ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOR THE PROPOSED
SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION

IN UNINCORPORATED CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
PITTSBURG, CALIFORNIA

SCH #2004112092

Final EIR
September 2006

Draft EIR
December 2005

Draft EIR
Appendices

Prepared for:

City of Pittsburg
Planning Department
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565







B O e e Al et Rl sl A b i

Zone ill Water Tank

E‘IF'-

Hoagwa

. . i
R

P L

- —

FIGURE 3

Proposed Sky Ranch Il Subdivision
shown with Black Diamond Ranch

ft

H

City of Fitisburg
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94656

&

Black

Diamond

Ranch
50-042

Highlands
Ranch

N ROAD

UEHANA

‘o

%

- I.mj
' .,A
w g

] 58

.m N R
qay

R A

1 o
22
g5
SE

! 075-060-011

075-050-008

075-060-006

076-060-004

=
L]



6-1 oBed

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures -Action Notes
by
V.A Biological lmpacts
IMPACT A1 Developer shall perform or retain a professional biologist to perform the foilowing:
California tiger salamander (CTS) = A CTS Mitigation Plan shall be developed in coordination with USFWS as part of the federal ESA Project The City of Pittsburg will ensure
Implementation of the proposed proje_cl vyould Section 7 or Section 10 consultation, Proponent | that the CTS Mitigation Plan is
result in remgval of 1-63 acres of aestlva_tl_on « Tentatively, the amount and kind of habitat compensation is 489 acres, calculated at a ratio of 3:1 for _approved by US-FWS prior to
andior breeding habitat for the federally-listed . . . o issuance of a Site Development
] the 163 acres of on-site habitat. The habitat types to be mitigated are annual grassiand, 0.11 acre of . ] L

threatened CTS. The CTS habitat on the ustri A | wetiand. and imately 800 to 1.900 feet of riverine intermittent Permit. Habitat acquisition must
project site currently is not designated or p; us ng:demergen seasonal wetland, and approximalely o1, eet of riverine Intermitien occur at a suitably early time in
proposed by USFWS as CTS critical habitat, | STEaMueds. the development process, before

L . . . o . ) initiation of grading on the project
The footprint of the project as propose d s The CTS Mltlgatlgn Plan shal_l _mclpde provisions for relocam.)r.l pf CTS individuals from the prq;ecl site, site, to enable implementation of

. ; long-term conservatien of the mitigation land, management activities to assure long-term protection of ti

encompasses the entire area of the project mitigation wellands, and long-term maintenance of CTS breeding, refugial and dispersal habitats conservation measures on the
site; therefore, there is no opportunity for an- ’ ! : mitigation parcels.
site mitigation for impacts to CTS habitat » During construction, the applicant/devetoper shali employ qualified biological monitors during all USFWS during Section 7
under the development plan as proposed. construction or excavation activities associated with the project. The monitors shall hold appropriate Section 10 co%sull " nn ! %r
Development of the project as proposed permits from USFWS and would implement provisions of the CTS Mitigation Plan including CTS trap- confirm me‘ amountaar? d ;"’:1 d of
would require a substantial off-site CTS and-relocate as-needed. habitat compensation, and wiﬁ
mitigation proposal consisting of the purchase ) . \ . ) pensation, :

d oreservation of up to 489 acres of « Prior to and during construction, the applicant/developer shall employ a qualified biologist to deploy identify specific mitigation parcels,
and pr ! up - barriers to keep CTS that may be present in adjacent off-site areas out of developed areas of the project. timing of habitat acquisition,
occupied CTS habitat off-site or purchase of g o ]

edits at an off-site agency-approved Residual effect after mitigation: LTS monitoring reguirements,
cr_t' (‘:.a bank gency-app performance standards and
mitigation ban conlingency measures.

IMPACT A2 Developer shall construct, perform, or implement the following: Project ltis sugaested that the CTS
California tiger salamander {CT$) Human « A permanent barrier that would keep CTS, which may be present on the adjacent Thomas and AUSD- | Proponent 89

activities and population within the project site
can indirectly affect CTS. These effects
include water and light pollution, human
disturbance, increased numbers of domestic
predators (e.g., dogs and cats), increased
vehicle-related disturbance, and increased
risk of wildfire. Amphibians are susceptible to
herbicides and pesticides. On breeding
migrations, up to 15 to 20 CTS individuals
per mile of road can be killed.

owned parcels, out of the developed area.

» Low-light measures for the outer perimeter of the project site, especiaily the site’s southemn boundary,
and off-site water reservoir service road.

« An information kiosk in the southern portion of the project site to foster resident and visitor awareness
of wildlife needs. if a mini-park is constructed in the area south of “C” Court, as recommend in Chapter
V.G, this mini-park would be an ideal location for a public information kiosk.

» Access-restricting barriers to the off-site water reservoir and service road, and other EVA roads, to
minimize wildlife disturbance and road kill. The recommended CTS barriers are intended to prevent CTS
from entering the developed area.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

barrier be constructed along the
southern and western boundaries
during the grading phase. After
buildout, Homeowners’
Association will be responsible for
long-term maintenance of the
barrier and kiosk.

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

(_Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by :

IMPACT A3 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project

San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) implementation of the proposed » The CTS Mitigation Plan shall provide for long-term conservation and Proponent

project would result in removal of 163 acres of annual grassland at management and of approximately 489 acres of annual grassland habitat. This

the northem limit of the range of the federally-listed endangered and | will compensate the same kind of habitat used by the SJKF.

California-listed threatened SJKF. The CTS habital on the project | « During Section 7, or Section 10, consultation, the developer in coordination with

site is not designated or proposed as critical habitat of SJKF; USFWS/CDFG shall consider mitigation parcel locations that are within the range

nevertheless it adjoins the SJKF movement corridors acknowledged | of the SJKF or adjoin its movement corridors.

in the Draft HCP. Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT A4 None is warranted as there is no impact to CRLF species or its critical habitat. none

California red-legged frog (CRLF) The project site was found not )

lo contain permanent water habitat suitable for CRLF. USFWS has

deleted by Final Rule previously proposed CRLF critical habitat Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

which included extensive area south of the project site and included

the southwestern comer of the project site.

IMPACT A5 Developer shall provide for the following professional service: Project

Loggerhead Shrike Loggerhead shrikes are resident in the area, + Retain a qualified biclogist to perform pre-construction surveys necessary to be | Proponent

and nesting season wildlife surveys conducted in April and June of | certain that the species is not nesting on-site during grading and construction. If

2004 detected loggerhead shrike foraging at both the northem and nests of this species are found, biologist shall devise a construction plan that

southern edges of the project site, indicating that the species may would allow successful nesting.

nest off-site in the project area. Preferred nesting habitat for

loggerhead shrike {i.e., trees or shrubs with thick foliage) is timited to

the few trees present on the project site. It is, therefore, unlikely that

loggerhead shrikes nest on sile. Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT A6 Developer shall provide for the following professional service: Project

California Horned Lark California horned larks were present atthe | « Retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction surveys necessary to be | Proponent

site during winter surveys, the species was not detected on the site | certain that the species is not nesting on-site during grading and construction. 1f

during surveys conducted during the spring and summer, indicating | nests of this species are found, biologist shall devise a construction plan that

that although the species winters al the site, it apparently does not would allow successful nesting.

nest. Reslidual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT A7 Developer shall provide for the following professional service: Project

Burrowing owl Burrowing owl habitat was assessed not to be + Retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction surveys necessary to be | Proponent

present at the time of surveys in view of the lack of ground squirrel
burrows. Such conditions ¢an change over time and are subject to
various influences.

cerlain that the species is not nesting on-site during grading and construction. If
nests of this species are found, biolegist shall devise a construction plan that
would allow successful nesting.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY

RANCH ll RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
IMPACT A8 « Developer shall prepare CC&Rs which shail include specific prohibitions to off-road | Project
Relation with New Road and Increased Traffic The proposed | travel around the site's perimeter and upland areas and prohibitions to travel on the Proponent
Buchanan bypass would be a new road in the HCP/NCCP service road.
inventory area and the predicled increase in local population « Developer shall install streel signs approved by City Public Works Department,
also would increase vehicle traffic on roads generally in the indicating such prohibitions.
HCP/NCCP inventory area. San Joaquin kit fox, covered birds,
reptiles, and amphibians may be killed or disturbed by increased Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
vehicular traffic.
IMPACT A9 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project
Increased Human Presence The proposed project could « Kiosk (see IMPACT A2, above) literature shait include pamphiets about prohibited Proponent
increase visitation at Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve activities including collecting or harassing protected species.
and off-site walking on the reservoir service road, resulting in + Kiosk (see IMPACT A2, above) literature shalli include pamphlets on designated
potential indirect impacts on bictogical reseurces from collection | walking trails in the area, restrictions on pets use of trails or non-designated areas off
and harassment, introduction of nonnative species, predation by | of designated trails.
pets or feral cats, and increased frequency of wildfire ignitions. | « Restrictions, if any apply, to hikingAvalking on the reservoir service road shall be
Pets and feral cats pose a serious threat to native birds, posted in accordance with requirements of COFG and the City.
especially those that nest on or near the ground, as well as lo « CC& Rs for this project shall include a list of invasive species of plant and shall
native amphibians and reptiles. Ornamental plants may spread | prohibit planting of listed invasive species.
to adjacent protected areas and oul-compete native plant « Landscape plans shall be subject to the City Landscaping Ordinance.
species.
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT A10
Relation with an Approved Open Space Pocket The None warranted in view of less-than significant effect. Avoidance of the western side of | None Not applicable
proposed project would bound an isiand, or “pocket,” of open Parcel A, therefore, would not remedy any biological impact associated with the
space dedicated within Black Diamond Ranch. The proposed isolation of this open space parcel.
open space, Parcel A, on Black Diamond Ranch will be
surrounded on three sides by streets, residential lots and
houses, and will not be connected to nearby open space along
Markley Creek. Parcel A is not a connection in any migratory
corridor and is not an uplands refugial connected with wetlands
on the project site. Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT A11 » City maintenance shall practice limited weed abatement on the service road and City
Increased Pollution in Urban Runoff The proposed project reservoir area, using only mechanical methods or approved pre-emergents.
potentially could result in increased runoff of urban pollutants Herbicides shall not be applied.
such as grease, oil, and lawn pesticides into ocal streams. « Fire break maintenance shall be performed by HOA or individual owners generally | HOA

Amphibians are particularly sensitive to pesticides and
herbicides in urban runoff.

within the project's limits and never off-site,
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeoowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT A12 Developer shail prepare, apply and obtain the following maps and permits:
Wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. implementation cf the proposed project would ¢ Prepare and submit the final wetlands delineation report for verification by | Project USACE, CDFG,
result in removal of 1) an ephemeral stream reach of 163 lineal feet having defined bed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).For impacts to wetlands and Proponent | and RWQCEB
and bank, which Albion Environmental further characterized as a wetland, 2) a west-easl other waters of the U.S., or waters of the state, authorization from USACE have permitting
trending ephemeral stream and its south-north tributaries (945 to 1,484 lineal feet having and RWQCB will be required. Appropriate wetland mitigation will be authority. The
defined bed and bank), and, 3) a south-north trending, disjunct, intermittent stream (394 required by USACE and RWQCB to compensate for on-site impacts to City of Pittsburg
lineal feet having defined bed and bank} in the southwest portion of the site. Because the | waters under federal or state jurisdiction. shall not issue
footprint of the project encompasses the entire area of the project site, there is no « Prepare, in coordination with USACE, a compensatory Wetland Mitigation any grading
opportunity for on-site mitigation for impacls te wetlands and other jurisdictional waters, Plan. Jurisdictional areas must be replaced at a minimum 1:1 ratio through pemit or building
under the proposed development plan. wetland compensation off-site, or wetland protection and creation on-site, to permit in advance
) ) _ ) ensure that no net loss of acreage or functions and values to these areas of the: Project

The required ratio of replacement acreage to impacted acreage will be decided by o Proponent's
regulalory agencies on a site-specific basis, based on the functions and values presenton | . apoty for and ablain a Section 404 individual permil from USACE and a receiving these
the project site. 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. other permits.

= Apply for and obtain the Section 401 water qualily certification, or waiver,

from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.

« Apply for and obtain a 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT A13
General Pian Goal 9-G-1 and Policy 9-P-1 require that assessments be conducted prior to : None warranted. none
development approval within habitat areas of special status species such as the California
tiger salamander {(CTS). Biological Assessment for Sky Ranch i (Hufiman Broadway
Group, June 2005) satisfies this requirement. Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT At4
The creekways and wetlands policies of the Cily of Pittsburg (General Plan Policies 9-P-9, | In view of the proposed grading and filling, creekways and wetlands none

-10, -11, and -12) could be applicabie to 1} perennial streams, having defined bed and
bank, and also having riparian habitat, functional or aesthetic values or 2) wetlands having
substantial habitat, functional, or aesthetic values. Stream reaches on the project site are
seasonal, not perennial, and do not have riparian habitat value. An intermittent stream
reach in the southwestern portion of the project site has 394 lineal feet with defined bed
and bank; its adjacent reaches have a broad swale topography without defined bed or
bank and function as overiand drainages. A seasonal wetland having an area of about
0.02 acre was identified in the southeaslern comer of the project site. In view of their
insubstantial habitat and functional values and size, the seasonal stream reaches and
wetland on the project site would not be inconsistent with any of the following policies:
9-P-9 {requires a 100 to 300 foot wide buffer for creekways), 9-P-10 (requires no
development within creek buffers), 9-P-11 (encourages, but does not require, re-
establishment of creeks in the design of new development), and 9-P-12 (requires
prolection and restoration of wetlands).

preservation would not be possible without medifications to the proposed
subdivision and grading plan. In view of the occurrence of CTS and
jurisdictional walers on site, on-site mitigation measures, off-site
compensatory mitigation measures, and altematives to the proposed project
have been assessed herein (see also Draft EIR, Appendix C, All Practicable
Altemnatives Analysis).

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS.
NOTE: Streamn and welland loss could be mitigated by means of off-site
compensatory mitigation, without application of General Plan poiicies 9-P-9
through 9-P-12.

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT A15 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project
General Plan Goal 9-P-19 calls for protection or « Retain an arborist prior to grading to mark and map trees classified as mature trees Proponent
replacement of mature trees through Zoning Ordinance under the City’s prevailing regulations at the time of application for grading permit or else,
regulations. The project site contains some scattered in the absence of a regulation, by applying a trunk diameter standard of 12 inches or
buckeye trees, most located generally in the southwestern greater.
portion of the site. + Replace an equal number of trees in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir site,

reservoir service road, and headwall areas. Tree species and siting shali be determined by

the arborist.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT A16 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project
Draft HCP/NCCP The Draft HCP/NCCP is a future plan » Design and construct the off-site reservoir and service road so that they meet Proponent
that has not concluded environmental review, requirements of the USFWS/CDFG and do not become impediments to habitat functions
USFWS/CDFG approval, or implementation. In view of the | used by covered species or barriers to the movement of covered species.
regional importance of the Draft HCP/NCCP, however, a
consistency assessment is provided herein (see Draft EIR, + Perform pre-construction survey and construction monitoring in regard to development Project
Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands, “Fulure Policies,” page V- | of the recommended off-site utility and service road. Proponent
80).
Based on this consistency assessment, it is concluded thal | « The HCP Implementing Entity may, or may not, have to increase the land acquisition in | JPA
unspecified land in HCP/NCCP Sub-Zone 14, located Sub-Zone 1d above the proposed 25 percent, depending on where compensatory
directly south of the project site, is likely to be acquired to mitigation land is provided for the proposed project. This action, if necessary, is outside
create a 300-foot wide urban-wildland buffer. The reservoir | the jurisdiction of the City of Pittsburg.
and service road potentially could be located in this future
buffer. Off-site compensatory miligation required for the
proposed project (489 acres) exceeds the initial acquisition
target of 406 acres in Sub-Zone 1d. Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT A17 + Developer shall implement a CTS Mitigation Plan which addresses mitigation for the Project
San Joaquin kit fox The annual grassiands on the project | loss of SJKF annual grassland habitat in conjunction with compensatory mitigation for Proponent

site are illustrated in as being located on the outer edge of
core kit fox habitat. The project’s impact to the kit fox,
therefore, could be considered to be potentiatly significant.
The proposed project, however, would not remove land from
any of the identlified key SJKF movement corridors.

CTS.

Residual offect after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{(Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

and fill to stabilize unstable slopes may in general have
other indirect effects inciuding ground lurching, liguefaction,
densification, and laleral spreading. These risks were
assessed and determined to be LTS effects owing to the
nature of on-site soils, proposed grading concept and
recommendations of the site-specific Geotechnical
Exploration for Sky Ranch il.

project site are LTS effects.

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes-
b
V.B Geological Impacts !
IMPACT B1 Developer shall provide for, pay the cosis of, perform or implement the following: Project The City of Pittsburg’s General
Seismically-induced ground shaking at the project site could | « Before issuance of grading permits, a Seismic Analysis Update shall be prepared by a Proponent Plan poticies 10-P-3 and 10-P-
have peak horizontal acceleration up to 0.6g, based on Certified Engineering Geologist retained by the developer, which presents peak horizontal 10 require study of geologic
current regiona! mapping by USGS. This is not unique in ground acceieration based on current knowledge. All recommendations of ENGEO hazards and independent
the San Francisco Bay area, but is a higher peak horizontal | Incorporated in its geotechnical report dated February 2002 shall also be confirmed or else review hefore development
acceleration than reported in ENGEQ's geotechnical report | modified based on the Seismic Analysis Update. approval.
dated January 2001 and revised February 2002. Ground » The City Engineer independently, or acting upon the recormmendation of an
shaking caused by earthquakes along the known active independent Certified Engineering Geologist, shall review, approve, or reject for
faults or fault zones near the site, including Concord-Green | modification, the seismic Analysis Update and recommendations. (NOTE: The cost of
Valley fault, Pittsburg/Kirby fault, Antioch fault, Mount Diablo | independent third-party review shall be paid by the developer.)
thrust fault zone, and Greenville fault, could piace people
| and struclures al risk. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT B2 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project The City Building Division and
The project site is located in a zone of seismic-induced « Design proposed housing in accordance with provisions of the Building Code in effect at | Proponent City Engineer shall review and
ground shaking having peak herizontal acceleration up to the future time of application for Building Permits approve o all designs in regard
0.69. Potential adverse impacis of ground shaking on « Geotechnical and Civil Engineer shail assign the appropriate “seismic design criteria” for to housing and utilities on the
development infrastructure, structures and people can be the design of utilities including on-site and off-site water reservoirs. project site, before issuing a
reduced to acceplable levels by completing the project « Geotechnical and Civil Engineer in cooperation with PG&E shall assign and review Grading Permit or Building
seismic design and construction in accordance with curent | sejsmic design criteria for cut and fill slopes that encroach within the PG&E easement or Permits.
best standards for earlhquake—resistantloqnstruction in near power transmission towers,
accordance with the 2001 California Building Standards « Prepare and submit all final design and engineering plans to the City for review,
Gode and City of Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapler 15.88 approval, or rejection for medification by the City Engineer.
Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control.
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT B3
Seismic-induced ground shaking and extensive grading cuts | None wamanled as potential for ground lurching, liquefaclion, and lateral spreading enthe | none Not applicable

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homgowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Ii RESIDENTIAL. DEVELOPMENT

excavated to bedrock and backfilled with engineered
fill. In the event of a landslide, debris flow from these
areas could run out over the perimeter lots and
proposed headwalls on the project site.

« Perform additional test pits and/or bores, as recommended in its reports, to enable the actual
design dimensions and depth of bedrock east of previous Test Pits TP-37 and TP-38. Additional
cross-sections for the area beneath and upslope of Lots 95-106 shall be prepared and submitted
with the Final Grading Plan.

« Prepare and submit additional cross-sections (e.g.. see Draft EIR, Chapler V.B, Geology &
Seismicity, section line E-E' in Figure 11) to address the debris volume and run-out area for the
mapped landslides beneath and upslope of the eastern headwalls, Lots 181-183, and Lots 188-
190.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
"IMPACT B4 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following: Project
Many locations on the project site are susceptible to + Sub-excavate compressible colluvium and iandslide deposits to bedrock, where feasible, and Proponent
landslides and others are underlain by compressible then backfill with engineered butiress fills, to allow for development of the proposed
colluvial deposits. improvements without exposure of persons or property to avoidable risk of debris flow,
compressible soils, and differential settlement.
« Construct sub-surface keyways and benches as shown conceptually in Figure 12, through
disrupted landslide materials and shear planes into underlying competent materials.
«» Install sub-drains, as shown conceptuaily in Figure 12, to drain water from engineered buttress
fills.
+ Size and then construct debris benches or other intervening undeveloped spaces to provide
sufficient run-out areas for unmitigated landslides located upslope of the proposed houses,
roads, and other improvements
« Construct the surface drainage facilities as determined by the developer's Civil Engineer to
coliect and control storm water runoff.
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT BS Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the fellowing: Project The City of Pittsburg's General
To ensure that landslide areas are properly repaired, « A complete design-level final geotechnical report and associated field work shall be completed | Proponent Plan policies 10-P-9, 10-P-10,
site-specific designs will have to be developed and by a Certified Engineering Geologist. The analysis presented in the geotechnical report shall and 10-P-17 apply,
incorporated into the final design plans attached to the | conform to the California Geclogical Survey's recormmendations presented in the “Guidelines for
Vesting Tentative Map & Grading Plan for approval by | Evaluating Seismic Hazards in California.”
the City. + Analysis and recommendations in the geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the
project’s final engineering and design plans and submitted to the City Engineer for review and
approval.
» The report shall identify building techniques appropriate for minimizing seismic damage.
__Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT B6 Developer shall provide for, perform, or implement the following:
Portions of Landslide areas #1, 2, 17, 18, 25 and 26 « Size the width of the debris bench upslope of proposed Lots 95-106 to provide sufficient run- Project
upslope of the proposed project would not be sub- out area to protect Lots 95-106. Proponent

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU=

Significant unavoidable HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

(Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY

OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes

by
IMPACT B7 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project City Engineer shall review and
Unstable slopes, landslide and coliuvial deposits can be « Prepare and submit a Slope Management Plan to the City Engineer for review and Proponent approve the Stope

repaired and structures can be protected from off-site debris
flows. However, debris benches, headwalls and storm
water diversion pipelines, v-ditches, and re-graded slopes
on the project site would warrant long-term monitoring,
maintenance, and repair or supplementation to ensure their
continuing function.

approval prior to the approval of a revised Vesting Tentative Map or Final Subdivision Map.

(1) The Slope Management Plan shall identify the kinds of hazards found on the site and
areas subject to continuing monitoring, maintenance, repair or supplementation,
including areas in private and public ownership.

(2 Improvements {e.g., structures, roads, and storm water collection and systems) shall
be designed to divert excessive storm water runoff water from on-site slopes and
avoid excessive irigation water on on-site slopes.

{3) The Slope Management Plan shail include provisions for periodic inspection and leng-
term maintenance, episodic repair, and as-needed supplementation of the identified
re-graded slopes, repaired landslides, debris benches, v-ditches and storm water
diversion headwalls and pipelines.

{4) The Slope Management Plan shall identify its purpose, implementing entity which is
suggested to be a Hazard Abatement District, funding mechanism, and administration
by the Homeowners Association (HOA), or by another mechanism approved by the
City.

(5} The Slope Management Plan shall be developed by a Registered Geotechnicai
Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist, who shall be responsible for identification
re-graded slopes, built structures, or other built or natural features essential for the
long-term stability of the fills and cuts.

(6} The Program shall include provisions for maintenance and timely remediation of any
identified problems within the purview of the Plan, which shall be implemented and
funded through the responsible entities.

« The Slope Management Plan shall be consistent with the Natural Grassland Element
(see Chapters V. D and V.G, pp. V-180 and V-234 & -235). The Natural Grassland
Element will designate where 1) introduced species landscaped areas will be allowed and
2) where natural grassland areas are to be maintained. The undeveloped slopes in the
southern portion of the project site, generally above 390 feet msi, will be designated for
maintenance as natural grassland in the Natural Grassland Element. Both the Slope
Management Plan and Natural Grassland Element shall be incorporated into the Codes,
Covenants & Restrictions (CC&Rs). .

« Deed restrictions, easements, or other appropriate legal instruments shall be placed on
all re-graded slopes to allow monitoring, maintenance, and remedial activities, and to
require the property owners to maintain appropriate landscaping and irrigation procedures.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Management Plan, before
approving a Final Subdivision
Map.

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

(Continued}
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT B8 + Same as above. See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT B4. Project
Approximately 107 proposed lots, and additional areas of Proponent
proposed roads, are underiain by colluvium. ENGEQ
identified potential for “excessive totat and differential
settlement” at the project sile from consolidation of
compressible coliuvial deposits in the swales where fill will
be placed and from settlement of foundations where
supported over compressible colluvial and alluvial deposits.
ENGEQ recommended complete removal and replacement Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
with engineered fill.
IMPACT B9 Developer shall provide for, pays the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
ENGEO also recommended supplemental exploration to + Complete removal of landslide or colluvial deposits within the limits of the project site Proponent
characterize the compressibility of soil in the southwestern shall be performed during the remedial grading, unless subsequent supplemental
valley. The purpose of ENGEQ's recommendation was to exploration is performed and demonstrates that partial removal would be effective.
allow for partial removal of compressible landslide or « Final detailed geotechnical design documents shall be subject to review and approval of
colluvial deposits, if subsequent supplemental exploration the City or independent Certified Engineering Geologist retained by the City, the cost of
and engineering findings demonstrate partial removal could | whose services are reimbursed by the Project Proponent.
he effective. = Engineering solutions that should be included in the final geotechnical report include the
following:
(1) Complete removai {over-excavation) of the landslide deposits, colluvium and
unengineered fill material, or else settlement estimates, engineering measures, and/or
structural siting guidelines for iots on which underlying compressible materials are left
in-place (2) Slope stabilization measures for potentiaity unstable landforms that are
located upslope of proposed building pads {cross section D-D)
(3) Calculations of upsiope debris volumes and engineering backup for placement and
size of debris benches for unrepaired off-site landslides (see Figures 9 or 11}
(4) Cost-benefit analysis for re-construction of off-site unstable slope areas
(5) Structural siting guidelines for lots located downslope from slopes that could remain
unstable (avoidance).
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT B10 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Past-grading settlement of “deeper” fills and underlying + See IMPACT B8 and mitigation measures above. Proponent

compressible colluvial deposits may result over a long'
period after grading. Post-grading settiement and
differential settiement have the general potential to cause
gradual damage to roads, utilities, and occupied structures if
nat properly designed and constructed.

« During project construciion, mass grading and remedial over-excavation of landslide
and colluvium shall be conducted under the supervision of a Registered Geotechnical
Engineer or Certified Engineering Geologist and any design modifications necessitated by
changes in field conditions shall be reviewed and approved by the City.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Sign

ficant unavoidable HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

(Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT B11 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Soils on the project site are moderately to highly expansive, = In locations underiain by expansive soils and/or non-engineered fitl, the design of Preponent
having a PI that ranges from 22 to 46. Soils underlying proposed building foundations and other improvements (including sidewalks, roads, and
portions of the project site have moderate to high utilities) shail reflect expansive soil conditions.
shrink/swell potential. Foundation damage, warping, and « Design-level geotechnical work (for example, as required by Mitigation Measures for
cracking of roads and sidewalks, and rupture of ulility lines | |IMPACTS B5 and B6) shall include provisions to ensure that potential damage related to
could potentially cccur if on-site expansive soils, and the expansive soils and non-uniformly compacted fill are commected. The potential effects of
quality of engineered fill, is not considered during design expansive soil conditions may be mitigated by removal of high Plasticity Index (Pl} sails
and construction of improvements. and replacement with lower Pl soils, and also by design and construction of improvements

to withstand the forces exerted during the expected shrink-swell cycles and settlements.

« On lots, driveways and streets having both cut and fill, or cut without fili, foundation

subgrade and road/driveway subgrade shall be prepared by undercutting and backfilling

with a suitable depth of seiect base material. Undercutting shall extend outward a suitable

distance from the road, driveway or foundation foot print.

« All mitigation measures, design criteria, performance standards and specifications set
forth in the geotechnical and soils report required by Mitigation Measure shall be
implemented.
Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT B12 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Increased erosion and sedimentation during the grading = The applicant shall prepare Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be Proponent

phase polentially could result from cut and fill operations,
drainage pattem alteration, and general construction
operations. Cut slopes and fill siopes have a general
potential for erasion and sedimentation, especially if grading
occurs during the rainy season. Long-term erosion and
sedimentation can occur if grading and drainage systems
are improperly constructed and landscaping is not
adequately installed or maintained on slopes. Short-term
and long-term erosion and sedimentation can be
significantly reduced by developing and implementing a
project-specific erosion and sediment conirol plan, by
appropriate construction techniques, landscaping, and
maintenance of graded slopes and subsurface drainage
systems.

submitted to the City for review and approved by the City prior to issuance of a grading
permit. The following measures shall be considered and inceorporated into the SWPPFP as
necessary to decrease erosion and sedimentation:

« Grading activities shall be performed generally in the “dry season” except as grading in
the rainy season (Cctober 15 — April 15) may be allowed in the Grading Permit subject to
the City's approval.

« Interim controls, such as water bars, muiching of exposed siopes, installation of
temporary culverts, rock siope protection, sediment traps, silt fences and/or straw wattles
consistent with the Association of Bay Area Governments Manual of Standards for Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Measures or the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water
Quality Control Board Erosion and Sedirnent Conirol Field Manual shall be implemented.

» Before grading is concluded, a positive gradient away from the slopes must be
established to carry the runoff away from the slopes to areas where erosion and
sedimentation can be controlled.

Residual effect after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant  SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority  LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact

Mitigation Measures .

Action
by

Notes

V.C Hydrology & Water Quality Impacts

IMPACT C1

The proposed project would resuit in some loss of ground water
recharge capability by filing of segments of unnamed intermittent
and ephemeral stream channels. On-site infiltration basins and
infiltration in the detention basin were considered but were assessed
to be infeasible in view of the depth to groundwater and on-site soil
conditions. Alternative recharge at the proposed detention basin, for
example, by a groundwater recharge well, is not a current Best
Management Practice (BMP). In view of the LTS nature of the

None required.

none

| ground water recharge effect, mitigation is not required.

IMPACT C2

Though the City of Pittsburg’s two municipal weils could supply on
an interim basis, the permanent water supply assumed in the Cily of
Pittsburg 2000 Urban Water Management Plan is purchased water
from CCWD. Inclusion of the project site in the Central Vailey
Project (CVP) is necessary lo avoid potential overdrafi of ground
water from the two municipal wells.

« Developer shall provide all necessary documentation as shall be required by
CCWD for its application for inclusien of the project site in the CVP. -City shall not
issue grading or building permits pending receipt of a “Will Serve” letter from
CCWD.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Project
Proponent

IMPACT C3

The proposed grading and construction of headwalls would
necessitate permanent access for the purpose of periodic inspection
and maintenance. The proposed alteration of natural drainageways
creates polential for clogging of the bypass piping with debris and
back-up of water on the Antioch Unified School District-owned
parcel.

+ Developer shall include provisions for permanent easements to enable access
to drainage structures including headwalls, catchment basins, and outfalls.
¢ See also mitigation measures for IMPACT C4.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Project
Proponent

IMPACT C4

The proposed grading and filling of segments of intermitient and
ephemeral streams requires construction of graded slopes,
concrete-lined V-ditches, headwalls, bypass pipe and two outfalls.
After construction, potential siltation caused by erosion of the
proposed detention basin's 3:1 sloped side walls, sloped headwall
areas, and outfalls would remain a possibility and would require
periodic monitoring and recurring maintenance for the life of the
project. The drainage alteration, therefore, has the potential to result
in long-term erosion and siltation of off-site receiving waters and
man-made conveyance or detention systems.

Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, or implement the following:

» Headwalls will not be designed or constructed to act as detention basins.

+ Headwall areas shall be graded, restored, and then maintained in a manner as
to provide naltural filtration of the area around each headwall.

+ The headwall and the outfzll will be designed with appropriate setilement,
filtration and energy dissipation features. A trash rack at the headwali would
prevent trash and larger debris from entering the pipelines.

« Dissipaters and plantings at the headwalls and outfall will minimize erosion and
provide natural filtration and settling, Gabion dissipaters at the outfall will reduce
velocity and minimize erosion. At the three proposed headwalls along the
southern boundary of the project site, rip rap or gravel beds to reduce fiow velocity
and allow settiing could be effective. A vegetated buffer area upslope of the
headwall also will be required to assist filtration and seltling.

(Continued)

Project
Proponent

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority . LOS = Level of Service

(Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH || RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

and sedimentation owing to cut and fill, removal of native
grasses, and creation of slopes without vegetalive cover.

construction of headwalls, outfalls and dissipaters, and restoration of native grass cover on
graded slopes.

» Implement BMPs for erosion control as set forth in the SWPPP, including but not
necessarily imited to application of soil stabilizers such as hydro-seeding, netting, erosion
control mats, and rock slope protection.

» Grading shall be performed generally in the “dry season” except as grading in the rainy
season {Oclober 15 — April 15) may be allowed in the SWPPF and Grading Permit subject
to the City's approval.

« Prior to re-establishment of vegetative cover, the developer shall use such temporary
measures as fiber rolls along slopes, and silt fences at the boundaries of the construction
site adjoining drainageways, as necessary.

« To prevent tracking of mud onto adjacent roads and airborne dust, developer shall
construct temporary areas of aggregate “mats” over bare soil to creale stable areas for off-
road vehicles and construction employee vehicles.

« Construction entrances and exits shall be equipped with water and temporary collection
of rinse water for tire rinsing to remove mud as needed.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Iimpact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT C4 (Continued) =« A perpetual funding source shall be established for maintenance of the proposed on-site Project The CCCFCWCD and City
detention basin, headwalls and outfalls. Establishment of the latier fund is suggested prior | Proponent | Engineer shall review and
to the City's issuance of a grading permit for construction of the headwalls, outfalls and, approve the detailed plans. City
on-site detention basin. Therefore, the fund will be supported initially by the developer shall notissue grading or building
{e.g., through deposits to a Maintenance Assessment District account), which later may be permits pending completion of
assumed by a HOA or GHAD and supported through HOA dues or special assessments. review and approval by
« Daveloper shall prepare detailed plans for headwails, outfalls and dissipaters to. CCCFCWCD and establishment

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS of the above fund.

IMPACT C5 Nene required as these effects are LTS. none

Off-site, in Markley Creek, there is some potential that

increased duration of storm water discharges could

potentially contribute to stream bank erosion and turbidity.

Storm water discharges from proposed Sub-area 6 and the

upstream tributary area would not be detained. Tributary

area, addition of impervious surface, and slope of the man-

made conveyance systems are accounted for in Drainage

and Sewer Study, Addendum #1. Incremental rates of

runoff in comparison to pre-project levels would nol be

substantial for 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, and 100-year storms.

For the 10-year, 24-hour recurrence storm, the peak flow

| (Q4g) would increase to 16 cfs from 13 cfs.
IMPACT C6 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Grading has an acknowledged potential to induce erosion « Prepare a SWPPP will address specific grading activities on the project sile, Proponent

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powars Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Action
by

Notes

IMPACT C7

The rale of storm water runoff from the project site and Highlands Ranch would
remain below the allowable pre-development peak rate (235 cfs) owing to the
existing and proposed detention systems. On-site detention will limit critical flows
from the proposed detention basin in Sky Ranch li to 15 cfs. Off-site detention will
Emit critical flows from the existing detention basin in Highlands Ranch to 79 cfs.
The effect, therefore, is LTS.

None required.

none

IMPACT C8

The amounl of storm water runoff from the project site would increase above the
pre-development volume owing to the addition of impervious surfaces such as roof
tops, walkways, and road pavement. The proposed on-site detention basin in Sky
Ranch H has been sized to accommodate the critical storage volume and avoid
down stream fiooding. The on-site storage volume adequate to detain runoff for
the critical storm is 7 acre-feet at water surface elevation 244.5 feet above msl.
The estimated available storage capacity in the proposed defention basin is 14
acre-feet,

« Developer shall submit to the City Engineering Department final
detention basin design detail with 14-acre feet of storage, assuming
3:1 graded slopes, and 250-foot msl maximum surface water
elevation.

« Developer shall submit to the City Engineering Department final
HEC-1 hydrological routing calculations for the 100-year, 12-hour, 6-
hour, and 3-hour storms.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Project
Proponent

IMPACT C2

Storm water runoff from the project site would add to the pre-development volume
detained in the Highlands Ranch detention basin. The existing detention basin in
Highlands Ranch has been sized to accommodate the critical storage volume and
avoid down stream flooding. For the critical storm, the off-sile storage volume
adequate to detain combined inflow from various tributary sub-areas upstream of
the Highlands Ranch detention basin is 16 acre-feet. The eslimated available
storage capacity in the existing detention basin is 21 acre-feet at water surface
elevation 117 feet above msl. This potential effect, therefore, is LTS.

None required.

none

IMPACT C10

Storm water runoff frem the project site, Highlands Ranch, and other tributary sub-
areas would add to the pre-project volume detained in the CCWD detention basin
north of Buchanan Road. For the critical storm, the storage volume adequate to
detain combined inflow from various upstream tributary sub-areas is 4 acre-feet at
a water surface elevation 88.3 feet above msl. The estimated available storage
capacity in the existing detention basin is 6 acre-feet at water surface elevation
90.0 feet above msl. The potential effect on the CCWD-owned detention basin is
LTS.

None required.

nene

LTS = Less-than-significant 5 = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT C11 « The applicant will pay the DA 70 drainage deficiency fund (85,000 per gross acre) for Project
Storm water runoff from the project site, Highlands development on the land within APN 089-050-067 which is located within DA 70.  The fees Proponent
Ranch, and other tributary sub-areas would add to the paid would be used for design and construction of off-site drainage improvements in the Kirker
pre-project fiows conveyed in off-site pipeline north of Creek watershed.
Buchanan Road. Capital improvement project SD-18 « The applicant will pay the Kirker Creek Impervious Surface Drainage Fee to the City of
consists of 1,000 lineal feet of upsized storm sewer Pitisburg for the portion of the project site located within the Kirker Creek watershed. The
pipeline from Contra Costa Canal north to Los Medanos ; Kirker Creek Impervious Surface Drainage Fee will be collected during the development
Community College has no committed funding sources. | process, prior to filing the Final Map, and will be used to fund Capital Improvements for

drainage within the Kirker Creek watershed.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT C12 « Developer shall implement BMPs and provisions for emergency notification procedures and Project
Grading and construction have an acknowledged response contingencies, spill clean up kits, secure storage of hazardous materials, designated Proponent
potential to present a risk of unauthorized discharge of sanitary waste bins.
hazardous materials to storm sewers and natural « Developer agrees to use commercial equipment refueling on the project site and further
drainageways. -Developer shall prepare a Spill agrees not to store diesel fuel or gasoline on-site.
Prevention and Contingency Plan (SPCP) which willbe | « Developer shall nolify contractors and provide copies of the SWPPP and SPCP for all
submitted to the City at the time of application for contractors.
Grading Permit. « Developer shall provide guidelines for contractor handiing of waste paints, waste adhesives,

and other hazardous materials. Such materials generally shall not be stored on the project

site, or if stored, said storage shall be inside secure, covered storage structure and limited to

compatible materials. Storage of hazardous materials above exempt quantities requires permit

and Hazardous Materials Business Plan from Contra Cosla County Department of

Environmentat Health.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT C13 To provide for long-term maintenance and operation of proposed construcied drainage Project Project Engineer shall prepare
Funding sources and the responsible parties are systems, developer shall provide for and pay the costs of establishing the following: Proponent | and submit the O&M Manual to

necessary for long-term monitoring, impiementation of
current BMPs and public awareness programs, and
maintenance of constructed on-site drainage systems.

« A perpetual funding source for periodic maintenance of the proposed detention basin,
headwalls, and outfalls will be created through agreement between the developer and City of
Pitisburg.

= An Operation and Maintenance Manual for periodic monitoring and maintenance of the
detention basin, headwalls, open channel and cutfalls. The manual should be written clearly
$0 it could function as a complete guide for any commercial or Public Works mainlenance
entity.

« BMPs and public awareness to limit or reduce such potential pollution and prevent some
from entering the drainage system.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

the City Engineer. Before
construction of the detention
basin, headwalls, and outfalls, the
funding source (for long-term
monitoring, implementation of
BMPs and public awareness
programs, and maintenance of
passive treatment BMPs) will be
established. The fund will be
supported initially by the
developer (e.g., through deposits
to a Maintenance Assessment
District account), which later may
be assumed by a HOA or GHAD.

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant _SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

from the natural scenic vista of the southem
hills and sumulatively could contribute to
urban night glow. The houses on Lots 128-
132 have specific polential to direct
reflective glare from rear-facing windows
toward the north near sunset (April-

| September).

consistency of proposed window area on rear elevations with the design objective of avoiding a new source
of substantial glare.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

V.D Visual Resources
IMPACT D1 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Light-colored, reflective stucco and reddish + Modify the roof color-palette to substitute natural, terrain-neutral color and restrict terra cotta or clay roof | Proponent
clay tile architectural design elements could | tiles on certain lots including Proposed Lots 126-136, 206, 268, 300-309, 344-346, and all other lots
potentially degrade the visual character and | generally above 350 feet msl. Also, the palette for proposed lots north of the Buchanan Bypass should be
quality of adjacent southern hills. Light- consistent with Highlands Ranch. Require Codes, Covenants & Restriclions that prehibit or limit roofing
colored stucco and reddish roof tones tend color changes by future owners.
to contrast with the natural setting and « Modify the stucco and exterior trim color-palette to substitute more saturated terrain-neulral exterior
hence, could potentially distract from key colors and restrict white or light reflective exterior colors on certain lots. The palette for proposed lots
focal elements of the existing scenic vista north of the Buchanan Bypass should be consistent with Highlands Ranch. Require Codes, Covenants &
{i.e., existing annual grassland and Restrictions that prohibit or limit stucco or exterior paint color changes by future owners.
adjoining hills). Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT D2 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project City Planning Director shall review
Through landscaping and introduction of « Prepare a design supplement, herein called a “Natural Grassland Element,” to illustrate 1} where Proponent during Design Review and shall
non-native landscape species, the project landscaped areas will be allowed and 2) where natural grassiand areas are to be maintained as shown, for assure CC&Rs are consistent with
could potentially degrade the natural setting | example, on Figure 19. Incorporate a Natural Grassland Element into the Codes, Covenants & the stated mitigation measures and
and draw focal attention away from existing Restrictions (CC&Rs) that prohibit introduced species on designated graded siopes and other designated design requirements established in
trees that accent the adjoining hills above as natural grassland areas. Design Review.
500 feet (msl). Policy 4-P'82 of the General | « Codes, Covenants & Restrictions shall control landscaping of slopes on specific lots {such as, for
Plan suggests new development be example, Lets 127-137, Lots 307, 308 and 379-381, and other undeveloped slopes in the southem portion
responsive to natural elements and of the project site generally above 390 feet msi) to achieve a sense of connection with the adjoining open
maintain a sense of connection to grassy hills and ravines. To maintain an open quality, prohibition of introduced species such as ivy, ice
surrounding uses. plant, shrubs and trees on the slopes on these specific lots, could mitigate potential degradation of the

existing quality of the view of the adjacent southemn hills above 500 feet (msl).

» Codes, Covenants & Restrictions shall control fences on the slopes on specific lots (such as, for

example, Lols 127-137 and Lots 307, 308 and 379-381) to maintain an open lock of continuous,

uninterrupted grassy contours. To maintain an open quality, prohibition of opaque fences on the slopes

on these specific lots, could mitigate potential degradation of existing visual character and quality.

Transparent fences such as unfinished corral or open “iron bar” (not chain tink) would be consistent with

General Plan Policy 4-P-7.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT D3 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project
Reflective glare could potentially detract » Rear elevations of proposed houses on Lots 128-132 shall incorporate reduced window area to assure Proponent

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant _5U = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measuras Action | Notes
by
IMPACT D4 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following: Project City Planning and Public
Street lights on “A” Count, “D" Court, and other proposed streets, and ¢ Use full cutoff street luminaires to direct light downward. “Full cutoff” luminaire means a | Proponen | Works Departiments will
home and backyard illumination have a general potential to add the light juminaire that allows no direct light emissions above a horizontal plane through the t review street lighting
levels on the site. Street luminaires, flood lights, landscape lighting, and luminaire's lowest light-emitting pan. plan and proposed
interior lighting have a potential to add multiple new visible light sources « Prepare a plan which shows the proposed height, lecation, and intensity of street lights CC&Rs and will
which could delract from the natural scenic vista of the southern hills and | on-site. The plan shall comply with minimum standards for roadway lighting, and shall be consider allowing
cumulatively could contribute to urban night glow. reviewed and approved by the City Planning and Public Works Department. minimum street lighting
+ Codes, Covenants & Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall control fiood lighting and landscape illumination levels
lighting on the slopes and yards of specific lots (Such as, for example, Lots 127-137 and throughout the project
Lots 307, 308 and 379-381) to avocid light “trespass” or “spill” and excessive illumination site as the proposed
levels. subdivision is located on
» CC&Rs shall prohibit continuous all-night exterior lighting throughout the project. the urban edge in the
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS foreground of the
southem hills.
V.E Land Use & Planning
IMPACT E1 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, perform or implement the following design Project City shall consider
Without retaining connected open space as common area under common | modifications to the extent that any such modifications are required during Design Review | Proponen | design measures and
ownership by a Homeowners’ Association, or without using a single- | including, for example, the following: t options during Design
loaded street design, there is relatively less opportunity for orientation of [ « Options such as modified front elevations to de-emphasize garage doors. Review.
future homes toward open space. The design of the houses, proposed | « Staggered building setbacks in the southem portion of the project site.
streets, sidewalks, lighting, and fencing will have considerable influence | « Alternative sireet cross sections for the southemn portions of “B” Street and “D” Street
over the ultimate suburban almosphere or rural atmosphere experienced | and for the entire length of “B® Court, “C” Court and *D" Court. Alternative sireel sections
within the project. may not have conventional curbs and sidewalks in favor of a more rustic design with extra
tree planting width.
+ A Fencing and Natural Grassland strategy to avoid visual interruption of prominent
south facing slopes visible from Buchanan Road.
» Reduced lighting requirements for the southern area of the site along the southem
portions of “B” Street and “D” Street and for the entire length of “B” Count, “C” Court and
‘D" Court.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS.
IMPACT £2 = The City shall consider requiring additional connections by means of pedestrian paths, Project City Planning and Public
The proposed project lacks connection to Black Diamond Ranch. which the developer shall build if required. Proponen | Works shall consider
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS |t before approval of a
Final Map.
IMPACT E3
The applicant proposes filling of identified stream channels and wetlands The same mitigation measures apply as for IMPACT A12. Avoidance alternatives are Project
without on-site conservation. Stream and wetlands alteration could be discussed in Chapter V1. Proponen

mitigated by means of off-site compensatory mitigation. General Plan
goals or policies 9-P-9 through -11 encourage, but do nol require,
restoration or re-establishment of creeks in the design of new

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

t

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATICN MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action | Notes
by
IMPACT E3 {Continued)
development. Policy 9-P-12 requires protection and restoration of wetlands. The same mitigation measures apply as for IMPACT A12. Avoidance allernatives are Project
General Plan policies 9-P-9 through -12 are intended for 1) conservation of discussed in Chapter VI. Proponent
perennial creeks, having defined bed and bank , and also having riparian habitat,
functional, or aesthetic vaiues, as opposed to intermittent or ephemeral creeks
lacking these values, or for 2) conservation of wetlands baving substantial habitat, Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
functional, or aesthetic vaiues.
V.E Land Use & Planning {Continued)
IMPACT E4 » The City shall coordinate during finalization of the HCP/NCCP and shali provide the City The City
The proposed project includes no open space; therefore, the land preservation revised developed acreage for the project site so that preservation goals and targets in the shail
calculation in the HCP/NCCP, which is based on about 80 developed acres rather | HCP/NCCP can be increased as necessary. coordinate
than 160 developed acres on the project site, needs to be revised. Resigual impact after mitigation: LTS. with JPA.
V.F_Population, Housing, and Employment
IMPACT F1 none
With lateral connections from the Buchanan Subarea Loop Il this water transmission| None is warranted. Such housing development in the Buchanan Planning Subarea and the
mitigation measure could serve planned land development in the Buchanan associaled population growth there have been considered as part of the General Plan
Planning Subarea as planned in the City’s adopted General Plan, including, for adoption process. The 2000 Water Systemn Master Plan and capacity of this water
example, the Thomas Ranch and Montreux parcels. Though the propesed project | Iransmission pipeline are based on development assumptions consistent with the adopted
could not directly induce housing development or population growth, in conjunction | General plan land uses. The proposed annexation of the project site inlo the Central Valley
with this water conveyance mitigalion measure, provision of water to the project site | Project would not extend annexation or a will-serve commitment from the Contra Costa Water
indirectly could induce development on the nearby parcels by allevialing a current | District to adjoining or nearby parcels.
water-pressure constraint.
Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant
V.G Community Services & Utilities
IMPACT G1 » Developer will provide an on-site mini-park with swings and other piay apparatus, and Project
Development of the project could lead lo increased use of the nearest tennis courts. For reasons discussed in Chapter V. K, Public Health & Safety, a preferred Proponent
neighborhood parks including Hightands-Buchanan Road Park, Highlands Park, {ocation for on-site park facilities is the vicinity proposed Lots 181-190.
Marchetti Park. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G2 + Developer will pay an in lieu park fee, or dedicate park land, or perform a combination of Project
Development of the project is expected to increase visitation at Black Diamond both, equivalent to 5.89 acres (1.42 acres per 100 dwelling units). In the event that open Proponent

Mines Regional Preserve (BDMRP) and also increase the use of Buchanan Park,
Contra Loma Regional Park, and Stoneman Park.

space is dedicated under one of the alternatives to the proposed project, such dedication of
open space shall not be counted as park land dedication.

« Developer will prolect right-of-way across the entire 110-foot width of the combined PG&E
and Kinder Morgan Energy Partners easements, for future development of an east-west trail
connection with BDMRP. Protection of the trail right-of-way may be counted in the future as
part of the developer's park land dedication reguirement, only al that time when trail
improvements are made, and only for thal portion of the right-cf-way on which trail
improvements are actually made.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Serv

ce
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action by Notes
IMPACT G3 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: Project
On-site park land dedication, or trail right-of-way protection on the = Perform compensatory mitigation measures as described in Chapter V.A, Proponent
project site, would have the same impact on wildiife species and their Biology & Wetlands.
habitat as described for the proposed project in Chapter V.A, Biology & » Construct appropriate permanent barriers around all on-site park areas, to
Wetlands. Coverage of any portion of the site with tot lots or tennis prevent movement of terrestrial wildlife across these areas.
court, for example, would remove grassland habitat and introduce + Retain a qualified biologist to perform appropriate pre-consiruction or
human presence. nesting surveys before constructing on-site park or trail improverments.
Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant after off-sile
compensatory mitigation
IMPACT G4 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: City
Ofi-site trenching for construction of 9,600 lineal feel of 20-inch diameter | « Implement hours of construction to avoid nighttime construction through
water transmission pipe and 12,400 lineal feet of 16-inch diameter water | residential neighborhoods.
transmission pipe will generate temporary diesel exhaust fumes, dust « Use trench cover plates to maintain open lanes of travel on Buchanan Road
and noise along the construction corridor. Temporary traffic diversion during the peak commute hours.
potentially coutd result from constructiosi detours or drivers changing « Implement dust control and street cleaning measures to control fugitive
routes to avoid the construction zone could cause temporary traffic dust.
intrusion, dust and in neighborhoods adjoining the construction corridor Residual impact after mitigation: Unavoidable
such as, for example, Ventura Drive north of Buchanan Road.
IMPACT G5 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: Project
Construction of the City-recommended Zone I/l water reserveir would = Retain a qualified biclogist to perform appropriate pre-construction or Proponent
impact approximately 1 acre of native annual grasslands, all within the nesting surveys before constructing the an-site Zone II/11} water reservoir.
acknowledged range of the SJKF, foraging habital potentially used by « Perform compensatory mitigation measures, as described in Chapter V.A,
protected species of bird, and proposed critical habitat of the CRLF. Biology & Wetlands.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G& Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: Project
Construction and operation of the City-recommended Zone [V waler « Retain a qualified biologist to perform appropriate pre-construction or Proponent
reservoir would impact approximately 2.5 acres of native annual nesting surveys before constructing the off-site Zone IV water reservoir and
grasslands, all within the acknowledged range of the SJKF, foraging service road improvements.
habitat potentially used by protected species of bird, and proposed « Perform compensatory mitigation measures, as described in Chapter V.A,
critical habitat of the CRLF. Biology & Wetlands, for additional acreage estimated in the amount of 2.5
acres, or three times the acreage used for the reservoir and service road,
whichever is less.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G7 Developer shall provide for, pay the cests of, and implement the following: Project
Operation of a public-dedicated sanitary sewer lifi station has the « Provide sanitary connections on Lots 162-204 to connect to a lateral that Proponent

potential to cause impact from pump noise or emergency back-up power
gernerator noise, and odor from upset conditions. The pump station
would require periodic maintenance and could result in temporary noise
associated with mainlenance or replacement aclivities.

has gravity flow to the collection system in Black Diamond Ranch.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Ii RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures _ Action by | Notes
IMPACT G38 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and perform the following: Project
Construction of the approximately 4-acre detention basin would have | « Perform compensatory mitigation measures as described in Chapler V.A, Proponent
the same impact on wildlife species and their habitat as described Biclogy & Wetlands.
for the proposed project in Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands. « Construct appropriate permanent barriers around all on-site park areas, to
Excavation and filling in and around the basin, and proposed sound | prevent movement of terrestrial wildlife across these areas.
wall and lot fencing would remove grassland habitat and introduce « Retain a qualified biologist to perform appropriate pre-construction or nesting
human presence. surveys before construcling on-site park or trail improvements.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT G9
Construction and operation of new junior high and elementary None None
schools could result in adverse impacts, which are dependent on
school siting. The locations of the new schools are unknown; hence,
the particular nature and extent of adverse effects are speculative
and the potential impacts are not discussed further.
IMPACT G10 Developer shail provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: City
Off-site construction of Station 85 will generate temporary diesel « Implement hours of construction t¢ avoid nighttime construction.
exhausl fumes, dust and noise in the vicinity of the station. + Implement dust control and street cleaning measures to control fugitive dust.
construction sile. Resldual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G11 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: City
Construction of the Buchanan Bypass or Buchanan Road widening « Implement hours of construction to avoid nighttime construction.
each could generate temporary diesel exhaust fumes, dust and « Implement dust control and street cleaning measures to control fugitive dust.
noise along the construction cormidor. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G12 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following: Project
Operation of the Buchanan Bypass or a widened Buchanan Road « Construct or pay for the off-site improvements described in Chapter V., Proponent
each could generate long-term noise at sensilive receptors (see Community Noise.
Chapter V.1, Community Noise). Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

except along Ventura Drive in Highlands Ranch. Without the bypass, outdoor

noise in the front yards of houses along Ventura Drive, between Rangewood Drive

and Glen Canyen Circle/Drive, cannot be practically mitigated.
IMPACT G13
The project site would require annexation into the U.S. Bureau of « Provide evidence of satisfactory completion of Section 7 or Section 10 Project No Building Permit shall be issued
Reclamation’s CVP and a Will-Serve letter from CCWD. The consultation. Proponent by the City pending CCWD's

annexalion request cannot be processed by CCWD until CCWD has
evidence of Section 7 or Seclion 10 consultation with USFWS and
verification of wetlands delineation by USACE. Therefore,
assurance of the water supply for this site is pending Section 7, or
Section 10, consultation and annexation actions.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

annexation of the site into the CVP.

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action by [ Notes
IMPACT G14 Section 375 (b} of the California Waler Code authorizes the City to require, in connection with its water | Project
The proposed project could contribute incrementally to a future need conservation program, the instatlation of water-saving devices that are designed to reduce water Proponent
for new or expanded water treatment facilities, the construction of consumption. Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following:
which potentially could cause significant environmental effects. » Provide hot-water-pipe insulation and installation of & hot-water-recirculation device or other device
or design to provide hot water to tap within 15 seconds.
» Install 1.6 gallons-per-flush, ultra-low-flow toilets. This cuts the amount of water that goes down the
drain with each flush by 50 percent or more.-Developer shall install water-saving showerheads using
2.5 gallons per minute or less.
« Prepare a design supplement, herein called a “Natural Grassland Element,” to illustrate 1) where
landscaped areas will be allowed and 2) where natural grassland areas are to be maintained.
Incorporate a Natural Grassland Element into the Codes, Covenants & Restriclions (CC&Rs) that
prohibit introduced species on designated graded slopes and other designaled as natural grassland
areas.
« Prepare CC&Rs to address landscape guidelines that feature water-conserving concepts and a list
of drought-tolerant, low waler use plants (see Draft EIR, Appendix F).
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT G15 « Developer shalil isolate sewers under construction with sewer plugs or temporary grates left in-place | Project
The proposed project could contribute an upset discharge of raw | until new sewers are fully cleaned and accepted by the City. Proponent
wastewater after construction, owing to construction debris or « Developer shall register sewer piugs and ropes with the City prior to construction.
failure to remove temporary sewer plugs after construction. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
V.H Traffic & Circulation
IMPACT H1 « Developer shall pay & fair share for modification of the eastbound California Avenue approach to Project
Intersection #1 (Califomia Avenue/SR 4 WB ramps) would be provide an additional through lane. Proponent
expected to operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak with the project but | « Developer shall pay a fair share for provision of right-tum overlap phasing for the northbound right-
LOS D after mitigation. turn movement.
NOTE: This intersection also would operate deficiently without the NOTE: These are the same mitigalion measures as would be required at this intersection without the
project under the Existing Plus Approved Projects scenario. proposed project.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H2 « Developer shall pay a fair share for modification of the northbound Loveridge Road approach at the
intersection #2 {Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps) would be expected | ramps for provision of a separale right-urn lane. NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would
to operate al LOS E with the project but LOS C after mitigation. it be required at this intersection without the proposed project.
should be noted that the intersection also would operate deficiently Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
without the project under the Existing Plus Approved Projects
scenario.
IMPACT H3 « Developer shall pay for provision of an additional southbound left-turn lane and lane striping on the Project
Intersection #8 (Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road) would be expected | east leg to accommodate the two left-turn fanes foliowed by a merge to one fane. Optionally, the Proponent

to operate at LOS E during the a.m. peak hour with the project but
LOS D after mitigation. NOTE: This intersection would be expected to
opsrate acceptably in the LOS B range after completion of the Buchan

Road Bypass.

developer shall pay for provision of additional through-travel lanes, for a total of two eastbound and two
westbound. In implementing this mitigation measure, the City shall preserve existing bicycle lanes.
« Alternatively, the developer shall limit the subdivision to no more than 207 units until the opening of
the Buchanan Bypass for through-traffic connection.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant__SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT H4 » Developer shall pay a fair share towards the following improvements: the Project
Intersection #9 (Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive) would be expected | eastbound approach should be re-striped to accommodate two through lanes from Proponent
to operate at LOS E with the project but LOS A after mitigation. It west of Venlura Avenue lo east of Meadows Drive followed by a merge back to one
should be noted that the intersection alsc would operale deficiently lane. This should fit within the existing pavement through the use of narrower travel
without the project under the Existing Plus Approved Projects lanes and a narrower bike lane that nevertheless conform to City standards. in
scenario. It should be noted aiso that this intersection would be impiementing this measure, the City shall preserve the existing bicycle lanes. This
expected to operate acceptably in the LOS B range after completion | striping should be considered permanent until the bypass is opened.
of the Buchan Road Bypass. NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this intersection
without the proposed project.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT HS Project
Intersection #10 (Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue} would be + See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT H4 above. Proponent
expected to operate at LOS F with the project but LOS A after
mitigation. It should be noted that the intersection also would Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
operate deficiently without the project under the Existing Plus
Approved Projects scenario. NOTE: This intarsection would be
expected lo operate acceptably in the LOS B range after completion
of the Buchanan Road Bypass.
IMPACT H6 = Developer shall pay a fair share for modification of the northbound Somersville Project
Intersection #11 (Semersville Road/Buchanan Road) would be Road approach and eastbound Buchanan Read approach for provision of an additional | Proponent
expected to operate at LOS F with the project but LOS D after left-turn lane on each approach.
mitigation. NOTE: This intersection also would operale deficiently NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this intersection
without the project under the Existing Plus Approved Projects without the proposed project
scenario. Residual impact aftar mitigation: LTS
{MPACT H7 » Prior to opening of the Buchanan Bypass, developer shall not construct more than Project City shall monitor issuance of
The proposed project is expecled fo increase traffic volumes onthe | 353 units, uniess an alternative access to Buchanan Road from the Buchanan Bypass Proponent | building permits. Timing of the

local street portion of Ventura Drive in Highlands Ranch beyond the
City’s local street carrying capacity of 5,000 vpd. Existing traffic on
the block immediately south of Buchanan Road, is approximately
3,600 vpd. On the section of Ventura Drive with fronting houses,
existing traffic is estimated at 2,500 vpd. It is estimated that the
project would increase traffic volumes on Ventura Drive, between
Meadows Avenue and Jensen Drive, by a range of 2,580 to 3,300
vehicles per day (which transiates to 65 to 83 percent of the project
traffic). Assuming the mid-point, that the project sends
approximately 74 percent of its traffic on Ventura Drive, traffic will
increase to 5,440 vehicles per day (vpd) from 2,500 vpd on the
residential portion of the street. After the opening of the Buchanan
Bypass, traffic would decrease below the 5,000 vpd level,

is provided via Standard Oil Avenue.

« Before additional building permits above 353 permits are issued, the developer shall
construct the future Standard Oil Avenue between Buchanan Road and the Buchanan
Bypass to the City's Minor Arterial Street Standards for four lanes with turn lanes.

« To discourage use of Ventura Drive, the developer shall construct a Neighborhood
Diverter on Ventura Drive near the mouth of Buchanan Bypass. The design shail be
approved by the City of Pittsburg.

« Cily shall not issue building permits for more than 353 units unless it is shown
through professional traffic counting that the AADT on Ventura Drive, between
Jensen/Rangewood and Meadows Avenue, wili not exceed 5,000 vpd.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

diverter shall be timed to
coincide with construction
and opening of Standard Gil
Avenue.

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT H8 » Developer shall pay up to 100 percent of the cost, or a fair share if other future Project

The project may increase traffic volumes on Ventura Drive north of projects could have a similar effect, for a Neighborhood Diverter which meets the Proponent

Buchanan Road. This section of Ventura Drive is residential and City of Pittsburg’s criteria, to discourage through traffic on Ventura Drive north of

any increase in traffic from outside of the neighborhood may result in | Buchanan Road.

undesirable voiume levels and safety issues given the alignment of Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

the street.

IMPACT H9 « Developer shall pay for modification of the northbound left-turn on the Ventura Project

Intersection #8 (Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive) has 100 feet of Drive approach at Buchanan Road for provision of 250 feet of stacking, Proponent

available stacking in the northbound left-turn lane on Ventura Drive. | appropriate deceleration length, and transitions.

The proposed project would increase lefi-turn queuing to Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

approximately 200 to 250 feet.

IMPACT H10 « Developer shall pay for modification of the westbound left-turn on the Buchanan | Project

Intersection #10 (Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue) has 100 feel of | Road approach at Meadows Avenue for provision of 250 feet of stacking, Proponent

available stacking in the westbound left-tun lane on Buchanan appropriate deceleration length, and transitions.

Road. The proposed project would increase left-turn queuing to Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

approximately 200 to 250 feet.

IMPACT H11 + Developer shall construct a suitable EVA across Lot 191 as recommended by Project

The proposed project lacks connections to the adjoining Black CCCFPD. Proponent

Diamond Ranch residential subdivision. CCCFPD recommends + This EVA shall be accessible to emergency vehicles only and shall not be

provision of a 20-foot wide EVA through proposed Lot 191 to accessible to any other on road or off-road vehicular traffic.

Markley Creek Drive. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT H12 + See Mitigation Measures for IMPACT H1. Project

intersection #1 {California Avenue/SR 4 WB Ramps) would be NOTE: These are the same mitigation measures as would be required at this Proponent

expected to operate al LOS F with the project but LOS D after intersection without the proposed project.

mitigation. NOTE: The California Avenue approaches fo SR 4 WB Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

ramps are planned fo be widened by 2025. The intersection also

would operate deficiently without the project under the Cumulative

2025, Without Bypass, scenario.

IMPACT H13 « See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT H2. Project

Intersection #2 (Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps) would be NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this Proponent

expected lo operate at LOS E with the project but LOS C after
mitigation. NOTE: This interseclion also would operate deficiently
without the project under the Cumulalive 2025, Without Bypass,
scenario.

intersection without the proposed project.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT H14

Intersection #3 (Loveridge Road/Leland Road) would be expected to
operate at LOS F with the project but LOS D after mitigation. NOTE:
This intersection also would operate deficiently without the project
under the Cumulative 2025, Without Bypass, scenario.

« Developer shall pay a fair share for modification of the northbound Loveridge
Road approach to Leland Road for provision of a separate left-tumn lane.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable HOA = Homecwners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powars Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH |l RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT H15 Project
Intersection #6 {Railroad Avenue/Buchanan Road) would be « Developer shali pay a fair share for modification of the northbound Railroad Proponent
expected to operate at LOS F with the project but LOS D after Avenue approach at Buchanan Road for provision of two northbound right-turn
mitigation. NOTE: This intersection also would oparate deficiently lanes with overlap phasing.
without the project under the Cumulative 2025, Without Bypass, NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this
scendano. intersection without the proposed project.

Residual impact after mitigation; LTS
IMPACT H16 Project
intersection #7 {Harbor Street/Buchanan Road) would be expected « Developer shall pay a fair share for provision of two travel lanes in each of the Proponent
to operate at LOS F with the project bul LOS B after mitigation. eastbound and westbound directions.
NOTE: This intersection also would operate deficiently without the NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this
project under the Cumulative 2025, Without Bypass, scenario. This | intersection without the proposed project.
intersection would be expected to operate acceptably in the LOS A
range afler completion of the Buchanan Bypass. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H17 Project
interseclion #8 (Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road) would be » Developer shall pay for provision of two southbound left-turn lanes and lane Proponent
expected to operate at LOS E with the project but LGS D after striping on the east leg to accommodate the two left-turn lanes followed by a
mitigation. NOTE: This intersection also would operate deficiently merge to one lane. As an alternative to this mitigation, the developer can limit the
without the project under the Cumulative 2025, Without Bypass, subdivision to no more than 207 units until the opening of the Buchanan Bypass.
scenario. This intersection would be expected to operate acceptably | NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this
in the LOS B range after completion of the Buchanan Bypass intersection without the proposed project

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H18 Project
Intersection #10 {(Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue) would be « See Mitigation Measure for {MPACT H5. Proponent
expected to operate at LOS E with the project but LOS A after
mitigation. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H18 Project
Intersection #11 (Somersville Road/Buchanan Road) wouid be » See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT H6. Proponent
expecled to operate al LOS F with the project but LOS C after NOTE: This is the same mitigation measura as would be required at this
mitigation. NOTE: This intersection aiso would aperate deficiently intarsection withou! the proposed project.
without the project under the Cumulative 2025, Without Bypass,
scenario. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H20 Project
At the intersection of the Buchanan Road Bypass with “M” Street « Deveioper shall construct the Buchanan Bypass with the median in place even Proponent

and “D” Street, traffic movements would be limited by a raised
median to right-turn infright-turn out. If full access (no median) is
provided in the early phase before future opening of the bypass for
through-traffic connection, residents of project may object if a
median later is consiructed.

in the early phase before future opening of the bypass for through-traffic
connection. The section of the bypass built within the project should include
provisions for U-tumns west of “M" Street-“D" Streel.

Residual impact after mitigation; LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Sarvice
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT H21
Intersection #1 (California Avenue/SR 4 WB Ramps) would be + See Mitigation Measures for IMPACT H1. Project
expected to operate at LOS F with the project but LOS D after NOTE: These are the same mitigation measures as would be required at this intersection ; Proponent
mitigation. without the proposed project.
NOTE: The California Avenue approaches to SR 4 WB ramps are
planned to be widened by 2025. The intersection also wouid operate Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
deficiently without the project under the Cumulative 2025, With
Bypass scenaro.
IMPACT H22
Intersection #2 (Loveridge Road/SR EB Ramps) would be expected » See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT H2. Project
to operate at LOS E with the project but LOS D after mitigation. # NOTE: This is the same mitigation measure as would be required at this intersection Proponent
should be noted that LOS standards also would not be met without without the proposed project.
the project under the Cumulative 2025, With Bypass scenatio. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H23
intersection #2 {Loveridge Road/Leland Road) would be expected to | « See Miligation Measures for IMPACT H3. Project
operate at LOS E with the project but LOS D after mitigation. NOTE: These are the same mitigalion measures as would be required at this intersection | Proponent
without the proposed project.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H24
Intersection #15 (Kirker Pass Road/Buchanan Road Bypass) may « Inlersection design as part of the bypass should ensure that the intersection would Project
have the potential to operate at LOS E (v/c=1.00) with the project. . | operate with acceptable levels of service. Proponent
NOTE: Future operations would depend on the design. Designs are available to
maintain LOS E which is acceptable on the Kirker Pass Road corridor.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H25
Project-refated traffic added to the residential portion of Ventura » The developer shall construct traffic-calming features on the five block section. Project
Drive, between Meadows Avenue and Rangewoad Drive, would Traffic-calming features shall be consistent with the measures listed in the City's Traffic- | Proponent
create speed and volume impacts. Calming Palicy and their design shall be approved by the City Engineer.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT H26 Developer shall not construct curb cuts for driveways along the frontage of "B" Street Project
The steepness of the grade and horizontal straightness of "B" Street | between the Buchanan Bypass and "}" Court/"A" Street or along Ventura Drive within Proponent

will encourage excessive speeds that would be considered
undesirable for streets having residential frontage with curb culs.

300 feet of the Buchanan Bypass. This means that proposed Lots 11-17 and proposed
Lots 235 and 236, proposed Lots 257-262, and proposed Lot 297 may not be developed
as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map, unless either 1} aliernative access is provided,
for example, by way of modified flag lot designs with shared driveways on "J" Court, "A"
Street, or Canyen Oaks Court, or 2) “B” Street is re-designed for traffic calming.

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeownears' Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority

LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
. by

IMPACT H26 (Continued) » Developer's redesign of "B" Street and Ventura Drive, and their related Project

intersections at "K” Court, "J" Cour, and the Buchanan Bypass, if one is submitted, | Proponent

may be considered at the discretion of the City within the "B™ Street Traffic-Calming

Design Zone (see Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation, Figure 26).

» Developer’s redesign for purpose of recovering land area for developable lots

may be considered by the City only if redesign provides grade reduction below 14

percent, safety advantages, or other environmental benefits.

« Developer shall pave “B" Street between the Buchanan Bypass and "J"

Court/"A" Street with a scored concrete all-weather surface, with section details

and scoring pattern and depth subject to the approval of the City Engineer.

» Developer shall construct and sign all-way stops at the intersections of "B"

Street with "A" Street/"J" Court and "K" Court.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT H27 » Developer shali not 1) construct any driveway curb cuts within 150 feet, or 300 | Project
Placement of curb cuts for driveways and on-sireet parking on feet in the case of "B" Street,” from the edge of curb of the Buchanan Bypass or 2) | Proponent
“B" Street, “D" Street, “M” Street, and Ventura Drive, near the mouth | allow any on-street parking within 150-feet of the edge of curb of the Buchanan
with the Buchanan Bypass, wouid create vehicle conflicts and Bypass, on “B" Streel, “D" Street, “M” Street, and Ventura Drive. This would result
potential safety hazards. Curb culs and on-street parking wouid in elimination of proposed Lots 11, 17, 18, 72, 73, 257, and 381 and review or
interfere with gueuing on approaches to the bypass. adjustment of driveway locations for proposed Lots 12, 16, 19, 71, 74, 258, and

380

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT H28
Depending on the location of crosswalk, stop limit line, the proposed | » Developer shall adjust the fot lines of proposed Lots 257, 258, and 259, to Project
sound wall at Lot 257, privacy fencing, and landscaping, the sight accommodate provisions for the “B” Street/Buchanan Bypass intersection as Proponent

distance from “B” Street to the outside eastbound travel lane of the
bypass may be limited. Turnouts for the right-tums from Buchanan
Bypass into “B" Street and Ventura Orive are not shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map. Such turnouts are recommended for
deceleration and to avoid a conflict with bicyclists continuing on the
bypass across the intersection.

stated above.
¢ Developer shall adjust proposed Lot 11, to accommodate additional right- of-
way width for a right-tum turnout from the Buchanan Bypass into Ventura Drive.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT H29

Inersection #11 (Somersville Road/Buchanan Road) would be
expected to operate at LOS D with the project but LOS B after
mitigation

« See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT H6.
NOTE: This is the same mitigation measures as would be required at this
intersection without the proposed project.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Action
by

Notes

V.l Community Noise

IMPACT 14

Receptor Location 1 On Autumnwind Court, the first stories of houses
generally are shielded from Buchanan Road traffic noise by a solid
masonry sound wall. The house at 1485 Autumnwind Court is partially
shielded by the wall and a wooden “retum” fence along the side yard.
Houses al 1457, 1473, and 1485 Autumnwind Court have second-story
windows exposures. The estimated outdoor Ldn currently is 69 dBA
{second-story) and 65 dBA (first-story). The future outdoor Ldn at the
first- and second-stories would increase by +0.6 dBA with the proposed
project. Existing and future sound fevels, therefore, would exceed the
General Plan’s normally acceplable level of 60 Ldn.

Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
off-site mitigation measures:

» An improved side yard retum segrnent, either a fence or wall, for the
backyard at 1485 Autumnwind Court.

» Sound-insulating windows for noise-exposed windows in the second-
stories of 1457, 1473, and 1485 Autumnwind Court, if necessary to reduce
the interior Ldn to 45 dBA, or below, as determined by a practicing INCE
acoustical engineer.

Residual impact with mitigation: LTS. Prior to the opening of the
Buchanan Bypass, a reduction in outdoor Ldn to 60-62 dBA.

Project
Proponent

Mitigation measures shall be
implemented by project proponent
and confirmed by the Building
Division prior to City's issuance of
building permits for the proposed
project. Homeowners' agreement to
fence and window retrofits is
voluntary and can be waived.
Independent acoustical engineer
shall be paid by developer funds and
report to the City.

IMPACT 12

Receptor Location 3 On Ventura Drive north of Buchanan Road,

1566 Ventura Drive is shielded from Buchanan Read traffic noise by a
solid masonry wall. The house across the street, at 1555 Ventura Drive,
is next to a power line transmission tower, and is not shielded by a
sound wall. The outdoor Ldn at 1555 Ventura Drive is estimated
currently to be 64 dBA. The future outdoor Ldn would increase by
approximately +0.5 dBA to 65 dBA with the proposed project. Existing
and future sound levels, therefore, would exceed the General Plan's
normally acceptable level of 60 Ldn.

Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
off-site mitigation measures:

« A B-foot tall overiapped board fence along the southern property line in
the backyard of 1555 Ventura Drive.

s Sound-insulating windows for noise-exposed windows in the 1-story,
ranch-style house at 1555 Ventura Drive, if necessary to reduce the
interior Ldn 1o 45 dBA as determined by a practicing INCE acoustical
engineer.

Residual impact with mitigation: LTS. Prior to the opening of the
Buchanan Bypass, a reduction in outdoor Ldn to 60 dBA could attained.

Project
Proponent

Mitigation measures shall be
implemented by project proponent
and confirned by the Building
Division prior to City's issuance of
building permits for the proposed
project. Homeowner's agreement to
fence and window retrofits is
voluntary and can be waived.
Independent acoustical engineer
shall be paid by developer funds and
report to the City.

IMPACT 13

Receptor Location 4 Traffic from proposed units in Sky Ranch I could
increase the existing Ldn in the front yards of seven (7) houses facing
Venlura Drive, between Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle or
Drive, and other houses having frontages along Ventura Drive in
Highlands Ranch, by +3 dBA to 64 dBA from 60 dBA. Future sound
levels, therefore, would exceed the General Plan's normally acceptable
ievel of 60 Ldn.

Developer shail provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the foliowing
off-site mitigation measure for outdoor noise:

« Quldoer noise in the front yards of houses along Ventura Drive,
between Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle/Drive, cannot be
practically mitigated. Curb cuts for driveways preclude the use of a
continuous sound wall.

Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
off-site mitigation measure for indoor noise:

« Developer shall retrofit windows having a line-of-sight to Ventura Drive
if interior noise (Ldn) exceeds 45 dBA as determined by professional
measurement by a practicing INCE acoustical engineer.

Residual impact with mitigation: LTS

None

Project
Proponent

Mitigation measure shall be
implemented by project proponent
and confirmed by the Building
Division prior to City's issuance of
building permits for the proposed
project. Homeowners' agreement to
window retrofits is voluntary and can
be waived. Independent acoustical
engineer shall be paid by developer
funds and report to the City.

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeownars' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action by Notes
IMPACT 14 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
Receptor Logation 5 At the east end of Silver Saddle Drive, the back | off-site miligation measure: Project Mitigation measure shall be
yards of houses al 529 and 531 Silver Saddle Drive are partially « Developer shall construct an improved backyard return segment, either | Proponent implemented by project proponent
shielded from Buchanan Road noise by the wall and a wooden "retum” a malching masonry return wall or an improved fence. and confirmed by the Building
fence along the back yards. There is not a masonry return segment Division prior to City's issuance of
extending south from the masonry wall along the eastern property building permits for the proposed
boundary. Houses at 9 Saddiehor: Court and 511, 529 and 531 Silver project. Homeowners' agreement
Saddle Drive have second slory exposures, where the outdoor Ldn to fence and refrofit is voluntary
currently is estimated to be 85 dBA. The future outdoor Ldn at the and can be waived.
second-stories would increase by approximately +0.4 dBA with the Residual impact with mitigation: The backyard cutdoor Ldn at 529
proposed project. Existing and future sound levels, therefore, would Silver Saddle Drive and 531 Silver Saddle Drive could be reduced by
exceed the General Plan’s normally acceptable level of 60 Ldn. -3 dBA with such an improvement. LTS
IMPACT |5 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
Receptor Location 8 Receptor 6 is a mobile home park without off-site mitigation measure: City of Antioch Measure is outside the jurisdiction
shielding by a sound wail. There is a chain link fence with privacy slats, + An off-site sound wall along Buchanan Road in the vicinity of the mobile of the City of Pittsburg,
which provides negligible traffic noise reduction. The estimated outdoor | home park could be effective; however, construction of a sound wall would
Ldn cumrently is 73 dBA, and the future Ldn will increase by require funding by the City of Antioch through impact assessment, the
approximately +0.3 dBA with the proposed project and approved redevelopment plan, or a benefit assessment district. The project’s share
projects. This outdoor noise level is the level for the northernmost row of | of the cumulative impact is +0.23 dBA.
mobite homes along the fence and Buchanan Road. Existing and future . . . e . . T
sound levels, there?ore. would exceed the General Pian’s normally Residual impact with mitigation: Measure is 0utsn.;|]e ‘g? ]I.II';SS_ICIIOI!‘I of
acceptable level of 60 Ldn. the City of Pittsburg.
IMPACT 16 The proposed project’s impact is less-than-significant based upon its
Receptor Location 6 {Chateau Mobile Park) The portion of the mobile | projected sound impact (+0.3 dBA). An off-site sound wall along City of Antioch Measure is outside the jurisdiction
home park within approximately 100 feet of Buchanan Road is naise Buchanan Road in the vicinity of the mobile home park could be effective; of the City of Pittsburg.
impacted with an existing Ldn in the range normally unacceptable for however, construction of a scund wall would require funding by the City of
residential uses. The increase caused by the proposed project is Antioch through impact assessment, the redevelopment plan, or by
forecast to be 0.3 dBA. Opening of the Buchanan Bypass would reduce | collection from members of a benefil assessment district.
the Ldn to 73 dBA, the pre-development level, but not below 70 dBA. Project impact without sound wall: LTS
Sound wall construction is outside the jurisdiction of the City of Pittsburg.
IMPACT |7 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following
Receptor Location 4 Located along Venlura Drive in Highlands off-site mitigation measure for outdoor noise:
Ranch, 1707 and 1711 Ventura Drive, and five additional houses « Qutdoor noise in the front yards of houses along Ventura Drive, none See next page.

between Rangewood Road and Glen Canyon Circle or Drive, would
experience a permanent increase of +3 dBA in day-night average noise
level from the Sky Ranch Il project. With the proposed Sky Ranch ||
project, the predicted Ldn at Receptor Location 4 would increase to 63
dBA from 60 Ldn.

between Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle/Drive, cannot be
practicaily mitigated. Interior noise, hypothetically if the Ldn were above
45 dBA, could potentially be mitigated by retrofitting windows having a
line-of-sight to Veentura Drive.

Residual impact with mitigation: Unavoidable increase.

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant  SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Asscciation

JPA = Joint Powers Autherity LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT 17 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and impiement the following off-site
Receptor Location 4 (Continued) mitigation measure for indoor noise: Project Mitigation measure shall be
« Developer shall install acoustic-rated windows or sliding glass doors on Proponent implemented by project proponent
exposed first-story and second-story elevations, if necessary to assure and confirmed by the Building
interior sound levels would be less than 45 dBA, as determined by Division prior to City's issuance of
professional measurement by a practicing INCE acoustical engineer. building permits for the proposed
Residual impact with mitigation: LTS, The interior Ldn could meet the B o oo r et
45 dBA interior standard. can be waived.
IMPACT 18 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and impiement the following
Temporary noise increases will occur during construction. During on-site mitigation measure: Project Mitigation measure shall be
construction the project will generate noise of variable loudness depending | « The Project Applicant shall prepare Construction Specifications that will Proponent implemented by project proponent
on the location, presence of receptors, and nature of construction. be become part of contractor documents and which could be enforced by the and confirmed by the Building
Construction at the boundary of existing neighberhoods could potentially City of Pittsburg Building Division on an as-needed basis. The Construction Division prior to City's issuance of
affect the adjacent residents living off-site. The noisiest construction Specifications will require that the Contractor to perform the following tasks: a grading permit or building
activities could potentiaily generate maximum noise levels ranging from 84 1) Limit conslruction activities to the hours between 7:30 a.m. and 7:00 permits for the proposed project.
to 89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest equipment or p.m. on weekdays, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on
machinery. Construction noise levels would decrease to 64 -65 dBA at a Saturdays and Sundays. No construction shall take piace on federal
distance of 300 feet, 61-66 dBA at a distance of 400 feet, and 54-50 at a holidays
distance of 800 feet. 2) Locate fixed construction equipment such as compressors and
generators as far as feasibly possible from sensitive receptors (i.e.,
Whether or not construction hours are limited, temporary construction existing houses).
noise generated by on-site equipment potentially could 1) expose sensitive 3) Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and
on-site and off-site residential receptors to noise levels in excess of the exhaust ports on power construction equipment.
applicable noise standards, 2) cause noticeable increases of 2-3 dBA over
ambient noise levels, and 3) induce noise complaints owing to increases of Residual impact with mitigation below: LTS
5.10 dBA over ambient levels. Such potential increases generally warrant
mitigation to minimize noise disturbance.
IMPACT 19 Developer shall provide for, pay ihe costs of, and implement the following | Project See abave note.
Receptor Location 4 With development of approved prejects, the off-site mitigation measure: Proponent

proposed Sky Ranch Il project, and opening of the Buchanan Bypass, the
cumulative predicted Ldn in the front yards of seven (7) houses facing
Ventura Drive between Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle or Drive
would increase by +6 dBA to 66 dBA from 80 Ldn. Fulure cumulative
sound levels, therefore, would exceed the General Plan’s normally
acceptable level of 60 Ldn.

« Qutdoor noise in the front yards of houses along Ventura Drive, between
Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle/Drive, cannot be pracically
mitigated.

« Developer shall retrofit windows having a line-of-sight to Ventura Drive
with acoustic-rated sound-insulating windows if necessary to maintain an
interier Ldn below 45 dBA, as determined by professional measurement by a
practicing INCE acoustical engineer.

Residual impact with mitigation: Unavoidable increase outdoors. The
interior Ldn could meet the 45 dBA interior standard.

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant

SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT HO Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following | Project Wall mitigation measure shall be
Receptor Locations 7, 8, and 9A  Receptor Location 7 means | on-site mitigation measure for outdoor noise: Proponent implemented by project proponent
proposed Lols 5, 6, and 7. Receptor Location 8 means proposed Lots | « Developer shall construct a taller sound wall than proposed, at least 8 and confirmed by the Building
29-37 and similar lots on the south side of the bypass . Receptor | feet in height. Division prior to City's issuance of
Location 9A means proposed Lots 236 & 260 (and generally Lots 234- building permits.
237, 256, 259- 262, and 297), along proposed "B” Street. On-site | Residual impact with mitigation at Receptor Location 7: An 8-foot tall
locations could have exposures to outdoor day-night average noise level | sound wall could reduce the forecast noise at second stories by -9.5 dBA Acouslical analysis of proposed
(Ldn} in excess of 60 dBA resulting from implementation of the planned (-2 dBA incremental reduction compared to the proposed B-foot wall}, windows and doors in units on Lots
long-range transportation improvement, namely, the Buchanan Bypass. resulting in an outdoor Ldn of 56-60 dBA for first- and second-stories. 18, 29-37, 72, 234-237, 256, 259-
With the proposed 6-foot tall wall and opening of the Buchanan Bypass, 262, and 297, shall be prepared by
the forecast Ldn is 59-65 dBA at the first-stories and 62-70 dBA at | Residual impact with mitigation at Receptor Location 8: An 8-foot tall a qualified professional and shall
second-stories at Receptor Localions 7 and 8. Al Receptor Location 9A, sound wall could reduce the forecast noise at second stories by -4.8 dBA be submitted at the time of
traffic on “B” Street is the principal noise source, and the height of the (compared to no reduction provided by the proposed 6-foot tall wall), and application for Building Permit.
proposed sound wall along the Buchanan Bypass would nol matter. The could reduce forecast noise at the first-stories by -9.1 dBA (-2 dBA Mitigation measure shall be
front yard Ldn at Receptor Location 9A is forecast to be approximalely incremental reduction compared to the proposed 6-foot wall). The implemented by project proponent
62 dBA: however, backyard noise levels are forecast to be 60 dBA resulting Ldn would be of 61-65 dBA for first- and second-stories. and confirmed by the Building
owing to the partial shielding provided by the houses and side yard Division prior to City's issuance of
fences. Therefore, mitigalion measures would be warranted in the | Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following building permits for the proposed
Buchanan Bypass coridor and along “B” Street in anticipalion of | on-site mitigation measure for indoor noise: project. Acoustical engineer shall
implementation of the long-range transportation plan. « Developer will install acoustic-rated windows, sliding glass doors or be paid by developer funds and
entryway doors, adequate to provide an interior noise level of 45 dBA, or report to the City.
lower.
Residual impact with mitigation: LTS
IMPACT M1 On-site mitigation measure for outdoor noise: Project Wall mitigation measure shall be
Receptor Location 8 (Lots 18, 29-37, and 72} Located along the » Developer will increase the sound wall height to 8-feet. An 8-foot tall Proponent implemented by project proponent

Buchanan Bypass corridar, Lots 18, 29-37, and 72 would experience an
increase in day-night average noise level {Ldn) of +10 to +17 dBA with
opening of the bypass. The Ldn would be 53 dBA before the opening,
and after opening of the bypass the Ldn would be approximately 70 dBA
(second-story) and 63 dBA (first-story). These forecasts are for the
second-story and account for the presence of the proposed 6-fool tall
sound wall. At the first-story level, the proposed sound wall would be
relatively more effective and, after opening of the bypass, the Ldn would
be 63 dBA.

sound wall will reduce noise at the second-story level by approximately -
4.8 dBA; therefore, increasing the wall height to 8 feet could provide an
Ldn of 65 dBA at the second-story level and 61 dBA at the first-story level.

Residual impact with mitigation: Outdoor Ldn would exceed the 60 dBA
compalibility criterion by 1-5 dBA. LTS

On-site mitigation measure for indoor noise:

» The developer will disclose the noise forecast. For the specified lots,
the developer will either 1) offer housing models having no second-story
rear elevation exposures to the bypass, or else 2) provide acoustic-rated
windows adequate to attain an interior Ldn of 45 dBA, or lower, for models
having second-story rear elevation exposures.

Residual impact with mitigation: An interior Ldn of 45 dBA, or lower,
will be achieved. LTS

and confirmed by the Building
Division prior to City’s issuance of
building permits.

Disclosures and floor
plans/elevations shall be
implemented by project proponent
and confirmed by the Building
Division prior to City's issuance of
building permits.

LTS = Less-than-significant

§ = Significant _SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
IMPACT 112 Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following on- | Project Acoustical analysis of proposed
Lots 257 and 258 The siting of these two lois is problematic in terms of | site mitigation measure for outdoor noise: Proponent return wall segment, and windows
proximity to the proposed bypass and “B” Streel, and the discontinuity of [ « The developer shall re-design proposed Lots 257 and 258 for location and doors in units on Lots 257 and
the proposed sound walls at the intersection of the bypass and “B" | farther south from the proposed Buchanan Bypass and to extend a retum wail 258 shall be prepared by a
Street. Increasing the proposed wall height to B-feet would provide a | segment south along “B” Street. Driver line-of-sight toward the west along the gualified professional and shall be
relatively minor incremental noise reduction compared {o the reduction | bypass could be maintained by realigning the proposed sound wall (western) subrnitted at the time of application
provided by the proposed 6-foot tall wall. The noise wall offset at "B" | with a taper from “B” Street to a suitable point in Parcel “A.” Eastem and for Building Permit. Design
Street and grades of the proposed Buchanan Bypass in relation to pad | westemn ends of the two return walls then would match on opposite sides of elements (e.g., return wall
elevalions are consiraining faclors. With opening of the Buchanan | “B" Street. segment, acoustic-rated windows
Bypass, Lot 257 would experience an increase in average noise level and doors) shall be implemented
{Ldn) of approximately +11 dBA, to 71 dBA (first-story). Lot 258 would | Residual impact with mitigation: An Ldn of 60-65 dBA could be achieved, by project proponent and
experience an increase in average noise level (Ldn) of approximately +5 | depending on details of the re-design. confirmed by the Building Division
dBA, to 66 dBA (first-story). These are substantial increases, above the i ) _ prior to Cily's issuance of building
normally acceptable 60 dBA, bul within the Gity of Pitisburg's | Developer shall provide for, pay the costs of, and implement the following on- permits for houses on Lots 257 and
conditionally acceptable range. This cumulative forecast accounts for | site mitigation measure for indoor noise: 258,
the presence of proposed 6-foot tall sound walls east and west of "B | » Developer will install windows, sliding glass doors or entryway doors
Street. Mitigation measures would be wamranted specifically for Lots 257 upgraded with acoustic-ratings adequate to provide an interior Ldn of 45 dBA,
and 258. or lower, for the first- and second-stories of houses on Lots 257 and 258.

Residual impact with mitigation: LTS
IMPACT 13
Receptor Location 9A (Lots 236, 237, 259 and 260) Located nextto | None warranted. None None
“B" Street, and within the influence of noise from the Buchanan Bypass
corridor, Sky Ranch [l Lots 236, 237, 259, and 260 would experience an
increase in day-night average noise level of +1 dBA with opening of the
bypass. The Ldn would be 60 dBA before the opening of the Buchanan
Bypass. After opening of the bypass, the Ldn would be approximately
61 dBA. This increase is a LTS effect.
IMPACT 114
Receptor Location 10 Located off-site along Westridge Court in Black Off-site mitigation measures: Project The mitigation measures described
Diamond Ranch, Receplor Location 10 would experience a permanent » A 6-foot tall sound wall or fence of overlapping boards shali be constructed | Proponent above are outside the jurisdiction

increase of +2 dBA in day-night average noise level {Ldn) would resuit
with the Sky Ranch H project. With approved development, the
proposed Sky Ranch Il project, and opening of the Buchanan Bypass,
the predicted Ldn al Receptor Location 10 would increase to 64 dBA
(first-story) from 55 dBA without the bypass and from 53 dBA without the
proposed project. At the second-story level, the forecast noise levels
could be expected to be approximately 67 dBA after opening of the
bypass.

generally at Lots 127-138 in Black Diamond Ranch.
» At noise-exposed second stories, install acoustic-rated windows.

Residual impact with mitigation: With a wall or fence constructed
adequately of overlapping boards, the noise reduction at the first-story level
couid readily be reduced to 60 dBA, or below, from 62 dBA without a fence.

Installation of acoustic-rated windows could assure interior sound levels would
be less than 45 dBA. LTS

of the City of Pittsburg. However,
the cities could cooperatively
monitor implementation by the
project proponent which is also the
developer of Black Diamond
Ranch.

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable HOA = Homeowners’ Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

lmpact Mitigation Measuraes Action Notes :
by
V.J Air Quality
IMPACT J1 « Developer shall install natural gas-fired aesthetic fireplaces. City shall prohibit or Project
Proposed project operations may include wood-burning which severely restrict wood-burning in EPA-certified Phase |l fireplace inserts, other EPA- Proponent
generales PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. Such emissions may certified Phase Il appliances, or EPA-exempt pelletized-wood stoves. This restriction
cumulatively contribute to violation of the State of California ambient | would be consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s General Plan Palicy 9-P-33.
PM10 standard and federal ambient PM2.5 standard. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT J2 » Developer shall perform active grading operations with watering at least 3 times per | Project
During construction the proposed project will generate PM10 and day inciuding watering of any unpaved roads. Proponent
PM2.5 emissions, and at times the areas of active grading will be = Developer shall limit off-road speeds ta 15 mph on the project site.
close to existing or future houses in Black Diamond Ranch and + Developer shall pave roads before deliveries of concrete or other construction
Highlardis Ranch. The following mitigation measures would reduce | materials are made to the lots.-Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizer to inactive
grading dust (PM10) by approximalety 80 percent, but would not construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more) or apply
necessarily avoid dust nuisance under adverse conditions such as water daily.
winds from the south or west. « Developer shall enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles (soil, sand, cement, or aggregate materials.)
» Developer shall install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt
runoff to public roadways.
« Developer shall replant suitable grassiand vegetation in disturbed areas as soon as
feasible.
«» In addition, the developer shall implement all measures listed for IMPACT J3.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS.
IMPACT J3 « Developer shall perform grading operations with more frequent watering than three | Project
Even with the above mitigation measures, PM10 and PM2.5 time daily watering, including watering on demand to keep surface soil moist or crusted | Proponent
emissions could create a dust nuisance if active grading is located at all times.
within 500 feet of existing residences. = Developer shall install and operate a temporary wind vane and anemometer during
the grading. Developer shall suspend grading operations if adverse winds over 25
mph are blowing dust to any occupied residence.
« Developer shall provide perimeter dust monitoring for grading operations within 500
feet of an occupied dwelling. Monitoring reports shall be prepared and submitted daily
to the City's Engineering Department.
Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT J4 « Developer shall require particle filters on diesel earthmoving equipment including Project
Even with the above mitigation measures, PM10 and PM2.5 diesel excavators, earthmovers, and compactors. Proponent

exhaust emissions would be emitted from the grading equipment at
the annualized rate of 2.6 tons per year in the year of maximum cut
and fill volume. Diesel soot is considered to be a Toxic Air
Contaminant. The following additional mitigation measure, in
conjunction with those measures listed above, would reduce diesel
exhaust PM10 by approximalely 2 tons per year in the year of
maximum cut and fill volume.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant _SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELQOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT J5 « Developer shall comply with Asbestos ATCMs or exemption from the BAAQMD. Project
Proposed project grading will include deep excavations to bedrock. » When applying for a general exemption from the ATCM via a geologic exemption, | Proponent
Though serpentine, or other forms of naturally-occurring asbestos the developer shall contact the BAAQMD prior to submitting an exemption
are not known to be present on the project site, application for application. By doing so, the developer and the District will be able to discuss all of
exemption from the BAAQMD or compliance with dust control the information the District needs to consider the exemption request and ensure that
provisions of Section 93105 is required. The State of California a complete application is submitted. Failure to contact the District prior to submitting
Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 93105, is an Asbestos Air an exemption application may result in delays in processing the exemption request.
Taxic Contral Measures (ATCMs) to minimize or avoid naturally-
oceurring asbestos in grading dust. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT J6 « Developer shall design and construct garages with electrical hookups for Project
The proposed project will generate ROG that cumulatively, with recharging electric-powered or hybrid vehicles. Assure compliance at the time of Proponent
other residential development and industral seurces, may contribute | Design Review, Plan Check, and Building Inspection.
1o a violation of the federai 8-hour and State of California 1-hour « Developer shall require and employ architectural coatings with reduced-VOC (5
ambient ozone standards. The majority of the project's ROG percent reduction in emission of ROG from painting). Assure this at the time of
emissions would originate from vehicular exhaust, area sources Design Review, Plan Check, and Building Inspection.
(e.g., space heating) in winter, and temporary construction sources » Developer shall include as mandatory provisions of the CC&Rs restrictions to
in summer. Miligation measures focus on reduction of ROG reduce on-site handling of gasoline. City shall require this as a condition of
emissions from sources emitting ROG during the summer and fall approval,
ozone season. « Developer shall enceurage homebuyers to use push-reel or electric-powered lawn

mowers through dissemination of air/iwater pollution information pamphlets. CC&Rs

shall prohibit on-site refueling of vehicles or storage of gasoline in excess of 1-gallon.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

V.K Public Health & Safety
IMPACT K1 « Developer shall include emergency service provisions on the recommended Zone | Project
The proposed project potentially could expose residents and houses | II/IV reservoir service road. Such provisions include suitable driving surface, grade | Proponent

on “D" Street, “D” Court, and *C” Court to wildland fire risk on the
Urban Wildland Interface.

and turnaround for fire engines and hydrants.

= Developer shall provide access to open space at the site's perimeter. To
accommodate this access the developer shall provide additional EVAs at locations to
be selected by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District and City
Engineering. One EVA location selected by CCCFPD is Lot 191 connecting lo
Markley Creek Drive in Black Diamond Ranch.

» Developer shall disclose the Natural Hazard Disclosure (Fire) Map to home
buyers, along with public information including PRC 4291 and/or landscape,
defensible space, and fuel break requirements equivalent in content.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeowners' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

easement potentially could be impaired by introduction of fences,
dwellings, and landscaping. Physical and visual access are
necessary for routine inspection, emergency response, and overall
public safety.

petroleum pipeline easement and preserve unimpaired physical and visual
access.

« Developer shall identify a refocation site for the relocated Zone 1l water
reservoir near the end of “A” Cour, in such a manner as to preserve physical
and visual access to the petroleum product pipeline.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by
IMPACT K2 e Developer avoid siting the smallest-sized lots along the UWI. Project
Proposed lot sizes and iocations of Lots 82, 91, 104, 138-141, and « In place of “C" Court, which is proposed as a double-loaded street, re- Proponent
181-190 could place the future owners of these particular lots in a design "C" Court as a single-load street with Lots 176-180 along its north side
position of depending on adjoining land owners (currently, AUSD and tennis courls, picnic area, or a tot park on its south side. The
and Thomas) to comply with PRC 4291 on the "other side” of their | concept eliminates proposed Lots 181-190. With or without re-design and
property lines. If AUSD and Thomas failed to provide fuel breaks, realignment of "C" Court, the available park space would be approximately 1.2
the defensible spaces on proposed Lots 89, 91, 104, 138-141,and | to 2.0 acres depending on the design and alignment. If "C" Courtis re-
181-190 would be limited to the distances from backs of houses to designed or realigned, the size of Lots 176-180 could be increased.
the backs property lines. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT K3 « Developer shall construct all residences with residential fire sprinklers. Project
The propased project potentially could expose residents and houses | Installation shall be as per NFPA #13D with the addition of sprinklers in the Proponent
to additional fire risk as response distance and time from the nearest | attics, garages, bathrooms, and closets. A four (4) head hydraulic calcuiation
CCCFPD fire stations exceeds 1.5 miles or 5 minutes. shall be used.
« Developer shall construct all roofs with Class A rated roof assemblies,

Residual impact after mitigation. LTS
IMPACT K4 » Developer shall avoid new development within the 2 milli-Gauss (mG) Project
The proposed project could expose residents of the project site to radius of influence. This will be accomplished by building setbacks. The 2 mG | Proponent
EMF locally near the existing power transmission lines. radius of influence shall be determined based upon modeling or measurement,

or a combination of the two. In no case shall horizontal setbacks less than 100
feet from the easement centerline be approved by the City.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT K5 » Developer shall comply with General Order 95 (30-feet ground clearance) Project
Proposed Lot 76, proposed Lot 304-306, and proposed Lot 228-233 | by performing grading in a manner that preserves conlinuously a minimum of Proponent
may have fill or fill siopes that encroach horizontally and vertically 30 feet from the ground to the power lines.
into PG&E's easement. This could be acceptable only if the 30-foot Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
ground clearance standard is met.
IMPACT K6 « Developer shall provided access from “B” Streel and avoid cross-fencing of | Project
The easternmost power transmission towers in the back of proposed | the easement to permit unimpeded service access at all times. Proponent
Lots 229 and 244 polentially could be rendered inaccessible. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT K7 « Developer shall modify lot lines of proposed Lot 77 and proposed Lots 228- | Project
Physicai and visual access to the petroleum product pipeline 233, 236, 260, 305-306, 309, 342-343, and 378, to avoid cross-fencing of the | Proponent

LTS = Less-than-significant S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable HOA = Homeowners’ Association JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Level of Service

{Continued)
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH Il RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact Mitigation Measures Action Notes
by

IMPACT K8 « Developer shall preserve the PG&E and Kinder Morgan Energy Pariners Project
The petroleum product pipeline is a multi-purpose pipeline that may | easements outside of private lots. infrastructure that overlaps the easements, | Proponent
al times carry diesel, jet fuel, or gasoline. Upsel conditions involving | such as the detention basin, water reservoir, “B™ Street and “D” Sireet,
leakage and rupture by inadvertent act of a contractor or private common or parking areas, or a future trail, could be acceptable within the
landowner are reasonably foreseeable upset conditions. The easement provided such infrastructure does not impair physical and visual
pipeline easement and downslope area adjoining the pipeline access to the pipeline.
easement would be best preserved as a buffer, outside of private « Developer shall provide suilable disclosures of the presence of the
back yards. petroleum product pipeline to future buyers of lots within a specified distance

of the pipeline, including all iots focated downslope of the pipeline and

additional lots to be determined by City staff.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
IMPACT K9 « Developer shall require diese! exhaust particie filters on heavy grading Project
Construction grading on the proposed project could expose nearby i equipment as described in Chapter V. J. Proponent
off-site residents to Toxic Air Contaminants including diesel exhaust. Residual impact after mitigation: LTS
V.L Cultural Resources
IMPACT L1 « Upon discovery the grading contractor shall hait grading within a radius of Project Implementation of these
The project site is in a low sensitivity zone and the potential for 50 feet of the find and will call the Chief of Planning, a qualified archaeologist | Proponent procedures by Project Proponent
encountering archaeological resources is considered low. In the and the Native American Heritage Commission (or local California Indian). shali be assured by the City as a
event any cultural materials are encountered during subsurface « Developer shall notify the Chief of Pianning and Native American heritage condition of preject approval and of
grading, the following measure will be implemented by the Commission within 24 hours if any potentially significant cultural materials are the Grading Permit.
developer. encountered by the archaeologist.
« Following examination of the find, the archaeologist will examine the find

and make appropriate recommendations regarding the significance of the find

and the appropriate mitigation. Recommendations could include collection,

recordation and analysis of any significant cultural materials. A Report of

Findings prepared by the archaeologist, documenting any data recovered

during hisfher monitoring, would be submitted to the City Planning Department

on a monthly basis.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

IMPACT L2 » In the event that human skeletal remains are encountered, the contractor Project implementation of these
The project site is in a low sensilivity zone and the potential for shall immediately halt excavation or disturbance of the burial site or any Proponent procedures by Project Proponent

encountering human skeletal remains is considered low, In the event
any human skeletal remains are encountered during subsurface
grading, the following measure will be implemented.

nearby area reasonably suspected to overiie adjacent human remains and
notify the County Coroner and Director of Planning. Excavation or
disturbance shall remain suspended until the investigation of the County
Coroner has been completed and recommendations of the coroner have been
completely implemented including the conditional procedures outlined on the
following page.

shall be assured by the City as a
condition of project approvai and of
the Grading Permit

LTS = Less-than-significant

S = Significant SU = Significant unavoidable

HOA = Homeownars' Association

JPA = Joint Powers Authority LOS = Lovel of Service

(Continued}
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SKY RANCH |l RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Impact

- Mitigation Measures

Action
by

Notes

V.L Cultural Resources

IMPACT L2 {Continued)

« Upon determination by the County Caroner that the remains are Nalive
American, the coroner shall contact the California Native American Heritage
Commission, pursuant to subdivision {c) of section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code and the County Coordinator of Indian Affairs. No further
disturbance of the site may be made except as authorized by the County
Coordinator of Indian Affairs in accordance with the provisions of State law and
the Health and Safety Code.

« The developer shall provide recommendations and appropriate mitigation
measures prepared by a qualified archaeologist to the Director of Planning.
The Director of Planning will ensure that a mitigation program, in conformance
with measures recommended by the archaeclogist, will be implemented during
construction.

Residual impact after mitigation: LTS

Project
Proponent

NOTES:

LTS Less-Than-Significant
S = Significant

SU = Significant Unavoidable
JPA = Joint Powers Authority

HOA = Homeowners’ Association
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I INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Sky Ranch II Residential Subdivision Project is a single-family
development consisting of 415 residential units proposed on 163 acres
adjoining Highlands Ranch south of Buchanan Road, in unincorporated Contra
Costa County. Proposed residential units are a mixture of one- and two-story
single-family houses. The site acreage includes approximately 156 acres plus 7
acres at the southern edge of Highlands Ranch that would be re-subdivided.

An Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP) were prepared and circulated
during November and December 2004. In December 2005, the City of
Pittsburg circulated for public review a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR), State Clearinghouse Number 2004112092, on the proposed project
and alternatives. The noticed comment period was beginning December 28,
2005, and continuing through February 15, 2006, 5:00 p.m. On January 24,
2006, at 7:00 p.m., the Pittsburg Planning Commission also met to hear oral
comments on the Draft EIR at a public meeting held in the Council Chamber at
the Civic Center located at 65 Civic Avenue in Pittsburg.

Informing the public of the potential environmental effects of development is at
the heart of CEQA. Public involvement in the CEQA is to ensure that the
public’s concerns about environmental issues and the potential effect of
development on the physical environment are addressed prior to project
approval. The Draft and Final EIR, therefore, are first and foremost are
informational, disclosure documents. They are prepared and circulated by the
City of Pittsburg for the consideration of City decision-makers, responsible
agencies, and the public at-large, before any decision has been made about
approval of the proposed project or one of the alternatives. Before approving or
denying the Sky Ranch II Residential Subdivision Project, or alternatives, the
City of Pittsburg will consider all the information presented in the Draft and
Final EIR.

The City of Pittsburg has used its best efforts to understand each comment and
to respond in good faith. The responsibilities of the City of Pittsburg, as lead
agency, in preparing responses to comments are outlined in the CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088. Section 15088 states:

The Lead Agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a
written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received
during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond
to late comments.

Sky Ranch |l Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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The written response shall describe the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to
mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major
environmental issues raised when the Lead Agency's position varies
Jrom recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be
addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and
suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned
analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual
information will not suffice.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132[d], state:

. The Final EIR shall consist of, among other things, the responses of the
Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.

It is not necessary for the City of Pittsburg, as Lead Agency, to respond to
unsupported opinions, speculative forecasts, or items that have been identified
and addressed as matters of City or regional policies, which have been created
and adopted, after environmental review, as mitigation measures to mitigate
specified impacts of urban growth. A basis for disclosure and reasoned
analysis, that a potential impact has been addressed, for example, includes
citation and reference to local or regional plans or policy measures that were
adopted to mitigate specified impacts of a like-class of project.

The adequacy or inadequacy of an EIR is assessed in the light of factors such as
the magnitude of the project at issue, its geographic scope, the severity of its
likely environmental effects, and limitations of analysis, and cannot be
absolute. Analysis of mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce or avoid
likely impacts is necessarily limited to what is reasonably feasible. CEQA or its
Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation demanded by commenters. When
responding to comments, a Lead Agency is obligated to respond to potentially
significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures,--those impacts that
have a substantive basis in fact and those measures, changes to the project or
alternatives that are feasible,--but is not required to provide all information
requested by reviewers or to respond to unsupported assertions and claims. A
good faith effort at full disclosure is the mandate of CEQA.

Clear focus in the review of Draft EIRs and the responses to review comments
also is directed in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204, which state:

(@) In reviewing Draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the signy‘icdnt
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.

(c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should
submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based
on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the
comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

CONTENT & ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 151 32
specify that the Final EIR shall consist of the following:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.

(c) A Hist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on
the Draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental
points raised in réview and consultation process.

() Any other information added by the lead agency.

The Final EIR for the Sky Ranch 1I Residential Subdivision Project contains
information in response to concerns raised during the noticed comment period.
Chapter Il contains comment letters received during the comment period and
the responses to each comment. Chapter III contains text changes to the Draft

EIR, reflecting necessary additions, corrections, and clarifications to the Draft
EIR.
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OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
The comments were wide-ranging and addressed particular jurisdictional
concerns and regional concerns about traffic, infrastructure, and parks.

A main regional concern expressed by staff of the City of Antioch, City of
Concord, and TRANSPLAN Committee is the potential influence of project-
related traffic on existing stressed transportation corridors. Though the
proposed project is less than the CEQA 15206(b) (2) (a) 500-unit threshold for
a project of area-wide significance, it is located near other city jurisdictions, and
near the TRANSPLAN and TRANSPAC common regional transportation

planning boundary.

Traffic impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic &
Circulation. Analysis of impacts applies two different methods: 1) near-term
and 2) future year-2025. Near-term analysis included analysis of existing,
existing plus approved development traffic, and existing plus approved
development traffic and, in addition, project-generated traffic. Analysis of
near-term traffic effects applied the “list method” including a list of over 20
approved developments. Future year-2025 analysis was based on CCTA
regional modeling, with and without a possible future facility called the
Buchanan Road Bypass, and with and without the proposed project.

That the analysis shows increased congestion along the Buchanan Road
corridor, before the bypass is completed and opened should not be a surprise, as
this corridor provides the main east-west off-highway connection to the project
site. The main traffic impacts of the proposed project are concentrated in the
Buchanan Road corridor and extend outward to Buchanan/Somersville in
Antioch and the Railroad/SR 4 EB Ramp and Railroad/California-SR 4 WB
Ramp intersections in Pittsburg. Outside this zone of impact, the proposed
project generally would add fewer than about 50 vehicles per hour,

By 2025 the Buchanan Road corridor, without the parallel bypass, is shown to
have severe traffic congestion even without the proposed project. The timing of
the bypass is uncertain, probably before General Plan build-out, and drivers in
the Buchanan Road corridor in the interim can be expected to experience
increasing delays in peak hours.

There were no technical comments on the biological assessment. The status of
the Contra Costa County HCP is such that mitigation of project wildlife impacts
are subject to the conventional ESA Section 7 or 10 consultation and permitting
by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and wetlands impacts are subject to Section
404 delineation verification and potential jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers.
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OVERVIEW OF TEXT CLARIFICATIONS

Several updates are reflected in the text changes to provide current information
about rules or recent court decisions. At this time, there are no portions of the
project site having proposed critical habitat or designated critical habitat for a
protected species. The previously proposed critical habitat areas for CRLF and
CTS both have been excluded by Final Rule by USFWS.

Applicability of General Plan polices 9-P-9 through 9-P-12 is clarified by better
defining the particular qualities of streams or wetlands that are subject to
conservation goals and implementing policies of the City of Pittsburg’s General
Plan. Applicability tests are: 1) perennial streams, having defined bed and
bank, and also having riparian habitat, functional or aesthetic values or 2)
wetlands having substantial habitat, functional, or aesthetic values.

Significant unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed project are clarified
better to distinguish these from other impacts which may not be entirely
avoidable on the project site under the proposed project alternative or other
build alternatives, but which nevertheless could be reduced to less-than-
significant effects by means of compensatory mitigation at an off-site location.

Jurisdictional Waters

Filling of wetlands or streambeds on the project site cannot be entirely
avoided under proposed project or conservation alternatives considered;
however, the potential loss of on-site wetlands or streambeds could be
mitigated by means of off-site compensatory mitigation. With off-site
compensatory mitigation, loss of on-site wetland/streambed habitat
could be mitigated by providing like-kind habitat on another site,
resulting in “no net loss.” “No net loss” would constitute a less-than-
significant effect. Text clarifications of “less-than-significant effects”
for IMPACTS A12/A14 and E3, based on the implementation of
compensatory mitigation in consultation with the responsible resource
agencies, have been incorporated into Chapter III of the Final EIR.

Natural Grasslands and Special Status Species. Natural grasslands
are habitat for two special status species, the San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF)
and California tiger salamander (CTS). Natural grassland on the project
site is no longer proposed as critical habitat for CTS or California red-
legged frog (CRLF), and was never designated or proposed as critical
for SJKF. Conversion of natural grasslands to urban uses was
considered in the Draft EIR, Chapter IX, as a potential unavoidable
impact of the proposed project. However, implementation of on-site
mitigation measures—for example, permanent CTS barriers—and like-
kind compensatory mitigation at an off-site location could reduce
potential impacts to natural grasslands and species to less-than-
significant effects. Text clarifications of “less-than-significant effects”
for IMPACTS G3 and G8, based on provision of off-site compensatory
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mitigation in consultation with the responsible resource agencies, have
been incorporated into Chapter III of the Final EIR.

Urban Encroachment Upon Open Space and Wildlife Habitat. New
houses, landscaping, human presence, pets, and street lighting create a
potential for disturbance to nesting birds and other wildlife.
Encroachment of urban land use is considered in the Draft EIR, Chapter
IX, as a potential unavoidable impact of the proposed project.
However, implementation of the recommended on-site mitigation
measures—including, for example, the mitigation measures for ‘
IMPACTS A8, A9, G3, G5, G6, and G8—could reduce the potential
impacts to less-than-significant effects. The City’s General Plan land
use designation and/or pre-zoning of the adjoining AUSD-owned parcel
for Open Space are protective of this future buffer land, so that buffer
protection on the project site is not necessary. As noted above, text
clarifications of “less-than-significant effects” for IMPACTS G3 and
G8 have been incorporated into the Final EIR, Chapter III.

Exposure to Off-Site Landslide Hazard. Off-site landslides #1, 2, 3,
17, 18, 25 and 26 would not be repaired under the proposed Preliminary
Grading Plan. Off-site landslide hazard is considered in the Draft EIR,
Chapter IX, as a potential unavoidable impact; however,
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures—including,
the mitigation measures for IMPACTS B4, B5, and B6—could reduce
the potential impact to a less-than-significant effect. Recommended
mitigation measures include potential adjustments to debris bench sizes
based on refined engineering. After mitigation, a potential residual
effect is episodic debris run-out onto the debris benches and/or into the
storm water diversion pipeline headwall areas. Periodic maintenance
would be funded through a permanent funding mechanism. '

Exposure to Wildland Fire Hazard. Defensible spaces on proposed
Lots 89, 91, 104, 138-141, and 181-190 would be limited to the
distances from backs of houses to the back yard property lines.
Exposure to wildland fire hazard is considered in the Draft EIR, Chapter
IX, as a potential unavoidable impact of the proposed project.

However, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures—
including the mitigation measures for IMPACTS K2 and K3—could
reduce the potential impacts to less-than-significant effects.

Dust Nuisance for Black Diamond Ranch and Highlands Ranch,
During construction, the proposed project would generate PM10 and
PM?2.5 emissions. At times the areas of active grading would be close to
existing or future houses in Highlands Ranch or Black Diamond Ranch.
Dust nuisance is characterized in the Draft EIR, Chapter X, as a
potential unavoidable impact of the proposed project; however, the
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Final EIR clarifies that implementation of all the recommended
mitigation measures listed for IMPACTS J2 and J3 could reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant effect.

Additional Traffic on Ventura Drive through Highlands Ranch.
Before opening of the Buchanan Bypass, traffic could increase to 5,440
vehicles per day (vpd) from the existing volume of 2,500 vpd on
Ventura Drive. Though added traffic on Ventura Drive in Highlands
Ranch is considered in the Draft EIR, Chapter IX, as a potential
unavoidable impact of the proposed project, implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures could reduce the maintain the
potential through-traffic volume at 5,000 vpd. Recommended
mitigation measures for IMPACT H7 include professional traffic
volume monitoring and a possible limitation on the number of building
permits issued before opening of the Buchanan Bypass.

Significant unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed project include

1) permanent noise increase at several front yards along a segment of Ventura
Drive in Highlands Ranch and 2) construction dust, noise, and traffic diversion
around the water transmission pipeline construction corridor (see Chart, next
page). Any of the conservation alternatives could have the same significant
unavoidable adverse impacts.

Agency consultations with USACE, RWQCB, USFWS, CDFG, would be
required to develop an acceptable mitigation plan for 1) on-site mitigation and
2) off-site compensatory mitigation for the on-site habitat resources that would
be filled, graded, or covered and converted permanently to urban uses for the
proposed project. A project could not be constructed before completion of
required agency consultations, CTS Mitigation Plan, and issuance of permits,
including the Incidental Take Permit, Section 404 wetlands, Section 401
certificate or waiver, and 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

Potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project were considered in
Chapter IX of the Draft EIR. The proposed project would not have a growth-
inducing impact based on clarification in the Final EIR. IMPACT F1 is a less-
than significant effect because the 2000 Water System Master Plan and capacity
of the recommended water transmission pipeline are based on development
assumptions consistent with the adopted General Plan land uses. The
transmission pipeline’s capacity would be sufficient to serve only a level of
development and location of development at topographic elevations consistent
with the adopted General Plan. The adjoining parcels west and south of the
project site would be have to be annexed into BLM’s Central Valley Project
before CCWD could issue Will-Serve letters.

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
of the Proposed Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision

CHAPTER IX CHAPTERS |, V, VI, AND XIll

Permanent Noise Increase Cross-reference: IMPACTS 17 and 19

1707 and 1711 Ventura Drive, and five IMPACT I7 and 19 acknowledge the

additional houses between Rangewood Road | permanent noise increase outdoors in the

and Glen Canyon Circle or Drive, could front yards of these seven houses is
experience a permanent increase of unavoidable. The proposed project’s impact is
+3.4 dBA in day-night average noise level individually significant and cumulatively

from the Sky Ranch Il project and an considerable as future 2025 cumulative sound

additional +1.4 dBA increase from opening of | level would exceed the General Plan’s

the Buchanan Bypass. These locations have | normally acceptable level of 60 Ldn by 6 dBA.
an existing Ldn of 60 dBA. With approved
development, the proposed Sky Ranch Il
project, and opening of the Buchanan
Bypass, the predicted Ldn could increase by
+6 dBA to 66 dBA from 60 Ldn.

Temporary Construction Dust and Cross-reference: IMPACT G4"
Construction Noise

Off-site trenching for construction of 9,600 IMPACT G4 acknowiedges significant

lineal feet of 20-inch diameter water unavoidabie construction impacts including
transmission pipe and 12,400 lineal feet of dust, noise, and traffic diversion around
16-inch diameter water transmission pipe will | 22,000 lineal feet of 16-inch diameter and 20-
generate temporary diesel exhaust fumes, inch diameter water transmission pipeline,
dust and noise along the construction The water transmission pipeline is needed to
corridor. Temporary traffic diversion upgrade existing service and provide
potentially could result from construction sufficient pressure to fill the proposed on-site
detours or drivers changing routes to avoid and off-site reservoirs.

the construction zone could cause temporary
traffic intrusion, dust and in neighborhoods
adjoining the construction corridor such as,
for example, Ventura Drive north of
Buchanan Road.

NOTES:

For IMPACTS G3 and G8, the residual effect after on-site mitigation measures and off-site
compensatory mitigation has been revised to "less-than-significant,” as consistent with the
analysis of residual effects for IMPACTS G5 and G6.
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II COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

FORMAT OF RESPONSES
Chapter II contains comment letters received during the comment period and the
responses to each comment. Each comment is labeled with a letter and number in the
margin. Responses to comments in a given comment letter are presented immediately
after the comment letter. Each response follows the same format:
«  Alpha-numeric label corresponding to the label in the margin of the
comment letter
Subject of the comment in the heading after the label

Brief paraphrasing of the comment
Response

LiST OF COMMENTING PERSONS & AGENCIES
The index on the following page provides the names of commenting entities,
mailing addresses, and contact names, for all written comments received on the
Draft EIR for the Sky Ranch II Residential Subdivision Project.

o City of Antioch

« East Bay Regional Park District

« California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

« California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)

» Contra Costa County Public Works

« Delta Diablo Sanitation District (DDSD)

» City of Concord

+ TRANSPLAN Committee

e Discovery Builders (Applicant)

¢ Save Mount Diablo

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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Written Comments on the Draft EIR

City of Antioch Nina Oshinsky ebruary 15, 2006
PO Box 5007 (925) 779-6120

Antioch, CA 94509

East Bay Regional Park District Brad Olson February 14, 2006

2950 Peraita Qaks Court
P.O. Box 5381
Oakland CA 94605-0381

(510) 544-2622

Department of Transportation
111 Grand Avenue

PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Christian Bushong
(510) 286-5606

February 8, 2006

DTSC
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710-2721

Bill Brown
(510) 540-3841

February 8, 2006

Contra Costa County Public Works
255 Glacier Drive
Martinez, CA 94553

Jocelyn LaRocque
{925) 313-2315

or

Tim Jensen

(925) 313-2396

February 15, 2006

DDSD
2500 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway
Antioch, CA 94508-1373

Patricia Chapman
(925) 756-1939

February 15, 2006

City of Concord
1455 Gasoline Alley
Concord, CA 84520-4805

John Tempieton
{925) 671-3129

February 15, 2006

TRANSPLAN Committee

ECCTA

651 Pine Street, N. Wing — 4™ Floor
Martinez, CA 94553

John Greitzer
(925) 335-1201

February 8, 2006

Discovery Builders (Applicant) Albert Seenc Il February 15, 2006
4061 Port Chicago Highway (925) 682-6419

Concord, CA 84520

Save Mount Diablo Seth Adams February 15, 2008

1901 Olympic Blvd. #220
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

(925) 947-3535

Source: City of Pittsburg, February 17, 2006
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A. CITY OF ANTIOCH

Comments: A1—Al1l
Responses: Al—All

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures: none

References to Draft EIR Tables:
Tables 21 and 22, Table H-1 (Appendix H)

Sky Ranch 1l Residential Subdivision Final EIR

H. Comments and
A. City of Antioch
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M. Kennath W. Strelo FEB 1 5 2006
M&::?ah Planner :

Clty ,. PLANNING DMISION

ox e ;‘M"'w et PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPT
66 Chvic Avenue oF Blia
Pitisburg, CA 94565 ‘

Dear Mr, Stralo:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Sky Ranch U Residental
Subdivision Environmental Impact Repost. The City of Antioch has the foflowing comments t0
offer regarding this document:

s Imogot €2 The applloant shouki be raquired ta connect both Sky Ranch I in -A1
Piitsburg and Biack Diamond Ranch in Antioch since they sre construciad under the
same developer and are adjolning projects,

o |moact G1: The propoaed project does not adequutely mitigete the impactto = A2
parks by requiring the conatruction of & mini park. The Markiey Cresk Park in the
Black Diamond Rench Subdivigion in Antioch will see & significant increase Inuse due
bﬂlamﬁucﬁnnofmmanﬂisduwmmparka-mmum The project
should mitigate park impacts by increasing on-site park acreage.

« mpactH1l: The City of Antioch racommends that “C* Court and Markley Creek A3
Drive be connected as depicted on the approved Vesting Tentative Map for the Sky
Ranch 1 (Biack Diamond Ranch Subdivision) in Antiooh, This streat connection
betwsen the two projecis needs to be mads to provide emergency accass betwaen the
two developments as weli as providing pedestiian and bicycle access.

» lmgaclaiSend|S:  Since the projectis generating an impact, the developer shouls ~~ Ad
work with the City of Antloch (0 fund and mitigate the Impact. N is not the Ciy of
Antioch's respansibifity to mitigate this project's impect.

Bulifing Servives Phoae (525)779. 7087 - Bex (32317757034

Manning Sorviow. Phana (9253779135 = Pax (VI5]779+7024

Copital tmpewvspmat Phose (93577797090 = Fax (92537797003
Noggkhvorheod mprevement Fhome (925)779. 7042 = Fax (0255191034
Land Develapmest/Bagineering Phone (9255779- 2035 = Fax (F215)775-7034
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Mr. Kannath W, Streic
Assotipte Planner
Chty of Pittsburg
Plarning Departmant
Febreary 15, 2006
Page 2

» Impaci K1: Tha Clty of Antioch has worked with the applicant to provide & strest
connection between Blaok Diemond Ranch and Sky Ranch 2. Assuchthe Clilyof A5
Antioch will sxpect thal this connectior: will be mede as siated undor tem E2. This
strest would also serve as an emargency exit for Black Diamond Ranch and Sky
Rench 2 ragidents.

v Traffic generated from this project has been looked at using two scanarios, with and
without the Buchanan Road Bypess. Because the éonsirugtion of the Buchenan Road
Bypass in the near future, or ever. is highly unliikely, our comments focts on mitigeding
the ‘without the Buchangn Road Bypass” option. ; In the absance of the Buchenan
Road Bypass, AM and PM clreulation would most fikely be as follows:

o AM: The mejotity of AM trips originating from the project would be trying to head west,

The most likely routs to the west would be Ventura Drive or Mesdows Avenue iothe  Ag
north and fo Buchanan Road @ the west. Westbound Buchanesn Road traffic can than

sither take Loveridge to the north or Railroad AvenueAQrker Paes Rosad to the south.
Currently, as the EIR states, AM demand on Buchanan Road is exceeding capacity.

This can be mitigated by adding a second westbound fane on Buchanen Road from

Venture Drive to Loveridge Rosd or to Raloed Avenueiirker Pass. As an AM
miligation, the EIR recommends adding 2 secord northbound {eft tum lana from
Somersvile Road onto Buchanan Road. This does not appear to be a togical A7
mitigation flncamgemmtod- from the project wilt not lilkely even use or impact this
movemern

o PM: Project PM traffic will moat likely be traveling East on Hwy-4 exiting at Loveridge
Road or Somersville Road. Vehicles exiting at Loveridge Road and heading south wil
most likely make & left gt Buchanan Road to hesd cast Staff agrees with the A8
proposed mitigation to add a second southbound léft tum lane for this movement, The
prosect will also add more eastbound trips on Buchanan Road, which is
overcapachy. it i our recommendation to stiipe aisecond sastbound through lane 1o
accommodete the additional traffic. For those trips on easthound Highway-4 exdting at
Sorersville Road will most likely travel south and tum right on Buchanan Road. We A9
ara in agreement with the recommended EIR mitigation to add a right tum lane for this
movement.

- -

AGE 23 roposed Site: States that the Buchanan Bypass would

be barticades st both ends until the completion and apening of the Bypass  A10
between Somergville Road and Kirker Pass Road. The Clty of Antioch is oppossd to .
this proposal and recommends the Buchanan Bypass canstrucied by this project be
connécted to the existing west terminus of the Buchanan Bypass cornpleted in the City

of Antioch. This will provide better access between the two developments snd provide

access by emergency vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles.

Sky Ranch |l Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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Mr. Kenneth W, Strelo
Alsoclate Planpey
City of Rittsburg
Planning Department

s

Add » regarding traffic, the Pittsiurg City Eqgigeer has informeg the Transplan that
rg intendeo impiethent nstering ofAM westbofind trafogn ged % A1
Avanus in mid 2008, megwisbmmmmmﬂmm mﬂza new
Highwery 4 widiBiriling that will begin at the westbound Loveridge oflramp. If this matering plan works
es desigrild, & will reduce westbound AM volumes gt Buchengy Rosd and Ventuga Orive by
apprgdmglely 10% ang improve the ldal of service A3 Ventura Drw?lquerm Road, Am
recommendation j#*to res ng m;t:oum uchanan Road and t axtend the westbound
rightstum {anessiiong the shopping canter gat Loveridge Road thoreby raging more
drivers to travel north to e new highway onramp et Lonr!dgg Road. b

. ‘ _

Plpspe: m?’mﬁu t 825-779-6120 -dlatmmmmwk
smghm wy nﬁms:gmhﬂmklxew . C ‘

Vary truly youre,
| ]

n
Nina Oshigsky
Senlor Planner
NO:tit

" T S P

Ron Bemal, Asst. City Enginear
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Al. CONNECTION BETWEEN SKY RANCH II AND THE ADJACENT
BLACK DIAMOND ESTATES

The City of Antioch commented that the two subdivisions should be connected
by surface streets. :

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concurs in general in regard to
connections between neighborhoods. The two subdivisions will be connected
via the Buchanan Bypass and also at “C” Court/Markley Creek Drive. The
former connection will enable a future 4-lane artery with provisions for -
pedestrians and bicyclists.

The City of Pittsburg staff differs specifically in regard to the timing of the
opening of Buchanan Bypass to “through-traffic,” meaning traffic having
origins or destinations outside of the Sky Ranch II project site. Under the
proposed plan, temporary barricades would prevent through-traffic circulation
until that time when Buchanan Bypass is opened for travel between Somersville
Road on the east and Kirker Pass Road (or, optionally, another north-south road
connecting the Bypass with Buchanan Road) on the west.

A concemn for the City of Pittsburg staff is traffic volume control on Ventura
Drive. Pending construction and opening of Standard Oil Avenue or another
north-south road connecting a future western segment of the Bypass with
Buchanan Road, Ventura Drive in the vicinity of Black Diamond Estates and
the proposed Sky Ranch II subdivisions is the most attractive, least-time route
to Buchanan Road. The City of Pittsburg staff proposes to limit the traffic on
Ventura Drive, between Jensen/Rangewood and Meadows Avenue, to 5,000
vehicles per day (vpd), if necessary by limiting the number of built units in Sky
Ranch I1 to 353 units pending completion of an alternative north-south collector
between the Bypass with Buchanan Road. In the absence of the temporary
barricades and the 353 housing unit limit, the projected traffic volume on the
segment of Ventura Drive through Highlands ranch could exceed 5,000
vehicles per day (vpd). Ventura Drive through Highlands Ranch is a residential
street and was not designed or intended to carry over 5,000 vpd.

A similar concern applies to connection of “C” Court with Markley Creek
Drive. Pending completion of Standard Oil Avenue between Buchanan Road
and the Bypass, the City of Pittsburg staff favors a restricted connection for
pedestrian and EVA access only, but does not favor unrestricted vehicle
connection.

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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In conjunction with the City of Pittsburg staff’s recommended mitigation
measures (Draft EIR, p. V-256 and 257), temporary barricades at the shared
terminus of the Buchanan Bypass could assure volume control on Ventura
Drive. The temporary barricades do not preclude future opening of the
Buchanan Bypass.

A2, PARK MITIGATION

The City of Antioch commented that the mitigation measure that requires the
Sky Ranch II developer to build a mini-park in the vicinity of “C” Court is
inadequate to mitigate the project’s impact on parks. The City of Antioch
stated that future residents of Sky Ranch II would increase visitation at Markley
Creek Park in the Black Diamond Estates.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Commission and City Council will consider the
mitigation measure of requiring on-site park development within the Sky Ranch
II subdivision. Additionally, the Sky Ranch II developer will be required to pay
the City of Pittsburg’s in-lieu park fee, which is based on the proposed number
of residential units.

As part of the Highland’s Ranch subdivision, the City of Pittsburg conditioned
that project’s approval on dedication and improvement of several acres of park
space near Ventura Drive and Buchanan Road. The City of Pittsburg’s policy
is to collect the in lieu park fee for acquisition and development of park land.
In the Southeast Hills, current implementation of that policy favors
improvements of community and regional parks such as Buchanan Park and
Stoneman Park that serve a broader geographic area.

In conjunction with the on-site mini park, the in lieu park fee collected from the
developer of Sky Ranch I would be used by the City of Pittsburg for park
development at locations in Pittsburg suitable for the Southeast Hills residents.

Spillover visitation by future Sky Ranch II residents at the future Markley
Creek Park is a possibility. It would be speculative, however, to assume that
future unknown improvements or “attractions™ within Markley Creek Park
would draw future Sky Ranch II residents to the future Markley Creek Park
over the proposed on-site mini park, Buchanan or Stoneman Parks. The future
visitation at the various local parks is unknown

and unpredictable.

Based on location alone, mini park visitation by future Sky Ranch II residents
would be preferred over alterative visitation at Markley Creek Park. Based on

Sky Ranch |l Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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location alone, equal cross-over visitation could be expected to occur from
Black Diamond Ranch and Sky Ranch II, or Highlands Ranch.

Cross-over visitation by future Black Diamond Estates residents at the on-site
mini park is a possibility especially in view of the City of Pittsburg staff’s
recommended requirement for pedestrian and EV A access at “C”
Court/Markley Creek Drive. Spillover visitation between cities at Buchanan
Park and Stoneman Park also are possibilities.

Both cities can and should assume some level of park visitation by out-of-town
visitors. Whether there is a net visitor influx to Pittsburg parks from Antioch -
over the number of visitors to Antioch parks from Pittsburg is a matter that
could be substantiated by surveys, for example. In the absence of '
substantiating surveys, the discussion is speculative and well beyond the scope
of the Draft EIR for Sky Ranch II Residential Subdivision.

On the particular point of whether future Sky Ranch Il residents sometimes
would use the future Markley Creek Park, the City of Pittsburg staff concurs
and notes that it would expect cross-over visitation by Black Diamond Estates
residents at the future mini-park to be located in the proposed Sky Ranch II
residential subdivision.

A3. “C” COURT AND MARKLEY CREEK DRIVE

The City of Antioch commented that “C” Court and Markley Creek Drive
should be connected, in order to provide emergency vehicle access (EVA) and
also pedestrian and bicyclist access between the adjoining Black Diamond
Estates and Sky Ranch II subdivisions.

Response

The City of Pittsburg staff concurs and will require the stated connection as a
Condition of Approval, if the City approves the proposed project. The
particular connection through proposed Lot 191 is identified as a mitigation
measure in the Draft EIR, in both Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation (p.
V-259) and Chapter V.K, Public Health & Safety (p. V-316).

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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A4. COMMUNITY NOISE IMPACTS ON CHATEAU MOBILE HOME
PARK

The City of Antioch commented that the Sky Ranch II project would generate a
community noise impact on the mobile home park that is located along
Buchanan Road in the City of Antioch. The City further commented that the
Sky Ranch II developer should work with the City of Antioch to fund and
mitigate the impact.

Response

Mitigation of the community noise at Chateau Mobile Home Park will not be
required of the Sky Ranch II applicant because the project’s effect is not
individually substantial or cumulatively considerable and there is not a nexus
between the proposed Sky Ranch II project and the existing Ldn noise level in
Chateau Mobile Home Park. Requiring the Sky Ranch II applicant to fund
improvements such as, for example, a sound wall, to reduce noise levels in
Chateau Mobile Home Park to levels below the existing L.dn noise level,
therefore, would be inappropriate.

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.I, Community Noise (p. V-280), and Chapter VII,
Cumulative Effects (p. VII-367), identifies a cumulative impact of the proposed
project, approved projects, and past projects. The cumulative effect is noise in
the Buchanan Road corridor. In the portion of the mobile home park nearest
Buchanan Road, the estimated existing community noise (Ldn) exceeds 70
dBA. The measured peak-hour Leq there is approximately 71 dBA (Table H-1,
p- XIII-651). '

The Draft EIR evaluates the project’s contribution to the cumulative noise in
Chateau Mobile Home Park and believes the project’s impact is properly

- characterized as individually less-than-significant and not cumulatively
considerable. The proposed Sky Ranch II project’s share would be +0.3 dBA.

The Draft EIR includes the following evaluation (pp. VI1-369 & 370):

The incremental [+0.3 dBA] increase caused by the proposed project is
not substantial; however, the cumulative noise increases caused by the
proposed project in conjunction with past development, approved
development, and other future foreseeable development in the Buchanan
Road corridor is cumulatively significant. Opening of the Buchanan
Bypass would shift traffic onto the bypass and north-south roads
connected to the bypass. Noise effects of opening the bypass to through
traffic include 1} restoration of community noise levels along Buchanan
Road to noise levels near the existing condition and 2) cumulative
increases in community noise along the bypass corridor.

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
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Based on the traffic evaluation in the Draft EIR, implementation of the long-
range plan for the Buchanan Bypass could shift traffic volume from Buchanan
Road onto the bypass and could restore the Ldn at the Chateau Mobile Home
Park to nearly the same or a slightly lower noise level as the existing Ldn.

The Sky Ranch II applicant has constructed the segment of the Buchanan
Bypass in Black Diamond Estates in Antioch, and it will be required to
construct an additional segment of the Buchanan Bypass within the Sky Ranch
I prOJect limits. Once additional segments are completed west of Sky Ranch
I1, opening of the future bypass to through-traffic would shift traffic off
Buchanan Road and, thereby, would restore future noise levels in the Buchanan
Road corridor to levels that are nearly the same as the existing levels, or shghtly
improved compared to the existing noise levels.

As part of the proposed project, the Sky Ranch II applicant will be required to
dedicate right-of-way and construct a segment of the future Buchanan Bypass.
The additional segment would be contiguous with an existing segment of the
Buchanan Bypass in Black Diamond Estates.

AS. CONNECTION BETWEEN BLACK DIAMOND ESTATES AND SKY
RANCH 1I

The City of Antioch commented again on the need for a street connection
between the two subdivisions. In its second comment, the City of Antioch cited
the need for emergency egress from Black Diamond Estates.

Response

The City of Pittsburg staff generally concurs and will recommend the stated
connection at “C” Court/Markley Creek Court as a Condition of Approval, if
the City approves the proposed project. The connection through proposed Lot
191 is identified as a mitigation measure in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.K, Public
Health & Safety, p. V-316.

The City of Pittsburg staff specifically expects to require the EVA through Lot
191 and to restrict its function to use for emergency vehicle access or ,
emergency egress. For the reasons cited previously, the connection at “C”
Court/Markley Creek Drive would not be allowed as an unrestricted surface
street.
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A6. SOMERSVILLE/BUCHANAN ROAD AM OPERATION

The City of Antioch staff commented that the traffic mitigation measure
proposed for Somersville/Buchanan Road does not make sense. The City of
Antioch notes that traffic inbound to or outbound from the proposed Sky Ranch
II project site during the AM hour of peak traffic volume would not be expected
to make the left-turn from Somersville northbound onto westbound Buchanan
Road. '

The City of Antioch staff further notes that outbound project traffic in the AM
would add to the current westbound travel demand on Buchanan Road. The City
of Antioch staff, therefore, favors adding a second westbound through-travel lane
on Buchanan Road from Ventura Drive to Loveridge Road or beyond. .

Response '

The City of Pittsburg’s Engineering Department staff has reviewed the Sky
Ranch II traffic analysis and concurs that the second westbound through-travel
lane is an option. See responses to Comments A8 and A9.

Sky Ranch II project-related traffic would not be expected to make the left-turn
from the southern approach of Somersville Road onto westbound Buchanan
Road; however, the recommended mitigation measure would address a critical
turning movement that influences the intersection’s operation.

Another critical turning movement at this intersection in the AM hour of peak
traffic volume is the left-turn from the western approach of Buchanan Road onto
northbound Somersville Road. Adding left-turn capacity on the western leg of
Somersville/Buchanan Road was included in the mitigated LOS calculation but
inadvertently was not described in the text of the mitigation measure. The Draft
EIR text for mitigation of IMPACT H6 is modified as follows:

IMPACT Hé: Intersection #11 (Somersville Road/Buchanan Road)
Mitigation measure:

* Developer shall pay a fair share for modifications of the
northbound Somersville Road approach and the eastbound
Buchanan Road approach for provision of an additional
left-turn lane on each approach.

In the AM hour of peak traffic volume, one of the critical turning movements at
intersection #11 is the left-turn from the south onto westbound Buchanan Road.
Adding left-turn capacity on the southern leg of Somersville/Buchanan Road
would be effective. The effectiveness of the mitigation measure is demonstrated
by means of LOS calculations for the scenarios with and without the Buchanan
Bypass. The City of Antioch’s stated primary concern is the scenario “without
the Buchanan Bypass.”
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CHART A1
Cumulative Future 2025
Intersection Operations without the Buchanan Bypass

Intersectio Future (2025). ture (202
without Project -~ | 7 0 with: Project. .77y
AM LOS PM AM LOS PM
Before After LOS | Before After LOS
Mitigation | Mitigation Mitigation | Mitigation
#11
Somersville/Buchanan Road 1.07/F See | 0.84/D 1.13/F See | 0.88/D
below below
Mitigation: A second left-turn lane on each 0.78/C | 0.70/B 0.82/D | 0.73/C

of the northbound approach (south leg) and
eastbound approach (west leg).

#7
Harbor/Buchanan Road 0.92/E See | 1.04/F 0.97/E See | 1.10/F
below below
Mitigation: Additional through-lanes lanes 0.55/A | 0.58/A 0.58/A | 0.61/B
eastbound and westbound {(4-lane section)
#8
Loveridge/Buchanan Road 0.91/E See | 0.83/D 0.97/E See | 0.90/D
below below
Mitigation: additional through-fanes 0.71/C { 0.68/B 0.75/C | 0.74/C

eastbound and westbound (4-lane section)

Optional Mitigation: an additional left-turn 0.81/D | 0.78/C 0.86/D | 0.83/D
lane on Loveridge (dual left) with 2-lane
depart on Buchanan Road

SOQURCE: W-Trans, September 2006

With or without the Buchanan Bypass, the projected future (2025) AM peak
left-turn volume from northbound Somersville Road onto westbound Buchanan
Road would be 598 vph. The projected future (2025) AM peak left-turn
volume also would be 598 vph with or without the proposed project. Pending
construction of Standard Oil Avenue between the Buchanan Bypass and
Buchanan Road, one generator of morning traffic making this left-turn
movement from northbound Somersville Road onto westbound Buchanan Road
is expected to be Black Diamond Estates.

On the same southern leg of Somersville/Buchanan Road, the projected future
(2025) AM peak through-traffic volume would be 636 vph without the Bypass
and 736 vph with the Bypass. Morning traffic making this through-movement
is independent of the proposed Sky Ranch II project. The through-traffic '
volume added with opening of the Buchanan Bypass to through-traffic, 100
vph, would not be added to a critical movement.
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A7.  SOMERSVILLE/BUCHANAN ROAD PM OPERATION

The City of Antioch commented that it agrees with the recommended traffic
mitigation measure that proposes to add a right-turn lane from the northern leg
of Somersville/Buchanan Road onto westbound Buchanan Road.

Response

The comment warrants clarification that an additional right-turn lane is not
recommended. The Draft EIR (p. V-257) states “southbound right-turn overlap
phasing,” which is a traffic signalization measure and is not the same as adding
an additional right-turn lane.

A8. LOVERIDGE/BUCHANAN OPERATIONS

The City of Antioch commented that it agrees with the recommended traffic
mitigation measure that proposes to add a second left-turn lane on the northern
leg of Loveridge/ Buchanan Road for left-turns onto eastbound Buchanan Road.

Response

The mitigation measure is described in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic &
Circulation (pp. V-256 and V-261). The comment warrants clarification that
the mitigation measure is one of two options that could mitigate future year-
2025 operation of Loveridge/Buchanan, without the Buchanan Bypass, to “mid-
D” or better.

Before mitigation, future year-2025 PM operations at Loveridge/Buchanan
Road, without the Buchanan Bypass, are forecast to be LOS D, v/c=0.83
without the proposed Sky Ranch II project and v/c =0.90 with the proposed Sky
Ranch II project. Before mitigation,future year-2025 AM operations at
Loveridge/Buchanan Road, without the Buchanan Bypass, are forecast to be
LOS D, v/c=0.91 without the proposed Sky Ranch II project and v/c =0.97 with
the proposed Sky Ranch II project.

Of the two options, addition of through-travel lanes eastbound and westbound
on Buchanan Road is relatively more effective assuming no parallel capacity on
the future Buchanan bypass. Addition of a second lefi-turn lane on southbound
Loveridge Road nearly achieves mid-D, the service leve! standard. Adding
through-lane capacity on Buchanan Road could be effective in both AM and
PM hours of peak traffic volume. Adding through-lane capacity could provide
an advantage in the future year-2025 scenario without the Buchanan Road
Bypass (see Chart Al, page 21).

In the AM and PM hours of peak traffic volume, critical turning movements at
Loveridge/Buchanan Road include the left-turn from the north onto eastbound
Buchanan Road, the left-turn from the west onto northbound Loveridge Road,
and the opposing through-movement westbound on Buchanan Road. The
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proposed project would add 65 vph to the critical left-turn movement on the
northern leg and 55 vph to the critical westbound through-travel movement on
the eastern leg.

A9. LOVERIDGE/BUCHANAN ROAD PM OPERATION

The City of Antioch elaborated that it believes a second through-travel lane
should be striped on eastbound Buchanan Road east of Loveridge Road, to
accommodate the expected traffic volume traveling east on Buchanan Road
after exiting State Highway 4 at Loveridge Road in the PM.

Response

Clarification of the mitigation measure is warranted. With the Buchanan
Bypass, addition of through-travel lanes on Buchanan Road would not be
necessary, with or without the proposed Sky Ranch II project. For the year-
2025 scenario, without the Buchanan Bypass, additional through-travel lanes
eastbound and westbound are recommended for Harbor Street/Buchanan Road.
Additional through-travel lanes also are optionally recommended for
Loveridge/Buchanan Road. These additional travel lanes would not be
warranted with the Buchanan Bypass, as shown in the summary of future year-
2025 intersection operations (Draft EIR, Table 22, p. V-253). '

Re-striping limits generally are described in the Draft EIR. If implemented, the
" second eastbound through-travel lane on Buchanan Road should be striped
. from west of the intersection with Harbor Street to a merge east of Meadows
Avenue. The second westbound through-travel lane on Buchanan Road should
be re-striped within similar limits

Related near-term mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR, Chapter
V_H, Traffic & Circulation (p. V-256), include lane re-striping on Buchanan
Road, to accommodate a dual left-turn lane on the Loveridge Road southbound
approach to Loveridge/Buchanan Road, followed by a merge to one eastbound
lane east of Meadows Avenue. This measure could mitigate a near-term traffic
impact (Existing + Approved + Sky Ranch II Project) in the AM and PM peak
hours. The near-term measure described in the Draft EIR for IMPACT H3
could mitigate Loveridge/Buchanan Road intersection operation to LOS D
(v/c=0.88) in the AM peak hour and LOS C (v/c=0.78) in the PM peak hour.

The mitigation measure as described for near-term and future year-2025
conditions in the Draft EIR (p. V-256 and -261) does not include re-striping for
a second through-travel lane westbound on Buchanan Road. An additional
westbound through-travel lane on Buchanan Road could be effective (see also
response to Comment A8).
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Intersection operations analysis of Loveridge/Buchanan Road shows that
without the Buchanan Bypass and without the proposed Sky Ranch II project,
year-2025 traffic in the AM could warrant an additional through-travel lane.

An additional westbound through-travel lane could restore the AM LOS to C
(v/c=0.71) from LOS E (v/c=0.91). Without the Buchanan Bypass and with the
proposed Sky Ranch II project, the intersection operations analysis indicates an
additional westbound through-trave! lane could restore the AM LOS to C
(v/c=0.75) from LOS E (v/c=0.97).

Al10. BUCHANAN BYPASS BARRICADES

The City of Antioch commented that the two contiguous segments of the
Buchanan Bypass should be connected, in order to provide better access
between the adjoining Black Diamond Estates and proposed Sky Ranch IT
subdivision, emergency vehicle access (EVA), pedestrian and bicyclist access.
The City of Antioch opposes the proposal wherein the Buchanan Bypass would
be closed to through-traffic by means of temporary barricades between the
adjoining subdivisions until bypass completion between Kirker Pass Road and
Somersville Road and opening of the bypass.

Response

The City of Pittsburg staff disagrees with the comment and refers the reviewer
to the response to comment Al. The temporary barricades are intended to .
prevent a spillover traffic volume impact on Ventura Drive in the adjoining
Highlands Ranch subdivision (see previous response).

In conjunction with the City of Pittsburg staff’s recommended volume-control
mitigation measures (Draft EIR, p. V-256 and 257), temporary barricades at the
termini of the Buchanan Bypass on the Sky Ranch II project site could assure
volume control on Ventura Drive. The temporary barricades do not preclude
future opening of the Buchanan Bypass to through-traffic.

The temporary barricades would prevent vehicular access but would not
preclude EVA, pedestrian or bicyclist access. Requiring connection at “C”
Court/Markley Creek Court as a Condition of Approval, if the City of Pittsburg
approves the proposed Sky Ranch II project, also could provide EVA,
pedestrian, and bicyclist access at the south end of the proposed project. The
connection through proposed Lot 191 is identified as a mitigation measure in
the Draft EIR, Chapter V.K, Public Health & Safety, p. V-316.
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All. PROPOSED METERING ON WESTBOUND BUCHANAN ROAD

The City of Antioch commented that the City of Pittsburg intends to initiate traffic
control metering at Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue in mid-2006. The City of
Antioch further characterized the goal of metering as encouraging Antioch and-
Brentwood residents to use the widened Highway 4 (SR 4) that begins at the
Loveridge Road on-ramp. The City of Antioch recommends re-striping Buchanan
Road in the westbound direction and extending the right-turn lane from westbound
Buchanan Road onto northbound Loveridge Road in front of the shopping center.

Response

Clarifications are necessary in view of the City of Antioch’s comments regarding
1) control point metering, 2) re-striping of westbound Buchanan Road between
Ventura Drive and Loveridge Road, and 3) extending the right-turn lane on the
eastern leg of Loveridge/Buchanan Road along the shopping center frontage. Of
the actions described by the City of Antioch, only the re-striping of Buchanan Road
for a second through-travel lane in the westbound direction is a potential mitigation
measure for a near-term traffic impact of the proposed Sky Ranch II project on
Buchanan Road Corridor operations. Other mitigation measures are listed on the
following page.

The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department has initiated inquiries with CCTA
and TRANSPLAN regarding implementation of an existing plan known as the
East-Central Traffic Management Study. Traffic metering at Kirker Pass
Road/Nortonville Road was an element of the “Principles for Implementation and
Operation,” which resulted directly from the ECTMS and were approved by all
affected jurisdictions in September 2002. Recent communications by the City of
Pittsburg staff were not specifically in the context of mitigation measures for the
proposed Sky Ranch II project.

The purpose of traffic control metering on Buchanan Road at this time is to
encourage commuters to use mainline Highway 4 (SR 4) instead of Buchanan Road
and Kirker Pass Road. The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff
suggested to CCTA and TRANSPLAN that the completion of the SR 4 widening
east to Loveridge Road presents an opportunity to begin control point metering
now to help encourage commuters to use the freeway rather than Kirker Pass Road.
The goal of metering is not specifically directed at Antioch and Brentwood
residents, as many residents of the City of Pittsburg who have shifted onto parallel
routes during SR 4 widening also would be encouraged to return fo a pattern of '
freeway use for their commute.

Metering at this time affects only the two peak hours of the morning commute.
Metering is expected staff to reduce traffic on Buchanan Road by 5 to 10 percent,
which is equivalent to approximately 80 to 160 vph, based on a hypothetical
directional through-traffic volume of approximately 1,600 vph.
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CHART A2

Near-Term Intersection Operations

Without the Buchanan Bypass

6. Railroad Avenue/Buchanan Road

0.53/'A 0.62/B | 0.61/8
7. Harbor Street/Buchanan Road 0-64B 064/B | 0.81/D
'0.62/B  0.63/B | 0.76/C
8. Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road 0.70/B  062/B |
9. Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive 069/B 0.77/C
10. Buchanan Road/Meadows Av | 0.67/B  0.77/C
11. Somersville Road/Buchanan Rd |58 87/B% 0.73/1C

revisions to Draft EIR, Table 21.
SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006

NOTES: Gray shading indicates that LOS exceeds the mid-

D

0.81/D  0.85/D

AM PM
0.62/B  0.80/C
0-86/0 0.84D

Chart A2 presents near-term traffic impacts expected at intersections in the
Buchanan Road Corridor. Mitigation measures for near-term traffic impacts of

the proposed project include the following:

IMPACT H3: Intersection #8 (Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road)

* Developer shall pay for provision of an additional twe southbound left-turn
lanes and lane striping on the east leg to accommodate the two lefi-turn
lanes followed by a merge to one lane (Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, p. V-256).

* Optionally, the developer shall pay for provision of additional through-
travel lanes, for a total of two eastbound and two westbound,

IMPACT H4: Intersection #9 (Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive)

*  Developer shall pay a fair share towards the following improvements: the
eastbound approach should be re-striped to accommodate two through
lanes from west of Ventura Avenue to east of Meadows Drive followed by a
merge back to one lane. This should fit within the existing pavement
through the use of narrower travel lanes and a narrower bike lane. This
striping should be considered permanent until the bypass is opened. (Draft

EIR, Chapter V.H, p.

V-256)

IMPACT H6: Intersection #11 (Somersville Road/Buchanan Road)

*  Developer shall pay a fair share for modifications of the northbound
Somersville Road approach and the eastbound Buchanan Road approach
Jor provision of an additional lefi-turn lane on each approach. (Draft EIR,
Chapter V.H, p. V-257)
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TRANSPAC Agenda and Meeting Minutes, [tem 6, December 8, 2005
TRANSPAC initiated the East-Central Traffic Management Study (“ECTMS”)
in cooperation with TRANSPLAN, all the respective member jurisdictions, and
CCTA. One purpose of the ECTMS was to evaluate establishing additional
traffic control points and other traffic management strategies in East County.
Current traffic control points in Central County are Oak Grove Road in Walnut
Creek and Kirker Pass Road/Myrtle in Concord. At the time of ECTMS during
1999-2001, the only traffic control point was Qak Grove Road. Another
purpose of the ECTMS was tfo integrate existing, planned, and proposed
transportation projects and programs in an East-Central Traffic Management
Plan. '

The ECTMS Final Report was published in 2001. Subsequently, in 2002,
“Principles for Implementation and Operation” of the ECTMS were drafted.
TRANSPAC approved the “Principles for Implementation and Operation,” but
not the entire plan, in September 2002. According to the meeting minutes:

1. Metering at Kirker Pass Road/Nortonville Road may have been proposed as an
interim location in the absence of Buchanan Road Bypass.

2. Preferred traffic flow was intended for Buchanan Road Bypass over Kirker
Pass Road and one committee member mentioned a “flyover connection”
between Kirker Pass Road and the bypass.

In November 2005, the City of Pittsburg sent letters to CCTA and
TRANSPLAN requesting project development, funding and implementation of
traffic control metering at Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue and Kirker Pass
Road/Nortonville Road, as recommended in the ECTMS.

The City of Pittsburg has suggested that the completion of the SR 4 widening to
Loveridge Road presents an opportunity to begin control point metering.
Metering would help encourage commuters now using alternate routes to shift
their travel back onto the freeway rather than Kirker Pass Road.

Traffic management on the Ygnacio Valley Road and Kirker Pass Road
corridors is an element in TRANSPAC’s Action Plan and the ongoing goal of
effectively managing freeway and arterial capacity in this corridor. Staff and
the TAC will monitor project activities for the East County segment of the
corridor and will advise TRANSPAC of any opportunities to be of assistance to
East County jurisdictions and TRANSPLAN in moving the project to
implementation.

The City Council of the City of Pittsburg on February 21, 2006, adopted the
City’s Priority Work Plan for Fiscal 2005-2007. Included among the Capital
Projects/Issues are the Buchanan Road Bypass construction and traffic signal
systems,
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B. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT

Comments: B1—B14
Responses: BI—B14

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures:
Figures 1,18, 22, and 24

References to Draft EIR Tables:
Table 5
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M. Ken Strelo DVISION —
City of Pittsburg PLANNING DV neEPT
Community Developroens Departiens oy ANKING AND BULDIG, Tod Radke
85 Civie Avene viate g aadd
Pitisburg, CA 94365 o tendylane
Stbject: Scoping Comments for Sky Ranch H DEIR - Subdivision 8475 Ooeg Siden
Black Dismmond Mines Regionsl Preserve -t
. Jean Sid
Dear Mr. Strelo: e

Thank yvou for notifying the Bast Bay Regional Park District (“District™) regarding tie  conss Meget

availabiiity of the Drall Environmental Impact Report for the proposcd Sy Ranch 1T
subdivision.in Pittsueg. Herewith please: find our scoping comm;ont}dspmjed.
mmmofmmnwpmonmmm )

ThsDBIR idmuﬁos lmpmu hBhuk Dxmond M:m(lmpmt.ﬂ}fmm musmed pazk
usage resulting from this development; however, the mitigation measures proposed on
page V97 and V-223 do not actually mitigate impacts at Black Dinmond Mines (or
Contra Loma Park). The DEIR proposes to collest an “in lieu park fee”, but there is no
proposal ar mechamism to provide any of (his fee 1o the District to offsct its increased
operational costs. Absert such funding, this project will rewltugmﬁcm;nd
unmitigared impacts to District parkunds,

The B!llahnuldpmvide some type of assessment to fund increased District opersiing snd
habitat management costs as a result of this proposed project. The District has worked
with & sumber of sunicipalitics to establish a “Zone of Benefit™ to fund impacts o
parkiands and opea space resulting from residential developments. The EIR should
cousider this proposal and other options to mitigste project impects to packland through
assessmcnts and devefoprwent fees.

The DEIR proposes the insiallation of smaller windows in lotw 182 through 132 10
mitigate the: vismal) impacts of dévelopment (lmpact D3). This does not appens.to be an
adequate mitigation measvre, boosusn thetr will il be reflected light from these |
windows. Another, more effective mitigation measure would be to remove these housing
mnsﬁmﬁuepmpouddenhmanwmplwcdwmmthhiah-dcnmymumdu
further north, nsdumnbedmAlwmvelB : .

1
5, 2030 Peralta ODaks Cosrt 2.0, Boa 381 Oailand, CA S4KN-C321
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In our December 10, 2004 scoping letter, the District specifically requested that the DEIR B5
contein & visual impact simulation of the proposed development as viewed fram Black

Diamond Minss. We could find no such sinwiation in the DEIR. Therefore, there iy no
waymdmimthesigniﬁcmoﬁudiminWWmﬁ:manpmpﬂm

mitigation mossures. The EIR should consider visual impacts to Black Dismond Mincs

from the Lougher Ridge and Amts Qverlaok Trails. Creation of a visual bufTer by

eliminating peoposed units along the southern boundary of the development may mitigate

somwe of this impact. Such mitigation may be accomplished through Allemative 1B or the

No Prajeot Altemalive.

Aninfnmnﬁanlﬁmkwiﬂdnﬁulcmmimppmpﬁmmofmydadicmm B8
space or trails. A home owners association lacks policing authority to enforce use

restrictions or perform effictive management. The DEIR should provide funding for City '
pulicing servioes to enforcs nae restrictions.

Under Public Hesth and Safety, the DEIR identifies significant impacts to residents on

“D" Street, “C" court and *D™ court. The proposed mitigation measures are to restrict B7
wses in the adjacent open space. Such restrictions are not practicably enforcesblc and

will not be successfial ir mitigating these impacts. A much raoee effective mitigation

measure would be to climinate bousing units in this ares of the peoposed projoct.

The DEIR does not adequately enitigate impacts 10 open space, scenic vistas or biclogical B8
resources. The proposed project would fully develop the existing open space on the

project site and pot leave sny areas saitable for wildiife. The Clean Water and .
Endanpered Specicy Acts call far a “sequencing™ of mitigation measures. Such measures B9
start with avoidance of impacts, then minimization of impacts, on-site conservation/
regtoration, and finalty off.site mitigation. Even though such measnres are described on

page V-B2 of the DEIR, the propased project bypasses the first three mitigation options

and focuses on off-sitc mitigation fior these impacts.

This lack of sdequate considcration of itapact avoidance may be based, in-part, on an B10
assumption tha the adjacent Mollec (AUSO) propesty may evenruatly be developed.
Currently, there ave no development entiticments on the Moller property. Accordingly,
the DEIR for the subjject project should consider the Moller property in it present
conditions. Connectivity of open space between Sky Ranch 11 through the Moller
property to Black Dismond Mines should be considered a viahle carridor of open space
and habitat until such time as land uses on the Moller property change to some other use,
Given the controversy over developing the Moller property and is inchusion in preserve
area id of the East Contra Costa Habitat Conscrvation Plan, there is an equally likely
soenario that it coukd be acquired for conservation purposes. Thus, the connectivity of
open space betwoen, Sky Ranch 11 and Black Diamond Mines would be assured.
Thevefore, the EIR should identify and fully consider project alweinatives that preserve
open space and habitat in the project area.

The EIR should consider a smaller project alternative that still socamplishes the stated B11
purposes of the praject. Such an altesnative could mitigate some of the significant
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impacts to open spase snd scenic ridgelines, and could reduce the impacts to biological
resoantces, The DEIR identifies an Alternative 1B which would provide for 406 of the
415 umits (L.a. 9896) proposed. This altemative would reduce the project impact by 37
acres, which is about & 2% reduction in the project footprint. Thia aliernative cloarly
satisfies the project objectives and partially mitigates impacts on-site through svoidance.

The peimary entrance into Black Diamond Mines is via Somersville Road. There is B12
currerdy 2 three-way imersection at the park entrance, which will & :
significant increase in traffic volume with the construction of the proposed project, and a
sipnificant increase in toaffic speed, which will result from connection with the Buchanan

Road Bypass. Both of these are potentially significant impacts that should be fully

addressed and mitigated by the proposed project.

Currently, motorists accessing Black Diamond Mines via Somersville Road enjoy &
relntively unconstreined access during weskday non-commute periods and on weekends.
With the addition of 1,274 new residents at the park enirance, iraffic volumes will
increase greatly during park operating hours, both on weekdeys and weekends. Withthe B13
completion of the Buchanan Road Bypess, traffic volumes and traffic speeds will
increase even further. The new bypass wil} effectively fanction as » high-speed
cxpressway, pacalieling Highway 4. We ruticipats that during AM and I'M peak
commuic periods the acecasibliity and desirability of visiting Black Diamond Mincs at its
Somersville entrance will be: greatly ditninished. Will the proposed project be providing
signalized tuming pockets from the bypass into the Somersvilk Road to Black Diamond
Mines?

For bicyclists, equestrians and waikers, the impact will be oven greater. It’s likely given

the higher specds and incroased traflic volurncs that equesirians will forcgo accessing the

park via Sornersvilie road, due to the noise and high specds of taffic on the approach

roads frightening their horses. For similar reasons, walkers and bicycle fders may B14
choose to forego acoessing the park, It is importan that the proposed poject provide

Class [ grade separated trails along the proposed bypass so that there is some degree of
protection for trail users. [m addition, the proposed project should provide for pedestrisn
sctivated signals where Somersville Road intersects the new bypass.

Please call me at (510) $44-2622 if you have any questions regarding our letier.

2.0 ..

Brad Qlson
Eavironmental Programs Manager
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Bl. INCREASED PARK VISITATION AT BLACK DIAMOND MINES
REGIONAL PRESERVE

The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) commented that the proposed
Sky Ranch II residential subdivision would increase park visitation. According
to the comment, the Draft EIR recommends the City collect an in lieu park fee,
but there is no proposal or mechanism to provide any of this fee to the EBRPD
to offset its increased operational costs. Without such funding, the proposed
Sky Ranch II project could result in a significant and unmitigated impact to
EBRPD-owned parklands. :

Response

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities (pp. V-222 and
223), identifies potential indirect environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Indirect environmental impacts include, for example, traffic, vehicular
noise and exhaust, resulting from travel for visitation at off-site parks. Such
indirect impacts could result from visitation by future Sky Ranch II residents at
three neighborhood parks (Highlands-Buchanan Road Park, Highlands Park,
and Marchetti Park), two community parks {Buchanan Park and Stoneman
Park}, and two regional parks (Contra Loma Regional Park and Black Diamond
Mines Regional Preserve).

Mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are: (1) developer dedication.and
improvement of on-site land for a mini-park, (2) developer payment of an in
lieu park fee, and (3) developer protection of the right-of-way for a future trail
connection to Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. Remainder parcels, to
be created on-site along a pair of existing utilities easements, would be
protected for the future trail connection. To the extent that the developer
dedicates park and trail land, improves the mini-park, and improves the trail
right-of-way with trail amenities, the developer could be granted offset credit
against the in lieu park fee.

All three of these mitigation measures could be considered as effective for
reducing indirect environmental consequences of travel for off-site recreation.
Mitigation measures (1) and (3) could provide for on-site recreational facilities.
Mitigation measure (3) also could create a trail segment for future pedestrian
connection to Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. Mitigation measure
(2), the in lieu park fee, could be used by the city for improvements or
augmentation of the future Highlands Ranch-Buchanan Road as well as the
city’s community parks.

The City of Pittsburg’s General Plan and Subdivision Ordinance provide for
creation of parkland as consistent with the city’s growth and population. The in
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lieu park fee is itself intended for capital funding for the creation of parkland,
and improvements thereon, as opposed to operations funding for maintenance.
Maintenance of parklands is funded through the General Fund.

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concurs that some unknown
level of off-site park visitation by future Sky Ranch II residents could result
from project implementation. Indirect environmental consequences of off-site
park visitation are adequately mitigated as described above. Discussion of this
project’s fiscal impact on EBRPD’s operations and maintenance budget is
speculative and well beyond the scope of the Draft EIR.

B2. PARK MITIGATION

The East Bay Regional Park District staff commented that the mitigation
measure that requires the Sky Ranch II developer to build a mini-park in the
vicinity of “C” Court (proposed Lots 181-190) is inadequate to mitigate the
project’s potential impact on Contra Loma Regional Park and Black Diamond
Mines Regional Preserve.

Response

The City of Pittsburg will require on-site park development within the Sky
Ranch II subdivision. Additionally, the Sky Ranch II developer will be
required to pay the City of Pittsburg’s in-lieu park fee, which is based on the
proposed number of residential units. .

As part of the Highland’s Ranch subdivision, the City of Pitisburg conditioned
that project’s approval on dedication and improvement of several acres of park
space near Ventura Drive and Buchanan Road. The City of Pittsburg’s policy
is to collect the in lieu park fee for acquisition and development of parkland. In
the Southeast Hills, current implementation of that policy favors improvements
to existing community and regional parks, such as Buchanan Park and
Stoneman Park, which serve a broader geographic area.

In conjunction with the on-site mini park, the in /ieu park fee collected from the
developer of Sky Ranch Il would be used by the City of Pittsburg for park
development or augmentation at locations in Pittsburg suitable for the Southeast
Hills residents.

B3. “ZONE OF BENEFIT” ASSESSMENT
EBRPD continued its comment noting that some kind of assessment, to fund

increased District operating and habitat management costs resulting from the
proposed project, would be needed. In the comment, EBRPD staff state the
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District has worked with a number of municipalities to establish a “Zone of
Benefit” to fund impacts to parklands and open space resulting from residential
developments. Staff continues that the Draft EIR should consider an
assessment within a “Zone of Benefit,” and other options, to mitigate project
impacts to parklands through assessments and developer fees.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges that voters have
approved a parcel tax in portions of Western Contra Costa and Alameda
Counties, a tax that is used by EBRPD for its specific programs there. City
Planning Department staff concurs that some unknown level of off-site park
visitation at neighborhood, community, and regional parks could potentially
result from the proposed Sky Ranch II project. Indirect environmental
consequences of this potential off-site park visitation are adequately mitigated.

There may be a general nexus between the visitation at Contra Loma Regional
Park and the general populations of Pittsburg, Antioch, Oakley and Brentwood;
however, there is not a specific nexus between the proposed Sky Ranch I1
project and visitation at any of EBRPD’s individual regional parks. The City
does have an established Subdivision Ordinance, which it will enforce in order
to collect the in lieu park fee for local park land acquisition. Enforcement of its
ordinance is a mechanism for mitigating spillover visitation at neighborhood
and community parks located outside the City of Pittsburg. The City of -
Pittsburg does not have any mechanism or authority to create a Zone of Benefit
or to assess a parcel tax or its equivalent. '

Based on previous experience, the EBRPD staff probably realize the zone of
benefit for Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve and Contra Loma
Regional Park covers extensive territory, both inside and outside the City of
Pittsburg. Park visitation and zone of benefit are economic issues and are not
environmental consequences of the proposed Sky Ranch II project.

EBRPD’s need for operations and maintenance funds either for (1) its specific
parks or (2) for its aggregate parkland and trail holdings, much of it acquired
during 1988-1998, is a subject well beyond the scope of the Draft EIR.

EBRPD staff’s comment about “working with a number of municipalities” may
be a reference to Measure CC, on the November 2004 ballot and approved by a
2/3-majority of the voters, which is a parcel tax measure conceived by EBRPD
on a sub-regional scale to assist with operations and maintenance of its parks
within “Zone 1.” Zone 1 consisted largely of portions of Western Contra Costa
and Alameda Counties, including the San Francisco Bay shoreline. As resolved
by the EBRPD Board of Directors, proposed uses of the parce! tax funds 7
include enhancements for public safety (police patrol and wildfire protection);
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improvements for public access to shoreline, hillside, and urban parks and
trails; and environmental maintenance within Zone 1 of the EBRPD. The
owner of a single-unit residential parcel pays $12.00 per year. The owner of a
multi-unit residential parcel pays $8.28 per unit per year. Non-residential
parcels are not subject to the tax. There is a built-in 15 year sunset, upon which
the tax is subject to renewal by 2/3 of the voters. State law requires that funds
from the parcel tax collected from owners within a zone of benefit only be used
to fund projects within that defined zone.

In November 2004, Measure CC was approved by 67 percent (just over two-
thirds of those voting upon this measure). This voter-approved measure
provided the District with authorization to levy the above-described parcel tax
to fund operations and maintenance of parks and trails in Zone 1, pursuant to
Public Resources Code, Section 5566; Government Code, Sections 50077 and
53724, California Constitution Article XIII C, Section 2(d), and Elections
Code, Section 9342,

In November, 1998, Measure W, a predecessor to Measure CC, failed to pass
by a narrow margin. Measure W garnered approximately 64 percent of the -
vote. Measure W was a similar parcel tax that proposed $9.50 per single-family
parcel and $8.10 per multi-family unit (in 1998 dollars). Measure W was
proposed for the entire territory of the EBRPD and did not define a Zone of
Benefit.

In 1988, approximately 68 percent of voters in the East Bay Regional Park
District (EBRPD) approved Measure AA, a $225 million bond initiative. Funds
were earmarked according to the EBRPD Master Plan for protection of open
space, wildlife, shoreline, and the expansion of park properties and trails for use
by the general public. '

Bond issues, in increments of $45 million each at three-year intervals, began in
1989. The final issue will be in 2001. Each bond has a lifetime of 25 years. (A
taxpayer with property assessed at $200,000 currently pays $16.20 per year for
the Measure AA bonds.)

Measure AA monies were invested and leveraged by EBRPD during 1988-1998
to acquire 22,000 acres of additional park land and over 100 miles of additional
trails throughout Alameda and Contra Costa counties. These acquisitions
increased the number of EBRPD-owned parks to 55 parks from 48 parks, and
encompassed a grand total of 88,000 acres of parks and 1,000 miles of trails,
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B4. REMOVAL OF LOTS 132 THROUGH 182

EBRPD staff commented that removal of proposed Lots 132 through 182 would
be a more effective mitigation measure for the project’s potential reflected light,
reflection or glare being back onto viewing locations in Black Diamond Ranch
Regional Preserve,

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has considered potential
reflected light (or, “glare™) and the potential impact on public views caused by
the proposed project. g

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.D, Visual Resources (pp. V-178 through 181),
discusses impacts of the proposed project in terms of its potential effect on
scenic vistas, potential effect on the visual quality of the project site, and man-
made illumination and reflected light. Visual simulation is used to portray a
future public view of the project site from a lower elevation, namely, from the
public right-of-way on Ventura Drive just north of Buchanan Road. From this
and similar lower elevation viewing locations, the proposed project could affect
the visual character of the project site. Mitigation measures to retain the
existing open look of hillside grasslands and avoid opaque fencing on selected
hillsides are recommended.

The Draft EIR does not discuss general! or specifc views from elevations higher
than'465 feet above sea level datum or the particular views from Black
Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. Owing to the elevation difference between
the project site and the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, the proposed
project could not possibly obstruct views.

The Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve is located approximately 2,600
feet from the southern boundary of the Sky Ranch Il site. In the visual
simulation (see Draft EIR, Figure 18, p. V-174), the distance of the viewing
location on Ventura Drive from the Sky Ranch Il site is similar, approximately
2,600 feet. Views from Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve to the Sky
Ranch II project site, and over the project site, are from higher elevations (700-
800 feet).

Plan View B1 illustrates two viewing locations from Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve on a topographic base map. As shown in Plan View B1,
parts of the Arata Overlook Trail or Lougher Ridge Trail, at the 700 foot or 800
foot elevation, would have views of all or part of the Sky Ranch IIL.
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PLAN VIEW B1
VIEWS OF THE SKY RANCH Ii SITE
FROM BLACK DIAMOND MINES REGIONAL PRESERVE
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From Arata Overlook (elev. 700 feet), most of the Sky Ranch II site is

visible. From Lougher Ridge Trail (elev. 800 feet) portions on the western side
of the Sky Ranch II site are visible. At the highest point, the elevation in the
southwest corner of the project site is approximately 500 feet above sea level
datum. So all views from the park would be looking “over” the Sky Ranch II
project site.

Proposed houses in Sky Ranch II would be visible from specific viewing
locations within Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, namely the from the
northern segment of Lougher Ridge Trail and the western segment of Arata-
Overlook Trail. Views of the Sky Ranch II site from these trail vantage points
would be similar to existing views of Highlands Ranch. Panoramic views of
the Suisun Bay and City of Pittsburg would not be obstructed.

Owing to this elevation difference, there could not be a glare impact upon
views from Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. Windows of houses on
specific lots, Lots 132 to 182, could not reflect light upward to elevation 700-
800 feet from elevation 311-463 feet above mean sea level. Removal of
proposed Lots 132-182 would not have the stated benefit of avoiding reflected
glare cast toward Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, because such glare
is not expected to be a possible consequence of the proposed project.

BS. VISUAL SIMULATION

EBRPD staff commented that staff had requested a visual simulation of the
proposed project as viewed from Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff considered the request for a
visual simulation of the Sky Ranch II project site as viewed from Black
Diamond Ranch Regional Preserve. Planning Department staff reviewed and
considered view impacts of principal concern, including:

» those having a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

» those resulting from substantial damage to a scenic resource such as,
for example, trees or rock outcrops; and,

» those considered to be significantly degrading to the existing visual
quality of the site or its surroundings.

Relevant visual resources that could be affected by the proposed project include
the southern hills as viewed from vantages in the City of Pittsburg. Both the
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Suisun Bay/Sacramento River Delta and the southern hills are acknowledged in
the City’s General Plan. Excerpt:

“From the flatland areas of Pittsburg, views of the southern hills are
prominent... These southern hills lend Pittsburg residents a sense of
identity... Views of the hills to the south and Suisun Bay to the north
create an identifiable entryway for the City. Views from the southern
hills include vistas of the cityscape and Suisun Bay beyond.”

After careful evaluation of the existing visual resources, Planning Department
staff determined that visual simulation of the existing vistas or panoramic views
of the Suisun Bay/Sacramento River Delta, as viewed from Black Diamond
Ranch Regional Preserve could not be affected by the proposed project. These
vistas would remain intact, uninterrupted by any of the proposed houses on the
project site. Because the scenic vista could not be affected by the project, a
visual simulation from one of the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve’s
trails would not assist the evaluation of potentially significant visual impacts of
the project.

B6. INAPPROPRIATE USES OF OPEN SPACE

EBRPD staff commented that the information kiosk that is recommended as a
mitigation measure in the Draft EIR would be inadequate to prevent
inappropriate uses of open space resulting from the project.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies the impacts that are
the subject of the recommended informational kiosk. The Draft EIR, Chapter
V.A, Biology and Wetlands (p. V-93), identifies a potential environmental
impact of the proposed project on California tiger salamander (CTS). Human
activities and population within the project site can indirectly affect CTS. The
primary mitigation measure proposed to reduce this effect is as follows:

o For the long-term, developer shall design and construct a
permanent barrier that would keep CTS, which may be present on
the adjacent Thomas and AUSD-owned parcels, out of the
developed area. It is suggested that this barrier be constructed
along the southern and western boundaries during the grading
phase. (Draft EIR, p. V-93)

An additional secondary mitigation measure, also recommended in the Draft
EIR, states:
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« Developer shall design, construct, and maintain an information
kiosk in the southern portion of the project site to foster resident and
visitor awareness of wildlife needs. If a mini-park is constructed in
the area south of “C” Court, as recommend in Chapter V.G, this
mini-park would be an ideal location for a public information kiosk.

The latter measure is consistent with goals and policies to be adopted in the-
East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan (ECCCHCP) for the
urban-wildland interface, to minimize the indirect impacts of development on
the adjacent preserve (see Draft EIR, Table 5, p. V-84). Kiosks are intended
primarily for public education as opposed to policing or access restriction.

The Antioch Unified School District-owned land (see Figure 1) is located
between the project site and Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. The
land owned by A.U.S.D. is part of the candidate habitat preserve acquisition
land identified in the ECCCHCP. It is considered foreseeable that the current
A.U.S.D. land could become either (1) a part of Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve or else (2) a part of the ECCCHCP Acquired Preserve Land.
The project site, therefore, is interpreted as being located at the urban-wildland
interface.

The Draft EIR (p. V-96 & 97) addresses the general subjects of increased
human presence at the urban-wildland interface and potential for species
harassment. The proposed project could potentially increase off-site walking
on the reservoir service road, resulting in potential indirect impacts on
biological resources from collection and harassment, introduction of nonnative
species, predation by pets or feral cats, and increased frequency of wildfire
ignitions. The informational kiosk is listed again (Draft EIR, p. V-98) as a
mitigation measure that is consistent with conservation policies in the
ECCCHCP.

A compatible transitional use between the urban edge and wildlife habitat is
discussed in the Draft EIR (Chapter IX, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and
Growth-Inducing Impacts (p. V-375): :

The transitional use recommended in the ECCCHCP is the “Zone 1d
buffer.” Buffer land constitutes a strip of sufficient width,
recommended in the Drafi Plan to be 500 feet, to protect habitat value
of proposed preserve lands. The Zone 1d buffer is located outside the
previous ULL (2000) but partially within the recent voter-approved
ULL (2003), and within Pittsburg’s Planning Area, in the Black
Diamond Planning Subarea. The City’s General Plan land use
designation and/or pre-zoning for Open Space are protective of this
Juture buffer land, so that buffer protection on the project site [for
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example, by elimination of some proposed lots along the southern
boundary of the project site] is not necessary and could be superfluous.

B7. UNMITIGATED PUBLIC SAFETY RISKS

EBRPD staff commented that the Draft EIR identifies significant public safety
impacts to residents and houses on “D” Street, “D” Court, and “C” Court.
EBRPD staff’s comment continues that the proposed mitigation measures are to
restrict uses in the adjacent open space.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifics that the Draft EIR in
Chapter V.K, Public Health & Safety, pp. V-316 through V-319, presents
several mitigation measures that would not be properly characterized as
“restrictive of uses in the adjacent open space.” For example, to mitigate
potential exposure of future residents and houses on “D” Street, “D” Court, and
“C™ Court to wildland fire risk, the mitigation measures require the developer to
avoid siting of small-sized lots along the site’s southern and western boundaries
and also to eliminate proposed Lots 181-190. In the area of proposed lots 181-
190 the developer would be required to construct a mini-park.

The above-described mitigation measures can be implemented entirely within
the boundaries of the project site. The measures are enforceable and could be
effective by eliminating small-sized parcels along the Urban Wildland
Interface.

B8. OPEN SPACE

EBRPD staff commented that the proposed project would fully develop the
existing open space on the project site and would not leave any areas suitable
for wildlife.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges that the
Proposed Project (Alternative 2) would result in removal of 163 acres of
aestivation and/or breeding habitat of the federally-listed threatened CTS,
which also is annual grassland at the northern limit of the range of the
federally-listed endangered and California-listed threatened SJIKF. The habitat
on the project site currently is not designated or proposed by USFWS as critical
habitat for CTS or SJIKF.

No Project (Alternative 3) was found to be the environmentally superior
alternative. As required by CEQA, when the environmentally superior
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alternative is No Project, the City of Pittsburg Planning Department determined
and the Draft EIR acknowledges (pp. I-7 and VI-351) that the least-damaging
action alternative is Alternative 1b (On-Site Conservation with Density
Transfer).

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that none of the land
on the project site is designated in the City’s General Plan for Open Space use.
The Draft EIR, in Chapter V.E, Land Use and Planning, pp. V-185 and V-186,
states:

“The project is located in the Buchanan Planning Subarea and is
subject to policies of the City of Pittsburg's General Plan, including the
Land Use Element, Growth Management Element, and Urban Design
Element. The adopted General Plan land use designation for the
project site is Low Density Residential (1-7 dwelling units/gross acre),
and the land use designation of the adjoining Thomas parcel is Low
Density Residential and Open Space. Adjoining the project site on the
south, the Black Diamond Planning Subarea is designated for Open
Space and Park land uses. The City’s General Plan does not designate
any part of the project site for Hillside Low Density Residential (less
than 5 du/gross acre), Open Space, or Park. Hillside Development
policies do not apply as the site’s elevation is generally lower than 500
feet above msl.” (Draft EIR, P. V-185 & 186)

The proposed project, therefore, could not have any direct impact on open
space. In further regard to the issue of open space, some of the apparent
misunderstanding may have originated with outdated assumptions and outdated
graphical portrayals in the Hearing Draft (August 2001) City of Pittsburg
general Plan and also in the Draft East Contra Costa County Habitat
Conservation Plan (ECCCHCP). Figure 2-1, Land Use Designation Types, in
Draft ECCCHCP portrays an area of open space on the project site. Figure 2-2,
General Plan Diagram, in the Hearing Draft General Plan (August 2001),
portrays an area of open space on the project site. However, the entire project
site was designated for Low Density Residential (1-7 dwelling units per acre) in
the City Council’s approved General Plan, as adopted on November 16, 2001.
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B9. OFF-SITE COMPENSATORY MITIGATION

EBRPD staff commented that the Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act
call for a sequencing of mitigation measures, starting first with avoidance of
impacts, continuing next with minimization of impacts by means of on-site
conservation or restoration, and ending finally with off-site compensatory
mitigation, Even though conservation measures are acknowledged in the Draft
EIR on p. V-82, EBRPD staff holds the opinion that the Draft EIR appears to
focus on off-site compensatory mitigation.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that alternatives to the
proposed project are addressed in Chapter VI, Alternatives Analysis, and
Chapter XIII, Appendix C, of the Draft EIR. In Chapter V.A, Biology and
Wetlands, the Drafi EIR discusses impacts of the applicant’s proposed project.

B10. ON-SITE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVES

EBRPD staff commented that under the East Contra Costa County Habitat
Conservation Plan the Moller parcel (also known as the Antioch Unified School
District-owned parcel) could be acquired as part of the Preserve System. If so,
the connectivity of open space between the Sky Ranch 11 and Black Diamond
Mines Regional Preserve would be assured. The Draft EIR, therefore, should
identify and consider project alternatives that preserve open space and habitat in
the project area.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that alternatives to the
proposed project are addressed in Chapter VI, Alternatives Analysis, and
Chapter XIII, Appendix C, of the Draft EIR. Conservation Alternatives would
preserve undeveloped land on the project site.

Bl1l. ALTERNATIVE 1b

EBRPD staff commented that the Draft EIR should consider a smaller project
alternative that still accomplishes the stated purposes of the project. Such an
alternative could mitigate some of the significant impacts to open space and
scenic ridgelines and could reduce the impacts to biological resources. EBRPD
staff’s comment continues that the Draft EIR identifies Alternative 1b, which
would provide for 406 of the 415 units proposed. Alternative [b would reduce
the project impact by 37 acres, which is about a 23 percent reduction in the
project footprint. According to EBRPD staff’s comment, Alternative 1b clearly
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satisfies the project objectives and partially mitigates on-site impacts through
avoidance. .

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department determined, and the Draft EIR
acknowledges (on pp. I-7 and VI-351), that the least-damaging action
alternative is Alternative 1b (On-Site Conservation with Density Transfer).

As stated in the response to Comment B8, the Proposed Project (Alternative 2)
and Alternative 1b would not have a direct impact on open space as none of the
project site is designated in the city’s General Plan as Open Space. Compared
to the proposed Project Alternative, Alternative 1b could reduce the area of
grassland habitat, which is habitat useful for two threatened or endangered
species, namely CTS and SJKF, that would be removed for development of
proposed housing on the project site. Under Alternative 1b, 406 houses
consisting 115 attached townhouses and 291 detached single-family houses
would be built. In comparison, the proposed project is a subdivision for 415
detached single-family units. No further response is warranted.

B12. SOMERSVILLE ROAD

EBRPD staff noted that the primary entrance into Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve is via Somersville Road. EBRPD staff asserts that the park
entrance could experience a significant increase in traffic volume and speed
with the construction of the proposed project and connection of the Buchanan
Bypass to Somersville Road. These potentially significant impacts should be
addressed and mitigated in the Draft EIR.

Response

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation, Figure 22 (p. V-242) and
Chapter XIII, Appendix G, includes information on traffic volumes on
Somersville Road. With future opening of the Buchanan Bypass to through-
traffic, traffic volumes on Somersville Road are expected to change, generally
on the segment between James Donlon Boulevard and Buchanan Road. The
changes tend to be overall reductions in traffic in the AM and PM commute
hours. '
North of James Donlon Boulevard, the existing AM peak hour volume on
Somersville Road is approximately 980 vehicles per hour (vph) northbound and
1,120 vph two-way. In the AM commute hours, about 50 percent (461 vph) of
the volume northbound on Somersville Road turns left onto Buchanan Road
and approximately 50 percent (482 vph) of the northbound traffic continues
through on Somerville Road northbound.
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With opening of the Buchanan Bypass, and with the proposed project, the AM
peak hour volume on Somersville Road north of James Donlon Boulevard is
expected to be approximately 720 vph northbound and 1,230 vph two-way.

The forecast travel on Somerville Road in the AM commute hours, therefore, .
represents 1) a reduction in northbound travel and 2) nearly the same volume as
the existing two-way volume on Somersville Road. The reason is that some
outbound traffic from housing developments connected to James Donlon
Boulevard would use the bypass instead of Buchanan Road or Highway 4 for
travel to destinations west of Somersville Road.

The existing PM peak volume on Somersville Road north of James Donlon
Boulevard is approximately 960 vph southbound and 1,300 vph two-way. In
the PM commute hours, approximately 60 percent (607 vph) of the southbound
traffic turns right from westbound Buchanan Road onto Somersville Road
southbound, and about 30 percent (319 vph) of the southbound traffic continues
through on Somersville Road southbound.

With opening of the Buchanan Bypass, and with the proposed project, the PM
peak hour volume on Somersville Road north of James Donlon Boulevard is
expected to be approximately 520 vph southbound and 1,190 vph two-way.
Forecast travel on Somerville Road in the PM commute hours, therefore,
represents 1) a reduction in southbound travel and 2) a reduction in two-way
travel on Somerville Road. The reason is that some inbound traffic to housing
developments connected to James Donlon Boulevard would use the bypass
instead of Buchanan Road or Highway 4 for travel home, and some outbound
traffic from these same housing developments would use the bypass for travel
to destinations west of Somersville Road.

With opening of the Buchanan Bypass, substantial traffic volumes would shift
off Somersville Road and Buchanan Road onto the bypass. This will result in
traffic relief on the segment of Somersville Road between James Donlon
Boulevard and Buchanan Road. South of James Donlon Boulevard, future year
(2025) traffic volumes on Somersville Road will not change substantially over
the existing volumes.

Future (2025) peak hour volumes on Somersville Road south of James Donlon
Boulevard are:
s In the AM peak hour, 440 vehicles per hour (vph) northbound and 580
vph two-way; and,
s Inthe PM peak hour, 240 vehicles per hour (vph) southbound and 470
vph two-way.
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Only 20 vph from the bypass in the AM and PM peak hours would turn right
and travel on south on Somersville Road inbound to Black Diamond Mmes
Regional Preserve.

B13. SIGNALIZATION AT BUCHANAN BYPASS/SOMERSVILLE ROAD

EBRPD staff noted that the Buchanan Bypass will function as high-speed
expressway paralleling Highway 4. During AM and PM peak commute
periods, accessibility to Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve (BDMRP)
via its Somersville Road entrance could potentially be diminished owing to
traffic congestion at the BDMRP’s Somersville Road entrance. Additionally,
EBRPD staff asked about signalization at the Buchanan Bypass/Somersville

- Road intersection.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the Buchanan
Bypass would be constructed as a 4-lane arterial road with a median divider
within the project limits. It would remain closed to through-traffic at the
eastern and western termini of the project site until completion of the entire.
bypass west to Kirker Pass Road or an alternative north-south connection,

The intersection at Somersville Road and James Donlon Boulevard intersection
currently is signalized. This intersection, the signal, and the segment of the
Buchanan Bypass located east of the project site, are all owned by the City of
Antioch. The future signal is assumed to be an 8-phase signal. Eight-phase
refers generally to a fully-actuated traffic signal at a 4-way controlled
intersection, with separate loop detectors and green time for four (4) left-turn
lanes and four (4) through-travel lanes.

The Draft EIR describes the Buchanan Bypass as an element included in the
project description (Chapter III, Description of the Proposed Project, p. [1I-49).

“The project includes construction of the Buchanan Bypass within the
limits of the project site. Goal 2-G-25 and Policy 2-P-73 of the General
Plan call for construction of the Buchanan Bypass as an alternative
route for commuters traveling from Kirker Pass Road to destinations
east of Pittsburg. The Buchanan Bypass is identified in Pittsburg 2020:
A Vision for the 21" Century and 1997 Traffic Mitigation Fee Study as a
planned transportation facility to be funded by traffic mitigation fees. It
is also identified as Project ST-4 and ST-36 in the City’s current Five-
Year Capital Improvement Plan. In the Five-Year Capital Improvement
Plan the Buchanan Bypass is indicated as a 2-lane artery with a
estimated design and construction cost of $56 million.
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The proposed segment of the Buchanan Bypass within the boundaries of
the project site would be constructed as a 4-lane artery with a median
divider. It would remain closed to through-traffic at the eastern and
western termini until completion of the entire bypass is completed west
to Kirker Pass Road. In the interim, project-related traffic would use
Ventura Drive through Highlands Ranch to Buchanan Road.”

Before opening of the bypass for through-traffic connection, the forecast
cumulative operations at Somersville/Buchanan Road are LOS “F” in the
morning and LOS “D” (v/c=0.88) in the evening. Mitigation measures are
identified in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation, p. V-257,
V-261 and V-262), to restore operations to LOS “D” in the AM and LOS “C”
in the PM.

With opening of the bypass for through-traffic connection, Somersville/James
Donton/Buchanan Bypass is projected to operate at LOS “D” (v/c=0.84) in the
AM and LOS “C” (v/c=0.80) in the PM. This is year 2025 forecast for the
cumulative scenario, which includes the proposed project and other
development. As stated in response to Comment B12, opening of the Buchanan
Bypass to through-traffic would result in overall reductions in traffic on the
segment of Somersville Road between James Donlon Boulevard and Buchanan
Road.

B14. TRAIL MITIGATION MEASURES

EBRPD staff commented that the proposed project should provide Class I
grade-separated trails along the proposed Buchanan Bypass so that there is
some degree of protection for trail users from increased traffic induced by the
bypass. In addition, EBRPD staff stated that the proposed project should
provide for pedestrian activated signals at Buchanan Bypass/Somersville Road.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the Buchanan
Bypass would remain closed to through-traffic at the eastern and western
termini of the project site until the entire bypass is completed west to Kirker
Pass Road or to an alternative north-south connection. The intersection at
Somersville Road and James Donlon Boulevard are all owned by the City of
Antioch.

Potential bicyclists and hikers from Black Diamond Estates and Sky Ranch II,
who are returning from Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve (BDMRP),
would need to Somersville Road at James Donlon Boulevard. The Draft EIR,
Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation, Figure 24, p. V-247, illustrates the
Buchanan Bypass cross-section. A 6-foot wide sidewalk is included. Adequate
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Right-of-Way
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@ City of Pittsburg - FIGURE 24
65 Civic Averue

Pitm?:fy, A 94656 Buchanan Bypass Cross-Section

paved width (32-feet) is provided for ultimate striping of two 13-foot wide -
lanes and a 6-foot wide bicycle lane. EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services &
Utilities, p. V-223, additionally recommends protection of the existing utility
easements for a future east-west trail.

Developer will protect right-of-way across the entire 110-foot width.of
the combined PG&E and Kinder Morgan Energy Partners easements,
Jor future development of an east-west trail connection with BDMRP.
Protection of the trail right-of-way may be counted in the future as part
of the developer’s park land dedication requirement, only at that time
when trail improvements are made, and only for that portion of the
right-of-way on which trail improvements are actually made.
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C. CALTRANS

Comments: C1—C8
Responses: C1—C8

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures:
Figures 13, 14, and 20-22

References to Draft EIR Tables:
Tables 10, 21, and 22
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February 6, 2006

CCo04804
CC-4-26.01
SCH2004 112092

M. Ken Strolo
. Planning and Building Department
City of Pittsburg
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Dear Mr. Strcio: N
Sky Ranch I - Draft Envirenmental [opact Report

Thank you for continuing to include the Californiu Department of Transpostation (Department)
in the environmental review process for the Sky Ranch Ik Residential Subdivision 8475. The
comments preseniod below are based on the review of Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Sky Ranch I project.

Signal Operations

The following intersections necessitate a trafiic analysis:

* Loveridge Avenue and California Avenue

Sammersville Road and Mahogany Way/Cantury Boulevard
Semmersville Road and Stute Route 4 (SR 4) castbound ramps
Semmersville Road and Statc Rouie 4 (SR 4) westbound ramps
Sommersville Road and Delta Fuir Boulevard

Sommergville Road and Sycamore Drive

Ratlroad Avenuc and Power Avenuc

Ruilrond Avenue and SR 4 eastbound ramps

Railroad Avenae and Californta Avenue/SR 4 westbound ramp
Ruailroad Avenne and Bliss Avenuwe/Frontage Road

P )

A traffic simulation (i.e. Synchro, Sirn Traffic) should be used to Investigate qucuing on sach
lane direction, and biow onc intersection affects others (c.g. queues that spill to the other

"Celtrans improues mobility across Colifornia®

C1
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ML Ken Sarelo
Febraary &. 2006
el

inteasection). The mitigation measurcs for Impact 1 om page V-255, do not show the intersection
Level of Service (LOS) for the quens on the Stais Route 4 (SR 4) westhound off-ramp. A traffic
simulation analysts needs 10 be conducted to investigate queuimg for each of the following
“Ympact” intcrsections: kmpact H1 and H2 on page 1-28, Impact H21 and H22 on page 1-32,
Empect 2 o0 puge V-255, and impect 21 amd 22 on page V-262. In addition, we could not locate
Figare 22 that is referred 10 on page V-241.

H

Hydraglics
Per the Sky Ranch IT project, neady 85% of the project site falls within the East Kirker Creek
(Old Kirker Creck) watershed. This watershed, downsiream of tha propossd Sky Ranch I

sobdivision, has a history of flooding due 1o downstream improvements that have not kept pace

with upstream development. in particular, the Old Kirker Creek culvert at SR 4 is undersized for

current conditiuns. There is 8 prrject underway that will npgrade the culvert to pass 2 25-year
storm event. However, even with the SR 4 culvert upgrads, the situation at Old Kirker Creek wili
not improve mtil additional downsiveam improvemenis are made by the City of Pitsburg.
Therefore, it is unacceptable to increasc flows to Old Kirker Creck. Post construction Tkw»s oust
be metered to pre-consuction flows or less.

Tahle 10 on sheet V-148 indicates thai post construction flows have been metered well below
pre-construction flows. It appears though, that Arca 1 is considersd twice in pre-construction
flows. Also, do both pre- and post-construction flows take into account the existing Highlands
Ranch detention basin?

Impact 11 on page V-161 states that “runoffl from the project sife, Highlands Ranch, and other
iributary sub-arces would add to the pre-project flows conveyed in off-sitc pipelines north of
Buchanan Road.” If flows will be metered as shown in Table 10, how will flows increese north
of Buchanap Road? The pipe from the Highland Ranch basin connects to a sysiem north of
Buchanan Road and outlets to the laks at Los Medanos Commusity College. The Contra Costa
Transportation Authority with the City of Pittsbarg is considering incressing the capacity of Uw
lake in an effort 10 rednce the peak flows at the SR 4 culvert and further downsireum. Will this
development increasc flow to the lake?

Ad Planni .
Page V.248 Table 20 necds 1o apecify the project trip gencration as weekday, weekday AM peak
hour and weekday PM peak hour.

Tmpacts 1o SR 4 should be clearty idemified. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,

schedufing, imaplementation, responsibifities for this project should be clearly identified Methods

for calculating the project’s equitable mitigation are detailed in Appendix B of the Department’s

“Guide for the Prcparation of Traffic Impact Smdies”, which should be reviewod during

preparation of environ documents. See the following websile link for more information:
. ¢ y g ns/oew alsys Jre

miental
hitp:rwww dot.ca govihalua serv/opSTati shispuide.

2

“Caitruns improver mobility acraw Coltforns”

Cc2

C3

Ch

Cé

C7

c8
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M. Xem Saio
Febroary 6, 2006
Page 3

Should yau have any questions regarding this latter, please call Christian Bushong of my staff at
(S140) 286-5606.

Sincerely,

TIMOTHY cémm\!aaet
District Chicf

IGR/CEQA
c: State Clearimghouse

“Caltruns improws mrebility aoroes Califormis®
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The study- intersections consist of fifteen (15) intersections, shown in “red” in
Figure 25 and listed in Tables 19, 21, and 22. One of the Caltrans-listed
intersections coincides with intersection #4, Somersville Road/Delta Fair
Boulevard), which has been evaluated in the Draft EIR for AM and PM level of
service operation. Caltrans-listed intersections, shown in “green” in Figure 25
(below), generally are located farther from the project site than the study
intersections evaluated in the Draft EIR.

KEY

Percent of project lrips
without the Bypass

™
S s N ; Madified percent of project tips
&Rl / -25% with the Bypass. Assumed the
L% "%;g?bur / + . same unless otherwise shown.
LS| ‘
7 Ai’?ioc-f; /
; y T, /-tfi_@ /i
pyiCalifornia ™", . . West10th Street  /

Ave, LT

i 4 ;'3
| 9@1?5"?&‘?&8'—0‘

KR
ony, 0,

°on 14 A"Bou!evard
i,

City af Pittsburg ﬁ FIGURE 25
65 Civic Avenue — I A
Pittsburg, CA 94656 (g 1K 2K 3IKH Project Traffic Distribution

The list of study intersections was developed based on considerations of project
trip generation, distribution, and assignment. CCTA has set a signilicance
threshold of 50 vehicles per peak hour added to critical movements. The
proposed project would be expected to add fewer than 50 vehicle per hour to all
critical movements individually and combined at the Caltrans-listed
intersections. The proposed project’s potential impact at the Caltrans-listed
intersections, therefore, would be neither individually significant nor
cumulatively considerable.
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Ci. INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Caltrans requested operations analysis for a list of additional intersections (see
below). Caltrans also requested a quening simulation for the pair: California
Avenue/SR4 WB Ramps and Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps.

» #4 Somersville Road/Delta Fair Boulevard

¢ #16 Railroad Avenue/Power Avenue

» #17 Railroad Avenue/SR4 eastbound ramps

« #18 Railroad Avenue/California Avenue/SR4 westbound ramp
» #19 Railroad Avenue/Bliss Avenue/Frontage Road

» #20 Somersville Road/Mahogany Way/Century Boulevard

» #21 Somersville Road/State Route 4 (SR4) eastbound ramps

» #22 Somersville Road/SR4 westbound ramps

e #23 Somersville Road/Sycamore Drive

e #24 Loveridge Avenue/California Avenue

According to Caltrans staff comment, a traffic simulation (i e., Synchro,
SimTraffic) should be used to investigate queuing on each lane direction and
how one intersection affects others (e.g., queues that spill to the upstream

intersection).
CHART C1
Response Project-Added Traffic at Caltrans-Listed Intersections
In response to Caltrans’ Total Critical
comment’ project_added D Intersection Name Added Added
traffic volumes at the more AM_| PM | AM | PM
distant Caltrans-listed 16 | Railroad Avenue/Power 16 | 21 4 13
. . Avenue
Intersections are presented .
\ 17 | Railroad Avenue/SR4 41 | 54 37 | 41
in Chart Cl_- Th‘? total eastbound ramps
number project t'rlps added 18 | Railroad Ave/California 35 |33 | 19 (8
to the Caltrans-listed Ave/SR4 westbound ramp
intersections, and the 19 | Railroad Avenue/Bliss 41 |54 | 31 |20
number of project trips Ave/Frontage Road
added to critical 20 | Somersville Rd/Mahogany 9 (13 |2 |8
movements, were estimated Wy/Century Blvd
. . N . eastbound ramps
trip generation, distribution > TS o RondiSRa 261 12 T8
: omersville Roa
and assi-gnment westbound ramps
assump 10ns as were . 24 Loveridge Avenue/California 52 41 43 | 41
applied to develop the list Avenue
of study intersections. - .
NOTES: Identification (ID) numbers refer to the identification
numbers in Figure 25.
SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006
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Operations analysis of the study intersections was performed in accordance
with CCTA technical procedures to assess the proposed project’s impact on
AM and PM peak hour Level of Service (LOS). Results of operations analysis
are presented in Draft EIR, Tables 19, 21 and 22.

Minor revisions have been incorporated into Tables 19, 21 and 22, to adjust for
current lane configurations at two of the study intersections, namely,
LoveridgeRoad/Leland Road and Harbor Street/Buchanan Road. Adjustments
result in minor improvements in LOS, and volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c),
compared to the LOS and v/c results presented in the Draft EIR version of
Tables 19, 21 and 22. Revisions are indicated with yellow highlight and bold
italic font.

TABLE 19
Existing Intersection Levels of Service
EXISTING

LEVEL OF
SERVICE

INTERSECTION

1. California Ave/SR 4 WB Ramps

2. Loveridge Rd/SR 4 EB Ramps 0.50/A | 0.74/C
3. Loveridge Rd/Leland Rd J.088 | 0.502
4. Delta Fair Blvd/Somersville Rd 0.468/A | 0.67/B
5. Loveridge Rd/Ventura Dr 0.43/A | 0.37/A
6. Railroad Ave/Buchanan Rd 0.53/A | 0.62/8
7. Harbqr StBuchanan Rd g_gm"v? g_gzg
8. Loveridge Rd/Buchanan Rd 0.70/B | 0.62/B
9. Buchanan Rd/Ventura Dr 0.69/B | 0.77/C
10. Buchanan Rd/Meadows Ave 0.67/8 | Q.77/C
11. Somersville Rd/Buchanan Rd 0.87/D | 0.73/C
13. Ventura Dr-"B" St/Buchanan Bypass | N/A N/A
14. "M" St-“D” St/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A
15. Kirker Pass/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A

NOTES: CCTA
SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR

il. Comments and Responses

C. California Department of Transportation )
Page 55



TABLE 21
Predicted Near-Term Tra

) Plus

1. California Avenue/SR 4 WB Ramps
2. Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps
3. Loveridge Road/Leland Road

4. Delta Fair Blvd/Somersville Road 0.48/A 0.67/B 0.53/A 0.72/C | 0.53/IA 0.73/C
5. Loveridge Road/Ventura Drive 0.43/A 037/A | 0.47/A 04Z/A | 048/A 0.44/A
6. Railroad Avenue/Buchanan Road 053/A 062/B | 061/B 0.76/C | 062/B 0.80/C

7. Harbor Street/Buchanan Road 0.62/8 0.63/B 0.76/C 0.80/C | 0.81/D 0.85]0

8. Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road

9. Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive

10. Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue
11. Somersville Road/Buchanan Road
12. Somersville Rd/Buchanan Bypass
13. Ventura Dr-B” St/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
14, *M" St-“D” Street/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

15. Kirker Pass Road/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
NOTES:

LOS means Level of Service

Shaded areas show deficient Level of Service relative to adopted LOS standards.

SOURCE: Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc., September 2006
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TABLE 22

1. California/SR4 WB Ramp
2. Loveridge/SR4 EB Ramp
3. Loveridge Rd/Leland Rd

. Delta Fair Bid/Somersville
. Loveridge Rd/Ventura Dr
. Railroad Av/Buchanan Rd
. Harbor St/Buchanan Rd

~ O i

8. Loveridge/Buchanan Rd
9. Buchanan Rd/Ventura Dr
10. Buchanan Rd/Meadows
11. Somersville/Buchanan
12. Somersville Rd/Bypass
13. Ventura -"B” St/Bypass
14. "“M” St-"D" Street/Bypass
15. Kirker Pass Rd/Bypass

N/A

0.83/D

0.80/C | 0.62/B
087D | 0.55/A
" 0.84/D | 0.85/D

nA | 084D

NA | NA

NA | NA L NA

NA | 09%/E™ 0.82/D

063/B 0.63/B
| 0.59/A 065B
b o7a
0.84/D 0.80/C
0.67/B . 0.91/E
064/B  0.81/D
“1.00/E"; 0.85/D

NOTES:

Without Bypass means without opening of the Buchanan Bypass for through-traffic connection.

LOS means Level of Service.

Shaded areas show deficient Level of Service relative to adopted LOS standards.

* Notes that vic ratio decreases from No Project condition due to increased NB right-turn on red volume

reduction as a result of increased volume in WB left-turn lane.

SOURCE: Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc., September 2006
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C2. FIGURES

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) commented that
Figure 22 was not available or could not be found. :

Response

Figure 20 illustrates study area intersections, and Figure 21 illustrates existing
peak hourly and daily traffic volumes. Figure 20, p. V-240 (correctly labeled as
Figure 21), and Figure 21, p. V-242 (correctly labeled as Figure 22), have been
appropriately re-labeled and are included in the Final EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic
& Circulation, for clarification.

C3. HIGHWAY 4 CULVERT UPGRADE

Caltrans commented that nearly 85 percent of the project site lies within the
East Kirker Creek (Old Kirker Creek) watershed. Downstream of the proposed
Sky Ranch II subdivision, this watershed has a history of flooding because
downstream improvements have not kept pace with upstream development. In
particular, Caltrans staff noted that the Old Kirker Creek culvert at Highway 4
(SR4) is undersized for current conditions. There is a Caltrans project to
upgrade the culvert to pass a 25-year storm event; however, even with the SR4
culvert upgrade, the situation at Old Kirker Creek will not improve until
additional downstream improvements, that is, improvements downstream of the
SR4 culvert, are made by the City of Pittsburg.

Response ‘

City staff acknowledges the technical comments and believes the flood setting
is adequately described in the Draft EIR. The location of the Caltrans-owned
culvert beneath SR4 is illustrated as feature #6 in Figure 13 (Draft EIR, p. -
V-138). The flooding issue is documented in detail in the Draft EIR, Chapter
V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality, p. V-140, V-142 and V-143. Excerpt:

“North of the Contra Costa Canal, East Kirker Creek flows in a channel
between Los Medanos Community College and Loveridge Road. East
Kirker Creek continues to a culverted crossing of State Highway 4
located approximately 820 feet east of the highway interchange with
Loveridge Road. North of Highway 4, East Kirker Creek flows in
channels into West Kirker Creek near the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway.

Downstream of the project vicinity East Kirker Creek has flooded
during major storms. A 1999 study conducted by Camp Dresser &
McKee indicated that downstream constrictions in East Kirker Creek,
north of State Highway 4, contribute to this flooding. The critical
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constriction limits storm flows to 390 cubic feet per second (cfs).

East Kirker Creek is not part of the City’s current improvement
program, although planning studies are under way. Upgraded culverts
at Buchanan Road or State Highway 4 would not alleviate flood water
from the downstream constriction. The City of Pittsburg is currently
evaluating alternatives to address the downstream constraints in East
Kirker Creek north of the State Highway 4 interchange with Loveridge
Road.” (Draft EIR, p. V-140)

As noted in the Draft EIR, critical constrictions in East Kirker Creek
downstream of the SR4 culvert limit storm flows passable through the
constricted channel to 390 cfs. The source of this information is the
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study for the State Route 4 (East) Widening
Project, Loveridge Road to State Route 160, page 2-71.

Some of the constrictions are located on private land owned by Praxair, Inc.
Until these constrictions are alleviated, flooding will occur when the combined
flow from the tributary area upstream of the constrictions exceeds 390 cfs.
Stage 1, 2 and 3 projects to alleviate the constrictions in East Kirker Creek are
listed in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality, pp. V-142
and V-143.

C4. STORM WATER RUNOFF LIMITATION

Pending completion of downstream improvements, Caltrans staff stated its
opinion that it would be unacceptable to increase flows to Old Kirker Creek.
According to Caltrans staff, post-project flows should be metered to pre- project
flows, or lower flows.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department and Engincering Department staff
clarify that the City has an established policy intended to reduce flooding in the
downstream area pending completion of certain flood relief projects. Under the
Pittsburg Municipal Code (Chapter 15.104 — Storm Water Management Plan
for Kirker Creek Watershed Drainage Area), construction of on-site detention
facilities is required to prevent any increase in storm water runoff above the
pre-development condition. The applicable portion of the City’s Municipal
Code is cited in the Draft EIR (p. V-142)

For the recent (2001) Sky Ranch II Subdivision 8475 Drainage Study, a
tributary area was defined, consisting of Highlands Ranch (HRO1, B-1, and B-
2), Sky Ranch II (SK2), undeveloped area HR02, future developed area HRO3,
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developed or undeveloped land north of Buchanan Road (BD-1). The area has
two existing detention basins, one in Highlands Ranch and another on the
CCWD-owned parcel north of Buchanan Road. A third detention basin is
proposed on-site as part of the project description for the proposed Sky Ranch
II project.

Allowable peak storm water discharge rates for the existing Highlands Ranch
detention basin are 140 cfs (Q,o, 12-hour) or 235 cfs (Q)00, 12-hour). These are
the pre-development rates for the portion of the tributary area upstream of the
Highlands Ranch detention basin, which includes Highlands Ranch, Sky Ranch
I, HRO2 and HRO3. The drainage study includes HEC-1 routing calculations
with the three detention basins (HR, SK2, and BD-1). The pre-development
storm water runoff rates were calculated assuming “agricultural,” cattle grazing,
land use in a previous 1998 study titled, Highlands Ranch Subdivision 7217
Drainage Study (July 1998). Both the recent (2001) drainage study and the
previous 1998 drainage study were prepared by Isakson & Associates, Inc.,
Civil Engineers.

The 2001 drainage study concludes that existing and proposed detention basins
have been designed to limit the peak storm water flows to 123 cfs for the 10-
year, 12-hour storm, and 153 cfs for the 100-year, 12-hour storm. These rates
are lower than the pre-development rates.

C5. DRAINAGE SUBAREA 1

Caltrans staff noted that Table 10 indicates that post-project storm water flows
would be metered well below pre-project storm flows. Caltrans further
commented that it appears in Table 10 that Drainage Subarea 1 is considered
twice in pre-construction storm water flows. Caltrans staff asked if the
calculation of pre- and post-project storm water flows account for the existing
Highlands Ranch detention basin.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that post-project, peak
storm water flow rates are based on routing through detention basins, including
two existing detention basins and one proposed detention basin. The two
existing detention basins are the basins in Highlands Ranch and on the CCWD-
owned parcel north of Buchanan Road. The third detention basin is an on-site
basin proposed as part of the Sky Ranch II project.

Pre-project Drainage Subarea 1 consists of 87 acres, and post-project Drainage
Subarea 1 consists of 80 acres. Pre-project storm water flows from Drainage
Subarea 1 were not counted twice, though the acreage is shown twice in Table
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10 (Draft EIR, p. V-148) because it currently drains to the Highlands Ranch
detention basin but in the future would drain to the proposed on-site detention
basin on the Sky Ranch II project site. Pre-project, there is no on-site detention
on Sky Ranch II site. Pre-project, all 87 acres drain to the existing Highlands
Ranch detention basin.

Figure 14 in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality

(p. V-147), illustrates pre-project and post-project drainage sub-areas,
Currently, the 87-acre pre-project Drainage Subarea 1 drains to a temporary
inlet connected to the Highlands Ranch drainage system. The Highlands Ranch
drainage system includes an existing detention basin located near Buchanan
Road and Meadows Avenue.

Table 10 in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality

(p. V-148), presents drainage sub-area acreages and pre-project and post-project
runoff rates. Pre-project land area in Drainage Subarea 1 is 87 acres. All of
these 87 acres, and additional developed and undeveloped land, currently drains
to the Highlands Ranch detention basin. If the proposed Sky Ranch II project is
implemented, 80 acres of Subarea 1 would drain to the future on-site detention
basin to be built on the Sky Ranch II site.

Table 10 presents the pre-project runoff rate (70 cf5) and post-project runoff
rate (124 cfs) for Subarea 1, which are both peak flow rates calculated for the
100-year, 12-hour storm. The peak rates above apply to the runoff from the
land tributary to the proposed on-site detention basin on the Sky Ranch II
project site. The post-project peak flow rate (124 cfs) reflects the effect of
added impervious surfaces (e.g., pavement, roof tops, and walkways).

With the proposed on-site detention, the peak discharge rate from the proposed
detention basin would be approximately 15 cubic feet per second (cfs). As
noted by Caltrans staff, the post-project storm water flow rate (15 cfs) would be
metered well below the pre-development rate (70 cfs).

After development of Sky Ranch II, storm water runoff from the 80-acre post-
project Drainage Subarea 1 first would drain to the Sky Ranch II on-site
detention basin. Storm water runoff then would be metered from the on-site
basin to the existing storm sewer beneath Ventura Drive for secondary
detention in the Highlands Ranch detention system. Combined discharge from
the Highlands Ranch detention basin would be metered to approximately 79
cfs, which is the peak rate (Q)q0) calculated for the 100-year, 12-hour storm.

Storm water runoff from Highlands Ranch, after detention, currently is
conveyed via storm sewer piping to a detention basin north of Buchanan Road
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on CCWD-owned property. From detention basin BD-1, which is the basin
located on the CCWD-owned property, the combined peak discharge rate (Q,00)
would be 101 cfs, for the critical 100-year, 12-hour storm.

The combined peak discharge rate into the pond at Los Medanos Community
College would be 176 cfs, for the critical 100-year 12-hour storm. This is the
cumulative discharge into the pond with Sky Ranch II, Highlands Ranch, and
other existing or proposed development included. The combined peak
discharge rate is less than the “pre-development” (i.e., before Highlands Ranch
and Sky Ranch II) discharge rate of 235 cfs.

C6. STORM WATER FLOWS NORTH OF BUCHANAN ROAD

Caltrans staff asked how post-project storm water flows could add to the pre-
project storm water flows north of Buchanan Road, in view of the existing and
proposed uses of on-site detention basins that would meter discharges of storm
water.

The pipe from the Highland Ranch basin connects to a system north of

Buchanan Road having outlets to the pond at Los Medanos Community

College. The Contra Costa Transportation Authority, with the City of ' .
Pittsburg, is considering increasing the capacity of the pond at Los Medanos

Community College, to reduce the peak storm water flows at the SR4 culvert

and downstream. Caltrans staff asked if the proposed Sky Ranch II

development would increase storm water flow to the pond at Los Medanos

Community College.

Response

Detention would modify the time of concentration, or lag time between peak
rainfall and arrival of peak storm water runoff at a given downstream location.
Detention would not alter flow volumes.

With the proposed Sky Ranch II project, which includes on-site detention, the
future peak storm water inflow into the pond at Los Medanos Community
College was calculated to be 176 cfs, for the critical 100-year 12-hour storm.
This is the cumulative discharge into the pond with Sky Ranch II, Highlands
Ranch, and other existing or proposed development in the tributary area. The
combined peak discharge rate is less than the “pre-development” (i.e., before
Highlands Ranch and Sky Ranch IT) discharge rate of 235 cfs. That the peak
discharge rate into the pond would be less than the pre-development rate (i.e.,
before development of Highland Ranch and Sky Ranch II) is not the same
statement as the statement that the proposed Sky Ranch II project would not
increase storm water flow to the pond compared to No Project.
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TABLE 10

On-Site Storm Water Runoff

i Land A natonand | 5
B ARG of Storm Water - e
i ° %! o5 0. ° °
L : 2] ¢ 2 i Eefl 2| o2
5‘?"'§: LPlog =l 22 88
aoaq o | iEgd|aa aa
o #2 13 | 9.2 | To East Kirker Creek via off-site N 6
- 5= : discharge west to an unnamed
g = § #3 37 | 155 | irtermittent creek and the diversion at | LI
=¥ 0| SUM 50 25 | Palo Verde Drive N 279 | 18©@
= # 87 80 | To East Kirker Creek via the Y 70 | 1249
o3 proposed on-site detention basin, 15@
s s _ connection to the storm sewer
[+ 4 = 0 at Ventura Drive, and secondary
>0 & detention in the Highlands Ranch
"I m detention basin
HR 144 | 142 | To East Kirker Creek via off-site Y®
-l= storm sewer (Ventura Drive or
§ il 87 0 Black Diamond Ranch} and N':‘
P #4/5 o' 39 | detention in Highlands Ranch, y®
0 : without initial detention in the
e BDL 27 27 | proposed Sky Ranch [l detention y®
5 basin o
< HRP2 29 25 Y
x SUM 287 | 233 y® 205 | 362"
79
g E‘ x #6 24 22 | To Markley Creek via off-site N 13¢ 16
BEQ discharge east to the collection
oS0 system in Black Diamond Ranch

© Q40, 24-hour

@ Before development, this area is inciuded in Sub-area 1 or Sub-area BDL.

® Storm water from this sub-area is or will be detained in the existing detention basin on
Highlands Ranch and not in the proposed detention basin on Sky Ranch II.

3100, 12-hour, (1) inflow into the proposed detention basin on the Sky Ranch II site and
{2) discharge from the basin.

© Q,00, 12-hour, (1) inflow into the existing detention basin on the Highlands Ranch site and.
(2) discharge from the detention basin. Inflow and discharge include the additional runoff
conveyed from the tributary sub-areas and the Sky Ranch li detention basin.

SOURCE: Isakson and Associates, March 22, 2005.
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The design criterion is the pre-development peak flow rate (235 cfs). If
upsizing the Caltrans SR4 culvert east of Loveridge Road could increase peak
flow rates in the downstream drainage facilities, the upsized culvert should be
kept gated closed or constricted until a future time. The same interim procedure
was followed for box culverts installed in 1998.

“In 1998, Caltrans installed double 8- by 10-foot box culverts under
State Highway 4 and California Avenue to supplement the 6-foot pipe
culvert at Kirker Creek. The new Caltrans box culverts remained gated
closed until December 2004, when the City of Pittsburg completed
completes the downstream work to prevent the additional water Jrom
Slooding the neighborhood north of California Avenue.” (Draft EIR, p.
V-143)

C7. PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Caltrans staff noted that Table 20 of the Draft EIR, p. V-248, presents weekday
traffic rates and volumes, as opposed to weekend rates and volumes.

Response
City Planning Department staff has added the additional labels in Table 20. :

TABLE 20

Project Weekday Trip Generation

| Number [ Weekday- | - Weekday AM [~ Woeekday PM, .
" Dwelling | Daily - {"- - Peak Hour:: Peak Hour' .-

s Units- | Trip | Total | Trip [ AM T'rips Trlpé: Trip PM | Trips Trip-s
2 (du)- i | Rate { Trips { Rate | Trips | In Out | Rate | Trips | In Cut
o ] Mdu | (vpd) | idu (vph) fdu | (vph)

| 415 9.57 |13,97210.75| 311 | 78 | 233 |1.01]| 419 | 264 | 155

NOTES: '
All trips are one-way, as opposed to round trips, and may either begin or end at
the project site. “Trips in” means trips inbound into the project site. “Trips out’
means outbound trips leaving the project site.
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C8. FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION

Caltrans staff noted that the project’s fair share contribution, funding, schedule,
and implementation responsibilities for all required mitigation measures should
be clearing identified. Caltrans staff provided a web link,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisgu
ide.pdf, which is a guidance document titled Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies, prepared by Caltrans, dated December 2002.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department clarifies that mitigation funding,
schedule, implementation, and monitoring responsibilities for all required
mitigation measures will be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring or
Reporting Plan. In further response, Tables 35 and 36 herein are summaries of
equitable shares for the proposed project’s traffic impacts. '

Requirements for Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting are described in Section
15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. When an EIR has been prepared, a lead
agency shall not approve a project as proposed, if the agency finds any feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures within its power that would substantially
reduce or avoid any significant effect of the project on the environment, unless
the lead agency adopts those alternatives or mitigation measures.

The timing for the City’s adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting
Program is upon certification of the Final EIR, when the City will approve
findings. The City of Pittsburg at that time will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for all mitigation measures it will require, subject to its

regulatory authority.

For a mainline highway or ramp, Appendix B of Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies suggests a formula:
Praintine = Tprojcct / (Truture Buildout_TExisting+Appruved)

where

Prainine = The equitable share of the proposed project’s traffic impact;

Tpojes = The number of vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of
adjacent State highway facility in vehicles per hour, vph;

Truture puildowe = The forecast future traffic volume on an impacted State highway facility
at the time of general plan build-out (e.g., 2025 year model), vph; and,

Thxisting+Approved = The combined existing traffic plus traffic from other approved
projects that have yet to be constructed or opened, vph.
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Based on the above method, similar formulae have been applied to determine
the equitable shares of the proposed Sky Ranch II project’s traffic impacts 4t
various intersections. The formulae are:

Near-Term:
PInt = Z TProject crit / (ZT Existing+Approved+Project crit — ZT Existing cn’t)

Long-Term:
Py =22 TProjcct crit / (ZT Future 2025 crit — 21 Existing+Approved crit)
where .
Py = The equitable sharé of the proposed project's traffic impact on an intersection;

Throject crie = The vehicle trips added by the proposed project to one critical movement,
during the weekday AM peak hour or weekday PM peak hour traffic, vph;

z Tpmjm = The sum of proposed project-related trips added to all critical movements
at an intersection, during the weekday AM peak hour or weekday PM peak hour
traffic, vph;

Texisting it = A traffic volume making a critical turning movement under existing
conditions, vph;

2 Teyisting ie= The sum of all traffic volumes making critical tuming movements at an
intersection under existing conditions, vph;

Texisting+ Approved crit = The traffic volume making a critical turning movement tinder the
Existing +Approved Projects scenario, vph.

Truure crit = The forecast future (2025) traffic volume making a critical turning
moveiment at an intersection, during the weekday AM peak hour or weekday PM peak
hour of traffic, vph;
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TABLE 35

Developer’s Equitable Shares for Near-Term Traffic Mitigation

Caiculations are based on Caltrans methods..

LOS calculations and turning movement volume information were provided by W-Trans.

SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006

§ UR

Near-Term Impacts and Mitigation Measures

H1 | California Avenue/SR4 WB ramps: 7%| Based on PM peak
Intersection modifications for separate left-turn on eastbound California hour traffic
and provision of right-tum overlap phasing northbound. .

H2 | Loveridge Road/SR4 EB ramps: 14%)| Based on PM peak
Separate right-turn lane on northbound Loveridge hour traffic

H3 | Loveridge/Buchanan Road: 25%| Based on AM peak
1) Re-striping for a 4-lane section or 2) dual southbound left-turn lane hour traffic -
and lane striping on Buchanan Road

H4 | Buchanan Road/Ventura: 37%) Based on AM peak
Re-striping for two through-lanes eastbound on Buchanan Road at (See also H5 below)

H5 | Buchanan Road/Meadows: 39%/| Base on PM peak
Same mitigation as for H4 hour traffic

H6 | Somersville/Buchanan Road: 40%| Based on PM peak
Modification to northbound approach hour traffic

H7 | Ventura Drive between Rangewood Drive and the Bypass:
Limit Sky Ranch Il building permits to 353 or conduct professional traffic All{ Includes cost of study
count study to assess whether additional units may be allowed. '

H8 | Ventura Drive north of Buchanan Road: Up to| Fair share depends
Neighborhood traffic diverter 100%)] on potential cut-

) through volume by
other future projects,
if any.

H9 | Ventura Drive/Buchanan Road: All
Add northbound left-turn stacking capacity.

H10 | Meadows Avenue/Buchanan Road: All
Add westbound left-turn stacking capacity.

H11 | Markiey Creek Drive: All
EVA through Lot 191 with design to allow bicyclist movement

NOTES: :
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TABLE 36

Developer’s Equitable Shares for Long-Term Traffic Mitigation

With or Without Buchanan Bypass

{';ar 2025"Impacts and Mitigatlon“hﬁea‘.sures, without Buchanan Bypass

H12 | California Avenue/SR4 WB ramps: Same mitigation as for impact H1. 7%} See Table 35

H13 | Loveridge Road/SR4 EB ramps: Same mitigation as for Impact H2. 1% See Table 35

H14 | Loveridge/East Leland Road: 15%)| Based on PM
Separate right-turn lane for northbound Loveridge Road and right-turn peak hour traffic
overlap for all approaches,

H15 | Railroad Avenue/Buchanan Road: 4%| Based on PM
Provide two separate northbound right-turn lanes northbound with overlap peak hour traffic
phasing

H16 | Harbor Street/Buchanan Road: 20%| Based on PM
Two through-travel lanes in each of the eastbound and westbound peak hour traffic
directions.

H17 | Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road: 63%)| Based on AM
1) 4-lane section on Buchanan Road or 2) dual southbound left-turn lane peak hour traffic
and iane striping on the east leg to accommodate the two left-turn lanes
followed by a merge to one lane.

H18 | Meadows/Buchanan Road: Same mitigation as for H4/H5. 37%| See Table 35

H19 | Somersville/Buchanan Road: Same mitigation as for IMPACT H6 40%| See Tabie 35

H20 | Buchanan Bypass within Project Limits: 100%

Construct the Bypass with the median in place even in the early phase
before future opening of the bypass for through-traffic connection.

Year 2025 Impacts and Mitigation Measures, with Buchanan Bypass

H21 | California Avenue/SR4 WB ramps: 0%| Based on peak
Same mitigation as for IMPACT H1/H12 hour traffic

H22 | Loveridge Road/SR4 EB ramps: 4% Based on PM
Same mitigation as for IMPACT H2/H13 peak hour traffic

H23 | Loveridge/East Leland Road: 2%)| Based on PM
Same mitigation as for IMPACT H14 peak hour traffic

H24 | Bypass/Kirker Pass Road: 2%/ Based on AM
Intersection design as part of the bypass should ensure that the intersection peak hour traffic
would operate with acceptable levels of service,

H25 | “B" Street: 100%| Includes 100% of

- Traffic-calming measures. Scored concrete all-weather surface, with section design and

H28 | details and scoring pattern and depth. Re-design to reduce grade. Design construction
and construction of curb cuts for driveways and on-street parking subject to costs
restrictions and City approval. On-site adjustments to lots/lot lines.

NOTES:

Calculations are based on Caltrans methods.

LOS calculations and turning movement volume information were provided by W-Trans.

SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006
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D. CALIFORNIA DTSC

Comments: D1I—D3
Responses: D1—D3

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures: Figure 10

References to Draft EIR Tables:
none
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il

@ Depariment of Toxic Substances Control e
Alen C. Uowd, PreD. 700 Hainz Avanue, Siite 200 Amald Schwarmmegger
AQancy Becretuty Barigley, Calfomia 947 10-2721 Govmemor

February 7, 2006 RECEIVED

FEB 9~ 2006
e | PR,
City of Pitisburg - [} AVE.
65 Civic Avenue .
Fittaburg, Catifornia 94565
Oear Mr. Sirela: - '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Dreft Environmental impact Report
{EIR) for the Sky Ranch If Resident/al Subdivision, SCH# 2004112002. As you may be
aware, ths Califomia. Depanment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the
deanup of skes whaere hazardous subsiances have been released pursuant to the
Califoria Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a Responsible Agency,
DTSC is submiting commants to aneure that the environmental documentation
prepaned for this project to address tha California Enviconmental Qualily Act {(CEQA)
adequalsly addresses any required remediation aclivilies which may be required
address any hazardous substances release,

The drafl EIR indicstes that there is a proposed change in (and use. Tha projsect

includes the development of 415 single-family units on a 166.5-acre site previously used D1
for grazing livestock. Please be awere that properties that ware once egricultural,

carnmercial, or industrial could potentially be contaminated with hazardous substancea

from past acliviies. For sxample, pesticides may have been used to control pests on

Iivestock or on the grazing land ltself, DTSC recommends that you inciuds a more D2
detailed description of the properiy's past use in the EIR to determine whether '
hazardous substances may have baen roleased et the site. Basad on the historical
assessment, we sirongly recommend that sampling be conductad 1o determine whether
hazardous substances are prasent at laveis which would nead to be sddressed as part

of any development of the property. :

if hazardous substances have bean roleased, they will need 1o be addressed ag part of :
this project, For example, ¥ the remedistion activities include the need for sol D3
axcavation, the CEQA document should Include; (1) an sssezamant of air impacts and

heaith impacts associsted with the excavation activities; (2) identification of any
applicable local standards which may be exceedad by the axcavation activities,

inciuding dust levels and noise; (3) tranaportation impacts from the removal or remedial
activities; and (4) risk of upset should there be an accident at the Site.

@ Priniod on Recycied Pape
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. "~ Mr. Ken Strelo
February 7, 2006
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding this letler, plsase contact Bill Brown of my
staff at (510) 540-3841. Thank you In advance for your cooperation in this
mattor.

Sin v, . ;
—.-—M\

Karen M. Toth, P.E., Linit Chisf

Northem Califomia - Coastal Cleanup Operstions Branch

cc.  Gavemor's Office of Planning and Resaarch
State Clearinghouse
P. O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3D44

Mr. Guenther Maskat

CEQA Tracking Conter

Department of Toxde Substances Control
P.O, Box 806

Sacramanto, California 85812-0806
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D1. JURISDICTION

The California Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) Unit Chief identified
its jurisdiction as a Responsible Agency. DTSC oversees the cleanup of sites
where hazardous substances have been released pursuant to the California
Health and Safety Code pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code
Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a Responsible Agency, DTSC is submitting
comments to ensure that the EIR adequately addresses any required remedial
activities related to hazardous substance releases.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff appreciates DTSC review of
the Draft EIR.

The applicant has applied to develop approximately 163 acres with a Low-
Density Residential subdivision. As owner of the project site, the applicant is
responsible for reporting any knowledge of released hazardous substance to
agencies having jurisdiction. During the application and subsequent CEQA
process, the owner has not disclosed to the City of Pittsburg staff any
knowledge of such a release.

The City of Pittsburg’s EIR consultant independently interviewed
knowledgeable parties and reviewed available historical information about the:
project site. The EIR consultant is a California Registered Environmental
Assessor, and he concluded that there is no indication of any past or current
release of a hazardous substance on the project site. Therefore, remedial
activities for hazardous substances are not expected to be necessary based upon
the available information.

Findings from the assessor’s review of historical aerial photographs, reports in
regard to hazardous waste sites, and other information about the nearest active
or inactive landfills are presented in the Draft EIR, Chapter V. M, Effects
Determined To Be Less-Than-Significant, pp. V-329 through V-331. Storage
tanks and hazardous waste sites were considered and determined not likely to
have been present on the project site; however, former above-ground storage
tanks clearly were evident on the land located east and north of the project site.
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The Los Medanos Tank Farm was visible off-site, north of the project site, in
1949 (USGS, 1949). Aerial photographs were reviewed for 1949, 1966, 1973,
1974, 1981, 1993, and 2003. Historical topographic maps were reviewed for
1916, 1953, 1968, and 1973. In this review of the historical aerial photographs
and historical topographic maps, there were no signs of past use of the project
site for landfilling, oil tank farms, auto wrecking, industrial or automotive
repair uses. There were no signs in the aerial photographs of past use of the
project site for a row crops, vineyard, orchard, dairy, or other agricultural
operations that would be expected to have potential for past applications of
persistent chlorinated pesticides such as DDT, for example.

In the City of Pittsburg and in other local city jurisdictions in Contra Costa
County, surface soil sampling for persistent pesticide residues is not routinely
performed on land having a history of use as fallow ground or pasture. The
nearest dairy operation was located west of the project site on the adjoining
Thomas Ranch. The nearest above-ground oil storage tanks were located oft-
site to the north and east of the project site.

Artificial fill has been placed on the project site, some fill engineered and other
fill not engineered. The fill locations are illustrated in the Draft EIR, Chapter
V.B, Geology & Seismicity, Figure 10, p. V-116. Some of the unengineered
fill is located in or around the streambed of the intermittent stream shown on
USGS topographic maps. Other of the unengineered fill is located in the
northeastern portion of the project site, some being.located in or around the
utility easements and transmission towers. ENGEO Incorporated, which
performed the geotechnical investigations of the project site, did not identify
any materials in test trenches or borings that could be indicative of a past use of
the project site for importation of fill or land disposal of hazardous waste. The
unengineered fill appears to have originated from the project site itself.

The project site is traversed by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) power
transmission lines and also by the Kinder Morgan Energy Partners LLC
petroleum product line. Knowledgeable staff of Kinder Morgan Energy
Partners LLC were interviewed during preparation of Draft EIR in regard to the
pipeline. Past or current releases of petroleum products were not disclosed in
the interviews or written correspondence received from Kinder Morgan Energy
Partners LLC. Past or current releases of any hazardous substances also were
not disclosed by the owner of the project site.

Extensive grading is proposed as part of the development of the Sky Ranch II
residential subdivisions. From a geotechnical perspective, some of the
proposed excavation and backfilling is termed “remedial.” In the Draft EIR,
Chapter V.B, Geology & Seismicity, pp. V-118, V-122,V-124, V-127, V-128,
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V-131, and V-133, the term “remedial excavation” refers to grading to alleviate
or avoid potential differential settlement, stabilize landslide or colluvial
deposits on slopes, or avoid debris flows from existing landslides. The term
remedial excavation in the Draft EIR generally has not been used in any context
of hazardous waste remediation.

D2. SOIL OR GROUND WATER SAMPLING

DTSC staff recommends that a detailed description of the project site’s past use
be included in the Draft EIR. Based on the historical assessment, DTSC staff
recommends that soil sampling be conducted to determine whether hazardous
substances are present at levels that would need to be addressed as part of any
development of the project site.

Response

Based upon the statement of DTSC’s jurisdiction, City staff believes that
DTSC’s comment is advisory. In other words, the comment appears to be
“Depending on the outcome of a detailed historical assessment, DTSC would
recommend soil or ground water sampling be performed if the assessment
concludes there are obvious indications of potential release(s) of hazardous
substances into the soil or ground water of the project site.”

City of Pittsburg staff has reviewed the Initial Study and Draft EIR for
information relevant to past uses of the project site. Review of historical aerial
photographs, reports in regard to hazardous waste sites, and other information
about the nearest active or inactive landfills are presented in the Draft EIR,
Chapter V. M, Effects Determined To Be Less-Than-Significant, pp. V-329
through V-331. See also response to DTSC staff’s Comment D1.

Based on the historical assessment, interviews of knowledgeable parties at
Kinder Morgan Energy Partners LLP, reconnaissance of the project site and its
neighbor parcels, and geotechnical investigations conducted by ENGEO
Incorporated, City staff finds there are no indications of past releases of
hazardous substances into the soil or ground water of the project site.

Therefore, in the absence of a likely presence of hazardous substances from
past uses of the project site, City staff concludes that there is not an
environmental effect. Based on the available information, soil or ground water
sampling is not necessary for the City’s decisions in regard to the proposed
project, the alternatives, or certification of the Draft EIR.

If any as-yet unknown hazardous substances or hazardous waste were
encountered during grading, pipeline relocation, or construction, reporting
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would be the responsibility of the developer as owner. Any related remedial
activities or sampling for the purpose of characterizing, delineating, or
remediating as-yet unknown releases of hazardous substances or petroleum
products also would be the responsibility of the developer.

D3. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES

DTSC staff commented that if hazardous substances have been released into the
soil or ground water on the project site, then those releases would have to be
addressed as part of the proposed Sky Ranch 1I project. DTSC staff then gave
an example.

If remedial activities include soil excavation to remove a released hazardous
substance, for example, the Draft EIR then should include an air quality
assessment, in comparison to any applicable standards, and an air toxics health
risk assessment. Exposures to dust, noise, and truck traffic are among the
potential environmental effects of a remedial hazardous waste operation. Risk
of upset also is among the list of potential environmental effects during a
remedial hazardous waste operation.

Response

City staff acknowledges the technical comments and believes the DTSC
comments are advisory. DTSC staff describes a path of analysis conditional
upon a premise. “If there were a likelihood or expectation that hazardous
substances may have been released into the soil or ground water of the project
site, then certain evaluations would be advisable.” In the absence of a
reasonable expectation or likelihood that any hazardous substance(s) have been
released onto the project site, soil or ground water sampling would not be
warranted. In the absence of confirmatory laboratory test data confirming the
presence and location of any hazardous substance(s), remedial excavation is
speculative and any subsequent air quality and human health risk assessments
of same would not be possible.
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E. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
& WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Comments: E1—FE4
Responses: E1-—E4

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures: Figure 14

References to Draft EIR Tables: none
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DRAIT - Pehsuary 15, 2006

Ken Surclo

Cily of Pitsburp
Planning Department
65 Civic Avenue
Pitisburg, CA 94565

O Files:  H002-B473, 97-55, and 97.70

Dear Mr, Streln

[LH
\.\

i

“We reccived the Kotice of Availability for #vd reviewéd the Draft ﬁwrpnmsﬁ‘[mm Keport (11IR) for
Subdivision 3475, Sky Ranch i1, lncated at Buchanan Road vaasg_{, 3! M@PN {189-050042
and 089-050-067). 'We reccived the notice on January L8, 2006, - io umig;.ommcms-

—4?;.: T 4

fh.

(. We mmtrm.{ud on (e Natice of Pmpam:mr:fﬁr—tlm ElR“&gzmr Decemher Qgﬁﬁ}‘i letter to the City

Ty

BT

lr.-nlahmaivﬂwn umiabﬁ. .;1:1\" may delermine
{ lhis,_ iqjm.,l (hat is with t&[’N (:89-050-042.

.......
et

*iﬁ%:’ feciy § the developiéint process, prior lo
'%ua% County Flood Conteol and Waler
b s o

kil

e ﬁ"
Thqﬁ'-’l}l tedf*a Higdexgiaficr wull:cunﬁw'ﬁum Bihe ‘Coumy deficiency tund for Kirker Creek
wilteralied ai-ﬁ@a&u301 1@%:’:,;«1111134@74 08£:050-067 {within Drainage Area 70). The fee is
bamdirm 'SSMJ}L! i aum‘d’f e project and will be used (o :mprove Kirker Creek. The City
slmutd ulso mﬂﬂml um,:rm duﬂt}g thie development process, prior o recording the final map, and

4, The: Q;&t[’m #ﬁ mmmu.d and availuble tu provide technical cammnents on the proposed basin
rcganimg::ﬂs@ design calculations, cunstruction plans, and Qperation and Maintenance Manve! under
uurvi‘bh {4t Serviee program

We appreciste the appartunity to comnwent on the Draflt BIR and welcome continucd coordination, [f you
should have any questions, pleasc calt ing at (925) 313-2315 or Tim Jensen (925) 313-23%.

Yery traly yours,

tacelyn LaRoeque
Stalt Togineer
TMood Control Engmneering

AL
GG D PR e e CTITER ' Isdrin g Subr 3773 15Ky Ru-adi 1TeSels €475 Dhalt KL%

«  Groy Cunmsuyhing, Pl Cosdrob
Tk Fupiweg, Fired (!
Tiits Isteek, Fhunt ¢ ey’
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El. PREVIOUS COMMENTS

The Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation District
(CCCFCWCD, or the “District”) states the District commented on the Notice of
Preparation in December 2004.

Response
The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff appreciates the District’s
previous comment and trusts the Draft EIR acknowledges the District’s
programs and is responsive to the District’s concerns.

E2. DRAINAGE AREA 55 FEE OBLIGATION

District staff requests a copy of the draft final subdivision map so that the
District may determine the Drainage Area 55 fee obligation for the portion of
the project site located within Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 089-050-042.
According to the District’s comment, the City of Pittsburg will need to collect
this fee during the development process, before recording of the final map, and
forward the fee collected to the District.

Response
The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff notes that the City cannot
collect the Drainage Area 55 fee on behalf of the District. :

The entire 19.28-acre parcel, APN 089-050-042, is outlined in red in Figure 14
(next page). APN 089-050-042 is located within the southeastern corner of the
project site. This portion of the project site, which drains east to Markley
Creek, is included in the watershed known as the West Antioch Creek
watershed.

The parcel contains all or portions of approximately 53 proposed lots. Ten of
these proposed Lots 181-190 may be eliminated by requirement of the City of
Pittsburg to be used instead as parkland, so that a mini-park can be developed
on the project site.
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E3. DRAINAGE AREA 70 FEE OBLIGATION

District staff commented that the Draft EIR discusses other mitigation fees for
lots within APN 089-050-067. According to District staff’s comment, the
DA 70 fee is $5,000 per gross acre, applicable to the portion of the project site
that is located with Drainage Area 70. The fee is used for improvements to
Kirker Creek.

According to District staff’s comment, the City of Pittsburg should collect this
fee during the development process, before recording of the final map, and
forward the fee collected to the District.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff notes that the City cannot
collect the Drainage Area 70 fee on behalf of the District. The entire 136.85-
acre parcel, APN 089-050-067, is outlined in green in Figure 14 (previous
page). The “notch” at the north end of APN 089-050-067 is APN 089-050-066,
which is a City-owned parcel consisting of 3.87 acres improved with a water
reservoir.

Most of APN 089-050-067 is located in the watershed known as the East Kirker
Creek watershed. As apparent in Figure 14, the existing watershed divide
between the East Kirker Creek watershed and the West Antioch Creek
watershed falls generally within APN 089-050-067, near its southeastern limit.
The proposed project grading would alter the existing watershed divide, slightly
reducing the area tributary to the West Antioch Creek watershed to 22 acres in
drainage sub-are 6 (see Figure 14).

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality, p. V-161, states as
follows:

“IMPACT 11: Storm water runoff from the project site, Highlands
Ranch, and other tributary sub-areas would add to the pre-project flows
conveyed in off-site pipeline north of Buchanan Road. Capital
improvement project SD-18 consists of 1,000 lineal feet of upsized storm
sewer pipeline from Contra Costa Canal north to Los Medanos
Community College has no committed funding sources.

Mitigation Measures:
 The applicant will pay the DA 70 drainage deficiency fund
(85,000 per gross acre) for development on the land within APN
089-050-067 which is located within DA 70.  The fees paid
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would be used for design and construction of off-site drainage
improvements in the Kirker Creek watershed.

o The applicant will pay the Kirker Creek Impervious Surface
Drainage Fee to the City of Pittsburg for the portion of the
project site located within the Kirker Creek watershed. The
Kirker Creek Impervious Surface Drainage Fee will be collected
during the development process, prior to filing the Final Map,
and will be used to fund Capital Improvements for drainage
within the Kirker Creek watershed.” (Draft EIR, p. V-161)

E4. FEE FOR SERVICE PROGRAM

District staff commented that the District is interested and available to provide
technical support for review of the proposed detention basin design, design
calculations, construction plans, and Operations & Maintenance Manual. The
District offers these support services as part of its Fee for Service Program.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff appreciates the District’s
interest. City staff acknowledges the technical support available through the
Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation District.
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F. DELTA DIABLO SANITATION DISTRICT

Comments;: F1—F6
Responses: F1—F6

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures: none

References to Draft EIR Tables:
none
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Delta Diablo Sanitation District

| CPRICE AND TREATNENT PLANT 2500 PITTSRUNG ANTIOGH HIGMHWAY, ANTIOCH, OA $4500-15T9
TEL: @25) 7541800 ADMIN. FAX: (25 T56-1961  MAINT FAX: o) 754-1063 OPER FAX: 25 765-1082 TEOW, SUCE. FAC 25 758-1900

e DRl

Mr. Kenneth Strelo, Assaciate Plamner

Planning and Building Depastment FEB 1 5 2006

e v PLANNING DIVISION

45 Clvic Avenue ‘

Bitsburg, CA 54565-3814 _ m“‘c#? AND BUiLgJ,PéGG DEPT

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SKY
RANCH 1] RESIDENTIAL SURDIVISION NO. 8475, PITTSBURG, CA

Dear Mz, Strelo:

Thank you foc the Natics of Aveilability for the Sky Ranch H Residential Subdivision Dmft
Environmental Impact Report, DEIR. The following swommarizes our comaucnss/concems related
to recycled waler, wastewsder conveyance, end wastowater treatment?

Recveled Wettr .
Page V-208 “Recycled Water”
No additionsl comments. F1

Wastewater Treatment and Convevance

Page V-215 Pitishurg-Antioch Enterceptor.

The DEIR correctly notes that minitnum pipeline capacity for the Pittsburg-Antioch Interceptor F2
i 2.3 mgd'. The District's February 10, 2004 Conveyancc System Master Plan Update lists that

PWWF as well as the PDWF ai buildout as 2.0 mgd? rather than the 2.05 mgd listed in the DEIR.

The Pitisburg-Antioch interceplor is s trunk sewer line end design capacity is rated st 1004 of

pipe capacity.

Page V-229 Raw Wastewater Comveyance

The DEIR indicates that the incremontal flow increase since the time of the District's most recent
wastewater increase is only 70 dwelling units with an sssociated 0.04 mgd increase in PWWE. F3,
However, the DEIR docs not document adequately how these numbers were derived. The City F4
of Pittsburg's 2002 Wastewster Collection System Maaster Plan (WCSMP) estimated flows from

1 Source: DDSD Couveyance Systern Master Plan Updute - Techaical Memarsndwen C-4, Tuble 4-1. Conveysncs
Systism Piping Facilities Susamary. Prepared by HDR Engineers, Revised date: February 10, 2004,.

* Source: DDSD Coaveyance System Mastor Plan Updaw -Techaicel Memorendur C-4, Fignee 5-4 Flow Collection
Point Schomatic and Tables 5-6 / 5-T Pitburg-Antioch Taterceptoc flow dats. Propared by HDR, Enginaers,
Revisod dote: February 10, 2004,
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Mr. Kenneth Strelo, Associste Planner

February 15, 2006
COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
SKY RANCH If RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION NO. 3475, PITTSBURG, CA.

Page 2

Sky Ranch as 283 single family homes. The 415-single fumily homes arc 132 additional
dwelling units and not 70 additional dwelling units.,

The DEIR incindcs & mitigation moasurc that the developer provides a gravity flow sower F5
connection to the Black Dismond Ranch mther than pamped flow for 43 houses. The Black

Dinmond Ranch development is located in the City of Antiodh. It should be noted that the City of
Antioch will need to suthorize this connaction to their clty-owaed collection system. Since both -

the Sky Ranch H and the Black Dismond Ranch developments routs to the District-owned
Pittsburg-Antioch Interceptor, no special approvals are aeodod firom the District for this

Page V=135 “Project conld, or could not, camse or contribute to vielations of wastewater Fé
treatment requirements of the applicable Reglensl Water Quality Coutrol Beard”
While wo concur that the District has an excellent historics] recond of meeting discharge
standards at its wastewster reatment plent, thare hins been at Jeast one recent incidence where
offsite construction activities caused & conveyunoce system overflow. Construction activities
result in temporaty increased risk to conveyence system overflows. [t is requosted that the
following mitigation measuros be included to reduce this potentially significant impact:
Mitigation Measures: City shall implement construction controls to reduoce
conveyance systom overflow potential thet include requiring the constction
CONEractor bo:
*  jsolate sewers under construction with sewer
grates until new sewers ar¢ fully cleancd and accepted, and
¢ register sewer plugs/ropes with the City prior to constraction.
We appreciste this opportunity to comment oa the Draft Environmental Impact Report. i you
have questions, please feal froe to contact me at (925) 756-1939.

Sincerely,
AR~

Patricia E. Chapman
Associate Enginecr

PEC:hjm

cc.  Gregory G. Bastrup, Technical Services Manager
File No. DEV.02.DEVDOC49S
Chrron File

Vided cxp'sscii\Plaming & Devolopment . LegursSubt 3475 DEIR tommentsti)s. dac
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F1. RECYCLED WATER

The Delta Diablo Sanitation District (DDSD, or the “District™ states the
District has no comment on the information provided about recycled water in
the Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities, p. V-208.

Response
No response is necessary.

F2. PITTSBURG-ANTIOCH INTERCEPTOR

DDSD staff’s comment is that the forecast year 2025 peak wet weather flow
PWWE) in the Pittsburg-Antioch interceptor is 2.0 million gallons per day
(mngd), which will approach, but will not exceed, the Pittsburg-Antioch
interceptor’s current capacity limit of 2.3 mgd. District staff further comments
that the Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities, p. V-215,
provides the correct pipeline capacity of 2.3 mgd for the Pittsburg-Antioch
Interceptor.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges the correction of
forecast year 2025 PWWF in the Pittsburg-Antioch interceptor. The corrected
flow of 2.0 mgd, as compared to 2.05 mgd, applies to the Draft EIR, Chapter
V.G, Community Services & Utilities, pp. V-213 (3" paragraph) and V-229
(top of page). The Pittsburg-Antioch interceptor in 2005 conveyed a PWWF
estimated by DDSD to be 1.1 million gallons per day (mgd), which is the
combined flow from the portions of Pittsburg and Antioch served by the
interceptor.

F3. INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT

District staff’s comment is that the Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community
Services & Utilities, p. V-229, estimates incremental raw wastewater flow from
415 units in the proposed Sky Ranch 11 Project as compared to an earlier
version of the Sky Ranch II residential subdivision which would have had 283
units. According to the District staff’s comment on the Draft EIR and response
to the Notice of Preparation, the incremental number of proposed housing units
in Sky Ranch II is, therefore, 132 units, based on comparison of 415 units
currently in the proposed project with 283 units previously at the time of
Pittsburg’s 2002 Wastewater Collection System Master Plan. District staff asks
for an explanation for the statement in the Draft EIR that the incremental
number of dwelling units is only 70 dwelling units.

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
. Comments and Responses
F. Delta Diablo Sanitation District
Page 85



Response

The Draft EIR acknowledges the District’s original comment letter dated
December 21, 2004, in response to the Notice of Preparation. Introduction,
page iii, of the Draft EIR states the District’s concem that: “The proposed
project apparently would generate additional flow from 132 houses more than
assumed in the available 2002 projections, which considered 283 units rather
than the proposed 415 units.”

However, statements of actual and contemplated incremental development
depend on the version of the Sky Ranch I Vesting Tentative Map and other
assumptions. During 2001, Sky Ranch II Subdivision 8475, as shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map dated January 17, 2001, had 353 lots. Highlands Ranch
Subdivision 7217, as approved by the Planning Commission on May 12, 1998,
had 590 lots. During preparation of the Draft EIR for Sky Ranch I, the City of
Pittsburg was considering a request for 21 lots on a portion of the previously
designated school and park site on Highlands Ranch.

The 415 lots proposed in Sky Ranch II, as shown in the current Vesting
Tentative Map dated March 16, 2004, include approximately 20 lots re-
subdivided in the Highlands Ranch residential subdivision (Tract 7217). Based
upon comparison of the re-subdivided area shown on the Sky Ranch II Vesting
Tentative Map dated March 16, 2004, with the same area in the Planning
Commission approved Highlands Ranch tentative map, the net increase in the
number of lots in the re-subdivided area is approximately 10 lots. This increase
results from the fact that an area, which is shown in the Planning Commission
approved Highlands Ranch tentative map as having several larger sized lots,
graded 3:1 slopes, and a 20-foot wide debris bench, would be re-subdivided
with smaller-sized lots and without graded slopes or a debris bench.

The current number of existing or proposed lots for the Highlands Ranch and
Sky Ranch II sites combined is approximately 1,016 lots (= 590 — 10 + 21 +
415). The previous number of existing or proposed lots at January 2001 was
943 lots (= 353 + 590). With the recent request for 21 additional lots in
Highlands Ranch, the total incremental number of dwelling units is 73 units,
relative to the baseline number at January 2001,

Sky Ranch ll Residential Subdivision Final EIR
ll. Comments and Responses
F. Delta Diablo Sanitation District

Page 86



F4. FORECAST INCREMENTAL RAW WASTEWATER FLOW

District staff asks for supporting documentation for the incremental raw
wastewater flow added to the Pittsburg-Antioch Interceptor, as stated in the
Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities, p. V-229.

Response

If the increment were assumed hypothetically to be 132 units, the forecast
incremental raw wastewater flow would be approximately 0.08 mgd. The
combined flow conveyed to the Pittsburg-Antioch Interceptor (= baseline
forecast + increment) would be approximately 2.08 mgd (= 2.0 +0.08 mgd),
which is approaching 91 percent of capacity. See response to Comment F2 for
clarification of the baseline flow (2.0 mgd) in the interceptor.

Wastewater flows generated by Sky Ranch II and Highlands Ranch
subdivisions were assessed in Sewer Study for Sky Ranch II Subdivision 8475,
April 2001, prepared by Isakson & Associates, Inc. This report assesses both
Highlands Ranch and Sky Ranch II, based on the project descriptions as known
at the time of the 2001 sewer study.

Assumptions based on year 2001 project descriptions were adjusted to
assumptions based on year 2004 project descriptions. Chart 1 presents the
assumptions based on project characteristics.

CHART F1
Project Description Elements
Subdivision Project Element | Assumptions
2001 | 2004
Highlands Ranch | Tributary acreage 137 137
Single-family houses 590 598
School students 720 None
Sky Ranch Il Tributary acreage 141 156
Single-family houses 353 415
Combined Site Acreage 278 293
Combined Number of Dwelling Units 943 1,013
SOURCE:
1. lIsakson & Associates, April 2001. Sewer Study for Sky Ranch Il
Subdivision 8475.
2. City of Pittsburg, 2004.
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The method applied by Isakson & Associates, Inc., in 2001, for calculating
design flow (PWWF) was conservative. Design ﬂow was calculated as the

greater of the following:
PWWF = ABWF + GWI + RDI {Equation 1)
OR,
PWWF = Pk x ABWF + GWI (Equation 2)

where PWWF is the peak wet weather flow or “design flow,” ABWF is the
average base wastewater flow, Pk is a peaking factor, GWI is groundwater
dependent infiltration, and RDI is rainfall dependent infiltration

In the 2001 study, the following assumptions were applied:

Peaking factor was between 2.77 and 3.00
» ABWEF was calculated using 220 gallons per day per dwellmg unit
(gpd/du)
GWI was 250 gallons per acre per day (gpad)
RDI was 2,100 gpad

In the 2001 study, Equation 1 dominated Equation 2. The 2001 study reported
0.87 mgd (1.34 cfs), the total raw wastewater flow from Highlands Ranch and
Sky Ranch II, based on the project description elements applicable at the time

of the 2001 study (see Chart F1).

For newer construction, GWI may be closer to 40 gpad and RDI may be closer
to 400 gpad. In this case, Equation 2 dominates Equation 1. A modified
forecast method based on Equation 2, therefore, was applied as follows:

PWWEF = 2.77 x ABWF + GWI

where ABWF = 220 gpd/du x the number of dwelling units and GWI = 40
gpad x the tributary acreage.

Contributions of raw wastewater flow to the Pittsburg-Antioch Interceptor were
‘re-calculated based on the modified forecast method and project description
elements. The contribution of Sky Ranch II to the Pittsburg-Antioch
Interceptor was calculated to be 0.26 mgd (equivalent to 0.40 cfs), the
contribution of Highlands Ranch to the interceptor was calculated to be 0.37
mgd (equivalent to 0.57 cfs), and the total wastewater flow was calculated to be
0.63 mgd (equivalent to 0.97 cfs).
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Compared to the 2001 baseline (see Chart F1), approximately 70 du and 15
acres were not included in the 2001 Sewer Study by Isakson & Associates. The
incremental flow from 70 du and 15 acres is approximately 0.04 mgd, which is
equivalent to approximately 0.07 cfs.

F5. GRAVITY FLOW SANITARY SEWER CONNECTION

District staff commented that the City of Antioch would have to authorize any
sanitary sewer connection to the Black Diamond Ranch system. No special
approvals are needed from the District to make this connection to the Black
Diamond Ranch sanitary sewer collection system.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges the District’s
observation that the City of Antioch’s authorization is necessary before making
a sanitary sewer connection to the Antioch city-owned system beneath Markley
Creek Drive in the City of Antioch.

Pumped flow for 43 dwelling units in the proposed Sky Ranch II project

is not desirable because it potentially could cause indirect environmental
impacts. Pump failure would be possible owing to power outage or mechanical
failure. Such a failure could potentially result in raw wastewater overflow
through the proposed manhole at “C” Court/”B” Street onto the street and
subsequently into the storm sewer. In the event of an upset, the storm sewer
that could be affected is the one that drains the southeastern portion (Drainage
Sub-area 6) of the project site and discharges to Markley Creek.

The 43 lots that are subject to the developer’s proposed 4-inch diameter force
sewer main and lift station are proposed Lots 162 through 204. These proposed
lots all are located along “B” Street or along “C” Court and “B” Court. The lift
station is proposed to pump raw wastewater up in elevation to the sewer pipe
and manhole at the intersection of “B” Street and “D” Street. The maximum
elevation difference, measured from Lot 190 to the “B” Street/’D” Street
intersection, is approximately 35 feet.
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F6. DISTRICT STAFF-RECOMMENDED MITIGATION

District staff recommended an additional mitigation measure to avoid potential
conveyance system overflows after construction.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges the District
staff’s comment, dated February 15, 2006, and its response letter, dated
December 21, 2004, which was sent in response to the City’s Notice of
Preparation.

District staff recommended temporary isolation of sewers under construction
with sewer plugs/temporary grates until new sewers are fully cleaned and
accepted. The recommendation is intended to avoid potential sanitary sewer
overflows caused by construction debris.

The District’s previous response also is cited in the Draft EIR, Introduction,
page iii. That the recommendation was not included as a mitigation measure in
Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities, p. V-229, was inadvertent. The
impact and mitigation measures are:

IMPACT G15/15: The proposed project could contribute an upset
discharge of raw wastewater after construction, owing to construction
debris or failure to remove temporary sewer plugs after construction.

Mitigation Measures:

» Developer shall isolate sewers under construction with sewer plugs
or temporary grates left in-place until new sewers are fully cleaned
and accepted by the City.

» Developer shall register sewer plugs and ropes with the City prior
to construction.

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
IIl. Comments and Responses
F. Delta Diablo Sanitation District

Page 90



G. CITY OF CONCORD

Comments: G1—G5
Responses: G1—G5

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: none

References to Draft EIR Figures:
Appendix G (Figures 3, 5 and 6)

References to Draft EIR Tables:
none
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Crry or Uosicons Ciry Coumcn.
1458 Gasoline Alley Sustn A. Bonille, Mayor

Concoed, Culifornis 045904908 . Mk A. Pereryae, Vice Mayor
o (929) 640-1600 “ws Hehen M. Allen
. ' Lavra M. Holfociscer

Pubilic Weorky o Wiliam N Shimnm
Qasmior Whan, Divscaor

Miury Roac Lehman, Ciey Clark
Telephone: (925)}671-3129 onc Thomay Wensliag, Chy Tremsucet

Eydin E. Du Bovg, Cloy Manager

February 15, 2006 E@EHW E .

Ken Strelo FEB 1 5 2006
City of Pittsburg PLANNING DIVIS!
. . INING O
Pittsburg City Hall PLANNING AND mwﬁ'g DEPT
65 Civie Avenue CITY OF PITTSBURG
Pitwstrurg, CA 94565 |
RE: Clity of Concord’s Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Sky Ranch 11 Residential Subdivision :
Deoar Mr. Strelo:

The City of Concord has received the above neferenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Sky Ranch H residential subdivision located on unincorporsted lsnd in the southsastern
portion of the City of Pittsburg’s Sphere of Influence. The proposed project consists of the
development of 415 single- family housing units on an agproximate 163 acre site.

ThoCityofComordmﬂmontheNoﬁceomemﬁmofan Environmental impact Report for G
the subject project to the City of Pitisburg on December 22, 2004 expressing concems about
potential waffic impacts generated by this project slong with the construction of the Buchanmn Road
Bypas. The letier stated, “The DEIR necds to evaluate the traffie operations on Kicker Pass Road at G2
(e intersections of Concord Boulevard and Clayton Road for both moming and afternioon peak
periods. The DEIR should also evainate the project impacts on the Kirker Pass Road/Ygnacio Valley

Road Traffic Management Plan and the East-Central Traffic Managerent Plap.”

Noae of the City of Concord concems were evaluated as requasted in the DEIR. In the Appendix to

the DEIR, scrious traffic impacts are shown in Section G: Traffic Impact Study when comparting
Figure 5, “Curmulstive 2025 without Buchanan Roed Bypass Traffic Volumes™ with Figure 6, G3
“Cumulative 2025 with Buchanan Road Bypass Traffic Volumes.” In Figare 3, the pm peak hour
traffic volumes on Kirker Pass Road are found by totaling the northbound traffic movements on

Fky Ranch I-DEIN. 02-19-06.okx;

ol tikyinfd.concom.cam ¢ b www.ckyofeancrred.org
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Kirker Pass Road at Buchanan Road This volume is 2,417 vehicles. In Figure 6, the northbound
Kirker Pass Road pm peak hour volumes are found by totaling the northbound traffic movements on
Kirker Pass Road at the Buchanan Road Bypass. Thiz volume is 3,600 vehicles. With the
construction of the Buchanan Road Bypess, an additional 1,183 vehicles arc attracted to Kirkoer Pass
Road. As a comparison, the project description for Railroad Avenue-Kirker Past Road states an page
V.240 that the existing peak hour traffic is 1,800 vehicles, This means the pm peak hour traffic iy
expected 10 double by 2025 with th construction of the Buchansn Road Bypass. The Ygnacio O4
Vallsy Road/Kirker Pass Road corridor is already heavily congested in the pra peak hour. The Sky
Ranch II project along with the Buchanan Road Bypass will make it considerably worse. The traffic
impacts need to be evaluated. G5
Thank you for the opportusity to review and comment on the DEIR. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, or would like to discuss them further, please contact me at 925-671-3129.

Very truly yours,
ohn Tempieton
Transportation Manager
Attachment: City of Conoord letter on the Notice of Preparation

ot Winyor snd Merbers of the Contond City Counedl
Lydis E. Du Borg, City Mmager, City of Conpord
Mk G. Deven, Assistant Clty Mamager, City of Conened
Quoar K, Direotar of Public Works, City of Concord
Jim Forsberg, Director of Phaoning 28 Eeonomic Developenent, City of Concord
Deborah Rafneg, Planaing Manager, City of Coancard
Phillip Woods, Senior Plamer, City of Concord
Janst Abeleon, Chair of the Contra Costs Trarsportation Authority
TRANSPAC
File

§ky Ranch H-DER 024 $-Ctiloe
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Crev or Cowoont Crxy Connecxs.

145% Gasoline Alley Lavrs M. Moftmectacr, Mapow
Concard, Culfornks pLA20-5505 Susan Boufle, Vice Mryor
wr {925) 600-1650 :ﬁ?:i‘::-n
mw’ mw L.
Qe Wapa, Dirgoior LT
Telephane: =5 T8 m-mtﬁm
Edward R Jomat, City Munuger
December 22, 2004
Ken Sirelo
City of Pittaburgh
Pittsburgh City Hadl
65 Clvic Avenue

RE: City of Concord's Comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Enviconsnental
impact Report for the Sky Ranch il Residential Subdivision (RZ-02.21, SUBD 8475,
DR-02-48)

Dear Mr. Strelo;

The City of Concord has recsived the above referenced Notice of Preparstion (NOF) and
initial Environmental impact Analysis (IEIA) for the Sky Ranch Il esidential subdivision

. located on unincorporated iend in the southeastem portion of the City of Pitteburg's Sphere
of influence. The proposed project consists of the development of 415 singie-family
housing units on an approximate 163 acres site.

W are providing comments only partaining 0 potential traffic impacts that the proposed
Sky Ranch 1| project would have on the Clty of Concord. The JEIA has not identified any
intarsactions or roadway segments in Concord to be studiad in the Draft Environmerntal
impact Report (DEIR). Prior traffic analysis entitled "Sky Ranch Hl Traffic Study (July
2002)" and “Preliminary Traffic impact Assessment for the Buchanan Road Bypass
{September 2002)" assigned several trips to the Kirker Pags Road/Ygnacio Valley Road
poridor,

The DEIR needs to evaluats the traffic operations on Kirker Pass Road at the intersections
of Concord Bovlevard and Clayton Road for both moming and sfternoon K perioda.
The DEIR shouid aiso evaluste the project impacis on the Kirker Pass gancio
Valiey Road Traffic Management Pfan and the East-Central Traffic Management Plan,

it appears that a considerable amount of traffic generated by this projoct will be served by
the Buchanan Road Bypass. The City of Concord wouki be opposed 1o the construction of
the Buchanan Road Bypass because the project woulki ancourage the use of the Kirker
Pass Road/Ygnacio Valley Road corridor rathar then the freeway system.

~moil: tiyinfolci.conenrd.cam *  weinik: wwvesiiyofinncord oog
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The Sky Ranch Il project requires foresight on a regional level and cooperation batween
jurisdictions to resalve transportation issues. It Is our axpactation that these issues and
concems that we have identified with the proposal be addressed in the DEIR documant.
The DEIR should identify feasible mitigation measures that are within the powsr of the City
of Pitisburg to impose with respect to the traffic impacts. The mitigation measures
identifiad for trafficiransportation in the DEIR need o adequately address our concemns or
reduce those Impacts 1o less-than-significant levels.

Thank you for the opporiunity to review and comment on the NOP and IEIA. We look
forward to recelving the DEIR, including responses 1o our comments. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, or would like to discuss them further, please contact
me at 925-671-3129.

Very truly yours,

T g

John Templeton
Transporiation Manager

o0 Miyor and Members of the Concord Councll
Edwerd R, Jwnes, City Manager, Clty of Concard
mwmrg,mmwmw.muwom

mmmmcwm#u.m«comm

CQames Khan, Direcior of Public Warks ~ Melntenance Services, CRy of Conoord
Jim Farsberg, Direcior of Planning and Economie Development, City of Concord
ommm.mmmrg;r.myacnm
Bhitllp Woods, Sanior Planner, City of Concond
T‘R:NSPAB
F
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Gl. NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City of Concord states that it responded to the City of Pittsburg’s Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report on December 22, 2004.

Response
The City of Pittsburg acknowledges receipt of the response to the NOP. No
further response is necessary.

G2. PROJECT’S IMPACT ON KIRKER PASS ROAD

Among its comments in the response to the NOP of the Sky Ranch II
Residential Subdivision EIR, the City of Concord wrote that traffic operations
impacts on Kirker Pass Road at its intersections with Concord Boulevard and
Clayton Road should be evaluated.

Response

The proposed project would add fewer than 50 vehicles per hour (vph) to
Kirker Pass Road in each of the AM and PM hours of peak traffic volume. The
50 vph is CCTA’s threshold of significance.

The following analysis is provided which corroborates the conclusion that the
proposed project’s impact on Kirker Pass Road traffic operations would be less
than significant in the AM and PM peak hours.

The impacts of the proposed project to roadways in the City of Concord
were evaluated at two locations:

*  at the intersection of Kirker Pass Road-Ygnacio Valley
Road/Clayton Road

* on Kirker Pass Road between Clayton Road and Concord
Boulevard

Based on counts obtained from the CCTA, which were taken in April
2005, the intersection of Clayton Road/Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker
Pass Road is operating at LOS A with a volume-to-capacity ratio of
0.41 during the AM peak hour and 0.57 during the PM peak hour. It
was determined that the proposed project would generate
approximately 37 AM peak hour trips and 50 PM peak hour trips that
would be expected to travel into the City of Concord via Kirker Pass
Road. With the addition of these project trips, the intersection of
Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker Pass Road/Clayton Road would continue
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to operate at LOS A with no increase in volume-to-capacity ratio during
the AM peak hour and an increase of 0.01 during the PM peak hour.

Existing volumes for Kirker Pass Road between Clayton Road and
Concord Boulevard were obtained from the Traffic Service Objective
Monitoring Report, Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc., December 12,
2004. The current 2004 AM peak hour v/c and LOS are 0.17/4
northbound (eastward) and 0.44/B southbound (westward). The current
2004 PM peak hour volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) and LOS are 0.57/C
northbound (eastward) and 0.17/4 southbound (westward). With the
addition of project trips, it was determined that the volume-to-capacity
ratio would increase by 0.01 in the southbound (westward) direction
during the AM peak hour, and by 0.01 in the northbound (eastward)
direction during the PM peak hour.

Based on this supplemental evaluation, the proposed project would have
a less-than-significant impact on traffic operations at these locations in
the City of Concord.

G3. BUCHANAN ROAD BYPASS IMPACT ON KIRKER PASS ROAD

The City of Concord staff evaluated future year-2025 traffic volumes on Kirker
Pass Road using Figures 5 and 6 in the Appendix G of the Draft EIR. These
figures show future turning movements at Kirker Pass Road/Buchanan Road
and/or the future Kirker Pass Road/ Buchanan Bypass. City of Concord staff
described its method and conclusions that:

» The existing 2005 directional volume northbound on Kirker Pass Road
near Buchanan Road is about 1,800 vph in the PM peak hour.

» The future 2025 directional volume northbound on Kirker Pass Road near
Buchanan Road without the Buchanan Road Bypass is projected to be
about 2,400 vph in the PM peak hour.

« With the Buchanan Road Bypass, the future 2025 directional volume
northbound on Kirker Pass Road just south of the Kirker Pass
Road/bypass intersection is projected to be about 3,600 vph in the PM
peak hour.

Response

The City of Pittsburg staff concurs with the assessment of directional
northbound (eastbound) traffic volumes in the PM peak hour. Discrepancies
arising from use of two different cut-lines are minor.

Two-way volumes and volumes on the cross streets, such as Clayton Road and
Concord Boulevard, will affect future traffic operations in the Ygnacio Valley
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G4,

CHART G1

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
KIRKER PASS ROAD NEAR BUCHANAN ROAD
FIC VOLUI 2005 [ FUTURE 2025
: 1 Without With
i Bypass Bypass
Directional Volumes
southbound {westward)
AM Peak Hour 1250 1794 2880
PM Peak Hour 607 1497 1280
northbound (eastward)
AM Peak Hour 627 1304 1400
PM Peak Hour 1844 2417 3600
2-Way Volumes :
AM Peak Hour 1877 3098 4280
PM Peak Hour 2451 3914 4880
SOURCE: Sky Ranch Il Draft EIR, Appendix G, Figures 3, 5 and 6.

Road-Kirker Pass Road corridor. Examination of Chart G1 shows that in the
future the Buchanan Road Bypass could induce a 25 percent increase (+966
vph) in the 2-way traffic volume in the PM peak hour and a 38 percent increase
(+1182 vph) in the AM peak hour. It would be an exaggeration to attribute -
more than these induced traffic percentages to construction of the bypass.
Future growth (i.e., land development, job and population growth) and in
Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, and other East County communities would
contribute, in aggregate, approximately 62 to 75 percent of the increase in
2-way traffic from 2005 to 2025.

EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONGESTION

The City of Concord staff comment is that the Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker
Pass Road corridor is already heavily congested in the PM peak hour.

Response

Based on counts obtained from the CCTA, which were taken in April 2005, the
Clayton Road/Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker Pass Road intersection is operating
at LOS A with a volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) of 0.41 during the AM peak
hour and a v/c of 0.57 during the PM peak hour.

In terms of the segment operations, the Kirker Pass Road segment east of
Concord Boulevard operated at LOC C (v/c = 0.57) in the northbound
(eastward) direction in the PM peak hour. The Kirker Pass Road segment east
of Concord Boulevard operated at LOC B (v/c = 0.44) in the southbound
(westward) direction in the AM peak hour,
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G5. IMPACT ON KIRKER PASS ROAD CORRIDOR OPERATIONS

The City of Concord staff comment is that the Sky Ranch II project along with
the Buchanan Road Bypass will make the PM peak hour congestion along the
Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker Pass Road corridor considerably worse.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff acknowledges that
additional traffic induced by opening of the Buchanan Road Bypass could
increase the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio in the southbound direction, in the
AM peak hour, to 0.92 from 0.60. Additional traffic induced by opening of the
Buchanan Road Bypass could increase the v/c ratio in the northbound direction,
in the PM peak hour, to 1.09 from 0.74 (see Chart G2). The proposed project’s
impact would be neither individually significant nor cumulatively considerable.
See also response to Comment G2.

CCTA'’s operational analysis method, as described in Highway Capacity
Manual, Chapter 8 or 21 (2000 edition), is used to assess LOS on rural ,
highways. According to CCTA, this method addresses a driver’s ability to pass
slower vehicles, terrain, directional traffic distribution, and the percent of no
passing zones. For the subject segment of Kirker Pass Road, two lanes are
present with each lane having an assumed capacity of 1,700 vph.

CHART G2
GROWTH & INDUCED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
ON KIRKER PASS ROAD EAST OF CONCORD BOULEVARD

Kirker  Pass Road east of |- - TRAFFIC VOLUMES - . Nolume-to-Capacity {LOS).: 7
Concord Boulevard *--: - . | Base | Base Plus | Base + Base Base Plus | Base +
Ceslen Do alociaten o 2004 | Projected | Growth + 2004 Projected | Growth +
Growth Bypass- Growth Bypass-
Traffic Induced Traffic fnduced
R Tt v Traffic - Traffic
southbound {westward)
AM Peak Hour | 1501 2045 3140 0.44 (B} 060(C) | 0.92(E)
PM Peak Hour 572 1462 1462 0.17 (A) 0.43(B) | 0.43(B)
northbound (eastward)
AM Peak Hour 583 1260 1356 0.17 (A) 0.37(B) | 0.40(B)
PM Peak Hour | 1937 2510 3693 | 0.57(C) 0.74(D)Y | 1.09(F)
NOTES:
000-026 LOSA 0.45-060 LOSC 0.77-099 LOSE
0.27-0.44 LOSB 061-0.76 LOSD 1.00 + LOSF
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H. TRANSPLAN COMMITTEE

Comments: H1—H8§

Responses: HI—HS§

Cross-References to Related Agency
Comments: '

All,C8

References to Draft EIR Figures: Figure 24

References to Draft EIR Tables:
Tables 21 and 22
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TRANSPLAN Committee
East Contra Costa Transportation Planning

Antioch « Brantwood « Qakiey « Pittshurg « Contra Costa County

February 7, 2006

Ken Strelo

City of Pittsburg
Planning Department
Civic Center

65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Dear Mr. Strefo:

Thank you for the notice of availability regarding the draft environmental impact report for the
Sky Ranch IT development in an unincorporated area south of Buchanan Road.

1 have reviewed Section H, “Traffic & Circulation,” in the Draft EIR. Based on my review, |
offer the following comments on behalf of TRANSPLAN, which is the regional transportation
planning committee for East County.

1. The analysis should reflect East County’s regional traffic standards in addition to the H1
City of Pittsburg’s standards. In the discussion of level-of-service standards on page V-246,

the City’s traffic standards are mentioned, but not those established in the East County Action

Plan for Routes of Regional Significance, developed by TRANSPLAN. The City’s LOS

standards appear to be identical or nearly identical to those of TRANSPLAN, but it would be
hetpful, in view of statistics and charts later in the section, to note there are regional traffic

standards that apply (known as “traffic service objectives” or TSOs).

2. A mistaken reference to TRANSPLAN on page V-247 should be corrected. Onpage V- H2
247, the last sentence of the second paragraph erroneously indicates TRANSPLAN oversees the
Regional Traffic Mitigation Fee program. This regional fee program is overseen by the East .

Contra Costa Regional Fee & Financing Authority.

3. Clarification is needed on whether the Buchanan Bypass will be two or four lanesinthe H3
project area and whether it will be two or four Ianes gutside the project area. The last
paragraph on page [H-49 states the proposed segment of the Buchanan Bypass within the project

area would be built as a four-lane road. However, the fourth paragraph on page V-247 states the
“current proposal includes . . . striping for two travel lanes, one in each direction . . .

-- continued -~

651 Pine Street, N, Wing—4* Floor, Martinez CA 94553
Fhone: {92%) 335-1201 Fax: (925) 335-1300 igreig@cd cocounty. www.transplan.us
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etter 0 Ken Strelo
-February 7, 2006
-page two

4. There are additional forecasted level-of-service violations beyond those mentioned in the H4
text. The East County Actior Plan for Routes of Regional Significance establishes a level-of-
service standard of “mid-D" (meaning traffic should not exceed 85 percent of capacity) for
intersections along designated Suburban Arterial Routes. These routes include Delta Fair
Boulevard, Buchanan Road, Railroad Avenue and Somersville Road. Table 21 ("*Predicted
Near-Term Impacts™) on page V-252 shows the LOS forecasts for selected intersections and
highlights those where a violation is forecasted. There are violations of the Action Plan
standards that are not highlighted, but should be, in this table. In the “existing plus approved
plus project” column in the table, the Harbor Street/Buchanan Road intersection is forecasted to
operate at .86 in the morning and .87 in the evening, and the Buchanan Road/Ventura Drive
intersection is forecasted to operate at .87 in the moming. All of these are violations of the .85
“mid-D” standard established in the Ut on Plan for Routes of Regional
Sigmificance. In addition, the Buchanan Road/Meadows Avenue intersection is forecasted to
operate at .84 in the morning, which is not a violation but is close enough to warrant some
attenition or discussion.

The same comment applics to Table 22 on the next page (page V-253) which shows “Predicted
Year 2025 Cumulative Traffic Impacts.” In addition to the violations that are highlighted in the
table, the column showing cumulative impacts with the Buchanan Bypass also should have
highlighted as violations the Somersville Road/Buchanan Road intersection which is forecasted
at .89 in the moming. Under the column showing cumulative impacts of the praject without the
Buchanan Bypass, there should be highlighting of violations at Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road
and Somersville Road/Buchanan Road, both inthe evening.

5. Delay index should have been calculated with and without the project. In addition to H5
level-of-service standards, the East County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance also

sets delay index standards for designated Suburban Arterial Routes. As mentioned earlier, these
routes include Delta Fair Boulevard, Buchanan Road, Somersville Road and Railroad Avenue.

The delay index standard for all of these routes is “less than 2.0™, This means the travel time

along these routes during the peak period should be less than 2.0 times as long as the off-peak

travel time on these routes. More information is available in the Action Plgn. I can provide you

with a copy, or you may be able to obtain a copy from Paul Reinders of City staff.

6. “Fair share” contributions to mitigations should be explained, Several of the mitigations He
state the developer “shall pay a fair share” for intersection modifications, including new turn

lanes, ramp approach changes, and striping and signalization improvements. The “fair share”
concept should be defined so the reviewer can understand how the fair share will be determined,

who will determine it, and how it will be translated into cost-sharing. The other projects at

agencies involved in the “fair share” arrangements also should be identified if known,

-- continued --
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~letter 1o Ken Strelo
-Febiruary 7, 2006
-page thres

7. The timeframe for opening the Buchanan Bypass should be discussed in both the H7
background and mitigation sections, There are numerous references indicating the project will
only build the Bypass within the project site, and this road will not be opened to through traffic

until the entire Bypass is completed from Somersville Road to Kirker Pass Road. In some cases,
mitigations call for restrictions on the namber of units the developer can build until the entire

Bypass is open to traffic. However, | could not find any discussion of the timeframe indicating

when the entire Bypass would be built. Perhaps this discussion is in the document and | missed

i,

8. Applicability of the planned Buchanan Road metering system should be discussed. The H8
City is preparing to implement traffic metering on moming westbound traffic along Buchanan

Road at Meadows Avenue, which appears to be immediately adjacent to the project site, The
TRANSPLAN Technical Advisory Committee has been working with City staff on the details of

the metering systemn. Some discussion should be included as to the impacts of the project on the
metering program, and vice versa. It is unclear from the document whether or not the forecasted
traffic impacts and mitigations include assumptions of metering at Buchanan/Meadows. If

opening the Buchanan Bypass will mitigate traffic sufficiently on existing Buchanan Road,

perhaps the City will no longer need 10 meter traffic on Buchanan. Clarification of this point

would be helpful.

Please contact me if you have questions about these comments.

Sincerely,
John Greitzer
TRANSPLAN staff

C TRANSPLAN Committes
TRANSPLAN Technicat Advisory Committee
Paul Reinders, City of Pitisburg
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Hl. EAST COUNTY ACTION

The TRANSPLAN Committee staff’s comment is that the City’s traffic service
objectives (TSOs) or standard appear to be the same as those established for the
East County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance. For clarity,
however, the East County Action Plan TSOs should be expressly identified and
included in the Draft EIR (p. V-249) with the standards.

Response .

The City of Pittsburg acknowledges that the regional standards in the East
County Action Plan do provide a basis for considering the significance of
project and cumulative impacts. The comment is acknowledged and the
clarification is provided in the Final EIR, Chapter 111, Revisions and Errata.

There are various kinds of TSOs including intersection level of service (LOS),
road segment LOS, and the Delay Index for routes of regional significance such
as, for example, Buchanan Road, Railroad Avenue-Kirker Pass Road
Somersville Road, Leland-Road-Delta Fair Boulevard, and (see Charts H1 and
H2).

Routes of regional significance should have a Delay Index (DI) of 2 .0, or
lower, in hours of peak traffic, except Highway 4 may have a DI of 2.5.
Signalized intersections along those routes should operate at a level of service
(LOS) mid-point D, of better, which may be represented by a volume-to-
capacity ratio (v/c) of 0.85, except

» Bailey Road (between Leland Road and Willow Pass Road) whose
signalized intersections may operate at LOS E, or better, and

o Kirker Pass Road (between the City limit and
TRANSPAC/TRANSPLAN limit) which may operate at LOS E as a
segment.

Monitoring of the achievement of the traffic service objectives (TSOs) adopted
in the various sub-county Action Plans for routes of regional significance is
performed in accordance with a TSO Monitoring Plan approved by the Contra
Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA). The most recent TSO monitoring
report is December 12, 2004, The TSOs were first incorporated into the 1995
Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan and were also contained in
both the 2000 and 2004 Updates. '

TSO monitoring is a requirement of Measure C, which was passed by the voters
of Contra Costa County in 1988. Measure C established a sales tax to be used
to fund transportation improvements in Contra Costa, a growth management
program, and requirements CCTA develop a comprehensive transportation plan
and periodic updates, the most recent being the 2004 update.
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CHART H1

TSOs FOR HIGHWAY 4 AND OTHER ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

from

to

Los'

Delay Iri&ex
Or Other TSO

STATE ROUTE 4

Buchanan Road
Somersville Rd
Delta Fair Bivd

Kirker Pass Road

Kirker Pass Road

James Donlon Blvd

TRANSPAC/
TRANSPLAN
limit

Railroad Avenue

Pittsburg-Antioch
Hwy/10th St
Pittsburg/Antioch
city limit

Pittsburg city limit

Clayton Road

Somersvilie Rd

Main St-SR-160

Somersville Rd
James

Donlon Blvd
Somersville Rd

TRANSPLAN/
TRANSPAC limit

TRANSPLAN/
TRANSPAC limit

Lone Tree Way

na (freeway)

Mid-D, v/c<0.85
{(intersection)
Mid-D, v/ic<0.85
(intersection)
Mid-D, vfc<0.85
(intersection)

LOS E
(road segment)

none

Mid-D, v/c<0.85
{intersection}

DI<25
VOR >1.2in
AM peak hour

25% increase
in transit
ridership
(2000 - 2010)
DI<2.0

Di<2.0
DI< 2.0

Di< 2.0

DI<20
Peak Hour
avg speed >
15 mph
VOR =12
persans per
vehicle in
peak hours

DI< 2.0

NOTES:

hours

1. LOS means the level of service at a signalized intersection or along a road segment.’
2. DI, Detay Index, means the route travel time in a peak hour divided by the travel time in the off-peak

3. VOR, vehicle occupancy ratio, means the number of occupants in a vehicle.
SOURCE: CCTA, 2004
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CHART H2

INTERSECTION TSOs

AND 2003/2004 MONITORING RESULTS

1L
L|VIC |L
0 9]
E69/E1 Railroad Av WB SR-4 on ramp- Pittsburg D|D|0.B2] A| 049 04/03/03
California Avenue
E70/E2 | Railroad Av EB SR-4 on-off ramps | Pittsburg DiA|[ 049 ) C| 0.75| 04/03/03
E71 Railroad Av Leland Road Pittsburg D|B| 062| C| 0.78| 04/03/03
E72/E3 | Railroad Av Buchanan Road - Pittsburg DIA| 041 | A] 0.58]| 11/10/04
E89 Leland Road Loveridge Road Pittsburg D|Bj| 064| D] 081 03/26/02
E90 Buchanan Road Loveridge Road Pittsburg DiBj 068| B| 062 03/26/02
E73 Somersville Rd WB SR-4 on-off ramps | Antioch/ D(A] 050 B| 069 10/31/02
Pittsburg
E74 Somersville Rd EB SR-4 on-off ramps | Antioch/ D|A| 030] A| 0601 03/20/03
Pittsburg
E75 Somersville Rg Delta Fair Boulevard Antioch D|A] 039 A| 0.54| 03/20/03
E76 Somersville Rd Buchanan Road Antioch DB} 070 B| 0.65]| 03/20/03
na/C22 | Ygnacio Valley Rd | Clayton Road Concord E|A|] 054| B| 066 04/29/03
NOTES: Monitoring results for previous years may not match LOS reported in the Draft EIR."
SOURCES: CCTA, December 12, 2004
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To receive a share of the sales tax generated by Measure C, local jurisdictions
must adhere to the level of service (LOS) standards for local roads and
intersections. These standards are applied to those streets and roads for which
the local jurisdictions are responsible. Each jurisdiction must take appropriate
action to ensure that those LOS standards are met.

H2. REFERENCE TO TRANSPLAN

The comment is that the Draft EIR (p. V-247) would be correct to note that the
East Contra Costa Regional Fee & Financing Authority (ECCRFFA) oversees
the Regional Traffic Mitigation Fee program. TRANSPLAN does not collect
or oversee the RTMF.

Response
The comment is acknowledged and the correction is shown in the Final EIR,
Chapter II1, Revisions and Errata.

H3. BUCHANAN ROAD BYPASS CROSS-SECTION

The TRANSPLAN Committee staff asked for clarification of the number of
lanes on the segment of the Buchanan Road Bypass proposed within the project
site limits.

Response :

The striping is correctly described in the Draft EIR (p. V-247). Before
completion and opening of the bypass to through traffic, the striping necessary
would be striping for one lane in each direction. Figure 24, Buchanan Bypass
Cross-Section, p. V-247, shows that adequate pavement width would be
constructed to accommodate two travel lanes in each direction. Therefore, the
proposed segment within the project site limits would be buiit as a four-lane
road but initially striped for two lanes.

H4. FORECAST PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONGESTION

The TRANSPLAN Committee’s comments are that certain intersections listed
in Tables 21 and 22 would have future levels of service (LOS) above a volume-
to-capacity ratio of 0.85, that is, worse than the mid-D LOS in the adopted East
County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance. Some of the
intersections predicted to have worse than mid-D LOS were not correctly
indicated by gray shading in the versions of Tables 21 and 22 presented in the
Draft EIR
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Response

Tables 21 and 22 have been revised to highlight with gray shading intersections
that would operate at worse than mid-D in an hour of peak traffic. Generally, in
the predicted near-term, these are the Buchanan Road intersections at
Loveridge, Ventura, Meadows, and Somersville Road; California Avenue/SR 4
WB ramps; and Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB ramps.

For year-2025 cumulative scenario, in addition to the above intersections,
operations could be worse than mid-D at Buchanan/Railroad,
Buchanan/Harbor, and Loveridge/Leland in one or both of the AM and PM
hours of peak traffic, without the Buchanan Bypass.

Completion and opening of the Buchanan Bypass could alleviate some of the
forecast congestion at Buchanan Road intersections and restore LOS to mid-D
or better. At Buchanan Road/Somersville Road, California Avenue/SR 4 WB
ramps, and Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB ramps, and Loveridge/Leland, however,
peak hour operations could remain worse than mid -D even with completion
and opening of the bypass for through traffic connection. :

H5. DELAY INDEX

The TRANSPLAN Committee staff’s comment is that the Delay Index (DI) is
another of the TSOs for routes of regional significance in the adopted East
County Action Plan. Routes having an adopted DI include: Buchanan Road,
Kirker Pass Road, Railroad Avenue, Leland-Delta Fair Boulevard, and
Somervsville Road. Staff additionally requested that the DI be calculated for
future conditions with and without the proposed project.

Response

The comment is acknowledged and the clarification to standards presented in
the Draft EIR (p. V-249)is provided in the Final FIR, Chapter III, Revisions
and Errata. See also response to Comment H1.

The DI is empirically measured and reported in CCTA’s TSO Monitoring
Reports. Chart H3 is an excerpt from the most recent TSO Monitoring Reports
presents existing measured DIs.

Though calculation of the DI would probably not be reliable, especially for a
relatively uninterrupted segment like the Kirker Pass Road segment, the
forecast volumes and intersection LOS do provide a general indication of effect
on the DI for routes of regional significance.
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Buchanan Road Corridor—The proposed project would have a
measurable impact on the volume-to-capacity ratios (v/c) of Buchanan
Road intersections. In conjunction with approved development traffic,
existing PM operations at LOS B and C (v/c = 0.62 to 0.77) could
deteriorate to LOS C, D and E (v/c = 0.71 to 0.95). Proposed and
approved project traffic on Buchanan Road could cause the existing DI
(1.4 to 1.5) on in the PM peak hour to exceed 2.0. See Table 21 for
predicted intersection LOS.

Mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR could restore
intersection operations in the Buchanan Road corridor to LOS A-C,
except at Buchanan/Somersville where operations are forecast to be
L.OS D (v/c =0.82) after mitigation. Based on inspection of Tables 21
and 22, completion and opening of the Buchanan Bypass to through
traffic could restore the DI on Buchanan Road to the existing DI

Kirker Pass Road Segment—The proposed project would add fewer
than 50 vph in a peak hour and would have less-than-significant effect
on the DI. However, cumulative growth and bypass-induced traffic on
Kirker Pass Road could cause the existing DI (1.4) in the northbound
direction in the PM peak hour to exceed 2.0. See Chart H4 for predicted
2025 traffic volumes.

Somersville Road Corridor-—Most of the proposed project’s impact to
DI for the Somersville Road corridor would occur at the Somersville
Road/Buchanan Road intersection. Near-term operations there are
forecast to decline to LOS F from LOS D (v/¢=0.87) in the AM peak
hour and to LOS E (v/¢=0.94) from LOS C (v/c= 0.73) in the PM peak
hour. The corridor currently has a reported DI of 3.8 southbound in the
PM peak hour, a DI of 1.1 southbound in the AM (counterflow), and a
DI near 1.0 northbound in the AM and PM. The proposed project,
therefore, could exacerbate an existing deficiency (DI of 3.8 southbound
in the PM peak hour).

Leland Road and Delta Fair Boulevard Corridor—Inspection of Chart
H3 shows that the slow section of this corridor is Railroad Avenue to
Somersville Road, on which segment the DI eastbound is near 2.0 in the
PM peak hour. Leland/Loveridge intersection operations would reduce
to LOS F in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour, in the
future 2025 without Buchanan Bypass scenario. This reduction in
operation could increase the DI. Inspection of Table 22 shows that the
proposed project’s contribution to this impact is less-than-significant.
Completion and opening of the Buchanan Bypass would partially reduce
but not eliminate the impact to the DI along Leland Road-Delta Fair
Boulevard.
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CHART H3

EXISTING PEAK HOUR TRAVEL SPEEDS AND DELAY INDEX

Average Speed ay Index
s AM(PMY -2 Fnin 00 AMN(PMY):
4 NBorEB | SB orWB TSO | NB or EB | §

Delta Fair Blvd (Pittsburg limit to Somersvilte Rd) +Leland Rd (Woodhill Dr to Pittsbur

g limit)

Leland Rd (Woodhill Dr to Bailey Rd) 22 (23) 31(31) | <2.0 13(1.3)| 1.0(1.0)
Leland Rd (Bailey Rd to Railroad Ave) 30 (19) 32(34) | <2.0 1.0 (1.6) 1.0 (0.9)
Leland Rd (Railroad Ave to city limit) 27 (14) 25(20) | <2.0 1.1 (ED 1.2 (1.5)
Delta Fair Bivd (city limit to Somersville Rd) 18(16) 18 (25) | <2.0 1.6 (1.9) 1.7(1.2)
TOTAL! 24(18) 26 (27) | <2.0 1.2(1.8) 1.2 (1.1)

Bﬁchanan Road (Railroad Avenue to Somersville Road)

TOTAL 32(17) 18(28) | <2.0 1.2 (£.3) 23 (1.4

Kirker Pass Road (Clayton Road to Pittsburg limit) + Railroad Avenue (Pittsburg limit to SR-4

Kirker Pass Rd (Clayton Rd to 32 (42) 19(28) | <2.0 1.3(1.0) 21(1.4)
TRANSPAC/TRANSPLAN boundary)
Kirker Pass Road TRANSPAC/TRANSPLAN 57 (54) 57 (65) | <2.0 07(0.7)| 07¢(0.7)
boundary to Pittsburg city limit)
Railroad Avenue (Pittsburg city limit to 54 (47) 53 (55) | <2.0 0.8 (0.9) 0.8 (0.8)
Pheasant Drive) .
Railroad Av (Pheasant Dr to Buchanan Rd) 18 (29) 30(34) | <20 2.3(1.4) 1.3(1.2)
Railroad Av (Buchanan Rd to Leland Road) 15 (14) 26(22) | <2.0 2.8 (3.0) 1.6(1.8)
Railroad Avenue (Leland Road to SR-4) 15 (10) 17(13) | <2.0 2.8 (3.9) 24(3.1)
TOTAL 32(33) 34(34) | <2.0 1.4(1.4) 1.3(1.2)
Somersville Road (W. 10th Street to James Donion Boulevard)

Somersville Road (W. 10th Street to SR-4 23 (28) 23(19) 1 <2.0 1.1(0.9) 1.1{1.3)

{WB ramps)

Somersville Road (SR-4 (WB ramps) to 34 (15) 32(3) <20 0.7 (1.6)

Delta Fair Boulevard)

Somersville Road (Delta Fair Boulevard to 24 (14) 12(4) | <2.0 1.001.7)

Buchanan Road) o

Somersville Road (Buchanan Road to James 36 (30) 38(13) | <2.0 0.7 {0.8) 0.7 (3:6)

Donlon Boulevard) R
TOTAL 29 (22) 26(7) | <2.0 0.9(1.1) 1.113.8)

NOTE: Monitoring results are from TSO Monitoring Report , TABLE A-6/7.

SOURCE: CCTA, December 12, 2004
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CHART H4

GROWTH & INDUCED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
ON KIRKER PASS ROAD EAST OF CONCORD BOULEVARD

Kirk TRAEFIC VOLUMES Volurne-to-Capacity (LOS) -
" Base | Plus Plus Base Plus Plus
2004 | Projected | Bypass- | 2004 Projected | Bypass-
Growth Induced Growth Induced
s T T XX Traffic Traffic Traffic Traffic
southbound (westward) '
AM Peak Hour 1501 2045 3140 | 0.44 (B) 060(C) | 0.92(E)
PM Peak Hour 572 1462 1462 | 0.17 (A) 0.43(B) | 0.43(B)
northbound (eastward) ‘
AM Peak Hour 583 1260 1356 | 0.17 (A) 0.37 (B) | 0.40(B)
PM Peak Hour 1937 2510 3693 | 0.57 (C) 0.74 (D) | 1.09(F)
NOTES:
0.00-0.26 LOS A 0.45-060 LOSC 077-0.99 LOSE
0.27-044 LOSB 0.61-0.76 LOSD 1.00 + LOSF

H6.

H7.

FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION

The TRANSPLAN Committee staff asks about the proposed project’s fair share
contribution, how the fair share will be determined and who will determine it.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department clarifies that mitigation funding,
schedule, implementation, and monitoring responsibilities for all required
mitigation measures will be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring or
Reporting Plan. In further response, Tables 35 and 36 herein are summaries of
equitable shares for the proposed project’s traffic impacts. The method of
calculating fair share contributions is described in the response to Comment C8
by Caltrans.

TIMING OF BUCHANAN BYPASS

The TRANSPLAN Committee staff asks about the timing of the opening of the
future Buchanan Road Bypass.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department clarifies that the timing of the
completion and opening of the future Buchanan Road Bypass for through-
traffic connection between Somersville Road and Kirker Pass Road is expected
before General Plan buildout but is not more precisely known. The Buchanan
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Bypass appears in the City of Pittsburg’s Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan
2003/4-2008/9, Projects ST-4 (Preliminary Engineering) and ST-36 (Design &
Construction). The bypass project design and construction are not fully funded.

H8. BUCHANAN ROAD METERING
The TRANSPLAN Committee staff asks about the Buchanan Road metering. -

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department clarifies that control point metering
on Buchanan Road at Meadows Avenue, and at other locations in the East-
Central region, was a subject of the East-Central Traffic Management Study
(DKS, August 10, 2001). Alternative C included metering at the
Buchanan/Meadows intersection and was selected by the Policy Advisory
Committee (PAC) as the Preferred Alternative. The study was unanimously
approved by all participants.

Metering on westbound Buchanan Road at Meadows Avenue is one element of
the East-Central region’s plan to manage arterial and freeway traffic operations
and avoid traffic diversion onto neighborhood streets. Many other elements
studied in the ECTMS remain to be implemented and fine-tuned in the ultimate
management system presented in Alternative C.

The current control point metering on westbound Buchanan Road, in the AM
peak hours only, has a measurable impact on traffic. According to the City of
Pittsburg Engineering Department, the current metering rate reduces traffic on
Buchanan Road by 5 to 10 percent, which today is equivalent to approximately
40 to 80 vehicles per hour. The current metering rate is substantially less than
the rate approved in the East-Central Traffic Management Study. The purpose
of traffic control metering on Buchanan Road at this time is to encourage
commuters to use mainline Highway 4 (SR 4) instead of Buchanan Road and
Kirker Pass Road. Metering at this time affects only the two hours of the
morning commute. See also response to Comment All.

In addition, completion and opening of the Buchanan Bypass could provide
substantial traffic relief on Buchanan Road relative to the future case without
the bypass. Without the bypass, metering could not achieve the same
magnitude of traffic operations relief on Buchanan Road.
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I. DISCOVERY BUILDERS INC.

Comments by Discovery Builders Inc. are labeled in the letter margin as
“[( )”. Parenthetical labels match the labels in the letter submitted by
Discovery Builders Inc., dated February 15, 2006. Labels in the
Discovery Builders letter refer to either 1) IMPACTS identified in the
Draft EIR, Table 2, Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation
Measures, or else 2) page numbers in the Draft EIR. For example, in the
letter submitted by Discovery Builders Inc., “A2” refers to IMPACT A2 in
Table 2 of the Draft EIR, and “II1-49” refers to page 111-49 of the Draft
EIR.

Comments: I(Al), I(A2-7), | (A16), (A7),
I(B7), I(B12), I{C6), (C8), I(C11), (G1), (G2),
1(G3-5-6), I{G7), [(GB), I(G10-11), I(G12), l{H3),
I(H7), I(H8), [(H17), I(H23), I(H26-27), I(11-14),
I1(18), 1(J2), I(K3), 1(K4), I(I11-49), I(IV-55),
I(V-105), I[(V-201)

Responses: All as listed above

Cross-References to Public Agency Comments:
C8,E3,and F5

References to Draft EIR Figures:
Figures 10, 14, and 26

References to Draft EIR Tables:
Tables 2, 5, and 24
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s

4061 Fort Chicug Highway, Suie H

Caneord, Culifornia 91520
(025] 6826419
l‘ax (925) 689-774 1

February 15, 2006

Kcn Sieelo

City of Piughurg

65 Civic Avenue
Pilsburg, CA 94565

RE:  Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Draft Environmental Impact Report —
SCH # 2004112692 (December 2605)

Déa Mr. Stralo:

We have reviewsd ubove-referenced the Drafr Bavironmenial Tmpact Report (DEIR) and
submil the following commeants. Pleaso be advised that if is our position thar the DEIR
provides 4 comprehensive, detailed cxamination of the emvironmental impacts associated
with the Sky Ranch li projeer, However, in our review of the DEIR, we have detormined
that there arc soveral arcas therein in which minor clarifications 1o the text or revisioms o
the mitigation measures are recommended to complete the document.

Our comments, which refer to the specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Table 2
tm Page 1-9, also apply to the same items in Chapter V and elsewhere in the DEIR.
Please be advised thar our commeats arc intended 1 request clarification of cortain items
in the DEIR and/or suggest that ccrain mitigation measures be revised to more
uppropiiately mitigate identificd project impacts.

Impact and Mitigution Mepsures

Al (Page 1-9) As noted in the DEIR, the project developer shall be required to consult A1)
with the upproprisie state and federal agencies with respeet 1o potential impacts to certain

spactes and/or their habitats on the projoet site. Therefore, the only necessary mitigation

measures in the DEIR should be 10 require the praject developer to obtain ail neCeasary

permits from State and Fedoral Apencies relaled o porential impacts to habitat and

endangered specios of animals and plants, This upproach has becn commonly used hy

the City on past pmjocts. By including other measures, the DEIR is altempling 10

anticipatc what permits will be necessary and what mitigations such permits will require.
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AZthrough A7 (’uges 1-2 and L-10) Scc Al commcenits. I(A2-7)

AlG {Puge 1-13) 'The DEIR appcars to be atcmpting to apply the Draft HCP/NCCP 10 {A16)
the Project. [t would be more appropriace (o confirm thal the Projeet be veguired o

obtein any nocossary approvala and permits itom State and Pederal Agencies Jor possible

impacts oo habitat and endangored species of plants and animals and comply with the

HCPNCCP as appropriate when it is fully approved indin effect. This comment applies

alao to all references o the Dralt HCR/NCCP throughour the DEIR,

A17 (Page 1-13) See A6 comment above. Furthermore, the Mitigation Meusure refers {A17)
10 CTS whereas the Tmpact refees to SIKF,

B7 (Page 1-16) The Siope Management Plan should be required prior to approval of the KB7)
Final Grading Plan and Final Map tor the Prajocy, rether than the Tencative Map.

B12 (Page 1-18) This miligation measurs should be revised w allow grading acivifies {B12)
during the rainy seasom ii Best Managernent Practices (BMP’s) ate in place us permiited

by the Regional Water Quality Control and are in accordance with the approved Project

SWPPP.

€6 (Page 1-20) See comment on Bl2 shove. {C6)

C8 (Page 1-21) The apecific design parameters of the Project detention hasin shuuld be HCS)
subject to adjnstment hased on final apprisen! hy (he City Bngingering Department. -

C11 (Page 1-22) Drainage Area DA 70 is not 4 formed disict according to Contra Costa IC11)
County Plond Comtrol and ehere is currently no adopted fee, Lhe Mitigation Measure

shuuld requive the Projecs 1o pay drainage foes in offect 18 of the Project vesting dae.

G1 (Page 1-25) We do not believe the requireenent to provide an on-gite mini-park {G1)

should be n DELR Mitgation Measure. Rather, it should be a decision made dunng the
project review by the Ciry Planning Commission ind City Council, il they determine it w
be appropriate.

(2 (Page 1-25} The DEM should not specify the dedication requirements and credits to HG2)
be grunted for park and open space dedication, but shouid rather refer to the City

Ordinance in that regard. The DELR should acknowledge that grading and uses within

the PO&E and Kindor Morgaa casements will be subject Lo e provigions ol those

esecmonts and may be medificd subjoct 1w the approval of the easement holders,

63, G5 and Gb (Page 1-26) See gomment Al above, {G3-5-6)
G7 (Page 1-26) The method of scwering Lots 162 204 will be subject w approval of KG7)

the Engineering Deparments of the Citics of Pistsburg and Antoch end may be

suggestad, but should not be gpecified in the DCIR.

G8 (Puge 1-27) Scc Al cominents above. I{G8)

S
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G10 and G11 {Page 1-27) The City Enpineeiing Depuriaent shoukd inake e Gl (G10-11)
decision f nighitime construction will be permitted for Station 85 and the Buchanan
Road Bypass.

G2 (Page 1-27) The Project should be required o pay oaly its fair sharc of the cost of KG12)
implementing of(sits improvemsnts described in Chapler V.1, Community Noisc, Sco
further specific comments under Tisms T1 through T14 helow.

I3 (Page 1-28) The Developer should be required o pay unly its fuir share for a second  KH3)
southbound Jcft turn lane ar Loveridpe und Buchanan Rouds, The number of hamey in

the Projeot shouid not be restricted if projects 1o the east of the City ure ullowed w

continuc o dovelop without restriction. Fucthermore, the Clty's proposed traffic

metenng program at Buchanan Read and Meadows Drive will pravide relief which will

olTxet the impact of the Project on Buchanan Road anel other Pittaburp streets,

H7 (Puge 1-29) The limilation 10 333 units should be required enly if the maffic counting  H7)
referved W in the fourth bullet itkem indicates more than 5,000 vehicles per day in the '
segroent of Venwry Drive in question. 'We believe that the assumed numbers of vehicle

trips on Veatura and Meadows Prives may not be accurate becuuse Project residents will

find it more convenicnt to use Mesdows Drive to access the large shopping zreus 1o the

Northeast on Somersville Road and Century Bonlevned.

HS (Page 1-30) Bypass tralfic on Ventura Drivc north of Buchanan Road currently  I(HB8)
exisiy. The Project shoukd pay only its (air shore of the cosl of a traffic diverter, if it i

ingtalled by the City. The fuir share should include existing and fulure development

sublject 1o a teaffic study.

1117 (Pagc 13 1) This appcars to be the same 25 1I3 and those same conuments apply. KH17)
H23 (Page 1-32) Scc comments on H3 above, KH23}

H26 and H27 (Page 1-33) The Mitigation Measures should allow that redesipgn of the I(H26-27)
Jots in question may be considered by the City Engineer if it is shawn that they will have

sife meurn of ingress and egress. This could include miligations such ax additional

truffic culming on the adjacent streets or drivewuy designs which prclude the noed 1o

back out onta the streets.

11 through 14 (Pages 1-34 thwough 1-38) Tabic 24 on page V-274 indicutes that even 11-14)
without the Pruject, extarior noise levels a1 the Receptor locarions § and 6 are or will be

over the accepiuble level of 65 dBA. With the Project, enly Receptor location 2 will

experience un increuse in noise level from 65 o 66 dRA. On page V-275, “Oft-Sitc

Noise Levels,” it is stated that the Project's comritaition (o the increase in rurise tevelk in

the Buchanan Road Corridor is an imperceptible increuse. The Project should at most he

requived 1o pay its fair share of any noisc mitigation needed at Receptor location 2.

Funthermore, the Projeor should net he required to mitigare for future Buchansn Roud

Bypass natse which witl he generated by traffic 10 and from the arcas cast of the City of

Piusburg,
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18 (Page 1-36) Hours of work should be subjcct to adjustmient by the Cily Engineering K18)
Depurtment where work will be far from cxisting hames or be of a type which creutes
fimited exterior noise.

12 (Page 1-39) The trequency of watering for dust cuntrol should be allowed to be HJ2)
adjusted doponding on weather conditions and should not be requised “ar feast 3 times per
day” at all Limes.

K3 (Puge 1-41) Tt should be udded that the sequircment for fire sprinkless will no longer K3}
apply if a pew fire station is constructed in the fatre which will decreass the response
time to 5 minutes or less,

K4 (Pagc 1-41) The proposed minimum horizontal setback of 100 feet of homes from KK4)
the exiating transmisaion Jines seemns arbitrary, Justificution should be provided sinco

this scthack was not required in Lhe Highlands Runch Project or in the recently appraved

Visia Dial Mar Pmyject.

DLIR Text

Puage [T1-49 (Water Utilities) The referonce 10 onc 2 million gallon reservoir should be KHL-49)
revised to indicate two reecrvains as describod on Page V-210 under Water Storuge.

Page [V-58 (Contra Coata NPDES Permil) Tt should be clarified that the C3 provisions KIV-§5)
of the County Clean Water Program de not apply te the Project, the application for which
was deemed complele prior to February 2005,

Page V-105 (References) It should be clarified that the Contra Costa County Clegn

Water Program, January 2005 including the Stormwater C3 Guidehook meferenced, does 1Y 105}
not apply to the Project which was vested prior 1o February 2008,
Page V-201 (Waer & Sewer) Paragraph 4 indicates the two water reservairs would V-201)

serve only the Project. Tt should be clarified that the Zone 1 reservoir a1 clevation 381
will serve the existing bomes in Highlands Ranch and only a small partion of the Praject.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. We look forwand w
the responses 10 our commaents and for the appropriate revizions and clurificutions being
included in the Final E

Sincerely,

Albert ). Seeno. H1
President
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I(Al). OBTAINING NECESSARY PERMITS

In regard to impacts to resources for which State of California or federal
agencies are stewards, the first part of the comment is that the only necessary
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands,
should be the requirements that the developer obtain all necessary permits from
those agencies having jurisdiction over biological and wetlands resources. The
second part of the comment continues that the Draft EIR, by including
mitigation measures, is “attempting to anticipate what permits will be necessary
and what mitigation measures such permits will require.”

Response

Part 1—Overview: The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concur
that the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts of the proposed project on
protected species and protected environmental resources. Some of the species
and resources evaluated in the Draft EIR are, in fact, protected under the federal
Endangered Species Act, federal Clean Water Act, California Endangered
Species Act (Fish and Game Code Sections 2050-2098), and Fish and Game
Code Section 1603). The Draft EIR forecasts, to the extent possible, the
expected adverse impacts of the proposed project based on evaluation of facts,
other scientifically collected data, expert assessments, input received from the
project applicant and Responsible Agencies.

Experts may differ in opinion, and this is specifically acknowledged in CEQA.
The Draft EIR has identified certain differences among the experts and has
made definitive statements of environmental effects of the proposed project
based on a reasoned analysis. For example, potential USACE jurisdiction over
certain drainageways is stated in the Draft EIR based on the reasoning that
these drainageways are not isolated but instead seasonally discharge waters to
Kirker Creek or Markley Creek.

In addition to protections afforded under federal and state law, the Draft EIR
identifies City and local policies including, for example, the City’s own General
Plan policies. A function of the Draft EIR, though not its only function, is to
reconcile project impacts relative to the City’s own policies that are protective
of its natural resources. '
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Part 2—Disclosure: The City of Pittsburg is obligated under CEQA to
evaluate and disclose environmental impacts of the proposed project.
Statements that permits shall be obtained would not explain to City decision-
makers or an apprehensive public how its environment is being protected, a
basic purpose of Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs).

The City is obligated to disclose environmental effects and to consider the
various possibilities for mitigating adverse environmental effects. None of the
state or federal agencies alluded to in the comment, not CDFG, USFWS, or
USACE, is Lead Agency. None of these responsible agencies has the basic
charge for preparing the EIR for Sky Ranch II, or any other proposed land
development action in the City, a responsibility that rests squarely with the City
of Pittsburg. None of these agencies, therefore, can weigh-the whole of the
action, inform the citizens of the City of Pittsburg how their environment is
being protected, or enable them to determine the environmental and economic
values of their elected and appointed officials.

In the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15003 states the following policies to be
implicit in CEQA:

(b) The EIR serves not only to protect the environment but also to demonstrate to the
public that it is being protected. (County of Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cal. App. 3d 795.)

(c) The EIR is to inform other governmental agencies and the public generally of the
environmental impact of a proposed project. (No Qil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13
Cal. 3d 68.)

(d) The EIR is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact,
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action. (People ex rel.
Department of Public Works v. Bosic, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495.)

(e) The EIR process will enable the public to determine the environmental and
economic values of their elected and appointed officials thus allowing for appropriate
action come election day should a majority of the voters disagree. (People v. County of
Kern, 39 Cal. App. 3d 830.)

In the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15121 states as follows:

(a) An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency decision-
makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable
alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR
along with other information which may be presented to the agency.

(b) While the information in the EIR does not control the agency's ultimate discretion
on the project, the agency must respond to each significant effect identified in the EIR
by making findings under Section 15091 and if necessary by making a statement of
overriding consideration under Section 15093,
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The Draft EIR for Sky Ranch II discloses the potential environmental impacts
of the proposed project and alternatives. Disclosures in the Draft EIR are
necessary for the purpose and intent of CEQA.

Part 3—Reasoned Analysis: The Draft EIR evaluates available facts and
other scientifically collected data, such as expert survey data, and outlines a
reasoned analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
project. The process does entail a degree of forecasting of environmental
effects. Without forecasting, decision-makers would have nothing to weigh and
the public could have no disclosure of potential environmental effects. There
clearly may be differing expert opinions and those can be accommodated within
the CEQA process

In regard to the two expert wetland delineations prepared by Wetlands Research
Associates and Albion Environmental, there are differing expert opinions about
inclusion or exclusion of potential isolated wetlands. The Draft EIR considers
all the information and documents the position that the ephemeral drainageways
and intermittent creek are potentially within the jurisdiction of USACE, or not
necessarily “isolated” and, hence, non-jurisdictional, because they discharge to
Markley Creek or Kirker Creek (Draft EIR, p. V-62).

The Draft EIR additionally states the position, based on a reasoned analysis of
factual evidence, that there was an intermittent creek and seasonal pond in the
southwestern portion of the project site. Both have been illustrated on USGS
topographic maps for many years. One of the two wetland delineations
indicates identifiable bed and bank along a 394-foot long segment of this
intermittent creek. A geotechnical study performed by ENGEO Incorporated
further identifies and illustrates unengineered fill in the intermittent creek trace
(see Draft EIR, Figure 10, p. V-92). Huffman-Broadway Group observed that
off-site, west of the project site, intermittent flow resumes in a channel having a
defined bed and bank (see Draft EIR, p. V-65). Taken together, this
information, which is from a variety of different sources, supports the stated
position.

During preparation of the Draft EIR, the City of Pittsburg advised the project
applicant that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE or, the “Corps™)
could be consulted in order to obtain a verification of either of the two separate
wetland delineations. This submittal and request for Corps verification falls
within the realm of responsibilities of the project applicant, Discovery Builders
Inc. During preparation of the Draft EIR, a verified wetland delineation was
not provided by the applicant; therefore, the positions stated in the Draft EIR
have not been verified by the Corps but are based on a reasoned analysis of
factual evidence.
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Part 3— Mitigation Measures: Mitigation measures presented in the Draft
EIR were developed after site-specific assessments by experts. Under existing
laws, either a project applicant or a local lead agency may have the
responsibility of consulting with public regulatory agencies on matters relating
to project impacts on wetlands and rare or endangered species. During
preparation of the Draft EIR for the Sky Ranch II Residential Subdivision, City
Planning Department staff consulted with appropriate state and federal
resources agencies informally but did not itself apply for any of the state or
federal permits from necessary for the proposed project. Verification of the
wetlands delineation was not requested by the applicant and, hence, verification
was not provided by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Various kinds of mitigation have been disclosed in the Draft EIR for the Sky
Ranch II Residential Subdivision, including off-site compensatory mitigation
and on-site conservation, for example. A preference for one kind of mitigation
over another is not stated or implied in the Draft and Final EIR. A preference
for one alternative over another is not stated or implied in the Draft and Final
EIR. Choices are left to the work of decision-makers.

In CEQA Guidelines, Section 15370 identifies generally the various kinds of
mitigation that may be available for avoiding, reducing, or compensating for
environmental impacts:

(a) Avoid the impact altogether by not taking a certain action.
(b) Minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action.

(c) Rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating or restoring the impacted
environment.

(d) Reduce or eliminate the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the project.

(e) Compensate for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

For the proposed Sky Ranch II residential development, permit applications
and/or consultations with federal and State of California agencies are necessary,
by law, and permits issued by those agencies would have to be obtained to
permit filling of wetlands, streambed alteration, and incidental take of protected
species. Certainty about the ultimate mitigation requirements of USFWS and
USACE is not necessary for the purpose of disclosure or decision-making by
the City of Pittsburg.

Mitigation ratios assumed in the Draft EIR are typical for the kinds of habitat
and protected status of the affected species. The acres of off-site compensatory
mitigation land identified in the Draft EIR are founded on current practice of
the permitting agencies.
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Agencies having jurisdiction over natural resources and protected species were
consulted by the City of Pittsburg during preparation of the Draft EIR. The

protected status of certain resources and species was identified, as were a range
of mitigation measures and alternatives consistent with the biological resources.

Part 4—General Plan: To consider the fate of biological resources within the
Urban Limit Line, the City of Pittsburg as a governing agency is responsible for
considering not only the effects of particular land development proposals at a
project-specific level but also collectively the effects of many past actions and
foreseeable future actions. At the planning-level, through the adoption of its

- General Plan, the City has considered natural resources in relation to its past
and future land uses, by designating certain land uses on a General Plan Land
Use Map and also by adopting certain goals and policies.

The General Plan designates the project site for Low Density Residential use.
Areas of Open Space are not designated on the project site, but off-site in the
Buchanan, Black Diamond Mines, and Woodlands planning sub-areas, Open
Space is designated in the General Plan. General Plan Goal 9-G-1 and Policy
9-P-1 require that assessments be conducted prior to development approval
within habitat areas of special status species such as the California tiger
salamander (CTS). Biological Assessment for Sky Ranch II (Huffman
Broadway Group, June 2005) satisfies this requirement. The creekways and
wetlands policies of the City of Pittsburg (General Plan Policies 9-P-9, -10, -11,
and -12) could be applicable in general but probably are intended to apply to
1) perennial streams, having defined bed and bank, and also having riparian
habitat, functional, or aesthetic values and 2) wetlands having habitat,
functional, or aesthetic values.

Stream reaches on the project site are seasonal, not perennial, and do not have
riparian habitat value. An intermittent stream reach in the southwestern portion
of the project site has 394 lineal feet with defined bed and bank; its adjacent
reaches have a broad swale topography without defined bed or bank and
function as overland-flow drainages. A seasonal wetland having an area of
about 0.02 acre was identified in the southeastern corner of the project site. In
view of their insubstantial habitat and functional values and size, the seasonal
stream reaches and wetland on the project site would not be subject to any of
the above policies.

Mitigation measures are recommended in the Draft EIR, therefore, primarily to
alleviate potential impacts to environmental resources, not to implement
General Plan policies 9-P-9 through -12. General Plan policies were intended
at the planning-level to balance the effect of past and future land development
actions with the City’s interest in preserving the quality of its natural
environment.
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I{A2-7). MITIGATION MEASURES FOR IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

The comment is that the only necessary mitigation measures in the Draft EIR,
Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands, should be the requirements that the
developer obtain all necessary permits from those agencies having jurisdiction
over biological and wetlands resources.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has responded above. On the
particular matter of mitigation ratios, the staff’s response clarifies that
mitigation ratios in the Draft EIR are typical for the kinds of habitat and
protected status of the affected species. The acres of mitigation land identified
in the Draft EIR are founded on the current practice of the permit agencies.

e “The applicant shall develop a CTS Mitigation Plan to address the
potential impact to the California tiger salamander which includes
compensatory mitigation for a loss of 163 acres of combined CTS breeding
and aestivation habitat. The CTS Mitigation Plan shall be developed in
coordination with USFWS as part of the federal ESA Section 7 or Section
10 consultation.

Tentatively, the amount and kind of habitat compensation is 489 acres,
calculated at a ratio of 3:1 for the 163 acres of on-site habitat. The
habitat types to be mitigated are annual grassland, 0.11 acre of palustrine
emergent seasonal wetland, and approximately 800 to 1,900 feet of
riverine intermittent streambeds”. (Draft EIR, pp. I-19, V-92)

The crux of mitigation of the biological impacts stated in the Draft EIR is the
CTS Mitigation Plan. In the event that a permit agency requires a different
amount of mitigation land, for example, less than stated in the Draft EIR, it
would not be the intent of the City of Pittsburg to alter the responsible agency’s
decision. The City’s estimate of the mitigation obligation for the proposed
project is clearly labeled as “tentative” based on 163 acres of on-site habitat
mitigated at 3:1 (off-site compensatory habitat: on-site habitat depletion).

1(A16). DRAFT HCP/NCCP

The comment is that the Draft EIR appears to be attempting to apply the Draft
HCP/NCCP to the proposed project. The comment continues that it would be
more appropriate for the Draft EIR to confirm that the proposed project will be
required to obtain any necessary approvals and permits from the state and
federal agencies having jurisdiction over protected species and wetlands.
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Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has included in the Draft EIR
information about the Draft HCP/NCCP. The information is provided generally
for the purpose of disclosure, so that the public is informed. The Draft '
HCP/NCCP is a regionally significant conservation plan that is being created,
but is not currently approved or in effect.

The Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands, p. V-81, explains the aim of
the Draft HCP/NCCP is to establish an integrated process for permitting and -
mitigating the incidental take of endangered species, as an alternative to the
current project-by-project approach. Project proponents whose projects lie
within the permit area would receive an endangered species permit after paying
a fee to the JPA. Fees collected by the JPA then would be used to purchase the
identified conservation lands or easements from willing sellers, monitoring, and
habitat enhancement or management activities. '

Mitigation required under the Draft HCP/NCCP would be neither more nor less
stringent than currently required. If approved, the Draft HCP would provide for
compensation, avoidance, and minimization of impacts for covered species.
The Draft HCP may facilitate applications for development within the permit
area by establishing a regionally applicable procedure for accepting protection,
enhancement, and restoration of higher-quality habitat in a “Preserve System,”
which is located outside the urban areas, in exchange for allowance of
development on lower-quality habitat located inside urban limits.

The proposed project would not preclude implementation of the Draft
HCP/NCCP. None of the project site is located within a proposed acquisition
parcel designated within the Draft HCP/NCCP for a buffer zone and other part
of the Preserve System.

Information provided in the Draft EIR is necessary for 1) disclosing to the
public the various protections that would be afforded under the Draft
HCP/NCCP, if approved, and 2) assuring that none of the actions entailed by
approval of the proposed project, an alternative project, or the related mitigation
measures would preclude future implementation of the Draft HCP/NCCP.

I{A17). MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SAN JOAQUIN KIT FOX

The comment is that the only necessary mitigation measures for the San
Joaquin kit fox (SIKF) in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands,
should be the requirements that the developer obtain all necessary permits from
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG).
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Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has responded generally above in
responses to Comments Al and A2-7. In consultation with CDFG staff, the
City’s Planning Department has confirmed that a CTS Mitigation Plan that
addresses on-site mitigation measures on and off-site compensatory mitigation
for the California Tiger Salamander (CTS) could also mitigate the potential
impact to the San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF). The annual grasslands comprising
the project site is a habitat shared by both species. Therefore, mitigation
effective for CTS is mitigation also effective for SJKF. According to the
mitigation measure as stated in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology &
Wetlands, p. V-102: '

o “Developer shall implement a CTS Mitigation Plan which
addresses mitigation for the loss of SIKF annual grassland habitat
in conjunction with compensatory mitigation for CTS.”

See also the City Planning Department staff’s response to Comment I(A1).
I(B7). SLOPE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The comment is that the Slope Management Plan should be required prior to
approval of the Final Grading Plan and Final Map, rather than prior to the
Tentative Map. '

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concurs and clarifies that the
recommended timing is stated correctly in the Draft EIR, Chapter, V.B,
Geology & Seismicity, p. V-130.

o “Developer/applicant shall prepare and submit a Slope
Management Plan to the City Engineer for review and approval
prior to the approval of a Final Map.” (Draft EIR, p. V-130)

The Draft EIR, Chapter I, Summary, Table 2, p. I-16, states: “The City
Engineer shall review and approve the Slope Management Plan, before
approving a Final Subdivision Map.”
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I(B12). RAINY SEASON GRADING

The comment states that Mitigation Measure B12 should be revised to allow
grading activities during the rainy season if BMPs are followed in accordance
with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as permitted by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concurs. However, rainy season
(October 15 — April 15) grading could be acceptable only if it is additionally
allowed pursuant to the City’s Grading Ordinance,

I(C6). GRADING
The comment is the same as the Comment I(B12).

Response
See response to Comment I(B12). Suggested modification applicable to the
Draft EIR, pp. I-18, I-20, V-134 and V-158:

Grading shall be performed generally in the “dry season” except as
grading in the rainy season (October 15 — April 15) may be allowed in
the Grading Permit subject to the City's approval.

I(C8). DETENTION BASIN DESIGN PARAMETERS

The comment is that the specific design parameters for the proposed on-site
detention basin should be subject to adjustment “based on final approval by the
City of Pittsburg Engineering Department.”

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department and Engineering Department have
received the report Drainage and Sewer Study Addendum #1, prepared by
Isakson & Associates Inc. The Vesting Tentative Map does not show the same
detention basin footprint or grading as the preliminary design shown in
Drainage and Sewer Study Addendum #1.

»  “Developer shall submit, for review and approval by the City
Engineer, the revised detention basin design with 14-acre feet of
storage, assuming 3:1 graded slopes, and 250 foot msl maximum
surface water elevation.” (Draft EIR, p. V-160)
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J(C11). DRAINAGE AREA DA 70

The comment is that Drainage Area DA 70 is not a formed district and there is
no adopted fee.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department finds that this comment is
inconsistent with the District’s Comment E3 about DA 70 (see page 80).
According to District staff’s comment, the DA 70 fee is $5,000 per gross acre,
applicable to the portion of the project site that is located with Drainage Area
70. The fee is used for improvements to Kirker Creck. The entire 136.85-acre
parcel, APN 089-050-067, outlined in green in Figure 14 (page 213), is located
within DA 70.

1(G1). ON-SITE PARK MITIGATION MEASURE

The comment is that an on-site park should not be required as a mitigation
measure. Instead, the project applicant believes the stated mini-park should be
a discretionary decision made during project review by the City Planning
Commission and City Council, if they determine it to be appropriate.

Response

All of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are subject to review,
discussion, and deliberation by Planning Commission and Council. If mini-
park were not identified in the Draft EIR as a mitigation measure to alleviate
defensible space/fire hazard, traffic intrusion, and park space impacts of the
proposed project, the Planning Commission and Council would not necessarily
be aware of the potential impacts or the available mitigation measure. A
purpose of the Draft EIR is to make these disclosures to decision-makers and
the public. '

1(G2). PARK DEDICATION REQUIREMENTS

The comment is that park dedication requirements and potential credits to be
granted for park or open space dedication should not be “specified” in the Draft
EIR. Instead, the applicant suggests dedication requirements and potential
credits should refer to the City Ordinance. Further, the comment observes that
any future grading or potential public trail uses within the utility easements
could be subject to approvals by the easement holders, PG&E and Kinder
Morgan Energy Partners, LLC.
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Response :
The Draft EIR, Chapter V.G, Community Services & Utilities, p. V-206, does
refer to the Subdivision Ordinance.

“The City of Pittsburg has adopted provisions for collection Jrom
developers involved in residential subdivision, of either an in lieu fee or
land dedication, or a combination of both, for park and recreational
purposes. Chapter 17.32.020 of the Subdivision Ordinance sets forth
the park land standard of 1.42 acres per 100 dwelling units (based on
single family residential use less than 15 du/net acre). " (Draft EIR,

p- V-206)

The mini-park has separate utility from other potential open space or trail uses
on the project site. The reason for so-called “specifications” in the Draft EIR,
p. V-223, is to disclose the mini-park’s separate function or utility:

1. The mini-park location needs to be within the project site to avoid
pedestrian and spillover traffic impacts. Furthermore, the mini-park is
recommended to be located on proposed Lots 181-190 to alleviate a
wildland fire hazard owing to the small size of these lots and location
of these lots on the Urban Wildland Interface. ,

2. Dedication of passive open space cannot fulfill the purpose or need for
the mini-park or other active recreational land uses; therefore, any
dedication of on-site or off-site open space shall not be counted as park
land dedication.,

3. Protection and dedication of trail right-of-way in the utility easements
could provide a kind of usable recreational area, but could not serve the
purpose or need of a mini-park with swings, slides, or tennis courts for
example. Protection and dedication of trail right-of-way, therefore,
would be in addition to acreage in the mini-park and counted toward
park dedication required under Chapter 17.32.020, but would not be
counted as a substitute for acreage in the mini-park.

I(G3-5-6). PARK DEDICATION REQUIREMENTS

The comment is cross-referenced to Comment I(A1), as applies to Impacts G3,
G5, and G6, and the corresponding mitigation measures, in the Draft EIR,
Chapter I, Summary, Table 2, p. I-26.

Response

The subject impacts would occur on portions of the project site, or off-site land,
which could be developed with non-residential facilities necessary to serve the
proposed project or mitigate one of its impacts. The purpose of stating the -
impacts and mitigation measures is to disclose that uses of habitat for water
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reservoirs, park, or trail could have the same impacts as proposed residential
uses. As clarified in the Final EIR, Chapter III, the potential biological
resource impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant effect with the
recommended mitigation measures.

I(G7). GRAVITY SEWER

The comment is that the method of sewering proposed Lots 162-204 will be
subject to approvals by the Engineering Departments of the Cities of Pittsburg
and Antioch. The comment further expresses an opinion that the gravity sewer
method should not be specified in the Draft EIR.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff determined that pumped
flow for 43 dwelling units in the proposed Sky Ranch II project

is not desirable. Pumped flow potentially could cause an indirect
environmental impact during power outage or mechanical failure. Power
outage or a mechanical failure could potentially cause raw wastewater to
overflow through the proposed manhole at “C” Court/”’B” Street onto the street
and subsequently into the storm sewer, which drains the southeastern portion of
the project site and discharges to Markley Creek.

Specification of the gravity sewer method in the Draft EIR is necessary to
mitigate a potential adverse environmental impact of the proposed project. See
also the response to Comment F5 (page 89).

1(G8). ON-SITE DETENTION BASIN

The comment is cross-referenced to Comment I(A1), as applies to Impact G8,
and the corresponding mitigation measures, in the Draft EIR, Chapter I,
Summary, Table 2, p. 1-27.

Response

The subject impacts would occur on the 4-acre site of the on-site detention
basin, which is an element of the proposed project. The on-site detention basin
is a proposed facility on which no buildings would be developed. There would
be an outfall structure, an access road, and graded 3:1 slopes. The purpose of
stating the impact and mitigation measures is to disclose that uses of habitat for
the proposed detention basin could have the same impacts as proposed
residential uses. Therefore, the proposed use of the 4-acre portion of the project
site is subject to mitigation. As clarified in the Final EIR, Chapter III, the
potential biological resource impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant
effect with the recommended mitigation measures.
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I(G10). NIGHTTIME CONSTRUCTION

The comment is that the City of Pittsburg Engineering Department should
determine of nighttime construction will be allowed for Fire Station 85 and the
Buchanan Road Bypass. These potential impacts (G10 and G11), and the
corresponding mitigation measures, are discussed in the Draft EIR, Chapter
V.G, Community Services & Utilities, pp. V-231 and 232).

Response ,
The mitigation measures (Draft EIR, pp. [-27, V-231, and V-232) are intended
to mitigate noise and dust at off-site sensitive receptors. The City of Pittsburg
Engineering Department may determine if proximate off-site sensitive receptors
are present that could be disturbed by nighttime construction noise. If such
proximate sensitive receptors are present, hours of construction would be
limited to avoid nighttime noise during 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. See also the response
to Comment I(I8).

I(G12). FAIR SHARE OF OFF-SITE NOISE MITIGATION

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of implementing off-site improvements described in Chapter V.,
Community Noise, to mitigate off-site noise impacts. Comment I(G12) is
cross-referenced to Comments I(11), I(12), I{I3), and ¥(14).

Response

City policy in regard to mitigation of off-site adverse noise effects is to require
mitigation at the time of impact. See also the response to Comments I(I1),
I(12), I(13) and I{14).

I(H3). FAIR SHARE FOR LOVERIDGE/BUCHANAN ROAD IMPACT

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of the required mitigation consisting of a 4-lane sections or a second
left-turn lane from Loveridge Road onto eastbound Buchanan Road and lane re-
striping on the Loveridge/Buchanan Road eastbound depart.

Response

City staff has calculated the proposed project’s equitable shares of traffic
impacts. In the near-term, the equitable shares were assessed to be 25 percent
for the additional lefi-turn lane and 37-39 percent for the Buchanan Road
eastbound depart lane re-striping (Loveridge Road to Meadows Avenue). For
the long-term, year-2025, the equitable shares for a 4-lane section on Buchanan
Road range from 10 percent at Buchanan/Meadows up to 63 percent at
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Loveridge/Buchanan. The year-2025 fair shares are 20 percent at Harbor
Street/Buchanan and 25 percent at Buchanan Ventura Drive. See also the
response to Comment C8 on pages 65 through 68.

I(H7). 353 DWELLING UNITS LIMIT

The comment is that the applicant believes the 353 dwelling unit limit shouid
be imposed only if the professional traffic counting shows that the average
weekday traffic volume on Ventura Drive through Highlands Ranch exceed
5,000 vehicles per day (vpd). The comment continues with an opinion that the
project volume of traffic on Ventura Drive may be an over-estimate. As
asserted in the comment, Sky Ranch II and Highlands Ranch residents will find
it more convenient to use Meadows Avenue to access Buchanan Road and
Somersville Road for travel to/from East County Mall, a large commercial
shopping center northeast of the project site.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff has written the mitigation
measure so that the 353 dwelling unit limit shall apply unless average weekday
traffic volume less than 5,000 vpd is demonstrated, to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer, by means of a professional traffic count study. The study could
be conducted at an intermediate stage of project development, but the study
timing also shall be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The study timing is
to minimize unnecessary forecasting and assure a representative period and
duration of counting.

o City shall not issue building permits for more than 353 units unless
it is shown through professional traffic counting that the AADT on
Ventura Drive, between Jensen/Rangewood and Meadows Avenue,
will not exceed 35,000 vpd. (Draft EIR, p. V-258)

I(H8). FAIR SHARE FOR A TRAFFIC DIVERTER AT VENTURA
DRIVE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF BUCHANAN ROAD

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of the traffic diverter and only if such a diverter is actually installed
by the City. The comment continues with an opinion about policy that the fair
share should reflect the proposed project’s equitable share in relation to existing
and other future development.

Response
City Engineering Department staff clarifies that the City has already
implemented a measure to minimize right-turns onto Ventura Drive
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northbound. The function of the subject traffic diverter in this mitigation
measure is to minimize the through-travel movement. All of the through-travel
trips on Ventura Drive northbound, crossing Buchanan Road, would have an
origin in either the existing Highlands Ranch residential subdivision or else the
proposed Sky Ranch II residential subdivision. The equitable share of a
mitigation to minimize this northbound through movement, therefore, could
reasonably be assigned as up to 100 percent, which is the combined share for
Highlands Ranch and the proposed project. Refer also response to Comment
C8 on pages 65 through 68.

I(H17). FAIR SHARE FOR LOVERIDGE/BUCHANAN TRAFFIC
MITIGATION

The comment cross-references Comment I(H3) and reiterates that the
applicant’s belief that applicant should be required to pay only its fair share of
the cost of the stated mitigation measure.

Response

City Engineering Department staff assessed that the proposed project’s
equitable share of impact at Loveridge/Buchanan is at least 25 percent (near-
term) and up to 63 percent (year-2025). The proposed project’s equitable share
for a 4-lane section on Buchanan Road involves the adjacent intersections from
Buchanan/Meadows to Harbor Street Buchanan. The proposed project’s near-
term equitable share for re-striping or paving of Buchanan Road for a 4-lane
section at adjacent intersections are 37 percent (Buchanan/Meadows, near-term,
PM peak hour) and 39 percent (Buchanan/Ventura, near-term, AM peak hour).
For the year-2025, without the Buchanan Bypass, the proposed project’s
equitable shares are 10 percent at Buchanan/Meadows, 25 percent at
Buchanan/Ventura, 63 percent at Loveridge Buchanan, and 20 percent at
Harbor Street/Buchanan. See also the response to Comment C8 on pages 65
through 68.

I(H23). FAIR SHARE FOR SEPARATE RIGHT-TURN LANE ON
LOVERIDGE NORTHBOUND AT LELAND ROAD

The comment cross-references Comment I(H3) and reiterates that the
applicant’s belief that applicant should be required to pay only its fair share of
the cost of the stated mitigation measure.

Response
City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff clarifies that the mitigation
measures required for IMPACT H23 should be the same mitigation measures as
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required for IMPACT 14. The subject of the mitigation measures is traffic
operations at Intersection #3 (Loveridge Road/Leland Road).

City staff has calculated the proposed project’s equitable share of the traffic
operations impact is 11 percent (near-term, AM peak hour) and 22 percent
(near-term, PM peak hour). Mitigation includes a right-tumn lane and right-turn
overlaps on all approaches. See also the response to Comment C8 on pages 65
through 68.

1(H26-27).B” STREET

The comment is a statement of the applicant’s position that the mitigation
measures for “B” Street should allow flexibility for redesign of the lotsin
question if the redesign of the lots provides safe ingress and egress to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff clarifies that redesign of the lots
is not the primary objective of the mitigation measures for IMPACT H26. The
objective of the mitigation measures is accurately characterized as redesign of
“B” Street for traffic calming, including grade reduction and speed control.

Engineering Department staff has reviewed the Vesting Tentative Map and
created these mitigation measures after its consideration of the collector
function of “B” Street and the 14 percent grade of “B” Street, between “K”
Street and “J”” Court. Figure 26 (Draft EIR, p. V-264) provides a plan view of
the segment of “B” Street that is the subject of the mitigation measures, and
Figure 26 shows the lots adjoining “B” Street.

According to the mitigation measures, if “B” Street were re-designed to provide
for grade reduction below 14 percent, safety advantages, or other environmental
benefits, the City would then consider the resulting re-plottage of lots.

Proposed Lots 11-17, 235-236, 257-262, and 297 may not be developed as
shown on the Vesting Tentative Map, unless either 1) alternative access is
provided, for example, by way of modified flag lot designs with shared
driveways on "J" Court, "A" Street, or Canyon Oaks Court, or 2) “B” Street is
re-designed for traffic calming. '
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I(I1).  OFF-SITE NOISE MITIGATION FOR AUTUMNWIND COURT

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of implementing off-site improvements described in Chapter V.1,
Community Noise, p. V-278, to mitigate off-site noise impacts at 1457, 1473,
and 1485 Autumnwind Court (Receptor 1).

Response

City policy in regard to mitigation of off-site adverse noise effects is to require
mitigation at the time of impact. Based upon interpretation of Table 24 (Draft
EIR, p. V-274), no additional projects, other than the proposed project, would
have to be constructed before the sound level at Receptor 1 would increase
above 65 dBA. Atan Ldn of 65 dBA, the concern is that single-pane windows
may not adequately insulate the interior to achieve an interior sound level that is
45 dBA, of lower.

If these houses on Autumnwind Court were proposed houses, the City could
permit construction after noise mitigation were considered and included in the
design. Because the subject houses are existing houses, the general subject of
the mitigation measures is retrofitting,

An equitable share is at least 50 percent, based on Table 24. As stated in the
Draft EIR (p. V-278), the window retrofit is limited to noise-exposed windows
to achieve an interior Ldn of 45 dBA, as determined by a practicing acoustical
engineer.

I(12). OFF-SITE NOISE MITIGATION FOR 1555 VENTURA DRIVE

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of implementing off-site improvements described in Chapter V.1,
Community Noise, p. V-279, to mitigate off-site noise impacts at 1555 Ventura
Drive (Receptor 2). :

Response

City policy in regard to mitigation of off-site adverse noise effects is to require
mitigation at the time of impact. Based upon interpretation of Table 24 (Draft
EIR, p. V-274), no additional projects, other than the proposed project, would
have to be constructed before the sound level at Receptor 2 would increase _
above 65 dBA. Atan Ldn of 65 dBA, the concern is that single-pane windows
may not adequately insulate the interior to achieve an interior sound level that is
45 dBA, of lower.

If the house at 1555 Ventura Drive were a proposed house, the City could
permit construction after noise mitigation were considered and included in the
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design. Because the subject house is an existing house, the general subject of
the mitigation measures is retrofitting.

An equitable share is at least 75 percent, based on Table 24. As stated in the
Draft EIR (p. V-279), the retrofit is limited to noise-exposed windows to
achieve an interior Ldn of 45 dBA, as determined by a practicing acoustical
engineer.

1(I3). OFF-SITE NOISE MITIGATION FOR VENTURA DRIVE IN
HIGHLANDS RANCH

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of implementing off-site improvements described in Chapter V.1,
Community Noise, p. V-279, to mitigate off-site noise impacts along Ventura
Drive in Highlands Ranch. There are houses facing Ventura Drive, between
Rangewood Drive and Glen Canyon Circle/Drive, and other houses having
frontages along Ventura Drive in Highlands Ranch (Receptor 4).

Response

City policy in regard to mitigation of off-site adverse noise effects is to require
mitigation at the time of impact. Based upon interpretation of Table 24 (Draft
EIR, p. V-274), the proposed project could increase the front yard Ldn sound
level by 3.4 dBA above 60 dBA. At the predicted Ldn of 64 dBA, the concern
is that the existing windows may or may not adequately insulate the interiors to
achieve interior sound levels that are 45 dBA, of lower.

If the houses fronting on Ventura Drive were proposed houses, the City could
permit construction after noise mitigation were considered and included in the
design. Because the subject houses are existing houses, the general subject of
the mitigation measure is retrofitting.

An equitable share is 100 percent. Based on Table 24, 80 percent of the
predicted noise increase is caused by Sky Ranch II-related traffic and 20
percent from the traffic generated by the remainder of development in
Highlands Ranch. As stated in the Draft EIR (p. V-279), the retrofit is limited
to noise-exposed windows and is contingent on a determination by a practicing
acoustical engineer that retrofit sound insulating windows are necessary to
achieve an interior Ldn of 45 dBA.
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I(J4). OFF-SITE NOISE MITIGATION FOR SILVER SADDLE DRIVE

The comment is that the applicant should be required to pay only its fair share
of the cost of implementing off-site improvements described in Chapter V.,
Community Noise, p. V-280, to mitigate off-site noise impacts at 529 and 531
Silver Saddle Drive (Receptor 5).

Response

City policy in regard to mitigation of off-site adverse noise effects is to require
mitigation at the time of impact. Based upon interpretation of Table 24 (Draft
EIR, p. V-274), no additional projects, other than the proposed project, would
have to be constructed before the sound level at Receptor 5 would increase to
60 dBA. The concerns are to maintain cutdoor Ldn of 60 dBA, or lower, in the
back yards, and indoor Ldn sound levels of 45 dBA, or lower.

There is a sound wall along Buchanan Road, but no return segment along the
eastern back yard property lines. The general subject of the mitigation measure
is a return wall segment of masonry construction or improved wood
construction,

The Draft EIR, p. V-280, did not list window retrofits for the second-story
windows having line-of-sight to Buchanan Road. This omission was not
intentional. The concern is that the existing second-story windows of houses at
9 Saddlehorn Court and 511, 529 and 531 Silver Saddle Drive having exposures
to Buchanan Road noise may or may not adequately insulate the interiors to
achieve interior sound levels of 45 dBA, of lower.

An equitable share is at least 33 percent, based on Table 24. As stated in the -
Draft EIR (p. V-280), the return wall segment is limited to the back yard
property lines of 529 and 531 Silver Saddle Drive. As stated in the Draft EIR
(p. V-279), the intended window retrofit is limited to noise-exposed windows in
houses at 9 Saddlehomn Court and 511, 529 and 531 Silver Saddle and is
contingent on a determination by a practicing acoustical engineer that retrofit
sound-insulating windows are necessary to achieve an interior Ldn of 45 dBA.

i(I8). HOURS OF WORK

The comment is an opinion regarding the policy or discretionary authority of
the City of Pittsburg Engineering Department to adjust or limit daytime hours
of construction. Comment suggests that the City of Pittsburg Engineering
Department can adjust the allowable period of daytime construction depending
on 1) proximity of construction zone to a residential area, 2) the nature of the
construction, or 3) both of the above.

Response
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The hours recommend in the Draft EIR are the recommendations of the City of
Pittsburg Engineering Department. The recommendations are made in view of
the general proximity of the Highlands Ranch residential subdivision to the
project site. The recommendations are at least as stringent as the City of
Pittsburg Municipal Code, Title 9, Chapter 9.44, Noise, which prohibits
nighttime use of certain construction equipment after 10 p.m. or before 7 a.m.

If earlier construction than 7:30 a.m. or later construction than 7 p.m., on
weekdays, is desired by the developer, that may be conditionally
accommodated, subject to the above-stated prohibitions, if approved by the City
of Pittsburg Erigineering Department. The City of Pittsburg Engineering
Department may require, subject to its discretion, sound level monitoring to
demonstrate absence of any disturbance of the nearest neighbors.

1(J2). FREQUENCY OF WATERING FOR DUST CONTROL

The comment is that the frequency of watering for dust control should not be
specified in the Draft EIR.

Response

The minimum acceptable watering frequency for dust control is three times
daily. Construction PM particle emissions calculated for the air quality
impact assessment in the Draft EIR were calculated assuming a minimum level
of watering for dust control as ar least three times daily. Watering on-demand
will be required if the grading activity is located within 500 feet of an occupied
residence. In this event, the following mitigation measures shall apply:

« “Developer shall perform grading operations with more
frequent watering than three time daily walering, including
watering on demand to keep surface soil moist or crusted at all
times.

«  Developer shall install and operate a temporary wind vane and
anemometer during the grading. Developer shall suspend
grading operations if adverse winds over 23 mph are blowing
dust to any occupied residence.

» Developer shall provide perimeter dust monitoring for grading
operations within 500 feet of an occupied dwelling. Monitoring
reports shall be prepared and submitted daily to the City’s
Engineering Department.” (Draft EIR, p. V-302 and V-303).
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I(K3). RESIDENTIAL FIRE SPRINKLERS

The comment is that if a new fire station is built, which is located closer to the
project site, the requirement for sprinklered houses would not longer apply.

Response

The issue is addressed in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.K, Public Health & Safety
(p. V-317). City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff concurs with the
comment; however, staff notes the decision would be a decision of the Fire
Department. :

I(K4). RESIDENTIAL SETBACKS FROM POWER LINES

The comment is that the required building setback of 100-feet (minimum)
seems arbitrary.

Response

The EMF issue is addressed in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.K, Public Health &
Safety (pp. V-315, V-317 and V-318). The City of Pittsburg as early as 1992
required a 100-foot minimum setback from power transmission lines. In the
San Marco Subdivision 7362, Unit 1, the 100-foot power line setback was
required as part of the Planned Development zoning (Ordinance No. 93-1057,
Condition No. 23). Condition of Approval No. 23 of Ordinance No. 93-1057,
states as follows:

No residential structure shall be located within 100 feet of the centerline
of either of the 230 kV of 115 kV transmission line easements.

For a 100-foot wide easement, the required setback to a residential structure,
therefore, was 100 feet (= 50 foot easement half-width + 50 feet from edge of
easement to house) in San Marco Subdivision 7362 in 1992. In other instances,
less restrictive requirements have been applied by the City of Pittsburg. This
information was published in the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the
Pittsburg Planning Commission, February 13, 2001. California Department of
Health Services in June 2002 published “An Evaluation of the Possible Risks
From Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) From Power Lines, Internal
Wiring, Electrical Occupations and Appliances” and “Policy Options in the
Face of Possible Risk from Power Frequency EMF.” The findings of the
California DHS studies published in 2002 are reason not to adopt a less
restrictive position than in 1992, which was one year before the California
Public Utilities Commission mandated DHS to begin a scientific review of
EMF research in 1993.
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The Draft EIR, Chapter V.K, Public Health & Safety, pp. V-317 and V-318,
states the mitigation measure as follows:

« “Developer shall avoid new development within the 2 milli-Gauss (mG)
radius of influence. This will be accomplished by building setbacks.
The 2 mG radius of influence shall be determined based upon modeling
or measurement, or a combination of the two. In no case shall
horizontal setbacks less than 100 feet from the easement centerline be
approved by the City.” (Draft EIR, pp. V-317 and V-318)

K(I11-49). WATER RESERVOIRS

The comment is that discussion of a 2-million gallon reservoir in the Draft EIR,
Chapter III (p. II1-49) should be revised to indicate two reservoirs as described
elsewhere in the Draft EIR, in Chapter V.K, Community Services & Utilities, p.
V-210.

Response

Description of the Proposed Project (Alternative 2), Chapter I1, includes only
those aspects of the project that are proposed by the applicant and shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map. The stated revision, therefore, would not be
appropriate in Chapter III.

The water pressure on the Sky Ranch II site that would be available from the .
existing water reservoir, which is the reservoir located on the City-owned
parcel between Sky Ranch II and Highlands Ranch, is.subject to a mitigation
measure. To provide adequate water pressure to the proposed houses, a new
on-site water reservoir will be required by the City of Pittsburg. The new on-
site reservoir would be constructed by the developer on the Sky Ranch Il site
near the end of “A” Court.

The proposed water reservoir shown on the Vesting tentative map at elevation
465 feet above mean sea level (msl) would be eliminated, because it cannot
provide adequate pressure to the proposed Lots 127-153, which are located at
elevations 407 to 463 feet above msl. Instead, the second water reservoir is
another mitigation measure that will be required by the City of Pittsburg in
place of the proposed water reservoir on the Sky Ranch II site, shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map at elevation 465 feet above msl. The second water
reservoir would be located at a higher elevation, off-site, south of the Sky
Ranch II site.
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I(IV-55). C3 PROVISIONS OF CLEAN WATER PROGRAM

The comment is that the new Provision “C.3” of the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit does not apply to the proposed
project, because the proposed project application was complete before February
15, 2005.

Response

The comment is noted. According to the Contra Costa Clean Water Program, it
is true that project applications deemed complete by February 15, 2005, are not
subject to the new NPDES Permit Provision “C.3.” According to the Contra
Costa Clean Water Program, Fact Sheet (updated June 2005), the new Provision
C.3 applies to projects whose applications for planning and zoning approval
were “deemed complete™ after February 15, 2005.

Permit Provision “C.3” is part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit governing discharges of storm water from the
municipal storm drain systems of Contra Costa County, its cities and towns.
Amendments to NPDES Permit (Order No. R2-2004-0061; Permit No.
CAS002912) were adopted by RWQCB on July 21, 2004. The new permit
Provision “C.3” is being phased in during 2004 —2006. The Clean Water
Program’s Fact Sheet titled Stormwater Quality Control for Development
Projects and Stormwater C.3 Guidebook are available on the Program’s website
at http://www.cccleanwater.org.

I(IV-105). REFERENCES

The comment is that Stormwater Quality Requirements for Development
Applications, Stormwater C.3 Guidebook in the list of references at the end of
Chapter V.B, Biology & Wetlands, p. V-105, does not apply to the proposed
project. :

Response

The above-stated reference appears in Chapter V.A, Biology & Wetlands, p.
V-105, in the context of the Draft Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan. In Chapter V.A, Biology &
Wetlands, the new NPDES Permit Provision “C.3” treatment criteria and other
aspects of the Provision “C.3” amendment are cited within the context of
required conservation measures and implementing policies of the Draft Contra
Costa County HCP/NCCP. The goal is to avoid adverse effect on downstream
fisheries and to avoid take of fish listed under the ESA or California ESA
caused by new development permitted under the HCP/NCCP.

Storm water treatment criteria of the new Provision C.3 are identified in
Conservation Measure 1.1.3 and its related implementing policies (Draft EIR,
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Table 5, p. V-84). One of the proposed implementing policies is to treat storm
water runoff based on the criteria provided in NPDES Permit Provision C.3.
The implementing policies for Conservation Measure 1.1.3 are listed from

Table 5 as follow:

e “Develop stormwater treatment controls such as detention basins sized, at
a minimum, o treat runoff based on the criteria provided in the C.3
Provisions.

o Implement a verification program for treatment conirols to ensure that all
installed controls are being appropriately operated and maintained.

e Control peak runoff flows and volumes via creation and implementation of
a Hydrograph Modification Management Plan subject to the C.3
Provisions.

o  Provide compensatory mitigation for projects where meeting C.3
Provisions are physically impractical.

o Limit the use of stormwater controls that function primarily as infiltration
devices (to protect groundwater quality and local stream hydrograph).”
(Draft EIR, p. V-84)

Treatment criteria and other aspects of the adopted NPDES Permit Proviston
C.3 have been incorporated by JPA into its Draft HCP/NCCP.

I(V-201). WATER & SEWER

The comment is a clarification that the on-site water reservoir, to be re-sited
near the end of “A” Court at an approximate elevation 381 feet above msl, -
would serve a portion of Highlands Ranch.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department generally concurs with the
comment. The re-situated reservoir would provide water service to those
houses located at an approximate elevation of 280 feet msl, or lower. The
number of houses in the proposed project that would be served is approximately
100 houses. The served houses would be those on proposed Lots 1-17, 18-72,
237-262, and 307-308. In addition, water service to Highlands Ranch would be
improved with the location of the two new reservoirs as recommended by the
City’s Engineering Department. See also the response to Comment [(111-49),
page 139.
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J.  SAVE MOUNT DIABLO

Comments by Save Mount Diablo are labeled in the letter margin as “J” followed
by a hyphenated number. Numbers that follow the hyphen match the numbers in
the letter submitted by Save Mount Diablo, dated February 15, 2006.

Comments: J1—J13, J14-1 to -22,

J15-1 & -2,J16-1 to -3, 317-1 to -8, J18-1 to -3,
119, J20-1 to -4, J21, and J22-1 to -4
Responses: All as listed above

Cross-References to Public Agency
Comments: B1, B4, B5, B9, B12, and C8

References to Draft EIR Figures:
2-13, 15, 19-21, 24-26, 28, 29-32

References to Draft EIR Tables: none
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e, cotments, drufl BIR, Sky Ranch 1 SCH #2004112092
iDcar Mr. Strele,

Save Mount Diablo (SMD} is 1 7008 member non-profit conservation organizatics which
cquires land, for addition to parks oo snd around Mt. Diablo, und monirs tand vse
plaaring which might affect those parks.

Save Mount Diablo msde comments on thit project on August 12, 2002, but was not given

notice of the availsbility of the drafl EIR on which the city is currently sccking cormment.

A2 0 revull we huve bad 8 Timieed perfod w review the docoment. W _ 1 i
h gt ¢ fa i

- N

The peaject sile is a beautiful sloped bowl in the foothills of Black Diamond Mines, 2 borse

ghoe of ridges overlooking Pittsbueg and visiblie for miles, with & creck in fhe southwestern
porer. 100% of the site is endangernd species habitat and i("s one property away from
Bisck Diamond Mincs Regionat Preserve, The property is ermsed by power line casements,
i oit and jet fued pipcling, wid the proposed Duchanan Bypass. There's no mention of the

carby coal mines in the dEIR but the area’s stocp hills are subject to dramatic Jand slides.
chumps and debris flows.

J2

J3

Wil (his nomber of sonscainds. any proposed project shomld b

PEDPO3AY 15 10T & pragsl

nCyG, b

CLRL partel.

LTS
nf grading

nd on an ags J4
peigphio

oukie cutts
i dpas whi

& prgjoct oy, However, as the

Seth A, Save Mount Dicble, February 15, 2008 commenss, draft EIR, Sky Ranch I!SCHI?W;! 12002
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P
Bast Bay Re fional Park District®s (EDRPIY) Reb. 18, 2006 icticr suggests, “The Clean Water and
Endangered 3pecics Acts call for & “sequencing™ of mitigation messures. Such messures sterl with Js
avoidance of impscis, thew minimization of impacs, mm-site conservation/ restoeation, and finally aff.glte
mitigation.™

v i i inadequuic — The project site is visible for miles, and the projeet woald include 41§ Jé
unite, dmmaic cuts, fiils, sod romining walls, Views from neighboring protected lands are nod considercd
and the singl: visual simulation provided is unclear sad 100 small 1 be of much uge,

The alferrati ces are inadoquate, CEQA Guidalines (Section 15126.6(s) and ()2)) require that an EIR's
soalysis of s torastives ideptify the “crvironmentatly suparior aliernative” among sl of thewo considored. ™ J7
In addition, ifthe No Project Adtornaiive is identified ss environmentally superior, then the EIR also noust
identify the «avironmentally superior sltcrnative among the other alermatives.

SMD suppos s the EBRPD's Feb. 15, 2006 letier, which discusses the dEIR's failuse o address impactg
on Black Dit mond Mines Rogionsl Presetve, and to inchuk sdoqualc mitigations. J8

mﬂmn fails to imclode sdequaie mitigations . i insisnocs mmw&mmﬂ Js
Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the BER sdemify sll potsatinlly significant Project impects and identify
mdimpoulmibicnﬁlwonmmhndmelhmiwmmﬂmhnsiﬁﬁmm :

CEQA requ os that mitigation measures be acdequate, timely, and resotved by the lead agency. The
mvitumﬂmviwmuidﬂd&'miﬁpﬁmmﬁrm significant impac. (CEQA. Guidelines J10
§ 15126.4(s) 1XA}.) The mitigation conditions must be fully eafirceable through permil eonditions, :
agreements, i ether logally binding instruments. (CBQA Guidelines § L5126 40)(2).)

A lesd agenc y in preciuded from maki the roquired CEQA findings unless the record shows that ajl
uncertainties regarding the mitigation impacls have boen resolved; an agency may not rely on
mitigation m sasums of wicoriain cificecy or Gemsibility. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. Cliy of Hanford
(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-728 (270 Cal Rptr. 650]) This approach helps “insure the integrity of
d\cprweucfdndsiunbypwdudingtmbbumpmﬂumwmimqiﬁcimﬁunbcing‘nweptmdertbe
sug.” {Concyrned Citizens of Cosio Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dise. Agricudrural Assn. (1986) s1.3d 929, 935
(234 Cal.Rpa-. 748].)

I've provides| detailed comments below.

Thank you i ¢ your consideration. Please inform SMD of futuss sctions, the availability of documents,
and public he arings.

Sincerely,

Seh M

Seth Adams
Director of £ and Programs

Seth Adawms, Sa ¢ Mowunt Diablo, Febroery 15, 2006 comments. dreft EIR, Sky Reanch 11 SCI] M30041 12092
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I 3

jled e ments:

Geserak
1) Has|he city revicwed the comments that were made in 2002 by SMI), East Bay Regional Park

2)

k)

Diss ict, the [ntcmational Brotherhoad of Electrical Workers, ctc. and analyzed the impacts and
prep|wed mitigations for the those issues discussed in those comment letters? Wo include thase
letemrs by reference in our commcnts (SMO, August 12, 2002 comments, proposed mitigated

Negd ive Declaration, Sky Ranch il, Sub 2475, EBRPD July 35, 2002, 8lack Diamond Mines

Regt wal Preserve, Sky Ranch H - Subdivivion 8475 and nitial Study/Mitigated Negutive

Decl sraiion; and the [BEW Loca! 302, Jugust 12, 2002, Initéial Study and Negative Declaration
Jor ti e Sky Ranck I Development.)

Pg. | -47, The project and regional maps fadl to show the bousdarics of Black Diamand Mines
Regi mai Preserve; impacts from this praject an the preserve are not adequatcly considered and
coull be significant, especially given the avining bazands associated with the preserve’s hiswric
coal niving soivitics,

In d Sition, mape and figures don't show foatures such as the PGS&E lincs sad other cascmenin
whic) may have an impact on project design.

i

Blalogy & W etiands:

b
2)
3

4)

)
7

B}

9)
L0}

Has {9 spplicant agreed (o full mitigation a¢ 3:1 for California Tiger Satamander (CTS), ele.? (3

9

The J roposed millgations foe Impact AS, A9 do ot address (he impact—-of increased traffic snd
hum: & presence on listed speciex. (1-11) :
Impa 1 A0 isolstion of the adjacent Biack Dixmond Ranch development open space conflicts
with lisenssion about Californin Tiger Sslamander use of the entire property; {f this i truc then
CTS srobably use neighbaring grasslands a8 weil, What evidence was considered to conclude
that §ilack Diamond's Parced A i not part of a migretory corridor or upland habitat, Will there be
any ¢ ancction to the nearby regional pack, other habitst or wikdlife corridors? (-11)

Witk er Empact A4 nor its mitigation ace clear or effective. (1-12)

The 1 uffman-Hroadway group's biological asscssmeni iy not provided in the application

mater taks available onling. In the interests of providing the means for & completc evaluation of the
proje ¢, this informativn should be incladed. (V-61)

Whei cvaluating whether thers was potantial hahitat for ted-legged frog, was migratory and
transi jonad habital incduded along with permanent habitat? (F-19)

The < EIR suggests that these is 00 potsutial for Califoruia Red Legged Frog (CRLE) 1o oceur
ongite because fhere is oo breeding babitat, yet habitat along Markley creek was prescrved foc the
CRLI' less that a half mile away, well within the migratory distance of the frog, The fog is alse
confi med in numerous locations in Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. What is the

poteq iat impact on other CRLF populations it the arca, by the development? Regurdiess, CTS
and € RLE bave overlapping but separate habitat requirements. How will impacts on the frog be
mitig wed. {V-70)

The 1tigation foc impact A4 on the oy is not adequaze. timely, or resolved by the lead agency.
The riitigation conditions must be fully enforceable through pevmit conditions, agreemments, or
other legally hinding mstasnents. (I-10)

Was (here my peer review of the bintic analysis or wellands determinstion? (V-62)

A tea ional pond is tisted ns previoualy oocurring onsite; it recemily disappaared (2000) after being
peese ot for decades. The dEIR statcs “she foct that botk the intermittent stream channel with
defincd bed and bank ond seasanal pond are no longer present an the profect sile, after

contil uois presance during 1953-2000, ruggests an abrupt change.” The Secoe compenics iave
been mplicated st other projects in pond and otber resaurce impacty prior o enviranmeatal
analy is— was the pood remaved? Has the company admitted to removing the pond? Jt was
listed as n posaiblc tiger satamandor bresding pond. Is thest any duta ot whether the pond's
disapy carance is temporary? (V-63)

Seth Adaws. Sav. Mount Digblo, February 15. 1006 comments, draft EIR. Sky Rauck T SCH K204 172092
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J11-1

J12-2

J13-3

J14-1
J14-2
J14-3

J14-4
J14-5

J14-6
J14.7

J14-8

J14-9
J14-10



11)

12}

13

13

15)

16)

17}
18)

¥4}

20)

21)

2)

4
Wer: any rogilations by the Dept of Fish & Game, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Regivoul
Wat v Quality Contrel Boasd, or Anay Corps of Engincers violsted by the removal of this pond?
(V61
Fulu:g stonm waler flows wilk be collected (rom & wriaary aod conveyed, via a storm pipe, inko
Kirk :r Creek. What are the impacts of this runof¥ in terms of fectilizere, no-point sauroe rigoff
and - vastewater, etc, (V-65)
Is th ; California Nacwral Diversity databasc the main instruracat for determining Kit Fox
carridars and habirar, in the report? The East County HCP (EC HCP) has conducted exteasive
regen aee anatysis of the area, snd the East Hey Regions! Park District teacks more recent listed
spex o confirmations. Did the biotic consultant seck information from the EBRPD? (V-71)
Is th e posential for the peoject (o vialate Scetion 401 of the clean water act, where dredge and
fili nusterial is durnped in a fil area? (V-78)

The cast county HCP/NCCP mentions the goal of preserving wildlife corridors and connections
alon:; with creating barriers between development imd open space. Does this project do either of
thos. ? Does isolating the Black Diamond Ranch apen space violste sy peincipals? (V-80)
Whe ¢ will mitigation fands be located? The draft EC HOP Tisty sovera] desimble sreas for San
Joaq 1 Kit Fex. Included in this is the Coacord Naval weapons statzon and Black Diamond
Min: £ Regional Preserve. Will the mitigation land help provide u bridge between these owo open
spac; corridons? (V-83)

Doe: this project confoemy to shwe oversll HCP plan of encoursging infill sad preventing sprawd?
Droes this project lay the groundwork for fture expansion in the seea? (V-54)

The - onstmction of a kiosk 10 educats residents of the Tiger Salamnnder will be placed & a mini-
park thal rray or may not be canstructed. If the mini-park is not pot forwand, where will the

infior matioa kiosk be placed? (V.93) :

The Zplifomia Homed Lark winters st the site. J5 their mitigation for the loss of hahitst for the
spec:es? (V-95)

If Leggerhead Shrike/Buowing Owl/tiomed Lark ivfarc found, what actions will the biologist
take o allow for coccessfol nealing?

The : onstraction of Sky Ranch I cuss the BDR development land off from any major pocket of
wild land and would seem to reduce its vakoe inwncraely. Why was the impect declured ess-than
signidcanr? (Y47}

The JEIK makes assumptions abour mitigations including buffer landy in the arca and HCP zone
adjacent to the project, and where & water tank and access road might be located —what

atran geracnts have been with the neighboring propenty owners (o cary out the water nnk's

locat oo or the bufir? How docs the proposed praject and water ik conflict with the HCP's
goali? (V-101)

Geology & S eismicity

1y

D

Thia 13 » Massive project including 3.3 million cubic yards of grading, 190,000 cubic yards of
whic 1 would be expocted from the site. Where woukd it be taken, snd wiry isn's balznced cut and
fill p oposed. What arc ike constraction refated impacts of this grading—bow loag would
grading bast and what aress would be affected by truck trips camrying the expacted s0il?

¥ dici"L sc8 any mention of the M, Disblo coal Bields in the dEIR. What are the impacss of the
projet rolative to the nearby ool mincs; wastewater, geology, cwitural setifacts, cic?

Hydrelogy 4: Water Quality

1

Incre ssed nooff inta Marklcy Creek is comidered Jess than signi ficent, although sectioas of (he
¢reeh are being preserved for California red-legged frog How war the [ TS conchision reached,
and tased on what evidence and snaiysis? The inereased erosion discussed could well reder the
crech kess viable babitat for CRLY. The dEIR fails to support the conclusion that no mitigation is
required for this offtite impact. '

Serh Adazms, S € Mowat Diabla, February 15, 3006 comments, draft IR, Sky Ramck If 5CH 206411 2092
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J14-11
J14-12

J14-13

Ji4-14
J14-16

J14-16

J14-17
J14-18

J14-19
J14-20

Jt4-21

J14-22

J15-1

J15-2

J16-1



)
3

AJl oF the property curvently dreins East Kirker Creek? 1s there: potential s overwhielm this

drads coridor and increase flood poreatial? (V-139)

The West Antioch Creek hat recently experienced large gaing in storm water runoff. Some parts
of the Sky Ranch Il property drain into the basin, Does the increase of storm water runofl
provjded by the new development significantly effect water in the drinage? (V-141)

Visual Ituai: rees:

)
2)
L)

4)

)

6

#)

Land Use:

1

2}

3)

Retalning wallx and feneing can bave a significant visal impoct on steepor highly visibkc
projicts. What are the impacis of these features, and bow will they be mitigated?
Para graph 3, last Linc, page V+166 is unclear—"vast msjority of existing arc lncatod above
the é foet clevation.™ Trees?
Figu'e 19 and visua) anelysis in general is insdequete. Acrial photos sren’t shown but can be
accessed on Googie Earth or the city's public works database. SMD supports EBRPD's comment
thet {he visusl aalysit is madoquate without visunl sinmlation of views from the nearby Regions!
Prewitve,
Whyis the furure view of the project oaly available foc one for the four existing view spots? (V-
174)] The analyss that is provided is inadequate since anty one simulation is provided. The
“after” visual isn't even shown with the “before™ photo asd both are printed too smeli 10 get 2
sevse of Lhe impts.
In 2C02 plaos for the water tank reportedly were not avaiisble for review and as a resuit
gealygics] analysis was delfemed and visusl snalysis not even comlemplated. The water tank
siting; and appesrance were and are potentially significant impacts, et in 2006 the plans for tha
uppe; water reservoir stif! haven't been defined. As & result, consideration of the visual impacts
of this project ar of the proposcd water tanks is inadequate. The project and 1ank will be clearly
visibie from surrounding ercas, including from Black Diamond Mines Regional Prescrve. This is
n sigkificant impact which bas not been mitigated, despive program level aralysis in the City
General Plan, Visual impacts must be analyred, i
Suggstion is made thal wates reservoirs will be “cut and cover,” but grading cut can be quite
promigent as well. There should be a special focus on the visual impadts of reservoirs, since
they’re often the highest project featare.
Noagof the maps show the location of the third, highest seservoir—wliy? It shoukd be
itclulied—and acrial photo maps could easily be included with features such as the reservoirs.
e 19-Vigually Prominent Slapes is inaceurte — a casual look st Google Earth gshows thas the
sty is & bowl with & horscahoc shaped ridge encircling the property, the ridges crowned with
the: assumgion that gradmg has already taken place and these are the “Visually
inen Slopes” that are lcf? The analysis should show the “before” condition. (V-115)

fire
Pro

The study fails to adequately consider impacts on Williamson Act and other agricultural lands.
This jicoject is adjacens to and the proposed Buchanan Road Bypass would cross other
sgricyiftural lands, some in Williamson Act, and would be growth inducing on thosc arcas. How
will tiese impacts be mitigated?

sre the impacts of new residents and urben uses oo neighboring agriculturel arcss, and bow
will iwcy be mitigated?

How [does this project rely on the AUSD land to the south, and what agreements have beon
reachird with the AUSD? The highest water reservoir, for example.

Comutanity Services & Utdlities

D)

No pirks, open space of trails—indeed no mmenities of any kind—are proposed. Therefore new
residénts wouk further impact existing city and regional park facilities. A trail in the PGRE
eazement is discusscd; shouldn’t the developer pay for its construction as well as protect the
right--way? Will the wility caserment allow this use? Does Pittsburg bave a Trails Master

Sevk Adams. Savy Mount Diabio, Frbruary |5, 2008 comments, draft EIR. Sky Ranch 1T SCH 82004112092

J16-2
J16-3

J17-1

J17-2
J17-3

J17-4

J17-5

J17-6

J17-7

J17-8

J181

J18-2
J18-3

J19-1
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6
Plan'' 1s & dixt or crushed gravel aif praposed slong the Buchanan Bypass? What recreational
corvi foes mre contenpluted for cychans and equestrians?

Teallic and El‘h’t‘.llluimu:

1y

2y

3)

4

In th: summary section H3, the proposed writ lisit for the project before the opening of the J20-1
Bruch anan bypass is lisicd as 207, In section 7 the vnit limit in Hsted a5 353 before the bypass

opett . Are these Aigures correct?

Ins s¢ reral seckions of the sumsmary, the mitigation for sffic fmprovements dictates the developer J20-2
shou d pay his “fair share™ of the costs? The formula for determining this share should be

exphi ined. What is the devalopes’s “fair share™ snd what mitigations will it fnd?

1n su Tamary scction HE, o neaghborhood diverter is proposcd Lo alleviate through traffic on J20-3
Vent ura drive. How will this diverier increase traffic flows and potential congestion on other

road:. in the city?

The riousequences in regands to traflic volume ace bused on a model Ry 2025, Sky Rnch may  J20-4
be oc mplete or nearly complete befoce that time, Will there be any short-term impacts that cannot

be pradicred or have pot been planned for? (V-251)

Public Healkth & Safcty

1)

The «/EIR suggests that Thomas and the AUSD are somehow responsible for creating fuel breaks  J21-1
buifmmmosllkelytomnwnhmdwdopadum Howr will fucl breaks be provided o the
proje ot site? (1-41)

Cumaulative Effects; and Unavoldable sad Groeth Induclog lnspacis

1)

2)

3

4)

Wha s the peojected cumulative impact of the project? Docs the construction of Sky Ranch T lny J22-1
the i frestructure and ereate & precedent 1o expand further into the Black Dismond/Southern Hills

or to wards the wost/Thomas property? There is serious potentia) for development to expand west

throw gh the Thornas propenty, catting off wildlife corridors sand having much move serous

impd cations for biotic impacts. How will these impaett be mitigated.

The Juchanan Bypass planning effort has been ouguing for years, what level of CEQA analysis  J22-2
has teen completed for the Bypass? This project will include & section of the Bypass and make it

more likely that the Bypeas will be comploted; simultancously, the traffic from this project will

wadz mine the traffic relicf the Bypass 15 supposed to provide.

Cum slative Impacts of this project and others are not adequately analyzed. Impacts of other J22.3
spprived or comemplated projects in Pitisbarg and the sros such as the Buchanan Bypass, Sky

Ranch 1, Highland Reuck, San Marvo, San Marco Meadows, Alves, Bailey Esteles. Montreausx,

Antioch's FUA#) Send Creek Specific Plan, Roddy ranch, Ginochio Ranch, ¢1c. must be

- conmdercd, as well g5 recent changes in the Urban Liniit Lioe in both Pitsbarg & Antdoch. The

reluti onship of all these prajects, must be congidered in order to adequalely consider impacts st

Sky ltanch I1.

Ther: s almost no discussion of the phasing of this or other nearby projocts—in Pittsburg and J22-4
beya ad--of their mitigations, or of polentiz] condlicks smong them. fmpacts on schools, ao wuffic,

ost ¢irculation, on waley service, on starm water runoff and detention, etc. could all be significant

if mi ‘igacions are years awsy, delayed, or in some other wey fail to address impacts,

Seik Adamer, S ¢ Mours Digblo, Febnaary 15, J008 comvments, drgft EIR, Sky Ranch I SCH 41004113682
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COVER LETTER

J1 Comment Period
The comment is a request to extend the comment period.

Response

The federal Notice of Availability performs the same function as the State
Notice of Completion. Both noticing processes offer opportunity for
responsible agencies and the public to comment on the environmental
document. CEQA requires public notice to be published in a local
newspaper or otherwise provided locally. The Notice of
Completion/Notice of Availability was published December 28, 2005.

J2 Site Constraints
The comment is that the project site has a large number of constraints;
therefore, the comment concludes that any proposed use of the project site
should be sensitive to the site’s habitat, its use by protected species,
streams or other wetlands, topography, and landslides

Response

The resources of the project site, protected species, on-site wetlands and
downstream receiving waters, on-site and off-site landslides, on-site and
off-site topography, and utility easements are documented in the Draft
EIR. Many of these aspects are illustrated in plan view figures as follows:

6 California Tiger Salamander & California Red-Legged Frog................ V-69
7 San Joagquin Kit FOX Range ... V-47
8 FAUI ZOMES ettt n s e s e e e ne e e ean V-110
9 Areas of Mapped Landslides ............cooiiviniiininriiciicris e V-115
10 Areas of Mapped Colluvium and Fill.....ooooviiiinie V-116
i1 Existing Topography, Grading Cuts & Fills, and Off-Site Landshdes V-119
13 Creeks, Detention Basins and Other Hydrologic Features ................... V-138

J3 Coal Mines
The comment is that there is no mention of nearby coal mines.

Response

The former coal mines are located at least one mile south of the project
site in the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. “Black Diamonds™ is
a reference to coal. The location of Black Diamond Mines Regional
Preserve is illustrated in the Draft EIR, in Figures 2, 5, 6, 13, 15, 20, 21,
25, 28, and 32.
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J4 Water Reservoir Location
The comment characterizes the off-site water reservoir location as
undefined.

Response
The off-site reservoir’s location is iHustrated in Figure 11 of the Draft
EIR, Chapter V.C, Geology & Seismicity, p. V-119.

J5 Sequencing of Mitigations Measures
The comment is that alleviation of impacts should begin with avoidance,
followed by on-site mitigation and, lastly, should be followed by off-site
compensatory mitigation.

Response

The Draft EIR, in Chapter VI, Alternatives Analysis, presents and
evaluates a number of alternatives that could conserve on-site habitat of
the project site. Please refer to response to EBRPD’s Comment B9, page
43.

Jé Visual Analysis
The comment is that the visual analysis is inadequate. The comment
continues that the proposed project would have dramatic cuts, fills, and
retaining walls and would be visible for miles.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff considered visual impacts
of the proposed project based on CEQA standards of significance and its
previous planning effort to identify and protect visual resources and
quality. The key panoramic vistas in Pittsburg are those formed 1) by the
southern hills and larger tree-blanketed mountains of Black Diamond
Mines Regional Preserve and 2) the Suisun Bay/Sacramento River Delta.
The City’s General Plan, Pirtsburg 2020: A Vision for the 21* Century,
identifies these two features as important to the visual quality of the
community.

City staff considered, in particular, this project’s potential for causing an
adverse effect upon on these vistas. Of the two defining vistas in the City
of Pittsburg, the proposed project could potentially impact the vista of the
southern hills as viewed from the flatlands. The proposed project’s
location extends from the Highlands Ranch base elevation, near elevation
181 feet msl (Lot 1) upward to elevation 463 feet msl (Lots 133, 134, and
145). Therefore, the City staff had an architectural firm produce a
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computer-aided photo-simulation of a future view of the southern hills
after development of the proposed project.

The vista formed by the southern hills is viewable generally from vantages
located north, northwest, or northeast of the project site, that is, from the
flatlands looking south toward the southern hills. Four existing views are
shown in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.D, Visual Resources, on pages V-169
and V-170. One of these was developed into a computer-aided photo-
simulation after the proposed development.

Refer also to the response to Comment B4 on page 36-38.

J7 Alternative Analysis
" The comment is that the alternative analysis is inadequate. The comment
continues that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) and 15126.6(e)(2)
require that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative
among all of those alternatives considered.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff considered alternatives to
the Proposed Project (Alternative 2). In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), the Draft EIR, Chapter IV, Alternatives
Analysis, describes a range of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed
Project and to the location of the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR
presents alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the Proposed Project while avoiding or substantially lessening the
significant effects of the Proposed Project. Even those alternatives that
would “impede to some degree attainment of the project objectives,” or
that would be more expensive, are considered.

The Draft EIR identifies the environmentally superior alternative as No
Project (Draft EIR, p. VI-363). However, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the
CEQA Guidelines states that “if the environmentally supenior alternative
is the No Project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” The
Draft EIR states (p. VI-363):

“Of the action alternatives, the environmentally superior alternative
is the Conservation Alternative with Density Transfer (Alternative
1b). Alternative 1b preserves an opportunity for streambed
rehabilitation, reduces but does not entirely avoid on-site CTS habitat
loss, reduces but does not entirvely avoid exposure to landslide hazard,
and can achieve most of the proposed project’s objective of providing
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415 dwelling units. To accomplish this, Alternative 1b would protect
approximately 28 acres and build 115 units (of a total 406 units)
as attached single-family townhouses.” (Draft EIR, p. V1-363)

J8 Impacts to Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve
The comment refers to the comment letter provided by East Bay Regional
Park District (EBRPD) regarding potential impacts of the proposed project
to Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve.

Response ]

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff refers the reader to the
responses to comments of the EBRPD in Section B of the Final EIR. In
furtherance of a response to Save Mount Diablo, the City of Pittsburg
Planning Department staff observes that the proposed project could have
only potential indirect environmental effects on Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve (BDMRP). The project site and Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve are located in two different planning subareas of the
City. The Black Diamond Planning Subarea is designated for Open Space
and Park land uses. The City’s General Plan does not designate any part
of the project site for Hillside Low Density Residential (less than 5
du/gross acre), Open Space, or Park. Hillside Development policies do
not apply as the site’s elevation is generally lower than 500 feet above
msl. The project site and BDMRP are separated in distance by
approximately 2,600 feet (Draft EIR, Chapter V.E, Land Use and
Planning, p. V-185). The project site is hydrologically downgradient of
BDMRP. The prevailing wind direction is westerly, that is, winds
generally blow from west to east (Draft EIR, Chapter V.J, Air Quality,

p. V-289). The project site is located at a substantially lower elevation
(181 to 500 feet msl) than viewing vantages on Lougher Loop Trail and
Arata Qutlook Trial (700 to 800 feet msl).

Potential indirect environmental effects of the proposed project are
generally the result of potential increased visitation at BDMRP and
potential increased traffic on Somersville Road. For a discussion of these
potential indirect environmental effects and mitigation of these effects, the
reader is directed to the responses to Comments B1 and B12 (Final EIR,
pages 32-33 and 44-46),

Sky Ranch ll Residential Subdivision Final EIR
Il. Comments and Responses
J. Save Mount Diablo

Page 152



J9 Adequacy of Mitigation Measures
The comment is generally that mitigation measures are inadequate in
many instances. The detailed comments of Save Mount Diablo list those
specific instances. The comment also cites Section 15126.4(a) (1)(A) and
15126.4(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines in regard to mitigation measures.

Response
The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff refers the reader to the
responses to detailed comments of Save Mount Diablo.

J10  Adequacy of Mitigation Measures
The comment generally is that mitigation measures are inadequate in
many instances. The detailed comments list those specific instances.

Response
The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff refers the reader to the
responses to detailed comments of Save Mount Diablo.

DETAILED COMMENTS

J11-1 Previous Comments on Another Project
The comment is a question asking whether the City of Pittsburg reviewed
the previous comments made in 2002 on a different project.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff reviewed the previous
comments made in 2002; however, the proposed project is subject to a
separate CEQA process initiated with a CEQA Initial Study and Notice of
Preparation in 2004, The Initial Study and response to the Notice of
Preparation are included in the Draft EIR, Chapter XIII, Appendix,
Appendices A and B.

J12-2 Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve (BDMRP)
The comment suggests the following: 1) graphical figures in the Draft
EIR do not show the boundaries of BDMRP, 2) historical coal mining
activities conducted in the past on BDMRP could pose hazards for the
proposed project, and 3) impacts of the proposed project on BDMRP are
not adequately considered in the Draft EIR.

Response ‘
The reader is referred to the responses to Comments J4 and J8.
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J13-3 Utility Easements
The comment suggests the graphical figures in the Draft EIR do not show
the utility easements on the project site.

Response
The on-site utility easements are shown in the Draft EIR, in Figures 2, 3, 6
11, 13,15, 19, 21, 26, 28, 29, 30, and 31.

BIOLOGY & WETLANDS

J14-1 Applicant’s Agreement
The comment is a question whether the applicant has agreed to 3:1
mitigation for CTS and SJKF habitat compensatory mitigation.

Response

No, the applicant has neither agreed nor disagreed. The City of Pittsburg
will require mitigation as consistent with its overall General Plan goals
and policies and the requirements of USACE, USFWS, and CDFG. The
City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff’s understanding of the
required compensatory mitigation acreage is based on a Biological
Assessment for Sky Ranch IT and consultation with the Responsible
Agencies. Compensatory mitigation af a ratio of 3:1 (off-site
compensatory habitat acreage: on-site depleted habitat acreage) is the
current practice. The City’s forecast of the habitat mitigation requirement
is labeled as “tentative” in the Draft EIR. See also the response to
Comment I(A2-7), page 123.

J14-2  Mitigation Measures for Impacts A8 and A9
The comment states that the mitigation measures for Biological Impacts
A8 and A9 would not alleviate the stated impacts.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff and Engineering
Department staff have considered the potential direct and indirect impacts,
and mitigation measures, as summarized in the Draft EIR, Chapter I,
Summary. In presenting the potential direct and indirect impacts of, and
mitigation measures for, the proposed project, City staff considered the
whole of the action. Several mitigation measures for direct impacts also
will be effective, or partially effective, for lessening potential indirect
impacts of the proposed project. Where City staff could not make this
conclusion, it has supplemented the on-site mitigation measures and off-
site compensatory mitigation measures with other measures that address
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indirect impacts of the proposed action or foreseeable future actions at the
urban edge.

IMPACT AS8: Introduction of a new road, the Buchanan Bypass,
would attract traffic in the proposed HCP/NCCP inventory area,
thereby, creating potential for disturbance or road kill of protected
species in the area.

IMPACT A9: The proposed project could increase visitation at
Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve and off-site- walking on
the reservoir service road, resulting in potential indirect impacts on
biological resources from collection and harassment, introduction
of nonnative species, or predation by pets.

The location of the proposed segment of the Buchanan Bypass would be
situated within the proposed HCP/NCCP inventory area and within the
proposed project limits. The proposed segment within the project site
would not be situated within any land designated in the proposed
HCP/NCCP for acquisition as part of the Preserve System; however,
future segments of the bypass would be situated on the land called
Acquisition Zone 1 or 1d. Completion of the new road after construction
of additional missing segments of the bypass is considered in the Draft
EIR as a foreseeable future action.

The subject of IMPACT A8 is a potential effect caused by attraction of
traffic to a new arterial road when it is eventually completed and opened
to through traffic. Pending completion and opening of the Buchanan
Bypass to through-traffic, the bypass would serve a limited volume of
traffic generated within the proposed Sky Ranch II site only. Access to
developed or undeveloped areas from the Buchanan Bypass would be
barricaded at the project limits pending its completion.

Staff observes that a CTS Mitigation Plan and permanent CTS barriers
within project limits are mitigation measures for direct impacts of the
proposed project IMPACTS A1l and A2). Mitigation measures for
IMPACTS A8 and A9 would be supplemental to other permanent
mitigation measures designed to alleviate adverse impacts of the proposed
uses of the project site and off-site land for a water reservoir.

The subjects of IMPACT A9 are indirect effects caused by increased
human presence at the urban edge, on trails in adjacent the undeveloped
areas, or in Black Diamond Mines regional Preserve. Mitigation measures
for impacts at the urban edge are addressed in this Draft EIR and also in
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for
the East Contra Costa County Habitar Conservation Plan and Natural
Communities Conservation Plan, prepared by Jones & Stokes, June 2005.
Conservation Measure 1.9 would apply to future preserves that are
situated next to the urban limit or developed areas. Conservation Measure
1.9 includes design elements such as, for example, buffers, roads with
permanent wildlife barriers, and access restrictions. Conservation
Measure 1.8 includes buffer zones between developed areas and the
preserves.

Land acquisition in Zone 1d is intended in the East Contra Costa
HCP/NCCP to provide a buffer zone (see Draft EIR, Chapter V.A,
Biology & Wetlands, Figure 5, p. V-59). Other conservation elements
include such elements as education and kiosks to increase public
awareness and signage to restrict access,

Signage and education are among the kinds of mitigation measures
generally available to reduce the stated indirect impacts of the proposed
project on protected species through off-site trespass, human presence, and
harassment. Minimizing the number of residential lots along the urban
wildland interface, as could be accomplished by the conversion of
proposed Lots 181-190, also is recommend for IMPACTS Gl and K2
(Draft EIR, pp. I-25 and I-41). Potential direct biological impacts of the
proposed project on protected species could be reduced or compensated
through other permanent measures recommended elsewhere in the Draft
EIR.

J14-3 Isolated Open Space (IMPACT A10)
The comment is a question how “Parcel A,” Open Space on the Black
Diamond Mines residential subdivision in the City of Antioch was
determined to be isolated.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has considered the
location of “Parcel A” at the western edge of the Black Diamond Ranch
residential subdivision. “Parcel A is separated from Markley Creek open
space by a looped road and lots. Owing to this layout, there is no
connection between “Parcel A” and other open space (see Draft EIR,
Chapter III, Description of the Proposed Project, Figure 4, p. III-51).
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J14-4 General Plan Policies (IMPACT Al14)
The comment is that the statement of IMPACT Al4, and its mitigation, is
unclear.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has considered potential
impacts of the proposed project on intermittent creeks or ephemeral
drainageways. In addition to protections of delineated wetlands under the
Clean Water Act and other protections of streambed under Section 1603 of
the State of California Fish & Game Code, the City of Pittsburg has goals
and policies for creek protection in its adopted General Plan.

Policy 9-P-9 requires a 100 to 300 foot wide buffer for creekways. Policy
9-P-10 requires no development within creek buffers. Policy 9-P-11
encourages, but does not require, re-establishment of creeks in the design
of new development. Policy 9-P-12 requires protection and restoration of
jurisdictional wetlands, that is, waters under federal jurisdiction as
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers.

In view of the location of ephemeral drainageways, past and current
intermittent stream, and potential jurisdictional waters on the project site,
City staff has considered on-site mitigation measures, off-site
compensatory mitigation measures, and conservation alternatives to the
Proposed Project Alternative. In addition to creekway protection,
conservation alternatives could have various benefits to CTS and SIKF, by
reducing the acreage of CTS and SJKF grasslands habitat covered by the
development footprint. The reader is directed to look elsewhere in the
Draft EIR for discussion of these items. Conservation Alternatives (1a,
1b, 1c and 1d) are illustrated in the Draft EIR, Chapter VI, Alternatives
Analysis, Figures 29, 30, and 31, pp. V-344 through V-346).

J14-5  Biological Assessment
The comment is that the Biological Assessment should be provided.

Response

Biological Assessment of Sky Ranch II Pittsburg, California, prepared by
The Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc., dated June 2005, is available at the
City Hall and Main Library.
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J14-6  California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF) Habitat
The comment is a question whether CRLF transitional and migratory
habitat were included in the assessment.

Response

Results of Habitat Assessment on the Sky Ranch Proposed Project Site,
Contra Costa County, Pittsburg, California, for California tiger
salamanders and California red-legged frogs, dated June 13, 2004, was
prepared by Rana Resources for The Huffman-Broadway Group. For
brevity, the habitat assessment document will be called here simply
“CTS/CRLF Habitat Assessment.” CTS/CRLF Habitat Assessment
followed current U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service protocol for habitat
assessments for CRLF and CTS.

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff also directs the reader to
Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology and Wetlands, Figure 6, p. V-69. Figure
6 illustrates proposed CRLF critical habitat as proposed by the USFWS in
November 2005; however, the USFWS-proposed CRLF critical habitat,
which includes the southwestern comer of the project site, was deleted by
Final Rule in April 2006.

J14-7 CRLF Populations
The comment is a continuation of Comment J14-6 and asks what impact
the proposed project could have on CRLF populations in the area,
including Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve.

Response

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on CRLF.
The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) has a July 2002
report of CRLF in an area of Markley Creek described as aestivation
habitat, approximately 0.75 mile northeast of the project site. CNDDB
lists a breeding site in Sydney Flat approximately 0.7 mile south of the
project site. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
required creekside habitat conservation for CRLF as part of the adjacent
Black Diamond Ranch residential subdivision. No aquatic sites exist
between the breeding site in Sydney Flat and the project site or between
Markley Creek and the project site.

A conclusion of Biological Assessment of Sky Ranch II Pittsburg,
California and CTS/CRLF Habitat Assessment is that there is no potential
for CRLF to occur at the Sky Ranch II project site. The reasoning stated in
the assessments is that there is a lack of breeding habitat within credible
dispersal distance for CRLF individuals and there is also a lack of any
aquatic habitats between the project site and nearest breeding site that could
be used by dispersing frogs. See also the response to Comment J14-6.
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J14-8 CRLF Mitigation Measure (IMPACT A4)
The comment is that the mitigation measure for CRLF is unresolved.

Response

The USFWS issued a Proposed Rule published in the Federal Register on
November 3, 2005 (Federal Register / Vol. 70, No. 212 / Thursday,
November 3, 2005 / Proposed Rules, page 66906), which proposed certain
CRLF critical habitat. On April 13, 2006, the USFWS published in the
Federal Register the CRLF Critical Habitat Final Rule. The Final

Rule excluded several areas of proposed CRLF critical habitat,

including the area within the East Contra Costa-County HCP/NCCP. All
of proposed CRLF Critical Habitat Unit CCS-1B was excluded in the
Final Rule. In Figure 5, the territory contained within (generally south of)
the turquoise line was excluded on April 13, 2006. Refer also to the
response to Comment J14-6.

Independent of the USFWS Final Rule or illustration of the former
proposed critical habitat area, the project site was assessed and found not
to contain CRLF habitat. The nearest CRLF sightings have occurred in
the upper or lower reaches of Markley Creek, approximately 0.7 mile
south or 0.75 mile northeast of the project site. Refer see also to the
response to Comment J15-7.

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has coordinated with
CDFG and USFWS in regard to mitigation requirements. Despite the
tentative designation of CRLF critical habitat in the Proposed Rule, the
regulatory framework allows for site-specific determination of actual
species habitat presence or absence. Mitigation requirements in the Draft
EIR are founded on the relevant habitats that have been identified through
professional habitat assessments. These habitat assessments have found
that the on-site grasslands are habitat of CTS and SJKF, but not CRLF.

J14-9  Peer Reviews
The comment is a question whether there were any peer reviews of the
biotic and wetlands assessments.

Response
Wetlands assessments were reviewed independently The Huffman-
Broadway Group, Inc. Two different wetland delineations were reviewed:

« Albion Environmental, Inc. July 2004. Delineation of Wetlands
and Other Waters of U.S. Jurisdiction under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Sky Ranch Project Site, Pitisburg, Contra
Costa County, California.
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» Wetland Research Associates, Inc. December 2001. Delineation
of Potential Jurisdictional Wetlands Under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Sky Ranch Project Site, Pittsburg, California.

These wetlands delineations both were prepared for the applicant. Peer
review was prepared for the City of Pittsburg.

Biological Assessment of Sky Ranch II Pittsburg, California was prepared
for the City of Pittsburg independently by The Huffman-Broadway Group,
Inc. The Biological Assessment includes other independently prepared
habitat assessments and species surveys conducted by specialists who
were subcontractors working for The Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc.

J14-10 Seasonal Pond
The comment is a question about the seasonal pond, and if it is known
whether it was deliberately destroyed or is temporarily dry or breached.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff and Engineering
Department staff has considered this question. City staff understands that
neither of the above-cited wetlands delineations prepared in 2001 and
2004 identified a seasonal pond (see the response to Comment J14-9, for a
list of the two references). City staff members do not have actual
knowledge a past seasonal pond on the project site, and Discovery
Builders, Inc., staff members have not stated actual knowledge of a past
seasonal pond on the project site.

During preparation of the Draft EIR, a timeline was created which places
the pond’s disappearance certainly between May 2000 and December
2001, or possibly between May 2000 and November 2000. Possible
causes such as, for example, natural breach by erosion, trampling by
cattle, deliberate grading or filling, and landslide or debris flow, were
considered. Causal factors for the seasonal pond’s disappearance remain
speculative.

The seasonal pond and intermittent creek are mapped by U.S. Department
of the Interior, Geological Survey, (USGS), Antioch South 7.5-minute
quadrangle, topographic series map dated 1980. The seasonal pond is
shown on a historical aerial photograph dated May 2000.

Figure 9 of the Draft EIR illustrates a large deep-seated landslide along the
west side of the USGS-mapped intermittent creek. Areas of mapped

landslide deposits, colluvial deposits, or unengineered fill are known from
a geotechnical investigation titled Geotechnical Exploration for Sky Ranch
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II, Pittsburg, California, prepared by ENGEO Incorporated, and dated
February 14, 2002. ENGEQ's exploratory test pits and bore holes were
conducted October 17, 2000, through November 8, 2000. Figure 10
illustrates areas of unengineered fill and colluvium generally following or
adjoining the trace of the USGS-mapped intermittent creek, northwest of
the cattle-watering trough (Draft EIR, Chapter V.B, Geology &
Seismicity, pp. V-115and V-116).

Both wetland delineations cite the presence of a cattle-watering trough
generally upslope from the USGS-mapped seasonal pond. The area of a
USGS-mapped seasonal pond is described in the December 2001 wetlands
delineation as “a wide swale” and states that “water is probably conveyed
by sheet flow through this area until it reaches the [project site’s] west
boundary.” '

J14-11 Violations of Regulations
The comment is a question whether regulations of CDFG, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, or other regulations were violated.

Response
Please refer to the response to Comment J14-10.

J14-12 Project’s Stormwater Discharge to Kirker Creek
The comment is a question about the water quality in storm water
collected and then conveyed in piping to outfalls along the project site’s
western boundary.

Response

Future storm water flows will be diverted from a headwall at the southern
project site and routed piping to an outfall at the project site’s western
boundary. Storm water runoff from Drainage Subareas 2 and 3 will be
collected and discharged at outfalls along the project site’s western
boundary. The post-project runoff rate (18 cfs) will be lower than pre-
project rate (27 cfs) owing to the post-project reduction in acreage of
Drainage Subareas 2 and 3 compared to the pre-project acreage.

Quality of the runoff is subject to several temporary and permanent
mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR. Permanent mitigation
measures including Best Management Practices (BMPs) are discussed in
the Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Hydrology & Water Quality, p. V-163).
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J14-13 San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF)
The comment is a question about information sources used for discussion
of the SJIKF.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff consulted with Ms. Janice
Gan, CDFG, in regard to SJKF. Information about the SJKF’s regional
range and occurrence records is from California State University,
Stanislaus. http://esrpweb.csustan.edu/gis/maps/sikfrange.png The
CNDDB was neither the sole nor main source of information for the
SJKF.

J14-14 Section 401 _
The comment is a question whether there is potential for the proposed
project to violate Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that Section 401
certification is performed by the California Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). For the proposed Sky Ranch II project, application for a
Section 401 certification would be to the RWQCB.

Under federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401, every applicant for a
federal permit or license for any activity which may result in a discharge
to a water body must obtain a State Water Quality Certification that the
proposed activity will comply with state water quality standards. Section
401 Certifications frequently are issued in conjunction with U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 permits for dredge and fill
discharges. A Section 401 Water Quality Certification must be issued
before USACE will issue a final Section 404 permit.

Determinations of jurisdiction over waters of the U.S. are made by
USACE. Determinations of jurisdiction over non-federal jurisdictional
waters are made by the State Water Resources Control Boards or Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The RWQCBs regulate
discharges to isolated waters in much the same way as they do for federal-
jurisdictional waters, using Porter-Cologne Act rather than CWA
authority. Under current federal and State of California law, water quality
agencies must constder the quality of water needed to maintain natural
habitats dependent on water bodies.

CDFG administers Section 1603, California Fish and Game Code, for
Streambed Alteration, and is consulted by the RWQCBs in regard to
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species impacts. Application to RWQCB for 401 Certification would
trigger consultation with CDFG.

J14-15 Wildlife Corridors & Buffers
The comments are several questions about creating barriers between
development and open space and whether the proposed project would
accomplish any of the objectives of the Draft East Contra Costa County
HCP/NCCP. The comment suggests creating barriers and connections to

wildlife corridors are among preserve design principles in the Draft East
Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that among the many
preserve design principles stated in the proposed HCP/NCCP is the
principle of creating a buffer at the urban-wildland interface or urban
edge. The proposed HCP/NCCP, Chapter 5, Conservation Strategy,
recommends this the urban-wildland interface be as short as possible and
as near straight-line as possible.

Linking or interconnecting the preserves in the Preserve System is
recommended as another preserve design principle in the proposed
HCP/NCCP. Certain portions or Acquisition Parcels are identified as
being relatively important for preserving existing SJKF migration
cormidors. “Linking” as expressed in Chapter 5, Conservation Strategy,
has the stated advantages of creating a larger contiguous Preserve System,
facilitating movement between the preserves, reducing the management
costs, and reducing the length of the edge shared with urban land uses.
The proposed project can be consistent or inconsistent with the preserve
design principles; however, the proposed project by itself cannot
accomplish preserve design principles, a conservation strategy or
conservation goals.

Based on the analysis in Draft EIR for the Sky Ranch II Residential
Subdivision, the proposed Sky Ranch Il project would not preclude the
achievement of conservation goals or implementation of the preserve
design principles in Zone 1d or elsewhere in the preserve. The proposed
project, therefore, could be consistent with the conservation goals and
preserve design principles in Chapter 5 of the proposed HCP/NCCP.
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J14-16 Location of Mitigation Lands
The comment is a question where the mitigation lands will be located.

Response

The nearest parcels having similar grassland habitat are located south or
southwest of the project site in Acquisition Zone 1 of the proposed ,
HCP/NCCP. Availability of any of these parcels is unknown. Negotiating
and purchasing conservation easements may be a feasible means of
enabling continued ownership and agricultural uses by the owner, while
assuring no urban land development.

CHART J1

Nearest Parcels Having Similar Grassland Habitat

: as the Project Site
Parcel "~ .- Owner: Acreat g .| Deed Doc. No. .
“Number = | Name ™" % |0 270 | Addres { {transfer date) " -
089-050-056 | Thomas 470 4723 Suzanne Drive | 13464285
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (5/26/1987)
075-051-007 | AUSD. 145 P.O. Box 768 96014735
Antioch, CA 94509 | (1/26/1996)
075-051-005 | AUSD. 60 P.O. Box 768 96014735
Antioch, CA 94509 | (1/26/1996)
075-060-010 | Thomas 160 4723 Suzanne Drive | 6116113
Fittsburg, CA 94565 | (4/28/1970)
075-060-007 | Thomas 160 4723 Suzanne Drive | 6116113
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (4/28/1970)
075-060-0068 | unknown 79 5770 'Nortonville Rd | 94051678
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (2/23/1994)
075-060-005 unknown 79 5780 Nortonville Rd | 85169970
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (10/9/1995)
075-060-011 unknown 132 P.O. Box 5381 8438900
Oakland, CA 94605 | (7/28/1977)
075-060-008 | Thomas 160 4723 Suzanne Drive | 7506943
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (5/15/1975)
075-060-004 | unknown 110 96 Edgewater Piace | 97102771
Pittsburg, CA 94565 | (6/16/1997)
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J14-17 Project Consistency with Proposed HCP
The comment is a question about conformity of the proposed project to the
proposed HCP/NCCP and asks whether the proposed project lays the
groundwork for future expansion [of urban development] in the area.

Response

In regard to the proposed project’s consistency or inconsistency with the
proposed HCP/NCCP, please refer to the response to Comment J14-15.
Potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are discussed in
the Draft EIR, Chapter IX, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts & Growth-
Inducing Impacts, p. IX-378. Planning Department staff clarifies that the
off-site reservoir mitigation measure itself would not be growth- inducing.
If sited as recommended by Engineering Department staff at elevation 565
feet msl, the off-site tank would not be capable of gravity service to
houses above 500 feet msl.

J14-18 Mini-Park and Kiosk
The comment is a question about a contingency: Where would the wildlife

and natural resource awareness kiosk be placed if the mini-park were not
developed?

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the mini-park is a
required mitigation measure. Hypothetically, if the City staff’s
recommendation were overturned, City staff would recommend the kiosk
be placed prominently at a roadside location along “D” Court near the
entry to the reservoir service road.

J14-19 California Horned Lark
The comment asks if there will be mitigation for the California horned
lark’s wintering use of the project site.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that California
horned lark individuals were observed by WRA in wintering flocks over
the grassland within the project site in December 2001; however,
California horned larks were not observed during the recent April and
June 2004 surveys conducted by HBG biologists during the nesting
season. The mitigation measure that will be required by the City,
therefore, is pre-construction survey (Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology
and Wetlands, pp. V-75 and V-95).
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J14-20 Loggerhead Shrike & Burrowing Owl
The comment asks what actions will be taken if loggerhead shrike,
burrowing owl, or California horned lark nesting activity is found during
the pre-construction surveys.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that if nests of this
species are found before grading or before other construction, the biologist
shall devise a construction plan that would allow successful nesting,
Supplemental or subsequent measures, if any, would depend on the nature
of the situation and recommendation of the biologist. Nesting seasons
surveys conducted for protected bird species in 2004 did not find nesting
or habitat suitable for habitat.

J14-21 Black Diamond Ranch Open Space Parcel “A”
The comment expresses an opinion that the proposed Sky Ranch IT
residential subdivision would cut off the Black Diamond Ranch residential
subdivision from any major pocket of wildland.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies and expands upon
the subject addressed in the Draft EIR, Chapter V.A, Biology and
Wetlands, (p. V-97). The subject concerns a specific off-site Open Space
pocket called Parcel “A.” Parcel “A™ is not connected with Markley
Creek.

Avoidance of the western side of Parcel A could not create a valuable
connection to wetland or to other wildland area. Owing to its location,
Parcel “A” could never provide the kind of buffer land sought in the
proposed HCP/NCCP. Preserve design principles call for buffer land
between the preserve system and urban development, having a straight
boundary, with the least perimeter shared in common with urban
development. Parcel “A” has none of these desirable characteristics.

J14-22 Off-Site Water Reservoir Site
The comment asks about the off-site water reservoir site and arrangements
with the site’s owner. The comment also asks how the proposed project
may conflict with the goals of the proposed HCP/NCCP.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the location of
the off-site water reservoir and service road is illustrated in Figure 11 of
the Draft EIR, Chapter V.C, Geology & Seismicity, p. V-119. Currently,
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City staff is not aware of any arrangement with the Antioch Unified
School District for the City-recommended tank site. In regard to the
proposed project’s consistency or inconsistency with the proposed
HCP/NCCP, please refer to the response to Comment J14-15.

GEOLOGY & SEISMICITY

J15-1 Grading
The comment inquires or states opinions in regard to the extent of grading,
the grading volume, the balance or imbalance of cut and fill, the duration
of grading, the impacts of grading, earth haul routes, and destination of
excess earth.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff expects the grading to take
between one season and two seasons, depending on the terms of the
Grading Permit. The actual volume of export would depend on observed
conditions and suitability of cut soil for reuse on site. If 190,000 in-place
cubic yards were excavated and exported (Draft EIR, p. V-124), the
equivalent weight of export soil would be approximately 316,000 tons.
Each truck can haul about 21 tons.

The total number of earth hauf truck trips would be approximately 30,000
trip ends. Over a 6-month period, the equivalent daily volume of earth
haul truck traffic would be about 230 trips per day (115 inbound and 115
outbound). If the grading were conducted over two seasons, the earth haul
traffic could be reduced to approximately 116 trips per day (58 inbound
and 58 outbound).

There is a possibility that rainy season grading during October 15-April
15 could be allowed by the City. See also the responses to Comments
I(B12) and I{C6), page 122. Even if additional time is added in the
allowed grading season, City staff’s opinion is that the daily truck traffic
would approximately as stated above.

Ventura Drive in Highlands Ranch, Buchanan Road, Railroad Avenue,

and Highway 4 will be used for the earth haul. Other off-highway routes
will depend on the destination. The destination for excess soil is unknown
at this time.
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J15-2 Coal Fields
The comment asks what are the impacts of the proposed project to the
nearby coal mines and [historical mining] artifacts.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff expects there is no nexus
between the proposed project and mining activities or artifacts in the area
of historical coal mining. See also the response to Comment J3, page 145,

HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY

J16-1 Markley Creek and CRLF Habitat
The comment asks what are the impacts of the proposed project on
Markley Creek in view of the conservation actions to preserve certain
reaches of the creek and adjoining upland area for the CRLF.

Response

Future storm water flows from a 19-acre tributary area in the southeastern
corner of the project site will be collected in the proposed storm water
collection system and conveyed by the Black Diamond Ranch conveyance
system to an outfall in Markley Creek (Draft EIR, p. V-65). Chapter

13.28 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code prohibits discharges of soaps, paint,
other household products, and other non-stormwater materials to the gutter
or storm drain inlets. Public awareness programs can limit or reduce such
potential pollution and prevent some from entering the drainage system.
Code enforcement and mitigation measures recommended in the Draft
EIR will provide assurance that discharges entering the Black Diamond
Ranch storm sewer would not impact beneficial uses of Markley Creek.

»  “A perpetual funding source for periodic maintenance of the
proposed detention basin, headwalls, and outfalls will be created
through agreement between the developer and City of Pittsburg.
Establishment of this funding source will occur before construction
of the detention basin, headwalls, and outfails. Therefore, the fund
will be supported initially by the developer (e.g., through deposits
to a Maintenance Assessment District account), which later may be
assumed by a HOA4 or GHAD and supported through HOA dues or
special assessments.

» Developer's Project Engineer shall prepare and submit an
Operation and Maintenance Manual for periodic monitoring and
maintenance of the detention basin, headwalls, open channel and
outfalls. The manual should be written clearly so it could function
as a complete guide for any commercial or Public Works
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maintenance entity.

e BMPs and public awareness can limit or reduce such potential
pollution and prevent some from entering the drainage system.
The funding source for long-term monitoring, implementation of
BMPs and public awareness programs, and maintenance of
passive treatment BMPs initially will be the developer and later
will be the HOA or GHAD.” (Draft EIR, p. V-163).

J16-2 Flood Potential
The comment is a question if the proposed project could cause or
contribute to East Kirker Creek flooding.

Response

The proposed on-site detention basin in Sky Ranch I has been sized to
accommodate the critical storage volume and avoid down stream flooding.
The on-site storage volume adequate to detain runoff for the 100-year, 12-
hour, critical storm is 7 acre-feet at water surface elevation 244.5 feet
above msl. The estimated available storage capacity in the proposed
detention basin, about 14 acre-feet, is twice the required volume. Final
hydraulic designs will be subject to review and approval of the City of
Pittsburg Engineering Department.

VISUAL RESOURCES

J17-1 Fences & Retaining Walls
The comment is a question how the visual impacts of fences and retaining
walls will be mitigated.

Response

Figure 19 illustrates visually prominent slopes (Draft EIR, Chapter V.D,
Visual Resources, p. V-175). The City of Pittsburg Planning Department
staff has recommended several mitigation measures to mitigate the
appearance of opaque fencing and introduced landscape species on these
visually prominent slopes:

o “Developer shall prepare a design supplement, herein called a
‘Natural Grassland Element,’ to illustrate 1) where landscaped
areas will be allowed and 2) where natural grassland areas
are to be maintained as shown, for example, on Figure 19.
Incorporate a Natural Grassland Element into the Codes,
Covenants & Restrictions (Restrictions (CC&Rs) that prohibit
introduced species on designated graded slopes and other
designated as natural grassland areas.
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» Codes, Covenants & Restrictions shall control landscaping of
slopes on specific lots (such as, for example, Lots 127-137,
Lots 307, 308 and 379-381, and other undeveloped slopes in
the southern portion of the project site generally above 390 feet
msl) to achieve a sense of connection with the adjoining open
grassy hills and ravines. To maintain an open quality,
prohibition of introduced species such as ivy, ice plant, shrubs
and trees on the slopes on these specific lots, could mitigate
potential degradation of the existing quality of the view of the
adjacent southern hills above 500 feet (msl).

o Codes, Covenants & Restrictions shall control fences on the
slopes on specific lots (such as, for example, Lots 127-137 and
Lots 307, 308 and 379-381} to maintain an open look of
continuous, uninterrupted grassy contours. To maintain an
open quality, prohibition of opaque fences on the slopes on
these specific lots, could mitigate potential degradation of
existing visual character and quality. Transparent fences such
as unfinished corral or open “iron bar” (not chain link) would
be consistent with General Plan Policy 4-P-7.” (Draft EIR, p.
V-180)

J17-2 Trees
The comment is a request for clarification of the subject of a sentence on
page V-166 of the Draft EIR.

Response

The sentence is missing the word “trees.” With insertion of the missing
word: “In the vicinily of the project site the vast majority of existing trees
are located above the 500 feet elevation.”

J17-3 Visual Analysis

The comment expresses an opinion that Figure 19 and the visual analysis
are inadequate.

Response
Figure 19 (on the following page) illustrates prominent slopes that would
be subject to mitigation measures described in the response to Comment

J17-1. Please refer also to the responses to Comments B4 and B35, pages
36-39.
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J17-4 Photo-Simulation
The comment is a question why the “post development™ photo-simulation
is not printed with the “pre-development” photograph. The comment also
expresses several opinions about the visual analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response
Existing pre-development and post-development views are shown below:
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After careful evaluation of the existing visual resources, City of Pittsburg
Planning Department staff determined that visual simulation of the
existing vistas or panoramic views of the Suisun Bay/Sacramento River
Delta, as viewed from Black Diamond Ranch Regional Preserve could not
be affected by the proposed project. These vistas would remain intact,
uninterrupted by any of the proposed houses on the project site. Refer also
to the response to Comment B5 on pages 34-35.

J17-5 Visual Analysis of Off-Site Water Reservoir
The comment is that plans for the off-site reservoir have not been defined
and potential visual impacts of the off-site water reservoir must be
analyzed.

Response

The off-site reservoir is a mitigation measure conceived by the City of
Pittsburg Engineering staff. Provision of adequate water pressure without
pumping will necessitate off-site construction of a I-million gallon Zone
1V water reservoir and service road on the Antioch Unified School
District-owned parcel (Draft EIR, p. V-226).

Design parameters have been established in terms of the footprint, base
elevation, grading requirement, all-weather service road, and reservoir’s
underground design.

The base elevation is 565 feet msl. The reservoir capacity is 1-million
gallons. The acreage is approximately 2.5 acres, which includes the
service road. Limited access to the service road would be via a connection
at the end of “D” Court. The tank must be underground. Policy of the
City of Pittsburg is not to allow above-ground designs. In view of the
underground design, the potential visual impact of the off-site reservoir is
less-than-significant.

J17-6 Underground Water Reservoir
The comment is an assertion that even with the underground or “cut-and-
cover” design of the off-site reservoir, the reservoir and access road could
be visually prominent owing to the necessary grading.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has considered the impact
of the proposed project and off-site underground reservoir and surface
access road. Planning Department staff disagrees with the comment that
the reservoir could be visually prominent or in any way detract from
panoramic view or vistas observed from Lougher Loop Trail and Arata
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Overlook Trail. Mitigation measures are recommended to minimize
nighttime lighting and maintain visually prominent slopes n their natural
state.

J17-7 Location of Water Reservoir
The comment is that none of the graphics in the Draft EIR shows the
location of the off-site 1-million gallon Zone IV water reservoir.

Response

Figure 11 (Draft EIR, p. V-119) shows the proposed Zone [V reservoir
and shows generally, in a simple way, existing elevation contours and
areas of proposed grading cuts and fills. The “horseshoe-shaped ridge” as
described in Comment J17-8 is at elevation 400-460 feet msl. The “bowl”
as described in Comment J17-8 would be filled as shown below.

— a — e —
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J17-8 Figure 19
The comment is that Figure 19 is inaccurate.

Response

Figure 19 (Draft EIR, p. V-175) is intended to show visually prominent
slopes after the proposed grading. The purpose of Figure 19 is to provide
detail in regard to slopes that should be subject to mitigation measures
described in the Draft EIR, p. V-180. These measures are intended to
mitigate the appearance of opaque fencing and introduced landscape
species on these visually prominent slopes.

LAND USE

J18-1 Williamson Act
The comment is that the Draft EIR fails to consider impacts to Williamson
Act contracted lands and other agricultural lands.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff considered potential
impacts of the proposed project on Williamson Act contracted lands and
other agricultural lands. These considerations are explained relatively
greater detail in the Initial Study (Draft EIR, Chapter XHI, Appendix A,

p. 10).

J18-2 Adjacent Agricultural Area
The comment is a question about the potential impacts of new residents on
the adjoining Thomas parcel (APN 089-050-056).

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff has considered the land use
compatibility issue and determined that the project would be consistent with
continuation of cattle grazing on the adjacent Thomas parcel if suitable fencing is
maintained along the boundary. There would be graded 2:1 slopes and v-ditches
on the proposed project’s side of the fence.

“The adjoining land to the west of the site has been designated in the
General Plan for Low Density Residential and Open Space uses. A small
portion of this particular land shown to be “Farmland of Local
Importance” (Pittsburg General Plan Update: Existing Conditions
Report, June 1998, p. 254) is not contiguous with the site. In the interim,
before application for nonrenewal of Williamson Act contract and
conversion, the adjoining land to the west could be used for catile
grazing. Mitigation measures are warranted to assure compatibility of
uses along the shared western boundary.
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The Buchanan Bypass segment west of the site, continuing toward Kirker
Pass Road, would pass along the southern tip of the specific Farmland of
Local Importance. Indirectly, therefore, the Black Diamond Ranch
residential subdivision and project each would implement construction of
segments of the Buchanan Bypass that in conjunction with the '
Jforeseeable through-connection of the bypass west to Kirker Pass Road,
or to Buchanan Road via a another road, could eventually influence
conversion of this Farmland of Local Importance. Its ultimate
conversion, however, appears to have been considered in the General
Plan, including the Buchanan Subarea, which shows a planned Low
Density Residential use of this specific farmland.” (Draft EIR, Appendix
A, Initial Study, page 10).

J18-3 A.U.S.D
The comment is a question about reliance on the parcels south of the
project site (APN 075-051-005 and 075-051-007), which are owned by the
Antioch Unified School District (A.U.S.D.).

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff and Engineering
Department staff has not initiated any arrangement. City staff also is not
aware of any arrangement with the Antioch Unified School District for the
reservoir site. See also the response to Comment J14-22 on page 162.

The off-site reservoir has to be located at a minimum elevation of 565 feet
msl, to provide adequate water pressure to proposed houses at elevation
460 feet. The proposed elevation is lower than published in the 2000
Water System Master Plan, Amendment No. 2, but completely adequate to
serve the proposed project. As sited at elevation 565 feet msl, the off-site
tank would be incapable of gravity service to houses above 500 feet msl.

COMMUNITY SERVICES & UTILITIES

J19-1 Parks, Open Space, and Trails
The comment observes that the proposed project includes no parks, open
space, or trails. The comment continues with a series of questions
regarding City trail policies, developer obligations to protect trail right-of-
way and pay for trial construction, and provisions for bicyclists and
equestrians.

Response

The City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff acknowledges the
comment. In regard to the additional questions contained in the comment,
Open Space is not a designated land use on the project site in the City’s
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General Plan. Open Space is designated in the City’s General Plan in the
adjoining Black Diamond Planning Subarea.

Park and trail mitigation measures are described in the Draft EIR, Chapter
V.G, Community Services & Utilities, pages V-222, -223, and -224).
General Plan Policy 8-P-17 states that the City shall cooperate with
EBRPD to develop a “Bay to Black Diamond” trail through the City. The
Buchanan Bypass will have adequate right-of-way for a walkway as
shown in Figure 24, Buchanan Bypass Cross-Section Draft EIR, Chapter
V.H, Traffic & Circulation, p. V-247).

TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION

J20-1 Unit Limits Before Opening of the Buchanan Bypass
The comment observes that the recommended limit to residential building
permits issued to the developer varies in the Draft EIR.

Response

The limit is 353 dwelling units, before completion and opening of the
Buchanan Bypass to through traffic. This limit is to avoid traffic intrusion
on Ventura Drive in Highlands Ranch. The daily weekday volume on
Ventura Drive could exceed 5,000 vehicles per day (vpd) without the
limit. This limit would apply until 1) opening of the bypass for through
travel or 2) demonstration by means of a professional traffic counting
study that the average weekday traffic volume on Ventura Drive through
Highlands Ranch does not exceed 5,000 vpd and would not exceed 5,000
vpd after the issuance of additional building permits above 353 in number.

The other limit, 207 dwelling units, is an option that could be substituted
for a mitigation measure recommend by the City for the intersection of
Loveridge Road/Buchanan Road.

o “Developer shall pay for provision of two southbound lefi-turn
lanes and lane striping on the east leg to accommodate the two
left-turn lanes followed by a merge to one lane. As an
alternative to this mitigation, the developer can limit the
subdivision to no more than 207 units until the opening of the
Buchanan Bypass.” (Draft EIR, p. V-261)
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J20-2 Fair Share
The comment is a question asking for an explanation of how the
developer’s fair share of the costs of various traffic mitigation measures
will be assessed.

Response
Please refer to the response to Comment C8 on pages 60-64.

J20-3 Traffic Diverter at Ventura Drive/Buchanan Road
The comment is a question asking how a traffic diverter for traffic
northbound on Ventura Drive, north of Buchanan Road, might increase
traffic volumes and congestion on other roads.

Response _

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff clarifies that the subject of
the mitigation measure for IMPACT H8 is the through-travel movement
northbound on Ventura Drive. Before completion and opening of the
Buchanan Bypass for through traffic, all of the through-travel trips on
Ventura Drive northbound, crossing Buchanan Road, would have an
origin in either the existing Highlands Ranch residential subdivision or
else the proposed Sky Ranch II residential subdivision. The current
volumes, based on traffic counts, are 117 vehicles per hour (vph) in the
AM hour of peak traffic volume and 40 vph in the PM hour of peak traffic
volume. )

For IMPACT HS8, a “diverter” may be as simple as a sign “Left-Turn or
Right-Turn Only” mounted on the signal mast. The purpose would be to
prevent any additional project-related trips from using Ventura Drive
north of Buchanan Road as a diversion route to Loveridge Road.

20-4 Short-Term Traffic Impacts
The comment is a question asking if there could be any short-term traffic
impacts or could there be any short-term traffic impacts that cannot be
predicted or mitigated.

Response

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff clarifies that potential
short-term operations impacts of the proposed project and approved
projects were evaluated in the Draft EIR. Predictable impacts have been
mitigated as described in the Draft EIR and Final EIR.

The response to Comment J15-1 (page 163) addresses earth export haul
traffic in terms of a daily volume. The daily earth export haul traffic
volume would depend on suitability of cut soil for reuse on the project site
and also on the period of grading (one season or two).
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PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY

J21-1 Fuel Breaks :
The comment is an opinion that the Draft EIR suggests the owners of the
Thomas parcel and the A.U.S.D. parcels, which adjoin the project site, are
responsible for creating fuel breaks. The comment continues with a
question about the method of creating fuel breaks within the proposed
project.

Response

The City of Pittsburg P]anmng Department staff clarifies that Contra Costa
County Fire Protection District’s abatement standards for parcels more
than 5 acres in size require 30-foot wide firebreaks, with grass and weeds
cut to 3-inch height, or lower, and disked. Firebreaks must be around tree
clusters, stored combustibles, and both side of roads that traverse such
parcels (Draft EIR, p. V-312)

Future residents who would own lots along the edge of the project site,
contiguous with grasslands, would be subject to the maintenance
requirements of Section 4291 of the Public Resources Code.

“Public Resources Code Section 4291 states that: "Any person
who owns, leases, controls, operates, or maintains any occupied
dwelling or occupied structure in, upon, or adjoining any
mountainous area, forest-covered land, brush-covered land, grass-
covered land, or any land that is covered with ﬂammable material,
shall at all times do all of the following:
(a) Maintain around and adjacent to the dwelling or
structure a firebreak made by removing and clearing away,
for a distance of not less than 100 feet on each side thereof
or to the property line, whichever is nearer, all flammable
vegetation or other combustible growth. This paragraph
does not apply to single specimens of trees, ornamental
shrubbery, or similar plants that are used as ground cover,
if they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire
from the native growth to any dwelling or structure.”
(Draft EIR, p. V-311)

Under Section 4291, a person is not required to maintain any clearing on
land to which that person does not have the legal right of access for
maintaining the clearing. Owing to the small parcel sizes of certain
proposed lots at the southeastern edge of the project site, the City will not
allow those proposed lots and instead will require a mini-park in the
vicinity of “C” Court as a substitute.
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

J22-1 Laying Infrastructure and Setting Precedent
The comment is a question whether the proposed project, by itself or in
conjunction with other foreseeable developments, could lays the ground
work for future expansion {of urban development] into the southern hills
or into the Thomas parcel. The comment also is a question about whether
the proposed project and other foreseeable projects could block wildlife
corridors or create barriers between development and open space.

Response

Potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project are discussed in
the Draft EIR, Chapter IX, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts & Growth-
Inducing Impacts, page 1X-378. :

The City’s General Plan designates future urban uses in the Buchanan
Planning Subarea, adjoining the future Buchanan Bypass and on the
Thomas parcel, in particular. The proposed project would not extend any
service into an adjacent unserved or underserved arca. Water service
would not be developed beyond project needs or above a service elevation -
of 465 feet msl. Future connections to the segment of the bypass within
project limits would not be allowed pending completion of additional
segments of the bypass and connection of the bypass to Kirker Pass Road
or another north-south connector road west of the project site.

City of Pittsburg Planning Department has assigned staff who participated
mn the Draft East Contra County HCP/NCCP. The proposed HCP/NCCP
includes provisions to create a buffer in Acquisition Zone 1d. The
proposed project could not preclude that or induce development in Zone
1d. Planning department staff also directs the reader to the responses to
Comments J14-15 and J14-17 on pages 159 and 161.

J22-2 Buchanan Bypass
The comment is a question about CEQA analysis of the bypass. The
comment also provides opinions about the likelihood that the bypass will
be completed and the project-related traffic that would use the bypass, if
the proposed project were approved.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff responds that CEQA
documentation has been performed for the General Plan including the
proposed bypass concept and general bypass location; however, project-
specific CEQA documentation not been performed for the bypass.
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Planning Department staff directs the reader also to the response to
Comment J21-1.

City of Pittsburg Engineering Department staff notes that the Preliminary
Engineering for the Buchanan Bypass is an element, ST-4, page 100, of
the City’s Capital Improvement Plan. Project-level environmental
documentation will be performed after a project study report to identify
alternatives.

J22-3 Approved or Contemplated Projects
The comment states an opinion that cumulative effects are not adequately
evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment lists other projects including
Highlands Ranch, Black Diamond Ranch, Alves Ranch, San Marco, San
Marco Meadows, Bailey Estates, in Pittsburg, and Future Urban Area #1/
Sand Creek Specific Plan in Antioch. The comment also notes that the
Urban Limit Line changed recently.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the Draft EIR has
considered impacts of the proposed project in conjunction with past
projects, approved projects, and foreseeable future projects. A projects list
for the traffic impact study is provided in the Draft EIR, on page V-250:

. Los Medanos College, 4130 students/120 staff

. Highlands Ranch, 600 Residential Units

. Stanford Flace, 100 Residential Units

. Buchanan Road Starbucks, 2,900 square feet of coffee restaurant
. Delta Gateway, 9,100 square feet of commercial/retail space

. Gomez Bros. Auto Center, 7,600 square feet of auio repair center
. Pitisburg Medical Center, 8,362 square feet of medical office

. Securiry Public Storage, 78,200 square feet of self-storage space
. Heritage Pointe, 125 Residential Units

. Lawlor Estates, 50 Residential Units

. Oak Hills Sourh, 120 Residential Units

. San Marco, 1200 Residential Units

. Willow Heights, 120 Residential Units

. Presidio Village, 104 Senior Citizen Residential Units

. San Marco Development, 1526 Residential Units

. Empire Business Park I, 104,433 square feet of industrial park space
. Faith Worship Center, 17,500 square feet of church space

. Fire Station #84 with Administration Center, 10,942 square feet
. First Baptist Church, 26,400 square feet of church space

. Loveridge Commercial Center, 236,000 square feet space

. Mira Vista, 264 single-family residences

. Black Diamond Ranch, 289 single-family residences
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Planning Department staff further clarifies that the Urban Limit Line and
pre-zoning changes in November 2005 are fully reflected in the Draft EIR,
Hillside Planned District and Open Space District areas within the
Prezoning Boundaries in the Woodlands and Buchanan Planning Subareas
specifically are reflected in the Draft EIR. The ULL and prezoning
changes affect the Thomas parcel (APN 089-050-056) and other parcels
located generally west of Kirker Pass Road.

J22-4 Phasing
The comment states an opinion that the phasing of this or other projects is
not discussed, or is not considered, in the Draft EIR. The comment
continues with some speculation that if mitigation measures are delayed
for years, or not implemented at all, then the cumulative effects on traffic,
water service, stormwater management, alf could be significant.

Response

City of Pittsburg Planning Department staff clarifies that the Mitigation
Monitoring or Reporting Plan will provide more specific detail in regard
to timing and responsibilities for implementation of mitigation measures.
In the Draft EIR, mitigation measures generally state the party responsible
and also the timing relative to a benchmark. Examples of timing
benchmarks are issuance of Building Permit, issuance of Grading Permit,
during grading, or pre-construction.

In Chapter V.H; Traffic & Circulation, the timing and need for certain
mitigation measures are divided generally as “Near-Term” and “Long-
Term.” Near-term measures generally would be required concurrently
with the development of the proposed project.

In Chapter V.I, Community Noise, the timing and need for certain off-site
mitigation measures generally are assumed to be concurrent with
development of the proposed project. Off-site measures to improve the
performance of existing fences or sound walls or retrofit existing windows
generally would be performed early during the development, before any
proposed houses are occupied.

The City of Pittsburg will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting
Plan to ensure that mitigation measures are complied with during
implementation of the project. If changes are incorporated into the
proposed project at the request of any of the agencies (e.g., CDFG,
RWQCB) having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the
project, the City of Pittsburg will request that agency to prepare and
submit a proposed reporting or monitoring program for the changes.
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Section 21081.6 (b) of the Public Resources Code requires that mitigation
measures be "fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other measures.” Incorporating the mitigation measures into the
conditions of approval applied to the proposed project would meet this
requirement. Section 21081.6 (c) requires responsible agencies that have
identified a significant impact during consultation on an EIR to provide
either “complete and detailed performance objective” or else published
“guidelines” that would be the functional equivalent.

The proposed project has a wide variety of on-site and off-site mitigation
measures with variable timing depending on the nature and timing of the
potential impacts. The Mitigation or Monitoring Plan, therefore, will
clarify and provide more specific detail in regard to timing of the required
mitigation measures. The required mitigation measures will be
incorporated into conditions of approval, if the proposed project, a
modified project, or an alternative project is approved by the City of
Pittsburg.
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IIT REVISIONS AND ERRATA

TEXT REVISIONS AND ERRATA

Chaprer I contains text revisions necessary to clarify or correct the Draft EIR.
Each text revision is identified by page reference to the Draft EIR. New or
added text is shown in bold italic typeface. Deleted text is shown with
strikethrough.

pages [-10, V-95 IMPACT A4/4
Update the text for IMPACT A4/4 as follows:

California red-legged frog (CRLF) The project site was found
not to contain permanent water habitat suitable for CRLF. Even
se;-the USFWS has deleted by Final Rule previously proposed
CRLF critical habitat which included extensive area south of the
project site and included the southwestern corner of the project
site. The- USEWS-propesed CREE eritical- habitatis pending a
Final Rule-due November 2005-

Mitigation Measure: None warranted as there is no impact to
CRLF species or its critical habitat.

Stte-
Residuali F tication: I ] anifi
pages I-12, V-100 IMPACT A14/14

Added text in bold italic font was not included in the Draft EIR, Chapter
I, Table 2, or Chapter V.A, Biology and Wetlands:

Residual effect after mitigation: Less-than-significant
(LTS). Stream and wetland loss could be mitigated by
means of off-site compensatory mitigation, without
application of General Plan policies 9-P-9 through 9-P-12.

(NOTE: Policies 9-P-9 through -11 do not require restoration or re-
establishment of creeks in the design of new development. Policy 9-P-
12 requires protection and restoration of wetlands. General Plan
policies 9-P-9 through -12 are intended for 1) conservation of perennial
streams, having defined bed and bank, and also having riparian habitat,
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functional, or aesthetic values, as opposed to intermittent or ephemeral
creeks lacking these values, or for 2) conservation of wetlands having
substantial habitat, functional, or aesthetic values.)

pages [-18, V-134 IMPACT B12/12

« Grading activities shall be performed generally in the “dry season”

except as grading in the scheduledto-aveid-soil-disturbance-during
the rainy season (October 15 — April 15) may be allowed in the

Grading Permit subject to the City’s approval.

page 1-20, V-158 IMPACT C6/6

» Grading shall be performed generally enly in the “dry season” except
as grading in the rainy season (October 15 — April 15) may be
allowed in shall be-defined-interms-of the SWPPP and Grading
Permit subject to the City’s approval.

pages 1-24, V-194 IMPACT E3/3

The revised text in bold italic and strikethrough font clarifies IMPACT
E3/3 and the residual impact after mitigation:

IMPACT 3: The applicant proposes filling of identified stream
channels and wetlands without on-sne conservation, therefefe—

Stream and wet!ands alterauon could be mitigated by means of
off-site compensatory mitigation. butsuch-mitigation-could-net
accomplish-the- General Plan goals or policies 9-P-9 through -
11 encourage, but do not require, restoration or re-
establishment of creeks in the design of new development.
Policy 9-P-12 requires protection and restoration of wetlands.
General Plan policies 9-P-9 through -12 are intended for 1)
conservation of perennial creeks, having defined bed and
bank, and also having riparian habitat, functional, or aesthetic
values, as opposed to intermittent or ephemeral creeks lacking
these values, or for 2) conservation of wetlands having
substantial habitat, functional, or aesthetic values.

Mitigation measures:
s The same mitigation measures apply as for

IMPACT A12/A14. Ynavoidableimpact:

Avoidance-alternatives-are-diseussed-in-Chapter- Vi
Residual effect after mitigation: Less-than-significant
(LTS).
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(NOTE: This revision clarifies that the General Plan policies are
intended for 1) conservation of perennial creeks, having defined bed and
bank, and also having riparian habitat, functional, or aesthetic values, as
opposed to intermittent or ephemeral creeks lacking these values, or for
2) conservation of wetlands having substantial habitat, functional, or
aesthetic values.)

pages 1-25, V-202 IMPACT F1/1

The revised bold italic and strikethrough text for IMPACT F1/1
correctly characterizes the potential growth-inducing impact of the
proposed project as a less-than-significant effect:

IMPACT 1: With lateral connections from the Buchanan
Subarea Loop II this water transmission mitigation measure could
petentially serve planned additional land development in the
Buchanan Planning Subarea as planned in the City’s adopted
General Plan, including, for example, the Thomas Ranch and
Montreux parcels. Though the proposed project could not directly
induce housing development or population growth, in conjunction
with this water conveyance mitigation measure, provision of water
to the project site indirectly could induce development on the
nearby parcels by alleviating a current water-pressure constraint.
Such housing development in the Buchanan Planning Subarea,
and the associated population growth there, have been considered
as part of the General Plan adoption process. The 2000 Water
System Master Plan and capacity of this water transmission
pipeline are based on development assumptions consistent with
the adopted General Plan land uses. The proposed annexation
of the project site into the Central Valley Project would not
extend annexation or a will-serve commitment from the Contra
Costa Water District to adjoining or nearby parcels.

Mitigation measures: None is warranted available.

Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant

(NOTE: This revision clarifies that the potential growth-inducing
impact of the proposed project is less-than-significant, Although
construction of the water transmission pipeline could alleviate a current
water-pressure constraint, it would not extend annexation of any other
site into BLM’s Central Valley Project or secure will-serve status from
CCWD for land other than the project site. The transmission pipeline’s
capacity would be sufficient to serve only a level of development and
location of development at topographic elevations consistent with the
adopted General Plan.)
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pages 1-26, V-224 IMPACT G3/3

Revised bold italic and strikethrough text corrects the residual impact
for IMPACT G3/3 after compensatory mitigation:

Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant
(L T. S) after off site compensatory mmgatwn Ynaveoidable

pages [-27, V-230 IMPACT G8/8

The revised bold italic and strikethrough text corrects the residual
impact for IMPACT G8/8 after compensatory mitigation:

Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant '
(LT S} after off-site compensamry mzttgatmn Unaveidable

] ] ) E 1 ] . E . ] l - _
pages 1-28, V-229 IMPACT G15/15

The following impact and mitigation measures are added at the request
of DDSD:

IMPACT G15/15: The proposed project could contribute an
upset discharge of raw wastewater after construction, owing to
construction debris or failure to remove temporary sewer plugs
after construction.

Mitigation Measures:

« Developer shall isolate sewers under construction with
sewer plugs or temporary grates left in-place until new
sewers are fully cleaned and accepted by the City.

« Developer shall register sewer plugs and ropes with the
City prior to construction.

Residual impact after mitigation: Less-than-significant
(LTS).

page [-28, 1-30, V-255 IMPACTS Hi/l & H12/12
The text after “Mitigation measures” is revised as follows:

+ Developer shall pay a fair share for modification of the
eastbound California Avenue approach to provide an

additional through lane. separate-lefiturn-laneto-eliminate
it shasing.
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pages I-28 & 32, V-256 & 263 IMPACTS H3 & H23

The revised text shown in bold italic font clarifies the mitigation
measures:

* Developer shall pay for provision of an additional twe
southbound left-turn lanes and lane striping on the east leg to
accommodate the two left-turn lanes followed by a merge to one
lane. Optionally, the developer shall pay for provision of
additional through-travel lanes, for a total of two eastbound
and two westbound. In implementing this mitigation measure,
the City shall preserve existing bicycle lanes.

NOTE: Planning Commissioner Bruce Ohlson commented on the
manner of lane re-striping to accommodate two left—turn lanes on the
southbound Loveridge Road approach and two lanes on the eastbound
Buchanan Road depart, which should preserve existing bicycle lanes.

pages 1-29, V-256 & 257 IMPACTS H4 & H5

Added text in bold italic font clarifies the necessary preservation of
bicycle lanes:

In implementing this mitigation measure, the City shall preserve
the existing bicycle lane.

" NOTE: Planning Commissioner Bruce Ohlson commented on the
manner of lane striping to create two through-travel lanes on Buchanan
Road, from west of Ventura Drive to east of Meadows Drive, which
should preserve existing bicycle lanes.

pages [-29, V-257 IMPACT Hé/6

The modified text shown in bold italic and strikethrough font clarifies
the mitigation measure:

* Developer shall pay a fair share for modifications of the
northbound Somersville Road approach and eastbound at
Buchanan Road approach for provision of an additional left-turn

lane on each approach. and-southbound right-turn-overlap
phasing
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pages 1-30, V-260 IMPACT Hi4/14

The following mitigation measure is revised as shown in bold italic and
strikethrough font:

Mitigation measure:

» Developer shall pay a fair share for modification of the
northbound Loveridge Road approach to Leland Road for

provision of a separate right-turrane left-turn lane. Right-

pages 1-32, V-263 IMPACT H22/22

Impact before mitigation is explained further:

It should be noted that LOS standards also would not be met
without the project under the Cumulative 2025, With Bypass
scenario.

page 1-32, V-263 IMPACT H23/23

The text after “Mitigation measures” is revised as follows:
See Mitigation Measures for IMPACT H14 H3.

pages [-33, V-263 IMPACT H24/24

The following text in bold italic and strikethrough font is revised or deleted:

IMPACT 24: Intersection #15 (Kirker Pass Road/Buchanan Road
Bypass) may have the potential weuld-be-expeeted to operate at
LOS E (v/c=1.00) with the project. ftshould-be-noted thatthe
. . ! ” tefieiently-with ’ .

lor the C. fative-2025, With-B , o

Mitigation measures:

« Intersection design as part of the bypass should ensure that
the intersection would operate with acceptable levels of

service. Developer-shall-pay-a-fair shareforre-construction
 Kisker Pass Road | T .
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kirker Pass-Road-northy:
Residual impact after mitigation: Future operations would

depend on the design. Thismodification-would result-in LOSE

’

pages [-33, V-263 IMPACT H29/29

The following bold italic text is added to describe a mitigated traffic
impact:

IMPACT 29: Intersection #11 (Somersville Road/Buchanan
Road) would be expected to operate at LOS D with the project.

Mitigation measure:
» See Mitigation Measure for IMPACT 6.

Residual impact after mitigation: This modification would
result in LOS B. This is the same mitigation measure as would
be required at this intersection without the proposed project.

pages [-39, V-303 IMPACT J2/2

The revised bold italic text clarifies the residual effect for IMPACT J2
after mitigation:

Residual effect after mitigation: Less-than-significant (LTS).

(NOTE: This revision clarifies that the residual effect for IMPACT
J2/2, after mitigation, is less-than significant based on adoption of the
additional mitigation measures listed for IMPACT J3/3. Mitigation
measures (I e., on-site wind vane and anemometer, dust monitoring, and
suspension of grading under adverse weather conditions) for IMPACT
J3 would also reduce IMPACT J2 to less-than-significant.)

pages I-41, V-317 and V-318 IMPACT K4/4

* Developer shall avoid new development within the 2 milli-Gauss
(mG) radius of influence. This will be accomplished by building
setbacks. The 2 mG radius of influence shall be determined based
upon modeling or measurement, or a combination of the two. In no
case shall horizontal setbacks less than 100 fect from the easement
centerline be approved by the City.
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page V-47

The adjoining petroleum product pipeline easement is 10 feet wide and
includes the multipurpose underground fuel pipeline.

(NOTE: The word “easement” was inadvertently omitted.)

page V-92

The Draft EIR states that specific mitigation parcels will be confirmed
during a Section 7, or Section 10, consultation process with USFWS.

- Table 34 (p. 203) lists the nearest parcels having similar grassiand
habitat. Figure 33 (p. 216) is an additional graphic that shows these
parcels.

page I-12, V-100 IMPACT Al14/14

The augmented text in bold italic and strikethrough font qualifies the
applicability of General Plan policies 9-P-9 through 9-P-12:

The creekways and wetlands policies of the City of Pittsburg
(General Plan Policies 9-P-9, -10, -11, and -12) could be
applicable to 1) perennial the-intermittent-and-ephemeral
streams, having defined bed and bank, and also having
riparian habitat, functional or aesthetic values or 2) wetlands
having substantial habitat, functional, or aesthetic values.
Stream reaches on the project site are seasonal, not perennial,
and do not have riparian habitat value. An intermittent stream
reach in the southwestern portion of the project site has 394
lineal feet with defined bed and bank; its adjacent reaches
have a broad swale topography without defined bed or bank
and function as overland-flow drainages. A seasonal wetland
having an area of about 0.02 acre was identified in the
southeastern corner of the project site. In view of their
insubstantial habitat and functional values and size, the
seasonal stream reaches and wetland on the project site would
not be subject to any of the following policies: The-propesed

. 1 bes . h-

(NOTE: On June 12, 2006, the U.S. Supreme Court issued its decision
on the jurisdictional reach of the Clean Water Act. The four-justice
plurality concluded: “Waters of the United States” are limited to
“relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of
water” such as streams, oceans, rivers and lakes, and to wetlands with a
continuous surface connection with these waters. Supreme Court
Justice Anthony M. Kennedy concluded: Wetlands are within the
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jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act if there is a “significant nexus” with
navigable-in-fact waters. They “possess the requisite nexus,” Kennedy
stated, “if the wetlands, either alone or in combination with similarly
situated lands in the region, significantly affect the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of receiving waters readily understood as ,
navigable waters.” In contrast, wetlands are not within the jurisdiction
of the Clean Water Act when their effects on water quality are
“speculative or insubstantial.”)

page V-166

In the vicinity of the pfbject site the vast majority of existing trees are
located above the 500 feet elevation.

(NOTE: The word “trees” was inadvertently omitted.)

page V-210

The following text in bold italic and strikethrough font is added as an
update:

Water Conveyance
The 2000 Water System Master Plan, Amendment No. 2, identifies
water transmission main improvements necessary to serve projected
water needs in the Southeast Hills area. This proposed water
transmission pipeline project consists of 9,600 lineal feet of 20-inch
diameter pipe from the water treatment plant (WTP) along
Crestview Drive and Buchanan Road to Harbor Street, a 12,400
lineal feet of 16-inch diameter pipe from Harbor Street to Suzanne
Drive, and a 16-inch diameter pipe for the “Buchanan Subarea Loop
11, from Buchanan Road along Suzanne Drive and Kingsly Drive to
Highlands Ranch. According to water system studies prepared by
an engineering consultant hired by the City, G&yLEﬂgmeefmg—s%aﬁ"
any future additional ineremental development in the Southeast
Hills area exceeds the existing transmission system’s capacity. and

pumping The developer has partially funded a special study to
refine the assumptions and recommendations of the Water System
Master Plan to account for the water conveyance and storage
needs of the proposed project and to evaluate the financial
responsibilities for funding the improvements necessary for the
proposed project.
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page V-243

The following explanatory text in quotations is added:

“The Transportation Research Board officially replaced Circular
212 Planning Method in 1985 with the “Operations Method™ which
is currently contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM). The 2000 HCM method evaluates delay for each approach
based on turning movements, opposing and conflicting traffic
volumes, and the number of lanes. Average vehicle delay in
seconds per vehicle is computed for the intersection as a whole, and
is then related to a Level of Service. '

The CCTA method and its software are fairly limited in terms of .
their ability to modify various elements of an intersection that affect
its level of service; therefore, the 2000 HCM method was used in
some cases where more flexibility was needed in identifying
mitigation improvements.”

page V-247

The TRANSPLAN Committee clarified that the Regional Traffic
Mitigation Fee is overseen by the East Contra Costa Regional Fee &
Financing Authority. The text is modified, therefore, as follows:

The City of Pittsburg’s General Plan indicates that funding for the
Buchanan Road Bypass will be funded by both the Pittsburg Traffic
Mitigation Fee and the Regional Traffic Mitigation Fee overseen by
the East Contra Costa Regional Fee & Financing Authority.

(TRANSPLAN).

page V-247
So far, $727,842 has been committed for either ST-4.

page V-249

The TRANSPLAN Committee requested that the applicable standards
of the East County Action Plan for Roules of Regional Significance be
added to the Draft EIR, Chapter V.H, Traffic & Circulation. The
following text in quotations is added to “Standards of Significance,”
item b:

“The East County Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance
establishes Traffic Service Objectives (TSOs). An LOS standard of
“mid-D” (i.e., 85 percent of capacity) applies for signalized
intersections along designated suburban arterial routes, except

Sky Ranch Il Residential Subdivision Final EIR
lli. Revisions and Errata

Page 193



Kirker Pass Road between the City limit and TRANSPAC-
TRANSPLAN limit which may operate at LOS E as a segment.
Another TSO called the Delay Index (DI) applies to Highway 4 and
other routes of regional significance, including Buchanan Road,
Railroad Avenue-Kirker Pass Road, Leland Road-Delta Fair
Boulevard, and Somersville Road. A DI is the ratio of travel time in
a peak commute hour to travel time in the off-peak. For routes of
regional significance, the DI standard is 2 .0, or lower, in hours of
peak traffic, except Highway 4 may have a DI of 2.5, or lower.”

page V-254
The following text shown in bold italic font is added:

With opening of the bypass for through-traffic, the effect of the
bypass again would be to restore LOS at some but not all of the
affected intersections. With addition of project traffic to year 2025
baseline volumes, and with opening of the Buchanan Bypass for
through-traffic connection, the following intersections would
operate at deficient LOS during one or both of the AM and PM peak
hours. The volume-to-capacity increase caused by the project is
shown in (parentheses).

1. California Avenue/SR 4 WB Ramps (0.01)
2. Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps (0.05)

3. Loveridge Road/l.eland Road (0.01)

11. Somersville Road/Buchanan Road (0.04)
15. Kirker Pass Road/Bypass (0.01)

page V-254

The following text in quotations is added in response to a comment by
the City of Concord:

“Impacts To Kirker Pass Road in the City of Concord

The impacts of the proposed project to roadways in the City of
Concord were evaluated at two locations:

e Kirker Pass Road-Ygnacio Valley Road/Clayton Road
¢ Kirker Pass Road between Clayton Road and Concord
Boulevard

Based on counts obtained from the CCTA, which were taken in
April 20035, the intersection of Clayton Road/Ygnacio Valley Road-
Kirker Pass Road is operating at LOS A with a volume to capacity
ratio of 0.41 during the AM peak hour and 0.57 during the PM peak
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hour. It was determined that the proposed project would generate
approximately 37 AM peak hour trips and 50 PM peak hour trips
that would be expected to travel into the City of Concord via Kirker
Pass Road. With the addition of these project trips, the intersection
of Ygnacio Valley Road-Kirker Pass Road/Clayton Road would
continue to operate at LOS A with no increase in volume to capacity
ratio during the AM peak hour and an increase of 0.01 during the
PM peak hour.

Existing volumes for Kirker Pass Road between Clayton Road and
Concord Boulevard were obtained from the Traffic Service
Objective Monitoring Report, Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc.,
December 12, 2004, The current 2004 PM peak hour volume-to-
capacity ratio (v/c) and LOS are 0.57/C northbound (eastward) and
0.17/A southbound (westward). The current 2004 AM peak hour
v/c and LOS are 0.17/A northbound (eastward) and 0.44/B
southbound (westward). With the addition of project trips, it was
determined that the v/c ratio would increase by 0.01 in the
southbound (westward) direction during the AM peak hour, and by
0.01 in the northbound (eastward) direction during the PM peak
hour.

Based on this evaluation, the proposed project would have a less-
than-significant impact on traffic operations at these locations in the
City of Concord.”

page V-254

The following text in quotations is added in response to a comment by
the TRANSPLAN Committee:

“Delay Index

The “Delay Index” is the Traffic Service Objective (TSO) for
Routes of Regional Significance in the East County region. The
Delay Index is defined as the time it takes to drive a segment of road
during peak-period congested conditions, as compared to the time it
takes to drive the same segment during uncongested free-flow
conditions. In East County, the goal is to achieve a Delay Index no
greater than 2.0. Based on field surveys on Buchanan Road during
off-peak conditions, the existing delay index on Buchanan Road
from Somersville Road to Railroad Avenue is 1.16 EB and 1.17 WB
during the AM peak hour and 1.22 EB and 1.34 WB during the PM
peak hour. With the addition of the proposed project, these values
would be expected to increase to 1.18 EB and 1.19 WB during the
AM peak hour and 1.30 EB and 1.44 WB during the PM peak hour.

Sky Ranch |l Residential Subdivision Final EIR
1Il. Revisions and Errata

Page 195



Future year-2025 conditions without the bypass, and without the
proposed project, are expected to be 1.22 EB and 1.60 WB during
the AM peak hour and 1.72 EB and 1.75 WB during the PM peak
hour. With the addition of the project, these values would be
expected to increase to 1.28 EB and 1.67 WB during the AM peak
hour and 1.88 EB and 1.85 WB during the PM peak hour.”

page V-310
The following added bold italic text explains the acronym SRA:

In State Responsibility Areas (SRAs), that is, areas where PRC
4291 (as amended) applies, owners proposing to build or rebuild;
must obtain certification from the local building official...

page V-315

The following added bold italic text explains adopted setbacks for
specified school land use:

However, the State of California had adopted school siting
guidelines and avoidance criteria for new power transmission
line construction, but kas not passed regulations requiring, for
example, specific setback distances for new residential
developments. For new school sites, the California
Department of Education, in consultation with the State
Department of Health Services (DHS) and electric power
companies, has established the following limits for locating
any part of a school site property near the edge of easements
Sfor high-voltage power transmission lines:

1. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50-133 kilovolts
(kV) line

2. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220-230 kV line

3. 350 feet from the edge of an easement for a 500-550 kV line

page VI-343

The revised bold italic and strikethrough text reflects recent deletion by
USFWS of previously proposed critical habitat:

Alternative la, 1b, 1c and 1d (On-Site Conservation Alternatives)
Alternatives la, 1b, lc, and 1d (collectively, Alternative 1) minimize
development within prepesed-eritical habitat of the California tiger
salamander (CTS) and San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) and filling of

streambeds. Figures 29, 30, and 31 illustrate the On-Site Conservation
Alternatives.
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page VI-355

The revised bold italic and strikethrough text reflects recent exclusion
of CRLF proposed critical habitat by Final Rule:

CRLF and CTS Habitat -

ﬁa&tﬁﬂﬂt—s— On Alternanve #44, CTS mdmduals have been abserved
and those sightings recorded in the CNDDB. Alternative #4B has
coverage with CTS habitat, some of which had been proposed as critical
habitat, but which in August 2005 was excluded by Final Rule. Neither
alternative site has designated or proposed CRLF critical habitat as
this also was excluded by Final Rule in 2006.

page VI-362

The revised bold italic text reflects recent exclusion of CRLF proposed
critical habitat by Final Rule:

None of the entire-area-of Alternative Site #4A site is located within
USFWS-proposed or designated critical habitat of the CRLF. Unit
CCS-1B proposed critical habitat was excluded by Final Rule.
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TABLE REVISIONS AND ERRATA

Chapter III contains revisions necessary to clarify or correct tables presented in
the Draft EIR. Each revised table is identified by the same table number in the
title as it appears in the Draft EIR and by page reference to the Draft EIR.

Table 10 (Draft EIR, page V-148)
The notes in revised Table 10 (p. 199), which presents storm water
runoff rates, corrects the last note to “(e).”

Table 19 (Draft EIR, page V-246)

In Table 19 (p. 200) existing AM and PM levels of service (LOS) were
modified for intersections #3 and #7, based on revised lane
configurations.

Table 20 (Draft EIR, page V-248)
In revised Table 20 (p. 201) the word “Weeckday” was added in front of
“Daily,” “AM Peak Hour,” and “PM Peak Hour.”

Table 21 (Draft EIR, page V-252)

In Table 21 (p. 202) near-term future AM and PM levels of service
(LOS) were modified for intersections #3 and #7, based on revised lane
configurations.

Table 22 (Draft EIR, page V-253) ,
In Table 22 (p. 203) year-2025 cumulative AM and PM levels of service
were modified for intersections #3 and #7, based on revised lane
configurations. '

Table 32 (Draft EIR, page V-365)

The column “Proposed CRLF Ceritical habitat Loss” is deleted in revised
Table 32 (p. 204), because USFWS deleted proposed CRLF critical
habitat on and near the project site in the Final Rule published in 2006,

Table 33 (Draft EIR, page IX-376)
Table 33 (p. 205) is modified to reflect the updated traffic analysis.

Table 34 (added table)
Table 34 (p. 206) is a new table presenting parcel numbers, acreage, and
ownership of nearby grasslands parcels south or west of the project site.

Tables 35 and 36 (added tables)

Table 35 and 36 (pp. 207-208) are new tables presenting the proposed
project’s equitable shares of near-term and cumulative year-2025 traffic
impacts. Table 35 presents equitable shares for the future year-2025
without the Buchanan Bypass and with the Buchanan Bypass.
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TABLE 10
On-Site Storm Water Runoff
Pre-Development and Post-Development

o e | ... ofieo s Runoff o
i3 Li(‘xcclr‘e\:a " Proposed Destination and 2 R Rates "
':t’ =5 25 | Conveyance of Storm Water ﬁ o (cfs) .
EE 2| &2 £2E| ,8| &2
B E o0 @40 =00 o0 | @90
o™ [uiyd O = =g R = [» =4
a3l oo oo | =59 |00 | a0
o #2 13 9.2 | To East Kirker Creek via off-site N 6
-5 x discharge west to an unnamed
hx g #3 371 185 intermittent creek and the diversion at N 11
=Y 0| SUM 50 25 | Palo Verde Drive N 2791 18@
= #1 87 80 | To East Kirker Creek via the Y 70 | 124
ol proposed on-site detention basin, 15
g S = connection to the storm sewer
14 = © at Ventura Drive, and secondary
>o 5 detention in the Highlands Ranch
wI detention basin
HR 144 142 | To East Kirker Creek via off-site Y®
< storm sewer (Ventura Drive or
g # 87 0 Black Diamond Ranch) and N?
& #415 0® 39 | detention in Highlands Ranch, - y®
v without initial detention in the
= BDL 27 27 | proposed Sky Ranch Il detention y®©
) basin o)
£ HRP2 29 25 Y
T SUM 287 | 233 Y® 205 | 362
79(2)
be} E-‘ #6 24 22 | 1o Markley Creek via off-site N 131 16*
PED discharge east to the collection
u“.i g ' system in Black Diamond Ranch
NOTES:
@ Before development, this area is included in Sub-area 1 or Sub-area BDL.
®) Storm water from this sub-area is or will be detained in the existing detention basin on
Highlands Ranch and not in the proposed detention basin on Sky Ranch il.
) Q40, 24-hour
0,100, 12-hour, (1) inflow into the proposed detention basin on the Sky Ranch 1l site and
(2) discharge from the basin.
®) Qug0. 12-hour, {1) inflow into the existing detention basin on the Highlands Ranch site and
(2) discharge from the detention basin. inflow and discharge include the additional runoff
conveyed from the fributary sub-areas and the Sky Ranch li detention basin.
SOURCE: Isakson and Associates, March 22, 2005.
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TABLE 19

Existing Intersection Levels of Service

EXISTING
LEVEL OF
SERVICE

INTERSECTION

. | AM | PM
1. Califoria Ave/SR 4 WB Ramps | 0.66/B | 0.86/D
2. Loveridge Rd/SR 4 EB Ramps 0.50/A 1 0.74/C
3. Lovgr_lcjge Rd/lLetand Rd 0.6 8 /8 | o6/C
4. Delta Fair Blvd/Somersville Rd 0.46/A | 0.67/B
5. Loveridge Rd/Ventura Dr 0.43/A | 0.37/A
6. Railroad Ave/Buchanan Rd 0.53/A | 0.62/B
067/8 | 0.84/B
7. Harbor St/Buchanan Rd 0.678 | 0.63/8
8. Loveridge Rd/Buchanan Rd 0.70/B | 0.62/B
9. Buchanan Rd/Ventura Dr 0698 | 0.77/C
10. Buchanan Rd/Meadows Ave 0.67/8 | 0.77/C
11. Somersville Rd/Buchanan Rd 0.81/D | 0.57A
13. Ventura Br-"B" St/Buchanan Bypass | N/A N/A
14. “M” St-"D" St/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A
15. Kirker Pass/Buchanan Bypass N/A N/A
NOTES: CCTA
SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2006.
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TABLE 20

Project Weekday Trip Generation

%R“vVéequyIMWfﬁ-
___Peak Hour

~Weekday.PM -

Peak Hour =

Tnp '
Rate
Idu

Toia.I:
Trips
(vpd)

Trip
Rate
/du

AM
Trips
(vph)

Triﬁrs '
QOut

“Trip
Rate
/du

PM | Trips | Trips
Trips | In Cut

(vph)

9.57

3,972

0.75

311

233

1.01

419 | 264 ! 155

NOTES:

SOURCE: W-Trans, September 2005; September $2006.

All trips are one-way, as opposed to round trips, and may either begin or end at the project
site. “Trips in” means trips inbound into the project site. “Trips out” means outbound trips
leaving the project site.
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TABLE 21
Predicted Near-Term Traffic Impacts

‘, Existing Plus -

-Intérsectioﬁ :

: Exlstlng
9.9_ndltuqn§,

AM___ PM_

" Project |
AM

1

. California Avenue/SR 4 WB Ramps | 0.66/8 7, 0.86/0 = | 067/B 0,95
2. Loveridge Road/SR 4 EB Ramps 0.50/A 0.74/C = | 0.70/B 0,95
3. Loveridge Road/Leland Road 8F8/B 0ZHC 8-86/D

0.68/B 0.66/B 0.82/D
4. Delta Fair Blvd/Somersville Road 0.46/A 0.67/B 0.63/A
5. L