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The take prohibition of ESA Section 9 applies only to listed species of fish and wildlife. Section 9(a)(2)(B) 
describes federal protection for endangered plants. In general, ESA does not protect listed plants located on 
nonfederal land (i.e., areas not under federal jurisdiction), unless such species are already protected by state law. 

Section 7 of the ESA outlines procedures for federal interagency cooperation to protect and conserve federally 
listed species and designated critical habitat. Critical habitat identifies specific areas that have the physical and 
biological features essential to the conservation of a listed species and that may require special management 
considerations or protection. Section 7(a)(2) requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS to ensure that they 
are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species or destroying or adversely modifying designated critical habitat. 

For projects where federal action is not involved and take of a listed species may occur, a project proponent may 
seek an incidental take permit under section 10(a) of the ESA. Section 10(a) of ESA allows USFWS to permit the 
incidental take of listed species if such take is accompanied by a habitat conservation plan that ensures 
minimization and mitigation of impacts associated with the take. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

Section 404 of the Federal CWA requires a project applicant to obtain a permit from USACE before engaging in 
any activity that involves any discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including 
wetlands. Fill material is material placed in waters of the United States where the material has the effect of 
replacing any portion of a water of the United States with dry land, or changing the bottom elevation of any 
portion of a water of the United States. Waters of the United States include navigable waters of the United States; 
interstate waters; all other waters where the use, degradation, or destruction of the waters could affect interstate or 
foreign commerce; tributaries to any of these waters, and wetlands adjacent to these waters. Wetlands are defined 
as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Potentially jurisdictional wetlands must meet three wetland 
delineation criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil types, and wetland hydrology. Wetlands that meet the 
delineation criteria may be jurisdictional under Section 404 of CWA pending USACE and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) review. 

As part of the review of a project, USACE must ensure compliance with applicable federal laws, including EPA’s 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. USACE regulations require that impacts to waters of the United States are avoided 
and minimized to the maximum extent practicable, and that unavoidable impacts are compensated (33 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] 320.4(r). 

In 2008, USACE and EPA issued regulations governing compensatory mitigation for activities authorized by 
permits issued by USACE (33 CFR 332). The rule establishes a preference for the use of mitigation banks 
because they provide established wetland habitats that have already met success criteria thereby reducing some of 
the risks and uncertainties associated with compensatory mitigation involving creation of new wetlands that 
cannot yet demonstrate functionality at the time of project implementation. The rule also establishes a preference 
for providing compensatory mitigation within the affected watershed. Ideally, compensatory mitigation would 
take place at a mitigation bank within the same watershed as the waters to be replaced. If mitigation banks are not 
available within the affected watershed, then compensatory mitigation involving creation or restoration within the 
affected watershed may be preferable to using a mitigation bank outside the affected watershed. 
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Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

Under Section 401 of the CWA, an applicant for a Section 404 permit must obtain a certificate from the 
appropriate state agency stating that the intended dredging or filling activity is consistent with the state’s water 
quality standards and criteria. In California, the authority to grant water quality certification is delegated by the 
State Water Resources Control Board to the nine RWQCBs. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. Section 703, et seq.), first enacted in 1918, provides for 
protection of international migratory birds and authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of 
migratory birds. The MBTA provides that it shall be unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, to pursue, take, 
or kill any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird. This prohibition includes both direct and 
indirect acts, although harassment and habitat modification are not included unless they result in direct loss of 
birds, nests, or eggs. The current list of species protected by the MBTA can be found in Title 50 of the CFR, 
Section 10.13 (50 CFR 10.13). The list includes nearly all birds native to the United States. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

California Endangered Species Act 

CESA (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.) directs state agencies not to approve projects that 
would jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of a species. Furthermore, CESA states that 
reasonable and prudent alternatives shall be developed by CDFW, together with the project proponent and any 
state lead agency, consistent with conserving the species, while at the same time maintaining the project purpose 
to the greatest extent possible. Under CESA, project-related impacts of the authorized take must be minimized 
and fully mitigated, and adequate funding to implement those mitigation measures and monitor compliance with 
and the effectiveness of the measures must be ensured. Standard CESA issuance requirements can include land 
acquisition, permanent protection and management, and/or funding in perpetuity of compensatory lands. 

A “take” of a species, under CESA, is defined as an activity that would directly or indirectly kill an individual of a 
species. The CESA definition of take does not include “harm” or “harass” as is included in the federal act. As a 
result, the threshold for a take under CESA may be higher than under ESA because habitat modification is not 
necessarily considered take under CESA. The take of State-listed species incidental to otherwise lawful activities 
requires a permit, pursuant to Section 2081(b) of CESA. The State has the authority to issue an incidental take 
permit under California Fish and Game Code Section 2081, or to coordinate with USFWS during the Section 
10(a) process to make the federal permit consistent with CESA. 

As under federal law, listed plants have considerably less protection than fish and wildlife under California State 
law. The California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code Section 19000 et seq.) allows 
landowners to take listed plant species from, among other places, a canal, lateral ditch, building site, or road, or 
other right-of-way, provided that the owner first notifies CDFW and gives the agency at least 10 days to come and 
retrieve (and presumably replant) the plants before they are plowed under or otherwise destroyed.  
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Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code 

All diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake in 
California that supports wildlife resources are subject to regulation by CDFW under Section 1602 of the 
California Fish and Game Code. Under Section 1602, it is unlawful for any person to substantially divert or 
obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated 
by CDFW, or use any material from the streambeds, without first notifying DFG of such activity and obtaining a 
final agreement authorizing such activity.  

“Stream” is defined as a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel 
having banks and that supports fish or other aquatic life. CDFW’s jurisdiction within altered or artificial 
waterways is based on the value of those waterways to fish and wildlife. A CDFW streambed alteration 
agreement must be obtained for any project that would result in an impact on a river, stream, or lake. 

Porter-cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Act (California Water Code Section 13000, et seq.) requires that each of the state’s nine 
RWQCBs prepare and periodically update basin plans for water quality control. Each basin plan sets forth water 
quality standards for surface water and groundwater and actions to control nonpoint and point sources of pollution 
to achieve and maintain these standards. Basin plans offer an opportunity to protect wetlands through the 
establishment of water quality objectives. The RWQCB’s jurisdiction includes federally protected waters, as well 
as areas that meet the definition of “waters of the state.” Waters of the state is defined as any surface water or 
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state. The RWQCB has the discretion to take 
jurisdiction over areas not federally regulated under Section 401 provided they meet the definition of waters of the 
state. Mitigation requiring no net loss of wetlands functions and values of waters of the state is typically required 
by the RWQCB. 

California Fish and Game Code - Fully Protected Species 

Four sections of the California Fish and Game Code (Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515) 
list 37 fully protected species. These statutes prohibit take or possession at any time of fully protected species. 
CDFW is unable to authorize incidental take of fully protected species when activities are proposed in areas 
inhabited by those species. CDFW has informed nonfederal agencies and private parties that they must avoid take 
of any fully protected species in carrying out projects. 

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE – PROTECTION OF BIRD NESTS AND RAPTORS 

Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest 
or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code states that it is unlawful to take, 
possess, or destroy any raptors (i.e., species in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes), including their nests or 
eggs. Typical violations include destruction of active nests as a result of tree removal and failure of nesting 
attempts, resulting in loss of eggs and/or young. These violations can be caused by disturbance of nesting pairs by 
nearby human activity. 
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

Solano County General Plan 

The Resources Chapter of the Solano County General Plan (2008) outlines several policies and implementation 
programs to maintain, protect, and preserve biological resources in the county, including special-status plants and 
animals and the habitats that support them. General Plan policies that are relevant to the biological resources on 
the project site are summarized below. 

► RS.P-1: Protect and enhance the county’s natural habitats and diverse plant and animal communities, 
particularly occurrences of special-status species, wetlands, sensitive natural communities, and habitat 
connections. 

► RS.P-3: Focus conservation and protection efforts on high-priority habitat areas depicted in Figure RS-1 [of 
the General Plan]. 

• High-priority habitat areas identified in the General Plan consist of California red-legged frog critical 
habitat and core recovery areas, Callippe silverspot butterfly priority conservation areas, giant garter 
snake priority conservation areas, priority habitat corridors, vernal pool conservation areas, and the 
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan primary management zone. 

► RS.P-4: Together with property owners and federal and state agencies identify feasible and economically 
viable methods of protecting and enhancing natural habitats and biological resources. 

► RS.P-5: Protect and enhance wildlife movement corridors to ensure the health and long-term survival of local 
animal and plant populations. Preserve contiguous habitat areas to increase habitat value and to lower land 
management costs. 

► RS.P-6: Protect oak woodlands and heritage trees and encourage the planting of native tree species in new 
developments and along road rights-of-way. 

• Heritage trees are defined as the following: (a) trees with a trunk diameter of 15 inches or more measured 
at 54 inches above natural grade, (b) any oak tree native to California, with a diameter of 10 inches above 
natural grade, or (c) any tree or group of trees specifically designated by the County for protection 
because of its historical significance, special character or community benefit.  

• Require the planting of shade and roadside trees in development projects for aesthetic, air quality, and 
other associated benefits. Encourage the use of native tree species, especially native oaks. Create 
development standards to ensure appropriate placement, care, and maintenance. The County shall 
evaluate the feasibility of planting of roadside trees as part of major County road improvement projects. 

Draft Solano Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan 

The project site is located within the proposed SMHCP area. The SMHCP is in draft form and is not an approved 
HCP.  
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The purpose of the proposed SMHCP is to promote the conservation of biological diversity and the preservation 
of endangered species and their habitats consistent with the recognition of private property rights; provide for a 
healthy economic environment for the citizens, agriculture, and industries; and allow for the ongoing maintenance 
and operation of public and private facilities in Solano County.  

The draft SMHCP establishes a framework for complying with state and federal endangered species regulations, 
while accommodating future urban growth, development of infrastructure, and ongoing operations and 
maintenance activities associated with flood control, irrigation facilities, and other public infrastructure 
undertaken by or under the permitting authority/control of the Plan Participants within Solano County over the 
next 30 years.  

The overarching conservation goal of the SMHCP is to preserve contiguous functional landscapes that encompass 
the full suite of ecological diversity, maintain connectivity among natural communities, and functionally buffer 
natural communities from direct and indirect impacts from anthropogenic pressures. The Conservation Strategy, if 
adopted, would provide a comprehensive program for avoiding and minimizing impacts, implementing specific 
conservation measures designed to preserve, restore, and manage habitats for 37 covered species; and providing 
long-term monitoring and adaptive management to maximize conservation values on established reserves over 
time.  

Implementing the current draft Conservation Strategy would result in the establishment of an estimated 25,000 to 
30,000 acres of reserves, preserves, open space lands and other cooperative habitat restoration sites. However, 
because the SMHCP is only in draft form, it is not considered an adopted plan and cannot be relied upon for 
regulatory guidance. 

3.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

METHODOLOGY 

Potential impacts on biological resources resulting from implementation of the proposed project were determined 
by overlaying project plans with the habitat map for the project site, quantifying potential loss of common and 
sensitive habitats (i.e., wetlands), and evaluating potential effects to common and special-status species that could 
result from this habitat loss and other potential direct and indirect effects. The proposed land use plan includes 
approximately 9.3 acres of open space along the Rockville Young Lateral Drain and the Putah South Canal 
Siphon, and along Rockville and Suisun Valley Roads. Two detention basins would be constructed within the 
open space areas, a portion of Rockville Road would be widened, and the ditch along Rockville Road would be 
expanded and realigned as a vegetated swale. The ditch along Oakwood Drive would be filled and drainage 
currently captured by this ditch would be redirected to the proposed on-site storm drainage system and the new 
and realigned drainage swale proposed along Rockville Road. It is assumed for purposes of this analysis that all 
existing vegetation, including mature oak trees, along the ditch segments to be filled and realigned, would be 
removed. It is also assumed that project build out would result in loss of all existing habitat outside of the areas 
designated as open space. Some habitat functions would be retained within the open space areas because some of 
the existing vegetation and ditch segments would be preserved.  
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The project would result in a significant impact related to 
biological resources if it would do any of the following: 

► have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW 
or USFWS; 

► have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS; 

► have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected waters of the United States, including wetlands, as 
defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

► interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

► conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance; 

► conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan; or 

► 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; or substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

Sensitive natural plant communities: No riparian communities or other sensitive natural communities are 
present on the project site. Development of the proposed project would not result in direct removal of any 
sensitive natural community or riparian habitat and would not include alteration of any streams or development or 
uses adjacent to any streams or other sensitive natural communities. Therefore, project implementation would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. 

Wildlife nursery sites or migratory routes: No native wildlife nursery sites or established migratory routes have 
been identified on the project site. An important habitat corridor/linkage connecting the West Hills and Rockville 
Hills to Suisun Valley is identified north of the project site in the County General Plan and the SMHCP. This 
corridor does not cross the project site and there are no off-site project components that would affect this area; 
therefore, project implementation would not affect this corridor. Project development would not interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species because the project site does 
not currently provide an important connection between any areas of natural habitat that would otherwise be 
isolated. Therefore, project implementation would not have an impact on wildlife movement or nursery sites. 
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Habitat conservation plan: The SMHCP is being prepared by the Solano County Water Agency. Consistency 
with the SMHCP is not required under CEQA because the SMHCP has not been adopted and the schedule for 
completion is unknown. Therefore, project implementation would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan. 

Survival of species: The project site provides limited value to wildlife species and development of the site would 
not eliminate any habitat important to the long-term survival of any species or community and would not 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of any species. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

IMPACT  
3.3-1 

Loss of Special-status Plants and Loss of Special-status Plant Habitat. Project implementation would 
result in direct removal of seasonal wetlands occupied by pappose tarplant, a CDFW CRPR 1B special-status 
species. Other special-status plant species could potentially be present and could be lost through habitat 
removal. This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Project construction would result in direct removal of approximately 0.27-acre of seasonal wetland habitat 
occupied by pappose tarplant and that could support additional special-status plant species. Project 
implementation would also result in removal of approximately 23.5 acres of disturbed annual grassland that has 
low potential to support grassland-associated special-status plant species, as described in Table 3.3-1. This 
potential is considered low because the annual grassland vegetation is heavily disturbed due to intensive grazing 
and trampling by horses and cattle. However, pappose tarplant is known to occur in the seasonal wetlands and the 
possibility of other special-status plants being found on the site cannot be dismissed. Project construction would 
result in direct removal of pappose tarplant populations and could result in direct mortality of other special-status 
plants if they are present. Loss of special-status plants is considered potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Conduct Special-status Plant Surveys; Implement Compensatory Mitigation for 
Special-status Plants. 

The project applicant shall implement the following measures to mitigate for the loss of pappose tarplant 
and the potential loss of other special-status plant species: 

• Retain a qualified botanist to conduct protocol-level preconstruction special-status plant surveys for 
all potentially occurring species. All plant species encountered on the project site shall be identified to 
the taxonomic level necessary to determine species status. The surveys shall be conducted no more 
than 5 years prior and no later than the blooming period before approval of grading or improvement 
plans or any ground disturbing activities, including grubbing or clearing. 

• Develop a mitigation and monitoring plan to compensate for the loss of pappose tarplant and any 
other special-status plant species, if any, found during preconstruction surveys. The mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be submitted to the County for review and approval and to CDFW or USFWS, 
as appropriate depending on species status, for review and comment. The project applicant, in co-
ordination with the County, shall consult with these entities, as appropriate, depending on species 
status, before approval of the project to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for impacts on 
any state or federally listed special-status plant population.  
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• Mitigation measures may include preserving and enhancing existing populations, creation of off-site 
populations on project mitigation sites through seed collection or transplantation, and/or restoring or 
creating suitable habitat in sufficient quantities to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or 
individuals.  

• Mitigation could include purchase of an existing off-site area known to support the special-status 
species to be affected, as well as preserving the site in perpetuity. Transplanting and/or reseeding of 
special-status plants is not proven to be an effective compensation method for most species; therefore, 
the project applicant should compensate for impacts to special-status plants for which transplanting 
techniques have not been proven by preserving other existing populations. 

• If transplantation is a proven method for a species and relocation efforts are part of the mitigation 
plan, the plan shall include a description and map of mitigation sites, details on the methods to be 
used, including collection, storage, propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-term 
protection and management, monitoring and reporting requirements, remedial action responsibilities 
should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements, and sources of funding to 
purchase, manage, and preserve the sites. The following performance standards shall be applied: 

- The extent of occupied area and the flower density in compensatory reestablished populations 
shall be equal to or greater than the affected occupied habitat and shall be self-producing. 

- Reestablished populations shall be considered self-producing when plants reestablish annually for 
a minimum of 5 years with no human intervention such as supplemental seeding; and 
reestablished habitats contain an occupied area and flower density comparable to existing 
occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types and core areas. 

• If off-site mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation credits, or 
other off-site conservation measures, the details of these measures shall be included in the mitigation 
plan, including information on responsible parties for long-term management, conservation easement 
holders, long-term management requirements, and other details, as appropriate to target the 
preservation of long-term, viable populations. 

Implementation:  Project applicant and contractor/s. 

Timing:  Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground disturbing 
activities, including grubbing or clearing, for any project phase. 

Enforcement:  Solano County, USFWS, and CDFW; as appropriate, depending on species 
status. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 would reduce the significant and potentially significant impacts on 
pappose tarplant and potentially-occurring special-status plant species to a less-than-significant level because the 
project would be required to identify special-status plant populations and provide compensation for the loss of 
special-status plants through establishment of new populations, conservation easements, or other appropriate 
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measures through performance standards, enforcement mechanisms, and monitoring directed by this mitigation 
measure. 

IMPACT  
3.3-2 

Swainson’s Hawk, Other Nesting Raptors, and Burrowing Owl. Project implementation would result in 
loss of suitable nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, and other 
raptors. Project construction could disturb active nests on or near the construction area, potentially resulting 
in nest abandonment by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. This impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

Implementing the project would result in removal of approximately 23.5 acres of disturbed annual grassland that 
provides suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite and potential foraging and nesting 
habitat for burrowing owl. Trees that provide suitable nest sites for Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and other 
raptors would also be removed. Small mammal burrows and debris piles that provide potentially suitable nesting 
and cover habitat for burrowing owl were also observed during the reconnaissance survey. All raptors and their 
nests are protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. Common raptors that could nest 
on or near the project site include red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and barn owl.  

Vegetation removal, grading, and other construction activities could result in mortality of individuals and nest 
abandonment. If trees are to be removed during the raptor breeding season (February–August), mortality of eggs 
and chicks of tree nesting raptors could result if an active nest were present. In addition, project construction 
could disturb active nests near the construction area, potentially resulting in nest abandonment by the adults and 
mortality of chicks and eggs.  

Burrowing owls need burrows at all times to survive and displacing individuals from their burrows can result in 
indirect impacts such as predation, increased energetic costs, increased stress, and risks associated with having to 
find and compete for burrows, all of which can lead to take or reduced reproduction.  

Swainson’s hawk priority conservation areas are located in the eastern portion of Solano County several miles 
away from the project site. The highest concentration by far of Swainson’s hawk nest sites in the County is found 
in the agricultural lands in the northeast portion of the County where alfalfa/pasture, grain and hay crops, and row 
and truck crops are produced. This area of preferred habitat is over 10 miles away and the project site provides 
comparatively low-quality habitat because of its small patch size and location at the edge of the species’ range. 
There are 2 nesting records within 10 miles of the project site; however, loss of 23.5 acres of foraging habitat is 
not likely to affect nesting success, survival rates, or availability of prey for the local population or result in 
displacement of nesting pairs. Therefore, the loss of foraging habitat would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Project construction could result in direct destruction of an active Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, or raptor nest 
or disturb nesting raptors located on or near the project site, resulting in nest abandonment by adult birds and 
abandonment of chicks and eggs, causing mortality. Direct and indirect impacts on active raptor nests or burrows 
are considered potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.3-2a: Avoid Direct Loss of Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptors 

 Tree removal shall be completed during the nonbreeding season for raptors (September 1- the end of 
February). 

 To avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors (not 
including burrowing owl) nesting on or adjacent to the project site, the project applicant shall retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys and identify active nests on and within 0.5 mile 
of the project site for construction activities conducted during the breeding season (March 1-August 
31). The surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading and/or improvement plans (as 
applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of construction 
for all project phases. Guidelines provided in Recommended Timing and Methodology for 
Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory 
Committee 2000) shall be followed for surveys for Swainson’s hawk. If no nests are found, no further 
mitigation is required. 

 Impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks and other raptors shall be avoided by establishing appropriate 
buffers around active nest sites identified during preconstruction raptor surveys. No project activity 
shall commence within the buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined in coordination with 
CDFW the young have fledged, the nest is no longer active, or reducing the buffer would not result in 
nest abandonment. CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 0.25- or 0.5-mile-wide buffers, 
but the size of the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and the County, in consultation with 
CDFW, determine that such an adjustment would not be likely to adversely affect the nest.  

 Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after construction activities will be required 
if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b: Avoid Direct Loss of Burrowing Owl 

 To avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts on burrowing owl, the project applicant shall 
retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused breeding and nonbreeding season surveys for 
burrowing owls in areas of suitable habitat on and within 1,500 feet of the project site. Surveys will 
be conducted prior to the start of construction activities and in accordance with Appendix D of 
CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012). 

 If no occupied burrows are found, a letter report documenting the survey methods and results will be 
submitted to CDFW and no further mitigation will be required. 

 If an active burrow is found during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 31), the 
project applicant will consult with CDFW regarding protection buffers to be established around the 
occupied burrow and maintained throughout construction. If occupied burrows are present that cannot 
be avoided or adequately protected with a no-disturbance buffer, a burrowing owl exclusion and 
relocation plan will be developed in consultation with CDFW. Owls will be relocated outside of the 
impact area using passive or active methodologies developed in consultation with CDFW and may 
include active relocation to preserve areas if approved by CDFW and the preserve managers. No 



burrowing owls will be excluded from occupied burrows until the burrowing owl exclusion and 
relocation plan is approved by CDFW. 

• If an active burrow is found during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31), occupied 
burrows will not be disturbed and will be provided with a 150- to 1,500-foot protective buffer unless 
a qualified biologist verifies through noninvasive means that either: (1) the birds have not begun egg 
laying, or (2) juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of 
independent survival. The appropriate size of the buffer (between 150 to 1,500) will depend on the 
time of year and level of disturbance as outlined in the CDFW Staff Report (2012:9).The size of the 
buffer may be reduced if a qualified biologist, in consultation with CDFW, determines burrowing 
owls would not be adversely affected by the proposed activities. If a smaller than recommended 
buffer is used, a scientifically- rigorous monitoring program approved by the county and CDFW shall 
be implemented to ensure burrowing owls are not detrimentally affected. Once the fledglings are 
capable of independent survival, the owls will be relocated outside the impact area following a 
burrowing owl exclusion and relocation plan developed in consultation with CDFW and the burrow 
will be destroyed to prevent owls from reoccupying it. No burrowing owls will be excluded from 
occupied burrows until the burrowing owl exclusion and relocation plan is approved by CDFW. 

• If active burrowing owl nests are found on the project site and these nest sites are lost as a result of 
implementing the project, then the project applicant shall mitigate the loss through preservation of 
other known nest sites at a ratio of 1:1, which is the current ratio identified in the draft SMHCP. 
Preservation shall be provided through purchase of credits from a CDFW-approved burrowing owl 
conservation bank if credits are available for the project area. 

• All burrowing owl mitigation lands shall be preserved in perpetuity and incompatible land uses shall 
be prohibited in habitat conservation areas. Burrowing owl mitigation lands shall be located as close 
as possible, based on availability of sufficient suitable habitat, to the project site. 

Implementation:  Project applicant and contractor/s. 

Timing:  Before approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-
disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis 
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement:  Solano County and CDFW. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementing Mitigation Measures 3.3-2a and 3.3-2b would reduce significant impacts on Swainson’s hawk, 
white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, and other raptors to a less-than-significant level because it would ensure that 
these species are not disturbed during nesting so that project construction would not result in nest abandonment 
and loss of eggs or young. These measures would also ensure that burrowing owl habitat would be preserved at a 
1:1 ratio of habitat value lost. 
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IMPACT  
3.3-3 

Disturbance of Tricolored Blackbird, Loggerhead Shrike, and Migratory Birds. Project implementation 
would result in loss and disturbance of potential nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird, loggerhead shrike, 
and common migratory birds. Project construction could disturb active nests on or near the construction area, 
potentially resulting in nest abandonment by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. This impact is 
considered potentially significant. 

Implementing the project would result in removal and disturbance of stands of Himalayan blackberry and coyote 
brush that provide suitable nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird and loggerhead shrike and other migratory 
birds. Other trees and shrubs that provide potential nest sites for loggerhead shrike would also be removed. 
Removal or disturbance of potentially suitable habitat during construction could result in nest abandonment and 
loss of eggs or young if an active tricolored blackbird nesting colony or loggerhead shrike nest were to be present 
during ground-disturbing activities. 

Vegetation removal and ground disturbances associated with project implementation could result in direct 
destruction of active nests of tricolored blackbird, loggerhead shrike, or other birds protected under the MBTA. 
Project construction could also result in disturbance of breeding birds causing nest abandonment by the adults and 
mortality of chicks and eggs. While loss of some nests of common migratory bird species (e.g., mourning dove, 
western meadowlark) would not be considered a significant impact because it would not result in a substantial 
effect on their populations locally or regionally, destruction of any migratory bird nest is a violation of the MBTA 
and Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

Loss of an active tricolored nesting colony or an active loggerhead shrike nest would be a potentially significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Avoid or Minimize Direct Loss of Tricolored Blackbird and Loggerhead Shrike  

 To the extent feasible, vegetation removal, grading, and other ground disturbing activities will be 
carried out during the nonbreeding season (September 1–the end of February) for migratory birds to 
avoid and minimize impacts to tricolored blackbird, loggerhead shrike, and other migratory birds.  

 For any project activity that would occur during the nesting season (March 1–August 31), the project 
applicant shall conduct a preconstruction survey. The preconstruction survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist before any activity occurring within 500 feet of suitable nesting habitat. The 
survey shall be conducted within 14 days before project activity begins. 

 If an active loggerhead shrike or tricolored blackbird nest is found, the qualified biologist shall 
establish a buffer around the nest. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a 
qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active. The size of the buffer shall be 
determined in consultation with CDFW. Buffer size is anticipated to range from 100 to 500 feet, 
depending on the nature of the project activity, the extent of existing disturbance in the area, and other 
relevant circumstances as determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

Implementation:  Project applicant and contractor/s. 

Timing:  Before approval of any ground-disturbing activity within 500 feet of suitable 
nesting habitat as applicable for all project phases. 



Enforcement:  Solano County and CDFW. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 would reduce potentially significant impacts on tricolored blackbird and 
loggerhead shrike to a less-than-significant level because it would ensure these birds are not disturbed during 
nesting so that project construction would not result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs or young. 

IMPACT  
3.3-4 

Loss of Federally Protected Waters of the United States. Implementing the proposed project would result 
in permanent fill of waters of the United States, including wetlands subject to USACE jurisdiction under the 
CWA. This impact is considered significant. 

Developing the proposed project would result in removal of approximately 0.23 acre of jurisdictional waters of 
the United States consisting of 0.11 acre of seasonal wetland and 0.12 acre of roadside ditch along Oakview 
Drive. Additionally, widening Rockville Road would result in temporary disturbance to 0.15 acre of the Rockville 
Drain (the portion along Rockville Road). Both of the roadside ditches are considered waters of the United States 
because they convey drainage from natural drainage channels upstream and they ultimately connect to Suisun 
Marsh via Cordelia Slough. The remainder of the Rockville Drain (0.36 acre) would be retained in its existing 
condition within the project-designated open space areas and the drainage ditch along Rockville Road would be 
extended to the intersection with Oakview Drive to capture some of the runoff currently captured in the ditch 
along Oakview Drive.  

Six non-USACE jurisdictional seasonal wetland depressions totaling approximately 0.16 acre would also be 
removed as a result of project development. Although these wetland depressions lack one or more criteria of 
waters of the United States, they would be considered waters of the state subject to regulation by the San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB. 

In addition to direct impacts described above, downstream waters could be indirectly affected by creation of 
impervious surfaces and increased runoff from the project site. Potential indirect effects to downstream waters 
include reduction in water quality caused by urban runoff, erosion, and siltation, and increased flow 
volumes/altered hydrology. However, indirect effects would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of best management practices, and creation of stormwater drainage plan and erosion and sediment 
control plans, which include creation of vegetated swales and on-site detention basins as described in Chapter 3.6, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality.” Flow currently captured in the ditch along Oakview Drive would be redirected to 
the proposed on-site storm drainage system and the new and realigned drainage swale proposed along Rockville 
Road so that downstream flow input would not change. Therefore, direct significant impacts on waters of the 
United States and waters of the state would result from implementation of the proposed project, but indirect 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-4: Compensate for Loss of Wetlands and Other Waters. 

• The project applicant shall replace or restore on a “no-net-loss” basis the acreage and function of all 
wetlands and other waters that would be removed as a result of project implementation.  

• Wetland habitat will be restored or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to 
USACE and the San Francisco RWQCB, depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during 
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the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes. It is the applicant’s intention to compensate for 
the loss of seasonal wetlands through the purchase of credits from a USACE-approved mitigation 
bank in Solano County (e.g., North Suisun Mitigation Bank). Loss of roadside ditch may be replaced 
either through purchase of mitigation credits or through the creation of the expanded roadside ditch 
on-site along Rockville Road. 

• The project applicant shall obtain a USACE Section 404 Nationwide Permit (NWP) and San 
Francisco RWQCB Section 401 certification before any groundbreaking activity within 50 feet of or 
discharge of fill or dredge material into any water of the United States. The project applicant will 
implement all permit conditions. The applicable Section 404 permit process for this the single facility 
would be NWP 29 for residential developments. The discharge will not cause the loss of greater than 
0.5-acre of non-tidal waters of the United States, including the loss of no more than 300 linear feet of 
stream bed. 

• The project applicant shall have a qualified biologist prepare a wetland mitigation plan detailing how 
the loss of aquatic functions will be replaced. The mitigation plan will describe compensation ratios 
for acres filled, and, if mitigation credits are not available, mitigation sites, a monitoring protocol, 
annual performance standards and final success criteria for created or restored habitats, and corrective 
measures to be applied if performance standards are not met. 

• At a minimum, wetlands and other waters lost through development of the proposed project shall be 
replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Permittee-responsible mitigation habitat, if mitigation credits are not available, 
shall be monitored for a minimum of 5 years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention 
(including recontouring and grading), or until the success criteria identified in the approved 
mitigation plan have been met, whichever is longer. 

Implementation:  Project applicant and contractor/s. 

Timing:  Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing 
activities for any phases of project development in areas containing wetland 
features or other waters of the United States. The wetland mitigation plan must 
be approved by the County and USACE before any impact on wetlands can 
occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and after 
construction of all project phases, as required in the mitigation plan approved by 
the County and USACE. 

Enforcement:  Solano County, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, as appropriate, depending on agency jurisdiction, and as 
determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.3-4 would reduce significant impacts wetlands and other waters to a less-
than-significant level because it would ensure no net loss of functions and acreage of wetlands, other waters of 
the United States, and waters of the state. 
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IMPACT  
3.3-5 

Conflicts with General Plan Policy Regarding Heritage Trees. Project implementation would result in 
removal of vegetation. Removal of heritage trees would conflict with General Plan policy RS.P-6. This impact 
is considered less than significant. 

Heritage trees are defined in the County General Plan as the following: (a) trees with a trunk diameter of 
15 inches or more measured at 54 inches above natural grade, (b) any oak tree native to California, with a 
diameter of 10 inches above natural grade, or (c) any tree or group of trees specifically designated by the County 
for protection because of its historical significance, special character, or community benefit. General Plan policy 
RS.P-6 calls for the protection of heritage trees, therefore removing heritage trees would conflict with this policy. 
Only one oak tree is located on-site – a 32-inch oak tree – and this tree is located in a planned open space area and 
the applicant has indicated this tree will be preserved as a part of the project (Grossi 2014). This impact is less 
than significant. 

IMPACT  
3.3-6 

Conflicts with General Plan Policy Regarding High Priority Conservation Areas. Project implementation 
could result in conflicts with policies outlined in the Solano County General Plan because it would remove 
habitat within a General Plan-designated Callippe silverspot butterfly conservation area. However, the project 
site is not within a high-priority conservation area and does not support the necessary habitat conditions 
required for Callippe silverspot butterfly. The impact is less than significant. 

General Plan policy requires conservation and protection efforts to be focused on high-priority habitat areas 
identified in the General Plan. The project site is at the edge of a Callippe silverspot butterfly conservation area, 
which is defined in the General Plan as the area in the county that may contain or have potential to contain 
suitable habitat conditions for the butterfly. The three primary constituent elements required to support the species 
are Johnny jump up, adult nectar plants, and ridgelines and hilltops (62 FR 64306, December 5, 1997). While the 
project site is adjacent to hills that contain some habitat elements necessary for the butterfly, the site does not 
support the requisite larval food plant and therefore cannot support this species. Furthermore, the project site is 
not within the Callippe silverspot butterfly priority conservation area, which is a smaller area within the larger 
conservation area and encompasses two of the four known occurrences of the butterfly in the County and the 
majority of known Johnny jump up patches large enough to support Callippe silverspot. Habitat in the areas 
where known occurrences of the butterfly are located consist of mosaics of dense patches of Johnny jump up 
interspersed with grassland vegetation, typically along ridgelines (SCWA 2012). This priority conservation area is 
located northeast of the City of Vallejo approximately 8 miles from the project site. Because the project site does 
not contain the necessary habitat elements to support this species and is not within the high-priority Callippe 
silverspot butterfly conservation area, this impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 
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3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section includes an evaluation of potential impacts to cultural resources that could result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Cultural resources may include historical and prehistoric archaeological 
remains, historic-era buildings and structures and locations of importance to Native Americans. These materials 
can be found in many locations on the landscape.  

3.4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PREHISTORIC CONTEXT 

Human occupation of California likely began 12,000 years before the present (BP). Evidence for the earliest 
inhabitants in Solano County and throughout the central valley of California is scant, likely because of heavy 
depositional episodes; evidence of human occupation dating 2,500 BP and more recently is more abundant. The 
archaeological record indicates that social complexity greatly increased from earlier to more recent times. New 
technologies, including the bow and arrow, are indicative of times from 1,000 BP to European Contact. For the 
latest detailed discussion and analysis of central valley archaeology see Rosenthal et al. (2007). 

ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING 

The project site, located in Solano County, is within the traditional territory of the Patwin.1 Ethnographically, 
Patwin territory begins north of the Sutter Buttes, stretches south to Suisun Bay and ends short of Clear Lake to 
the west. This region contains numerous villages situated along the Sacramento River, Cache Creek, Putah Creek, 
Barlett Creek and the lower Napa River.  

HISTORIC SETTING  

The first documented European expedition within the vicinity of the proposed project site was the Pedro Fages 
expedition of 1772, who was followed four years later by the Anza expedition. By1835, General Mariano 
Guadalupe Vallejo was ordered by the Mexican government to colonize today’s Fairfield/Suisun City area. 
Solano County contained five confirmed Mexican land grants: Rancho Suisun, Rancho Tolenas, Rancho de los 
Putos, Rancho Los Ulpinos, and Rancho Rio de Los Putos. The primary economic activity during the Rancho 
period was the hide and tallow trade.  

Mexico ceded California to the United States under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, in 1848. The discovery of 
gold soon after had a profound effect on the region, provoking further settlement and penetration of settlers into 
the Sacramento Valley and Sierra Nevada. In the late 1840s and 1850s, former gold seekers and pioneers began 
settling Solano County, where they raised livestock and cultivated fruit orchards, vineyards, wheat, barley, and 
oats. Produce and livestock were transported overland by wagons then shipped to market. As a result of this trade, 
economic development, and arrival of the railroad, 12 townships were established in Solano County between 1850 
and 1871 (Hoover et. al. 2002). 

Two of the townships established in Solano County in the mid-to-late nineteenth century included Fairfield and 
Rockville. The city of Fairfield is situated on land petitioned by José Francisco Armijo in 1839. Upon his death in 
1850, the land eventually passed to Armijo’s son, Antonio, and was subsequently acquired by Captain R.H. 

1  The term Patwin describes a series of triblets displaying close linguistic and cultural similarities. 
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Waterman in 1858. Waterman offered 16 acres to Solano County for a new, more centrally located county seat. 
Solano County voters accepted the offer, and the county seat was relocated from Benicia (Hoover et al., 2002). 
The town of Rockville prospered in the early 1850s following J. M. Perry’s establishing a blacksmith shop near 
today’s Solano Community College. Local farmers frequented the blacksmith shop and soon a general store, and a 
tavern, Manka’s Corner, were established. The town continued to develop after the stage depot was established in 
the mid-1850s. 

In 1868, the completion of the California Pacific Railroad through Solano County allowed the shipment of goods 
to East Coast markets, significantly bolstering economic development, agricultural production, and population 
growth. Solano County’s most prevalent economic activities continue to be agriculture and livestock.  

3.4.2 METHODOLOGY 

AECOM conducted an investigation of cultural resources within the vicinity of the project site that consisted of a 
review of previous documentation, pre-field research, consultation with Native American representatives and 
other interested parties, and field surveys.  

RECORDS SEARCH 

AECOM conducted a cultural resources records search at the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS), Northwest Information Center (NWIC) in Sonoma, CA, on August 27, 2013. The records search 
included the entire project site and a ½-mile-wide buffer surrounding the project site. Reviewed materials 
included NWIC base maps indicating previous investigations and previously reported cultural resources; historic 
maps and literature relating to Solano County; and national and state cultural resource inventories. Sources 
reviewed include the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (2008 & updates), the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) (2008 & updates), the California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976), California 
State Historical Landmarks (1996), California Points of Historic Interest (1992), the Office of Historic 
Preservation Historic Property Data File (2011 & 2012), the Archeological Determination of Eligibility (2010), 
and the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory (2009). Historic Maps reviewed included the General Land Office Plat 
dated 1860; U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Cordelia and Fairfield South Quads, 1980; and USGS Bulletin 506 
48:2, which listed mine locations and past mining activity for the project vicinity. 

The results of the NWIC record search indicate a total of three cultural resource studies and a single recorded 
cultural resource located within the project site (Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2). Within the ½-mile buffer, a total of 29 
previous cultural resource studies and 8 previously recorded cultural resources have been located. Of the nine 
previously recorded sites, seven are prehistoric, one is historic, and one is a multi-component site. In addition, 
NWIC has plotted two of the sites located within the ½-mile buffer in two different locations.  

FIELD SURVEYS 

AECOM conducted an archaeological reconnaissance-level site visit on September 26, 2013. The survey resulted 
in the identification of the previously recorded archaeological site (P-48-00818). No previously unrecorded 
cultural resources were observed during the reconnaissance-level site visit. On July 7, 2014, AECOM conducted 
subsurface trenching to aid in determining the cultural sensitivity of the project site. Representatives of the Yocha 
Dehe Wintun Nation were present for the duration of ground-disturbing activities. 
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interested parties, determine the Area of Potential Effects (APE), determine if historic properties are present 
within the APE, and assess the effects the undertaking would have on historic properties. Section 106 requires 
consultation with Native American tribes concerning the identification of sites of religious or cultural significance 
and with individuals or groups who are entitled, or requested, to be consulting parties.  

National Register of Historic Places Evaluation Criteria 

The NRHP is maintained by the Secretary of the Interior and is the authoritative guide to be used by federal, state, 
and local governments as well as by private groups and citizens, to identify cultural resources and indicate what 
properties should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment (36 CFR Part 60.2). The NRHP is 
composed of buildings, structures, sites, districts, and objects of significance in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture. A property may be listed if it meets one of the four evaluation criteria 
defined in 36 CFR 60.4: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association and 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or 
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Under Section 106 of the NHPA, only cultural resources that have been determined to be eligible for listing on the 
NRHP or which are listed on the NRHP need to be considered when evaluating impacts on cultural resources. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines include procedures for identifying, analyzing, and disclosing potential adverse 
impacts on cultural resources, which include all resources listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in 
the NRHP, the CRHR, or local registers.  

CEQA requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on archaeological resources and to determine 
whether any identified archaeological resource is a historical resource (i.e., if the archaeological resource meets 
the criteria for listing in the CRHR) (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5[a][1] and [3] and [c][1] and [2]). An 
archaeological resource that qualifies as a historical resource under CEQA generally qualifies for listing under 
Criterion 4 of the CRHR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][3][D]) (National Register Criterion D). An 
archaeological resource may qualify for listing under Criterion 4 when it can be demonstrated that the resource 
has the potential to significantly contribute to questions of scientific or historical importance. Archaeological 
resources that are not historical resources according to the above definitions may be “unique archaeological 
resources,” as defined in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, which generally provides that “non-
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unique archaeological resources” are not analyzed under CEQA. If an archaeological resource is neither a unique 
archaeological resource nor a historical resource, the effects of a project on those resources are not considered 
significant.  

CEQA defines a historical resource as a resource that meets any of the following criteria: 

► A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the NRHP or CRHR. 

► A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k), unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally 
significant. 

► A resource identified as significant (e.g., rated 1 through 5) in a historical resource survey meeting the 
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(g) (California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Form 523), unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally 
significant. 

► Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be 
historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided the determination is supported 
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource is considered “historically 
significant” if it meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). 

► A resource that is determined by a local agency to be historically or culturally significant even though it does 
not meet the other four criteria listed here. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5[a][3]), a resource is generally considered historically 
significant if it meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, California Code 
of Regulations, Title 14, Section 4852). A historical resource is defined as any site that:  

► Is listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission for listing in the 
CRHR, or is determined to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California; and 

► Is eligible for listing in the CRHR (criteria noted above); or 

► Is included in a local register of historical resources, as defined by Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), 
or is identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.l(g).  

Archaeological resources are considered historical resources under CEQA, and Traditional Cultural Properties 
may be eligible for listing in the CRHR under Section 15064.5[a][3]. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 provides 
that, in general, a resource not listed in State or local registers of historical resources shall be considered by the 
lead agency to be historically significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR. Section 
15064.5(b) states that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” The section also provides 
standards for determining what constitutes a “substantial adverse change” to archaeological or historical 
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resources, including physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5[b][1]). The significance of a historical resource is considered to be materially impaired when a 
project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those characteristics that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion on a historical resource list (CEQA Guidelines 15064.5[b][2]). 

With respect to an historical resource that is archaeological in nature, Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines 
provides that:  

…preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to archaeological sites. 
Preservation in place maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context. 
Preservation may also avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with 
the site. Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, four factors: 

(1) Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites; 

(2) Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space;  

(3) Covering the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before building tennis 
courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site; or 

(4) Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.  

However, when data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, the CEQA Guidelines require 
that a data recovery plan, which makes provision for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential 
information from and about the historical resource, be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being 
undertaken. 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The CRHR includes resources that are listed in, or formally determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, as well as 
some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. Properties of local significance that have been 
designated under a local preservation ordinance (local landmarks or landmark districts) or that have been 
identified in a local historical resources inventory may be eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be 
significant resources for purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise (Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 4850). The eligibility criteria for 
listing in the CRHR are similar to those for NRHP listing but focus on the importance of the resources to 
California history and heritage. A cultural resource may be eligible for listing in the CRHR if it: 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; or 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; or 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 
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4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the local 
area, California, or the nation. 

The CRHR definition of integrity and its special considerations for certain properties are slightly different from 
those for the NRHP. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced 
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance” (California Office of 
Historic Preservation 2014). CRHR guidance further states that eligible resources must “retain enough of their 
historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for their 
significance.” The same seven aspects of integrity are used for evaluating properties under the CRHR as the 
NRHP criteria. The CRHR’s special considerations for certain property types are limited to: (1) moved buildings, 
structures, or objects; (2) historical resources achieving significance within the past 50 years; and (3) 
reconstructed buildings. 

Native American Heritage Commission 

The NAHC identifies and catalogs places of special religious or social significance to Native Americans and 
known graves and cemeteries of Native Americans on private lands, and performs other duties regarding the 
preservation and accessibility of sacred sites and burials and the disposition of Native American human remains 
and burial items. 

Public Resources Code Section 5097.9-5097.991, Native American Historical, Cultural and Sacred Sites, guides 
Native American policies and practices. This law discusses the NAHC and its responsibilities and requires 
cooperation of State and local agencies in carrying out its duties with respect to Native American resources.  

California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097 of the Public Resources Code addresses archaeological resources. Archaeological resources that are 
not “historical resources” may be “unique archaeological resources” as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2, which also generally provides that “non-unique archaeological resources” are not analyzed under CEQA. 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, subdivision (g), defines “unique archaeological resource” as an 
archaeological artifact, object, or site that does not merely add to the current body of knowledge, but has a high 
probability of meeting any of the criteria identified in this section. If an archaeological resource is neither a 
unique archaeological nor a historical resource, the effects of the project on that resource will not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. It is sufficient that the resource and the effects on it be noted in an EIR, but 
the resource need not be considered further in the CEQA process. 

Additional sections of the Public Resources Code that are applicable to the proposed project are as follows: 

► Section 5097.5: Provides that any unauthorized removal or destruction of archaeological or paleontological 
resources on sites located on public lands is a misdemeanor. As used in this section, “public lands” means 
lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the State, or any city, county, district, authority, or public 
corporation, or any agency thereof. 

► Section 5097.98: Prohibits obtaining or possessing Native American artifacts or human remains taken from a 
grave or cairn, and sets penalties for such acts. 
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California Health and Safety Code 

Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states, “Every person who knowingly mutilates or disinters, wantonly 
disturbs, or willfully removes any human remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery without 
authority of law is guilty of a misdemeanor, except as provided in Section 5097.99 of the Public Resources 
Code.” Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, as amended by Assembly Bill 2641 (AB 2641), states: 

a) Whenever the commission receives notification of a discovery of Native American human remains from a 
county coroner pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, it shall 
immediately notify those persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native 
American. The descendants may, with the permission of the owner of the land, or his or her authorized 
representative, inspect the site of the discovery of the Native American human remains and may 
recommend to the owner or the person responsible for the excavation work means for treatment or 
disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human remains and any associated grave goods. The 
descendants shall complete their inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. 

b) Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, 
according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native 
American human remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until 
the landowner has discussed and conferred, as prescribed in this section, with the most likely descendants 
regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human 
remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants on all reasonable options regarding 
the descendants’ preferences for treatment. 

California State Senate Bill 18 

California State Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), signed into law in September 2004 and implemented March 1, 2005, 
requires cities and counties to notify and consult with California Native American Tribes about proposed local 
land use planning decisions for the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Places (also referred to as 
Traditional Cultural Properties). The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research was mandated to amend its 
General Plan Guidelines to include the stipulations of SB 18 and to add advice for consulting with California 
Native American Tribes. According to the Tribal Consultation Guidelines, SB 18 “requires local governments to 
involve California Native Americans in early stages of land use planning, extends to both public and private 
lands, and includes both federally recognized and non-federally recognized tribes.”  

REGIONAL AND LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Solano County 

The following policies and implementation program from the Solano County General Plan (2008) regarding 
cultural resources apply to the proposed project. 

► RS.P-38: Identify and preserve important prehistoric and historic structures, features, and communities. 

► RS.P-40: Consult with Native American governments to identify and consider Native American cultural 
places in land use planning. 
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► RS.I-25: Require cultural resources inventories of all new development projects in areas identified with 
medium or high potential for archaeological or cultural resources. Where a preliminary site survey finds 
medium to high potential for substantial archaeological remains, the County shall require a mitigation plan to 
protect the resource before issuance of permits. Mitigation may include: 

• Having a qualified archaeologist present during initial grading or trenching (monitoring); 

• Redesign of the project to avoid archaeological resources (this is considered the strongest tool for 
preserving archaeological resources); 

• Capping the site with a layer of fill; and/or 

• Excavation and removal of the archaeological resources and curation in an appropriate facility under the 
direction of a qualified archaeologist. 

• Alert applicants for permits within early settlement areas to the potential sensitivity. If significant 
archaeological resources are discovered during construction or grading activities, such activities shall 
cease in the immediate area of the find until a qualified archaeologist can determine the significance of 
the resource and recommend alternative mitigation. 

3.4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

METHODOLOGY 

The following analysis is based on a combination of background research, archaeological pedestrian surveys, an 
assessment of historic-era buildings/structures, and application of established thresholds of significance for 
determining impacts to cultural resources. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to cultural resources would be considered 
significant if the project would:  

► cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource or a historical 
resource as defined in Section 21083.2 of CEQA and Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
respectively; or 

► disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries. 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines “substantial adverse change” as physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the 
resource would be materially impaired. The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project results in demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical characteristics of a 
resource that: 

► convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the CRHR; 
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► account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Public Resources Code 
5020.1(k) or its identification in a historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Public Resources 
Code 5024.1(g), unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the proposed project establishes by a 
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

► convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR, as determined by a 
lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

IMPACT 
3.4-1 

Loss of or Damage to Known Built Environment Resources. There are no known built environment 
resources eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR that would be affected by implementation of the proposed 
project. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

One historic-era built environment resource was identified on the project site, a ca. 1950 barn, which would be 
demolished during construction activities. This built environment resource does not meet the criteria for the 
NRHP or the CRHR because it lacks historical and architectural significance. Therefore it is not considered a 
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. Because there are no known historical resources on the project site, 
nor are there any known historical resources immediately adjacent to the project site that would be affected by 
project implementation, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
3.4-2 

Loss of or Damage to Known Archaeological Resources. There is one known archaeological resource, 
P-48-00818, that could be damaged or destroyed by construction activities associated with the proposed 
project; however, the archaeological site does not meet the criteria for a unique archaeological resource nor a 
historical resource. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

One archaeological resource, P-48-00818, was identified in the project site. Artifacts were observed on the ground 
surface during a pedestrian survey. Because of the presence of the Native American artifacts and the known 
sensitivity of the general vicinity, a total of nine trenches were excavated within the project site, none of which 
contained cultural material or archaeological features of any kind. The results of the trenching strongly imply that 
archaeological site P-48-00818 is a sparse surface scatter and does not meet the criteria for a unique 
archaeological site or a historic resource. Because there are no known unique archaeological resources on the 
project site, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
3.4-3 

Construction-Related Impacts to Presently Undocumented Cultural Resources. Trenching has 
determined that prehistoric archaeological site P-48-00818 does not extend below surface. There is the 
possibility; however, that cultural material may be encountered outside of the revised boundaries of P-48-00818 
or during excavation below the current ground surface. The impact is considered potentially significant.  

Although trenching revealed that archaeological site P-48-00818 is a sparse surface scatter, outside of this 
resource, other artifacts, features, or other types of cultural resource could potentially be encountered during 
project activities. Subsurface testing via mechanical trenching was conducted to better determine the cultural 
sensitivity of the project site. Based on an understanding of the resources previously identified, nine trenches were 
situated in areas where project excavation would be the deepest, where artifacts had been previously recorded, and 
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adjacent to but outside of potential wetlands. The July 7, 2014 excavation efforts in the vicinity of the recorded 
archaeological site and throughout the project site did not uncover any cultural material. In addition, based on the 
trenching results, the areal extent of archaeological site P-48-00818 is confined to the location of the surface 
artifacts as recorded by SAS. Although the review of previous documentation, pre-field research, consultation 
with Native American representatives and other interested parties, and field surveys and subsurface exploration 
that suggest there are no significant cultural resources that would be affected by the project, it is possible that 
presently undocumented cultural resource could be encountered. If encountered during construction activities, 
previously unrecorded archaeological material could be damaged or destroyed. This is considered a potentially 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Conduct Archaeological Monitoring During Ground Disturbance and Implement 
Procedures for Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources. 

• Consistent with Solano County General Plan Implementation Measure RS.I-25, the project shall 
require archaeological monitoring during on-site earthwork, with appropriate actions if potential 
cultural resources are discovered, as described below.  

• Prior to approval of the final map and improvement plan for the project, the County will arrange for a 
qualified archaeologist and Native American representative/s to be present for excavation with a 
backhoe having a flat bucket addition of one additional trench on site in a location identified by the 
Native American representative to determine the presence of cultural resources. The project applicant 
shall engage the backhoe operator, and the work of the backhoe operator shall be directed by the 
qualified archaeologist, in communication with the Native American representative/s.  

• If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, animal bone, human 
remains, bottle glass, ceramics, building remains) is made, either during the above trenching activity 
or at any other time during project-related construction activities, the County, in consultation with the 
qualified archaeologist and Native American representative/s, shall develop additional appropriate 
protection measures. Measures shall comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 if the resource 
is an historic resource of an archaeological nature and/or with CEQA Section 21083.2 if the resource 
is a unique archaeological resource. Additional protection measures may include, but are not 
necessarily limited to additional documentary research, subsurface testing, excavation, and 
preservation in-place. 

• If the discovery could potentially be human remains, work shall stop and the appropriate procedures 
described in Health and Safety Code Section 7050 et seq. and Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 
et seq. shall be implemented. Protection measures may include, but are not necessarily limited to 
redesign of the project to avoid archaeological resources, capping the site with a layer of fill, 
excavation and removal of the archaeological resources and curation in an appropriate facility under 
the direction of a qualified archaeologist, additional documentary research, subsurface testing, 
excavation, and preservation in place, or other protection measures that are mutually acceptable to the 
County and to the Native American representative/s.  

• In addition to this initial trenching work, a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor will 
spot-check monitor all ground-disturbing activities.  
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• All ground-disturbing activities in the eastern portion of the project site, identified by the project 
applicant as Phase 1 of the project, will be monitored by a qualified archaeologist and a Native 
American. Initial ground disturbance in the Phase 1 area shall occur with a back-hoe having a flat 
bucket addition to minimize any damage to any previously unknown human remains or resources 
potentially located at the project site. Project personnel will not collect archaeological material found 
on the project site.  

• Native American representative/s shall be provided with hard copies and digital copies of any reports 
documenting inadvertent discovery of cultural resources on-site and shall be consulted regarding the 
need for additional excavation and further laboratory analysis. 

Implementation: Project applicant and contractor(s)  

Timing: Prior to approval of the final map and improvement plan for the trenching work and 
during project-related ground disturbance for the balance of this mitigation measure 

Enforcement: Solano County 

Significance after Mitigation 

The likelihood of encountering undiscovered cultural resources at the project site is low, since prior trenching did 
not identify any cultural resources within the project site. Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 ensures that 
any cultural resources, including archaeological features or potential human remains, encountered during 
construction would be treated in an appropriate manner under CEQA and other applicable laws and regulations. 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would reduce the potential for a significant impact resulting from inadvertent damage 
or destruction of presently undocumented cultural resources because it requires (1) excavation of an additional 
trench prior to approval of the final map and improvement plan for the project and (2) if an inadvertent discovery 
of cultural materials (including human remains) is made during project-related construction activities, 
disturbances in the area of the find must be halted and appropriate treatment and protection measures must be 
implemented, all in consultation with a professional archaeologist and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 if the resource is an historic resource of an archaeological nature and/or with CEQA Section 
21083.2 if the resource is a unique archaeological resource. If the discovery could potentially be human remains, 
compliance with Health and Safety Code Section 7050 et seq. and Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 et seq. 
would be required. The potential of encountering undiscovered cultural resources at the project site is low and 
since Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would further reduce the potential of an impact. However, because the extent of 
potential construction-related impacts associated with damage or destruction of presently undocumented cultural 
resources is not known since any such cultural resources are undiscovered, this impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 
3.4-4 

Damage to or Destruction of Presently Undocumented Human Remains. The project vicinity is sensitive 
for the presence of human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. If encountered during 
construction activities, the remains could be damaged or destroyed. This is considered a potentially 
significant impact. 

The project vicinity is known to have contained documented significant prehistoric archaeological sites, including 
sites with human burials, as outlined in Table 3.4-2. Based on the intensity of documented prehistoric use, early 
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Native American occupation of the project site, and the presence of human remains in previously identified sites 
in the project vicinity, it is possible that Native American human remains could be encountered during 
construction. Although no human remains were identified during subsurface exploration, it is possible that human 
remains could be encountered during construction. This is a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4:  Implement Procedures for Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, the contractor(s) shall immediately halt potentially damaging excavation in 
the area of the burial and notify the Solano County Coroner and a professional archaeologist to determine 
the nature of the remains. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 
hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must 
contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of making that determination (Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050[c]). After the coroner’s findings have been made, the archaeologist and the NAHC-
designated Most Likely Descendant (MLD) shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the 
remains. The responsibilities of the landowner and Solano County for acting upon notification of a 
discovery of Native American human remains are identified in California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.9 et seq.  

Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the all construction 
work will stop within 100 feet of the discovery until consultation with the MLD has taken place. The 
MLD shall have 48 hours to complete a site inspection and make recommendations after being granted 
access to the site. A range of possible treatments for the remains, including nondestructive removal and 
analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment of the remains and associated items to the descendants, or 
other culturally appropriate treatment may be discussed. Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b)(2) 
suggests that the concerned parties may mutually agree to extend discussions beyond the initial 48 hours 
to allow for the discovery of additional remains. The following is a list of site protection measures that the 
landowner shall employ: 

► Record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center. 
► Use an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement. 
► Record a document with the county in which the property is located. 

The landowner or landowner’s authorized representative shall rebury the Native American human 
remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or if the MLD fails to make a 
recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site. The landowner or authorized 
representative may also reinter the remains in a location not subject to further disturbance if he or she 
rejects the recommendation of the MLD and mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures 
acceptable to the landowner. The project applicant and contractor(s) of all project phases shall implement 
mitigation for the protection of the burial remains. Construction work in the vicinity of the burials shall 
not resume until the mitigation is completed. 

Implementation: Project applicant and contractor(s) 
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Timing: Immediately if remains are uncovered and until resolution  

Enforcement: Solano County 

Significance after Mitigation 

Although not identified during the records search, field surveys, or other investigation of cultural resources 
conducted by AECOM as described in Section 3.4.2 above, it is possible that human remains may be encountered 
during development of the project site. The likelihood of encountering human remains in the project site is low, 
since prior trenching did not identify human remains. If remains were encountered, then implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would require compliance with the procedures in the California Health and Safety Code 
outlined above. These procedures are specifically designed to reduce the adverse effect of project implementation 
related to human remains by requiring that the human remains are treated in an appropriate and respectful manner 
and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would reduce this impact. 
However, because the extent of potential construction-related impacts associated with damage or destruction of 
presently undocumented human remains is not known since such human remains are undiscovered, this impact 
remains significant and unavoidable.  
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3.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions have the potential to adversely affect the environment because such emissions 
contribute, on a cumulative basis, to global climate change. Cumulative impacts are the collective impacts of one 
or more past, present, and future projects that, when combined, result in adverse changes to the environment. 
Global climate change has the potential to result in sea level rise (resulting in flooding of low-lying areas), affect 
rainfall and snowfall (leading to changes in water supply), affect temperatures and habitats (impacting biological 
resources), and to result in many other adverse effects. 

Because climate change is a cumulative impact, it is speculative to attribute climate change impacts to a single 
project. Therefore, the proper context for addressing this issue in an EIR is within an assessment of cumulative 
impacts. Although the project will not, by itself, contribute significantly to global climate change, cumulative 
emissions from many projects and plans could impact global GHG concentrations and the climate system.  

In determining the significance of a proposed project’s contribution to anticipated adverse future conditions, a 
lead agency should generally undertake a two-step analysis:  

(1) The first step is to determine whether the combined effects from both the proposed project and other 
projects would be cumulatively significant. 

(2) If the agency answers this inquiry in the affirmative, the second question is whether “the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable” and thus significant in and of themselves. 

Past, present, and future development projects, along with other emissions sources have generated GHG 
emissions in excess of natural levels, leading to global climate change. This is a significant cumulative impact. 
The project’s contribution is evaluated later in this section.  

Legislation and executive orders related to climate change in California have established a statewide context for 
analyzing GHG emissions and climate change, despite the global nature of this issue. The statewide context was 
established by Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (2006), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which 
requires reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. This legislation addresses statewide 
emissions and does not mean that every jurisdiction, every project, or every industry will be required to reduce 
emissions to the equivalent of 1990 emissions by 2020.  

GHG emissions are typically analyzed by “sector” or type of activity. Land use decisions and development 
projects, such as the proposed project, are not their own GHG emissions sectors since these projects involve 
multiple activities that directly result in GHG emissions (such as transportation, energy, water, and waste 
generation). Development projects can result in direct or indirect GHG emissions that would occur on- or off-site. 
For example, some people who reside in and visitors to the project would drive vehicles that generate on- and off-
site GHG emissions, which are associated with the transportation sector. Electricity consumed in structures within 
the project would indirectly cause GHGs to be emitted at a utility provider. 

This chapter analyzes direct and indirect GHG emissions associated with the proposed project according to 
activity or emissions category, including transportation, electricity, natural gas, recycling and solid waste, among 
other categories. 
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Land use and building patterns resulting from local government development policies can affect vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), water use, wastewater generation, solid waste generation, and building energy use. However, 
local governments do not have control over vehicle emissions technology, fuel economy standards, or building 
code standards. Nonetheless, local governments, such as the County, will play a role in achieving statewide 
emission reduction goals. The ability to influence land use decisions and reduce VMT, provide services to its 
population (e.g., recycling service, waste management, and waste water treatment), and provide public education 
and incentives (e.g., energy and water conservation) to its citizens are options for local governments to reduce 
GHG emissions generated in their jurisdictions. 

3.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

CLIMATE 

Climate is the accumulation of daily and seasonal weather events over a long period of time, whereas weather is 
defined as the condition of the atmosphere at any particular time and place (Ahrens 2003). Solano County is 
located in a climatic zone characterized as dry-summer subtropical or Mediterranean in the Köppen climate 
classification system. The Köppen system’s classifications are based primarily on annual and monthly averages of 
temperature and precipitation (see Exhibit 3.5-1 for a global map of climate classifications).  

See Chapter 3.2 “Air Quality” for a more detailed description of climate in Solano County. 

ATTRIBUTING CLIMATE CHANGE—GREENHOUSE GASES 

Certain gases in Earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining surface temperatures. 
Solar radiation enters the atmosphere from space. A portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and 
a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space. This absorbed radiation is then emitted from the 
earth, not as high-frequency solar radiation, but as lower-frequency infrared radiation. The frequencies at which 
bodies emit radiation are proportional to temperature. Earth has a much lower temperature than the sun. 
Therefore, it emits lower-frequency (longer-wavelength) radiation. Most solar radiation passes through GHGs. 
However, GHGs have strong absorption properties in wavelength bands along the electromagnetic spectrum, 
whereas the atmosphere, in its natural composition, does not. This range of absorption spectra (from wavelengths 
of 8–13 micrometers) is known as the “infrared atmospheric window” region of the electromagnetic spectrum, 
where infrared radiation is selectively absorbed by GHGs. As a result, radiation that otherwise would have 
escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known 
as the “greenhouse effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth. Without the greenhouse 
effect, Earth would not be able to support life as we know it. Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse 
effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), ozone, nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated compounds. 

Climate change is defined as a change in the climate that is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity that 
alters the composition of the global atmosphere, and that is in addition to natural climate variability observed over 
comparable time periods. Human-caused emissions of GHGs exceeding natural ambient concentrations are 
responsible for intensifying the greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of Earth’s climate, 
known as global climate change. It is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be 
explained without the contribution from human activities (IPCC 2007).  
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Source: Ahrens 2003 

Exhibit 3.5-1 The Köppen Climate Classification System 
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IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE 

According to overwhelming scientific consensus on the subject, climate change is already under way. GHGs are 
global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants (discussed in Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” 
of this EIR), which are pollutants of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air quality 
effects have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about 1 day), GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes (1 year to 
several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere long enough to be dispersed around the globe. Although 
the exact lifetime of any particular GHG molecule depends on multiple variables and cannot be pinpointed, it is 
understood that more CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere than is sequestered by ocean uptake, vegetation, and 
other forms of sequestration. Approximately 54% of the total annual human-caused CO2 emissions are 
sequestered within a year through ocean uptake, uptake by forest regrowth in the Northern Hemisphere, and other 
terrestrial sinks; the remaining 46% of human-caused CO2 emissions remain stored in the atmosphere (Seinfeld 
and Pandis 1998). 

Impacts associated with the incremental increase in global temperature have already begun to occur. Such impacts 
are projected to occur in numerous forms: sea level rise, reduction in the extent of polar and sea ice, changes to 
ecosystems, changes in precipitation patterns, reduced snowpack, agricultural disruption, increased intensity and 
frequency of storms and temperature extremes, increased risk of floods and wildfires, increased frequency and 
severity of drought, effects on human health from vectorborne disease, species extinction, and acidification of the 
ocean.  

It is accepted that some level of climate change impacts will continue occur as a result of human-caused climate 
change and has been determined that it is “extremely likely” that anthropogenic influences have been the 
dominant cause for observed warming since 1950 (IPCC 2013). However, international treaties on the subject of 
climate change attempt to avoid “dangerous” climate change—in other words, to manage the risk of foreseeable 
impacts to a “tolerable” level of climate change that would avoid most catastrophic impacts. For this to occur, 
CO2 concentrations should be stabilized at 350–400 parts per million (ppm), with an associated global average 
temperature increase of no more than 2°C–2.4°C above preindustrial times. Timing is also a key issue, because of 
the very long lifetimes of GHGs. To avoid “dangerous” climate change, global CO2 emissions would be required 
to peak during the 2000–2015 period (IPCC 2007).  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sources and Inventory 

California 

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 (CEC 
2006). In California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs and combustion of fossil fuels for 
transportation accounts for approximately 37% of total GHG emissions in the state (ARB 2013). This sector was 
followed by the energy industries (including both in-state and out-of-state sources) at 31%.  

Emissions of CO2 are byproducts of fossil-fuel combustion. CH4, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing 
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. CO2 sinks, or reservoirs, include vegetation and the ocean, 
which respectively absorb CO2 through photosynthesis and dissolution, two of the most common processes of 
CO2 sequestration. 
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California produced 448 million gross metric tons of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) in 2011 (ARB 2013). CO2e is a 
measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have different potentials to retain infrared radiation 
in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. This potential, known as the global warming potential 
(GWP) of a GHG, depends on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere, its ability to 
absorb infrared radiation, and ranges of wavelengths that is can absorb. For example, one ton of CH4 has the same 
contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 25 tons of CO2. Therefore, CH4 is a much more potent 
GHG than CO2. Expressing emissions in CO2e takes the contributions of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse 
effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted. 

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin Portion of Solano County 

The proposed project is located within the portion of Solano County located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin (SFBAAB). According to the source inventory of GHG emissions for the SFBAAB, 95.8 million tons of 
CO2e were emitted in the SFBAAB in 2007 (BAAQMD 2010a). With respect to GHG emissions per sector, 
transportation sources (e.g., fossil-fuel combustion) accounted for approximately 34% of the total emissions, 
while industrial/commercial, electricity/co-generation, and residential fuel usage accounted for approximately 
36%, 16%, and 7% of the total emission, respectively. The remaining sectors such as off-road equipment and 
agriculture/farming combined accounted for less than 5% of the SFBAAB’s total GHG emissions (BAAQMD 
2010a). The portion of Solano County located in the SFBAAB constituted 5.7 million tons of CO2e or 
approximately 6% of the region’s total emissions (BAAQMD 2010a). 

3.5.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Climate change and GHG emissions in California are governed by an evolving body of laws, regulations, and case 
law. Key laws and regulations are summarized below. However, this regulatory setting discussion is not 
exhaustive of the ever-growing body of GHG and climate change regulations. 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS AND LAWS 

While there are no federal GHG-related requirements that directly apply to the project, the information below is 
helpful for understanding the overall context for GHG emissions impacts and strategies to reduce GHG emissions.  

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), “the United States government has established a 
comprehensive policy to address climate change” that includes slowing the growth of emissions; strengthening 
science, technology and institutions; and enhancing international cooperation. To implement this policy, “the 
Federal government is using voluntary and incentive-based programs to reduce emissions and has established 
programs to promote climate technology and science.” EPA administers multiple programs that encourage 
voluntary GHG reductions, including ENERGY STAR, Climate Leaders, and Methane Voluntary Programs.  

Supreme Court Ruling 

The EPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The Supreme 
Court ruled in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency, 549 US 497 (2007) that CO2 is an air 
pollutant, as defined under the CAA, and that EPA has the authority to regulate GHG emissions.  
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Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases  

On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two findings regarding GHGs under section 202(a) of the 
Clean Air Act. One is called the “Endangerment Finding” and the other is the “Cause of Contribute” finding. 
These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities, but they are prerequisites 
for implementing GHG emissions standards for vehicles. These findings paved the way for federal regulation of 
GHGs.  

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 

The Energy and Independence Security Act of 2007 (EISA) amended the Energy Policy and Conservation Act 
(EPCA) to further reduce fuel consumption and expand production of renewable fuels. The EISA’s most 
significant amendment includes a statutory mandate for the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) to set passenger car corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards for each model year (MY) at 
the maximum feasible level. In 2012, the Obama Administration finalized standards requiring an increase in fuel 
economy for cars and light-duty trucks of 54.5 miles per gallon (mpg) by MY 2025 (NHTSA 2012).1 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

California has adopted various administrative initiatives and enacted climate-change related legislation that 
establishes a GHG emissions reductions target for the State of California. However, the legislation does not 
provide definitive direction regarding the treatment of climate change in environmental review documents 
prepared under CEQA. In particular, amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, at Section 15064.4, do not require or 
suggest specific methodologies for performing an assessment or thresholds of significance, and do not specify 
GHG reduction mitigation measures. Instead, lead agencies must choose methodologies and make significance 
determinations based on substantial evidence. In addition, no state agency has promulgated binding regulations 
for analyzing GHG emissions, determining their significance, or mitigating any significant effects in CEQA 
documents. Thus, lead agencies exercise their discretion determining how to analyze GHGs.  

The discussion below provides a brief overview of the primary California legislation and policies that relate to 
climate change and that may affect the emissions associated with the proposed project. This discussion is not 
intended to be exhaustive. 

Assembly Bill 1493 

In 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed AB 1493 ("the Pavley Standard"). AB 1493 required that the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that achieve “the 
maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks and other 
vehicles determined by ARB to be vehicles whose primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the 
state.” 

1  National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Federal Register, Vol. 77, No. 199, Rules & Regulations, 2017 and Later Model Year 
Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, effective December 14, 2012. 
(Available: https://federalregister.gov/a/2012-21972. Accessed June 12, 2014); National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, Model Years 2017-2025, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, July 2012. (Available: http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/FINAL_EIS.pdf. Accessed June 12, 2014). 
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To meet the requirements of AB 1493, in 2004 ARB approved amendments to the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) adding GHG emissions standards to California’s existing standards for motor vehicle emissions.  

Executive Order S-3-05 

Executive Order S-3-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that California is 
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra 
Nevada snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea level. 
To combat those concerns, the Executive Order established total statewide GHG emission targets. Specifically, 
emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80% below the 1990 level 
by 2050.2 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) establishes regulatory, reporting, and market 
mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on statewide GHG emissions. The 
key requirement of AB 32 is that statewide GHG emissions must be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This 
reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions. To effectively 
implement the cap, AB 32 directs ARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions 
from stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should be used to 
address GHG emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if the AB 1493 
regulations cannot be implemented, then ARB should develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions 
under the authorization of AB 32. 

Senate Bill 1368 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 is the companion bill of AB 32 and requires the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) to establish a GHG performance standard for baseload generation from investor-owned utilities by 
February 1, 2007. The CEC must establish a similar standard for local publicly owned utilities by June 30, 2007. 
These standards cannot exceed the GHG emission rate from a baseload combined-cycle natural gas fired plant. 
The legislation further requires that all electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be 
generated from plants that meet the standards set by the CPUC and CEC. 

Executive Order S-1-07 

Executive Order S-1-07, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2007, proclaims that the 
transportation sector is the main source of GHG emissions in California, at over 40% of statewide emissions. 
It establishes a goal that the carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in California should be reduced by a 
minimum of 10% by 2020. This order also directed ARB to determine if this Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 
could be adopted as a discrete early action measure. ARB adopted the LCFS on April 23, 2009. 

2  The Executive Order directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to coordinate a multiagency 
effort to reduce GHG emissions to the target levels. The Secretary must also submit biannual reports to the Governor and State 
Legislature describing: progress made toward reaching the emission targets; impacts of global warming on California’s resources; and 
mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these impacts. To comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of the CalEPA created the 
California Climate Action Team (CCAT) made up of members from various state agencies and commission. CCAT released its first 
report in March 2006. The report proposed to achieve the targets by building on voluntary actions of California businesses, local 
government and community actions, as well as through state incentive and regulatory programs. 
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Senate Bill 97 

SB 97, signed August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is a prominent environmental issue that requires 
analysis under CEQA. This bill directs the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare, develop, 
and transmit to the California Natural Resources Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions 
or the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA by July 1, 2009. The California Natural Resources Agency 
adopted those guidelines on December 30, 2009, and the guidelines became effective March 18, 2010. 

Senate Bill 375 

SB 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG emission 
reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) into their 
regional transportation plans (RTPs) that will achieve GHG emission reduction targets by reducing vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) from passenger vehicles through development of more compact, complete, and efficient 
communities. ARB, in consultation with MPOs, will provide each affected region with reduction targets for 
GHGs emitted by passenger cars and light trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035.  

On July 18, 2013, the Metropolitan Transportation Committee (MTC), which is the applicable MPO for the 
project area, and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) adopted the Plan Bay Area plan. Pursuant to 
SB 375 reduction targets determined by ARB, the Plan Bay Area plan (i.e., MTC and ABAG) is required to 
achieve a 7% reduction in per capita GHG emissions from 2005 levels by 2020, and a 15% reduction in per capita 
emissions from 2005 levels by 2035. Plan Bay Area includes the region’s SCS to achieve and surpass the 
mandated GHG reductions (MTC 2013). The primary strategy is to focus most job and housing development in 
Priority Development Areas that are well-served with transit. The Plan Bay Area maps depict the project site 
within an “Urbanized Area.”3  

REGIONAL AND LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

In June 2010, BAAQMD adopted their updated CEQA Air Quality Guidelines that established quantitative GHG 
thresholds of significance. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines include separate thresholds of significance for 
project- and plan-level analyses. Project-level analyses can be evaluated through compliance with a GHG 
reduction program (also known as climate action plan) or by using one of two quantitative thresholds based on the 
project’s annual GHG emissions (i.e., MT CO2e/year) or the project’s GHG efficiency (i.e., MT CO2e/yr/service 
population [SP]). The service population of a project is defined by the number of employees and residents.  

3  “Urbanized Areas" include land designated as Urban and Built-Up, as defined by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program in 
2010. These lands include areas occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres or approximately 6 
structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential, industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, public 
administration, railroad and other transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water 
control structures and other developed purposes. See Plan Bay Area, Map 1 (San Francisco Bay Area: Transportation and Land Uses), 
available online at http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/Plan_Bay_Area.pdf (accessed June 23, 2014); see also Plan 
Bay Area, Appendix 2, available online at http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/7-Appendices.pdf (accessed June 23, 
2014). 
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Section 4.3 of BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines establishes standards for a qualified GHG Reduction 
Strategy. Based on BAAQMD guidance, a project can be compared with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy and 
if the project is consistent, it can be presumed that the project will not have cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the significant cumulative impact of climate change (BAAQMD 2010b:4-7–4-11). A project must 
demonstrate its consistency by identifying and implementing all applicable feasible measures and policies from 
the GHG Reduction Strategy (BAAQMD 2010b:3.1 and 4.4). This approach is consistent with Section 15183.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, which provides for tiering of GHG emissions analysis from a programmatic-level planning 
document, such as a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, to project-specific CEQA analysis. 

Solano County General Plan 

The General Plan Public Health and Safety Chapter includes a section titled “Climate Change,” which calls on the 
County to decrease the countywide contribution to GHG emissions. In addition to this section, the General Plan 
includes policies that are designed to reduce GHG emissions, which overlap with policies addressing land use, 
agriculture, resources, economic development, transportation and circulation, public facilities and services, and 
other areas.  

Solano County Climate Action Plan 

The Solano County Climate Action Plan (Solano County 2011) was adopted by the County Board of Supervisors 
on June 7, 2011. The Climate Action Plan includes communitywide GHG reduction measures for five sectors: 
agriculture, energy use and efficiency, transportation and land use, water use and efficiency, and waste reduction 
and recycling. The Climate Action Plan recommends measures that the County can take to reduce GHG emissions 
and achieve the goal of reducing overall emissions at least 20 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, in accordance 
with General Plan Program HS.I-73. The Climate Action Plan notes that the ARB Scoping Plan4 recommends that 
local governments reduce emissions by 15% below current levels by 2020 (Solano County 2011:2-4). 
Furthermore, the Climate Action Plan notes that by implementing measures and actions identified in the Climate 
Action Plan, it is possible for Solano County to achieve a GHG emission reduction of 26%, which would surpass 
the Scoping Plan target (Solano County 2011:2-5).  

BAAQMD does not issue official certification that a Climate Action Plan is a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy. 
However, BAAQMD issues comment letters assessing draft climate action plans. On June 6, 2011, BAAQMD 
issued a letter stating that the Climate Action Plan “meets the minimum standard elements of a Qualified GHG 
Reduction strategy as defined by [BAAQMD's] CEQA Guidelines” (BAAQMD 2011).  

3.5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

METHODOLOGY 

The proposed project’s GHG emissions were estimated using similar methods as those described in Chapter 4.2, 
“Air Quality.” In addition to criteria air pollutants, CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2 and the Roadway Construction 

4  The Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) functions as a roadmap of ARB’s plans to achieve GHG reductions in California 
required by AB 32 through subsequently enacted regulations (ARB 2009). The Scoping Plan also breaks down the amount of GHG 
emissions reductions ARB recommends for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory.  
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Emissions Model Version 7.1.5.1 can also estimate GHG emissions associated with construction and operational 
activities. Please see Appendix C of this EIR for model details, assumptions, inputs, and outputs. 

For construction, GHG emissions were estimated for off-road construction equipment, material delivery trucks, 
haul trucks, and construction worker vehicles. For operational activities, CalEEMod estimates GHG emissions 
associated with mobile, area, and energy sources, similar to air quality emissions. However, CalEEMod also 
estimates indirect GHG emissions associated with solid waste disposal and water consumption.  

At the time of this writing, neither ARB nor BAAQMD has developed a quantitative threshold of significance for 
construction-related GHG emissions. However, some agencies such as the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD), San Diego County, and San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control 
District have suggested the total construction emissions be amortized over the lifetime of the project and added to 
annual operational emissions. In order to provide a more comprehensive assessment of cumulative GHG 
emissions related effects, the proposed project’s construction related emissions were amortized over the estimated 
lifetime of the project (i.e., 30 years) and added to the operational emissions. The annual operational emissions 
along with the amortized construction emissions were compared with the applicable significance threshold to 
determine cumulative significance.  

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

An impact related to global climate change is considered significant if the proposed project would: 

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

► Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 

Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines adopted pursuant to SB 97 authorize lead agencies to determine thresholds 
of significance. Each agency must determine if a project’s GHG emissions will have a “significant” impact on the 
environment. Agencies must use “careful judgment” and “make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible 
on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate” a project's GHG emissions (14 CCR § 15064.4 
(a)).  

As stated in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management district may be relied on to make the above determinations. The BAAQMD has developed 
numeric GHG thresholds of significance for project-level analysis. These thresholds include a mass emissions 
threshold (i.e., 1,100 MT CO2e/year) and a SP threshold (i.e., 4.6 MT CO2e/SP/year). The proposed project’s 
annual operational emissions with the amortized construction emissions have been compared with BAAQMD’s 
mass emissions threshold to determine the if the proposed project’s GHG emissions would represent a 
cumulatively considerable contribution of the significant cumulative impact of global climate change.  
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

IMPACT 
3.5-1 

Increases in Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The proposed project would generate GHG emissions 
associated with operational and construction activities. Total annual GHG emissions would not exceed 
BAAQMD thresholds of significance. This impact is less than cumulatively considerable. 

Implementation of the proposed project would generate short-term construction and long-term operational GHG 
emissions. Construction-related GHG emissions would cease following buildout of the proposed project. 
Operational emissions are considered long-term and assumed to occur for the lifetime the project. Construction 
emissions have been amortized over the lifetime of the project (i.e., 30 years) and added to the annual operational 
emissions to compare with the applicable threshold of significance. 

Construction-related exhaust GHG emissions would be generated from a variety sources during construction of 
the proposed project. Similar to air quality emissions, daily GHG emissions would vary depending on the type of 
construction activities planned for each day. For example, during construction equipment-intensive phases, such 
and site grading, daily GHG emission would be higher than daily emissions generated during less intensive phases 
such as building construction.  

Table 3.5-1 presents the proposed project’s construction-related GHG emissions and the amortized emissions. 

Table 3.5-1 
Construction-Related GHG Emissions 

Construction Phase/Year Emissions (MT CO2e) 
Phase 1 Subtotal (All assumed to occur in 2015) 429 

Phase 2 Subtotal 803 

2016 255 

2017 299 

2018 249 

Total Construction Emissions 1,231 

Amortized Construction Emissions1 41 

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. 

Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding. 
1  Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years, which is the assumed lifetime of the proposed project. 

Source: AECOM 2014 

 

Following buildout of the proposed project, long-term operational emissions would be generated from the day-to-
day activities of the proposed residents.  

Operational GHG emissions are distinguished by direct and indirect GHG emissions. Direct GHG emissions are 
those emissions that are generated at the location of consumption or use. For example, mobile-source emissions 
are direct emissions because GHG emissions are generated as a vehicle begins to move. Conversely, indirect 
emissions are those emissions that occur at a different time or location from the point of consumption or use. For 
example, electricity-related GHG emissions are indirect emission because as a consumer uses electricity at their 
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home, the fuel combustion and emissions associated with creating that electricity likely occurred off-site or at a 
different time.  

CalEEMod estimates direct emissions associated with the proposed project’s mobile (e.g., resident and visitor’s 
vehicles), area (e.g., landscape maintenance equipment), and energy (e.g., natural gas) sources, and indirect 
emissions associated with energy (i.e., electricity), water (i.e., conveyance and distribution), and solid waste (i.e., 
decomposition) sources. Table 3.5-2 presents a summary of the proposed project’s annual operational emissions 
by emissions source. Annual operational GHG emissions are added with the amortized construction emissions to 
compare with the applicable threshold of significance. 

As shown in Table 3.5-2, the proposed project’s total annual GHG emissions (i.e., operational emissions and 
amortized construction emissions) would not exceed the BAAQMD mass GHG emissions threshold of 
significance. Thus, the proposed project’s construction and operational GHG emissions impact is less than 
cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

Table 3.5-2 
Operational GHG Emissions 

Emissions Source Emissions (MT CO2e/yr) 
Area 8 

Energy 261 

Mobile 559 

Waste 36 

Water 15 

Total Operational Emissions 879 

Amortized Construction Emissions1 41 

Total Annual Proposed Project Emissions2 920 

BAAQMD Mass Emissions Threshold of Significance 1,100 

Exceeds Thresholds No 

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; yr = year 

Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding. 
1  Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years, which is the assumed lifetime of the proposed project. See Table 3.5-1 for detailed 

construction GHG emissions.  
2  The proposed project’s total annual emissions include annual operational emissions added with construction emissions amortized over 30 

years. 

Source: AECOM 2014 

 

IMPACT 
3.5-2 

Consistency with the Applicable GHG Reduction Plan. The proposed project would not result in 
cumulatively considerable impacts as a result of inconsistency with applicable strategies of the Solano 
County Climate Action Plan. The impact is less than cumulatively considerable. 
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As discussed above, the State of California adopted AB 32, which creates a legislative mandate for the state as a 
whole, not for local governments, such as the County. Additionally, SB 375 aligns regional transportation 
planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and fair-share housing allocations under state housing law. 
However, SB 375 does not include any mandate for city or county land use policies. Therefore, the most pertinent 
plan for consistency analysis is Solano County’s Climate Action Plan. 

As noted above, the Solano County Climate Action Plan includes communitywide GHG reduction measures for 
five sectors: agriculture, energy use and efficiency, transportation and land use, water use and efficiency, and 
waste reduction and recycling (Solano County 2011). For purposes of CEQA analysis, a project that is consistent 
with each of the applicable reduction measures in the Climate Action Plan would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of climate change. As described below, the 
proposed project is consistent with applicable reduction measures in the Climate Action Plan.  

Reduction measures are set forth in Chapter 3 of the Climate Action Plan (Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction 
Measures and Actions), according to the following categories: (1) agriculture; (2) energy and efficiency; 
(3) transportation and land use; (4) water use and efficiency); and (5) waste reduction and recycling. The 
following section discusses the proposed project’s consistency with applicable Solano County Climate Action 
Plan measures. Because the Solano County Climate Action Plan was primarily designed for County action, some 
measures are not applicable to the proposed project. The Solano County Climate Action Plan also includes 
specific measures designed for municipal government operations, which would also not be applicable to the 
proposed project. 

Agriculture 

The proposed project would not involve agricultural land uses and therefore the agricultural GHG reduction 
measures would not apply to the proposed project.  

Energy and Efficiency  

The Climate Action Plan’s energy and efficiency reduction measures are intended to minimize energy 
consumption, increase energy efficiencies, and transition to clean renewable energy sources. The Climate Action 
Plan identifies three primary strategies to reduce County energy-related emissions: energy efficiency; renewable 
energy generation; and reducing the carbon content of the grid's electricity generation portfolio. The Climate 
Action Plan also notes that energy efficiency improvements in buildings, appliances, and equipment are an 
effective way to reduce energy demand and lower bills (Solano County 2011:3–15) 

With respect to energy and efficiency reduction measures in the Climate Action Plan, the proposed project cannot 
unilaterally pursue Measure E-1 (Investigate the potential to establish a countywide community choice 
aggregation program and increase the community's use of locally produced renewable energy), because it relates 
to a community choice aggregation program for the County that would increase control over the amount of 
renewable (and low GHG-emitting) energy within the local portfolio. Measures E-2 (Develop a comprehensive 
renewable energy program that provides outreach, financing, and other forms of assistance to residential, 
commercial, agricultural, and industrial uses), E-3 (Develop a comprehensive energy efficiency program that 
provides outreach, financing, and other forms of assistance to residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial 
uses), and E-4 (Adopt green building and energy efficiency ordinances to require green building practices, 
programs and design elements) are programs that the County would implement to promote, require, and 
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incentivize renewable energy and energy efficiency projects and therefore, would not be directly applicable to the 
proposed project. However, these County programs could affect the proposed project through building ordinances 
or incentives for energy efficiency and renewable energy features. Measures E-5 (Work with Cal Recycle, Bay 
Area waste agencies, other jurisdictions, and interested private sector parties to develop an agricultural and food 
waste‐to energy biomass facility in Solano County), E-6 (Partner with Solano Economic Development 
Corporation, Pacific Gas & Electric, and agricultural processing and industrial energy businesses to increase 
building and process energy efficiency), and E-7 (Work with Solano Economic Development Corporation and 
cities to establish an eco‐agriculture and food processing park that incorporates industrial ecology, renewable 
energy generation, and zero‐waste practices) are industrial renewable energy and energy efficiency projects that 
the County would implement and are thus not applicable to development projects.  

It is noted that all residential dwelling units as part of the proposed project will be required to comply with the 
most current Title 24 standards (currently 2013 Title 24), which continually increase the energy efficiency of new 
homes. Because the proposed project would be built out over several years, it is possible that homes built later in 
the project could have higher energy efficiencies than the homes built in the beginning.  

Transportation and Land Use  

The County’s transportation and land use reduction measures are intended to support a transportation system and 
land use pattern that promotes carpooling, walking, biking, and using public transit. As provided in the Climate 
Action Plan, transportation‐related emissions make up the largest portion of the County’s GHG inventory and 
local actions will be required to encourage residents and employees to increase their use of public transit, 
carpooling, bicycling, walking and other fuel saving practices.  

The proposed project cannot pursue Measures TC-1 (Solano County will work with STA to enhance countywide 
rideshare infrastructure and services) and TC-2 (Work with STA to increase public transit ridership by expanding 
express bus service and improving transit stop amenities and transit connections), which are the County’s goals to 
increase rideshare infrastructure and public transit infrastructure, respectively. Measure TC-4 (Educate residents 
and businesses about options to reduce motor vehicle emissions) involves fuel efficiency outreach programs, 
which would be the responsibility of the County and not applicable to the proposed project. 

The Solano County Climate Action Plan aims to reduce VMT in the region through changes in land use patterns 
that would promote carpooling, walking, biking, and public transit. Specifically, Measure TC-3 (Work with cities 
and STA to improve bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the county) aims to increase bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity throughout the County. The proposed project includes a sidewalk along the road that connects 
Rockville Road with Suisun Valley Road through the project site. 

With respect to land use, the proposed project cannot pursue Measure LU-1 (Update the zoning ordinance to 
allow live‐work uses in residential zones as long as such uses are compatible with existing community character) 
because this measure requires County action.  

The proposed project is consistent with Measure LU-2 (Protect and preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, 
wildlife habitat, and wetlands that provide carbon sequestration) because the site is currently covered by grass 
lands, with shrubs along the borders of the property and along drainage ways. Development of the proposed 
project would not include removal of areas that provide notable carbon sequestration benefits. Additionally, the 
proposed project is consistent with Measure LU-3 (Protect oak woodlands and heritage trees and encourage the 
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