholds of 
significance, have been developed with the intent to ensure continued attainment of AAQS, or to 
work towards attainment of AAQS for which the area is currently designated nonattainment, 
consistent with applicable air quality plans. For development projects, BAAQMD establishes 
significance thresholds for emissions of the ozone precursors reactive organic gases (ROG) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), as well as exhaust PM10, and PM2.5, expressed in pounds per day 
(lbs/day) and tons per year (tons/yr) noted in the table below: 
 

Table 1: BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance 
Pollutant Construction Thresholds Daily Average Operation Thresholds 

ROG 54 lbs/day 54 lbs/day and 10 tons/yr 
NOx 54 lbs/day 54 lbs/day and 10 tons/yr 
PM10 82 lbs/day exhaust 82 lbs/day and 10 tons/yr 
PM2.5 54 lbs/day exhaust 54 lbs/day and 10 tons/yr 

Source: BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines, April 2022 
 
Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
 
The BAAQMD provides guidance on reviewing proposed project for air quality and climate 
impacts to assist developers and local jurisdictions comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act. According to BAAQMD screening criteria, the project qualifies for screening out 
of the requirement to model emissions and is assumed to have a less than significant impact for 
construction related criteria pollutant emissions. Nevertheless, the project was modeled to 
provide estimated emissions associated with this project. As demonstrated in the following table, 
the project would not result in significant construction related criteria pollutant emissions and no 
mitigation is necessary. 
 

Table 2: Average Daily Unmitigated Construction Emissions 
Pollutant Project Emissions Construction Exceeds Threshold? 
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Threshold 
ROG 1.59 lbs/day 2023 

9.32 lbs/day 2024 
54 lbs/day No 

NOx 3.42 lbs/day 2023 
1.00 lbs/day 2024 

54 lbs/day No 

PM10 Exhaust 0.15 lbs/day 2023 
0.04 lbs/day 2024 

82 lbs/day exhaust No 

PM2.5 Exhaust 0.14 lbs/day 2023 
0.03 lbs/day 2024 

54 lbs/day exhaust No 

Source: CalEEMod, July 2023 
 
Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
 
Operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 would be generated by the proposed 
project from mobile, area and energy usage sources. As with construction emissions, the project 
was modeled to provide estimated operational emissions. As demonstrated in the table below the 
project will result in less than significant operational criteria pollutant emissions and no 
mitigation is necessary.  
 

Table 3: Average Daily Pounds and Annual Tons Unmitigated Operational Emissions 
Pollutant Project Emissions Construction 

Threshold 
Exceeds Threshold? 

ROG 10.00 lbs/day and 
1.89 tons/yr 

54 lbs/day and 10 
tons/yr 

No 

NOx 0.73 lbs/day and   
0.13 tons/yr 

54 lbs/day and 10 
tons/yr 

No 

PM10 Exhaust 0.31 lbs/day and   
0.06 tons/yr 

82 lbs/day and 15 
tons/yr 

No 

PM2.5 Exhaust 0.12 lbs/day and 
0.02 tons/year 

54 lbs/day and 10 
tons/yr 

No 

Source: CalEEMod, July 2023 
 

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The thresholds of significance presented in Table 1 represent the levels at which a project would 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the SFBAAB’s existing air quality 
conditions. If a project exceeds the significance thresholds presented in Table 1, the proposed 
project’s emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse 
cumulative air quality impacts to the regions existing air quality conditions.  
 
Because the proposed project would result in bother construction-related and operational 
emissions below the applicable thresholds of significance, construction and operations of the 
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project would not be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
region’s existing air quality conditions. 
 
As stated previously, the applicable regional air quality plans include the 2001 Ozone 
Attainment Plan and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. According to BAAQMD, if a project would not 
result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible 
mitigation if needed, the project may be considered consistent with the air quality plans. As 
discussed above, the proposed project would result in construction and operational emissions 
below the applicable thresholds of significance and do not warrant mitigation. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plans, violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria air 
pollutant, and impacts would be considered less than significant.  

 
c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less 

Than Significant Impact) 
 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of 
population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by existing 
health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air 
pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are 
especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Sensitive receptors are typically defined as 
facilities where sensitive receptor groups (i.e. children, the elderly, acutely ill, and the 
chronically ill) are likely to be located. Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be 
sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement 
homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. Sensitive receptors in the project 
vicinity include sparsely single-family residences to the east and south, and a residential 
subdivision to the northwest. 
 
The project proponent has provided an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, 
prepared by Raney Planning & Management, Inc., which has identified localized CO emissions 
and toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions to be the major pollutant concentrations of concern. 
The air quality analysis indicates that localized CO and operational TAC emissions would be 
attributable to vehicle traffic. Considering that the project would result in an estimated 60 daily 
vehicle trips, the report concludes that the project would not significantly increase traffic counts 
on nearby State Route 4 to a degree where localized CO or operational TAC emissions are a 
concern.  
 
Short term, construction related activities could result in the generation of TACs, specifically 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) from on-road haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust 
emissions.  Because construction equipment on-site would not operate for long periods of time 
and would be used at varying locations within the site, associated emissions of DPM would not 
occur at the same location for extended periods of time. Due to the temporary nature of 
construction, the relatively short duration of potential exposure to associated emissions, and the 
sparsely populated character of the project vicinity, the potential for any one sensitive receptor 
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in the area to be exposed to concentrations of pollutants for a substantially extended period of 
time would be low.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of localized CO or TACs associated with construction or operations of the 
project. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact related to 
the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

 
d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not produce any major sources of odor and is not located in an area 
with existing issues (e.g. landfills, treatment plants). Therefore, the operation of the project 
would have a less than significant impact in terms of odors. 
 
During construction and grading, diesel powered vehicles and equipment used on the site could 
create localized odors. However, given the remote location of the project and that these odors 
would be temporary; the impact would be considered less than significant. 
 

Sources of Information 
 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. Air Quality Guidelines. 

• Raney Planning & Management Inc. July, 2023. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact 
Analysis – Discovery Bay RV & Boat Storage Project 

 
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
and regulations or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUMMARY:  

 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation) 
 
The project proponent has engaged with environmental consultants WRA, Inc. to provide a 
biological resources assessment for the proposed project. The resultant August, 2023 Biological 
Resources Assessment Report was prepared based on field review, protocol-level rare plant 
surveys, formal wetland delineation, and review of relevant literary sources.  
 
The report identifies 45 special-status plant species that have been documented in the greater 
project vicinity, most of which were determined to be unlikely or have no potential to occur due 
to location as well as hydrologic, vegetative, or soil conditions observed on site. Seven special 
status plan species, Alkali Milk-Vetch, Heartscale, Brittlescale, Lesser Salt Scale, San Joaquin 
Spearscale, California Alkali Grass, and Long-Styled Sand-Spurry were characterized as having 
moderate potential to occur on the property. None of these seven species were present during 
plant surveys performed in connection with the project. Thus, the project would not expectedly  
 
The report further identifies 37 special-status wildlife species documented in the vicinity of the 
subject property. Most have been determined to be unlikely or have no potential to occur on the 
subject property due to a lack of suitable habitat features. Seven special-status species have been 
identified as having potential to occur in the project site or its immediate vicinity: Swainsons 
Hawk, Western Burrowing Owl, White-Tailed Kite, Loggerhead Shrike, Pallid Bat, 
Townshend’s Big-Eared Bat, and Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp. These species are discussed in 
greater detail below.  
 
Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo Swainson)  
The Swainson’s hawk is a state Threatened, USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern having 
moderate potential to occur on the project site or its vicinity. This species is a summer resident 
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and migrant in California’s Central Valley, and other scattered low-lying areas inland and near 
the Coast. Nests are constructed of sticks placed in trees located in otherwise largely open areas. 
Areas typically used for nesting include the edge of narrow bands of riparian vegetation, isolated 
patches of oak woodland, lone trees, and also planted and natural trees associated with roads, 
farmyards and sometimes adjacent residential areas. Foraging occurs in open habitats, including 
grasslands, open woodlands, and agricultural areas. While breeding, adults feed primarily on 
rodents (and other vertebrates); for the remainder of the year, large insects (e.g. grasshoppers, 
dragonflies) comprise most of the diet. In many areas, Swainson’s Hawks have adapted to 
foraging primarily in and around agricultural plots (particularly alfalfa, wheat and row crops), as 
prey is both numerous and conspicuous at harvest and/or during flooding or burning.  Suitable 
nest trees are present in the southwestern portion of the property and in the immediate vicinity. 
An active nest was document on an adjacent property in 2006, approximately 0.4 miles 
southwest of the property. 
 
Burrowing Owl (Athen Cunicularia) 
 
The burrowing owl is a CDFW species of special concern with moderate potential to occur on 
the subject property. The burrowing owl occurs as a year-round resident and winter visitor in 
much of California’s lowlands, inhabiting open areas with sparse or non-existent tree or shrub 
canopies. Typical habitat is annual or perennial grassland, although human-modified areas such 
as agricultural lands and airports are also used (Poulin et al. 1993). This species is dependent on 
burrowing mammals to provide the burrows that are characteristically used for shelter and 
nesting, and in northern California is typically found in close association with California ground 
squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi). Manmade substrates such as pipes or debris piles may also 
be occupied in place of burrows. Prey consists of insects and small vertebrates. Breeding 
typically takes place from March to July. The Property contains ground squirrel burrows that are 
suitable for burrowing owl, although no burrowing owls or evidence of active use was observed 
during the site visits. The nearest documented breeding occurrence is approximately 3 miles 
south. 
 
White-Tailed Kite (Elanus Leucurus) 
 
The white-tailed kite is a CDFW fully protected species having moderate potential to occur on 
the subject property. This species is resident in open to semi-open habitats throughout the lower 
elevations of California, including grasslands, savannahs, woodlands, agricultural areas and 
wetlands. Vegetative structure and prey availability seem to be more important habitat elements 
than associations with specific plants or vegetative communities. Nests are constructed mostly 
of twigs and placed in trees, often at habitat edges. Nest trees are highly variable in size, 
structure, and immediate surroundings, ranging from shrubs to trees greater than 150 feet tall. 
This species preys upon a variety of small mammals, as well as other vertebrates and 
invertebrates. This species has been observed along Kellogg Creek immediately north of the 
property and is known to occur in the surrounding area. Trees in the southwestern portion of the 
property have potential to support nesting. 
 
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius Ludovicanus) 
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The loggerhead shrike is a CDFW species of special concern, and USFWS bird of conservation 
concern, having moderate potential to occur on the subject property. This species is a resident 
and winter visitor in lowlands and foothills throughout California. This species is associated 
with open country with short vegetation and scattered trees, shrubs, fences, utility lines and/or 
other perches. Although they are songbirds, shrikes are predatory and forage on a variety of 
invertebrates and small vertebrates. Captured prey items are often impaled for storage purposes 
on suitable substrates, including thorns or spikes on vegetation, and barbed wire fences. This 
species nests in trees and large shrubs; nests are usually placed three to ten feet off the ground. 
This species may nest within the Property or immediate vicinity where tall shrubs or trees are 
present. 
 
Pallid Bat (Antrozus Pallidus) 
 
The pallid bat is a CDFW species of special concern and western bat working group (WBWG) 
high priority, having moderate potential to occur on the subject property. Pallid bats are 
distributed from southern British Columbia and Montana to central Mexico, and east to Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Kansas. This species occurs in a number of habitats ranging from rocky arid 
deserts to grasslands, and into higher elevation coniferous forests. Roosts are typically in rock 
crevices, tree hollows, mines, caves, and a variety of man-made structures, including vacant and 
occupied buildings. Tree roosting has been documented within snags and basal hollows of 
conifers, and within bole cavities in oak trees. Pallid bats are primarily insectivorous, feeding on 
large prey that is usually taken on the ground but sometimes in flight. Prey items include 
arthropods such as scorpions, ground crickets, and cicadas. Abandoned buildings within the 
property provide suitable roosting habitat. Additionally, trees within the property (primarily 
oaks) may contain cavities or snags suitable for roosting by this species. 
 
Townsend’s Western Big-Eared Bat (Corynorhinus Townsendii) 
 
Townsend’s big-eared bat is a CDFW species of special concern and WBWG high priority, 
having moderate potential to occur on the subject property. This species ranges throughout 
western North America from British Columbia to central Mexico. Its local distribution is 
strongly associated with the presence of caves, but roosting also occurs within man-made 
structures including mines and buildings. While many bat species wedge themselves into tight 
cracks and crevices, big-eared bats hang from walls and ceilings in the open. Males roost singly 
during the spring and summer months while females aggregate in the spring at maternity roosts 
to give birth. Females roost with their young until late summer or early fall, until the young 
become independent, flying and foraging on their own. In central and southern California, 
hibernation roosts tend to be made up of small aggregations of individual. Foraging typically 
occurs along edge habitats near streams and wooded areas, where moths are the primary prey. 
Abandoned buildings within the property provide suitable roosting habitat for this species. 
 
Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta Lynchi) 
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The vernal pool fairy shrimp is a USFWS threatened species having moderate potential to occur 
on the subject property. This species is endemic to the eastern margin of the central coast 
mountains in seasonally astatic grassland vernal pools. They inhabit small, clear-water 
depressions in sandstone and clear-to-turbid clay/grass bottomed pools in shallow swales. 
Several occurrences have been documented within a 5-mile radius of the project site, the nearest 
of which was mapped approximately 1 mile to the north at a site that has since been developed. 
The seasonal wetland in the southeastern portion of the project site may provide suitable habitat 
for this species.  
 
Based on the findings of the consulting biologist, the project is not expected to have a significant 
impact on any special status plant species, due to the fact that no such plant species is present on 
the subject property. Thus, no mitigation is appropriate relating to potential project related 
impacts to special-status plant species.  
 
The project has the potential to impact the seven previously identified special-status wildlife 
species. These potential project related impacts will be reduced to less than significant levels 
with the implementation of each of the following mitigation measures: 
 
Potential Impact (Swainson’s Hawk) BIO-1: Project activities could result in direct impacts to 
Swainson’s Hawk through the destruction or abandonment of active nests, if present. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Swainson’s Hawk): Prior to any ground disturbance or tree 
removal activities that occur during the nesting season (March 15 – September 15), a qualified 
biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey no more than 1 month prior to 
construction/grading or tree removal to establish whether Swainson’s Hawk nests within 1,000 
feet of the project site are occupied. If potentially occupied nests within 1,000 feet are off the 
project site, then their occupancy will be determined by observation from public roads or by 
observations of Swainson’s Hawk activity (e.g. foraging) near the project site. If nests are 
occupied, minimization measures and construction monitoring are required.  
 
During the nesting season (March 15 – September 15) construction/grading activities within 
1,000 feet of occupied nests or nests under construction will be prohibited to prevent nest 
abandonment. If site-specific conditions or the nature of the activity (e.g. steep topography, 
dense vegetation, limited activities) indicate that a small buffer could be used, the implementing 
entity will coordinate with CDFW/USFWS to determine the appropriate buffer size. 
 
If young fledge prior to September 15, covered activities can proceed normally. If the active nest 
site is shielded from view and noise from the project site by other development, topography, or 
other features, the project applicant can apply to the implementing entity for a waiver of this 
avoidance measure. Any waiver must also be approved by USFWS and CDFW. While the nest is 
occupied, activities outside of the buffer can take place. 
 
All active nest trees will be preserved on site, if feasible. Nest trees, including non-native trees, 
lost to covered activities will be mitigated by the project proponent in a manner deemed 
adequate by the implementing agency.  
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Potential Impact (Swainson’s Hawk) BIO-2: The proposed project could result in the loss of 
approximately 16-acres of suitable Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Swainson’s Hawk): The project proponent shall be required to 
obtain take coverage from CDFW to mitigate for project impacts relating to the loss of foraging 
habitat. Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to, requirements to provide on-site or 
off-site mitigation tree plantings and fees associated with obtaining take coverage permits. 
Alternatively, the project proponent may elect to obtain take coverage via the East Contra Costa 
County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation plan. 
 
Potential Impact (Burrowing Owl) BIO-3: Project activities could result in direct impacts to 
burrowing owl through the destruction or abandonment of active nests, if present. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Burrowing Owl): Prior to any ground disturbance related to 
covered activities, a USFWS/CDFW- approved biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey 
in areas identified in the planning surveys as having potential burrowing owl habitat. The 
surveys will establish the presence or absence of western burrowing owl and/or habitat features 
and evaluate use by owls in accordance with CDFW survey guidelines. 
 
On the parcel where the activity is proposed, the biologist will survey the proposed disturbance 
footprint and a 500-foot radius from the perimeter of the proposed footprint to identify burrows 
and owls. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will not be surveyed. Surveys should 
take place near sunrise or sunset in accordance with CDFW guidelines. All burrows or 
burrowing owls will be identified and mapped. Surveys will take place no more than 30 days 
prior to construction. During the breeding season (February 1– August 31), surveys will 
document whether burrowing owls are nesting in or directly adjacent to disturbance areas. 
During the nonbreeding season (September 1– January 31), surveys will document whether 
burrowing owls are using habitat in or directly adjacent to any disturbance area. Survey results 
will be valid only for the season (breeding or nonbreeding) during which the survey is 
conducted. 
 
If burrowing owls are found during the breeding season (February 1 – August 31), the project 
proponent will avoid all nest sites that could be disturbed by project construction during the 
remainder of the breeding season or while the nest is occupied by adults or young. Avoidance 
will include establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone (described below). Construction 
may occur during the breeding season if a qualified biologist monitors the nest and determines 
that the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation or that the juveniles from the occupied 
burrows have fledged. During the nonbreeding season (September 1 – January 31), the project 
proponent should avoid the owls and the burrows they are using, if possible. Avoidance will 
include the establishment of a buffer zone (described below). 
 
During the breeding season, buffer zones of at least 250 feet in which no construction activities 
can occur will be established around each occupied burrow (nest site). Buffer zones of 160 feet 
will be established around each burrow being used during the nonbreeding season. The buffers 
will be delineated by highly visible, temporary construction fencing. 
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If occupied burrows for burrowing owls are not avoided, passive relocation will be 
implemented. Owls should be excluded from burrows in the immediate impact zone and within a 
160-foot buffer zone by installing one-way doors in burrow entrances. These doors should be in 
place for 48 hours prior to excavation. The project area should be monitored daily for 1 week to 
confirm that the owl has abandoned the burrow. Whenever possible, burrows should be 
excavated using hand tools and refilled to prevent reoccupation (California Department of Fish 
and Game 1995). Plastic tubing or a similar structure should be inserted in the tunnels during 
excavation to maintain an escape route for any owls inside the burrow. 
 
Potential Impact (Burrowing Owl) BIO-4: Project activities could result in the loss of suitable 
burrowing owl habitat. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Burrowing Owl): The project proponent will be required to obtain 
take coverage from CDFW to mitigate for project impacts relating to the loss of foraging 
habitat. Alternatively, the project proponent may elect to obtain take coverage via the East 
Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation plan. 
 
 
Potential Impact (Roosting Bats) BIO-5: Project activities, including demolition and tree 
removal associated with the proposed project could result in the direct removal of active bat 
roosts protected under California Fish and Game Code and the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Roosting Bats): If the project does not avoid impacts to suitable 
habitat for bats, a preconstruction survey is required to determine whether the sites are 
occupied immediately prior to construction or whether they show signs of recent previous 
occupation. Preconstruction surveys are used to determine what avoidance and minimization 
requirements are triggered before construction and whether construction monitoring is 
necessary.  
 
If the species is discovered or if evidence of recent prior occupation is established, construction 
will be scheduled such that it minimizes impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bat. Hibernation sites 
with evidence of prior occupation will be sealed before the hibernation season (November–
March), and nursery sites will be sealed before the nursery season (April–August). If the site is 
occupied, then the action will occur either prior to or after the hibernation season for 
hibernacula and after August 15 for nursery colonies. Construction will not take place as long 
as the site is occupied. 
 
The locations of all suitable or occupied microhabitat within the inventory area are not known 
due to survey and mapping limitations. Hibernacula or nursery sites may be located during 
planning or preconstruction surveys. Avoiding impacts on occupied sites during sensitive 
periods will minimize disturbance or direct mortality as a result of covered activities, and 
sealing sites prior to construction will allow bats to reestablish elsewhere. 
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Potential Impact (Nesting Birds) BIO-6: Project activities could result in the destruction or 
abandonment of nests of special-status or non-special status bird species protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, California Fish and Game Code, and California Environmental 
Quality Act.  
 
 Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Nesting Birds): To the extent feasible, Project-related activities 
shall be avoided during the nesting bird season, generally defined as February 1 – August 31. If 
Project work must occur during the nesting bird season, pre-construction nesting bird surveys 
shall be conducted within 14 days of ground disturbance to avoid disturbance to active nests, 
eggs, and/or young of nesting birds. These surveys shall determine the presence or absence of 
active nests that may be affected by Project activities. It is also recommended that any trees and 
shrubs in or adjacent to the Project Site that are proposed for removal and could be used as 
avian nesting sites be removed during the non-nesting season (September 1 – January 31). 
 
If an active nest is located, a no disturbance buffer shall be established around the nest until all 
young have fledged or the nest otherwise becomes inactive (e.g., due to predation). Suggested 
buffer zone distances differ depending on species, location, baseline conditions, and placement 
of nest and shall be determined and implemented in the field by a qualified biologist. 
 
 

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 
 
According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Public Access Lands 
map, the project site is not located in or adjacent to an area identified as a wildlife or ecological 
reserve by the CDFW. According to the Significant Ecological Areas and Selected Locations of 
Protected Wildlife and Plant Species Areas map (Figure 8-1) of the County General Plan, the 
project site is not located in or adjacent to, a significant ecological area. One 0.54-acre saline 
wetland exists in the southeastern corner of the subject property. According to the project 
Biological Resources Assessment report, the hydrology in this feature is sourced from direct 
precipitation, over-land sheet flow, and possibly a shallow groundwater table. Soil saturation is 
likely throughout the majority of the wet season into the growing season, while inundation is 
typically short-lived and shallow. The saline wetland feature is an “isolated” wetland, due to 
lack of hydrologic connectivity to navigable waters, and therefore, in not subject to the Corps 
jurisdiction; however, this wetland would be considered a potential water of the state, per the 
California State Wetland policy. The project would not expectedly result in a substantial adverse 
effect on the existing sensitive wetlands due to the fact that the proposed activities avoid this 
area completely. However, grading activities in the vicinity may result in indirect impacts 
through unintentional fill or discharge into this feature. The implementation of the below 
mitigation measure will reduce potential project-related impacts to sensitive natural 
communities to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Potential Impact BIO-7:Construction activities adjacent to the saline wetland may result in 
unintentional fill or discharge into this feature. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Prior to ground disturbing activities, sensitive habitats adjacent to 
the project construction areas will be flagged and silt fencing will be installed in the areas 
adjacent to wetlands. 
 
If suitable habitat for covered shrimp will be retained on site, project proponents will establish a 
buffer from the outer edge of all hydric vegetation associated with seasonal wetlands occupied 
(or assumed to be occupied) by covered shrimp. This buffer zone will be determined in the field 
by the biologists as the immediate watershed feeding the seasonal wetland or a minimum of 50 
feet, whichever is greater. Buffers will be marked by brightly colored fencing or flagging 
throughout the construction process. Activities will be prohibited in this buffer in accordance 
with the minimization measure above.  
 
Construction personnel will be trained to avoid affecting shrimp. A qualified biologist approved 
by USFWS will inform all construction personnel about the life history of covered shrimp, the 
importance of avoiding their habitat, and the terms and conditions of the take coverage permit 
related to avoiding and minimizing impact on covered shrimp. 
 

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? (Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation) 
 
As discussed above, an isolated wetland exists at the southeastern corner of the subject property. 
The project does not involve any construction, grading or tree removal activities in the wetland 
since the project has been intentionally designed to avoid this feature. Thus, the project will 
have no direct impact on the saline wetland. Additionally, flat topography is characteristic of the 
subject property and its vicinity. Since the proposed project grading/drainage plan would 
maintain the existing topography and drainage pattern, the project would not expectedly result in 
any hydrological interruption to the wetland area. Further, mitigation measure BIO-7, designed 
to prevent indirect impacts to the saline wetland has been previously identified in this report in 
order to reduce the potential for indirect impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, the 
project is expected to have less than significant impacts on state or federally protected wetlands 
with the incorporation of mitigation measure BIO-7. 
 

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites? (No Impact) 
 
The subject property does not provide corridor functions beyond connecting similar agricultural 
parcels in the surrounding area. Kellogg Creek to the north may facilitate the movement of 
aquatic species but is separated from the property by a raised levee and will not be affected by 
the proposed project. For terrestrial species, the property is within a larger tract of agricultural 
and lightly developed lands that do not function as core habitat areas, as verified by the 
consulting biologist. Therefore, no project related impacts will occur to migratory corridors for 
terrestrial or aquatic species.  
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e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (No Impact) 
 
The Conservation Element of the County’s General Plan addresses the County’s policies 
regarding the identification, preservation and management of natural resources in the 
unincorporated County. Within the Conservation Element, the “Significant Ecological Areas 
and Selected Locations of Protected Wildlife and Plant Species Areas” (Figure 8-1) identifies 
significant resources throughout the County. The map shows no resources in the vicinity of the 
project site. The Biological Resources Analysis Report prepared for the project confirms that the 
project site lacks core habitat for any special-status plant or wildlife species. Mitigation 
measures have been designed to ensure that the project avoids direct or indirect impacts to any 
special status species having a potential to occur in the vicinity. Thus, the project is not expected 
to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 
 
The Contra Costa County Tree Protection and Preservation Ordinance provides for the 
protection of certain trees by regulating tree removal while allowing for reasonable development 
of private property. On any undeveloped property, the Ordinance requires tree alteration or 
removal to be considered as part of the project application. Based on the Tree Inventory 
provided by the applicant, the project will require the removal of 38 code protected trees, 
primarily concentrated along the Bixler Road frontage and near remnants of the old farmstead in 
southerly areas of the property. The tree removal request associated with this project is 
consistent with the provisions of the County’s tree protection and preservation ordinance. The 
applicant’s compliance with applicable project conditions, including the planting of mitigation 
trees, will ensure that the project does not conflict with the County’s tree ordinance. Therefore, 
the project does not conflict with County policies protecting biological resources or tree 
resources, and would have no impact in this regard. 
 

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
There is one adopted habitat conservation plan in Contra Costa County: the East Contra Costa 
County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP). The 
plan was approved in May 2007 by the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy, 
comprised of the cities of Brentwood, Clayton, Oakley, and Pittsburg, and Contra Costa County. 
The HCP/NCCP establishes a coordinated process for permitting and mitigating the incidental 
take of endangered species in East Contra Costa County. The plan lists Covered activities that 
fall into three distinct categories: (1) all activities and projects associated with urban growth 
within the urban development area (UDA); (2) activities and projects that occur inside the 
HCP/NCCP preserves; and (3) specific projects and activities outside the UDA. The project is 
located outside of the urban limit line and therefore is not required to obtain coverage under the 
plan. The project could obtain coverage under the plan as a participating special entity if the 
project proponent opted to do so. Since the project is not required to participate in the HCP, the 
project would be consistent with the ECCC HCP/NCCP and there would be no impact resulting 
from conflicts with the ECC HCP/NCCP. 
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Sources of Information  
 

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Accessed January 24, 2023. CDFW Lands 
Viewer (ca.gov). 

• WRA Inc., Biological Resources Assessment Report. Dated August 2023. 

• East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy. Accessed October 31, 2023. 
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/depart/cd/water/HCP/. 

• Discovery Bay Boat and RV Storage. (Project Plans). Received February 23, 2023. 
 
 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?  

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5?  

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?      

 
 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.5? (Less 
Than Significant Impact With Mitigations)  
 
Historical resources are defined in the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 
15064.5 as resources that fit any of the following definitions: 
 
• Is listed in the California Register of Historic Places and has been determined to be eligible 

for listing by the State Historic Resources Commission; 
 

• Is included in a local register of historic resources, and identified as significant in a historical 
resource survey that has been or will be included in the State Historic Resources Inventory; 
or 

  
• Has been determined to be historically or culturally significant by a lead agency. 

 
The project site primarily consists of fallow cropland, and is generally undeveloped with the 
exception of a few agricultural buildings, remnants of an old abandoned farmstead, located at 

https://apps.wildlife.ca.gov/lands/
https://apps.wildlife.ca.gov/lands/
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/depart/cd/water/HCP/


 

 24 

southerly areas of the project site. These structures are of no historical significance. No 
resources on the site were found to be eligible for listing under any criteria for the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or 
local listing. Thus, the project would not impact any known historical or culturally significant 
resources.  
 
The archaeological sensitivity map of the County’s General Plan (Figure 9-2), identifies the 
project area as “Area of Medium Sensitivity”, which may contain significant archeological 
resources. While unlikely since the project site has been fully disturbed by previous agricultural 
activities, subsurface construction activities always have the potential to damage or destroy 
previously undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources. Historic resources can include wood, 
stone, foundations, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of 
wood, glass, ceramics, and other refuse. If during project construction, subsurface construction 
activities damaged previously undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources, there could be a 
potentially significant impact. The following mitigation measure would reduce the potentially 
significant impact to a less than significant level.  
 
Potential Impact CUL-1: Subsurface construction activities could potentially damage or 
destroy previously undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: The following Mitigation Measures shall be implemented during 
project related ground disturbance, and shall be included on all construction plans: 
 
i. All construction personnel, including operators of equipment involved in grading, or 

trenching activities will be advised of the need to immediately stop work if they observe any 
indications of the presence of an unanticipated cultural resource discovery (e.g. wood, 
stone, foundations, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; deposits of 
wood, glass, ceramics). If deposits of prehistoric or historical archaeological materials are 
encountered during ground disturbance activities, all work within 50 feet of the discovery 
shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist, certified by the Society for California 
Archaeology (SCA) and/or the Society of Professional Archaeology (SOPA), shall be 
contacted to evaluate the finds and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures in 
consultation with the County and other appropriate agencies. If the cultural resource is also 
a tribal cultural resource (TCR) the representative (or consulting) tribe(s) will also require 
notification and opportunity to consult on the findings. 

 
If the deposits are not eligible, avoidance is not necessary. If eligible, deposits will need to 
be avoided by impacts or such impacts must be mitigated. Upon completion of the 
archaeological assessment, a report should be prepared documenting the methods, results, 
and recommendations. The report should be submitted to the Northwest Information Center 
and appropriate Contra Costa County agencies. 

 
ii. Should human remains be uncovered during grading, trenching, or other on-site 

excavation(s), earthwork within 30 yards of these materials shall be stopped until the 
County coroner has had an opportunity to evaluate the significance of the human remains 
and determine the proper treatment and disposition of the remains. Pursuant to California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if the coroner determines the remains may those of 
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a Native American, the coroner is responsible for contacting the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 hours. Pursuant to California Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98, the NAHC will then determine a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) tribe and contact them. The MLD tribe has 48 hours from the time they are given 
access to the site to make recommendations to the land owner for treatment and disposition 
of the ancestor's remains. The land owner shall follow the requirements of Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98 for the remains. 

 
Implementation of these mitigations would ensure a less than significant adverse environmental 
impact on historical resources.  
 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.5? (Less 
Than Significant Impact With Mitigation) 
 
As stated previously, the project site does not appear to host any historical resources. However, 
subsurface construction activities always have the potential to damage or destroy previously 
undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources. In keeping with the CEQA guidelines, if 
archaeological remains are uncovered, work at the place of discovery should be halted 
immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the finds. If during project construction, 
subsurface construction activities damaged previously undiscovered historic and prehistoric 
resources, there could be a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would 
reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Potential Impact CUL-1: Surface construction activities could potentially damage or destroy 
previously undiscovered archeological resource. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 would reduce the 
impact on previously undiscovered archeological resources to a less than significant level. 
 

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? (Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation) 
 
There is a possibility that human remains could be present and accidental discovery could occur. 
If during project construction, subsurface construction activities damaged previously 
undiscovered human remains, there could be a potentially significant impact. Mitigation 
Measure Cultural Resources 1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than 
significant level. 
 
Potential Impact CUL-1: Surface construction activities could potentially damage or destroy 
previously undiscovered human remains. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Implementation of mitigations measure CUL-1 would reduce the 
impact on previously undiscovered human remains to a less than significant level. 
 

Sources of Information 
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• Contra Costa County General Plan 2005-2020. Open Space Element. 

 
6. ENERGY – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental 

impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation?  

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?      

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? (Less than Significant Impact) 
 
Environmental effects related to energy include a project’s energy requirements and its energy 
use efficiencies by amount and fuel type during construction and operation; the effects of the 
project on local and regional energy supplies; the effects of the project on peak and base period 
demands for electricity and other forms of energy; the degree to which the project complies with 
existing energy standards; the effects of the project on energy resources; and the project’s 
projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of efficient transportation 
alternatives, if applicable. The following factors demonstrate a project’s significance in relation 
to these effects: (1) Why certain measures were incorporated in the project and why other 
measures were dismissed; (2) The potential of siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy 
consumption, including transportation energy, increase water conservation and reduce solid-
waste; (3) The potential for reducing peak energy demand; (4) Alternate fuels (particularly 
renewable ones) or energy systems; and (5) Energy conservation which could result from 
recycling efforts. 
 
The solar project has been designed to provide solar energy sufficient for the operation of the 
Boat/RV storage facility and additional renewable energy to be exported into the existing PG&E 
electrical grid. The project would be interconnected to existing PG&E utility lines located on 
existing utility poles on and adjacent to the project site. Energy consumption related to the 
construction of the facilities would be temporary and are not expected to be significant, when 
considered in the context of the overall impact from the renewable energy project. Thus, given 
that the project would be self-sufficient in terms of energy consumption associated with the 
operation of the project and would also increase renewable energy generation within the County, 
the project would not be considered to be wasteful, inefficient, or have unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources. Therefore, a less than significant impact is expected.  

 
b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
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The Contra Costa County Climate Action Plan (CAP) includes a number of Green House Gas 
(GHG) emission reduction strategies. The strategies include measures such as implementing 
standards for green buildings and energy-efficient buildings, reducing parking requirements, and 
reducing waste disposal. Furthermore, the CAP specifically calls for the development of 
additional solar energy production resources in the County. 
 
The project would not conflict with the policies outlined in the CAP. Furthermore, as the polices 
in the CAP are recommendations and not requirements, the project would not conflict with the 
CAP. Thus, the project would not be considered to have a significant impact. 

 
Sources of Information 
 

• Contra Costa County, 2015. Municipal Climate Action Plan. 
 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury 
or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?      
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?      

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?  
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SUMMARY:  
 

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury or death involving: 

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, as mapped by the 
California Department of Conservation. Additionally, the project proponent has provided 
a geotechnical analysis evaluating the generalized geology of the surrounding area based 
on literary sources and including exploratory test pits to evaluate site-specific soil 
conditions. The geotechnical investigation found no evidence of active faulting on site. 
Therefore, the potential for fault-related surface rupture at the site is considered low, and 
therefore, less than significant impacts are expected in this respect. 

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

 
The project geotechnical report includes an evaluation of seven Bay Area faults, ranging 
from 11 to 56 miles distant from the project site. The nearest active fault is the Greenville 
Fault, located 11.7 miles west of the subject property. Ground shaking from Bay Area 
faults at the site is expected to be “very moderate”, as characterized by the consulting 
geotechnical engineer. Therefore, less than significant impacts from seismic ground 
shaking are expected to result from the proposed project.  
 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Published hazard maps indicate that the project site has a high potential for liquefaction. 
Exploration and laboratory results reported by the consulting geotechnical engineer 
suggest a moderate probability of liquefaction as the alternating layers of silty clay and 
sandy clays encountered during exploratory test pits have a fine content that will make it 
difficult for liquefaction to occur. The consulting geotechnical engineer indicates that 
based on the proximity of Bay Area faults, seismic induced vertical ground settlment 
could be approximately 3-4 inches over twenty feet. With appropriate foundation design, 
including all recommendations from the consulting geotechnical engineer, the project can 
be constructed in a manner that accounts for this settlement potential, and would not 
present a significant risk to people or property. Generally, there are three factors that need 
to take place for liquefaction to occur: 1.) Loose Granular Sediment, 2.) Saturation of the 
sediment 3.) Strong shaking. Considering that the underlying sediment encountered in 
exploratory test pits will make it difficult for liquefaction to occur, and that only moderate 
seismic shaking is expected to result from Bay Area fault activity, the risk of seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction is considered less than significant. 
 

iv) Landslides? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
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In 1975 the United States Geological Survey (USGS) issued photo-interpretation maps of 
landslide and other surficial deposits of Contra Costa County. This mapping is presented 
on page 10-24 of the Safety Element of the County General Plan. According to this USGS 
map, there are no suspected landslides in proximity of the proposed project. It should be 
recognized that the USGS landslides are mapped solely on the basis of geologic 
interpretation of stereo pairs of aerial photographs analyzed by an experienced USGS 
geologist. The mapping was done without the benefit of a site visit or any subsurface data. 
Furthermore, landslides mapped by the USGS are not classified on the basis of the (a) 
activity status (i.e. active or dormant), (b) depth of slide plane (shallow or deep seated), or 
(c) type of landslide deposit, and they do not show landslides that have formed since 1975. 
Consequently the USGS map is not a substitute for a detailed site-specific investigation. 
Nevertheless, the map fulfills its function, which is to flag sites that may be at risk of 
landslide damage, where detailed geologic and geotechnical investigations are required to 
evaluate risks and develop measures to reduce risks to a practical minimum. Considering 
the flat topography that is characteristic of the project site and its vicinity, and the absence 
of nearby mapped landslides, a less than significant impact can be expected regarding 
landslide hazards. 
 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is essentially flat and the project would not substantially alter the existing 
topography. Presently, stormwater runoff from the project site drains in an easterly direction 
towards Frisk Creek, located approximately 750 feet east of the subject property. The proposed 
onsite grading is deigned to maintain the existing slight easterly slope across the impervious 
asphalt portion of the project and onto pervious pavement areas at the eastern extent of the 
project, which is also designed with a constant slight slope towards the eastern property line. 
The funoff will drain through the pervious pavement and into the underlying soils. Since the 
onsite soils are characterized as well-drained clay loams and silty clay loams, infiltration of the 
runoff into the underlying soils is not expected to be an issue. The depth of gravel within the 
pervious pavement section will be designed to accommodate runoff volume for larger storm 
events. Consequently, overland release for the project site will continue to drain easterly towards 
Frisk Creek at a rate substantially similar to existing conditions. Therefore, the project would 
not expectedly result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil since it would not result in 
a substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns. Therefore, less than significant impact from 
soil erosion or top soil loss is expected.  

 
c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
As discussed above, the project site is in an area that has “moderate” liquefaction potential. 
Additionally, the alternating layers of sand clays and silty clay thickness encountered during 
exploratory test pits suggest subsidence of up to 3-4 inches can be expected, though differential 
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or uneven settlement can occur based on structural load or variations in the soil properties 
beneath the development. The consulting geotechnical engineer opines that ground modification 
techniques can be applied to develop a uniform building pad and thereby reducing the 
possibility of differential movement. Considering that seismic risks are generally characterized 
as low or moderate by the consulting geotechnical engineer, the project is not expected to result 
in significant impacts resulting from unstable geologic unit or soil. 
 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? (Less 
Than Significant Impact) 
 
According to the consulting geotechnical engineer, surface soils are not considered to exhibit 
shrink and swell potential, implying that vertical surface movement is low with changes in 
moisture variations. Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts related to 
expansive soils.  
 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? (No Impact) 
 
The project proponent has provided a report titled On Site Wastewater Treatment System Site 
Evaluation and Design Report, prepared by Campi Engineering on May 4, 2020. The purpose of 
the report was to evaluate the property and to determine the feasibility of developing an onsite 
wastewater treatment system on the subject property. The report includes soil testing conducted 
over a total of 8 test pits at various locations on the property and percolation testing in the areas 
surrounding the test pits. Based on the percolation test results, it was concluded that the site 
meets the minimum requirements for development of the onsite waste disposal system. 
Therefore, the project site consists of soil capable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and the project would have no impact in this 
regard. 
 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Similar to archaeological resources, there is a possibility that previously undiscovered buried 
fossils and other paleontological resources could be present and accidental discovery could 
occur. If during project construction, subsurface construction activities damaged previously 
undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources, there could be a potentially significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than 
significant level. No unique geologic features exist on the site. Thus, a less than significant 
impact would be expected with the included mitigations.  
 

Sources of Information 

• California Department of Conservation. EQ Zapp: California Earthquake Hazards Zone 
Application. Accessed January 17, 2023.  
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• Contra Costa County General Plan, 2005-2020. Safety Element. 

• United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web 
Soil Survey. Accessed January 17, 2023. http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov 

 
8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment?  

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a-b) Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human 

activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential and 
agricultural sectors. Implementation of the project would cumulatively contribute to increases of 
GHG emissions. Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development would be 
primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO2) and, to a lesser extent, other GHG 
pollutants, such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) associated with area sources, mobile 
sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity), water usage, wastewater generation, and the generation 
of solid waste. The primary source of GHG emissions for the project would be mobile source 
emissions. The common unit of measurement for GHG is expressed in terms of annual metric 
tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e/yr).  

 
 The proposed project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (BAAQMD). The most recent BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines were 
released in April, 2022. The updated GHG thresholds address recent climate change legislation, 
including SB 32, and provide qualitative thresholds related to Buildings and Transportation.  

 Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not typically expected to 
generate a significant contribution to global climate change. The proposed projects construction 
GHG emissions, as well as operational emissions, have been estimated using CalEEMod under 
the same assumptions discussed in the Air Quality section of this document. The emissions 
estimates prepared for the proposed project determined that unmitigated construction of the 
project would result in total GHG emissions of 185MTCO2e over the entire construction period.  

 
 Potential impacts related to operational GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the 

proposed project are considered in comparison with BAAQMD’s adopted thresholds of 
significance. The 2022 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that projects that demonstrate 
consistency with a local GHG reduction strategy that meets the criteria under State CEQA 
Guidelines section15183.5(b) can be determined to result in less than significant contribution of 
GHG emissions. The 2015 Contra Costa County Climate Action Plan (CAP) has been adopted at 
the local level in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5(b). The GHG 



 

 32 

reduction strategies incorporated therein include measures designed to increase energy 
efficiency, promote alternative modes of transportation, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and 
reduce reliance on fossil fuel energy sources. 

 
 The proposed project’s operational GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEmod 2022. With 

no changes to the model’s default energy inputs, the project’s GHG emissions were estimated at 
507 MTCO2e/yr. Of the 507 MTCO2e/yr, 457 MTCO2e/yr were estimated from energy use. 
Because the project includes a 3,000 kWh solar farm (on 349,494 square feet of ground-
mounted solar-panel canopies), the 457 MTCO2e/yr would be avoided. Energy generated, but 
not consumed on site, will be exported to PG&E, providing clean power to the grid, further 
reducing GHG emissions from the energy sector in California. Thus, the project is consistent 
with the 2015 Contra Costa County CAP by exporting clean energy to the grid, thereby 
contributing to reduced reliance on fossil fuel energy sources. Additionally, the project is 
required to provide three EV capable spaces of the total six proposed off-street parking spaces, 
consistent with 2022 Cal Green code. Further, the proposed building includes all electric 
appliances and plumbing and excludes natural gas infrastructure. The proposed solar canopy 
will produce enough energy on site to offset all energy use by the project, and excess energy 
would be exported to the PG&E grid via existing overhead utility lines adjacent to the site. 
Based on the above, the project is considered consistent with the 2015 Contra Costa County 
CAP and would result in less than significant impacts with respect to GHG emissions.  

 
Sources of Information 

• Raney Planning & Management Inc. July, 2023. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact 
Analysis – Discovery Bay RV & Boat Storage Project 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2022 CEQA Guidelines 

 
9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials?  

    

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

    

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

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment?  
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e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
If the project is approved, construction activities associated with the Boat/RV and commercial 
solar energy generation facility would include associated use of fuels, lubricants, paints, and 
other construction materials during the construction period. The use and handling of hazardous 
materials during construction would occur in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
laws, including California Occupational Health and Safety Administration (Cal/OSHA) 
requirements. With compliance with existing regulations, the project would have a less than 
significant impact from construction. 
 
The operation of the project does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials to any significant degree. Accordingly, less than significant impacts from hazardous 
materials would result from the operation of the project.  
 

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
 Since the project does not involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment is not reasonably expected to occur. 
Therefore, the project will have less than significant impact in this respect.  

 
c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (No 
Impact) 
 
The nearest schools are the Vista Oaks Charter and Excelsior Middle Schools, located 
approximately 0.85 miles southwest of the project site. Given the distance from the proposed 
facility, and that the project would not be expected to release hazardous materials into the 
environment, no such impact on the schools is expected. 
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d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
A review of regulatory databases maintained by County, State, and federal agencies found no 
documentation of hazardous materials violations or discharge on the subject property. The site is 
not listed on the State of California Hazardous Waste and Substance Sites (Cortese) List. 
California Government Code section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection 
Agency to develop at least annually an updated Cortese List. The Cortese List is a planning 
document with hazardous material contaminated site information, used by the State, local 
agencies and developers to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. Thus, the 
project is not expected to result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  
 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? (No 
Impact) 
 
The project site is not located with the Byron Airport Influence Area and is located 
approximately 3.5 miles north of the Byron Airport. Therefore, there would not be any expected 
safety hazard or excessive noise impacts related to a public airport or public use airport. 
 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is bounded by Bixler Road to the west and State Route 4 to the north. The 
addition of the Boat/RV and solar energy generating facilities would not significantly increase 
area population and does not involve construction activity within a public right-of-way or 
highway. Thus, the project has little potential to affect emergency evacuation plans, or other 
emergency response plan.  Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated in this regard. 
 
With respect to proposed onsite improvements, the East Contra Costa Fire Protection District 
has reviewed the project plans and provided routine comments for the site. Furthermore, the Fire 
Protection District would review the construction drawings for the project at the time of 
submittal of a building permit application.  
 

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The Boat/RV storage facility includes onsite residential accommodations for the facility 
manager. The project site and surrounding area is designated as “non-wildland, non urban”, and 
therefore, is not within an area subject to an elevated risk of wildfire. Therefore, the project 
would result in a less than significant risk of exposing people or structures to hazards associated 
with wildland fires.  
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Sources of Information  
 

• California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire). 2009. Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones in LRA Map. 

• Contra Costa County, 2000. Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

• Contra Costa County General Plan, 2005-2020. Transportation and Circulation Element. 
 
 

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

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

    

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

    

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?      
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due to project inundation?      

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? (Less Than Significant 
Impact) 
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The proposed project would comply with applicable water quality and discharge requirements. 
Contra Costa County, the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 
and 16 incorporated cities in the county have formed the Contra Costa Clean Water Program. In 
October 2009, the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region 
(RWQCB) adopted the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal 
Regional Permit for the Program, which regulates discharges from municipal storm drains. 
Provision C.3 of the Municipal Regional Permit places requirements on site design to minimize 
creation of impervious surfaces and control stormwater runoff. The County has the authority to 
enforce compliance with its Municipal Regional Permit through the County’s adopted C.3 
requirements. The C.3 requirements stipulate that projects creating and/or redeveloping at least 
10,000 square feet of impervious surface shall treat stormwater runoff with permanent 
stormwater management facilities, along with measures to control runoff rates and volumes.  
 
The proposed project would exceed 10,000 square feet of new impervious surface area. 
Therefore, the project has submitted a preliminary Stormwater Control Plan (SWCP) with this 
planning permit application, as required by County drainage ordinances. The project drainage 
plan allows for onsite detention and infiltration of stormwaters on the subject property in a 
manner that maintains the established drainage pattern for the property. The project requires an 
exception to the collect and convey standards specified by County ordinance, which can only be 
approved with the appropriate findings. Based on the applicant’s exception request and 
proposal, the necessary finding can be made to support the request. Furthermore, the preliminary 
stormwater control plan has been reviewed by the County’s Public Works division and shows 
that all stormwater will be managed adequately on site. Thus, with implementation of the 
practicable stormwater controls, the project would be compliant with applicable water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements, resulting in a less than significant impact. 
 

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management 
of the basin? (Less Than Significant Impact) 

 
Since the project includes on site detention and pervious pavement designed to allow stormwater 
to infiltrate the soils beneath the subject property, and the relatively low water usage associated 
with on site storage of boat/RV and/or commercial solar energy generation the project would not 
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. The 
managers suite proposed for the storage facility will draw on well water as a potable water 
source, which is subject to permitting requirements administered by the County Environmental 
Health Division to verify water flow/quality is adequate for the proposed use. The project’s 
compliance with applicable permit requirements for the use of well water, along with the 
implementation of the proposed grading/drainage plan, ensures less than significant project 
related impacts in this respect.  

 
c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, including through 

the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, 
in a manner which would: 
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i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not substantially alter the drainage pattern of the site or area 
or result in substantial erosion or siltation. The grading necessary for the project would 
substantially maintain the existing drainage patterns on site. Accordingly, the proposed 
project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation relative to present conditions. 
 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site?  
 
As described previously, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area. Thus, there would not be a significant risk due to an 
increase in the project-related volume of runoff that would result in onsite or off-site 
flooding. 

 
iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
(No Impact) 
 
The project is located outside of the urban limit line. Consequently, the use of a public 
stormwater drainage system is unavailable to the project as such improvements are 
generally prohibited outside of the urban limit line. As such, the project requires an 
exception to County Drainage Ordinance in order to authorize the proposed 
grading/drainage plan which would detain and treat stormwaters on site. The County 
Public Works Department has reviewed the application submittal and determined that the 
proposed onsite surface drainage regimen would be appropriate for the area. Accordingly, 
the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of any existing stormwater system. 
Therefore, no impact to existing or planned stormwater drainage systems would result 
from the project.  
 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?  (No Impact) 
 

The improvements on the site are not expected to create any barrier that would impede or 
redirect flood flows, should flooding occur. Therefore, no impact.  
 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
According to County GIS mapping, a portion of the development area is located in a Special 
Flood Hazard Zone (B), indicating that the area has a 0.2% annual chance flood hazard. The 
California Geological Survey (2009) has projected and mapped the tsunami hazard posed by a 
tidal wave that passes through the Golden Gate and into San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay and 
Carquinez Strait. The project site is not included in the inundation area on any tsunami hazard 
map. Thus, the proposed project would not be susceptible to inundation by seiche or tsunami 
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e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
As stated above, the proposed project would comply with applicable water quality and discharge 
requirements. Provision C.3 of the Municipal Regional Permit places requirements on site 
design to minimize creation of impervious surfaces and control stormwater runoff. Thus, the 
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. 
 
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), effective January 1, 2015, established 
a framework of priorities and requirements to facilitate sustainable groundwater management 
throughout the State. The intent of SGMA is for groundwater to be managed by local public 
agencies and newly-formed Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to ensure a 
groundwater basin is operated within its sustainable yield through the development and 
implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP). The project is located near the 
San Joaquin Valley – East Contra Costa basin management area, which is Medium Priority 
groundwater basin based on the Groundwater Basin Prioritization by the State Department of 
Water Resources (DWR). Given that the project reliance on groundwater would be or impact 
water percolation, a less than significant impact to the basin is expected.   
 

Sources of Information  

• California Department of Water Resources. https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-
Management 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). National Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM). https://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-flood-hazard-mapping.  

 

 
11. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Physically divide an established community?      
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project physically divide an established community? (No Impact) 

 
Development of the proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
The proposed project would occur on an agricultural parcel within a rural agricultural area. The 
community of Byron is approximately 0.75 south of the project and would not be impacted.  
 

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management
https://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-flood-hazard-mapping
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b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
General Plan 
 
The proposed project would conform to the applicable General Plan land use designation. The 
site’s current land use designation is AL, Agricultural Lands. Boat/RV storage facilities and 
commercial solar energy generation are both considered compatible land uses which may be 
permitted on agricultural lands upon issuance of a land use permit.  
 
The Contra Costa General Plan contains the following relevant policies related to the project. 
 
3-68. Support the concept of allowing for multiple uses, compatible with the predominantly 
agricultural watershed and public purposes of the area. Preserve designated agricultural lands for 
agricultural use, and also to allow certain other uses in the area, such as wind energy farms, 
mineral extraction, and reservoirs. 
 
3-69. The Southeast County area is almost exclusively planned for agricultural, watershed, or 
public purposes. New land uses within this plan area should be limited to those which are 
compatible to the primary agricultural and watershed purposes of the area (farming, ranching, 
poultry raising, animal breeding, aviaries, apiaries, horticulture, floriculture and similar 
agricultural uses and structures) and consistent with the multiple use philosophy enumerated by 
this plan. Subject to specific project review and the policies listed within this plan, the following 
uses are generally consistent with the planned agricultural areas: 
(a) Public and private outdoor recreational facilities; (b) Dude ranches, riding academies, 
stables; (c) Wind energy conversion systems; (d) Single family residences on larger lots; (e) 
Mineral resources quarrying; (f) Oil and gas wells; (g) Pipelines and transmission lines; and (h) 
Veterinarian offices and kennels. (i) Public purpose uses. 
 
9-31. Within the Southeast County area, applicants for subdivision or land use permits to allow 
nonresidential uses shall provide information to the County on the nature and extent of the 
archeological resources that exist in the area. The County Planning Agency shall be responsible 
for determining the balance between multiple use of the land and protection of resources. 
 
These policies highlight the County’s longstanding interest in preserving agricultural lands in 
east Contra Costa County. They also state that the County should balance the preservation of 
agricultural use with certain other beneficial uses. The provision of solar energy in the County 
has become a priority as utilization of renewable energy has become desirable. The project 
would utilize the area beneath the ground-mounted solar canopies to provide shaded storage 
areas for boats and recreational vehicles. Recreational facilities for public use are also consistent 
with the above-mentioned General Plan policies. The County has identified a select area of East 
County for solar development by applying filters to identify the lands most suitable for 
commercial solar development. These filters included slope, natural land cover, soil quality and 
classifications, zoning overlay status, General Plan land use designation, elevation, proximity to 
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transmission lines and substations, and other factors. By including properties with necessary 
attributes for commercial solar development and excluding major agricultural and sensitive 
habitat resources, the allowed area, as designated in the solar generation combining district, 
balances the County’s interest in encouraging local renewable energy with its long-term 
planning considerations in East County. Since the proposed project is located within this area, 
the facility would not conflict with the County’s policies related to preservation of agriculture in 
East County.  
 
Zoning 
 
Commercial solar energy generation facilities and boat/RV storage facilities are conditionally 
permitted in the A-3 agricultural zoning district and the Solar Energy Generation Combining 
District in which the subject property is located. Furthermore, as required by the County’s solar 
ordinance, the sites would be required to be restored to their pre-project agricultural state, 
following the solar generation use. 
 
Portions of the proposed canopy structures encroach within the southern side yard. Additionally, 
the project includes security fencing along the facilities perimeter, encroaching within the 
southern side yard and front setbacks area. Therefore, the land use permit includes a request for 
variance approval to accommodate these improvements. The facility otherwise complies with 
development standards applicable to the A-3 zoning district. a security  would also meet the 
applicable setbacks for the underlying zoning districts. Specifically, the A-3 designation of the 
project site requires 25-foot side yard, front yard, and rear yard setbacks, which are all met by 
the proposed project. In accordance with the County’s Solar Ordinance, no ground mounted 
array would exceed 25 feet in height. Additionally, the facility would avoid septic systems and 
aquatic habitat areas, as required by the ordinance. The A-3 zoning district ordinance allows for 
the granting of side yard variances at the discretion of the County ordinances. Thus, the granting 
of a variance to accommodate the development would not necessarily conflict with the 
provisions of applicable zoning development standards. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the project is substantially consistent and compatible with applicable 
general plan and zoning policies and has less than significant potential to conflict with these 
provisions in a manner resulting in significant environmental impacts.  
 

Sources of Information  
 

• Contra Costa County Code, Title 8, Zoning Ordinance. 

• Discovery Bay Boat and RV Storage. (Project Plans). Received February 23, 2023. 

• Contra Costa County General Plan 2005-2020. Land Use Element. 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan?  

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the state? (No Impact) 
 
Known mineral resource areas in the County are shown on Figure 8-4 (Mineral Resource Areas) 
of the General Plan Conservation Element. No known mineral resources have been identified in 
the project vicinity, and therefore the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability 
of any known mineral resource. 
 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (No 
Impact) 
 
The project site is not within an area of known mineral importance according to the 
Conservation Element of the General Plan, and therefore, the project would not impact any 
mineral resource recovery site. 
 

Sources of Information 
 

• Contra Costa County General Plan 2005-2020. Conservation Element. 

13. NOISE – Would the project result in: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels?      
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SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?(Less Than 
Significant Impact)  
 
Activities at the project site are not expected to expose persons to, or generate, noise levels in 
excess of the Community Noise Exposure Levels shown on Figure 11-6 of the General Plan 
Noise Element. Figure 11-6 shows that levels of 75 dB or less are normally acceptable and noise 
levels between 70 dB to 80 dB are conditionally acceptable in agricultural areas. Types and 
levels of noise generated from the uses associated with the future solar facility would be similar 
– if not quieter - to noise levels from the existing agricultural uses in the area.  
 
Operation of construction equipment could result in temporary noise impacts in the immediate 
vicinity. However, no sensitive uses are located near the project sites. Furthermore, use of heavy 
equipment would be temporary and cease once construction is complete. Thus, project noise 
impacts to the existing surrounding land uses would be less than significant. 

 
b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Operation of construction equipment could result in perceptible levels of ground-borne vibration 
in the immediate vicinity. However, no sensitive uses are located near the project sites. 
Furthermore, use of heavy equipment would be temporary and cease once construction is 
complete. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
 

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

 
The project does not include a significant residential component and the operation of the facility 
would largely managed by a single employee occupying the proposed caretakers residence atop 
the Boat/RV storage facility office. The project is approximately 3.5 miles north of the Byron 
Airport. Considering the distance from the airport and the fact that the property does not lie 
below runway flight paths for approaching/departing flights, the airport is not expected to 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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expose people residing or working on the proposed facility to excessive noise. According to 
County GIS mapping layers, northerly portions of the subject property are presently 
experiencing ambient noise levels exceeding 60dB, whereas the southerly portion does not. The 
GIS mapping layer suggests that the nearby State Route 4 corridor (abutting the site to the north) 
is a larger source of noise pollution than the Byron Airport. Thus, the project would have less 
than significant impacts exposing people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels related to the airport.. 
 

Sources of Information 

• Contra Costa County General Plan, 2005-2020, Noise Element. 
• Contra Costa County, 2000. Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

 
14. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth 

in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly 

(e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The proposed project would result in the development of a boat/RB storage facility and 
commercial solar energy generation facility in agricultural east County. The facility would not 
require a large number of employees and includes a single proposed dwelling unit to be 
occupied by the facility manager. The solar apparatus would largely be operated remotely and 
autonomously. Thus a significant addition to the population because of the project is not 
expected. 
 
The electricity produced at the sites would be connected to the existing PG&E electrical grid 
and is expected to replace other non-renewable sources of electricity. Thus, the facilities would 
not be an extension of infrastructure in the area that could indirectly encourage population 
growth.  
 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact) 
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The project site is currently an agricultural property, and does not include any dwelling units. 
Thus, the proposed project would not displace any existing housing and does not affect housing 
inventory in the County. 
 

 
15. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 

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

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Fire Protection?     
b) Police Protection?     
c) Schools?     
d) Parks?     
e) Other public facilities?     

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

 
Fire protection and emergency medical response services for the project vicinity are provided by 
the East Contra Costa Fire Protection District (ECCFPD). The project was forwarded to the fire 
district with a request for comment, and staff did not receive a response indicating that the land 
use would negatively affect the provision of fire protection services in the area. The project is 
required to comply with the applicable provisions of the California Fire Code, the California 
Building Code, and applicable Contra Costa County Ordinances that pertain to emergency 
access, fire suppression systems, and fire detection/warning systems. Prior to the issuance of 
building permits, the construction drawings would be reviewed and approved by the ECCFPD. 
As a result, potential impacts of the proposed project relating to fire protection would be less 
than significant. 
 
 

b) Police Protection? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Police protection services in the project vicinity are provided by the Contra Costa County 
Sheriff’s Office, which provides patrol service to the Byron area. The project would not 
expectedly affect the provision of police services to the area due to the lack of a substantial 
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residential component. Therefore, the project would have less than significant impact on police 
services. 
 

c) Schools? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project is not expected to have a substantial impact on population, thus, there would be a 
less than significant impact on the local school system.  
 

d) Parks? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
As stated above, the project is not expected to induce population growth in the area; thus a less 
than significant impact on the provision of parks is expected.  
 

e) Other public facilities? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Impacts to other public facilities, such as hospitals and libraries are usually caused by substantial 
increases in population. Implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to induce 
population growth. The project is not anticipated to create substantial additional service 
demands besides those which have been preliminarily reviewed by various agencies of Contra 
Costa County, or result in adverse physical impacts associated with the delivery of fire, police, 
schools, parks, or other public services. Therefore, the impact to hospitals, libraries or other 
public facilities would be less than significant. 
 

 
 
 
   
 
 

16. RECREATION 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated?  

    

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

    

SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? (Less Than Significant Impact)  
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As previously stated, the project is not expected to induce population growth in the area. Thus, 
the project would not expectedly result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood or 
regional parks. The Boat/RV storage facility, located near existing public and private boat 
launch facilities, would provide a convenient location for storage of recreational vessels. 
However, the use of such boat launch facilities is typically associated with a per-use fee, which 
would generate revenue for the maintenance and operation of such facilities. Thus, the project is 
not expected to result in substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities. 
 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less 
Than Significant Impact) 
 
As stated above, the project is not expected to induce population growth in the area. The project 
does not require the expansion of existing recreational facilities and does not propose the 
construction of new recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would have less than 
significant impacts in this respect.  

 
17. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or 

policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities?  

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)?     

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? (Less Than Significant 
Impact) 
 
Policy 4-c of the Growth Management Element of the General Plan requires a traffic impact 
analysis of any project that is estimated to generate 100 or more AM or PM peak-hour trips. The 
applicant has provided a Trip Generation Analysis memo prepared by Abrams Associates 
Traffic Engineering Inc. evaluating traffic impacts associated with the proposed project. Trip 
generation estimates are based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) taken from the 
11th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual. There are no ITE rates available for an 
RV/Boat storage facility and based on a review of the most similar rates in the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual. It was determined that using the “Self-Storage” trip generation rates (ITE 
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Land Use Code 151) would provide the most accurate forecast of the project’s potential trip 
generation. According to the Trip Generation Analysis, the project would expectedly result in up 
to 16 combined (AM/PM) peak hour trips. Since the project would yield less than 100 peak-hour 
AM or PM trips, the proposed project would have less than significant traffic impacts and 
therefore, would not conflict with the circulation system in the Byron area. 

 
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)? (Less 

Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project would result in an estimated 106 additional daily trips in the area. Since trips for 
these types of uses typically occur during off-peak hours and weekends, this would not result in 
a significant increase in peak hour trips. According to trip generation analysis provided by the 
project proponent, the project would result in an estimated 16 daily peak hour (AM & PM 
combined) trips. The consulting Traffic Engineers (Abrams Associates) note that the trip 
generation for storage facilities is generally low during peak commute hours because most trips 
to these types of facilities occur during off-peak hours, likely to avoid commute traffic. The data 
indicates that the peak trip generation of a storage facility is normally on weekends with 
Saturday afternoon typically being the peak trip generation period. The project would be 
forecast to generate no more than 17 trips per hour during the Saturday peak hour. The Boat/RV 
storage facility is expected to be consistent with the Self-Storage ITE rates in terms of peak trip 
generation. 
 
The project has been evaluated with the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December, 2018). 
Pursuant to OPR’s published screening thresholds for land use projects, projects that generate or 
attract fewer than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact – absent substantial evidence indicating that a project would generate a 
potentially significant level of VMT or inconsistency with a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
or General Plan. There is no substantial evidence that the project would generate a potentially 
significant level of VMT. The project is consistent with the Contra Costa County General Plan. 
Therefore, based on the estimated 106 average daily trips, the project would have less than 
significant traffic impacts and is consistent with VMT analysis required under CEQA guidelines 
section 15064.3(b).  
 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is located on private property accessed from Bixler Road. The driveway would 
be constructed or improved to meet the County’s design guidelines ingress and egress and, thus, 
would not be considered hazardous. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant 
impact due to design features or incompatible uses.  

 
d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
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Construction activities would occur on the project site but would not restrict access for 
emergency vehicles traveling to or nearby the project site. During operation of the project, 
emergency access to the site would be provided by on site roadways. Therefore, operation of the 
proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access, and a less than significant 
impacts would occur. 

 
Sources of Information 

 
• Contra Costa County Transportation Analysis Guidelines 
• California Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation 

Impacts in CEQA – December 2018 
• Abrams Associates Traffic Engineering, Inc. Trip Generation Analysis for the Discovery Bay 

Boat and RV Storage Project  - November 27, 2023 
 

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

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?  

    

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1?  

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: (Less Than Significant Impact 
With Mitigations) 
 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? (Less 
Than Significant Impact With Mitigations) 
 
As discussed in Sections 5.a through 5.c above, no historical resources have been identified on 
the project site. Further, according to the County’s Archaeological Sensitivities map, Figure 9-2, 
of the County General Plan, the subject site is located in a “Moderately Sensitive Area,” which 
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may contain significant archeological resources. While unlikely since the site is fully disturbed, 
subsurface construction activities always have the potential to damage or destroy previously 
undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources.  
 
Pertaining to the significance of tribal cultural resources, there are no onsite historical resources, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k) that are included in a local register of 
historic resources.  
 
Nevertheless, the expected construction and grading could cause ground disturbance which may 
impact heretofore undocumented cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 would reduce the impact on cultural resources during project related work to a level that 
would be considered less than significant. 
 
Potential Impact: Construction and grading could cause ground disturbance which may impact 
heretofore undocumented tribal cultural resources. 
 
Mitigation Measure: Implementation of mitigations measure CUL-1 would reduce the impact 
on previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. 

 
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1? (Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigations) 
 
As discussed in Sections 5.a through 5.c above, no historical resources have been identified on 
the project site. Further, according to the County’s Archaeological Sensitivities map, Figure 9-2, 
of the County General Plan, the subject site is in a “Moderately Sensitive Area,” which may 
contain significant archeological resources. While unlikely since the site is fully disturbed, 
subsurface construction activities always have the potential to damage or destroy previously 
undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources.  

 
Nevertheless, the expected construction and grading could cause ground disturbance which may 
impact heretofore undocumented cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Cultural Resources 1 would reduce the impact on cultural resources during project related work 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Potential Impact: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. The expected construction and grading could cause ground 
disturbance which may impact heretofore undocumented cultural resources. 
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Mitigation Measure: Implementation of mitigations measure CUL-1 would reduce the impact 
on previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. 
 
 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Require or result in the relocation or 

construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project is not proposing to construct any new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 
stormwater drainage, or telecommunications facilities. The electricity generated by the facilities 
would be provided to the PG&E grid from existing onsite infrastructure. Thus, the project would 
not result in any environmental effects from construction of these facilities. A less than 
significant impact would occur. 
 

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? (Less Than 
Significant Impact) 
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The project would not induce any growth because the project would not increase capacity over 
what is provided by the existing electrical grid. Rather, this project is meant to improve existing, 
aging non-renewable energy infrastructure. Because operation of the project would not induce 
substantial population growth, project operation would not increase demand for water supplies.  
 

c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
The project is not located within the service area of a wastewater treatment provided. The 
project would be required to treat any wastewater produced by the project on site via septic 
system or other private wastewater disposal system. Thus, the operation of the proposed project 
would not exceed wastewater treatment demand beyond the provider’s existing commitments, 
and no impacts would occur. 
 

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Construction waste would be hauled to one of the recycling centers and/or transfer stations 
located in the area. The recycling center and/or transfer station would sort through the material 
and pull out recyclable materials. Future construction of the proposed project would 
incrementally add to the construction waste headed to a landfill; however, the impact of the 
project-related incremental increase would be considered to be less than significant. 
Furthermore, construction on the project site would be subject to the CalGreen Construction and 
Demolition Debris Recovery Program administered by the CDD at the time of application for a 
building permit. The Debris Recovery Program would reduce the construction debris headed to 
the landfill by diverting materials that could be recycled to appropriate recycling facilities. 
 
Operation of the project would generate municipal solid waste. Since the primary function of the 
proposed facility is storage, and does not involve residential or commercial retail activities, the 
solid waste generated by the project would be considered incidental and is not expected to be 
generated in substantial amounts. Commercial solid waste disposal service, including recycling 
and composting bins required by state law, is available from local service providers. Therefore, 
operations would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals. Therefore, less than significant operational impacts would occur. 
 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? (Less Than Significant Impact) 
 
Operation of the project would not expectedly be a significant contributor to municipal solid 
waste. Additionally, the use of local service providers to subject to monitoring/reporting by 
federal, state and local regulations ensures that operations would not conflict with any federal, 
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state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
Therefore, less than significant operational impacts would occur. 

 
20. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 

hazard severity zones, would the project: 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

a-d)  As discussed in section 9.g above, the project site is no located in a fire hazard area designated by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection’s Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map characterizes this area as a Non-Urban, 
Non Wildland. There are no lands on or near the project site having the “High” or “Very High” 
designation. Therefore, the project would have no impact relating to wildfire.  
 

Sources of Information 
 

• California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire). 2009. Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones  

 
21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUMMARY:  
 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  
 
As discussed in individual sections of this Initial Study, the project to establish a Boat/RV 
storage facility with an integrated commercial solar energy generation facility may impact the 
quality of the environment (Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geology, Cultural 
Resources, and Tribal Cultural Resources) but the impact would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the adoption of the recommended Mitigation Measures that are specified 
in the respective sections of this Initial Study. The project is not expected to threaten any 
wildlife population, impact endangered plants or animals, or affect state cultural resources with 
the already identified Mitigation Measures. 
 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects.) 
 
The proposed project would not create substantial cumulative impacts. The project site is located 
adjacent to existing high-power electrical lines and would be tied into the grid from existing 
infrastructure on the subject property and adjoining public right-of-way. The recreational vessel 
storage element of the project would provide a convenient storage location for owners of such 
vehicles. Additionally, the proposed project would be consistent with the existing surrounding 
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agricultural development. Since most potential environmental impacts in this report are 
associated with the construction phase of the project, and considering the temporary nature of 
the construction phase, the project would not expectedly result in cumulatively considerable 
environmental impacts. Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected in this regard.  
 

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

 
 This Initial Study has disclosed impacts that would be less than significant with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measures. All identified Mitigation Measures would be included 
in the conditions of approval for the proposed project, and the applicant would be responsible 
for implementation of the measures. As a result, there would not be any environmental effects 
that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.



 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
 

1. Vicinity Map 
 
2. Site Plan 
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DISCOVERY BAY, CA

DISCOVERY BAY BOAT AND RV STORAGE
02.15.2023

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

North1" = 60'-0"1 PROPOSED SITE PLAN

1/16" = 1'-0"2 ENLARGED ENTRANCE PLAN

PROJECT DATA:

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:      A-3    

ZONING DESIGNATION:         A-3   

SITE AREA:    +/- 700,556 SF (16.08 AC) 
TOTAL BUILDING AREA: 

1ST FLOOR OFFICE AREA: 1,476 SF
     2ND FLOOR APT. AREA:       1,381 SF

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 

          2,857 sqft / 700,556 sqft =    0.40%
BUILDING HEIGHTS:    29'- 6"
PERCENT LOT COVERAGE:    0.21%

TOTAL STORAGE STALLS: 655 STALLS (SEE NOTE 1)

PARKING SPACES: 6 PARKING SPACES
(1 ACCESSIBLE SPACE)

NOTE 1: MAXIMUM OF 98 PARKING STALLS USED FOR RV STORAGE. 
ALL OTHER STALLS TO BE USED FOR BOAT STORAGE. FINAL 
LOCATION OF EACH STALL TYPE TO BE DETERMINED BY SITE 
OPPERATOR. 

PARKING INFORMATION

CANOPY STALL SIZE COUNT

A 35' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 15

B 45' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 83

C 25' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 74

C 35' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 74

D 25' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 76

D 35' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 76

E 25' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 78

E 35' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 78

F 35' x 13.8' - 60 DEG 101

655

SOLAR PANEL

CANOPY AREA

A 9,064 SF

B 60,863 SF

C 72,000 SF

D 73,800 SF

E 75,600 SF

F 58,167 SF

349,494 SF



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
County File #CDLP22-02019 

 
3777 Bixler Road 
Byron, CA 94514 

 
January, 2024 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Page 2 of 8 
 

 
Abbreviations:  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Condition of Approval (COA) CDLP22-02019 
Community Development Division (CDD)  

 

SECTION 4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Potentially Significant Impacts:  
 

Potential Impact (Swainson’s Hawk) BIO-1: Project activities could result in direct impacts 
to Swainson’s Hawk through the destruction or abandonment of active nests, if present. 
 
Potential Impact (Swainson’s Hawk) BIO-2: The proposed project could result in the loss 
of approximately 16-acres of suitable Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat. 
 
Potential Impact (Burrowing Owl) BIO-3: Project activities could result in direct impacts 
to burrowing owl through the destruction or abandonment of active nests, if present. 
 
Potential Impact (Burrowing Owl) BIO-4: Project activities could result in the loss of 
suitable burrowing owl habitat. 
 
Potential Impact (Roosting Bats) BIO-5: Project activities, including demolition and tree 
removal associated with the proposed project could result in the direct removal of active bat 
roosts protected under California Fish and Game Code and the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  
Potential Impact (Nesting Birds) BIO-6: Project activities could result in the destruction or 
abandonment of nests of special-status or non-special status bird species protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, California Fish and Game Code, and California Environmental 
Quality Act.  
 
Potential Impact BIO-7:Construction activities adjacent to the saline wetland may result in 
unintentional fill or discharge into this feature. 

Mitigation Measures(s): 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Swainson’s Hawk): Prior to any ground disturbance or tree 
removal activities that occur during the nesting season (March 15 – September 15), a 
qualified biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey no more than 1 month prior to 
construction/grading or tree removal to establish whether Swainson’s Hawk nests within 
1,000 feet of the project site are occupied. If potentially occupied nests within 1,000 feet are 
off the project site, then their occupancy will be determined by observation from public roads 
or by observations of Swainson’s Hawk activity (e.g. foraging) near the project site. If nests 
are occupied, minimization measures and construction monitoring are required.  
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Abbreviations:  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Condition of Approval (COA) CDLP22-02019 
Community Development Division (CDD)  

 

During the nesting season (March 15 – September 15) construction/grading activities within 
1,000 feet of occupied nests or nests under construction will be prohibited to prevent nest 
abandonment. If site-specific conditions or the nature of the activity (e.g. steep topography, 
dense vegetation, limited activities) indicate that a small buffer could be used, the 
implementing entity will coordinate with CDFW/USFWS to determine the appropriate buffer 
size. 
 
If young fledge prior to September 15, covered activities can proceed normally. If the active 
nest site is shielded from view and noise from the project site by other development, 
topography, or other features, the project applicant can apply to the implementing entity for 
a waiver of this avoidance measure. Any waiver must also be approved by USFWS and 
CDFW. While the nest is occupied, activities outside of the buffer can take place. 
 
All active nest trees will be preserved on site, if feasible. Nest trees, including non-native 
trees, lost to covered activities will be mitigated by the project proponent in a manner deemed 
adequate by the implementing agency.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Swainson’s Hawk): The project proponent shall be required to 
obtain take coverage from CDFW to mitigate for project impacts relating to the loss of 
foraging habitat. Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to, requirements to provide 
on-site or off-site mitigation tree plantings and fees associated with obtaining take coverage 
permits. Alternatively, the project proponent may elect to obtain take coverage via the East 
Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation plan. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Burrowing Owl): Prior to any ground disturbance related to 
covered activities, a USFWS/CDFW- approved biologist will conduct a preconstruction 
survey in areas identified in the planning surveys as having potential burrowing owl habitat. 
The surveys will establish the presence or absence of western burrowing owl and/or habitat 
features and evaluate use by owls in accordance with CDFW survey guidelines. 
 
On the parcel where the activity is proposed, the biologist will survey the proposed 
disturbance footprint and a 500-foot radius from the perimeter of the proposed footprint to 
identify burrows and owls. Adjacent parcels under different land ownership will not be 
surveyed. Surveys should take place near sunrise or sunset in accordance with CDFW 
guidelines. All burrows or burrowing owls will be identified and mapped. Surveys will take 
place no more than 30 days prior to construction. During the breeding season (February 1– 
August 31), surveys will document whether burrowing owls are nesting in or directly 
adjacent to disturbance areas. During the nonbreeding season (September 1– January 31), 
surveys will document whether burrowing owls are using habitat in or directly adjacent to 
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Abbreviations:  Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Condition of Approval (COA) CDLP22-02019 
Community Development Division (CDD)  

 

any disturbance area. Survey results will be valid only for the season (breeding or 
nonbreeding) during which the survey is conducted. 
 
If burrowing owls are found during the breeding season (February 1 – August 31), the project 
proponent will avoid all nest sites that could be disturbed by project construction during the 
remainder of the breeding season or while the nest is occupied by adults or young. Avoidance 
will include establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone (described below). Construction 
may occur during the breeding season if a qualified biologist monitors the nest and 
determines that the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation or that the juveniles from 
the occupied burrows have fledged. During the nonbreeding season (September 1 – January 
31), the project proponent should avoid the owls and the burrows they are using, if possible. 
Avoidance will include the establishment of a buffer zone (described below). 
 
During the breeding season, buffer zones of at least 250 feet in which no construction 
activities can occur will be established around each occupied burrow (nest site). Buffer zones 
of 160 feet will be established around each burrow being used during the nonbreeding 
season. The buffers will be delineated by highly visible, temporary construction fencing. 
 
If occupied burrows for burrowing owls are not avoided, passive relocation will be 
implemented. Owls should be excluded from burrows in the immediate impact zone and 
within a 160-foot buffer zone by installing one-way doors in burrow entrances. These doors 
should be in place for 48 hours prior to excavation. The project area should be monitored 
daily for 1 week to confirm that the owl has abandoned the burrow. Whenever possible, 
burrows should be excavated using hand tools and refilled to prevent reoccupation 
(California Department of Fish and Game 1995). Plastic tubing or a similar structure should 
be inserted in the tunnels during excavation to maintain an escape route for any owls inside 
the burrow. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Burrowing Owl): The project proponent will be required to 
obtain take coverage from CDFW to mitigate for project impacts relating to the loss of 
foraging habitat. Alternatively, the project proponent may elect to obtain take coverage via 
the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community 
Conservation plan. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Roosting Bats): If the project does not avoid impacts to suitable 
habitat for bats, a preconstruction survey is required to determine whether the sites are 
occupied immediately prior to construction or whether they show signs of recent previous 
occupation. Preconstruction surveys are used to determine what avoidance and minimization 
requirements are triggered before construction and whether construction monitoring is 
necessary.  
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If the species is discovered or if evidence of recent prior occupation is established, 
construction will be scheduled such that it minimizes impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bat. 
Hibernation sites with evidence of prior occupation will be sealed before the hibernation 
season (November–March), and nursery sites will be sealed before the nursery season 
(April–August). If the site is occupied, then the action will occur either prior to or after the 
hibernation season for hibernacula and after August 15 for nursery colonies. Construction 
will not take place as long as the site is occupied. 
 
The locations of all suitable or occupied microhabitat within the inventory area are not 
known due to survey and mapping limitations. Hibernacula or nursery sites may be located 
during planning or preconstruction surveys. Avoiding impacts on occupied sites during 
sensitive periods will minimize disturbance or direct mortality as a result of covered 
activities, and sealing sites prior to construction will allow bats to reestablish elsewhere. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Nesting Birds): To the extent feasible, Project-related activities 
shall be avoided during the nesting bird season, generally defined as February 1 – August 
31. If Project work must occur during the nesting bird season, pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys shall be conducted within 14 days of ground disturbance to avoid disturbance to 
active nests, eggs, and/or young of nesting birds. These surveys shall determine the presence 
or absence of active nests that may be affected by Project activities. It is also recommended 
that any trees and shrubs in or adjacent to the Project Site that are proposed for removal 
and could be used as avian nesting sites be removed during the non-nesting season 
(September 1 – January 31). 
 
If an active nest is located, a no disturbance buffer shall be established around the nest until 
all young have fledged or the nest otherwise becomes inactive (e.g., due to predation). 
Suggested buffer zone distances differ depending on species, location, baseline conditions, 
and placement of nest and shall be determined and implemented in the field by a qualified 
biologist. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Prior to ground disturbing activities, sensitive habitats adjacent 
to the project construction areas will be flagged and silt fencing will be installed in the areas 
adjacent to wetlands. 
 
If suitable habitat for covered shrimp will be retained on site, project proponents will 
establish a buffer from the outer edge of all hydric vegetation associated with seasonal 
wetlands occupied (or assumed to be occupied) by covered shrimp. This buffer zone will be 
determined in the field by the biologists as the immediate watershed feeding the seasonal 
wetland or a minimum of 50 feet, whichever is greater. Buffers will be marked by brightly 
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colored fencing or flagging throughout the construction process. Activities will be prohibited 
in this buffer in accordance with the minimization measure above. 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to ground disturbing activities 

Party Responsible for Verification: CDD staff, Consulting Biologist. 

Compliance Verification: Review of Biologist’s report 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 5: CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Potentially Significant Impacts:  
 

Potential Impact CUL-1: Subsurface construction activities could potentially damage or 
destroy previously undiscovered historic and prehistoric resources. 
 
Potential Impact CUL-1: Surface construction activities could potentially damage or 
destroy previously undiscovered archeological resource. 
 
Potential Impact CUL-1: Surface construction activities could potentially damage or 
destroy previously undiscovered human remains 

 
 

Mitigation Measure(s): 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: The following Mitigation Measures shall be implemented 
during project related ground disturbance, and shall be included on all construction plans: 
 
a. All construction personnel, including operators of equipment involved in grading, or 

trenching activities will be advised of the need to immediately stop work if they observe 
any indications of the presence of an unanticipated cultural resource discovery (e.g. 
wood, stone, foundations, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; 
deposits of wood, glass, ceramics). If deposits of prehistoric or historical archaeological 
materials are encountered during ground disturbance activities, all work within 50 feet 
of the discovery shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist, certified by the Society 
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for California Archaeology (SCA) and/or the Society of Professional Archaeology 
(SOPA), shall be contacted to evaluate the finds and, if necessary, develop appropriate 
treatment measures in consultation with the County and other appropriate agencies. If 
the cultural resource is also a tribal cultural resource (TCR) the representative (or 
consulting) tribe(s) will also require notification and opportunity to consult on the 
findings. 

 
If the deposits are not eligible, avoidance is not necessary. If eligible, deposits will need 
to be avoided by impacts or such impacts must be mitigated. Upon completion of the 
archaeological assessment, a report should be prepared documenting the methods, 
results, and recommendations. The report should be submitted to the Northwest 
Information Center and appropriate Contra Costa County agencies. 

 
b. Should human remains be uncovered during grading, trenching, or other on-site 

excavation(s), earthwork within 30 yards of these materials shall be stopped until the 
County coroner has had an opportunity to evaluate the significance of the human remains 
and determine the proper treatment and disposition of the remains. Pursuant to 
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if the coroner determines the remains 
may those of a Native American, the coroner is responsible for contacting the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 hours. Pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, the NAHC will then determine a Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD) tribe and contact them. The MLD tribe has 48 hours from the 
time they are given access to the site to make recommendations to the land owner for 
treatment and disposition of the ancestor's remains. The land owner shall follow the 
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 for the remains. 

 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp approval of plans for the issuance of 
building/grading permits. 

Party Responsible for Verification: CDD staff 

Compliance Verification: Review of construction plans verifying that CUL-1 
measures are included on plan notes printed thereon. 

SECTION 18: TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Potentially Significant Impacts:  
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Potential Impact: Construction and grading could cause ground disturbance which may 
impact heretofore undocumented tribal cultural resources. 
 
Potential Impact: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. The expected construction and 
grading could cause ground disturbance which may impact heretofore undocumented 
cultural resources. 
 
 

Mitigation Measure: Implementation of mitigations measure CUL-1 would reduce the 
impact on previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level. 
 

Implementing Action: COA 

Timing of Verification: Prior to CDD stamp approval of plans for the issuance of 
building/grading permits. 

Party Responsible for Verification: CDD staff 

Compliance Verification: Review of construction plans verifying that CUL-1 
measures are included on plan notes printed thereon. 
 

 




