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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 

of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 
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construction or relocation of which could cause 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

lncorpo.rated 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

D 

..................................... ... ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 

the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple D D D 

·-----·-----.. ........................ _ ... ,_, ____ , ______ ........................................................................... ----... -............................................ ___ ,, .. , ......... __ , __ ........................................................... _ .... _, __ ,_,_,,_, ___ ,_,,_,,.,., ... , 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider, which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the 

D D D 

................................... ... .. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 

standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment D D D 

..................................... Q.f .. .. .. ... ........................................................................................................................................................................................ _ ... _ ..................... _____ .. __ ._. __ ................................ . 
e) Comply with federal, state, and local 

management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

SUMMARY 

D D D 

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

wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 

environmental effects? (Less than significant.) 

The project will be serviced by PG&E for electric and gas service. The project site is within the 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District. Previous correspondence from the sanitary district has 
indicated that they can serve the project with no added demand on their system. As proposed, 
the project would not result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities. The project has been reviewed by the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District (EBMUD) and the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, and the project can be 
serviced by both agencies without expansion of the existing facilities. The project will not create 
an unmanageable added-capacity demand or interfere with existing water or wastewater 
facilities; therefore, project impacts will be less than significant. 

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? (Less than 

significant.) 

The project is within the area served by the EBMUD. It is the responsibility ofEBMUD to 

deliver water to all developed properties in its service area. EBMUD has sufficient potable water 

to meet its obligations. 
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c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves 

or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in 

addition to the provider's existing commitments? (Less than significant.) 

See response to section a) above. 

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 

goals? (Less than significant.) 

The proposal has been reviewed by the Health Services Department and no additional solid­
waste requirements were suggested. The project is served by the Republic Services Keller 
Canyon Landfill, located in the Bay Point Area. Adequate capacity exists in this landfill to 
accommodate the proposed project. The project is a proposed 6-lot residential subdivision and 
does not provide packaged merchandise or food of any kind, nor will any kind of waste disposal 
operations be conducted on the subject property. Therefore, the proposed subdivision will not 
impact the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? (Less than significant.) 

See response to section d) above. 

Sources of Information 
• Project Application and Plans for County File# CDSD18-09504. 
• Contra Costa County Conservation Element. 
• Contra Costa County Public Facilities/Services Element. 
• Contra Costa County Accela GIS. 
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20. WILDFIRE -If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 
a) Substantially impair an adopted. emergency D D ~ D 

..................................... !.~~PQ.P.:~5?. .. P.J.~ ... 2.! ... ~~-~!.8.~P.:£Y ... ~Y.~~!!~~!.QP.: .. P!.~?. ..................................................................................................................................... _ .................................................................................. .. 
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby, expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations D D ~ D 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? ................................ -............................................................................ --................................................................................ - ................................ -.... -. ............................................ -...................................... _ .......................................................... _ .. ,_ .... ,_ ............................ . 

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

..................................... ~Q ... ~.h.~ ... ~P.:Y.!.!Q~~P.:!.?. .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 

including downslope or downstream flooding or D 0 ~ D 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

SUMMARY 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very highfire hazard severity zones, 

would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (Less 

than significant.) 

With regard to emergency access to the site, the Public Works Department and the San Ramon 

Valley Fire Protection District have reviewed the proposed road alignment, including the 

requirement to provide adequate turnaround for emergency vehicles, and have determined that 

the on-site private road and the design provides adequate emergency access to the project site 

from Danville Boulevard. Residents of the project would use the existing local road networks. 

The project will eventually contain up to six residences, and the added traffic on existing road 

networks would have a minor cumulative impact of traffic during evacuation, but the increase 

would be less than significant. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby, expose 

project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 

wildfire? (Less than significant.) 

Cal Fire has not identified the site as a fire hazard zone. Because the project site is within an 

urban area protected by the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District, the risks of a major 

wildfire are relatively low due to the largely urbanized nature of the area. Furthermore, the 

future residences that may constructed on the site will be required to comply with the standards 

of the California Building Code and Uniform Fire Code that are operative when residential 
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building permits are requested, therefore there will be less-than-significant impacts in this 

analysis category. 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 

emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? (Less than significant.) 

The project is served by the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District and provides an urban 

level of service. The access road has been reviewed by the fire district and deemed to provide 

adequate emergency access; therefore any impacts will be less than significant. See also 

responses to sections a) and b) above. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 

landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? (Less than 

significant.) 

The project site is almost entirely flat with no hills or steep topography, so there is no risk of 

landsliding on the property. The project site is not located within an area subject to flooding. 

There are no watercourses on the site, and no change in drainage direction is proposed. 

Sources of Information 
• Cal Fire California Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map. 
• Contra Costa County Conservation Element. 
• Contra Costa County Safety Element. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable 

D D D 

-·---·-·--·----~~~-P.!9.j~~J-~-------·------·-··-------·-··---------·····------···-------·---·······---·--·----·-----·-··-----·-··-·· .. ·-··-·-----··--·----------··------·-·----··---··-
c) Does the project have environmental effects, 

which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

SUMMARY 

D D D 

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

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 

to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 

substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plarit or animal, 

or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? (Less 

than significant with mitigation.) 

The proposed project seeks approval of a 6-lot residential subdivision. No major periods of 

California history or prehistory are affected; the property is not listed on, and does not qualify to 

be listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical 

Resources. It has been determined that the project would have a less than significant potential to 

substantially reduce or threaten the range, habit, or population of plants, fish, or wildlife. 

Furthermore, implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 4-- "Biological 

Resources", and in Section 9- "Hazards and Hazardous Materials", and in Section 13-
''Noise" of this document will further reduce the project impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 

and the effects ofprobablefature projects.) (Less than significant.) 

The proposed project seeks approval of a 6-lot residential subdivision. The property already 

includes a residence and six apartment buildings, so the proposed 6-lot subdivision project will 
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not increase population significantly beyond existing levels on property or in the area. 

Furthermore, the existing buildings on the property will be demolished, and six new residences 

will be constructed in their place over time; thus, the project will not have a cumulatively 

considerable impact on the environment. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less than significant.) 

Based on the preceding analyses contained in this document, there are no substantial 

environmental effects of the project on neighboring parcels or to the neighboring residential 

developments. The project as proposed would not result in potentially significant environmental 

impacts. Furthermore, no evidence has been found in the record that would indicate that the 

project would have a potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, whether 

directly or indirectly, so there will be a less than significant impact. 

Sources of Information 

• See attached reference list. 
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