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INTRODUCTION 
 
This Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains public and agency 
comments received during the public review period of the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 
Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (Draft EIRs). In addition, this Revised and Updated 
Final EIR contains the original Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project Final EIR, as well as 
memoranda prepared subsequent to the completion of the aforementioned Draft EIRs and original 
Final EIR, which contain studies and calculations that amplify the analyses and conclusions presented 
therein and do not identify new significant impacts not previously identified in the original Final EIR. 
This Revised and Updated Final EIR supersedes the original Final EIR and has been prepared by 
the City of Pittsburg, as lead agency, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. The Introduction and List of Commenters chapter 
of the Revised and Updated Final EIR discusses the background of the Draft EIR, Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, and original Final EIR; describes the purpose of the Revised and Updated 
Final EIR; identifies the comment letters received on the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR; and provides an overview of the Revised and Updated Final EIR’s organization. 
 
As discussed further in the Background section below, through approvals completed on February 
22, 2021 and March 15, 2021, the Pittsburg City Council approved the City of Pittsburg 
entitlements for the proposed project, certified the original Final EIR, approved CEQA findings, 
and adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP). However, on March 30, 2021, Save Mount Diablo filed a petition for writ of 
mandate in which the group challenged the adequacy of the original Final EIR. The Superior Court 
of the State of California, County of Contra Costa (Superior Court), entered an order on February 
10, 2022 granting Save Mount Diablo’s petition in part, and the Court commanded the City of 
Pittsburg to set aside project approvals and to set aside the certification of the original Final EIR. 
In accordance with the Superior Court order, the City set aside specified project approvals and 
certification of the original Final EIR on August 15, 2022. 
 
This Revised and Updated Final EIR has been prepared to address, through the inclusion of the 
aforementioned new memoranda, the inadequacies of the original Final EIR cited in the Superior 
Court order, which are discussed further below. The new memoranda demonstrate that the analyses 
and conclusions presented in the Draft EIRs sufficiently address the Superior Court’s comments 
related to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), the level of detail included in the Draft EIR’s 
mitigation to address potential air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts, the Draft 
EIR’s baseline description of biological resources, and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage 
analysis. 
 
A Summary of Changes has been prepared as part of this Revised and Updated Final EIR that 
incorporates revisions to the original Final EIR, based on the discussions and analyses presented 
in the new memoranda. This Revised and Updated Final EIR amplifies the analyses and conclusions 
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presented in the Draft EIRs and would not constitute “significant new information” that would 
necessitate recirculation of the Draft EIRs. Therefore, recirculation is not required. Please note that 
the revisions and updates made to the original FEIR are summarized and presented in the Summary 
of Changes attached to this Revised and Updated Final EIR. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Draft EIR identified the proposed project’s potential impacts and the mitigation measures that 
would be required to be implemented. The following environmental analysis chapters are contained 
in the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project Draft EIR: 
 

• Aesthetics; 
• Agricultural Resources; 
• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions;  
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural and Tribal Resources; 
• Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
• Hydrology and Water Quality; 
• Land Use and Planning; 
• Noise; 
• Public Services and Utilities; and 
• Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. 

 
In accordance with CEQA, the City of Pittsburg used the following methods to solicit public input on 
the Draft EIR: a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was released for a 30-day review from 
March 9, 2017 to April 7, 2017. In addition, a public scoping meeting was held on April 4, 2017 to 
solicit public comments regarding the scope of the Draft EIR. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 
Draft EIR was distributed and the Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse for distribution on 
October 10, 2018 for the 45-day public review period. Copies of the document were made available 
at the City of Pittsburg Planning Department, located at 65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, at the Pittsburg 
Library, located at 80 Power Avenue, Pittsburg, and on the City’s website at: 
http://www.ci.pittsburg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=945. In addition, a public workshop was held on 
November 15, 2018 to solicit public comments regarding the Draft EIR. 
 
Based on comments received regarding the Draft EIR, the City determined that recirculation of 
Chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR, pertaining to Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation was necessary 
to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Revisions to the Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation chapter included a change to conclusions and, thus, met the criteria for CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR was distributed and the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse 
for distribution on October 18, 2019 for a 45-day review period, consistent with the time periods 
set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

http://www.ci.pittsburg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=945
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Through approvals completed on February 22, 2021 and March 15, 2021 of Resolution No. 21-
13905, Resolution No. 21-13906, Resolution No. 21-13906, and Resolution No. 21-13907, as well 
as Ordinance No. 21-1484 and Ordinance No. 21-1485, the Pittsburg City Council approved the 
City of Pittsburg entitlements for the proposed project, certified the original Final EIR, approved 
CEQA findings, and adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). However, on March 30, 2021, Save Mount Diablo 
filed a petition for writ of mandate in which the group challenged the adequacy of the original 
Final EIR. The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Contra Costa, entered an order 
on February 10, 2022 granting Save Mount Diablo’s petition in part, and the Court commanded 
the City of Pittsburg to set aside project approvals and to set aside the certification of the original 
Final EIR. In accordance with the Superior Court order, the City set aside specified project 
approvals and certification of the original Final EIR on August 15, 2022. More specifically, the 
Superior Court order cited inadequacies in the original Final EIR related to ADUs, the level of 
detail included in mitigation to address potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, the 
baseline description of biological resources, and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage 
analysis. 
 
With respect to the Superior Court’s determination related to ADUs, the Superior Court found that 
the original Final EIR did not adequately address the potential population increase that could be 
generated through 150 ADUs facilitated by the development of the proposed project. The Draft 
EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR assumed maximum buildout of the project site with 1,500 
residential units. However, the Superior Court concluded that such analysis did not constitute 
evaluation of the worst-case potential impacts on the environment, which should have entailed 
assessing potential impacts that could occur through population growth induced by 1,650 residential 
units (i.e., 1,500 residences + 150 ADUs). The Superior Court’s conclusions related to ADUs are no 
longer applicable, as the proposed Development Agreement has been revised to remove the previous 
ADU component. Pursuant to the currently proposed Development Agreement, the developer would 
comply with applicable inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Pittsburg Municipal Code 
Chapter 18.86 through payment of an Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee (see Section 3.09 of the 
Development Agreement). 
 
With respect to the Superior Court’s comments related to the level of detail included in mitigation 
to address potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, the baseline description of biological 
resources, and the adequacy of the water usage analysis, the Superior Court determined that certain 
mitigation measures set forth in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft EIR improperly deferred formulation and lacked specific performance standards. In addition, 
the Superior Court found that the baseline description of special-status plant species that could 
potentially occur on the project site in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR lacked 
sufficient information detailing the location or frequency of plant species within the site. Finally, 
the Superior Court concluded that the water usage analysis in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, of the Draft EIR improperly evaluated the anticipated water usage of the proposed project, 
due to the analysis assuming 1,500 residential units. The Superior Court additionally noted that 
the Draft EIR relied upon the previous City of Pittsburg 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, 
instead of the current 2020 UWMP. For the reasons stated above, the Superior Court concluded 
that the original Final EIR violated CEQA. 
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In response to the Superior Court order, this Revised and Updated Final EIR includes new 
memoranda to address the Superior Court’s comments. The new memoranda consist of a 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll (attached as Appendix C to this 
Revised and Updated Final EIR),1 a Springtime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum and Summertime 
Rare Plant Survey Memorandum by Salix Consulting, Inc. (attached as Appendix D to this Revised 
and Updated Final EIR),2,3 and a Water Supply Assessment Technical Memorandum prepared by 
West Yost (attached as Appendix E to this Revised and Updated Final EIR).4 
 
This Revised and Updated Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates the revisions made as part of 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, along with public comments received during the 45-day 
review period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Where applicable, the Responses to 
Comments presented in this Revised and Updated Final EIR refer the reader to revisions made as 
part of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Additionally, as detailed further in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text, in response to the Superior 
Court’s February 10, 2022 order, this Revised and Updated Final EIR acknowledges and 
incorporates revisions to mitigation measures set forth in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, of the original Draft EIR, which are supported by the discussions and analyses 
within the Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll. Therefore, the Revised 
and Updated Final EIR is consistent with the direction provided by the Superior Court and the 
requirements set forth by CEQA. 
 
In addition, pursuant to the Springtime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum and Summertime Rare 
Plant Survey Memorandum prepared by Salix Consulting, Inc., the following species were not 
observed during the 2022 surveys: bent-flowered fiddleneck, big tarplant, round-leaved filaree, Mt. 
Diablo fairy-lantern, Mt. Diablo buckwheat, fragrant fritillary, Diablo helianthella, Brewer’s western 
flax, showy golden madia, Mt. Diablo cottonweed, woodland woollythreads, adobe navarretia, 
shining navarretia, and rock sanicle. The 2022 surveys were performed consistent with the objectives 
and timing criteria outlined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 2018 Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural 
Communities. The 2022 surveys were conducted both by All-Terrain Vehicle (ATV) and foot. All 
roads on the property were driven for an overview, as were many areas between the roads. Areas 
with more botanical diversity were traversed on-foot and observed in more detail. Ridgetops and 
valley bottoms were emphasized in the survey effort. Hillsides were quite homogeneous and wide 
transects were conducted to sample those areas. Thus, the results of the 2022 surveys amplify the 
analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and do not identify new significant impacts not 
previously identified in the original Final EIR related to biological resources. 
 

 
1  Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
2  Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Springtime Rare Plant Survey for the ±600-acre Faria Property, City of 

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. May 19, 2022. 
3  Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Summertime Rare Plant Surveys in early and late July for the ±600-acre 

Faria Property, City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. August 2, 2022. 
4  West Yost. Technical Memorandum: Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR – 

Updated Evaluation and Response to Peer Review Comments. August 30, 2022. 
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Finally, pursuant to the Water Supply Assessment Technical Memorandum prepared by West 
Yost, the City’s 2020 UWMP anticipates population growth from 74,321 persons in 2020 to 109,700 
persons in 2045, a population increase of 35,379 persons. At the time that the City’s 2020 UWMP 
was being prepared, the City was also preparing its 2040 General Plan. The future land use maps 
prepared for the 2040 General Plan were included in Appendix B of the City’s 2020 UWMP and 
show the project area as part of the City’s General Plan planning area and Sphere of Influence. 
 
In Tables 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City projected being able to provide 
sufficient water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2045, with minor water supply 
shortfalls during the fourth and fifth years of multiple dry periods. As shown in Table 1-1 below, the 
maximum water supply shortfall is projected to be 863 AFY (about six percent of projected water 
demand) in the fifth year of a five-year drought by 2045. In addition, it should be noted that the 2020 
UWMP required an evaluation of a five-year multiple dry year period, while the 2010 and 2015 
UWMPs only required an evaluation of a three-year multiple dry year period. 
 

Table 1-1 
City of Pittsburg 2020 UWMP Projected 2045 Water Supply and Demand in Normal, 

Single Dry, and Multiple Dry Years (AFY) 

Supply Source 

Normal 
Year 

Supply 

Single 
Dry 
Year 

Supply 

Multiple Dry Years 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Surface Water1 14,745 14,745 14,745 14,745 14,008 13,270 12,533 
Groundwater2 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 

Recycled Water3 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Total Supply4 16,405 16,405 16,405 16,405 15,668 14,930 14,193 

Water Demand4 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 
Water Supply Shortage - - - - - 126 863 

Supply Shortage 
Percent of Demand - - - - - 0.8% 6% 

1 Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to the City’s potable water demand. Surface water supplies 
are assumed to have a 0 percent reduction in single dry years and the first two years of a five-year multiple dry 
year period, and five percent, 10 percent, and 15 percent reductions in the third, fourth, and fifth years, 
respectively, of a five-year multiple dry year period. 

2 Future groundwater supply is based on the average volume of historical pumped groundwater from 1993 to 2020. 
3 Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which the Delta Diablo 

Sanitation District can meet. 
4 Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands. 
 
Source: City of Pittsburg. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Final Draft. July 2021. 

 
Consistent with the analysis and conclusions presented in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, 
of the Draft EIR, the City’s 2020 UWMP includes a water shortage contingency plan to address 
shortfalls. The 2015 similarly included a water shortage contingency plan. The water shortage 
contingency plan incorporates various levels of responses to water shortages, which are intended to 
allow the City to meet future water conservation needs that reduce the shortfall between 10 and 50 
percent, depending on the shortage’s level of severity. In the event that the City experiences a 
shortfall, as anticipated by the 2020 UWMP for the fourth and fifth years of a five-year multiple dry 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 

Chapter 1 – Introduction and List of Commenters 
1 - 6 

year period, the City would implement applicable responses to ensure that sufficient supply is 
available to serve the City’s demand, including demand reduction measures such as prohibiting 
irrigation and outdoor water usage water rate structure changes, or water supply service adjustments; 
and operation changes, including improving water usage consumption and tracking, changes to fire 
hydrant testing frequencies, and expedited water leak repairs. Therefore, consistent with the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR, sufficient supply would be available to serve the proposed project. 
Thus, the findings of the Water Supply Assessment Technical Memorandum amplify the analyses 
and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and do not identify new significant impacts not previously 
identified in the original Final EIR related to water supply. 
 
Overall, this Revised and Updated Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates the revisions made 
as part of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, along with public comments received during the 
45-day review period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, which were included in the original 
Final EIR. In addition, this Revised and Updated Final EIR incorporates the Responses to 
Comments and the Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text presented 
in the original Final EIR. Where applicable, new revisions are included in response to the Superior 
Court’s February 10, 2022 order, which are supported by the discussions and analyses within the 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll and clarify and amplify the 
discussions and analyses in the original Final EIR. All changes made to the original Final EIR as 
part of this Revised and Updated Final EIR are included in the attached Summary of Changes (see 
Appendix F of this Revised and Updated Final EIR). 
 
PURPOSE OF THE REVISED AND UPDATED FINAL EIR 
 
Under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

1. The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 
2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR. 
3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
4. The responses to significant environmental points raised in the review process. 
5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
As required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090(a)(1)-(3), a Lead Agency must make the 
following three determinations in certifying a Final EIR: 
 

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 
2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the project. 

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
Under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, a public agency shall not approve or carry out a project 
for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects 
of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for 
each of those significant effects. Findings of Fact must be accompanied by a brief explanation of 
the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the records. The Findings of 
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Fact are included in a separate document that will be considered for adoption by the City’s 
decision-makers.  
 
In addition, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency approves a 
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts, the agency must state in writing the 
reasons supporting the action (Statement of Overriding Considerations). The Statement of 
Overriding Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence. Here, the proposed project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics, air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions, public services and utilities, and transportation, traffic, and circulation; thus, a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations must be adopted if the project is approved. 
 
As discussed above, this Revised and Updated Final EIR has been prepared to address the 
inadequacies of the original Final EIR that were cited in the Superior Court order entered on 
February 10, 2022 and were related to ADUs, the level of detail included in mitigation to address 
potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, the baseline description of biological resources, 
and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5(a), a lead agency is required to recirculate a Draft EIR if “significant new information” is 
added after the Draft EIR is circulated but before certification. Significant new information is 
defined as information that changes the Draft EIR “…in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on…” a significant impact, a feasible way to mitigate an 
impact, or a feasible way to avoid an impact. The following identifies circumstances that would 
be considered “significant new information” that would trigger recirculation: 
 

• Information that shows a new significant impact; 
• Information that shows an increase in the severity of an impact (unless mitigation measures 

are identified to reduce it to acceptable levels); 
• Information that identifies a feasible new alternative or mitigation measure considerably 

different from other analyzed alternatives or mitigation measures that would clearly lessen 
project impacts and the applicant declines to implement the measure; and/or 

• Information that demonstrates that the Draft EIR was fundamentally flawed, basically 
inadequate, and conclusory in nature, thus, precluding meaningful public review and 
comment. 

 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation is not required if the information 
added to an EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. As demonstrated 
in this Revised and Updated Final EIR, the revisions identified in the attached Summary of 
Changes, provide additional details regarding implementation of the proposed project, and do not 
fall into any of the four circumstances identified by CEQA as triggering recirculation, as the 
revisions do not identify new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts beyond what 
were identified in the Draft EIR, nor do the revisions identify new alternatives or mitigation 
measures considerably different from those presented in the Draft EIR that would clearly diminish 
the severity of identified impacts and that the project applicant would decline to implement. 
 
Overall, with incorporation of the revisions to the original Final EIR (as summarized in the 
attached Summary of Changes and reflected in this Revised and Updated Final EIR), which are 
based on discussions and analyses in the new memoranda, the conclusions within the Draft EIRs 
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would not change. As such, the revisions reflected in this Revised and Updated Final EIR clarify 
and amplify the original Final EIR such that the Revised and Updated Final EIR is consistent with 
the conclusions of the Superior Court and the requirements set forth by CEQA. Thus, recirculation 
of the Draft EIRs is not required. 
 
LIST OF COMMENTERS 
 
The City of Pittsburg received 123 comment letters during the public comment period on the Draft 
EIR for the proposed project and one comment letter after the public comment period. Comment 
letters 86 through 123 consisted of an identical form/template and have been grouped together to 
avoid duplication of responses. The comment letters were authored by the following agencies, 
groups, and residents: 
 
Agencies 
 

Letter 1 .................................................................. Brian Holt, East Bay Regional Park District 
 Letter 2 ........................................................... Abhishek Parikh & Joan Ryan, City of Concord 

Letter 3 ...................... Lou Ann Texeira, Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission 
 Letter 4 ........................................ Charlene Wardlow, California Department of Conservation 
 
Groups 
 
 Letter 5 ................................................................ Lesley Hunt, California Native Plant Society 
 Letter 6 ......................................................................................... Bruce Ohlson, Bike East Bay 
 Letter 7 ..................................................... Nancy Wenninger, Mount Diablo Audubon Society 
 Letter 8 ................................................................................. Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP 
 
Residents 
 
 Letter 9 ........................................................................................................... Veronica Alvidrez 
 Letter10 .......................................................................................................... Shawna Anderson 
 Letter 11 ................................................................................................................ Darrin Atkins 
 Letter 12 ................................................................................................. Diana & Eddie Barrios 
 Letter 13 ............................................................................................................. John Bergmann 
 Letter 14 ........................................................................................................... Jonathan Besson 
 Letter 15 ................................................................................................................Nunya Binezz 
 Letter 16 ................................................................................................................ Steven Blaser 
 Letter 17 ................................................................................................................ D. Buccellato 
 Letter 18 .................................................................................................................... John Buffo 
 Letter 19 ............................................................................................................. Leslie Calmerin 
 Letter 20 ...................................................................................................... MaryRose Camarao 
 Letter 21 .................................................................................................................. Karla Castro 
 Letter 22 ............................................................................................................. Aurora Cazares 
 Letter 23 .................................................................................................................. Tanya Cerda 
 Letter 24 ....................................................................................................................... Jason Chi 
 Letter 25 ........................................................................................................................ Kim Cho 
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 Letter 26 ........................................................................................................................ Kim Cho 
 Letter 27 .................................................................................................... Mary Christopherson 
 Letter 28 .................................................................................................... Mary Christopherson 
 Letter 29 ............................................................................................................... Carlen Crespo 
 Letter 30 ................................................................................................................. Teresa Davis 
 Letter 31 ............................................................................................................... Victor Esteves 
 Letter 32 ........................................................................................................... Joanne Fanucchi 
 Letter 33 ....................................................................................................................... Rita Felix 
 Letter 34 .......................................................................................................... Arturo Fernandez 
 Letter 35 ............................................................................................................ Elaine Geliberte 
 Letter 36 ........................................................................................................... Jesus Hernandez 
 Letter 37 ....................................................................................................... Adriana Hernandez 
 Letter 38 ....................................................................................................... Adriana Hernandez 
 Letter 39 ................................................................................................................. Gale Higgins 
 Letter 40 .................................................................................................................... Mike Jones 
 Letter 41 ..................................................................................................................... Mark Koci 
 Letter 42 ........................................................................................................ Tatiana Korotkova 
 Letter 43 ............................................................................................................... David Kubeck 
 Letter 44 ............................................................................................................ Shaleena Kumar 
 Letter 45 ................................................................................................................... Matt Lasley 
 Letter 46 ............................................................................................................. Thomas Litawa 
 Letter 47 ............................................................................................................... Manuel Lopez 
 Letter 48 ............................................................................................................ Dolores Maatug 
 Letter 49 ............................................................................................................. Latasha Malone 
 Letter 50 ............................................................................................................... Erica Mariscal 
 Letter 51 ............................................................................................................. Henry Martinez 
 Letter 52 ..................................................................................................................... Irma Mask 
 Letter 53 ...................................................................................................... Lyana Montgomery 
 Letter 54 ................................................................................................................ Karla Moreno 
 Letter 55 ............................................................................................................... Vaneeth Nand 
 Letter 56 ................................................................................................................ Priscilla Nand 
 Letter 57 ................................................................................................................. Tricia Narine 
 Letter 58 ............................................................................................................. Marahya Navas 
 Letter 59 ............................................................................................................ Chanelle Nelson 
 Letter 60 ................................................................................................................. Michael Nott 
 Letter 61 ................................................................................................................ Reyna Olvera 
 Letter 62 ...................................................................................................... Mohammed Osman 
 Letter 63 ............................................................................................................. Gregory Osorio 
 Letter 64 .................................................................................................................. Ligia Padilla 
 Letter 65 ....................................................................................................................... Ed Palma 
 Letter 66 .................................................................................................................. Wildie Perez 
 Letter 67 ................................................................................................................ Earlean Perry 
 Letter 68 ........................................................................................................... Marta Rodriguez 
 Letter 69 ............................................................................................................. Sharon Roscher 
 Letter 70 ................................................................................................................ Robert Severs 
 Letter 71 ............................................................................................................ Bernadette Silva 
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 Letter 72 .................................................................................................................. Aaron Smith 
 Letter 73 .................................................................................................................. Justin Steele 
 Letter 74 ............................................................................................................ Jaime Tamrakar 
 Letter 75 ................................................................................................................. Geoff Taylor 
 Letter 76 ............................................................................................................................ Je Ton 
 Letter 77 ........................................................................................................... Miriam Vasquez 
 Letter 78 .............................................................................................................. Miriam Verdin 
 Letter 79 ........................................................................................................... Cherella Watson 
 Letter 80 ........................................................................................................................ Miss Sue 
 Letter 81 ............................................................................................................................ Gloria 
 Letter 82 ........................................................................................................................Demetria 
 Letter 83 .......................................................................................................................... Cynthia 
 Letter 84 ................................................................................................................... Anonymous 
 
Form Letters 
 
 Letters 85-123 ................................................................................................... Various Authors 
 
Letters Received After Close of the Comment Period 
 
 Letter 124 .................................................................... Patricia Chapman, Delta Diablo District 
 
In addition to the Draft EIR comment letters noted above, the following letters were received during 
the public comment period on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR: 
 
Agencies 
 

Letter 125 ............... Kathryn Hart, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 Letter 126 .................................................. Joe Smithonic, Contra Costa County Flood Control 
 
Groups 
 
 Letter 127 ....................................................... Winter King, Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP 
  
Residents 
 
 Letter 128 .............................................................................................................. Darrin Atkins 
 Letter 129 ............................................................................................... Diana & Eddie Barrios 
 Letter 130 ............................................................................................................. David Kubeck 
 Letter 131 ................................................................................................................ Ligia Padilla 
 Letter 132 .......................................................................................................... Bernadette Silva 
 
ORGANIZATION OF THE REVISED AND UPDATED FINAL EIR 
 
The Revised and Updated Final EIR is organized into the following chapters: 
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters 
 
Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the document, describing the background and 
organization of the Revised and Updated Final EIR. Chapter 1 also provides a list of commenters who 
submitted letters in response to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
2. Responses to Comments  
 
Chapter 2 presents the comment letters received and responses to each comment. Each comment letter 
received has been numbered at the top and bracketed to indicate how the letter has been divided into 
individual comments. Each comment is given a number with the letter number appearing first, 
followed by the comment number. For example, the first comment in Letter 1 would have the 
following format: 1-1.  
 
3. Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text  
 
Chapter 3 summarizes changes made to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR text either 
in response to comment letters or other clarifications/amplifications of the analysis in the Draft EIR 
and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR that do not change the intent of the analysis or effectiveness of 
mitigation measures. In addition, the chapter includes revisions in response to the Superior Court’s 
February 10, 2022 order, which are supported by the discussions and analyses within the 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll and clarify and amplify the 
discussions and analyses in the original Final EIR. 
 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097, requires lead agencies to adopt a program for monitoring the 
mitigation measures required to avoid the significant environmental impacts of a project. The intent 
of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified within the EIR for the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project, a 
small portion of which have been updated based on information contained in the Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll for this Revised and Updated Final EIR in response 
to the Superior Court’s February 10, 2022 order. The MMRP for the proposed project will be 
prepared separately from this Revised and Updated Final EIR. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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This chapter contains responses to each of the comment letters submitted regarding the 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  
 
2.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Each bracketed comment letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed comment. 
The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to 
the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments 
that are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project that 
are unrelated to its environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record. Where 
revisions to the Draft EIR text are required in response to the comments, such revisions are noted 
in the response to the comment, and are also listed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. All new text is 
shown as double underlined and deleted text is shown as struck through.  
 
The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor 
clarifications/amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires written responses to “comments on environmental 
issues,” and to respond in good faith and in “detail,” to “significant environmental issues” raised 
in comments whenever the lead agency's position is “at variance” with the comment about the 
“significant” environmental issue. The level of detail contained in the response may correspond to 
the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). 
A general response may be appropriate when a comment does not contain or specifically refer to 
readily available information, or does not explain the relevance of evidence submitted with the 
comment (14 Cal.Code Regs., Section 15088(c); see City of Irvine v. County of Orange (2015) 
238 Cal. App. 4th 526, 549).  
 
2.2  MASTER RESPONSES 
 
The following responses are provided in order to address topics which were raised by multiple 
commenters.  
 
Master Response #1: Background and Planning Context for the Proposed Project 
 
Commenters have referenced planning and environmental review documents dating back to 2006 
relating to the proposed Project to provide context regarding the type of environmental document 
now required for approval of the proposed annexation.  
 

2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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By way of background, in 1990, the Local Agency Formation Commission for Contra Costa 
County approved the City’s proposed Southwest No. 109 Boundary Reorganization (LAFCO 90-
36) to annex +-1,122 acres to the City of Pittsburg, to Delta Diablo Sanitation District, and to 
Contra Costa Water District and to concurrently detach such territory from Ambrose Recreation 
and Park District. City Council Resolution No. 90-7643 ordering the reorganization was adopted 
on December 12, 1990.   
 
The annexation of the property into the City of Pittsburg was contemplated in all of the relevant 
City planning documents since at least November 2001. The City’s 2001 General Plan envisioned 
that the 607 acres comprising the Project area could accommodate a maximum buildout of 1,500 
dwelling units (2001 General Plan, Policy 2-P-94). The 2001 General Plan established land use, 
transportation, economic development, recreation, safety and resource conservation policies for 
5.6 square miles within the City limits, 2.6 square miles within the City’s Sphere of Influence, and 
22.9 square miles within the City’s Planning Area.  
 
The City issued a Notice of Preparation for the 2001 General Plan EIR on July 21, 1999. The draft 
EIR was released for public review and comment on January 4, 2001. On January 23, 2001, the 
City filed a Notice of Completion of the draft EIR. The City certified the Final EIR for the General 
Plan Update by Resolution No. 01-9489 adopted on November 16, 2001.  In the 2001 General Plan 
FEIR, the project site is identified as being in the Planning Area and is contemplated for 
annexation. The 2001 General Plan FEIR identifies, analyzes, and proposes program-level 
mitigation for impacts in the Southwest Hills subarea related to residential development (2001 
FEIR, p. 4-13).  
 
The 2001 FEIR Land Use Alternative 2 analyzed three major growth areas including the Southwest 
Hills, within which the Faria Annexation Area is located. The 1,500 single family dwelling units 
under the General Plan designation for the Faria Annexation Area were assumed and fully analyzed 
as part of the 2001 FEIR’s County Urban Limit Line Alternative (Alternative 2).  The 2001 EIR 
states, “environmental effects of annexation are the same as for full General Plan implementation,” 
and the 2001 EIR is “intended to assist the Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) in making decisions about the changes to the City limits and the Sphere of Influence 
(SOI) in the future.” (2001 EIR, p. 2-4). On October 4, 2004, the City adopted a Negative 
Declaration by Resolution No. 04-10164 in connection with amendments to the 2001 General Plan. 
The Negative Declaration also recognized that the 2001 General Plan and FEIR already designated 
the Southern Hills for residential development. 
 
The site has been within the Urban Limit Line for nearly 15 years. As summarized in Section 3.3 
of the Draft EIR, in 2005, the voters of the City approved Measure P, a ballot initiative that 
established an Urban Limit Line for the City and prezoned certain lands within that Urban Limit 
Line by amending both the General Plan and the City’s Zoning Map.  The prezoning of the property 
to Hillside Planned Development and Open Space District would take effect upon annexation. The 
prezoning of the property was exempt from CEQA as adoption of legislation by the electorate. 
 
In 2010, City staff determined that the voter-approved pre-zoning required revision for consistency 
with the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, for which a final EIS/EIR dated October 2006 
was prepared and certified. The HCP states that new residential development is planned for the 
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southern portion of Pittsburg, specifically in the Southwest Hills and Buchanan planning subareas 
(HCP, p. 2-6). The potential impacts associated with the residential development of the Faria 
property were identified, analyzed and proposed to be mitigated in the EIS/EIR.  The final EIS/EIR 
analyzes the Faria South Property, stating that the site is within the Planning Area of the City and 
pre-zoned for development, and within the City’s Urban Limit Line (HCP FEIR/EIS, p. 33). The 
Final Implementing Agreement for the HCP/NCCP expressly identifies the Faria property, and 
provides an alternative mitigation scheme in light of the voter-approved Urban Limit Line.  
 
Nearly a decade ago, on September 24, 2010, the property owner submitted an application for 
annexation of the site. However, on February 8, 2011, the City Council conducted a public hearing, 
and continued the hearing to a date uncertain at the request of the applicant. 
 
Three years later, on October 21, 2013, the City Council approved a contract for the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Report for the project, which was entered into on March 17, 2014 and 
subsequently amended five times, most recently on March 19, 2018. On March 9, 2017, the City 
released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
proposed project and on April 4, 2017, a Public Scoping Session was held to receive comments on 
the scope of the Draft EIR.  
 
On October 10, 2018, the City released a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR. A 45-
day public review period, beginning on Wednesday, October 10, 2018, and continuing through 
Friday, November 30, 2018. In addition, as noted in Chapter 1.0, Introduction and List of 
Commenters, of this Final EIR, the City determined that recirculation of Chapter 4.12 of the Draft 
EIR, pertaining to Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation was necessary to comply with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was sent to the State 
Clearinghouse for distribution on October 18, 2019 for a 45-day review period, consistent with the 
time periods set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.   
 
Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approval Without Detailed 
Development Plan 
 
Several commenters generally assert that the project description and/or Draft EIR is inadequate 
because the project does not include detailed plans for the proposed development of the site, 
including specific information regarding the locations and extent of varying residential densities 
and other land uses upon completion of a development project.  In part, commenters assert the 
proposed Master Plan does not meet the test for a development project for purposes of CEQA. 
 
As described in detail on pages 3-7 through 3-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes 
(1) annexation of the site into the City of Pittsburg City Limits, the Contra Costa Water District 
service area and the Delta Diablo Sanitation District service area; (2) reclassification of site from 
HPD (Hillside Planned Development) and OS (Open Space) pre-zoning districts, to RS-4-P (Single 
Family Residential, with 4,000 sf minimum lots sizes) and OS-P pre-zoning; (3) approval of the 
Draft Faria/Southwest Hills Master Plan (Draft Master Plan), which defines the potential 
development of the 606-acre project site as part of the request for annexation and prezoning of the 
site, and includes a Master Plan Overlay District, a Land Use Map, development regulations, 
design review guidelines, and a definition of the proposed circulation system; and (4) approval of 
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a General Plan Amendment to modify two goals and two policies relevant to the project site, 
remove an existing General Plan goal and several policies, and change the existing General Plan 
land use patterns for the project site to match the proposed Faria SW Hills Master Plan Map. 
 
While there is no tentative map or preliminary site plan, it is assumed that the maximum future 
buildout for the proposed project would include up to 1,500 single-family units and the area would 
have road connections to Bailey Road, San Marcos Boulevard, and Avila Road. Prior to 
development of the project site, the City would require the following subsequent approval of 
tentative maps, design review, and subsequent environmental review, as needed. 
 
Moreover, the City’s Municipal Code does not require detailed development plans in connection 
with an application for a Master Plan.  Per Section 18.72.060(B) of the Pittsburg Municipal Code, 
the City Planner may waive submission of plans and materials considered unnecessary for an 
application for approval of a master plan. Thus, omissions of certain details from a master plan 
application, such as architectural plans, is subject to the City’s discretion. The proposed project 
would not conflict with provisions of Section 18.72.060. In addition, Section 15152(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines states the following regarding large-scale planning approvals:  
 

Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-
scale planning approval, such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area plan or 
community plan), the development of detailed, site-specific information may not be 
feasible but can be deferred, in many instances, until such time as the lead agency prepares 
a future environmental document in connection with a project of a more limited 
geographical scale, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of 
significant effects of the planning approval at hand. 

 
As stated above, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of significant effects 
of the planning approval at hand, the development of detailed, site-specific information can be 
deferred. Given that the proposed project consists of a large-scale planning approval, deferral of 
detailed, site-specific information is appropriate pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. It should be 
noted that the Draft EIR contains adequate information for analysis and identification of significant 
effects. At the time that future applications are submitted to the City for development within the 
Draft Master Plan area, additional environmental analysis would be conducted for issues which 
could not be fully analyzed in the Draft EIR. Because the Draft EIR includes a comprehensive 
analysis of the significant environmental effects of the planning approvals currently under 
consideration, and future development within the site would be subject to additional review, the 
level of analysis presented in the Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c). 
 
As discussed on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan provides Design Review 
Guidelines for the proposed project. The Guidelines include provisions related to Neighborhood 
and Subdivision Design, Circulation, Grading Design, Fence and Wall Design, Site Design, 
Architectural & Building Materials, and Landscaping. The Guidelines are intended to provide a 
framework for the design of future development within the project site. 
 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 5 

Master Response #3: Response to Form Letters 
 
3.a) Several commenters assert that the proposed project threatens an important wildlife corridor 
and the new regional park on the Concord side of the hills. 
 
Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-62, of the Draft EIR, discusses the impacts of project 
implementation related to interfering with the movement of wildlife species or migratory wildlife 
corridors. The project site is within close proximity to existing urban development to the north and 
southwest and to SR 4 to the north and northwest. Despite the surrounding nearby development, 
the project site is located at the northwestern end of a largely undeveloped swath of land that 
extends into the Central Valley that could act as a movement corridor. Consequently, 
implementation of the proposed project could restrict wildlife movement across much of the 
project site. However, as stated in the Draft EIR, the portion of the Concord Naval Weapons 
Station (CNWS) that borders the project site to the south would be maintained as a park and open 
space by the East Bay Regional Park District. Maintaining this open space would provide 
opportunities for continued northwest-southeast wildlife movement in the area. Additionally, 
according to the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy HCP/NCCP, the project site is 
identified as being within the “lower” level of acquisition effort area in regards to “Needed 
Regional Connections with ECCC HCP/NCP System under the Maximum Urban Development 
Area.” Thus, the project would not be considered to substantially interfere with the regional 
movement of wildlife species.  
 
3.b) The proposed project would seriously degrade views of the hills.  
 
The Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR analyzed buildout of the proposed project site under the 
Draft Master Plan at a program level. As discussed in the EIR, the City of Pittsburg General Plan 
identifies the southern hills, with ridges and rolling topography, as opportunity areas for the 
creation of distinctive hillside neighborhoods. However, because the project site area does not 
contain any designated major or minor ridgelines, the project site is not a designated scenic vista. 
Nevertheless, as described in the project description, the proposed project would include a 150-
foot greenbelt ridgeline buffer along the project’s western boundary in which development would 
not be allowed. The development of this greenbelt ridgeline buffer would ensure that substantial 
impacts to views of the hillside area from the City of Concord would not occur.  
 
Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg would be partially obscured by existing 
development to the north and would likely be limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. As 
discussed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, views of future on-site development from 
public viewpoints in the surrounding areas would be relatively limited. The proposed land use and 
development regulations included in the Draft Master Plan, as well as the standards and policies 
included in the Design Review Guidelines, would ensure consistency between future on-site 
development and existing/planned residential developments to the north and east. Furthermore, a 
Tentative Subdivision Map and detailed plans would be required for approval by the City of 
Pittsburg. Design Review of future development would comply with the proposed Design Review 
Guidelines and ensure consistency with Section 18.36.100 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code.  
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Despite the above, the Draft EIR determined that, due to the extensive grading that can be expected 
with development of the site, the proposed project could substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the project site and/or the site’s surroundings and a significant impact would 
occur. The Draft EIR concludes feasible mitigation to reduce the alteration of the natural 
topography of the site is not available. Therefore, the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding Considerations would need be to be adopted by the 
City prior to certification of the Draft EIR.  
 
3.c) The Environmental Analysis is Incomplete. 
 
See Master Response #2.  
 
3.d) Opportunities for Public Review.  
 
Chapter 1, Introduction and Scope of the EIR, pages 1-3 to 1-4, of the Draft EIR describes, in 
detail, the EIR process and discusses the public review periods for the Draft EIR.  
 
3.e) Development Should be Clustered on Lower Elevations.  
 
Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, includes discussion and consideration of a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6. Analysis and discussion of the Clustered Development Alternative can be found on pages 
6-15 through 6-23. The Draft EIR concluded that the Clustered Development Alternative would 
be anticipated to result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to Aesthetics, Air Quality 
and GHG Emissions, and Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. However, the Clustered 
Development Alternative would be anticipated to reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity to a less-than-significant level. 
 
The comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 1: BRIAN HOLT, EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
 
The comment summarizes the City of Concord’s recent efforts to establish a regional park on a 
portion of the former Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) located south of the project site. 
Specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
 
Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals. 
 
Response to Comment 1-3 
 
Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals. 
 
Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg are shown in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 of the 
Draft EIR. Page 4.1-20 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

Changes to Views of the Project Site from the City of Pittsburg 
 
As shown in Figure 4.1-12 and Figure 4.1-13, future residential development within the 
proposed project site would be visible from the City of Pittsburg. However, such 
development would be partially obscured by existing hills to the north and east of the 
project site. Views would likely be limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings and 
would occur only at key locations within the City. Furthermore, as shown in Figure 4.1-
12, views of on-site development would also include views of existing residential 
development to the north of the project site. As such, development of the proposed project 
would not substantially change the existing visual character of the project site as viewed 
from the City of Pittsburg. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR does provide an analysis of potential changes to views of the 
project area from the City of Pittsburg.  
 
As discussed on page 6-8 through 6-32 of Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, and shown in Table 
6-11 of the Draft EIR, with the exception of the No Project (No Build) Alternative, all of the project 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR would result in the significant and unavoidable impact to aesthetic 
resources. 
 
Response to Comment 1-4 
 
The CEQA Guidelines provide explicit protections for Farmland, defined as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). However, the CEQA Guidelines do not 
cover potential conversion of grazing land to non-grazing uses. Thus, impacts related to conflicts 
with grazing land were not evaluated within the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as noted on page 4.2-15 
of the Draft EIR, extensive cattle grazing operations are not practiced on the project site, and 
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grazing is primarily conducted on-site for vegetation management. Nonetheless, the commenter’s 
concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
It should be noted that the Draft Master Plan includes site development standards which 
specifically require all future fences and walls constructed within the project site to comply with 
Section 18.84.205 through 235 of the City of Pittsburg Municipal Code.   
 
Response to Comment 1-5 
 
Page 4.4-63 through 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

[…] Also of primary concern would be light spillage into the CNWS. Due to the known 
presence of CTS breeding ponds in the CNWS area, approximately 250 feet and 475 feet 
south of the project site, if uncontrolled, light spillage onto the ponds could result in 
increased predation or other adverse effects to wildlife use of the ponds. Similarly, the 
habitat value of the 267.2 acres of the project site proposed as open space could be 
diminished should excessive light and glare be introduced into such areas. Therefore, 
impacts on wildlife (including special-status species) from increased nighttime light and 
glare could be significant; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 of this 
EIR would ensure that lighting would not trespass onto adjacent properties, thereby 
reducing the potential for such impacts. 

 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR requires that in conjunction with the submittal of any 
development applications for future development on the project site, the applicant must prepare 
and submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light would not trespass onto adjacent properties. 
Nonetheless, in response to the commenter’s concerns, Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR 
is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.1-3 In conjunction with the submittal of any development applications for 
future development on the project site, the applicant shall prepare and 
submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light would not trespass onto 
adjacent properties to the City of Pittsburg Community Development 
Department for review and approval as part of the development review 
process. The lighting plan shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, 
the following provisions: 

 
• Shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light downward 

and prevent light from spilling onto adjacent properties and 
nearby open space areas within the City of Concord; 

• Place and shield or screen flood and area lighting needed for 
construction activities and/or security so as not to disturb 
adjacent residential areas and passing motorists; 

• For public lighting, prohibit the use of light fixtures that are 
of unusually high intensity or brightness (e.g., harsh mercury 
vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs) or that 
blink or flash; and 

• Use appropriate building materials (such as low-glare glass, 
low-glare building glaze or finish, neutral, earth-toned 
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colored paint and roofing materials), shielded or screened 
lighting, and appropriate signage to prevent light and glare 
from adversely affecting motorists on nearby roadways. 

 
Based on the above, future development on the project site would not result in adverse effects to 
special-status species due to excess light spillage. 
 
Response to Comment 1-6 
 
Please see Response to Comment 1-5 above. It should be noted that future development within the 
project site would also be required to comply with applicable lighting standards included in the 
2016 California Building Code, which includes requirements related to lighting efficiency, 
shielding of fixtures, and use of motion-sensor lighting controls to limit excess nighttime lighting. 
 
Further, as described in the project description, the proposed project would include a 150-foot 
greenbelt ridgeline buffer along the project’s western boundary in which development would not 
be allowed.  That buffer consists of existing ridgelines that would sit at a higher elevation than 
future development on the site and would act as a buffer for much of the general light pollution 
that can occur from developments of this scale. 
 
Response to Comment 1-7 
 
The information presented in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, related to the presence of a nearby 
Golden eagle nest, is based on a CNDDB query for all occurrences of Golden eagle in a nine-
quadrangle search area. The comment refers to the same Golden eagle nest that is discussed in the 
Draft EIR and does not present new information. Thus, the Draft EIR’s discussion of the location 
of Golden eagle nests in proximity to the project site and the proposed project’s potential impacts 
to Golden eagle remains accurate.  
 
Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles: 
 

Golden Eagle 
 
The golden eagle is not listed under either the State or federal Endangered Species Acts 
(ESA), but is a State of California Fully Protected Species and is also protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Golden eagles forage in grasslands in coastal 
foothills, including the rolling hillsides around the base of Mount Diablo. Golden eagles 
prefer to nest on ledges on cliff walls, but can also use very large trees that are isolated 
from disturbance. 
 
The nearest occurrence of golden eagle in the CNDDB search area is approximately one 
mile west of the site. The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in 
the ECCC HCP/NCCP. Golden eagles were observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees 
and other relatively large trees visible from the site were inspected for raptor stick nests. 
The trees provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles, as they prefer ledges on 
cliff walls or very large trees isolated from any type of disturbance. A few raptor stick nests 
were observed in the trees in the wetland mitigation area, but these nests were being utilized 
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by red-tailed hawks and great-horned owls. Considering the presence of foraging habitat 
and of isolated trees, the project site is considered marginally suitable habitat for golden 
eagle foraging and nesting. 

 
In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following: 
 

The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP 
and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected 
species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within dedicated 
preserve areas, which may be used as foraging habitat by golden eagle. The payment of 
ECCC HCP/NCCP fees as a result of the project would be used, in combination with other 
fees, to purchase the preserve area that would act as compensatory habitat for the species.  
 
Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other 
relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden 
eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the project site, 
development of the project site grasslands would convert suitable foraging habitat for the 
species. In addition, grading within open space areas of the site would result in temporary 
disturbance of 72.9 acres of suitable foraging habitat. Because the project site provides 
suitable (though poor) nesting habitat for golden eagle and is within the species’ known 
range, the possibility exists that potential future construction activity within the proposed 
development area of the Draft Master Plan area could have a significant impact to 
individual golden eagle if the species occupies the site prior to the onset of construction. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden 
eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, burrowing owl, and 
golden eagle and other special-status avian species would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels. 
 
Response to Comment 1-8 
 
In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) is hereby revised as follows:  
 

4.4-2(b) The project shall implement the following avoidance measures for 
potential effects on golden eagles during construction: 

• Based on the potential for active nests, prior to implementation of 
construction activities, including tree removal, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a pre‐construction survey to establish 
whether an active golden eagle nest is present on the project site 
or within 0.5 mile of the project site to the extent the biologist can 
gain access. If an active nest is not present, further mitigation is 
not required. If an occupied nest is present, minimization 
requirements and construction monitoring shall be required, as 
detailed below. 

• Construction activities shall be prohibited within 0.5 mile of 
active nests. Nests can be built and active at almost any time of 
the year, although mating and egg incubation occurs late January 
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through August, with peak activity in March through July. If site‐
specific conditions or the nature of the construction activity (e.g., 
steep topography, dense vegetation, limited activities) indicate 
that a smaller buffer could be appropriate or that a larger buffer 
should be implemented, the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy shall coordinate with CDFW/USFWS to determine 
the appropriate buffer size. 

• Construction monitoring shall ensure that no construction 
activities occur within the buffer zone established around an 
active nest. Construction monitoring shall ensure that direct 
effects to golden eagles are avoided. 

 
The forgoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 1-9 
 
Potential impacts related to soil erosion are addressed in Impact 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.6-
19 through 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

Once development is complete, buildings, structures, landscaping and improvements 
would reduce the amount of exposed soils. Developed areas would be required to comply 
with Chapter 13.28, Stormwater Management and Discharge Control, of the City’s 
Municipal Code. Chapter 13.28 includes specific requirements regarding the control of 
stormwater discharge, which would include measures to reduce erosion and discharge of 
eroded material. Furthermore, Chapter 15.88, Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control, of 
the City’s Municipal Code, places further requirements on the control of erosion, which 
would help prevent the loss of topsoil during construction and operation of developments 
within the Draft Master Plan area. Draft Master Plan Policy C.3. generally limits potential 
future grading in areas with slopes in excess of 30 percent. Areas with slopes exceeding 30 
percent would be anticipated to have a high potential to experience erosion during grading; 
thus, limiting such grading activity would be likely to limit erosion from such areas. Where 
grading does occur, Draft Master Plan Policy C.5. requires that graded areas be replanted, 
which would reduce erosion post grading. 

 
It should be noted that, under the voter-approved Measure P, the entire approximately 606-acre 
project site was prezoned for development. Furthermore, future development would be subject to 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, which requires submittal of an erosion control plan for review and 
approval by the City Engineer, to limit the effects of erosion during construction activities. 
Therefore, grading of open space areas within the project would not result in significant impacts 
related to soil erosion.  
 
Issues related to drainage patterns and groundwater are analyzed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-4, 
respectively, of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-
1, impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 requires submittal of a site-
specific drainage study as part of any future development applications within the project site. 
Issues related to aesthetic impacts and potential loss of wildlife habitat are addressed in Chapters 
4.1, Aesthetics, and 4.4, Biological Resources, respectively.  
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Based on the above, potential impacts related to grading of open space areas have been sufficiently 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 267.2 acres would be preserved as open space as part of 
the proposed project and only 72.9 acres would be subject to grading. Thus, approximately 194.3 
acres would be preserved as open space and not be subject to grading.  
 
Response to Comment 1-10 
 
Grading and other necessary improvements for installation of the water tower shown in Figure 3-
6 of the Draft EIR were evaluated in the Draft EIR. As shown in the figure, limited grading of 
open space areas would be required to construct the proposed access road to the water tank; 
however, the road would not isolate an open space area or preclude the movement of wildlife in 
the area. Furthermore, all grading improvements necessary for installation of the water tank have 
been evaluated in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. Because impacts to physical and visual 
intrusion into the open space would be less than significant, mitigation is not required.  
 
Response to Comment 1-11 
 
Impacts 4.8-1 and 2 in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR addresses the 
potential for the proposed project to alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or result in 
additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, which requires 
the submittal of a site-specific drainage study showing that the project runoff will not exceed the 
capacity of existing and planned stormwater drainage systems or result in flooding at off-site 
locations, was shown to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-2 requires the contractor to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and implement Best Management Strategies (BMPs) such as silt fencing, and fiber rolls, 
to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable. As such, the 
current project mitigation measures would ensure that impacts to habitat and water quality within 
the existing ponds would remain less-than-significant.  
 
In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.8-2  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the contractor shall prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The developer shall file the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the SWRCB. The SWPPP shall 
serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction BMPs included in 
the SWPPP may include, but are not limited to, the following measures: 

 
• Silt fencing; 
• Fiber Rolls; 
• Vehicle washout areas and trackout control; 
• Desilting Basins; 
• Gravel Bag Berms; or 
• Storm Drain inlet protection. 

 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Property boundaries 
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between the project site and the Concord Hills Regional Park shall be 
identified, mapped, fenced, and signed for no entry. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Director of Public Works/City Engineer for review and 
approval and shall remain on the project site during all phases of 
construction. Following implementation of the SWPPP, the contractor 
shall subsequently demonstrate the SWPPP’s effectiveness and provide for 
necessary and appropriate revisions, modifications, and improvements to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable.  

 
The foregoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 1-12 
 
Page 4.10-17 in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, states the following regarding noise impacts 
to Golden Eagle: 
 

A response to the Notice of Preparation asked about a past golden eagle sighting near the 
project site. Results of a California Natural Diversity Database search concluded that the 
sighting was near the Concord Naval Weapons Station, approximately 4,447 feet southwest 
of the project boundary on the other side of an intervening ridge. Noise impacts to golden 
eagle (or other nesting raptors) would only be anticipated to occur within approximately 
300 feet of noise-generating construction. Because construction of the proposed project 
would occur over the ridge from where the golden eagle was sighted (over 4,000 feet 
away), impacts associated with construction noise would not be a significant impact related 
to the golden eagle. 

 
In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-3(a) through (c) would ensure impacts 
to parklands related to the short-term exposure to construction noise associated with 
implementation of the proposed project would remain less than significant through compliance 
with Section 18.42.040 of the City’s Municipal Code and review by the City Engineer and the City 
of Pittsburg Community Development Department. 
 
Response to Comment 1-13 
 
The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 2: ABHISHEK PARIKH & JOAN RYAN, CITY OF CONCORD 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-4 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-5 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-6 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-7 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-8 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-9 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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Response to Comment 2-10 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-11 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-12 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-13 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-14 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-15 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-16 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-17 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-18 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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Response to Comment 2-19 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-20 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-21 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-22 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-23 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-24 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-25 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-26 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-27 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.  
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LETTER 3: LOU ANN TEXEIRA, CONTRA COSTA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
 
Please see Master Responses #1 and #2. This comment references and summarizes previously 
submitted comments and concerns. The additional project-level information requested by the 
commenter is not known at this time and therefore not part of the project description. With regard 
to analysis of impacts to public services and utilities, including water supply, wastewater, 
stormwater, and fire and police protection services, please see Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
 
Please see Master Response #2. Commenter also states that an application for annexation which 
does not include a specific development proposal is premature in light of the statutes and policies 
that govern LAFCO’s decision making and that the Project should not come before LAFCO until 
details of the Project are provided.  
 
Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the EIR or the impacts 
of the Project on the environment, no further response is warranted.  Nonetheless, the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, California Government Code 
sections 56000, et. seq., does not require a tentative map or fully developed project proposal for 
LAFCO’s consideration and approval of an annexation. 
 
A LAFCO’s role is to ensure that a proposal to extend services to an unserved territory in an 
unincorporated area is consistent with the objectives of the Act, including promoting orderly 
development, discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and agricultural lands, providing 
housing, and efficiently extending governmental services. (GC 56001, 56300–56301, 56434). In 
doing so, a LAFCO must consider information on availability of water supplies, regional housing 
needs, information from landowners, and land use designations in boundary change decisions (GC 
56001, 56300–56301). The details of future subdivision and development of territory to be 
annexed is not required for LAFCO to exercise its authority to approve an annexation. 
 
Further, the content requirements for an annexation application do not require detailed materials 
regarding the future development of land. More specifically, Government Code Section 56652 sets 
forth the requirements for a proposal for a change of organization such as an annexation, including 
(a) a statement of the nature of each proposal, (b) a map and description, acceptable to the 
executive officer, of the boundaries of the affected territory for each proposed change of 
organization, (c) any data and information as may be required by any regulation of the commission, 
and (d) any additional data and information, as may be required by the executive officer, pertaining 
to any of the matters or factors which may be considered by the commission. Section 3.4 of the 
Contra Costa LAFCO Commissioner Handbook governing proceedings for city annexations, 
requires the following additional information for an application to initiate annexation by 
resolution: (a) any proposed terms and conditions, (b) the reason or reasons for the proposal, and 
(c) a statement of whether the proposal is consistent with the spheres of influence of any affected 
city or district. Neither a subdivision map nor details contained in a development plan are required 
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for LAFCO to evaluate the factors it is required to consider in reviewing a proposal, as set forth in 
Section 56668. 
 
Requiring a subdivision map and/or detailed development plans in connection with LAFCO’s 
consideration of an annexation proposal would actually be inconsistent with the Act’s express 
limitation on LAFCOs’ jurisdiction and authority prohibiting the regulation of land use, land use 
density or intensity, property development, or subdivision requirements. (California Government 
Code Sections 56886, 56375.)  
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
 
This comment expresses concern that the project description lacks sufficient detail and requests an 
explanation of whether subsequent to annexation, changes could be made to the project description 
in the EIR. A detailed description of the proposed project, including location, background 
information, major objectives, project components, and required approvals is provided in Chapter 
3 of the EIR.  As noted on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding the scope of 
analysis provided in the EIR: 
 

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different 
project circumstances. In general, the Draft EIR has been prepared as a program-
level EIR. The program-level EIR analysis, prepared pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168, evaluates the potential environmental impacts 
associated with buildout of the proposed project. The CEQA requires the 
preparation of a program-level EIR to discuss a series of actions, rather than an 
individual action, that can be characterized as one large project. A program-level 
analysis allows for (a) exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives beyond 
the format typically set for an individual action, (b) consideration of cumulative 
impacts, and (c) broad effect on applicable policy during the early stages of the 
project, when the lead agency has more flexibility to deal with basic problems or 
cumulative impacts. The program-level analysis in this EIR will identify potential 
impacts due to the maximum buildout potential and will identify mitigation 
measures that would need to be implemented with future development 
applications. While the Draft EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR, where 
sufficient information is available, the Draft EIR includes project level analysis to 
the extent feasible. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides a sufficient analysis of potential environmental impacts 
given the scope and scale of the proposed project. At the time that future applications are submitted 
to the City for development within the Draft Master Plan area, additional environmental analysis 
would be conducted for issues which could not be fully analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
As is the case with any large-scale planning approval, the potential exists for future development 
applications within the project site to include requests for General Plan Amendments or rezones. 
However, any such requests would occur separate from the entitlements required for the proposed 
project. Thus, any environmental impacts occurring as a result of future General Plan 
Amendments, amendments to the Draft Master Plan, or rezones, are speculative. Per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145, an EIR is not required to include analysis of impacts that the lead 
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agency deems to be too speculative for evaluation. In addition, Government Code 56375(e) states 
a City cannot change the prezoning or General Plan designation of a property for two years 
following annexation of the property, unless specific findings are made.  
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
 
This comment asserts that an area proposed for annexation must be pre-zoned by the City and no 
subsequent change may be made to the general plan or zoning for the annexed territory that is not 
in conformance to the pre-zoning designations for a period of two years after the completion of 
the annexation.  This comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the EIR or the 
impacts of the Project on the environment, and therefore, no further response is warranted.  
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
 
Please see Master Response #2.  This comment asserts that the proposed project does not satisfy 
requirements of a development project as contemplated in the environmental document prepared 
by LAFCO in 2009 to expand the spheres of influence for the City, CCWD, and DD.  Because the 
comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the EIR or the impacts of the Project 
on the environment, no further response is warranted.  
 
Response to Comment 3-6 
 
This comment generally references the historical use of the Project site for grazing purposes and 
states that if the site meets the criteria for Prime Agricultural Land under the Cortese-Knox 
Hertzberg Act of 2000, the Draft EIR must identify the conversion of such grazing land as a 
significant environmental impact and include appropriate mitigation measures.   
 
The Draft EIR discusses the proposed project’s potential impacts related to agricultural resources 
and provides a detailed analysis under the relevant standards of significance.  As described on page 
4.2-14 of the Draft EIR, an agricultural impact may be considered to be significant if 
implementation of the proposed project would do any of the following: 
 

• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 
shown on the FMMP maps, to non-agricultural use (Initial Study Question II.a.); 

• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use (Initial 
Study Question II.e.); or 

• Conflict with Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. 
 
The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources based 
on the Pittsburg General Plan, the Pittsburg General Plan EIR, the USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey 
performed for the project site, the Soil Survey of Contra Costa County, the Soil Candidate Listing 
for Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, Contra Costa County, and the Contra 
Costa LAFCo AOSPP. 
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The commenter provides opinion with respect to potential impacts on agricultural resources, but 
does not provide any evidentiary support for a conclusion that the proposed project will convert 
Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use. (Pala Band of Mission Indians v. County of San Diego 
(1998) 68 Cal.App.4th 556, 580 [A comment that consists exclusively of mere argument and 
unsubstantiated opinion does not constitute substantial evidence]; CEQA Guidelines § 15384.)  
The Draft EIR addressed impacts on Prime Farmland in Section 4.2.  
 
As discussed therein, according to the FMMP maps, the proposed project site does not include 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (see Figure 4.2-2). 
Rather, the entirety of the project site is mapped as Grazing Land. With implementation of the 
proposed project, 339.1 acres of the proposed project site would be developed with residential 
uses, and, thus, such land would cease to be available for grazing purposes. However, as noted on 
page 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR, extensive cattle grazing operations are not practiced on the project 
site, and grazing is primarily conducted on-site for vegetation management. Because the proposed 
project site is not considered Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, development of the proposed project would not result in the conversion of Farmland 
to non-agricultural uses, and a less-than-significant impact would occur, and no mitigation is 
required. 
 
Response to Comment 3-7 
 
In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses 
through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 
and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserving more open 
space land than currently designated in the project area, the proposed project would 
minimize adverse impacts to open space uses, consistent with AOSPP Policy 8. In addition, 
consistent with AOSPP Goal 5, the potential for impacts associated with effects of the 
project on existing open space land are addressed throughout this EIR. 

 
Areas within the project site to be preserved as open space would be subject to the 
regulations established in Sections 18.58.020 and 18.58.030 of the City’s Municipal Code. 
Within the proposed open space buffer along the southwestern boundary of the site, 
development would not be permitted, with the exception of open space amenities such as 
parks and trails. The proposed open space areas would be consistent with criteria (1), (3), 
and (4) of Section Government Code Section 65560, as referenced in LAFCO’s AOSPP, 
which defines Open Space Land as follows: 
 

(h) “Open-space land” means any parcel or area of land or water that is devoted 
to an open-space use as defined in this section, and that is designated on a 
local, regional, or state open-space plan as any of the following: 

(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources, including, but 
not limited to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal 
life, including habitat for fish and wildlife species; areas required 
for ecologic and other scientific study purposes; rivers, streams, 
bays, and estuaries; and coastal beaches, lakeshores, banks of rivers 
and streams, and watershed lands. 
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(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, 
including, but not limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural 
lands, and areas of economic importance for the production of food 
or fiber; areas required for recharge of groundwater basins; bays, 
estuaries, marshes, rivers, and streams that are important for the 
management of commercial fisheries; and areas containing major 
mineral deposits, including those in short supply. 

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including, but not limited to, 
areas of outstanding scenic, historic, and cultural value; areas 
particularly suited for park and recreation purposes, including 
access to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers and streams; and areas that 
serve as links between major recreation and open-space 
reservations, including utility easements, banks of rivers and 
streams, trails, and scenic highway corridors. 

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited 
to, areas that require special management or regulation because of 
hazardous or special conditions such as earthquake fault zones, 
unstable soil areas, flood plains, watersheds, areas presenting high 
fire risks, areas required for the protection of water quality and water 
reservoirs, and areas required for the protection and enhancement of 
air quality. 

(5) Open space in support of the mission of military installations that 
comprises areas adjacent to military installations, military training 
routes, and underlying restricted airspace that can provide additional 
buffer zones to military activities and complement the resource 
values of the military lands. 

(6) Open space for the protection of places, features, and objects 
described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.997 of the Public Resources 
Code. 

 
Because the proposed project site does not contain agricultural lands or prime agricultural 
land, as defined by Contra Costa LAFCo, and because the proposed project would preserve 
a greater area of open space lands than what currently exists on the project site, the project 
would be consistent with the goals and policies included in the Contra Costa LAFCo 
AOSPP, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

 
The foregoing revisions do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-8 
 
Page 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential conflicts with LAFCO’s AOSPP. 
As noted therein and discussed under Response to Comment 3-6 above, the project site does not 
meet the Contra Costa LAFCo’s definition of agricultural lands or prime agricultural land. In 
addition, the proposed project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses 
through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 and 
Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserving more open space land 
than currently designated in the project area, the proposed project would minimize adverse impacts 
to open space uses, consistent with AOSPP Policy 8. Furthermore, consistent with AOSPP Goal 
5, the potential for impacts associated with effects of the project on existing open space land are 
addressed throughout the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 3-6.   
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Response to Comment 3-9 
 
Commenter asserts that in connection with showing consistency with LAFCO Policies to 
discourage urban sprawl, and preserve agricultural lands and open space, the Draft EIR should 
provide a detailed analysis of future growth within the City of Pittsburg’s existing boundary, that 
identifies the amount of already approved residential development (i.e., acres and dwelling units) 
and the amount of vacant undeveloped land suitable for residential development (and include an 
assumed average density of dwelling units per gross acre of land) and relate the sum of these 
factors to the City’s anticipated annual growth rate which is stated in Appendix J as being around 
one percent every year for the next 10 years. Commenter requests clarification of the need for an 
additional 1,500 residential units. 
 
The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-
approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 
606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. The maximum buildout for the proposed 
project site, according to the current General Plan, is 1,500 single-family units. As such, the City 
has anticipated development of the site with residential uses, and the project would be consistent 
with the development assumptions considered in the City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element. Thus, 
consideration of the City’s regional housing needs within the Draft EIR is not necessary. 
Nonetheless, it should be noted that there is a State-wide housing crisis and according to the most 
recent assessment of the unmet Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for above moderate 
income dwelling units in the City of Pittsburg, there is still need for approximately 336 units to be 
built within the current cycle, which ends in 2023 (see the 2020 General Plan Annual Report 
provided to the Planning Commission on March 24, 2020).  It is expected that additional above 
moderate units will be allocated for the next RHNA cycle and this proposed project could help to 
meet those needs. 
 
Response to Comment 3-10 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-6 above. 
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Response to Comment 3-11 
 
As stated on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, the annexation component of the proposed project would 
include the property referenced by the commenter. While the non-participating property would not 
be subject to the provisions of the Draft Master Plan, the property would be annexed into the City 
of Pittsburg with the rest of the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 3-12 
 
Per page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR, the estimated Draft Master Plan buildout population of 4,800 
future residents, with an associated water demand of 572 AFY, would fall within the ABAG 
growth numbers used in the 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP does not indicate where growth is 
anticipated to occur. However, per the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the proposed 
project, given that the City has previously considered development of the project site with 1,500 
units per General Plan Policy 2-P-96, the CCWD’s growth assumptions included development of 
the project site.1 Therefore, the water demand associated with buildout of the Draft Master Plan 
would not add to demand already anticipated per the 2015 UWMP. 
 
Response to Comment 3-13 
 
As noted on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, annexation to CCWD’s service area would be included 
in the proposed project. In addition, the project would include annexation to the DDSD’s service 
area.  
 
The raw water needed for the future development facilitated by the service area boundary change 
would be supplied by CCWD (subject to the project’s inclusion into the Los Vaqueros Project 
service area and Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Valley Project service area), via the installation 
of pipes connecting to the existing pipes in the existing San Marco subdivision, located to the north 
of the project site. The water would be treated and conveyed to the site by the City of Pittsburg. 
With regard to sewer service, the proposed project site would be connected to the existing City 
sewer system located to the north, in the existing San Marco subdivision, and the existing sewer 
system in Bailey Road, to the southeast. Future development within the project site would involve 
the conveyance of wastewater through the City of Pittsburg wastewater transmission system, to 
the DDSD wastewater treatment plant, where treatment of wastewater would be under the 
jurisdiction of the DDSD. All utility improvements, including water and sewer conveyance 
infrastructure, would be funded by the project applicant.  
 
Should the necessary City approvals be granted for the proposed project, tentative maps and 
improvement plans for development of the project site would subsequently be brought forward. 
Development of the project site would likely begin two to three years after the approval of initial 
tentative maps for development within the project site. Buildout of the project area would be driven 
by market demand, once proper approvals have been granted. Future market conditions are 
speculative at this time, and, thus, the total construction period and final buildout date for the 
proposed project is not currently known. 

 
1  West Yost Associates. Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR. March 2015. 
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Response to Comment 3-14 
 
Please see Response to Comments 3-12 and 3-13 above. Adequate information related to future 
water supplies to the proposed project has been provided. 
 
Response to Comment 3-15 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above.  
 
Response to Comment 3-16 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above. The proposed project would be consistent with 
criteria (b) and (j) referenced by the commenter. It should be noted that upon development of the 
project site, future residential uses would be subject to payment of monthly fees to the CCWD and 
the DDSD to fund ongoing provision of water and sewer service to the project site. 
 
Response to Comment 3-17 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-2(a), requires submittal of all necessary documentation required by the 
DDSD in conjunction with application to annex into DDSD, to ensure that adequate wastewater 
service will be available to serve future development within the project site. Submittal of an official 
“will serve” letter to LAFCo is not necessary to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, 
so long as all of the DDSD’s requirements are met to facilitate annexation. Thus, the comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns have been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 3-18 
 
With regard to project-level development details, please see Master Response #2. In response to 
the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In addition to the above, the proposed project would conflict with the location standard 
established by General Plan Policy 11-P-26, as the site would be located outside of the 1.5-
mile response time radius of the nearest fire station, which would have the primary 
responsibility for serving the project site. Therefore, although the proposed project would 
be required to pay Fire Facility Impact Fees in effect at the time of building permit issuance, 
the project would conflict with location and response time standards established by the 
General Plan. Furthermore, the project site is not currently included within CFD 2017-1, 
and would not be subject to the special taxes required to provide fire service to new 
development. Consequently, the proposed project would conflict with General Plan Policy 
11-P-26 and would not provide for adequate funding of fire emergencies, both of which 
would be considered a significant impact. Nonetheless, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000 and Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation Commission Policies (b) and (j), 
as discussed in Appendix J of this EIR, due to payment of applicable fees and availability 
of CCCFPD to provide service to the project site.  
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The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-19 
 
In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-42 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Based on the above, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to increases in 
demand for public services and utilities would not be cumulatively considerable, with 
the exception of impacts related to fire protection services. Therefore, the cumulative 
impact, specifically related to cumulative impacts to fire protection services, would be 
considered significant and unavoidable. Nonetheless, the project would be consistent 
with the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 and 
Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation Commission Policies (b), (j), and (k), as 
discussed in Appendix J of this EIR, due to payment of applicable fees and availability 
of service providers to provide service to the project site.  

 
The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-20 
 
Issues related to housing affordability are not covered by the CEQA Guidelines. Thus, the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns have been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 3-21 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-11. 
 
Response to Comment 3-22 
 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion, page 3-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately 
southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest 
Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is identified as 
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 097-180-006, 097-200-002, 097-230-006, 097-240-
002, and a portion of 097-190-002 092-040-008, 092-050-002, 092-020-003, 092-020-002, 
092-010-006, 092-010-002, and 091-040-002 (see 3-2, Project Location Map). With the 
exception of two isolated single-family residences located near the terminus of San Marco 
Boulevard, the site consists primarily of open expanses of undeveloped hilly terrain 
covered with grasslands, with elevations ranging from approximately 435 feet at the lowest 
point to approximately 1,000 feet at the highest. The project site does not include creeks, 
streams, or other watercourses. The site is currently prezoned for residential and open space 
uses under the City of Pittsburg Zoning Code (see Figure 3-3). The City’s General Plan 
designates the site as Low Density Residential, Hillside Low Density Residential, and 
Open Space (see Figure 3-4). It should be noted that a non-participating property located 
outside of the City of Pittsburg City limits would additionally be included in the annexation 
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component of the proposed project and would not be subject to the provisions of the Draft 
Faria/Southwest Hills Master Plan (Draft Master Plan). 

 
The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-23 
 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion, the following reference contained in Chapter 7, 
References, of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. 2nd Round EMS/Fire Services 
Municipal Service Review/Sphere of Influence Updates. August 10, 2016. 

 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. Agricultural & Open Space 

Preservation Policy. Amended December 12, 2016.  
 
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Government 
Code Sections, 56000, et seq. 
 

The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 3-24 
 
The Draft EIR and the responses to comments above adequately address LAFCO’s comments. 
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LETTER 4: CHARLENE WARDLOW, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
 
The provides information regarding the presence of plugged and abandoned underground storage 
tanks (USTs). The Draft EIR, on page 4.7-2, Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
addresses the presence of the seven UST sites that have been identified on the Concord Naval 
Weapons Station. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
 
The comment provides guidance and regulations related to the maintenance of access and 
abandonment standards for UST and wells. The comment is informational does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 5: LESLEY HUNT, EAST BAY NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY  
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-7 below. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
 
See Master Response #3.  
 
The photo simulations that are included on pages 4.1-21 through 4.1-30 illustrate the proposed 
building heights and the potential vertical encroachment of the project. As shown in the figures, 
the future residential development would only be partially visible at key locations, and the homes 
would not block views of the ridgeline. 
 
In addition, the City entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which called for the 
City to conduct a General Plan Study in order to, among other things, establish guidelines for the 
development of a permanent greenbelt buffer along the inner edges of the voter approved ULL. 
The City Council, on January 16, 2007, adopted Resolution No. 07-10700, which included a new 
General Plan policy, 2-P-91, to ensure that a greenbelt buffer would be established on the project 
site as part of the development review process in accordance with the terms of Measure P and the 
MOU. As shown in Figure 3-6, open space areas would be located along the hilltops and ridgelines 
within the project site, including a 150-foot ridgeline buffer, in an attempt to reflect the City’s 
desire to maintain the natural aesthetic value of such areas. Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.1-
19, because development of any structures would not occur within the greenbelt ridgeline buffer, 
based on the analysis conducted by City of Concord, incorporation of the greenbelt buffer in the 
proposed project would ensure that views of the hillside area from the City of Concord would not 
be substantially affected by buildout of the proposed project.  
 
Based on the above, potential impacts to the existing ridgelines in the project area have been 
adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 6: BRUCE OHLSON, BIKE EAST BAY  
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
 
The comment is introductory and does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 6-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the 
commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.  
 
Response to Comment 6-3 
 
See Response to Comment 6-2.  
 
Response to Comment 6-4 
 
See Response to Comment 6-2.  
 
Response to Comment 6-5 
 
See Response to Comment 6-2.  
 
Response to Comment 6-6 
 
See Response to Comment 6-2.  
 
Response to Comment 6-7 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the 
commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.  
 
Response to Comment 6-8 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 6-9 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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Response to Comment 6-10 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the 
commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 
In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 6-11 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 6-12 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 6-13 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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LETTER 7: NANCY WERRINGER, MOUNT DIABLO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
 
Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the 
proposed project in relation to urban sprawl, ridgeline protection, and hillside development. In 
addition, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR presents a discussion of potential 
impacts to biological resources resulting from implementation of the proposed project. Please refer 
to the following responses to comments for further information.  
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
 
The comment is general and does not provide enough specificity for a detailed response. For 
informational purposes, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, addresses the 
potential impacts of the proposed project on biological resources known to occur within the project 
site area. The Biological Resources Evaluation conducted for the proposed project represents a 
review of databases, inventories, and regional literature as well as a reconnaissance-level field 
survey of the project site. In addition, previous site studies of the project area were consulted to 
provide a complete discussion and analysis of rare, threatened, endangered, and special-status plant 
and animal species with the potential to occur on the site.  
 
The occurrence and impacts to California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, white-
tailed kite, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, grasshopper sparrow, and tricolored blackbird are 
discussed throughout Chapter 4.4. The Draft EIR contains mitigation measures designed to reduce 
impacts to the aforementioned species. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-4(a) and (b) 
would reduce impacts to California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog to less-than-
significant levels and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through (i) would reduce 
impacts to protected and special-status bird species to less-than-significant levels. With regard to 
potential impacts and mitigation measures, the comment is general and does not provide enough 
specificity for a detailed response.  
 
Response to Comment 7-4 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Impacts to habitat modification for special-status plant and animal species are addressed in Chapter 
4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, addresses 
the potential impacts related to light and glare associated with implementation of the proposed 
project and requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 designed to reduce the amount 
of light and glare emitted from the project site and ensures the proposed project’s compliance with 
the Pittsburg General Plan and Municipal Code. In addition, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of 
the Draft EIR addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project to surrounding areas and 
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wildlife related to increased human activity and domestic animal presence. The Draft EIR 
determined, that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-12(a) through (c), impacts 
related to indirect impacts on adjacent lands related to increased light and glare, non-native plant 
species, increased human activity, and domestic animal presence would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Furthermore, Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR addresses noise impacts on 
wildlife. See Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 7-5 
 
The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 8: SHUTE, MIHALY & WIENBERGER, LLP. 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement. Specific concerns raised by the commenter related to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, including issues related to consistency with the City’s General Plan, 
are addressed below.  
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
 
Issues related to public water supplies and sewer service are discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public 
Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.11-29, CCWD has the capacity to 
serve the proposed project, in normal precipitation years, as accounted for in the UWMP. The 
UWMP concluded that although deficits may occur in single- or multiple-dry years, the response 
to recent drought-related supply curtailments has shown that the City and CCWD could adequately 
respond to drought conditions and provide sufficient water supplies to the Pittsburg Service Area. 
The Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.11-1(a) and (b), 
which require assurance that the project site has been annexed into the CCWD service area and 
that a written verification of water supply availability has been provided for the project, impacts 
related to water supply would be less-than-significant. Similarly, Mitigation Measure 4.11-2(a) 
from the Draft EIR requires the project developer to provide all necessary documentation required 
by the DDSD for its application for inclusion of the project site in the DDSD’s service area. 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-2(b) requires the project developer to provide to the City confirmation 
from the DDSD that adequate trunk sewer system capacity exists to serve the proposed project. As 
noted on page 4.11-31 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of both mitigation measures, impacts 
related to provision of wastewater service would be less-than-significant. 
 
Potential conflicts with countywide planning to protect endangered species are addressed in 
Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-67, the proposed project 
would be required to comply with the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation 
Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (ECCC HCP/NCCP) through the implementation of 
avoidance and minimization measures as well as the mitigation measures included in the EIR. Of 
the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) requires that 
ECCC HCP/NCCP development fees be paid prior to issuance of grading or construction permits 
for each phase of the future development within the Master Plan Area. Payment of fees and 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in Chapter 4.4 would ensure that 
implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with the ECCC HCP/NCCP. 
 
Consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including policies related to urban sprawl, is 
discussed in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the project site is consistent with the 
Pittsburg General Plan land use designations of LDR, HLDR and OS. In November of 2005, the 
Pittsburg voters approved an initiative which resulted in the project site being prezoned to HPD 
and OS. The project includes a change in prezoning to HPD-S and OS-S; however, the densities 
of the overlay zones are consistent with the existing prezoning. Thus, the proposed project would 
be consistent with the General Plan land use designations and the existing prezoning for the project 
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site. In general, the project is located within the voter-approved urban limit line and would not 
conflict with applicable LAFCo policies related to sprawl.  
 
With regard to consistency with the City’s General Plan policies and other regulations related to 
hillside development, pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of 
potential policy conflicts. As noted therein, the project would require approval of a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) to introduce new goals and policies relevant to the project site, remove an 
existing General Plan goal and several policies, and change the existing General Plan land use 
patterns for the project site to match the proposed Faria SW Hills Draft Master Plan Map. In 
addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 from the Draft EIR would be required to 
ensure that the project would not conflict with General Plan Policy 10-P-2. With approval of the 
requested GPA and implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, the Draft EIR concluded that 
impacts related to conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be less-than-
significant. 
 
With regard to omission of plans and materials from the proposed Draft Master Plan, please see 
Master Response #2. 
 
In addition to the issues noted above, the comment provides a list of various potential consequences 
of the project, including issues related to biological resources, loss of open space, loss of access to 
planned open space and trails, safety issues related to unstable hillsides, visual impacts, increased 
traffic congestion, and increased air and water pollution. Such concerns are addressed in the 
responses provided below.  
 
Response to Comment 8-3 
 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment summarizes the City of Pittsburg zoning 
designations that are applicable to the project site, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. It should be noted that the proposed project would include reclassification of site from HPD 
(Hillside Planned Development) and OS (Open Space) prezoning districts to RS-4P and OS-P 
prezoning with a Master Plan overlay district in order to provide project- and site-specific policies 
and development standards for implementation through future development applications. Thus, 
with approval of the requested zoning changes, the existing regulations associated with the HPD 
zoning district would not apply to the proposed project. The Draft Master Plan includes hillside 
development standards that are specific to the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 8-4 
 
Please see Master Response #1.  Given that the proposed project would include annexation of the 
project site into the City of Pittsburg limits, the current Contra Costa County land use designations 
would not apply to the proposed project. Rather, the applicable planning document would be the 
City’s General Plan. Per the City’s General Plan, the project site is currently designated for 
residential uses and open space. 
 
Issues related to recreational facilities are discussed on pages 4.11-37 through 4.11-38 of the Draft 
EIR. As noted therein, the proposed Draft Master Plan includes approximately 267.2 acres of 
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undeveloped area within the overall Draft Master Plan area. Such undeveloped areas could include 
trails and vehicle access as deemed necessary, consistent with Section 18.58.020 of the Pittsburg 
Municipal Code. Development within the Draft Master Plan area could meet Pittsburg Municipal 
Code requirements in two principal ways. First, buildout of the project site could include park 
space sufficient to meet the Pittsburg Municipal Code requirements. Inclusion of such parkland 
would result in the development of new parks within the development area of the Draft Master 
Plan. The second method of meeting the Pittsburg Municipal Code requirements would be through 
payment of in-lieu fees in compliance with Section 17.32.020. The Pittsburg Municipal Code 
requires that land, fees or combinations thereof must be used to provide parks or recreational 
facilities that would reasonably be assumed to serve the subdivision. Fees may also be used to 
expand or upgrade existing facilities. Based on the above, future development within the Draft 
Master Plan area could meet the City’s parkland requirements through a combination of on-site 
parks and the payment of in-lieu fees. The final determination with respect to how the project shall 
satisfy the City’s park dedication requirements is subject to Planning Commission and City 
Council approval. 
 
As discussed on page 4.1-31 of the Draft EIR, the proposed land use and development regulations 
included in the Draft Master Plan, as well as the standards and policies included in the Design 
Review Guidelines, would ensure consistency between future on-site development and 
existing/planned residential developments to the north and east. For example, Design Review 
Guideline A.5 requires that future development be designed in diverse and distinctive 
neighborhoods that build upon the patterns of the natural landscape and provide a sense of 
connection with surrounding uses. In addition, Design Review Guideline D.4 requires buildings to 
be designed with natural-looking materials that reflect the predominant colors and textures of the 
surrounding landscape. Furthermore, upon annexation of the project site into the City of Pittsburg, 
the project applicant would be required to submit a Tentative Subdivision Map and detailed plans 
for Design Review approval to the City of Pittsburg. Design Review of future development, 
consistent with Chapter 18.36 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code, would ensure that future 
development occurring within the project site would comply with the proposed Design Review 
Guidelines. According to Section 18.36.100 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code, the purpose of the 
Design Review process is to avoid substandard development, ensure that improvements within 
residential neighborhoods maintain consistent standards of design, and ensure that development is 
consistent with criteria adopted under Section 18.36.120 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code. Based 
on the above, the proposed project would not be out of scale or out of character with the 
surrounding community. 
 
With regard to preservation of steep slopes within the project site, as noted on page 4.9-22 of the 
Draft EIR, Policy 10-P-2 of the City’s General Plan restricts development from occurring on slopes 
greater than 30 percent in areas that are over 900 feet in elevation. Elevations within the project 
site vary from 435 feet at the lowest point to approximately 1,000 feet at the highest point. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 would ensure that the proposed project would 
not conflict with the development restrictions established by Policy 10-P-2.  
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Response to Comment 8-5 
 
The comment states that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes the project setting. Specific concerns 
raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 8-6 
 
The proximity of the project site to the nearby City of Pittsburg Stoneman Park, located 
approximately 1.5 miles east of the site, as well as the Black Diamond Regional Preserve, located 
approximately two miles to the southeast of the project site, is noted in the Biological Evaluation 
Report prepared for the proposed project by Pacific Biology (see Appendix E to the Draft EIR). 
The relationship of the project site to the ECCC HCP/NCCP is described on page 4.4-40 of the 
Draft EIR as follows: 
 

The proposed project site is within the ECCC HCP/NCCP inventory area. The HCP/NCCP 
development fee is based on the project location. The HCP/NCCP includes three Fee 
Zones, defined by a map that determines the fee paid by development, regardless of the 
land cover type within the development. The proposed project site is within the ECCC 
HCP/NCCP Development Fee Zone II: Natural Area Zone. Land within this zone is 
dominated by natural land cover types. The development fee in Zone II is $29,422.91 per 
acre, as of March 2017. 

 
As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg 
approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit 
Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit Line for the City and prezoned 
certain properties. Included in these properties was the entire approximately 606-acre project site. 
Thus, development of the proposed project site has been previously anticipated by the City. 
Consequently, while the site was previously considered a priority for inclusion in the Preserve 
System established by the ECCC HCP/NCCP, development of portions of the project site with 
residential uses would not conflict with regional planning efforts. Furthermore, the southeastern 
portion of the site that is characterized as “high priority” for acquisition per Figure 5-3 of the 
ECCC HCP/NCCP would be primarily preserved as open space per the Draft Master Plan.  
 
Potential impacts related to California tiger salamanders (CTS) are evaluated in Impact 4.4-4 of 
the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-57 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

By including a regional strategy for preserving core habitat and a viable population of the 
CTS, the ECCC HCP/NCCP anticipates and compensates for the loss of some individual 
CTS, their aestivation habitat, and their dispersal habitat resulting from construction 
associated with new development projects in the region. The ECCC HCP/NCCP does not 
include or recommend any avoidance or minimization measures to be implemented before, 
during or after construction activities for CTS. Instead the ECCC HCP/NCP only requires 
the payment of the Development Fee so that the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy can use the collected monies to preserve and protect viable populations and 
their habitats in accordance with the ECCC HCP/NCCP’s regional strategy or execution of 
an “in-lieu-of fee” agreement. 
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With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-4(b), which require payment of 
applicable ECCC HCP/NCCP per-acre Development Fees and site-specific measures to reduce 
impacts to CTS, the Draft EIR concluded that the project impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Thus, potential impacts related to creation of new barriers to dispersal and 
migration of CTS was adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 8-7 
 
Page 4.4-43 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding plant surveys: 
 

[…] the USFWS considers plant surveys to be valid for three years. Considering that 
surveys of the project site were conducted in 2013 and 2014, construction activities are 
likely to occur outside of the three-year period. Due to the amount of time between the 
special-status plant surveys and the potential future development of the site, special-status 
plant species may colonize the site. Therefore, construction activity related to potential 
future development within the Draft Master Plan area could result in a significant impact 
related to the disturbance of special-status plant species.  

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the botanical surveys may not be valid at the 
time future development of the site occurs. However, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) requires  that 
prior to the issuance of grading or construction permits for each phase of development of the 
project, additional rare plant surveys are to be conducted for bent-flowered fiddleneck, big tarplant, 
round-leaved filaree, Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern, Mt. Diablo buckwheat, fragrant fritillary, Diablo 
helianthella, Brewer’s western flax, showy golden madia, Mt. Diablo cottonweed, woodland 
woollythreads, adobe navarretia, shining navarretia, and rock sanicle. The surveys are required to 
be appropriately timed and cover all potentially suitable on‐site habitats. 
 
Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR, the field surveys of the project site 
conducted by Pacific Biology in 2017 were reconnaissance in nature. For special-status wildlife 
species with the potential to occur on-site, the Draft EIR requires pre-construction surveys as 
mitigation prior to future development of the site.  
 
Response to Comment 8-8 
 
The existing drainage conditions within the project area are described on page 4.8-3 of the Draft 
EIR, as follows: 
 

According to the Storm Drainage Memo prepared for the proposed project by Isakson & 
Associates Inc., the project site consists of two tributary drainage areas, the northerly 
portion of the project site and the southerly portion of the project site. The northerly portion 
of the site is within the Contra Costa County Flood Control Drainage Area 48B (DA 48B). 
DA 48B drains through the existing San Marco Project located to the north, then under SR 
4 and through the Bay Point area to Suisun Bay. The drainage system within the San Marco 
Project development area has been designed and constructed to accommodate the 
developed flow from the northerly portion of the proposed project site. The series of 
detention basins within the San Marco project development area would regulate the flow 
of drainage from the San Marco Project and the northerly portion of the proposed project 
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site such that peak flows would not exceed 199 cubic feet per second, which would be 
consistent with what has been anticipated per the Contra Costa County DA 48B Boundary 
Map and Drainage Plan. 
 
The southerly portion of the proposed project site naturally drains through the undeveloped 
Bailey Estates project area to the east into a drainage system that crosses under Bailey Road 
into Lawlor Ravine, which drains under SR 4 through the Bay Point Area to Suisun Bay. 
In accordance with applicable federal and state standards, the drainage system of the 
southerly portion of the project site would be designed such that the peak storm drainage 
flow leaving the site after development does not exceed the existing undeveloped storm 
drainage flow. The proposed project would likely require permanent detention facilities to 
be constructed on-site in order to meet such design requirements. Regardless of the specific 
stormwater facilities included in the proposed project, stormwater currently runs off of the 
project site and onto the nearby Bailey Estates project site. The Bailey Estates project 
would be required to accept and convey the stormwater currently running onto the Bailey 
Estates site from the proposed project site by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) regulation “Provision C.3”.  
 
Therefore, both the northern and southern drainage areas of the project site connect to 
existing or planned drainage systems prior to eventual discharge in surface waters of Suisun 
Bay. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR adequately describes the existing hydrologic setting of the 
project site and the site vicinity. 
 
Response to Comment 8-9 
 
As stated on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis within the Draft EIR does not rely on the 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) but, rather, the most recent 2015 UWMP. It should 
be noted that the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the proposed project in 2015 relied on 
data from the 2010 UWMP. However, the 2015 UWMP demonstrates a greater projected water 
supply surplus compared to the 2010 UWMP; thus, the assumptions used in the Water Supply 
Assessment provide for a conservative analysis. Both the 2010 and 2015 UWMPs indicate a water 
supply surplus under most hydrologic conditions, with only minor deficits during prolonged 
drought. Thus, concerns about unreliable water supply available to serve the proposed project are 
unsubstantiated.2 
 
Response to Comment 8-10 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 8-8 and 8-9 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-11 
 
The comment summarizes the necessary components of a project description, but does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

 
2  Jim Connel, Principal Engineer, West Yost Associates. Personal communication [email] with Rod Stinson, 

Division Manager, Raney Planning & Management, Inc. January 21, 2019. 
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Response to Comment 8-12 
 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of all entitlements under 
consideration for the proposed project. Sufficient detail is provided to allow for a meaningful 
environmental analysis. Please see Master Response #2 above regarding analysis of large-scale 
planning approvals pursuant to Section 15152(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.  
 
Response to Comment 8-13 
 
Please see Master Response #2 regarding project-level details related to construction activity, 
lotting plans, circulation system improvements, location of stormwater infrastructure, and 
recreational amenities. Potential effects related to public services associated with the proposed 
project are analyzed under Impacts 4.11-4 through 4.11-9 of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.11-
26 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in an estimated water demand of 572 acre-
feet per year.   
 
Response to Comment 8-14 
 
Please see Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 8-15 
 
Please see Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 8-16 
 
Please see Master Response #2. It should be noted that the proposed project is considered a Master 
Plan. A master plan is a comprehensive long-range document that guides development for an area, 
while a specific plan is a tool for implementation of the General Plan. Per Government Code 
Section 65451, the project does not qualify as a Specific Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 8-17 
 
Please see Master Response #2. Substantial evidence in the public record of development plans 
for the proposed project site does not exist. As is the case with any large-scale planning effort, 
assumptions must be made about the type and intensity of development anticipated to occur in the 
future. However, such assumptions do not necessitate the existence of project-level development 
plans. 
 
Response to Comment 8-18 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Consideration of development 
densities for the project in excess of the densities specified in the Draft Master Plan and evaluated 
in the Draft EIR is speculative and, thus, is not required pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response to Comment 8-19 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s suggestions have 
been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 8-20 
 
The comment states that CEQA requires the project description in the Draft EIR to provide detailed 
information regarding, or the text of, the proposed development agreement for the Project. To be 
legally adequate, a project description must depict the project accurately and not minimize its 
environmental effects, include reasonably foreseeable activities associated with the project, and be 
consistent throughout the EIR. (14 Cal.Code Regs. Sec. 15124.) More specifically, a project 
description must include the precise location and boundaries of the proposed project, a detailed 
map and a map showing the project’s location in a regional perspective, a statement of project 
objectives, a general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, and a statement describing the intended uses of the EIR including a list of agencies 
expected to use the EIR and a list of approvals for which the EIR will be used.  Here, Chapter 3 of 
the Draft EIR sets forth a detailed description of proposed Project meeting all of the requirements 
of CEQA, and lists as one of several entitlements required for the Project, the proposed 
development agreement. (Draft EIR, p. 3-14.)  
 
While CEQA requires an EIR to include a list of all permits and other approvals that are required 
to implement a project and are known to the lead agency, a detailed discussion of those permits 
and approvals is not required. (See East Sacramento Partnership for a Livable City v. City of 
Sacramento (2016) [analysis of development agreement not required]; Native Sun/Lyon 
Communities v. City of Escondido (1993) 15 Cal.App.4th 892, 909 [EIR listing of development 
agreement adequate and detailed discussion of development agreement not required]; see also 
Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899 [city’s failure 
to include development agreement in list of approvals found nonprejudicial].)  Therefore, the terms 
and conditions of the proposed development agreement is not required for purposes of CEQA, and 
moreover, the final text of the proposed Development Agreement, which will conform with the 
zoning and density provided as part of the proposed Master Plan, has not yet been prepared. 
 
Response to Comment 8-21 
 
Please see Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 8-22 
 
The Draft EIR acknowledges future development of the project site with residential and open space 
uses and analyzes the potential environmental effects of such development. The absence of project-
level plans for lotting, architectural design, and utility improvements does not preclude the ability 
of an EIR to provide a meaningful environmental analysis. In specific instances where additional 
detail is necessary, the Draft EIR provides mitigation measures with specific timing and 
performance standards to ensure that adverse environmental effects would be avoided. For 
example, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR requires the project applicant to provide a 
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site-specific drainage study as part of any future development application and provides criteria for 
necessary details to be included in the study. Similarly, Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 and 4.6-4(a) 
through (b) require preparation of a design-level geotechnical engineering report with specific 
design measures to reduce risks from landslides and other geotechnical hazards based on site-
specific conditions. Thus, the Draft EIR does not defer formulation of mitigation measures.  
 
Response to Comment 8-23 
 
Pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of the project’s consistency with 
applicable General Plan policies. As noted therein, the project would require approval of a GPA 
to introduce new goals and policies relevant to the project site, remove an existing General Plan 
goal and several policies, and change the existing General Plan land use patterns for the project 
site to match the proposed Faria SW Hills Draft Master Plan Map. In addition, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 from the Draft EIR would be required to ensure that the project would 
not conflict with General Plan Policy 10-P-2. With approval of the requested GPA and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts related to 
conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be less-than-significant.  
 
Furthermore, as noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of 
Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved 
Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit Line for the City and 
prezoned certain properties. Included in these properties was the entire approximately 606-acre 
project site. Thus, development of the proposed project site has been previously anticipated by the 
City. 
 
Response to Comment 8-24 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-25 
 
As noted on page 4.1-32 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would involve substantial grading 
of hillside areas, including areas within the greenbelt ridgeline buffer between the City of Pittsburg 
and the City of Concord. General Plan policies related to hillside development should be 
interpreted in the context of other portions of the General Plan, including the project site’s current 
General Plan land use designation. General Plan Policy 2-P-96 is specific to the project site and 
limits the maximum buildout to 1,500 dwelling units. This designation was made recognizing the 
topography of the site. Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that the General Plan Policies related 
to the preservation of the natural topography are superseded by the General Plan policy related to 
the density of 1,500 dwelling units on the project site.  
 
With regard to Policy 4-P-10, page 4.9 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

Policy 4-P-10 of the City’s General Plan provides further regulation regarding grading and 
the protection of open space on hillsides. The policy encourages developers to protect 
undeveloped areas within open space and to avoid extensive grading of hillsides. The 
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proposed project would include 267.2 acres of open space within the project site, which 
would represent a 138.2 acre increase in designated open space within the project site as 
compared to existing General Plan land use designations. Although approval of the 
proposed project would increase the amount of open space designated within the project 
site, the proposed project would include extensive grading along hillsides within the project 
site. Such grading would be necessary to provide for relatively level development areas 
within the project site, and, as discussed in greater depth in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, 
and Seismicity, of this EIR, to provide slope stability and landslide prevention.  
Consequently, the proposed project would require a text amendment to the General Plan to 
remove Policy 4-P-10. 

 
Based on the above, project modifications to further limit grading on hillside areas within the site 
are not feasible.  
 
Response to Comment 8-26 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 8-25 above.  
 
Response to Comment 8-27 
 
Potential impacts to biological resources, including special-status plant and wildlife species, are 
evaluated in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft EIR. Potentially significant impacts are identified for special-
status plant species, birds covered under the ECCC HCP/NCCP as well as birds covered under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, San Joaquin kit fox, California tiger salamander, California red-legged 
frog, and conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. In addition, 
cumulative impacts were identified related to the loss of biological resources in the City of 
Pittsburg. However, the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce all identified biological resource 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
 
Response to Comment 8-28 
 
Issues related to alteration of existing drainage patterns are discussed on pages 4.8-16 to 4.8-18 of 
the Draft EIR. As noted therein, because detailed site and drainage plans do not currently exist, 
future project design, and, thus, compliance with C.3 standards and other applicable policies 
cannot be evaluated at this time. However, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 would require preparation of 
a site-specific drainage study identifying site design measures, source controls, and stormwater 
treatment and flow control measures showing that the project runoff would not exceed the capacity 
of existing and planned stormwater drainage systems and would not result in flooding on- or off-
site. The criteria for the drainage study established in Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 include an 
assessment of downstream drainage and City storm-water facilities impacted by potential project 
runoff in accordance with General Plan Policy 9-P-21. The text of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 is as 
follows: 
 

4.8-1 As part of any development application, the applicant shall submit a site-
specific drainage study which shall identify site design measures, source 
controls, and stormwater treatment and flow control measures showing 
that the project runoff will not exceed the capacity of existing and planned 
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stormwater drainage systems and will not result in flooding on- or off-site.  
The study shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 
• Calculations of pre-development runoff conditions and post-

development runoff conditions, using appropriate engineering 
methods; 

• An assessment of downstream drainage and City storm-water 
facilities impacted by potential project runoff in accordance with 
General Plan Policy 9-P-21, which requires the following: 

o Calculate potential sedimentation and runoff based 
on the maximum storm event and determine necessary 
capacity of the downstream drainage system. If the 
project presents potential downstream sedimentation, 
runoff, or flooding issues, the drainage study shall 
require additional mitigation including, but not 
limited to, limitations on grading, construction only 
in dry seasons, and funding for downstream 
improvements, maintenance, and repairs;  

• Assessment of existing drainage facilities within the project area 
and an inventory of necessary upgrades, replacements, redesigns, 
and/or rehabilitation in order to accommodate the proposed 
project;  

• Recommendation of appropriate design measures required to 
meet C.3 requirements, and relevant requirements from Chapter 
13.28 of the City’s Municipal Code; and 

• A proposed maintenance program for the on-site drainage system. 
 
Response to Comment 8-29 
 
As stated on page 4.11-35 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant would pay the required SB 50 
school development fees in effect at the time of issuance of building permits for the project. In 
accordance with California Proposition 1A/SB 50, payment of the applicable school impact fees 
is considered full and complete mitigation for the increased demand for school services resulting 
from development. Consequently, while capacity within the MDUSD is currently limited, the 
payment of school impact fees would be considered sufficient to reduce potential impacts related 
to the provision of school facilities and services to a less-than-significant level. The General Plan 
acknowledges development of up to 1,500 units on the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 8-30 
 
As noted on page 4.11-34 of the Draft EIR, standard City of Pittsburg conditions of approval 
require that the developer annex new development into the Community Facilities District (CFD) 
2005-1 in order to collect fees sufficient to fund increased police protection services needed due 
to the population increase associated with the proposed project. Such fees would be collected 
during the approval process for future specific developments within the annexation area. The rate 
of the CFD fee is subject to City Council Ordinance No. 05-1246. Development fees would be 
used by the PPD to meet the increased demand for police services.  
 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 103 

While the project would require additional sworn officers to serve the project, new police facilities 
would not be required in order to provide police services to the proposed project. With annexation 
to the CFD, the PPD has indicated that the Department could adequately serve the proposed 
project.3 The applicable CEQA threshold is whether the project would result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or physically altered police protection 
facilities. Given that the proposed project would not require the provision of new or physically 
altered police protection facilities, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than 
significant.  
 
Response to Comment 8-31 
 
The commenter suggests that the proposed mitigation measure to address additional costs 
associated with additional equipment or personnel needed to serve the proposed Project is 
inadequate, and states that the Project site’s location outside of the 1.5-mile response time radius 
of the nearest fire station constitutes a violation of the City’s General Plan.  The Draft EIR explains 
that Fire Facility Impact Fees for the CCCFPD are specifically designed to proportionally cover 
any costs associated with additional equipment and/or personnel needed to serve new development 
projects within the CCCFPD service area, such as the proposed Project.   
 
Additionally, as stated on page 4.11-32 of the Draft EIR, in adopting Resolution Number 17-
13311, the City Council formed Community Facilities District 2017-1 (CFD 2017-1) to help 
finance increased emergency medical and fire protection services through assessment of an annual 
special tax on properties within the CFD 2017-1. Payment of the Fire Facility Impact Fees and the 
CFD 2017-1 special tax would cover any additional costs associated with additional equipment or 
personnel needed to serve the proposed Project. While the Fire Facility Impact Fees are assessed 
on all new developments within the City, the CFD 2017-1 special tax is only assessed on sites 
within the district. 4.11-32. Thus, Mitigation Measure 4.11-4 provides that prior to recordation of 
a Final Map for any portion of the proposed project site, the project applicant shall provide proof, 
to the City of Pittsburg Community Development Department, that the proposed project site has 
been annexed into CFD 2017-1. 
 
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed Project conflicts with General Plan Policy 11-P-
26, which is a policy that predates that creation of CFD 2017-1.  On page 4.11-33, the Draft EIR 
states that inclusion of the project site within CFD 2017-1 would ensure that special taxes would 
be assessed on future development within the project site, which would support the provision of 
emergency medical and fire protection services. In addition, according to a Memorandum prepared 
by the CCCFPD, the CFD 2017-1 impact fee would allow the CCCFPD to keep pace with capital 
and infrastructure costs and demands of new development.4 Furthermore, based on existing fire 
station locations and the relocation of Fire Station 86, the CCCFPD does not anticipate the need 
for a new fire station to be constructed in order to serve the proposed project. However, the project 

 
3  Captain Michael Perry, Pittsburg Police Department Personal communication with Raney Planning and 

Management, Inc. on March 4, 2014, and personal communication [phone] between Captain Rathnesh Raman, 
Pittsburg Police Department, and Jacob Byrne, Associate, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. on April 5, 
2017. 

4  Contra Costa County Fire Protection District. Subject: Fire Facility Assessment for Faria property – Southwest 
portion of Pittsburg, California. February 7, 2019. 
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site is still outside of the 1.5-mile response time radius of the nearest fire station, and mitigation 
that would establish direct project consistency with the dated General Plan Policy 11-P-26 does 
not exist. The Draft EIR conservatively concludes that following implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.11-4, the proposed Project would continue to conflict with General Plan Policy 11-P-
26, which would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 8-32 
 
Please refer to Master Response #2.  
 
The commenter does not raise a significant environmental question and therefore, no response is 
required.  Nonetheless. as noted under Response to Comment 8-2 above, Section 18.72.060 of the 
Pittsburg Municipal Code requires a master plan to include a land use and circulation system 
concept that is consistent with the goals and policies of the general plan, compatible with the 
environment, and capable of being served by existing and planned public facilities and utilities.  
The specific plans and materials listed in Section 18.72.060(B) of the Pittsburg Municipal Code 
must be submitted unless the City Planner waives submission of the items considered unnecessary 
for an application for approval of a master plan, as is the case here with some of the required 
components. Thus, omissions of certain details from a master plan application, such as 
architectural plans, is subject to the City’s discretion.  
 
Response to Comment 8-33 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above. The regulations included in Chapter 18.56, Hillside 
Planned District (HPD), of the Pittsburg Municipal Code apply only to hillside development within 
an HPD zoning district. The Draft Master Plan proposed as part of the project incorporates hillside 
development standards specific to the project site. 
 
Response to Comment 8-34 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-35 
 
The proposed project does not include a tentative subdivision map. At the time of submittal of a 
tentative subdivision map application to the City, the City would evaluate the application for 
consistency with the Subdivision Map Act. With regard to consistency with applicable General 
Plan policies, please see Response to Comment 8-23 above.  
 
Response to Comment 8-36 
 
The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies related to the analysis presented within 
the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 8-37 
 
The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive, detailed analysis of buildout of the Draft Master Plan, 
addressing all issue areas required per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Within each technical 
chapter of the Draft EIR, an analysis of potential cumulative impacts is provided.  
 
Response to Comment 8-38 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-3. In addition, as noted under Response to Comment 8-22 
above, the Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer formulation of mitigation measures.   
 
Response to Comment 8-39 
 
Please see Master Response #2 and Response to Comment 8-22 above 
 
Response to Comment 8-40 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-22 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-41 
 
Cumulative development within the City of Pittsburg would be guided by the City’s General Plan. 
Per Section 15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, previously approved land use documents such as 
general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans may be used in cumulative impact analysis. 
Therefore, where applicable, the Draft EIR relies on the General Plan EIR to evaluate the potential 
environmental effects of cumulative development within the City’s planning area. Thus, in cases 
where the General Plan EIR concluded that cumulative development would be less-than-
significant due to compliance with applicable federal, State, and local rules and regulations, such 
conclusions are applicable to the cumulative analyses presented in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 
any assumption that cumulative development within the City would not be subject to such rules 
and regulations is speculative. 
 
Response to Comment 8-42 
 
Please see Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 8-43 
 
The Draft EIR clearly defines the scope of ground-disturbing activities that would occur as a result 
of the proposed project. As noted on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, a total of approximately 339.1 
acres are designated for residential development and approximately 267.2 acres of land are 
designated to be preserved as open space. The Draft EIR assumes that the 339.1 acres proposed 
for development would be subject to grading and other ground-disturbing activities during future 
development of the site. In addition, of the 267.2 acres to be designated as open space, up to 72.9 
acres could potentially be graded. Given that potential impacts to biological resources within the 
project site would primarily be a function of ground-disturbing activities occurring as a result of 
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the project, the Draft EIR provides sufficient information to allow for a robust, meaningful analysis 
of biological resources impacts. Additional project-level information, such as utility or 
architectural plans, would not aid the identification of impacts to biological resources. 
 
Response to Comment 8-44 
 
The comment is an introductory statement. The specific concerns raised by the commenter are 
addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 8-45 
 
The Hamilton Biological report referenced by the commenter provides supporting information for 
the concerns addressed in Responses to Comments 8-46 through 8-56 below, but does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 8-46 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-47 
 
The existing setting of the project site related to biological resources is described on pages 4.4-2 
through 4.4-37 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 8-48 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above. 
 
As noted on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR the north-central part of the site is mapped in the ECCC 
HCP/NCCP as suitable low potential habitat for big tarplant, and the relatively higher elevation 
parts of the site are mapped as suitable habitat. However, the on-site grasslands have been grazed 
and site surveys concluded that the on-site grasslands do not provide suitable habitat for big 
tarplant; additionally, clay soils were not observed on-site. The species was not observed during 
the Moore Biological Consultants field surveys in 2013 and 2014, and the CNDDB does not 
include any occurrences of special-status plants within two miles of the project site. Nonetheless, 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) requires additional rare plant surveys for big tarplant prior to the 
issuance of grading or construction permits for each phase of project development on the site. The 
Draft EIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through 4.4-1(b), 
impacts to special-status plant species would be less than significant.  
 
Response to Comment 8-49 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above. 
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Response to Comment 8-50 
 
Each of the special-status species referenced by the commenter are discussed in Chapter 4.4, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-49 of the Draft EIR, the on-site 
grasslands provide marginally suitable foraging habitat for the following bird species: Swainson’s 
hawk; burrowing owl; golden eagle; and tricolored blackbirds, as modeled in the ECCC 
HCP/NCCP. In addition, the project site may provide foraging or nesting habitat to other special-
status avian species, including white-tailed kites, ferruginous hawks, grasshopper sparrows, 
California horned-larks, and loggerhead shrikes. However, with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be reduced to 
less-than-significant levels. Such mitigation measures require pre-construction surveys for the 
identified species, in addition to payment of applicable ECCC HCP/NCCP fees. Similarly, as noted 
on page 4.4-54, the Draft EIR provides mitigation with associated survey requirements for 
American badgers and San Joaquin kit foxes. 
 
Response to Comment 8-51 
 
With regard to existing wildlife preserves in the project area and reconnaissance surveys for 
special-status plant and wildlife species, see Responses to Comments 8-6 and 8-7 above.  
 
Existing on-site plant communities and habitats, including wetlands, are discussed on pages 4.4-2 
through 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-5 states the following: 
 

Wetlands in the project site are limited to two man-made wetlands that were created as part 
of compensatory mitigation for nearby development projects; the two wetlands are located 
outside of the development area indicated within the Draft Master Plan, and both wetlands 
would be preserved in an Open Space area of the Draft Master Plan that would not be 
disturbed by temporary grading activities. Combined, the wetlands occupy approximately 
0.7 acre within a low-lying area in the northwestern portion of the project site (see Figure 
4.4-2). The wetlands are situated at the upper reaches of a USGS identified, blue line stream 
that flows off-site to the southwest into the Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS), 
where the stream enters the Clayton Canal. A buffer was established around the wetlands 
in order to maintain habitat quality, such that the preserve area amounts to approximately 
17.5 acres. Both of the wetland features were completely dry during the August 2017 field 
survey, though both supported perennial, as well as seasonal, wetland vegetation, 
indicating a topographic gradient where the deeper portions hold water for long periods of 
time and presumably are underlain by saturated soils during the summer. The perennial 
wetland vegetation in both wetlands is concentrated along the southwestern, lower portions 
of the features. Based on hydrologic features as well as the spillway locations, both 
wetlands hold roughly one to two feet of water during the wet season, and rarely flow over 
the spillways. Wetland plant species observed within the deeper portions of the wetlands 
were dominated by hardstem bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus) and swamp picklegrass 
(Crypsis schoenoides), with an overstory of arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and Fremont’s 
cottonwood (Populus fremontii). The shallower portions were dominated by Baltic rush 
(Juncus balticus), rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), clustered dock (Rumex 
conglomeratus), and prostrate knotweed (Polygonum aviculare). Significant cover of 
wetland species outside of the excavated basins does not exist—the two wetlands are 
separated by upland habitat—though quasi-wetland trees, primarily valley oak (Quercus 
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lobata), have been planted along the slopes adjacent to the features. The southwestern 
wetland surrounds an island of upland habitat, with a windmill and water pump installed 
at the center of the island. 

 
Response to Comment 8-52 
 
As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard, located at the northern 
boundary of the proposed project site, would be extended southward through the site as part of the 
proposed project, providing connection to the City’s existing circulation system. The extended 
roadway would link to Bailey Road to the east of the site. The proposed roadway extension would 
be located wholly within the proposed area of development shown on Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR; 
roadway improvements would not occur within the proposed open space areas. Therefore, 
development of the roadway has been included in the existing setting described in the Draft EIR.  
 
With regard to CTS, please see Response to Comment 8-6 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-53 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-54 
 
As noted on page 4.4-54 of the Draft EIR, San Joaquin kit foxes, American badgers, hoary bats, 
and western red bats could use the project site as habitat. However, the proposed project would 
not have the potential to impact hoary bats and western red bats. With regard to San Joaquin kit 
foxes Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) requires that a qualified biologist conduct a pre‐construction 
survey within the proposed disturbance footprint and a surrounding 250‐foot radius prior to any 
ground disturbance within the project site. If San Joaquin kit foxes and/or suitable dens are 
identified in the survey area, Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) includes specific standards to ensure 
that significant impacts to the species do not occur. For example, if a San Joaquin kit fox den is 
discovered in the proposed development footprint, the den must be monitored for three days by a 
USFWS/CDFW–qualified biologist using a tracking medium or an infrared beam camera to 
determine if the den is currently being used. 
 
Given that Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) provides specific timing and performance standards, the 
Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer mitigation of impacts to San Joaquin kit foxes.  
 
Response to Comment 8-55 
 
It is not clear what additional information the commenter is requesting. For example, Draft EIR 
clearly evaluates which special-status species have been known to occur in the project region, the 
likelihood for each species to occur on-site based on known habitat requirements and other factors, 
and whether future development on the site would have the potential to impact each species. Thus, 
the Draft EIR adequately characterizes the extent and severity of potential impacts to special-status 
species. For each potential impact, the Draft EIR provides mitigation to reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels.   
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Response to Comment 8-56 
 
Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles: 
 

Golden Eagle 
 
The golden eagle is not listed under either the State or federal Endangered Species Acts 
(ESA), but is a State of California Fully Protected Species and is also protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Golden eagles forage in grasslands in coastal 
foothills, including the rolling hillsides around the base of Mount Diablo. Golden eagles 
prefer to nest on ledges on cliff walls, but can also use very large trees that are isolated 
from disturbance. 
 
The nearest occurrence of golden eagle in the CNDDB search area is approximately one 
mile west of the site. The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in 
the ECCC HCP/NCCP. Golden eagles were observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees 
and other relatively large trees visible from the site were inspected for raptor stick nests. 
The trees provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles, as they prefer ledges on 
cliff walls or very large trees isolated from any type of disturbance. A few raptor stick nests 
were observed in the trees in the wetland mitigation area, but these nests were being utilized 
by red-tailed hawks and great-horned owls. Considering the presence of foraging habitat 
and of isolated trees, the project site is considered marginally suitable habitat for golden 
eagle foraging and nesting. 

 
In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following: 
 

The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP 
and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected 
species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within dedicated 
preserve areas, which may be used as foraging habitat by golden eagle. The payment of 
ECCC HCP/NCCP fees as a result of the project would be used, in combination with other 
fees, to purchase the preserve area that would act as compensatory habitat for the species.  
 
Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other 
relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden 
eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the project site, 
development of the project site grasslands would convert suitable foraging habitat for the 
species. In addition, grading within open space areas of the site would result in temporary 
disturbance of 72.9 acres of suitable foraging habitat. Because the project site provides 
suitable (though poor) nesting habitat for golden eagle and is within the species’ known 
range, the possibility exists that potential future construction activity within the proposed 
development area of the Draft Master Plan area could have a significant impact to 
individual golden eagle if the species occupies the site prior to the onset of construction. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden 
eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, burrowing owl, and 
golden eagle and other special-status avian species would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.  
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Response to Comment 8-57 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-58 
 
Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires only that an EIR discuss any inconsistencies 
between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. The Draft EIR is 
not required to include a discussion of all General Plan goals and policies. Where inconsistencies 
are noted, a corresponding discussion is provided in the EIR. Potential inconsistencies with 
General Plan Policies 4-P-2, 4-P-10, 4-P-14, and 4-P-25 are discussed in Impact 4.9-1 of the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 8-59 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-60 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-61 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-62 
 
As noted in footnote 10 on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan policies discussed in 
Appendix J are limited to policies specific to land use issues. Potential inconsistencies with 
General Plan policies related to other environmental issue areas are addressed throughout the 
technical chapters of the Draft EIR. For example, as noted above, potential inconsistencies with 
General Plan Policies 4-P-2, 4-P-10, 4-P-14, and 4-P-25 are discussed in Impact 4.9-1 of the Draft 
EIR. In addition, consistency with General Plan Policy 4-P-11 is discussed in Chapter 4.6, 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 8-63 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 8-23 and 8-58 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-64 
 
Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR notes one General Plan policy (Policy 10-P-2) with which the Draft 
Master Plan could create an inconsistency. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 from the 
Draft EIR would not defer formulation of mitigation to a future CEQA analysis but, rather, would 
require revision of the Land Use Map of the Draft Master Plan to ensure that conflicts with Policy 
10-P-2 would not occur. Similarly, while Chapter 4.10 acknowledges the potential for noise 
exposure levels at future on-site development to exceed applicable General Plan noise level 
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standards, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 establishes specific performance standards and timelines to 
ensure that such exceedances do not occur. Thus, the Draft EIR adequately identifies potential 
inconsistencies with General Plan policies and provides sufficient mitigation to ensure that such 
inconsistencies do not occur.  
 
Response to Comment 8-65 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-107 below. 
 
Response to Comment 8-66 
 
Per 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR, the Contra Costa LAFCo would act as a CEQA responsible agency in 
regard to consideration of the proposed annexation. As noted under Response to Comment 8-2 
above, consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including policies related to urban sprawl, is 
discussed in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the project site is consistent with the 
Pittsburg General Plan land use designations of LDR, HLDR and OS. In November of 2005, the 
Pittsburg voters approved an initiative which resulted in the project site being prezoned to HPD 
and OS. The project includes a change in prezoning to RS-4P and OS-P; however, the densities of 
the overlay zones are consistent with the type and intensity of development anticipated in the 
initiative. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the General Plan land use 
designations and the existing prezoning for the project site. In general, the project is within the 
voter-approved Urban Limit Line and would, therefore, not conflict with applicable LAFCo 
policies related to sprawl. 
 
Response to Comment 8-67 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-66 above. The project is located within a voter-approved Urban 
Limit Line and, thus, would not be considered to induce urban sprawl. 
 
Response to Comment 8-68 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-8 and 8-58 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-69 
 
As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg 
approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit 
Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit Line for the City and prezoned 
certain properties. Included in these properties was the entire approximately 606-acre project site, 
which was prezoned for residential and open space uses. In addition, per the City’s General Plan, 
the site is currently designated for Low Density Residential, Hillside Low Density Residential, and 
Open Space. Therefore, development of portions of the project site with residential uses, thereby 
resulting in conversion of open space, has been previously anticipated by the City.  
 
Furthermore, LAFCo’s Agricultural and Open Space Preservation Policy (AOSPP) does not 
specifically prohibit the conversion of open space to developed land; rather, the AOSPP provides 
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for the minimization of such conversion. While the proposed project would require conversion of 
open space, such conversion is necessary to realize the planned development of 1,500 residential 
units within the site while providing for an open space buffer along the Pittsburg-Concord 
Ridgeline and protecting sensitive hillside areas. Given that the conversion of open space occurring 
as a result of the project would help to reduce environmental impacts associated with buildout of 
the project area and would be offset by an increase in designated Open Space from what is 
currently designated by the City’s General Plan, the proposed project would be considered to 
minimize conversion of open space.  
 
Response to Comment 8-70 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-8, 3-18, and 3-20. 
 
Response to Comment 8-71 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13. 
 
As noted on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR, should the necessary City approvals be granted for the 
proposed project, tentative maps and improvement plans for development of the project site could 
subsequently be brought forward. Development of the project site, including infrastructure 
improvements, would likely begin two to three years after the approval of initial tentative maps 
for development within the project site. Buildout of the project area would be driven by market 
demand, once proper approvals have been granted. Future market conditions are speculative at this 
time, and, thus, the total construction period and final buildout date for the proposed project is not 
currently known. 
 
Response to Comment 8-72 
 
The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-
approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 
606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. With the approval of Measure P, the 
project site has been prezoned HPD and OS. The maximum buildout for the proposed project site, 
according to the current General Plan, is 1,500 single-family units. As such, the City has 
anticipated development of the site with residential uses, and the project would be consistent with 
the development assumptions considered in the City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element. Thus, 
consideration of the City’s regional housing needs within the Draft EIR is not necessary.  
 
Response to Comment 8-73 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13. 
 
Response to Comment 8-74 
 
Page 4.11 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding water demand associated with future 
buildout of the Draft Master Plan: 
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It should be noted that the 2015 UWMP relies on population growth projections from the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to estimate future development in the City. 
Therefore, the 2015 UWMP does not specifically address buildout of the project site; 
rather, the 2015 UWMP analyzes the City’s potential addition of 34,000 total residents and 
a total, Citywide increase in water demand of 3,900 AFY between 2010 and 2035. The 
estimated Draft Master Plan buildout population of 4,800 future residents, with an 
associated water demand of 572 AFY, would fall within the ABAG growth numbers used 
in the 2015 UWMP. Therefore, although the project was not specifically included in the 
UWMP, the anticipated population growth and water demand increases for the entire City 
were evaluated, and the demand estimates presented in Table 4.11-6 generally include the 
water demand increase associated with buildout of the proposed project. As illustrated in 
Table 4.11-6, the City’s water supplies could accommodate buildout of the City, which 
includes the proposed project’s potential population of 4,800 people and maximum water 
demand of 572 AFY.   

 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies 
beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP.  
 
Response to Comment 8-75 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 8-2 and 8-74 above.  
 
Response to Comment 8-76 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-77 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above.  
 
Response to Comment 8-78 
 
As noted above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies 
beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP includes an analysis of 
potential climate change impacts on water supply and demand. 
 
Response to Comment 8-79 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-12 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-80 
 
Section 15125(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding establishing the 
existing setting for an EIR: 
 

Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist 
at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, 
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at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional 
perspective. Where existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary 
to provide the most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts, a lead 
agency may define existing conditions by referencing historic conditions, or conditions 
expected when the project becomes operational, or both, that are supported with substantial 
evidence. In addition, a lead agency may also use baselines consisting of both existing 
conditions and projected future conditions that are supported by reliable projections based 
on substantial evidence in the record. 

 
Given that the City of Pittsburg has previously anticipated development of the project site with up 
to 1,500 single-family homes per General Plan Policy 2-P-96, water demand associated with such 
development constitutes a “projected future condition” under Section 15125(a)(1), and inclusion 
of such projections in the existing setting section of Chapter 4.11 is appropriate.  
 
Response to Comment 8-81 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-12. 
 
Response to Comment 8-82 
 
As noted under Response to Comment 8-9 above, both the 2010 and 2015 UWMPs indicate a 
water supply surplus under most hydrologic conditions, with only minor deficits during prolonged 
drought. Thus, concerns about unreliable water supply available to serve the proposed project are 
unsubstantiated.5 
 
Response to Comment 8-83 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-82. The proposed mitigation measures do not defer analysis 
related to water supply; rather, the measures ensure that applicable CCWD standards would be 
met prior to approval of a final subdivision map for future development within the project site. 
The Draft EIR demonstrates that sufficient water supplies would be available to serve future 
development within the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 8-84 
 
As noted on page 4.11-5 of the Draft EIR, the City’s 2015 UWMP describes the projected water 
demand for the City of Pittsburg through 2040. Such growth includes cumulative development 
associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan. Given that the effects of cumulative 
development on the CCWD’s projected water supplies has been evaluated in the 2015 UWMP, 
and the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies beyond what 
was considered in the 2015 UWMP, the cumulative analysis presented within the Draft EIR is 
sufficient.  
 

 
5  Jim Connel, Principal Engineer, West Yost Associates. Personal communication [email] with Rod Stinson, 

Division Manager, Raney Planning & Management, Inc. January 21, 2019. 
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Response to Comment 8-85 
 
The mitigation measures presented in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of 
the Draft EIR, include specific performance standards and timelines for implementation. For 
example, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires compliance with specific engine efficiency standards 
for all off-road heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment larger than 100 horsepower (e.g., rubber-
tired dozers, excavators, graders, scrapers, pavers, paving equipment, and cranes) to be used for 
each phase of construction of the project. 
 
Where insufficient project-level design details are available to provide for a project-level air 
quality or GHG emissions analysis, the Draft EIR acknowledges that significant and unavoidable 
impacts could occur. However, Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and 4.3-5(b) in the Draft EIR require a 
project-level, detailed air quality and GHG analysis in conjunction with the submittal of 
applications for future development within the project site. Such mitigation measures establish 
concrete performance standards for the required air quality and GHG analysis. For example, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires mandatory compliance with BAAQMD’s standard 
recommended mitigation measures unless the project applicant demonstrates the measures are not 
feasible.  
 
Response to Comment 8-86 
 
The comment states that the modeling assumptions discussed in Chapter 4.3 of the Draft EIR are 
inadequate, but does not specifically note what additional modeling assumption information is 
necessary. The modeling assumptions presented in the Draft EIR provide an accurate, 
comprehensive summary of the inputs applied to the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) for the proposed project. A full list of the user-entered project characteristics and 
non-default data is included within the modeling outputs provided in Appendix D to the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 8-87 
 
CalEEMod inherently accounts for criteria pollutant and GHG emissions due to earth moving 
activities during grading activities. The amount of earth moving required within the site is 
calculated based on the total area of disturbance input to the model. As discussed in Chapter 4.3, 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s modeling 
assumes that a total of 412 acres would be disturbed during the grading phase. Furthermore, 
buildout of the project site was not anticipated to require import or export of soil material; rather, 
the proposed grading activities would allow for balanced cut and fill.  
 
Response to Comment 8-88 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-87 above. 
 
CalEEMod relies on a default Carbon Dioxide (CO2) intensity factor associated with electricity 
generation depending on the electricity provider for a given project. In the case of the proposed 
project, CalEEMod assumes a default intensity factor of 641.35 lbs of CO2 per megawatt-hour, 
based on 2008 data, when PG&E’s renewable portfolio standard (RPS) was 12 percent. Since 
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2008, PG&E’s RPS has increased substantially, and additional improvements are anticipated to 
occur by the time the future development within the project site is operational, consistent with 
State RPS mandates. Thus, the CO2 intensity factor applied to the model was adjusted based on 
the projected RPS for year 2023. 
 
Response to Comment 8-89 
 
As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan is a large-scale planning document, 
and project-level detail related to future development within the project site is not available. The 
inability of the Draft EIR to fully quantify criteria pollutant and GHG emissions at a project level 
is reflected in the significant and unavoidable determination of significance reached for Impacts 
4.3-2, 4.3-4, and 4.3-5. The analysis presented within the Draft EIR related to air quality and GHG 
emissions represents the most comprehensive level of analysis feasible given the lack of project-
level details. As noted in Master Response #2, at the time that future applications are submitted to 
the City for development within the Draft Master Plan area, additional environmental analysis 
would be conducted for issues which could not be fully analyzed in the Draft EIR. Because the 
Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of the significant environmental effects of the 
planning approvals currently under consideration, and future development within the site would 
be subject to additional review, the level of analysis presented in the Draft EIR is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c). 
 
Response to Comment 8-90 
 
The list of measures included in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 reflect BAAQMD’s standard mitigation 
measures, as discussed in Section 9-6 of BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines, and are based in 
part on the measures included in the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures document 
published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA).6 The 
CAPCOA document provides a range of emissions reductions that can be anticipated for each 
measure. The potential exists that the measures would not be feasible to reduce criteria pollutant 
and GHG emissions below the applicable thresholds of significance; thus, the Draft EIR 
determined that impacts related to such would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response to Comment 8-91 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 includes specific 
standards regarding future detailed air quality analysis for development occurring within the 
project area. For example, the analysis must include, but not be limited to, quantification of 
operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination of operational air quality impacts, and 
identification of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any significant impacts. In addition, as 
noted in Response to Comment 8-90 above, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires implementation of 
BAAQMD’s standard mitigation measures. Thus, the Draft EIR does not unnecessarily defer 
formulation of mitigation measures.  
 

 
6  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. August 

2010. 
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Response to Comment 8-92 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-93 
 
The standards of significance noted by the commenter are addressed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 of 
the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of mitigation, both impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 8-94 
 
The existing drainage conditions at the project site are discussed on pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-3 of 
the Draft EIR, as follows: 
 

According to the Pittsburg General Plan, the project site is located in the Lawlor Creek 
watershed (see Figure 4.8-1). 
 
The Lawlor Creek watershed drains into Suisun Bay. Most of the Lawlor Creek watershed 
south of Bay Point is undeveloped, though some residential development exists south of 
State Route (SR) 4. Most runoff is conveyed by natural channels, except for storm drains 
located in developed areas and culverts under SR 4. Minor watersheds are located west of 
Lawlor Creek, between Lawlor and Kirker Creeks, and adjacent to the northeastern 
boundary of the Kirker Creek watershed north of SR 4. The minor watersheds are drained 
by small natural channels without official names. Additionally, the Contra Costa Coastal 
Canal intersects both the Lawlor Creek and Kirker Creek watersheds. 
 
According to the Storm Drainage Memo prepared for the proposed project by Isakson & 
Associates Inc., the project site consists of two tributary drainage areas, the northerly 
portion of the project site and the southerly portion of the project site. The northerly portion 
of the site is within the Contra Costa County Flood Control Drainage Area 48B (DA 48B). 
DA 48B drains through the existing San Marco Project located to the north, then under SR 
4 and through the Bay Point area to Suisun Bay. The drainage system within the San Marco 
Project development area has been designed and constructed to accommodate the 
developed flow from the northerly portion of the proposed project site. The series of 
detention basins within the San Marco project development area would regulate the flow 
of drainage from the San Marco Project and the northerly portion of the proposed project 
site such that peak flows would not exceed 199 cubic feet per second, which would be 
consistent with what has been anticipated per the Contra Costa County DA 48B Boundary 
Map and Drainage Plan. 
 
The southerly portion of the proposed project site naturally drains through the undeveloped 
Bailey Estates project area to the east into a drainage system that crosses under Bailey Road 
into Lawlor Ravine, which drains under SR 4 through the Bay Point Area to Suisun Bay. 
In accordance with applicable federal and state standards, the drainage system of the 
southerly portion of the project site would be designed such that the peak storm drainage 
flow leaving the site after development does not exceed the existing undeveloped storm 
drainage flow. The proposed project would likely require permanent detention facilities to 
be constructed on-site in order to meet such design requirements. Regardless of the specific 
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stormwater facilities included in the proposed project, stormwater currently runs off of the 
project site and onto the nearby Bailey Estates project site. The Bailey Estates project 
would be required to accept and convey the stormwater currently running onto the Bailey 
Estates site from the proposed project site by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) regulation “Provision C.3”.  
 
Therefore, both the northern and southern drainage areas of the project site connect to 
existing or planned drainage systems prior to eventual discharge in surface waters of Suisun 
Bay. 

 
Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides an adequate description of the existing hydrology and 
water quality conditions within the project area. 
 
Response to Comment 8-95 
 
Changes to the existing on-site drainage patterns occurring as a result of the Draft Master Plan are 
described on page 4.8-16 of the Draft EIR, as follows: 
 

Development of the proposed project would result in new impervious surfaces and, thus, 
an incremental reduction in the amount of natural soil surfaces available for the infiltration 
of rainfall and runoff. The reduction in infiltration area for stormwater would alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site, and result in an increase in the amount of runoff from 
the site during storm events. In addition, development of the proposed project would most 
likely involve cut and fill of slopes and depressions, which would further affect the 
drainage pattern of the site. 

 
As noted on page 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, to ensure that runoff flows do not increase, potential 
future development within the Draft Master Plan Area would be required to include source control, 
site design, and stormwater treatment measures to control post-development runoff. Consequently, 
while the development of the proposed project would alter the drainage pattern of the site, the 
project would be designed to ensure that post-development flows do not exceed pre-development 
flows and are consistent with existing and planned stormwater control capacity. Detailed site and 
drainage plans will be submitted with and reviewed as part of future development applications. 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 in the Draft EIR requires, as part of any development application within 
the site, the submittal of a site-specific drainage study identifying site design measures, source 
controls, and stormwater treatment and flow control measures showing that the project runoff will 
not exceed the capacity of existing and planned stormwater drainage systems and will not result in 
flooding on- or off-site. The drainage study is required to include calculations of pre- and post-
development runoff conditions, an assessment of downstream drainage and City storm-water 
facilities, and recommendations for site design measures in compliance with applicable C.3 
requirements and Chapter 13.28 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, the Draft EIR concluded that issues related to alteration of existing 
drainage patterns would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
 
With regard to deferral of mitigation, Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 
225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884-885, is distinguishable. In that case, the lead agency approved a project 
based on a mitigated negative declaration that merely required “reclamation, erosion, dust and fire 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 119 

plans to be formulated” without providing any performance standards to be achieved by the plans. 
(Compare City of Hayward v. Trustees of California State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 
855 [an “agency can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific 
performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval”], quoting Sacramento Old City 
Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1029.) Based on the above, while project-
level design features of future stormwater facilities to be developed within the project site are not 
available at this time, the Draft EIR includes mitigation with clear timelines and performance 
standards to ensure that future development would not contribute stormwater runoff in excess of 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater infrastructure. Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 does not 
improperly defer mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 8-96 
 
Given that site development plans are not available, the total amount of impervious surfaces that 
would be created with buildout of the Draft Master Plan cannot be accurately calculated. As such, 
post-development drainage conditions cannot be modeled at this time. Please see Response to 
Comment 8-95 above and Master Response #2.  
 
Response to Comment 8-97 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-95 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-98 
 
The comment is a concluding statement. Please see Responses to Comments 8-24 and 8-95 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-99 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-29. Given that payment of the applicable school impact fees 
is considered full and complete mitigation for the increased demand for school services resulting 
from development under California Proposition 1A/SB 50, additional analysis or mitigation related 
to demand for school services occurring as a result of the Draft Master Plan is not required. It 
should also be noted that the project site is located within the Mount Diablo Unified School District 
(MDUSD) boundaries. As such, the Draft EIR include an analysis of how the project would affect 
the MDUSD, not the Pittsburg Unified School District. 
 
Response to Comment 8-100 
 
As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the project site is more accurately characterized as rolling 
grassland with minimal trees rather than rugged hillside terrain. Furthermore, following 
development of the project site, the area would be characteristic of a standard residential 
subdivision. Per Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, "[A] 
condition requiring compliance with regulations is a common and reasonable mitigation measure, 
and may be proper where it is reasonable to expect compliance." Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.7-
4(a) and (b) from the Draft EIR, which require compliance with the California Fire Code and the 
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guidelines of the California Fire Protection Standards, is considered acceptable mitigation. Please 
refer to Response to Comment 3-18. 
 
Response to Comment 8-101 
 
Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-3, 4.6-4(a), and 4.6-4(b) in the Draft EIR require preparation of a 
design-level geotechnical engineering report addressing the existing landslides and the potential 
for landslides to occur throughout the project site. In addition, the design-level geotechnical 
engineering report is required to include and address the following: 
 

1. Characterization and remediation of existing large-scale landslides; 
2. Description of the proximity of the project site and development areas to existing graded 

parcels; 
3. Settlement and deflection of deep fills; and  
4. Potential erosion of high cut slopes and fill slopes. 

 
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4(a) includes a list of specific design measures to be included 
in the geotechnical engineering report. Therefore, the mitigation presented in the Draft EIR related 
to unstable soils and landslides is not unnecessarily vague, and would be capable of reducing 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Response to Comment 8-102 
 
Given that project-level development plans are not currently available for the project site, a design-
level geotechnical report analyzing potential geologic hazards cannot be prepared at this time. 
However, as noted on page 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR, the CBC contains provisions to safeguard 
against major structural failures or loss of life caused by earthquakes or other geologic hazards. 
The proposed project would be required to comply with the CBC. Compliance with the CBC would 
help to ensure that all future structures are designed and built sufficient to minimize the potential 
effects of an earthquake. Future development within the Draft Master Plan area would further be 
required to comply with Draft Master Plan Section 3.C, including the policies discussed above 
related to proper grading and GHADs. 
 
Furthermore, widely accepted engineering measures are available to mitigate liquefaction and 
lateral spreading hazards if such hazards are determined to be present on the project site.  
Adherence to these recommendations for development under the CBC, refined and updated where 
necessary based on the final site designs and the design-level geotechnical report required by 
Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-3, 4.6-4(a), and 4.6-4(b) prior to approval of a tentative subdivision 
map for development within the project site would help to minimize the impacts of earthquakes or 
other geologic hazards to a less-than-significant level. Given that sufficient evidence exists that 
the proposed mitigation measures would be capable of reducing impacts to less-than-significant 
levels, and the mitigation measures include clear performance standards and timelines, the Draft 
EIR provides a meaningful CEQA analysis of potential geologic hazards, including landslides.  
 
Response to Comment 8-103 
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Please see Response to Comment 8-102 above. 
 
Response to Comment 8-104 
 
Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the relevant threshold of significance for analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts is whether a proposed project would induce substantial unplanned 
population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). Per 
Policy 2-P-96 in the City’s General Plan, the City has anticipated development of the project site 
with up to 1,500 units, consistent with the Draft Master Plan. Thus, the population growth that 
would occur under buildout of the Draft Master Plan is not unplanned.  
 
Furthermore, as noted on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is surrounded by existing, 
currently approved, and/or planned development, including the San Marco Residential Subdivision 
and the Vista Del Mar Residential Subdivision to the north, Bailey Estates to the east, the Concord 
Naval Weapons Station to the west designated for open space and habitat protection, and the Keller 
Canyon Landfill located approximately one-half mile to the east. Because the surrounding areas 
are already either developed or planned for development, the proposed project would not remove 
impediments to further unplanned growth in the area. 
 
Because the growth associated with the proposed project would be consistent with the type of 
development anticipated for the site by the 2005 voter-approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning 
Act, the infrastructure required for the proposed project would be sized to meet the demands 
created solely by the project, and the surrounding areas are already approved for development, the 
proposed project would not be expected to generate any new substantial unplanned growth-
inducing impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 8-105 
 
With regard to removal of impediments to growth and resulting in growth-inducing impacts, please 
see Response to Comment 8-104 above. Potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, related 
to requiring or resulting in the construction or expansion of new public service facilities are 
evaluated in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 8-106 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-105 above. The Draft EIR does not assert that the proposed 
project would not result in population growth, only that such growth has been planned by the City, 
and would not result in new growth-inducing impacts. The CEQA Guidelines are clear that while 
an analysis of growth-inducing effects is required, it should not be assumed that induced growth 
is necessarily significant or adverse. 
 
Response to Comment 8-107 
 
As noted on page 4.4-40 of the Draft EIR, based on the ECCC HCP/NCCP and the data and 
analyses referenced therein, there is a reasonable relationship between the use of the HCP/NCCP 
implementation fees authorized by the City of Pittsburg implementation ordinance and the type of 
development projects subject to the fees. The Development Fee is used to implement the 
HCP/NCCP by funding the acquisition of land, the enhancement and management of habitat and 
the other activities to mitigate for impacts to open space habitat and covered species caused by 
affected development projects. The Wetland Mitigation Fee is used to implement the HCP/NCCP 
by funding the restoration, creation and management of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters and 
riparian woodland/scrub and other actions in order to mitigate for impacts to Jurisdictional 
Wetlands and Waters and riparian areas caused by affected development projects. The HCP/NCCP 
implementation fees apply to development projects that impact open space, habitat suitable for one 
or more covered species, Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters, or riparian areas. In this way, the 
HCP/NCCP implementation fees are used only for purposes reasonably related to the types of 
development projects that will be subject to the fees. 
 
Per page 4.4-68 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s participation in the ECCC HCP/NCCP 
would provide a mechanism to adequately mitigate the project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts to potentially-occurring sensitive species listed in the ECCC HCP/NCCP. The proposed 
project’s individual impacts to species not covered under the ECCC HCP/NCCP would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation measures required in Chapter 4.4 of 
the Draft EIR. Given that the proposed project would not result in any significant individual 
impacts to biological resources, and would be subject to payment of fees to avoid cumulative 
impacts to biological resources in the project region, the project’s incremental contribution to 
cumulative biological impacts associated with buildout of the Draft General Plan planning area 
would be less than significant.  
 
The comment summarizes the cumulative hydrology analysis presented in the Draft EIR, but does 
not identify any specific deficiencies. Cumulative water supply issues are discussed on page 4.11-
40 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, per the City’s 2015 UWMP, existing water supplies would 
be sufficient to meet the City’s existing and projected future water demands, including those future 
demands associated with the proposed project, to the year 2035. Consequently, the proposed 
project in combination with future buildout of the City of Pittsburg and other recently planned 
developments would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to water resources. 
 
As discussed on page 4.9-23, land use conflicts are site-specific and do not typically result in a 
cumulative impact. Incompatibility issues are addressed and mitigated on a project-by-project 
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basis. Similarly, as noted on page 4.7-13, hazardous materials and other public health and safety 
issues are generally site-specific and/or project-specific, and would not be significantly affected 
by other development inside or outside of the City. Regardless, Chapters 4.7 and 4.9 of the Draft 
EIR include discussions of cumulative impacts related to hazards and land use, respectively.  
 
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the 
following elements: either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if 
necessary, those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior certified EIR, which described or 
evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact, provide that 
such documents are reference and made available for public inspection at a specified location. As 
discussed on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR, consistent with Section 15130, the cumulative setting 
presented within the Draft EIR includes buildout of the City of Pittsburg General Plan, in addition 
to the most recent planned land uses within the vicinity of the project area. Given that the 
cumulative setting is buildout of the General Plan, the Draft EIR is not required to include a list of 
all past, present and probable future projects. 
 
Response to Comment 8-108 
 
As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the four alternatives analyzed in Chapter 6 of the 
Draft EIR would each result in fewer overall impacts relative to the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 8-109 
 
As noted on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR, Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines states, “The range 
of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set 
forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA 
Guidelines further states: 
 

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only 
the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project. 

 
Based on the above, the analysis of the selected alternatives was focused on the issue areas for 
which the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would have a significant impact. The 
commenter’s specific concerns regarding the conclusions of the Draft EIR related to land use, 
water supply, biological resources, fire hazards, geologic hazards, public safety, and growth 
inducement, are discussed in the responses provided above. See Response to Comment 8-12. 
 
Response to Comment 8-110 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 8-108 and 8-109 above. The CEQA Guidelines do not require 
the Draft EIR to analyze alternatives that would reduce a majority of the project’s significant 
environmental effects. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines note only that an EIR should analyze 
reasonable alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
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project, and would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6[a]). Recirculation of the Draft EIR to include additional alternatives is 
unwarranted.  
 
Response to Comment 8-111 
 
As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the Mixed-Use Alternative would result in fewer 
impacts compared to the proposed project for the following issue areas: aesthetics; air quality and 
GHG emissions; geology, soils, and seismicity; noise; and transportation, traffic, and circulation. 
While the Mixed-Use Alternative would result in greater impacts related to hazard and hazardous 
materials, the CEQA Guidelines do not advise against the analysis of alternatives that may result 
in greater or similar impacts compared to the proposed project for some issue areas.  
 
Response to Comment 8-112 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative is described in the Draft EIR at a sufficient level of detail 
necessary to compare the environmental effects of the Alternative with the proposed project. An 
EIR need not define the characteristics of the alternatives considered at the same level of detail 
that is provided for the proposed project.  
 
Given that the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts compared to the 
proposed project for a six of the 12 issue areas evaluated and would achieve all of the project 
objectives, consideration of the Alternative in the Draft EIR is consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines.  
 
Response to Comment 8-113 
 
See Master Response #3.e related to clustered development. Under the Clustered Development 
Alternative, the significant and unavoidable impact related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. While the other significant and unavoidable 
impacts identified for the proposed project would still be expected to occur under the Clustered 
Development Alternative, the Alternative would result in fewer impacts for nearly all resource 
areas evaluated. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative is a reasonable alternative to 
the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 8-114 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-108. With regard to selection of a superior alternative, page 6-
30 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

Designating a superior alternative depends in large part on what environmental effects one 
considers most important. This EIR does not presume to make this determination; rather, 
the determinations of which impacts are more important are left to the reader and the 
decision makers. Generally, the environmentally superior alternative is the one that would 
result in the fewest environmental impacts as a result of project implementation. However, 
it should be noted that the environmental considerations are one portion of the factors that 
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must be considered by the public and the decisionmakers in deliberations on the proposed 
project and the alternatives. Other factors of importance include urban design, economics, 
social factors, and fiscal considerations. In addition, the superior alternative would, ideally, 
still provide opportunities to achieve the project objectives. 

 
Response to Comment 8-115 
 
As noted on pages 6-5 through 6-7 of the Draft EIR, consistent with CEQA, primary consideration 
was given to alternatives that could reduce significant impacts, while still meeting most of the 
basic project objectives. Both an off-site alternative and an in-fill alternative were dismissed from 
consideration, as such alternatives would have impacts identical to or more severe than the 
proposed project, and/or would not meet any or most of the project objectives. The reasons for 
dismissal are located on pages 6-5 to 6-7 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 8-116 
 
Consistent with Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR clearly defines 
why an off-site alternative would not be feasible. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft 
EIR includes a discussion of alternative sites which were considered, but dismissed. Page 6-6 of 
the Draft EIR states the following: “[…] while large, undeveloped land exists to the east of the 
project site, the land contains physical constraints to development. For example, the Keller Canyon 
Landfill is located east of Bailey Road and the topography to the east of the landfill has more 
extreme elevation changes as compared to the proposed project site. In addition, a private airstrip 
is located to the east of the landfill and the recently-approved Montreux residential development 
is located to the east of the airstrip. The aforementioned characteristics could result in potentially 
greater impacts to certain resource areas as compared to the proposed project.” 
 
The project objectives are not so narrowly defined as to limit consideration of any off-site 
alternatives by default. For example, one of the project objectives is to “encourage sensitive site 
planning and design”. Another objective is to “maintain an environmental equilibrium consistent 
with existing vegetation, soils, geology, topography, and drainage patterns”. Such objectives could 
reasonably be accomplished at any developable site within the City’s planning area. 
 
Response to Comment 8-117 
 
As noted on page 6-7 of the Draft EIR, infill over a large number of small undeveloped lots would 
not allow for the cohesive development sought through the Draft Master Plan. Rather, each site 
would be individually developed through separate planning and review processes. Such piecemeal 
development would not be consistent with the project objectives, could not be accomplished in a 
reasonable time, and is speculative at this time. In addition, the project applicant does not control 
any other large infill sites or enough small infill sites to develop 1,500 units elsewhere. 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-109 above regarding selection of alternatives. Because an in-
fill alternative is infeasible, would not meet any of the project objectives, and would not necessarily 
reduce the significant environmental effects identified for the proposed project, consideration of 
such an alternative is not required per Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines.  
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LETTER 9: VERONICA ALVIDREZ 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 129 

Letter 10 

10-1 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 130 

LETTER 10: SHAWNA ANDERSON 
 
Response to Comment 10-1  
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 11: DARRIN ATKINS 
 
Response to Comment 11-1  
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 133 

Letter 12 

12-1 
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Letter 12 
Cont’d 

12-3 
Cont’d 

12-4 

12-5 
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Letter 12 
Cont’d 

12-6 

12-8 

12-7 

12-9 
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LETTER 12: DIANE AND EDDIE BARRIOS 
 
Response to Comment 12-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed 
in the responses below. 
 
Response to Comment 12-2 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-3 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-4 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-5 
 
The project trip assignment provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was determined using a 
select zone run for the proposed project in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) 
travel demand forecast model, in consultation with the City. Furthermore, the Google Maps travel 
times referenced by the commenter are not an industry-accepted means of calculating trip 
assignment. As such, the project trip assignment presented in Chapter 4.12 of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR is accurate.  
 
Response to Comment 12-6 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-7 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-8 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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Response to Comment 12-9 
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part: 
 
An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. 
In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally 
limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced. 
 
Given that the signal retiming improvements included in the Pittsburg Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) have not yet been completed, such improvements are not a component of the 
existing conditions for the purposes of this EIR. However, with contribution of fair-share funds as 
part of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(b), completion of the signal optimization improvements may 
be guaranteed as part of the Existing Plus Project condition. Thus, the approach presented in 
Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(a). 
 
Response to Comment 12-10 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
 
Response to Comment 12-11 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
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LETTER 13: JOHN BERGMANN 
 
Response to Comment 13-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to biological resources are addressed 
in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are 
addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR.   
 
 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 142 

Letter 14 

14-1 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 143 

LETTER 14: JONATHAN BESSON 
 
Response to Comment 14-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 15: NUNYA BINEZZ 
 
Response to Comment 15-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 16: STEVEN BLASER 
 
Response to Comment 16-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis of Aesthetic impacts is addressed in 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 17: D. BUCCELLATO 
 
Response to Comment 17-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis of Aesthetic impacts is addressed in 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 18: JOHN BUFFO 
 
Response to Comment 18-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 
4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic 
are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 19: LESLIE CALMERIN 
 
Response to Comment 19-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, 
and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 20: MARYROSE CAMARAO 
 
Response to Comment 20-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3.  
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LETTER 21: KARLA CASTRO 
 
Response to Comment 21-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 22: AURORA CAZAREZ 
 
Response to Comment 22-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 23: TANYA CERDA 
 
Response to Comment 23-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 24: JASON CHI 
 
Response to Comment 24-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A discussion of bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure is located on pages 4.12-25 to 4.12-27. 
 
Response to Comment 24-2 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 25: KIM CHO 
 
Response to Comment 25-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 25-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.   
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LETTER 26: KIM CHO 
 
Response to Comment 26-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 26-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 26-1 above. 
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LETTER 27: MARY CHRISTOPHERSON 
 
Response to Comment 27-1 
 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on views 
of the hills and concluded that views of the future development would be generally limited to the 
upper stories of on-site buildings. In addition, the proposed project would be subject to 
development regulations included in the Draft Master Plan, as well as the standards and policies 
included in the Design Review Guidelines, to ensure that development associated with the 
proposed project would be consistent with existing development to the north and east. 
Furthermore, a Tentative Subdivision Map and detailed plans would be required for approval by 
the City of Pittsburg. Design Review of future development would comply with the proposed 
Design Review Guidelines and ensure consistency with Section 18.36.100 of the Pittsburg 
Municipal Code.  
 
Chapter 4.1, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project 
on golden eagle, California tiger salamander, and other candidate, sensitive, and speciate-status 
species. Analysis in the EIR determined that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-
4(a) and (b), which require payment of development fees to the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy HCP/NCCP and written notification from an approved biologist to USFWS, CDFW 
and the ECCC HCP/NCCP identifying potential breeding habitat, impacts to California tiger 
salamander would be less than significant. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.4-1(a) through 4.4-14 would ensure that the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts to potentially occurring sensitive species listed in the ECCC HCP/NCCP, including the 
golden eagle, would be less than significant.  
 
The commenter’s suggestions for project revisions have been forwarded to decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 27-2 
 
Please refer to Master Response #2. 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 170 

 
  

28-1 

28-2 

Letter 28 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 171 

LETTER 28: MARY CHRISTOPHERSON 
 
Response to Comment 28-1 
 
Please refer to Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 28-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 29: CARLEN CRESPO 
 
Response to Comment 29-1 
 
See Response to Comment 27-1. 
 
Response to Comment 29-2 
 
See Master Response #2.  
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LETTER 30: TERESA DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 30-1 
 
Please refer to Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 31: VICTOR ESTEVEZ 
 
Response to Comment 31-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analysis related to 
biological resources, water supply, energy, and air quality has been addressed in the following 
Draft EIR Chapters: Chapter 4.4, Biological Resource; Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities; 
and Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Impacts related to traffic are 
addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 32: JOANNE FANUCCHI 
 
Response to Comment 32-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Keller Canyon Landfill and CNWS are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, 
specifically in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning and Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. The effects of the environment on the proposed project do not constitute an impact under 
CEQA. In addition, it is unclear which mitigation funds the commenter is addressing.  
 
Response to Comment 32-2 
 
Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, presents a complete analysis of the 
proposed project’s demands on water supply, wastewater systems, and solid waste disposal. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, impacts related to build out of the proposed project on the 
aforementioned utilities systems would be less than significant.  
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LETTER 33: RITA FELIX 
 
Response to Comment 33-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 18-1. 
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LETTER 34: ARTURO FERNANDEZ 
 
Response to Comment 34-1 
 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment is introductory and does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 34-2 
 
Although the comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 
environmental impacts related to plant and animal species, referenced in this comment, are 
addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. In addition, impacts to geology 
and soils and hydrology and water quality are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology and Soils, and 
Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality respectively.  
 
Response to Comment 34-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 34-4 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 34-5 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 34-6 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter. 
Response to Comment 34-7 
 
The comment reiterates a conclusion made in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 35: ELAINE GELIBERTE 
 
Response to Comment 35-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 36: JESUS HERNANDEZ 
 
Response to Comment 36-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 37: ADRIANA HERNANDEZ 
 
Response to Comment 37-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 37-2 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 38: ADRIANA HERNANDEZ 
 
Response to Comment 38-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 38-2 
 
See Response to Comment 27-1. 
 
Response to Comment 38-3 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 38-4 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 39: GALE AND RICHARD HIGGINS 
 
Response to Comment 39-1 
 
See Response to Comment 27-1. 
 
Response to Comment 39-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 40: MIKE AND MICHELLE JONES  
 
Response to Comment 40-1  
 
See Master Response #3. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and land use are addressed in 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, respectively.  
 
Response to Comment 40-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 41: MARK KOCI  
 
Response to Comment 41-1 
 
See Master Response #3.  
 
Response to Comment 41-2 
 
See Master Response #2. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed 
in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of 
the Draft EIR, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 41-3 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts to aesthetics and land use and planning are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, 
and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, respectively.  
 
Response to Comment 41-4 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, 
respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 41-5 
 
The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 42: TATIANA KOROTKOVA  
 
Response to Comment 42-1 
 
See Master Response #3.  
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LETTER 43: DAVID KUBECK  
 
Response to Comment 43-1 
 
See Response to Comment 130-1.  
 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, 
addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study 
intersection.  
 
Response to Comment 43-2 
 
As stated on page 4.12-40, of Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; The DI for the freeway segments was calculated using HCS7 
software using HCM 6th Edition methodology, consistent with the freeway analysis. The DI for 
arterial roadways was calculated using Synchro software. Travel times were determined under 
peak congestion and also under uncongested conditions. For roadways without specific standards 
mentioned for DI, speeds are used for comparison purposes only. 
 
The commenter’s anecdotal experience with delays at the intersections mentioned do not constitute 
evidence sufficient to change the analysis presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 43-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 44: SHALEENA KUMAR  
 
Response to Comment 44-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 44-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 45: MATT LASLEY 
 
Response to Comment 45-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 45-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to infrastructure and schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public 
Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 
4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 45-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 45-4 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 46: THOMAS LITAWA  
 
Response to Comment 46-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 46-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 47: MANUEL LOPEZ  
 
Response to Comment 47-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comments 47-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 48: ALI AND DOLORES MAATUG  
 
Response to Comment 48-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 48-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 49: LATASHA MALONE  
 
Response to Comment 49-1 
 
The comment does not provide enough specificity on which to respond. 
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LETTER 50: ERICA MARISCAL  
 
Response to Comment 50-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the analyses of impacts to air quality and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 
4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the 
Draft EIR, respectively. Impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 51: HENRY MARTINEZ  
 
Response to Comment 51-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 52: IRMA MASK  
 
Response to Comment 52-1 
 
Please see Master Response #3.  
 
Response to Comment 52-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 21-1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 53: LYANA MONTERREY  
 
Response to Comment 53-1 
 
See Response to Comment 27-1. 
 
Response to Comment 53-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 224 

 
  

Letter 54 

54-1 

54-3 

54-2 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 225 

LETTER 54: KARLA MORENO  
 
Response to Comment 54-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 54-2 
 
See Master Response #3.   
 
Response to Comment 54-3 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 55: VANEETH NAND  
 
Response to Comment 55-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 56: PRISCILLA NAND  
 
Response to Comment 56-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 57: TRICIA NARINE 
 
Response to Comment 57-1 
 
See Master Response #3.  
 
Response to Comment 57-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
 
Response to Comment 57-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 58: MARAHYA NAVAS  
 
Response to Comment 58-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 59: CHANELLE NELSON  
 
Response to Comment 59-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, discussions of impacts related to air quality, biological resources, schools, and 
infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Chapter 3.4, Biological Resources, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services 
and Utilities. Impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 60: MICHAEL AND CHERE NOTT  
 
Response to Comment 60-1 
 
See Response to Comment 54-2. 
 
Response to Comment 60-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 61: REYNA OLVERA  
 
Response to Comment 61-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 62: MOHAMMED OSMAN  
 
Response to Comment 62-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
 
Response to Comment 62-2 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 63: GREGORY OSORIOS  
 
Response to Comment 63-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 63-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 63-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 64: LIGIA PADILLA  
 
Response to Comment 64-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, 
of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 65: ED PALMA  
 
Response to Comment 65-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 66: WILDIE PEREZ  
 
Response to Comment 66-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 67: EARLEAN PERRY  
 
Response to Comment 67-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 68: MARTA RODRIGUEZ   
 
Response to Comment 68-1 
 
Please see Master Response #1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and traffic are addressed in 
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 
4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 69: SHARON ROSCHER  
 
Response to Comment 69-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 70: ROBERT SEVERS  
 
Response to Comment 70-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 71: BERNADETTE SILVA  
 
Response to Comment 71-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to geology/hill stability are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, 
and Seismicity, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 72: AARON SMITH  
 
Response to Comment 72-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 73: JUSTIN STEELE  
 
Response to Comment 73-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 74: JAMIE TAMRAKAR 
 
Response to Comment 74-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, 
Chapter 4.11, and Public Services and Utilities. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR discusses 
impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Draft 
EIR, respectively.  
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LETTER 75: GEOFF TAYLOR  
 
Response to Comment 75-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, and infrastructure are addressed in the following 
Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions; and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities. The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 
address impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.  
 
Response to Comment 75-2 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 76: JE TON  
 
Response to Comment 76-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to aesthetics, climate change, hillside 
development, and fire hazards in the following chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources; Chapter 4.6, Geology, 
Soils, and Seismicity; and Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR address impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, 
and Circulation.  
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LETTER 77: MIRIAM VASQUEZ  
 
Response to Comment 78-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 78: MIRIAM VERDIN  
 
Response to Comment 78-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. 
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LETTER 79: CHERELLA WALSTON  
 
Response to Comment 79-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. 
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LETTER 80: MISS SUE  
 
Response to Comment 80-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 81: GLORIA  
 
Response to Comment 81-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 82: DEMETRIA  
 
Response to Comment 82-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, 
and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 83: CYNTHIA  
 
Response to Comment 83-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, 
and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 84: ANONYMOUS  
 
Response to Comment 84-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational 
purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation. 
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LETTER 85: DESIREE AGUILAR  
 
Response to Comment 85-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 86: BRIANNA ANDREWS 
 
Response to Comment 86-1 
 
See Master Response #2. 
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LETTER 87: SUSAN ARMSTRONG 
 
Response to Comment 87-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 88: ALAN ARMSTRONG 
 
Response to Comment 88-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 89: OLGA SIERRA ARRELLANO  
 
Response to Comment 89-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 90: MARIANA ATWOOD  
 
Response to Comment 90-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 91: GLENDA CUBUANG 
 
Response to Comment 91-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 92: EDGAR CALDERON  
 
Response to Comment 92-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
 
 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 302 

 

 
  

93-1 

Letter 93 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 303 

LETTER 93: CARLEN CRESPO 
 
Response to Comment 93-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 94: KENNETH AND TERESA DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 94-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 95:  SARA GUERET-NEGASH  
 
Response to Comment 95-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 96: ANDREW GUITARTE 
 
Response to Comment 96-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 97: JOSE JAVIER HERNÁNDEZ  
 
Response to Comment 97-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 98: JOSE FRANCISCO HERNÁNDEZ  
 
Response to Comment 98-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 99: GALE HIGGINS  
 
Response to Comment 99-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 100: RICHARD HIGGINS  
 
Response to Comment 100-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 101: PARDEEP KUMAR  
 
Response to Comment 101-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 102: PATRICK LALOR  
 
Response to Comment 102-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 103: ERICA MARISCAL  
 
Response to Comment 103-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 104: BRANDY MARTINEZ  
 
Response to Comment 104-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 105: PENNE MATHEY  
 
Response to Comment 105-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 106: EVANGELINE MEEK  
 
Response to Comment 106-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 107: MARIA ERICKA MOLINA  
 
Response to Comment 107-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 108: MÓNIC  
 
Response to Comment 108-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 109: CARMEN MORENO 
 
Response to Comment 109-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 110: CHARLOTTE NASH  
 
Response to Comment 110-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 111: MICHAEL AND CHERE NOTT  
 
Response to Comment 111-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 112: OSADION EDWARD OMOREGBEE  
 
Response to Comment 112-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 113: EARLEAN PERRY  
 
Response to Comment 113-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 114: NAVEEN PRATAP  
 
Response to Comment 114-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 115: IRMA YOLANDA PRIETO  
 
Response to Comment 115-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 116: STEPHANIE QUINTERO  
 
Response to Comment 116-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 117: BRIANNA ROBINSON  
 
Response to Comment 117-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 118: MICHAEL SCOTT  
 
Response to Comment 118-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 119: ANTHONY AND BERNADETTE SILVA  
 
Response to Comment 119-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 120: GANESH TAMRAKAR  
 
Response to Comment 120-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 121: KRISTIN TANYAG  
 
Response to Comment 121-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 122: KANDIE TORRES  
 
Response to Comment 122-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 123: DHARIUS VELASCO  
 
Response to Comment 123-1 
 
See Master Response #3. 
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LETTER 124: PATRICIA CHAPMAN, DELTA DIABLO  
 
Response to Comment 124-1 
 
The comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR’s requested entitlements and does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 124-2 
 
In response to the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-6 of the draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

Wastewater Treatment 
 
As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta 
Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-
water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WWTP 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted capacity for Permit 
allows an average dry weather flow of is 16.5 19.5 MGD., and the plant has an average dry 
weather flow design capacity of 19.5 MGD. An EIR for expansion of the WWTP to 22.7 
MGD was completed in April 1988. The average dry weather flow influent to the treatment 
plant for the most recent reporting period was 13.4 12.8 MGD in 2017. The current NPDES 
Permit order was issued on August 13, 2014. 

 
The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft 
EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 124-3 
 
Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary 
Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that 
construction of sewer trunk infrastructure within Willow Pass Road began in 2005.  
 
The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 124-4 
 
See Response to Comment 124-3. 
 
Response to Comment 124-5 
 
Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary 
Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the 
Vista Del Mar “As Built” connection point to the Willow Pass trunk line is at Enes Avenue, rather 
than Alves Lane. The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis 
or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 124-6 
 
A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. 
With preparation of the compete sewer study, Engineer and Survey crews would determine and 
clarify the precise direction of sewer flows to the DDSD-owned collection line in the vicinity of 
Broadway Avenue. 
 
Response to Comment 124-7 
 
Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary 
Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the 
referenced “As Built” connection is located at the Rossmoor interceptor west of the frontage road 
and Dover Road intersection. The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect 
the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 124-8 
 
A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. 
The complete sewer study would include reanalysis of the off-site capacity for the Baily Estates 
subdivision at buildout conditions. If any deficiencies are identified, the proposed project would 
be required to fund necessary upgrades to accommodate the additional sewer flows from the 
project, consistent with standard Public Works Department conditions for all new development 
projects. 
 
Response to Comment 124-9 
 
A discussion of potential cumulative impacts related to implementation of the proposed project is 
located on pages 4.11-39 through 4.11-42 of Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the 
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impacts related to wastewater and solid 
waste would be less than cumulatively significant. 
 
See Response to Comment 124-2. 
 
Response to Comment 124-10 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Drat EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 124-11 
 
Based on the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows: 
 

Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount 
Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and 
Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a maximum 
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permitted throughput of 3,500.00 tons per day, and a maximum permitted capacity of 
75,018,280 cubic yards with a remaining capacity of 63,408,410 cubic yards. 
 
The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with 
Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. 
Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately. 
 
In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch. 

 
The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft 
EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 124-12 
 
The comment is a conclusion statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 8-118 
 
As noted on page 6-28 of the Draft EIR, the reduction in units associated with the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would reduce the demand for park facilities in comparison to the proposed 
project; thus, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer impacts than the proposed 
project related to parks and recreation. Thus, the Draft EIR includes consideration of an alternative 
that would have a reduced impact on local and regional recreational resources. An All Recreation 
Alternative would be inconsistent with the voter-approved initiative and the General Plan 
designation of the site. 
 
Response to Comment 8-119 
 
The comment is a concluding statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in 
the responses above.  
 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 372 

Letter 125 

125-1 
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Letter 125 
Cont’d 

125-1 
Cont’d 
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LETTER 125: KATHRYN R. HART, SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD 

 
Response to Comment 125-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. See Response 
to Comment 8-107. 
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Letter 126 

0 

126-1 

126-2 
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Letter 126 
Cont’d 

126-3 
Cont’d 

126-4 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 377 

LETTER 126: JOE SMITHONIC, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
 
Response to Comment 126-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 126-2 
 
The comment summarizes concerns related to increased impervious surfaces and altering the 
existing drainage patterns. Please see Response to Comment 8-95. 
 
Response to Comment 126-3 
 
The Response does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Please see 
Response to Comment 8-95, which address altering the existing drainage patterns. 
 
Response to Comment 126-4 
 
The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 378 

Letter 127 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-2 
Cont’d 

127-3 

127-4 

127-5 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-5 
Cont’d 

127-6 

127-7 

127-8 

127-9 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 
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127-10 
 

Letter 127 
Cont’d 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-10 
Cont’d 

 

127-11 
 

127-12 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-12 
Cont’d 

 

127-13 
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Cont’d 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-13 
Cont’d 

 

127-14 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-14 
Cont’d 

 

127-15 
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Cont’d 

 

127-16 
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Cont’d 
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Cont’d 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 

127-20 
Cont’d 

 

127-21 
 

127-22 
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Cont’d 

 

127-23 
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Cont’d 

 

127-25 
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Letter 127 
Cont’d 
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LETTER 127: WINTER KING, SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
 
The following responses to comments address the above letter from Winter King, Shute, Mihaly 
& Weinberger LLP, as well as Appendix B of the letter. Appendix A of the aforementioned letter 
was previously submitted during the comment period for the original Draft EIR. Responses to 
Appendix A can be found under Responses to Comments 8-1 through 8-119. 
 
Response to Comment 127-1 
 
The comment is introductory paragraph, stating that the comment letter was submitted on the 
behalf of Save Mount Diablo. The comment states that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does 
not meet the requirements of CEQA. However, the comment does not directly address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 127-2 
 
The comment summarizes the attached letters, including the original letters submitted on the 
original Draft EIR and the report prepared by Neal Liddicoat, PE. of Griffin Cove Transportation 
Consulting, PLLC. The commenter asks the City to respond in full to both attachments; however, 
the comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 127-3 
 
The comment generally cites a previous court case regarding the requirements of CEQA; however, 
the paragraph consists of legal argument related to an EIR document. 
 
Response to Comment 127-4 
 
The comment summarizes previous comments made on the Draft EIR, as well as new comments 
on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed above, responses to Appendix A of the 
comment letter can be found within Responses to Comments 8-1 through 8-119. Responses to 
Appendix B of the comment letter can be found under Responses to Comments 127-10 through 
127-26, below. 
 
Response to Comment 127-5 
 
See Response to Comment 127-11 below. 
 
Response to Comment 127-6 
 
See Response to Comment 127-15 below. 
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Response to Comment 127-7 
 
See Response to Comment 127-16 below. 
 
Response to Comment 127-8 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
Responses to comments regarding Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC., comment letter 
can be found below. 
 
Response to Comment 127-9 
 
The comment is a general concluding paragraph requesting that the entire EIR be recirculated. 
However, recirculation of the entire EIR is not necessary, as the required revisions only related to 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.  
 
Response to Comment 127-10 
 
The comment is an introduction that summarizes background information provided for the 
proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 127-11 
 
As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Introduction and List of Commenters, of this Final EIR, based on 
comments on the Draft EIR Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation was 
recirculated. The AM and PM peak hour trip generation for the proposed project was estimated 
using the rates for Single-Family Detached Housing (Land Use Code 210) from the 8th Edition of 
the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Manual.  
 
While the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR used the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition 
instead of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, the fitted curve regression equations for 
Land Use Code 210 are the same for the AM and PM peak hours between the 8th Edition and the 
9th Edition.  The 9th Edition was the proper methodology to use at the time of the analysis and 
report. Table 2.0-1 below shows the comparison of the two versions. As shown in the table, only 
the daily trips differ when using the regression equations, and because the LOS impacts are only 
determined based on the AM and PM peak hour volumes, the use of 8th Edition does not change 
any of the analysis or conclusions. 
 
As for the suggestion that the ITE Tip Generation Manual, 10th Edition should be used, this 
publication was released in October 2017. The Draft traffic study was submitted to the City for 
review in September 2017, prior to the release of the 10th Edition.  In addition, the project started 
well before this date and the NOP for the project as released in March 2017 thereby establishing 
the CEQA baseline. 
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Table 2.0-1 
Trip Generation Comparison – 8th Edition vs 9th Edition 

ITE Trip 
Generation 

Manual 
Daily Trips 
Equation 

Daily 
Trips 

AM Peak Hour 
Equation 

AM 
Peak 

PM Peak Hour 
Equation 

PM 
Peak  

8th Edition Ln(T) = 0.92Ln(X) + 
2.71 

12,560 T = 0.70(X) + 
9.74 

1,060 Ln(T) = 0.90Ln(X) 
+ 0.51 

1,202 

9th Edition Ln(T) = 0.92Ln(X) + 
2.72 

12,686 T = 0.70(X) + 
9.74 

1,060 Ln(T) = 0.90Ln(X) 
+ 0.51 

1,202 

Difference 
 

+126 
 

0 
 

0 
 
Lastly, regarding the suggestion that the average rates should have been used instead of the fitted 
curve regression equations. Kimley-Horn followed ITE methodology regarding the use of the ITE 
Trip Generation rates, as follows: 
 

ITE methodology dictates that the fitted curve equation should be used if there are 20 or 
more data points, or if the R2 value is greater than 0.75 (the R2 value shows how close the 
data is to the fitted curve, with 1.0 being the best fit, and 0.0 showing no fit) and the 
weighted standard deviation for the weighted average rate is greater than or equal to 55 
percent of the weighted average rate. 
 

All of these conditions were met and therefore the fitted curve equations were used. It should be 
noted that the commenter concedes that the included trip estimates would be higher, thereby 
resulting in a more conservative analysis. As such, the estimated trips for the proposed project are 
accurate and adequate analysis is provided in Chapter 12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 127-12 
 
See Response to Comment 127-11. Please note that the 2017 NOP, established the CEQA baseline 
conditions. The 9th Edition of the ITE Manual was the latest edition at the time the study was 
conducted. The Draft TIS was completed in September 2017, before the 10th Edition of the ITE 
Manual was published. All of the trip generations and analysis would have required updates and 
would only have reflected minor changes. The slight increase in trips generated by the proposed 
project would not change the overall conclusions provided in Chapter 12, Transportation, Traffic, 
and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. As such, use of the 9th Edition of the ITE 
Manual is sufficient to capture the proposed project’s estimated trip generation.  
 
Response to Comment 127-13 
 
See Response to Comment 127-11 and Response to Comment 127-12.  
 
ITE methodology dictates that the fitted curve equation should be used if 20 or more data points 
are included, or if the R2 value is greater than 0.75 (the R2 value shows how close the data is to the 
fitted curve, with 1.0 being the best fit, and 0.0 showing no fit) and the weighted standard deviation 
for the weighted average rate is greater than or equal to 55 percent of the weighted average rate. 
All of the aforementioned conditions were met.  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 399 

 
Additionally, the project trip distribution was analyzed using the County’s travel forecast demand 
model provided by CCTA. A discussion of the proposed project’s trip distribution can be found 
on page 4.12-42 of Chapter 12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. The trip distribution discussion on page 4.12-42 states the following:  
 

The proposed project trip distribution is based on the County’s travel forecast demand 
model provided by CCTA as well as existing traffic patterns and field observations. A 
select zone analysis was run for the proposed project to determine the distribution of 
vehicle trips throughout the study area. The results were checked to ensure that trips were 
using San Marco Boulevard and Bailey Road to access the project site in the Existing Plus 
Project Condition and the Leland Road access in the Cumulative Plus Project Condition. 
 
Figure 4.12-3 shows the traffic distribution for the proposed project assumed in the TIS. 
Based on the assumed trip distribution, new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project 
were assigned to the street network in the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus 
Project Conditions.  
 
It should be noted that in the Cumulative Plus Project Condition, Leland Road will be 
extended to Avila Road, and, thus, trip distribution would differ from the Existing Plus 
Project Condition. 

 
Therefore, the TIS used appropriate trip generation and distribution estimates that conform to the 
CCTA. 
 
Response to Comment 127-14 
 
According to Kimley-Horn, the intersections that were reported using the 2000 version of the 
Highway Capacity Model (HCM) instead of 2010 version of the HCM was because the HCM 2010 
analysis was not supported for the specific intersections in Synchro. Between the two versions of 
HCM, different methodologies are used for calculating the intersection delay and LOS. However, 
with the changes, some intersections cannot be calculated using the new methodology (i.e., HCM 
2010) due to the way the intersection operates or is configured. The intersections were not 
supported in Synchro due to the following reasons: 
 

• The intersection had non-NEMA phasing;  
• Clustered intersections;  
• Custom phasing; and  
• Shared and exclusive phasings.  

 
Non-NEMA phasing refers to an intersection that does not have a standard phasing where 
protected left turns occur prior to the through and right turn movements. Some intersections have 
unique phasing to try to increase the capacity of the intersection, however, this cannot be evaluated 
in Synchro using the HCM 2010 methodology, but it can be in HCM 2000. Clustered intersections 
refer to an intersection that is grouped with an adjacent intersection in terms of signal timing and 
phasing because they are in close proximity and therefore need to operate as one system. This 
cannot be evaluated in Synchro using the HCM 2010 methodology, but it can be in HCM 2000. 
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Custom phasing is similar to the non-NEMA phasing where a unique phasing is needed. Lastly, 
the HCM 2010 version in Synchro cannot evaluate an intersection that has a protect movement for 
a lane that has shared left turn and right turn movement, or an exclusive phase. Therefore, HCM 
2000 results were used in preparing the TIS.  
 
Response to Comment 127-15 
 
Comment 127-15 summarizes the City of Pittsburg’s significance criteria for LOS operations and 
the findings at freeway segments and freeway ramps in the project area. The comment does not 
provide any additional information other than what has been addressed in Chapter 12, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Nonetheless, a 
short explanation of the City of Pittsburg’s significance criteria is provided. 
 
The applicable significance criteria for the City of Pittsburg indicates that freeway segments or 
ramps that operate at an unacceptable LOS without the project cannot result in a significant impact 
from the proposed project because the segment already operates at an unacceptable level. 
According to page 6 of the TIS, a significant impact would occur if the freeway segment or ramp 
operates at an unacceptable LOS without the project and experiences an increase in density, and 
the project contributes more than one percent of the volume to the freeway segment or ramp. As 
discussed on Pages 4.12-73 through 4.12-76 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, the TIS 
evaluated all intersections and found that all study freeway segments would continue to meet 
established LOS standards under Existing Plus Project Conditions, except at the following 
segments:  
 

• NB SR-242 between Clayton Road off-ramp and SR-4 (PM peak hour); and 
• EB SR-4 between I-680 on-ramp and SR-242 off-ramp (PM peak hour). 

 
All other freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of project traffic. 
The aforementioned standard is consistent with City of Pittsburg General Plan standards and 
CCTA methodology and is appropriate under CEQA to examine whether a contribution to a 
substandard condition is "considerable," such that not every contribution makes for a significant 
impact.  
 
Response to Comment 127-16 
 
The comment suggests that a typographic error was made in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. In the table presented in the comment letter, 
the travel time units should be minutes not seconds. Given that a delay index is derived from 
different types of data and used as an indicator, the delay index is considered to be unitless. 
Because the delay index is unitless, the revision does not change the results presented in the table. 
However, the units can be updated in Table 4.12-2. Table 4.12-2, on page 4.12-12 of Chapter 4.12 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:  
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Table 4.12-1 
Delay Index Summary – Existing Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Distance 
(miles) 

Uncongested 
Travel Time 

AM Peak 
Hour PM Peak Hour 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak CTT DI CTT DI 

East County 
EB SR 4  2.99 2.39 2.39 2.58 1.1 12.15 5.1 
WB SR 4  3.53  2.82 2.82 8.35 3.0 2.93 1.0 

Central County 
Eastbound SR-4 4.43 3.55 3.55 4.10 1.2 12.38 3.5 
Westbound SR-4 3.63 2.90 2.90 5.51 1.9 3.17 1.1 
Northbound SR-
242 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.41 1.2 6.70 3.4 

Southbound SR-
242 2.23 1.78 1.78 4.47 2.5 1.97 1.1 

Note: CTT = Congested Travel Time, measured in secondsminutes. 
 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2019. 

 
The above revision would not change the conclusions of the analysis in the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 127-17 
 
The project consists of a Draft Master Plan that is being evaluated by a programmatic EIR under 
CEQA Guidelines section 15168, as stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR clearly 
states, "where sufficient information is available, the Draft EIR includes a project level analysis to 
the extent feasible."  Conversely, where it is infeasible to conduct a project level analysis, the Draft 
EIR does not do so, and CEQA does not impose such a requirement. 
 
The project contemplates the development of the 606-acre project site with residential uses and 
open space. Approvals covered by the Draft EIR include annexation of the project site into the 
City of Pittsburg and various districts, general plan amendments, zoning amendments, and a master 
plan.  The Draft EIR on page 3-14 specifically states that tentative maps are not being proposed, 
meaning the exact distribution of residential densities is unknown, and will not be known, until 
subdivision maps are plotted and proposed, and that, accordingly, subsequent environmental 
review might be necessary.  By extension, the project circulation system remains unarticulated, as 
well as the location of transit stops and other infrastructure.  CEQA does not require, then, that 
this programmatic environmental review cover all impacts if the requisite project detail is not 
available.  
 
With regard to impacts on transit, pedestrian facilities, and bicycle facilities, the following 
clarifications are provided: 
 

• Impacts on public transit.  The Draft EIR has forecast impacts to the extent possible, 
including through the adoption of very conservative assumptions.  It should be noted, 
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again, that complete forecasts cannot be made to the extent forecasts depend on knowing 
details included in a tentative map.  To this end, the project Draft Master Plan does not 
pinpoint where individual lots will be located, what specific residential densities will occur 
within residentially designated areas or, by extension, how many homes will be located in 
proximity to major and minor transit stops.  Moreover, while Mitigation Measures 4.12-
4(a) and 4.12-4(b) contemplate the inclusion of bus shelters and other transit infrastructure, 
the Draft Master Plan under review does specify what and where transit facilities will be 
included, as discussed on pages 4.12-60 and -61 of the Draft EIR. In fact, Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-4(a) specifically provides that "the final location and design of the [bus] 
turnouts, shelters, and bicycle racks shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and 
approval prior to approval of a future tentative subdivision map," and page 4.12-60 of the 
Draft EIR provides that "Draft Master Plan does not include specific designs for transit 
facilities for the project do not exist at this time; however, upon future submittal of a 
Tentative Subdivision Map, the City’s Design Review process would ensure that adequate 
transit infrastructure is provided consistent with City policies."  (See also Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, pg. 4.12-71.) 

 
Without these details, understanding the precise project impacts on all public transit is not feasible.  
To provide further clarity, consider that Tri Delta Transit runs 12 bus lines near project site, and 
County Connection runs four bus lines near the project site, as disclosed in the Draft EIR on pages 
4.12-19 and -20 (with more detailed information in Appendix N of the Draft EIR; see also Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, pg. 4.12-24 to -25).  Given the project's circulation system cannot yet 
include precise alignments, it is infeasible to predict the distribution of transit routes and demand 
for those routes.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, in December 2018, the California Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research issued Technical Advisory providing that, when "evaluating impacts to multimodal 
transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat the addition of new transit users 
as an adverse impact. An infill development may add riders to transit systems and the additional 
boarding and alighting may slow transit vehicles, but it also adds destinations, improving 
proximity and accessibility. Such development also improves regional vehicle flow by adding less 
vehicle travel onto the regional network."  The Technical Advisory further provides that "increased 
demand throughout a region may, however, cause a cumulative impact by requiring new or 
additional transit infrastructure." 
 
OPR's Technical Advisory provides, then, that increased ridership alone does not create a CEQA 
impact, but rather the inquiry is whether new or additional transit infrastructure will be necessary 
to accommodate new ridership.  As such, the need to run more trains or buses does not fall within 
the contemplation of OPR's Technical Analysis, and instead the focus is whether new bus turnouts, 
BART tracks, or BART stations will be required, the construction of which would have 
environmental impacts.  Bus turnouts, again, will be evaluated when the project applicant submits 
plans for a subdivision map that identifies with more specificity population centers and roadways.  
With regard to train and other bus infrastructure (e.g., stations), neither BART nor any other entity 
has contemplated that increased ridership in the region will require additional tracks, stations, or 
infrastructure in the City of Pittsburg.  BART extensions east of Antioch are meant to serve 
population centers in those areas, and not Pittsburg, and these projects will undergo development 
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regardless of whether the project proposed here is constructed.  Moreover, at this time there is no 
evidence that increased demand cannot be satisfied with the addition of trains or changes in 
schedules.   
 
To this end, BART's Short Range Transit Plan/Capital Improvement Program contemplate the 
replacement of old fleet vehicles with higher capacity cars, and additional new cars, with an 
expected increase in its fleet from about 670 cars to 1,200 cars by year 2028.  To the extent 
expanded maintenance facilities are needed to service such vehicles, BART has already planned 
expansions to these facilities in its Capital Improvement Program and they will occur with or 
without project implementation.  It should be noted that BART recently has projected lower 
ridership than prior forecasts, and acknowledges significant uncertainty about long‐term ridership 
and fare revenue trends.  Ridership has not increased year-to-year for a variety of factors set forth 
in BART's Short Range Transit Plan.  Further, BART's ridership forecasts are based, in part, on 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Plan Bay Area, which project's that Pittsburg will 
see an increase in population of about 19,000 people through 2040.  This estimate is in line with 
population increases anticipated by the Draft EIR's citywide cumulative development scenario, 
which contemplates 1,500 project related homes plus 4,357 new homes from other Pittsburg 
projects, with an associated population of roughly 19,000 people.  The proposed project site was 
one of multiple areas identified in the City of Pittsburg 2005 voter-approved Urban Limit Line and 
Prezoning Act, and thus has long been incorporated into the City’s Sphere of Influence and been 
prezoned for residential and open space uses.  As such, the Draft EIR's estimate, on page 4.12-60 
(see also Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, pg. 41.12-71), that 10.5 percent of Pittsburg residents 
use transit to travel to work, is in line with region-wide expectations and suggests impacts would 
in fact be less-than-significant.     
 
In summary, given the planning-level nature of the project, to the extent transit levels of service 
can be forecast, the evidence shows that transit levels of service can be maintained through the 
addition of service vehicles (e.g., train cars), and that no new facilities resulting from the project 
would be required. Given these facts and certain unknown information (e.g., circulation system 
alignments and corresponding changes to bus service), the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR's 
conclusion that impacts could be significant is very conservative, and the prescribed mitigation 
provides as much detail as possible and is fully complies with CEQA.  To the extent more project 
construction and operation details are proposed during later stages of project planning, such as 
when tentative maps are proposed, any further necessary environmental review can lawfully take 
place at that time. 
 

• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  As with public transit facilities, the Draft Master Plan 
does not include specific connections to existing trail systems, nor what quantity of 
pedestrian and bicycle pathways will be provided.  For instance, please see page 4.12-72 
of the Partially Recirculated DEIR, which provides that the "Draft Master Plan does not 
include specific connections to [off-site] trail systems." These details will become clear 
upon a submission of subdivision map applications, which are expressly not included in 
the instant project.  Generally, given the proposed amount of reserved open space in the 
project site (almost 270 acres), and that significant portions of residentially designated 
areas will be set aside for roadways and trail linkages, the proposed project in relation to 
the existing conditions would likely improve the pedestrian or bicycle conditions in the 
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area, and potentially offset demand by project users and off-site users for off-site facilities.  
As noted on page 4.12-72 of the Partially Recirculated DEIR, the Design Review 
Guidelines in the Draft Master Plan require that future development prioritizes pedestrian 
circulation by developing linear parks, public trails, and/or trailheads to connect 
pedestrians to schools, commercial centers, parks, and other neighborhoods and local and 
regional open space areas.  Moreover, the project would not significantly impact or require 
changes to the design of any existing or planned bicycle or pedestrian facilities, as 
documented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  To the extent bicycle and pedestrian 
facility impacts can be identified, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does so in full 
compliance with CEQA. 
 

• Levels of service for non-automotive travel.  To the extent it has not already been 
addressed, the following clarifications address the issue of non-automotive transportation.  
To this end, the commenter indicated that the EIR must adopt methodologies set forth in 
the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual to evaluate non-automotive levels of service, per the 
CCTA Technical Procedures.  First, the CCTA does not mandate adoption of these 
methodologies, but has "encouraged" their use, as the commenter acknowledges.  Nor does 
the General Plan mandate such methodologies; rather, the General Plan speaks more 
generally about ensuring a development provides pedestrian and bicycle linkages, bus 
shelters, bus turnouts, and sidewalks that meet minimum widths.  The project, as designed 
and mitigated, will meet all such requirements.  Second, such methodologies are not 
appropriate in all urban settings.  For instance, level of services standards for pedestrians 
are appropriate for dense urban areas where sidewalk crowding is a legitimate concern.  
Here, the City's sidewalks are underused, and bicycle travel is minimal. Pedestrians will 
typically walk for up to a 0.25- to 0.5-mile distance to the nearest transit facility.  Currently, 
the nearest transit stop is at the intersection of W Leland Road and San Marco Boulevard, 
which is approximately one mile from the northern border of the project site.  In addition, 
there is a steep grade going southbound on San Marco Boulevard that would make bicycle 
travel difficult.  As mentioned in Appendix N, it is highly unlikely that there will be many 
pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by this project to the study intersections. The 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and Appendix N took into account pedestrian and bicycle 
counts associated with each study intersections, and hourly pedestrian counts generally 
ranged from 0 to 60 pedestrians per hour at all intersection approaches, meaning that, per 
minute, intersections were generally vacant in terms of pedestrian travel.  In the few 
instances where pedestrian counts numbered more than 100 per hour (e.g., at the 
intersection of Oak Grove Road and Treat Boulevard, and Bailey Road and the eastbound 
State Route 4 ramps), the number of pedestrians visiting an intersection from all 
approaches, on average, ranged from two to three per minute. Since such intersections are 
well over the typical walking distance from the project site, the proposed project is not 
likely to add pedestrians to the intersections. Bicycle travel was even more sparse, with 
bicycle trips generally ranging from 1 to 10 per hour.  One cannot reasonably allege or 
propose that existing pedestrian or bicycle travel is heavy in terms of volume, or that the 
project's contribution to such volumes would be anything but de minimis.  For instance, 
while the project might generate some foot traffic between the project site and the Pittsburg 
BART station, one must consider that the distance between the two is two miles over hilly 
terrain, discouraging any considerable pedestrian trips. 
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A chart included under Response to Comment 127-21 distills information from the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR and its appendices, clarifying that key intersections are devoid of 
significant pedestrian and bicycle traffic, and that project-related contributions would not be 
considerable or result in any significant impacts. 
 
Under CEQA, a lead agency need not conduct every last test, and there is no evidence proffered 
by commenter that any such tests are necessary from a practical standpoint or would produce 
meaningful information.  CEQA's limitation on tests is designed specifically to ensure that lead 
agencies and applicants need not undertake expensive and time-consuming analyses when 
common sense and practicality dictates the opposite.  
 
Response to Comment 127-18 
 
See Response to Comment 127-17.  
 
Response to Comment 127-19 
 
See Response to Comment 127-17. 
 
Response to Comment 127-20 
 
Only if the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR relied on Mitigation Measures 4.12-2(a) and 4.12-2(b) 
to conclude less than significant would the measures be inappropriate for use under CEQA. The 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does not contend that payment of these fees reduces the impact 
to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measures 4.12-2(a) and 4.12-2(b) identify 
improvements that are outside of the City of Pittsburg’s jurisdiction. Therefore, the City cannot 
guarantee that the improvements would be constructed prior to the impact occurring; hence the 
Significant and Unavoidable conclusion. However, because the improvements are included within 
the CIPs of the City of Concord and the Contra Costa CMP, the City of Pittsburg has elected to 
require the applicant to pay fair-share fees into these programs in order to ensure all feasible 
mitigation measures are required. In addition, the “fair share” fees will account for the direct 
environmental effects of the proposed project by funding infrastructure improvements (through 
the Capital Improvement Program for the Contra Costa Congestion Management Plan) that 
accommodate increased traffic congestion from multiple projects in the area. Furthermore, under 
CEQA, cumulative impacts involve those changes to the environment that result 'from the 
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable probable future projects, per CEQA Guidelines section 15355.  Here, the project alone 
does not cause impacts, even under present condition scenarios, but results in impacts in 
combination with other existing projects (i.e., as opposed to a situation where a building footprint 
encroaches on wetland areas, and no off-site development can encroach on the same jurisdictional 
water). Therefore, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and mitigation measures therein are 
adequate for CEQA purposes. 
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Response to Comment 127-21 
 
The proposed project assessed all potential impacts based on the Standards of Significance which 
can be found on Page 4.12-36 through 4.12-38, Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Intersection LOS resulting from the 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is 
summarized in Tables 4.12-13 and 4.12-20 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Therefore, the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR has adequately evaluated secondary impacts associated with 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 
 
In addition, to further analyze and confirm that there are no significant secondary impacts, a chart 
with an intersection by intersection review was prepared, using data from the appendices to the 
TIS, to confirm all crossroads are urbanized for pedestrian use. The chart is included as Appendix 
B to this Final EIR. The chart suggests that none of the intersections undergoing mitigation are 
crowded with bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The attached chart includes a comparison of the 
intersections at issue, and more particularly shows the following:  
 

• Intersections requiring mitigation do not see more than a maximum of 20 pedestrian trips 
per hour for the entire intersection (i.e., adding pedestrians from all four corners). 

• More crowded intersections generally see a maximum of between 30 and 60 pedestrian 
trips per hour for the entire intersection. 

• One intersection, Treat Boulevard and Oak Grove Road, includes approximately 154 
pedestrian trips. 

o 24 pedestrians approached on the north leg, 24 pedestrians approached on the east 
leg, 19 approached on the south leg, and 87 approached on the west leg. 

o The max ped count in a 15-minute window (all intersections legs) was 55, with 31 
approaching on the west leg. 

o Under the “worst” case scenario, approximately two to three pedestrian trips would 
occur on the sidewalk per minute. 

 
Response to Comment 127-22 
 
The 2015 Contra Costa Congestion Management Plan (CMP) states: “The Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) contains those roadways, transit and trail projects that are already programmed (and 
thus have committed funding), those proposed for funding through MTC’s RTIP process, TSM 
projects, TFCA projects and those developer-funded projects where funding through fee programs 
is imminent. Because costs for some projects have not been identified, the total estimated cost may 
not reflect the extent of State, federal, and local funding needed.” Due to the long-term planning 
horizon for the improvements, authorities have not yet completely identified funding sources for 
construction of the improvements. A discussion of the 2015 CMP is also provided on page 4.12-
28 and states the following: 
 

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (the Authority) is responsible for preparing and 
adopting a Congestion Management Program (CMP) and updating the Program every other 
year. The Authority adopted the County’s first CMP in October 1991. The 2011 Contra 
Costa CMP Update represents the twelfth biennial update. 
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The 2015 update, which was prepared with help from and consultation with representatives 
of local, regional and State agencies, transit operators and the public, responds to changes 
in regional transportation planning, projects, and programs made since 2013. The 2015 
CMP focuses primarily on bringing the required seven-year CIP up-to-date, while also 
responding to primarily technical changes and corrections from the 2013 CMP. 

 
The Contra Costa County Congestion Management Plan reflects state CMP legislation that, in part, 
requires a 7-year capital improvement program.  Therefore, while funding sources for certain 
short-term improvements must be identified, there is no such requirement for long-term 
improvements. The fact that no funding sources are yet identified does not suggest it is 
unreasonable to assume their implementation; the proper regulatory agencies have identified such 
improvements and plan for their construction, and the agencies' deferral in identifying funding 
sources years before this task is legally mandated merely reflects a thoughtful and efficient use of 
agency resources.  The County's CIP has a long history of implementing regional transportation 
projects in a timely manner and is subject to many processes and checks and balances that ensure 
transportation infrastructure is sufficient. 
 
Response to Comment 127-23 
 
In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 
shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San 
Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left 
turn lane, a shared left-through-right lane, and an eastbound right turn 
lane. Implementation of the required improvements shall be accomplished 
by way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 

 
In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 
shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and 
Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound 
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through-right lane would be restriped to be through lane. In addition, the 
project improvement plans shall show that a southbound right turn 
overlap phase and a westbound right turn overlap phase would be 
implemented. Implementation of the required improvements shall be 
accomplished by way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 
 

In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 
shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn 
phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be 
changed from protected to permitting phasing. Implementation of the 
required improvements shall be accomplished by way of one of the 
following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 

 
Response to Comment 127-24 
 
As discussed in Response to Comment 127-17, which is incorporated herein by this reference, the 
Draft Master Plan is a planning-level project, and a project-level analysis is not required.  With 
respect to construction impacts, the Draft EIR mistakenly indicated the "increase in traffic as a 
result of construction activities associated with the proposed project has been quantified assuming 
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a worst-case, single-phase construction period of five years." In preparing the environmental 
analysis, it was determined that a single-phase project was unrealistic. However, it presently is not 
feasible to determine how construction specifically will be phased, and such information will be 
provided during the tentative map consideration process.  Once phasing is determined, it will 
become possible to estimate traffic generation from construction worker, delivery, and other 
construction-related trips.  As such, to the extent it was feasible to discuss construction-related 
traffic impacts, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR did so in a manner that satisfies CEQA.  When 
a tentative map application for the project is submitted at a later date, any necessary further CEQA 
review will occur at that time, consistent with state law and as explained in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
In response to the comment, page 4.12-39 of the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery 
activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related 
vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions to the transportation 
network near the project site, including the possibility of temporary lane closures, street 
closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway closures. The increase in traffic as a result of 
construction activities associated with the proposed project has been quantified assuming 
a worst-case, single-phase construction period of five years. 

 
The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 127-25 
 
Please note that the 2017 NOP established the CEQA baseline conditions. Section 15064.3 of the 
CEQA guidelines provides specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation 
impacts. Per Section 15064.3, analysis of VMT attributable to a project is the most appropriate 
measure of transportation impacts. However, the provisions of Section 15064.3 apply only 
prospectively; determination of impacts based on VMT is not required Statewide until July 1, 
2020. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 127-26 
 
The comment is a concluding statement and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 128: DARRIN ATKINS 
 
Response to Comment 128-1 
 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, 
analyzed the local roadways under Existing Conditions, as well as Existing Plus Project 
Conditions. The Existing conditions analyzed in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR are based on 
vehicle traffic counts conducted by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. in June of 2017. As noted 
on page 4.12-39, volumes were collected during the AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 PM) and PM (4:00 PM 
to 6:00 PM) peak periods of a typical weekday when local schools were in session.  
 
To the extent that existing heavy-duty truck traffic on Bailey Road overlaps with the AM and PM 
peak hours, such traffic was accounted for in the traffic counts conducted by Kimley-Horn and 
Associates, Inc. and, thus, is a component of the Existing Conditions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. It should also be noted that the proposed project would not result in the 
closure of the existing landfill in the project area. 
 
Response to Comment 128-2 
 
In the event that livestock causes traffic delays on local roadways, such events would be limited 
and would not be considered long-term. As such, although the proposed project could increase 
traffic on local roadways, increased congestion and delays due to livestock would not be 
considered an impact resulting from the proposed project. Furthermore, the mid-roadway segment 
blockages are outside the scope of the LOS methodology that was used in preparation of the TIS. 
 
Response to Comment 128-3 
 
As discussed throughout the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard would be 
extended southward through the site, providing connection to the City’s existing circulation 
system. However, the specific development plans for extension of the roadway are not included as 
part of the proposed project. Because the analysis presented within the EIR is generally program 
level, further level of detail regarding the extension of roadways is not available. 
 
Response to Comment 128-4 
 
Page 4.12-42, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR outlines the long-term roadway 
improvements within the project area. As discussed on Page 4.12-43, the City has anticipated 
improvements to the intersection of Bailey Road and W. Leland Road including an additional left 
turn lane and an exclusive right turn lane. While the City has not anticipated widening of the 
roadway, existing traffic issues associated with Bailey Road are considered part of the baseline 
condition under CEQA.   
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LETTER 129: DIANA & EDDIE BARRIOS 
 
Response to Comment 129-1 
 
The TIS prepared for the proposed project included an inadvertent output page for Intersection 43 
within the attached appendix. Intersection 43 of the Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions 
Appendix included in the TIS has been corrected, as follows:  
 
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 321 182 61 261 1059 107 
Future Volume (veh/h) 321 182 61 261 1059 107 
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16 
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00   1.00 
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1765 1765 1765 1765 1765 1765 
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 349 198 66 284 1151 116 
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Cap, veh/h 357 319 134 1213 1213 1031 
Arrive On Green 0.21 0.21 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 
Sat Flow, veh/h 1681 1500 436 1765 1765 1500 
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 349 198 66 284 1151 116 
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1681 1500 436 1765 1765 1500 
Q Serve(g_s), s 16.5 9.6 8.1 4.8 46.9 2.1 
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.5 9.6 55.0 4.8 46.9 2.1 
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00   1.00 
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 357 319 134 1213 1213 1031 
V/C Ratio(X) 0.98 0.62 0.49 0.23 0.95 0.11 
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 357 319 134 1213 1213 1031 
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.3 28.6 37.3 4.7 11.2 4.2 
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 41.4 3.7 2.8 0.1 15.2 0.0 
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 11.8 4.3 1.6 2.3 27.5 0.9 
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 72.7 32.3 40.1 4.8 26.4 4.3 
LnGrp LOS E C D A C A 
Approach Vol, veh/h 547   350 1267  
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1   11.4 24.4  

Approach LOS E   B C  
       

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s  59.0  21.0  59.0 
Change Period (Y+Rc), s  4.0  4.0  4.0 
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s  55.0  17.0  55.0 
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s  57.0  18.5  48.9 
Green Ext Time (p_c), s  0.0  0.0  4.4 



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 
2 - 414 

Intersection Summary       

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay   30.8    
HCM 2010 LOS   C    

 
Because Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR assumed Intersection 43 would operate at LOS C with 30.8 seconds of delay, the above 
revision does not change the conclusions presented within the EIR. 
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Letter 130 
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LETTER 130: DAVID KUBECK 
 
Response to Comment 130-1 
 
The comment pertains to potential impacts on the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road intersection. 
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, 
addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study 
intersection. As noted in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Alves Ranch Road does not 
currently extend north of W. Leland Road as shown in Figure 4-12.1. Furthermore, according to 
the TIS modeling, Alves Ranch Road would not have a direct connection to the project. In the 
introduction section of the TIS, the only road connections to the project would be via Bailey Road, 
San Marco Boulevard, and a future access to West Leland Road via Santa Teresa Drive. Therefore, 
a direct connection to Alves Ranch Road was not assumed. However, the TIS did evaluate potential 
impacts to the intersection of Leland Road and Alves Ranch Road with vehicles using San Marco 
Boulevard to Leland Road (and passing through the intersection). Additional trips were not added 
to Alves Ranch Road. 
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LETTER 131: LIGIA PADILLA 
 
Response to Comment 131-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, 
but has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. For information purposes, 
analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 132: BERNADETTE SILVA 
 
Response to Comment 132-1 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
For information purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Additionally, analysis of school 
facilities affected by the proposed project is provided in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, 
of the Draft EIR.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR AND PARTIALLY 

RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR TEXT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Revised and Updated Final EIR 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 3 – Revisions to the Draft EIR Text 

3 - 1 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text chapter presents minor 
corrections, additions, and revisions initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Pittsburg), reviewing 
agencies, the public, and/or consultants based on their review. The chapter includes revisions 
identified as part of the City of Pittsburg’s responses to a comment letter provided by the City of 
Concord related to the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, but received by Pittsburg subsequent to 
the preparation of the original Final EIR. In addition, the chapter contains revisions in response to 
the order issued on February 10, 2022 by the Superior Court of the State of California, County of 
Contra Costa (Superior Court) in connection with litigation over the original Final EIR. The 
revisions in response to the Superior Court order are supported by new memoranda prepared for 
this Revised and Updated Final EIR, which clarify and amplify the discussions and analyses in the 
original Final EIR. It should be noted that the following revisions do not change the intent or 
content of the analysis or effectiveness of mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR and 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, and, therefore, recirculation is not required. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES 
 
New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck through. Text changes are presented in the 
page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR. 
 
2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
For clarification purposes, Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised for Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics (Mitigation Measure 4.1-3), Chapter 4.3 Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-5(a), and 4.3-5(b)), Chapter 4.4, 
Biological Resources (Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b)), Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 
(Mitigation Measures 4.8-2), and Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation 
(Mitigation Measures 4.12-8(a), 4.12-8(d), 4.12-8(e), 4.8-12(f), 4.12-8(g), and 4.8-12(h)) 
beginning on page 2-5. Rather than include the entirety of Table 2-1 from Chapter 2, Executive 
Summary, of the Draft EIR with the revisions shown where appropriate, only the impact that has 
been revised is presented below. The revision to the Executive Summary table merely provides 
flexibility should changes to the allowable construction activities arise. Thus, the revision to Table 
2-1 does not change the adequacy of the analysis or the conclusions contained in the Draft EIR.  

3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

4.1 Aesthetics 
4.1-3 Creation of new sources of 

substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

S 4.1-3 In conjunction with the submittal of any 
development applications for future development 
on the project site, the applicant shall prepare and 
submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light 
would not trespass onto adjacent properties to the 
City of Pittsburg Community Development 
Department for review and approval as part of the 
development review process. The lighting plan 
shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following provisions: 

 
• Shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct 

the light downward and prevent light from 
spilling onto adjacent properties and 
nearby open space areas within the City of 
Concord; 

• Place and shield or screen flood and area 
lighting needed for construction activities 
and/or security so as not to disturb 
adjacent residential areas and passing 
motorists; 

• For public lighting, prohibit the use of 
light fixtures that are of unusually high 
intensity or brightness (e.g., harsh 
mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, or 
fluorescent bulbs) or that blink or flash; 
and 

LTS 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Use appropriate building materials (such 
as low-glare glass, low-glare building 
glaze or finish, neutral, earth-toned 
colored paint and roofing materials), 
shielded or screened lighting, and 
appropriate signage to prevent light and 
glare from adversely affecting motorists 
on nearby roadways. 

4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4.3-2 Generation of operational 

criteria air pollutant emissions in 
excess of 54 lbs/day for ROG, 
NOx, and PM2.5 and 82 lbs/day 
for PM10 and conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the 
2017 Clean Air CAP, and/or the 
2011 Ozone Attainment Plan. 

S 4.3-2 In conjunction with the submittal of each 
application for any development within the 
proposed project area, a project-level, detailed air 
quality analysis shall be performed. The analysis 
shall include, but not be limited to, quantification 
of operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a 
determination of operational air quality impacts, 
and identification of mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce any significant impacts in such 
a manner that ROG and NOx emissions associated 
with project operations would not exceed the 
BAAQMD 54 lbs/day thresholds of significance. 
Mitigation measures shall be developed in 
coordination with the BAAQMD and shall include, 
but would not be limited to, BAAQMD’s 
recommended mitigation measures as follows: 
those measures set forth in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-5(a) and the following measures listed below: 

 

SU 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Use zero-VOC paints, finishes, and 
adhesives only; 

• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Plant shade trees; 
• Orient buildings to maximize passive solar 

heating; 
• Install smart meters and programmable 

thermostats; 
• Improve bike and pedestrian network 

(complete sidewalks, connection to 
adjacent areas, connection to bike 
network, etc.); 

• Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities such as bike lanes, routes, and 
paths, bike parking, sidewalks, and 
benches; 

• Promote ridesharing, transit, bicycling, 
and walking for work trips; 

• Extend transit service into project site; 
• Participate in bike sharing programs; 
• Implement programs that offer residents 

free or discounted transit passes to 
encourage transit use; 

• Subsidize residential transit passes; 
• Promote use of public electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure; 
• Provide charging stations and preferential 

parking spots for electric vehicles; 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Provide traffic calming features; 
• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and 

incomplete roadway segments; 
• Install energy star appliances; 
• Install solar water heating; 
• Exceed minimum CALGreen standards 

(e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary 
measures); 

• Pre-wire homes for photovoltaic systems;  
• Provide community composting facilities 

or curb-side food waste services; 
• Use water efficient landscapes and 

native/drought-tolerant vegetation; and 
• Provide electrical outlets outside of homes 

to allow for use of electrically powered 
landscaping equipment. 

 
The above mitigation measures are mandatory to 
reduce any significant impacts unless the applicant 
demonstrates that the measures are not feasible.  
 
If off-site mitigation measures are proposed, the 
applicant must be able to show that the emission 
reductions from identified projects are real, 
permanent through the duration of the project, 
enforceable, and are equal to the pollutant type 
and amount of the project impact being offset. 
BAAQMD recommends that off-site mitigation 
projects occur within the nine-county Bay Area in 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

order to reduce localized impacts and capture 
potential co-benefits. If BAAQMD has established 
an off-site mitigation program at the time a 
development application is submitted, as an off-
site mitigation measure, the applicant may choose 
to enter into an agreement with BAAQMD and pay 
into the established off-site mitigation program 
fund, where BAAQMD would commit to reducing 
the type and amount of emissions identified in the 
agreement. 
 
The analysis and proposed mitigation measures 
shall be reviewed as part of the development 
review process. 

4.3-5 Generation of a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to 
GHG emissions in excess of 1,100 
MTCO2e/yr or 4.6 
MTCO2e/SP/yr by 2020, 660 
MTCO2e/yr or 2.76 
MTCO2e/SP/yr by 2030, or an 80 
percent reduction from 1990 
levels by 2050. 

S 4.3-5(a) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. In 
conjunction with the submittal of each application 
for any development within the proposed project 
area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis 
shall be performed. The analysis shall include, but 
not be limited to, quantification of operational 
criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination of 
operational air quality impacts, and identification 
of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any 
significant impacts in such a manner that project 
GHG emissions would not exceed 2.76 
MTCO2e/SP/yr threshold of significance. 
Mitigation measures shall be developed in 
coordination with BAAQMD and shall include, but 

SU 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

not be limited to, BAAQMD’s recommended 
mitigation measures as follows: 

 
• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Planting of shade trees; 
• Improvement of bike network (connection 

to adjacent areas, connection to bike 
network, etc.); 

• Improvement of pedestrian network 
(complete sidewalks, connection to 
adjacent areas, etc.); 

• Extension of transit service into project 
site; 

• Implementation of bicycle facilities; 
• Community-based traveling; 
• Participation in bike sharing programs; 
• Providing of charging stations and 

preferential parking spots for electric 
vehicles; 

• Minimizing the use of cul-de-sacs and 
incomplete roadway segments; 

• Installation of energy star appliances; 
• Installation of solar water heating; 
• Exceeding minimum CALGreen standards 

(e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary 
measures); 

• Providing community composting 
facilities or curb-side food waste services; 
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TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Elimination of natural gas infrastructure; 
and 

• Reduction of VMT by 15 percent per 
capita consistent with SB 743 targets and 
OPR technical guidance. 

 
4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 4.3-5(a) shall include an 
analysis of project-level GHG emissions. Such 
future project-level analyses shall include, but not 
be limited to, quantification of GHG emissions, as 
well as determination of operational GHG 
emission impacts, which shall be evaluated prior 
to any tentative map approval and in accordance 
with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines adopted in 
April 2022, which align with the State’s 2030 and 
2045 carbon targets based on existing statewide 
climate change laws in effect at the time of 
analysis. The project-level GHG emissions shall be 
reduced through the implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 4.3-5(a) designed to reduce 
operational GHG emissions. During future 
project-level reviews, the effectiveness of each 
implementation measure shall be quantified using 
the methodology shown in the 2022 Ramboll 
Report or using other methods supported by 
substantial evidence in light of project-level details 
included in the subject application. The City shall 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

deem all measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5(a) 
feasible or presumptively feasible unless the 
applicant can demonstrate otherwise with 
substantial evidence. 

4.4 Biological Resources 
4.4-2 Have a substantial adverse 

effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on 
special-status bird species, 
including those covered under 
the East Contra Costa County 
HCP/NCCP, such as Swainson’s 
hawk, tricolored blackbird, 
burrowing owl, and golden 
eagle. 

S 4.4-2(b) The project shall implement the following 
avoidance measures for potential effects on golden 
eagles during construction: 

• Based on the potential for active nests, 
prior to implementation of construction 
activities, including tree removal, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre‐
construction survey to establish whether 
an active golden eagle nest is present on 
the project site or within 0.5 mile of the 
project site to the extent the biologist can 
gain access. If an active nest is not present, 
further mitigation is not required. If an 
occupied nest is present, minimization 
requirements and construction monitoring 
shall be required, as detailed below. 

• Construction activities shall be prohibited 
within 0.5 mile of active nests. Nests can 
be built and active at almost any time of 
the year, although mating and egg 
incubation occurs late January through 
August, with peak activity in March 
through July. If site‐specific conditions or 

LTS 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

the nature of the construction activity 
(e.g., steep topography, dense vegetation, 
limited activities) indicate that a smaller 
buffer could be appropriate or that a 
larger buffer should be implemented, the 
East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy shall coordinate with 
CDFW/USFWS to determine the 
appropriate buffer size. 

• Construction monitoring shall ensure that 
no construction activities occur within the 
buffer zone established around an active 
nest. Construction monitoring shall ensure 
that direct effects to golden eagles are 
avoided. 

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.8-2 Violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge 
requirements, provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water 
quality through erosion during 
construction. 

S 4.8-2  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
contractor shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The developer shall file 
the Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the 
SWRCB. The SWPPP shall serve as the framework 
for identification, assignment, and implementation 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
Construction BMPs included in the SWPPP may 
include, but are not limited to, the following 
measures: 

 
• Silt fencing; 

LTS 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Fiber Rolls; 
• Vehicle washout areas and trackout 

control; 
• Desilting Basins; 
• Gravel Bag Berms; or 
• Storm Drain inlet protection. 

 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. Property boundaries 
between the project site and the Concord Hills 
Regional Park shall be identified, mapped, fenced, 
and signed for no entry. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Director of Public Works/City 
Engineer for review and approval and shall 
remain on the project site during all phases of 
construction. Following implementation of the 
SWPPP, the contractor shall subsequently 
demonstrate the SWPPP’s effectiveness and 
provide for necessary and appropriate revisions, 
modifications, and improvements to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

4.12 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation 

4.12-8 Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the study 

S 4.12-8(a) Prior to occupancy of the proposed buildings, the 
project applicant shall complete the following 
improvements at intersections within the City of 
Concord, subject to coordination with and 

SU 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

roadway intersections under 
Long-Term (2035) Plus Project 
Conditions. 

approval by the City of Concord Traffic 
Engineering and Transportation Planning 
Division. 

 
• The northbound approach at the Avila 

Road and Willow Pass Road intersection 
shall be restriped to include one through 
lane and one right turn lane; and 

• The southbound approach at the Clayton 
Road and Bailey Road intersection shall 
be restriped to be a southbound left-turn 
lane, a shared southbound through/right-
turn lane, and a southbound right-turn 
lane; and 

• The intersection timing splits at the 
following intersections shall be optimized: 
Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard 
(Intersection #39) and Concord 
Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway 
(Intersection #48). 

 
4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that the 
eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San 
Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped 
to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-
through-right lane, and an eastbound right turn 
lane. Implementation of the required 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

improvements shall be accomplished by way of one 
of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 
the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 

 
4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that a 
northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road 
and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and 
the shared northbound through-right lane would 
be restriped to be through lane. In addition, the 
project improvement plans shall show that a 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

southbound right turn overlap phase and a 
westbound right turn overlap phase would be 
implemented. Implementation of the required 
improvements shall be accomplished by way of one 
of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 
the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 

 
4.12-8(f) As part of future development applications, the 

project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for 
the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP 
(Project S-16) to the City of Pittsburg Community 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Development Department. Such improvements 
would include optimization of timing splits at the 
following intersections: 

 
1. W. Leland Road and Burton Avenue; and 
2. Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard. 

 
Proof of payment shall be submitted to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 

 
4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that the 
eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn 
phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive 
intersection would be changed from protected to 
permitting phasing. Implementation of the 
required improvements shall be accomplished by 
way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 
the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  
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Or 
 

If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 
 

4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db). 
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 2-1 of Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of 
the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The proposed project is located just southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of 
Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. 
With the exception of two isolated single-family residences and a small agricultural 
operation, the site consists primarily of open expanses of undeveloped hilly terrain covered 
with grasslands, with elevations ranging from approximately 435 feet at the lowest point 
to approximately 1,000 feet at the highest. The project is identified as Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers (APNs) 097-180-006, 097-200-002, 097-230-006, 097-240-002, and a portion of 
097-190-002091-040-002, 092-010-002 and -006, 092-020-002 and -003, 092-040-008, 
092-050-002, and a portion of 092-030-012. The proposed project site consists of 
approximately 606 acres of grazing land and is currently prezoned for residential and open 
space uses under the City of Pittsburg Zoning Code. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 3-3 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the 
Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately 
southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest 
Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is identified as 
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 097-180-006, 097-200-002, 097-230-006, 097-240-
002, and a portion of 097-190-002 091-040-002, 092-010-002 and -006, 092-020-002 and 
-003, 092-040-008, 092-050-002, and a portion of 092-030-012 (see 3-2, Project Location 
Map). With the exception of two isolated single-family residences located near the 
terminus of San Marco Boulevard, the site consists primarily of open expanses of 
undeveloped hilly terrain covered with grasslands, with elevations ranging from 
approximately 435 feet at the lowest point to approximately 1,000 feet at the highest. The 
project site does not include creeks, streams, or other watercourses. The site is currently 
prezoned for residential and open space uses under the City of Pittsburg Zoning Code (see 
Figure 3-3). The City’s General Plan designates the site as Low Density Residential, 
Hillside Low Density Residential, and Open Space (see Figure 3-4). It should be noted that 
a non-participating property located outside of the City of Pittsburg City limits would 
additionally be included in the annexation component of the proposed project and would 
not be subject to the provisions of the Draft Faria/Southwest Hills Master Plan (Draft 
Master Plan). 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 on page 4.1-33 of Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

4.1-3 In conjunction with the submittal of any development applications for 
future development on the project site, the applicant shall prepare and 
submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light would not trespass onto 
adjacent properties to the City of Pittsburg Community Development 
Department for review and approval as part of the development review 
process. The lighting plan shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, 
the following provisions: 

 
• Shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light downward 

and prevent light from spilling onto adjacent properties and 
nearby open space areas within the City of Concord; 

• Place and shield or screen flood and area lighting needed for 
construction activities and/or security so as not to disturb 
adjacent residential areas and passing motorists; 

• For public lighting, prohibit the use of light fixtures that are 
of unusually high intensity or brightness (e.g., harsh mercury 
vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs) or that 
blink or flash; and 

• Use appropriate building materials (such as low-glare glass, 
low-glare building glaze or finish, neutral, earth-toned 
colored paint and roofing materials), shielded or screened 
lighting, and appropriate signage to prevent light and glare 
from adversely affecting motorists on nearby roadways. 

 
The above staff-initiated change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the 
aesthetics technical analysis conclusion, nor the mitigation requirements presented in the Draft 
EIR. 
 
4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Page 4.2-16 of Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses 
through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 
and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserving more open 
space land than currently designated in the project area, the proposed project would 
minimize adverse impacts to open space uses, consistent with AOSPP Policy 8. In addition, 
consistent with AOSPP Goal 5, the potential for impacts associated with effects of the 
project on existing open space land are addressed throughout this EIR. 

 
Areas within the project site to be preserved as open space would be subject to the 
regulations established in Sections 18.58.020 and 18.58.030 of the City’s Municipal Code. 
Within the proposed open space buffer along the southwestern boundary of the site, 
development would not be permitted, with the exception of open space amenities such as 
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parks and trails. The proposed open space areas would be consistent with criteria (1), (3), 
and (4) of Section Government Code Section 65560, as referenced in LAFCO’s AOSPP, 
which defines Open Space Land as follows: 
 

(h) “Open-space land” means any parcel or area of land or water that is devoted 
to an open-space use as defined in this section, and that is designated on a 
local, regional, or state open-space plan as any of the following: 

(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources, including, but 
not limited to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal 
life, including habitat for fish and wildlife species; areas required 
for ecologic and other scientific study purposes; rivers, streams, 
bays, and estuaries; and coastal beaches, lakeshores, banks of rivers 
and streams, and watershed lands. 

(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, 
including, but not limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural 
lands, and areas of economic importance for the production of food 
or fiber; areas required for recharge of groundwater basins; bays, 
estuaries, marshes, rivers, and streams that are important for the 
management of commercial fisheries; and areas containing major 
mineral deposits, including those in short supply. 

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including, but not limited to, 
areas of outstanding scenic, historic, and cultural value; areas 
particularly suited for park and recreation purposes, including 
access to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers and streams; and areas that 
serve as links between major recreation and open-space 
reservations, including utility easements, banks of rivers and 
streams, trails, and scenic highway corridors. 

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited 
to, areas that require special management or regulation because of 
hazardous or special conditions such as earthquake fault zones, 
unstable soil areas, flood plains, watersheds, areas presenting high 
fire risks, areas required for the protection of water quality and water 
reservoirs, and areas required for the protection and enhancement of 
air quality. 

(5) Open space in support of the mission of military installations that 
comprises areas adjacent to military installations, military training 
routes, and underlying restricted airspace that can provide additional 
buffer zones to military activities and complement the resource 
values of the military lands. 

(6) Open space for the protection of places, features, and objects 
described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.997 of the Public Resources 
Code. 

 
Because the proposed project site does not contain agricultural lands or prime agricultural 
land, as defined by Contra Costa LAFCo, and because the proposed project would preserve 
a greater area of open space lands than what currently exists on the project site, the project 
would be consistent with the goals and policies included in the Contra Costa LAFCo 
AOSPP, and a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

 
The above staff-initiated change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the 
aesthetics technical analysis conclusion, nor the mitigation requirements presented in the Draft 
EIR.  
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4.3 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 on page 4.3-36 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.3-2 In conjunction with the submittal of each application for any development within 
the proposed project area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis shall be 
performed. The analysis shall include, but not be limited to, quantification of 
operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination of operational air 
quality impacts, and identification of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any 
significant impacts in such a manner that ROG and NOx emissions associated with 
project operations would not exceed the BAAQMD 54 lbs/day thresholds of 
significance. Mitigation measures shall be developed in coordination with the 
BAAQMD and shall include, but would not be limited to, BAAQMD’s 
recommended mitigation measures as follows: those measures set forth in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5(a) and the following measures listed below: 

 
• Use zero-VOC paints, finishes, and adhesives only; 
• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Plant shade trees; 
• Orient buildings to maximize passive solar heating; 
• Install smart meters and programmable thermostats; 
• Improve bike and pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, connection to 

adjacent areas, connection to bike network, etc.); 
• Implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities such as bike lanes, routes, and 

paths, bike parking, sidewalks, and benches; 
• Promote ridesharing, transit, bicycling, and walking for work trips; 
• Extend transit service into project site; 
• Participate in bike sharing programs; 
• Implement programs that offer residents free or discounted transit passes 

to encourage transit use; 
• Subsidize residential transit passes; 
• Promote use of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure; 
• Provide charging stations and preferential parking spots for electric 

vehicles; 
• Provide traffic calming features; 
• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway segments; 
• Install energy star appliances; 
• Install solar water heating; 
• Exceed minimum CALGreen standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 

voluntary measures); 
• Pre-wire homes for photovoltaic systems;  
• Provide community composting facilities or curb-side food waste services; 
• Use water efficient landscapes and native/drought-tolerant vegetation; 

and 
• Provide electrical outlets outside of homes to allow for use of electrically 

powered landscaping equipment. 
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The above mitigation measures are mandatory to reduce any significant impacts 
unless the applicant demonstrates that the measures are not feasible.  
 
If off-site mitigation measures are proposed, the applicant must be able to show 
that the emission reductions from identified projects are real, permanent through 
the duration of the project, enforceable, and are equal to the pollutant type and 
amount of the project impact being offset. BAAQMD recommends that off-site 
mitigation projects occur within the nine-county Bay Area in order to reduce 
localized impacts and capture potential co-benefits. If BAAQMD has established 
an off-site mitigation program at the time a development application is submitted, 
as an off-site mitigation measure, the applicant may choose to enter into an 
agreement with BAAQMD and pay into the established off-site mitigation program 
fund, where BAAQMD would commit to reducing the type and amount of emissions 
identified in the agreement. 
 
The analysis and proposed mitigation measures shall be reviewed as part of the 
development review process. 

 
The above changes clarify the applicable GHG mitigation measures that would apply to the 
proposed project, and the updated GHG technical analysis confirms the conclusions of the previous 
GHG analysis prepared for the Draft EIR.1 Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-5(a) and 4.3-5(b) on page 4.3-35 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, are hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.3-5(a) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. In conjunction with the submittal of 
each application for any development within the proposed project area, a 
project-level, detailed air quality analysis shall be performed. The 
analysis shall include, but not be limited to, quantification of operational 
criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination of operational air quality 
impacts, and identification of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any 
significant impacts in such a manner that project GHG emissions would 
not exceed 2.76 MTCO2e/SP/yr threshold of significance. Mitigation 
measures shall be developed in coordination with BAAQMD and shall 
include, but not be limited to, BAAQMD’s recommended mitigation 
measures as follows: 

 
• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Planting of shade trees; 
• Improvement of bike network (connection to adjacent areas, 

connection to bike network, etc.); 
• Improvement of pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, 

connection to adjacent areas, etc.); 
• Extension of transit service into project site; 
• Implementation of bicycle facilities; 

 
1  Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
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• Community-based traveling; 
• Participation in bike sharing programs; 
• Providing of charging stations and preferential parking spots for 

electric vehicles; 
• Minimizing the use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway 

segments; 
• Installation of energy star appliances; 
• Installation of solar water heating; 
• Exceeding minimum CALGreen standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or 

Tier 2 voluntary measures); 
• Providing community composting facilities or curb-side food 

waste services; 
• Elimination of natural gas infrastructure; and 
• Reduction of VMT by 15 percent per capita consistent with SB 743 

targets and OPR technical guidance. 
 
4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-

2 4.3-5(a) shall include an analysis of project-level GHG emissions. Such 
future project-level analyses shall include, but not be limited to, 
quantification of GHG emissions, as well as determination of operational 
GHG emission impacts, which shall be evaluated prior to any tentative 
map approval and in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
adopted in April 2022, which align with the State’s 2030 and 2045 carbon 
targets based on existing statewide climate change laws in effect at the 
time of analysis. The project-level GHG emissions shall be reduced 
through the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 4.3-5(a) designed to reduce operational GHG 
emissions. During future project-level reviews, the effectiveness of each 
implementation measure shall be quantified using the methodology shown 
in the 2022 Ramboll Report or using other methods supported by 
substantial evidence in light of project-level details included in the subject 
application. The City shall deem all measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-
5(a) feasible or presumptively feasible unless the applicant can 
demonstrate otherwise with substantial evidence. 

 
The above changes clarify the applicable GHG mitigation measures that would apply to the 
proposed project, and the updated GHG technical analysis confirms the conclusions of the previous 
GHG analysis prepared for the Draft EIR.2 Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 
 
4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) on pages 4.4-49 and 4.4-50 of Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of 
the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

 
2  Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
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4.4-2(b) The project shall implement the following avoidance measures for 
potential effects on golden eagles during construction: 

• Based on the potential for active nests, prior to implementation of 
construction activities, including tree removal, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a pre‐construction survey to establish 
whether an active golden eagle nest is present on the project site 
or within 0.5 mile of the project site to the extent the biologist can 
gain access. If an active nest is not present, further mitigation is 
not required. If an occupied nest is present, minimization 
requirements and construction monitoring shall be required, as 
detailed below. 

• Construction activities shall be prohibited within 0.5 mile of 
active nests. Nests can be built and active at almost any time of 
the year, although mating and egg incubation occurs late January 
through August, with peak activity in March through July. If site‐
specific conditions or the nature of the construction activity (e.g., 
steep topography, dense vegetation, limited activities) indicate 
that a smaller buffer could be appropriate or that a larger buffer 
should be implemented, the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy shall coordinate with CDFW/USFWS to determine 
the appropriate buffer size. 

• Construction monitoring shall ensure that no construction 
activities occur within the buffer zone established around an 
active nest. Construction monitoring shall ensure that direct 
effects to golden eagles are avoided. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 on pages 4.8-19 and 4.8-20 of Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.8-2  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the contractor shall prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The developer shall file the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the SWRCB. The SWPPP shall 
serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction BMPs included in 
the SWPPP may include, but are not limited to, the following measures: 

 
• Silt fencing; 
• Fiber Rolls; 
• Vehicle washout areas and trackout control; 
• Desilting Basins; 
• Gravel Bag Berms; or 
• Storm Drain inlet protection. 
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The contractor shall implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Property boundaries 
between the project site and the Concord Hills Regional Park shall be 
identified, mapped, fenced, and signed for no entry. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Director of Public Works/City Engineer for review and 
approval and shall remain on the project site during all phases of 
construction. Following implementation of the SWPPP, the contractor 
shall subsequently demonstrate the SWPPP’s effectiveness and provide for 
necessary and appropriate revisions, modifications, and improvements to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-6 of Public Services and Utilities, 
Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Wastewater Treatment 
 
As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta 
Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-
water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WWTP 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted capacity for Permit 
allows an average dry weather flow of is 16.5 19.5 MGD., and the plant has an average dry 
weather flow design capacity of 19.5 MGD. An EIR for expansion of the WWTP to 22.7 
MGD was completed in April 1988. The average dry weather flow influent to the treatment 
plant for the most recent reporting period was 13.4 12.8 MGD in 2017. The current NPDES 
Permit order was issued on August 13, 2014. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended 
as follows: 
 

Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount 
Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and 
Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a maximum 
permitted throughput of 3,500.00 tons per day, and a maximum permitted capacity of 
75,018,280 cubic yards with a remaining capacity of 63,408,410 cubic yards. 
 
The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with 
Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. 
Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately. 
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In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch. 

 
The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-33 of Public Services and Utilities, 
Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

In addition to the above, the proposed project would conflict with the location standard 
established by General Plan Policy 11-P-26, as the site would be located outside of the 1.5-
mile response time radius of the nearest fire station, which would have the primary 
responsibility for serving the project site. Therefore, although the proposed project would 
be required to pay Fire Facility Impact Fees in effect at the time of building permit issuance, 
the project would conflict with location and response time standards established by the 
General Plan. Furthermore, the project site is not currently included within CFD 2017-1, 
and would not be subject to the special taxes required to provide fire service to new 
development. Consequently, the proposed project would conflict with General Plan Policy 
11-P-26 and would not provide for adequate funding of fire emergencies, both of which 
would be considered a significant impact. Nonetheless, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000 and Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation Commission Policies (b) and (j), 
as discussed in Appendix J of this EIR, due to payment of applicable fees and availability 
of CCCFPD to provide service to the project site.  

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-42 of Public Services and Utilities, 
Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Based on the above, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to increases in 
demand for public services and utilities would not be cumulatively considerable, with 
the exception of impacts related to fire protection services. Therefore, the cumulative 
impact, specifically related to cumulative impacts to fire protection services, would be 
considered significant and unavoidable. Nonetheless, the project would be consistent 
with the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 and 
Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation Commission Policies (b), (j), and (k), as 
discussed in Appendix J of this EIR, due to payment of applicable fees and availability 
of service providers to provide service to the project site.  

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
4.12 TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND CIRCULATION 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-12 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:  
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For roadways in the City of Concord, the intersections and roadway segments are to operate 
at LOS D or better, as specified in the City of Concord General Plan. However, in the 
Downtown area (as generally defined by Port Chicago Highway to the east, Mt. Diablo 
High School to the north, Cowell Road to the south, and Market Street to the west), and 
along the City’s transit routes, LOS E is acceptable. In addition, LOS E is considered 
acceptable in the vicinity of the Concord and North Concord BART stations. Table 4.12-3 
shows the existing delay and LOS at the study intersections for weekday peak hour 
conditions. 

 
The foregoing revision does not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, given that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does not include any study 
intersections in the immediate vicinity of the referenced Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-8, on page 4.12-
22 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:  
 

Table 4.12-8 
Delay Index Summary – Existing Conditions 

Roadway Segment 
Distance 
(miles) 

Uncongested 
Travel Time 

AM Peak 
Hour PM Peak Hour 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak CTT DI CTT DI 

East County 
EB SR 4  2.99 2.39 2.39 2.58 1.1 12.15 5.1 
WB SR 4  3.53  2.82 2.82 8.35 3.0 2.93 1.0 

Central County 
Eastbound SR-4 4.43 3.55 3.55 4.10 1.2 12.38 3.5 
Westbound SR-4 3.63 2.90 2.90 5.51 1.9 3.17 1.1 
Northbound SR-242 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.41 1.2 6.70 3.4 
Southbound SR-242 2.23 1.78 1.78 4.47 2.5 1.97 1.1 
Note: CTT = Congested Travel Time, measured in secondsminutes. 
 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2019. 

 
The above revision does not change the results presented in the table because the delay index is 
unitless. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-45 of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery 
activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related 
vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions to the transportation 
network near the project site, including the possibility of temporary lane closures, street 
closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway closures. The increase in traffic as a result of 
construction activities associated with the proposed project has been quantified assuming 
a worst-case, single-phase construction period of five years.  
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The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-56 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

• EB SR 4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #2); 
• WB SR 4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3); 
• W. Leland Road/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #6); 
• WB SR-4 Ramps/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #18); and 
• Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35).; and 
• Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36). 

 
The foregoing revision does not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. The significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for the Bailey Road 
and Myrtle Drive intersection presented on page 4.12-64 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 
remains valid. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-60 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

EB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road (Intersection #2) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) includes the following improvements 
to the EB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection: signalization; addition of a 
southbound left turn lane; restriping of the shared southbound through-left lane to be a 
through lane; and restriping of the eastbound approach to be an eastbound left turn lane 
and a shared eastbound through-right lane. The aforementioned improvement has been 
planned by the Capital Improvement Program for the 2015 Update to the Contra Costa 
CMP (Project 1028); however, funding sources have not yet been identified, and a 
timeframe for the improvement has not been established. As shown in Table 4.12-13, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) would improve the operations at the EB 
SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection to LOS B in the PM peak hours which 
would meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in the 
City of Pittsburg unincorporated Contra Costa County. However, given that funding is not 
available for the required improvements, the impact to the EB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass 
Road intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a). 
 

WB SR 4 Ramps and Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3) 
 
As shown above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) includes the following improvements to 
the WB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection: signalization; addition of a 
northbound left turn lane; restriping of the northbound shared through-left turn lane to be 
a through lane; and restriping of the westbound approach to be two westbound left turn 
lanes and a shared westbound through-right lane. The aforementioned improvement has 
been planned by the Capital Improvement Program for the 2015 Update to the Contra Costa 
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CMP (Project 1028), although funding sources have not yet been identified, and a 
timeframe for the improvement has not been established As shown in Table 4.12-13, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) would improve the operations at the WB 
SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection to LOS E in the AM peak hour, which 
would not meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in 
the City of Concord unincorporated Contra Costa County. Although the intersection would 
operate better than without the proposed project, funding is not available for the required 
improvements, Therefore, the project impact to the WB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road 
intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a). 
 
The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not change 
across jurisdictions. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Table 4.12-18 on page 4.12-77 of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised, as shown on the following page. The revisions 
to Table 4.12-18 do not affect the conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure(s) 
Table 4.12-20 shows the study intersection LOS in the Long Term (2035) Plus Project 
Condition both with and without mitigation. With the exception of impacts to the following 
intersections, which would all remain significant and unavoidable, implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to the remaining intersections to less-
than-significant levels: 

 
• Avila Road/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #1); 
• WB SR4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3); 
• W. Leland Road/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #6); 
• W. Leland Road/Bailey Road (Intersection #18); 
• Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35); 
• Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36); 
• Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39); 
• Clayton Road and Bailey Road (Intersection #40); 
• Cowell Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #41); 
• Bailey Road/Project Entrance (Intersection #43); 
• Treat Boulevard and Oak Grove Road (Intersection #44); and 
• Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection #48). 

 
A discussion of the mitigation measure(s) required for each impacted intersection, as well 
as a description of how the measures would reduce impacts at that intersection, is provided 
below, immediately following the list of mitigation measures. 
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Table 4.12-18 
Freeway Ramp LOS – Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Freeway Section Criteria 
LOS 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS Density1 
(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 

(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 
(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 

(pcpmpl) 
Eastbound SR 4 

Willow Pass Road Off-Ramp F A 5.2 F 35.2 A 5.7 F 37.6 
Willow Pass Road On-Ramp F A 9.0 F 44.8 B 17.2 F 47.0 
San Marco Boulevard Off-Ramp F A 8.6 D F 34.2 A 9.3 E F 36.1 
SB San Marco Boulevard Loop On-
Ramp F A 8.0 D F 29.1 A 8.1 D F 29.6 

NB San Marco Boulevard Diagonal On-
Ramp F A 5.5 C F 26.5 A 5.8 C F 27.1 

SB Bailey Road Diagonal Off-Ramp F A 5.1 C F 24.3 A 5.5 C F 26.5 
NB Bailey Road Loop Off-Ramp F A 7.3 C F 26.2 A 7.4 C F 26.1 
Bailey Road On-Ramp F B 11.6 E F 35.0 B 11.3 E F 35.5 

Westbound SR 4 
NB Bailey Road Diagonal Off-Ramp  F C F 27.3 B 15.3 C F 27.5 B 15.8 
SB Bailey Road Loop Off-Ramp  F C F 25.1 B 19.5 C F 22.8 C 20.6 
Bailey Road On-Ramp  F C F 24.3 B 14.1 C F 25.3 B 14.8 
San Marco Boulevard Off-Ramp  F D F 28.2 B 16.3 D F 28.7 B 16.8 
NB San Marco Boulevard Loop On-
Ramp  F E F 36.7 B 17.4 E F 38.1 B 18.2 

SB San Marco Boulevard Diagonal On-
Ramp  F F 45.4 B 16.2 F 45.7 B 16.7 

Willow Pass Road Off-Ramp  F C F 27.3 B 16.6 D F 28.6 B 17.4 
Willow Pass Road On-Ramp  F E F 37.3 C 20.3 E F 38.5 C 21.0 
Notes: 
1 pcpmpl = passenger cars per mile per lane. 
 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 20172019. 
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4.12-8(a) Prior to occupancy of the proposed buildings, the project applicant shall 
complete the following improvements at intersections within the City of 
Concord, subject to coordination with and approval by the City of 
Concord Traffic Engineering and Transportation Planning Division. 

 
• The northbound approach at the Avila Road and Willow Pass 

Road intersection shall be restriped to include one through lane 
and one right turn lane; and 

• The southbound approach at the Clayton Road and Bailey Road 
intersection shall be restriped to be a southbound left-turn lane, a 
shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound 
right-turn lane; and 

• The intersection timing splits at the following intersections shall 
be optimized: Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) 
and Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection 
#48). 

 
The foregoing revisions clarify that the required improvements would be subject to review and 
approval by the City of Concord and are consistent with the information presented in Table 4.12-
20 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and with the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) prepared for 
the proposed project by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., which was included as Appendix A to 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions 
presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 

shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San 
Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left 
turn lane, a shared left-through-right lane, and an eastbound right turn 
lane. Implementation of the required improvements shall be accomplished 
by way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 
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The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
8(e) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 
shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and 
Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound 
through-right lane would be restriped to be through lane. In addition, the 
project improvement plans shall show that a southbound right turn 
overlap phase and a westbound right turn overlap phase would be 
implemented. Implementation of the required improvements shall be 
accomplished by way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 
 

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) on pages 
4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow: 
 

4.12-8(f) As part of future development applications, the project applicant shall pay 
the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP 
(Project S-16) to the City of Pittsburg Community Development 
Department. Such improvements would include optimization of timing 
splits at the following intersections: 

 
1. W. Leland Road and Burton Avenue; and 
2. Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard. 

 
Proof of payment shall be submitted to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 
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The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 

shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn 
phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be 
changed from protected to permitting phasing. Implementation of the 
required improvements shall be accomplished by way of one of the 
following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior 
to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements 
are subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project 
applicant may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP 
includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-
share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 
 

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-
90 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db). 
 

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-95 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35) 
 

As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) includes the following improvements 
to the Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road intersection: widening of the southbound 
approach; restriping of the southbound approach to include a southbound left turn lane, a 
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southbound through lane, and a southbound right turn lane; and widening of the northbound 
approach to be a northbound left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. The 
aforementioned improvements have been planned in the Concord CIP (Project 2049) with 
funding from traffic mitigation fees, grant funds, and Concord-owned ROW. As shown in 
Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(h) would improve the 
operations at the Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road intersection in the AM and PM peak 
hours. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h), the v/c is still 
increased by 0.03 or more in the AM peak hour and decreases in the PM peak hour without 
project conditions; therefore, the intersection would remain an impact in the AM peak hour 
and would be reduced to less than significant in the PM peak hour. However, the 
intersection is located in the City of Concord, the City of Pittsburg cannot guarantee the 
completion of the improvements. Therefore, the impact to the Concord Boulevard and 
Bailey Road intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(mh). 
 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-96 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) includes the following improvements 
to the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection: signalization; addition of a southbound 
left turn lane; and restriping of the shared southbound through-left lane to be a through 
lane. The aforementioned improvements have been planned in the Concord CIP (Project 
2049) with funding from traffic mitigation fees, grant funds, and Concord-owned ROW. It 
should be noted that the intersection does not meet the peak hour traffic signal warrant in 
the Existing plus Project scenario (two vehicles less than the threshold on the minor street 
approach), but does meet the warrant in the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project Condition. As 
shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) would improve 
the operations at the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection to LOS B in the AM and 
PM peak hours, and would decrease v/c during the PM peak hour relative to without project 
conditions., which would meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized 
intersection in the City of Concord. However, even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-8(h), the v/c during the AM peak hour would increase by 0.03 or more under 
the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project Condition; therefore, the intersection would remain 
impacted in the AM peak hour and would be reduced to less than significant in the PM 
peak hour. Furthermore, given that a timeframe has not been established, completion of the 
proposed improvements prior to buildout of the project site cannot be guaranteed. 
Therefore, the impact to the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection would temporarily 
remain significant and unavoidable.  

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(m). 

 
Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) 
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As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) includes optimization of the timing 
splits at the intersection. As shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-8(f) would improve the operations at the Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard 
intersection in the PM peak hour. Although the intersection would not meet the requirement 
of LOS E or better for a signalized intersection in the City of Concord, the intersection v/c 
ratio would be equal to or better than the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project v/c ratio. 
However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f), the v/c during the 
PM peak hour would increase by 0.03 or more under the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project 
Condition; therefore, the intersection would remain impacted in the PM peak hour. 
Furthermore, given that the intersection is located in the City of Concord, the City of 
Pittsburg cannot guarantee the completion of the improvements. Therefore, the impact to 
the Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard intersection would temporarily remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f). 

 
Clayton Road and Bailey Road (Intersection #40) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a) includes restriping of the southbound 
approach at the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection to include a southbound left-turn 
lane, a shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound right-turn lane. As 
shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a) would improve 
the operations at the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection; however, the intersection 
would continue to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour, which would not meet the LOS 
requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in the City of Concord, 
although the intersection would decrease in v/c with the mitigation and operate better than 
without the proposed project. Nonetheless, because the intersection is located outside of 
the City of Pittsburg’s jurisdiction, completion of the proposed improvements cannot be 
guaranteed. Therefore, the project impact to the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a). 
 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
7 REFERENCES 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, the following reference contained in Chapter 7, 
References, of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. 2nd Round EMS/Fire Services 
Municipal Service Review/Sphere of Influence Updates. August 10, 2016. 

 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. Agricultural & Open Space 

Preservation Policy. Amended December 12, 2016.  
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The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Government 
Code Sections, 56000, et seq. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical analysis 
prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
APPENDIX M: SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an 
updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see 
Appendix A to this Revised and Updated Final EIR). The updated cover letter is hereby 
incorporated into Appendix M to the Draft EIR. 
 
The updated cover letter does not affect the ultimate conclusions presented in the Faria Property 
Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum and does not alter the analysis or conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. 
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Appendix A  

Intersection Analysis of Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts 

Mitigation 
Measure Intersection Mitigation 

Pedestrian Counts 
(max/hr) 

Bicycle Counts 
(max/hr) 

AM PM AM PM 
4.12-2(a) EB SR-4 

Ramps/Willow 
Pass Road 

The EB SR-4 
Ramps/Willow Pass 
Road intersection shall 
be signalized, a 
southbound left turn lane 
shall be added, the shared 
southbound through-left 
lane shall be restriped to 
be a through lane, and the 
eastbound approach shall 
be restriped to be an 
eastbound left turn lane 
and a shared eastbound 
through-right lane. 

0 1, East 
Leg 

0, all 
approaches 

1 NB 

4.12-2(a) WB SR-4 
Ramps/Willow 
Pass Road 

The WB SR-4 
Ramps/Willow Pass 
Road shall be signalized, 
a northbound left turn 
lane shall be added, the 
northbound shared 
through-left turn lane 
shall be restriped to be a 
through lane, and the 
westbound approach 
shall be restriped to be 
two westbound left turn 
lanes and a shared 
westbound through-right 
lane. 

1, EL 

1 WL 

(2 Total) 

0 2 SBRT 

1 WBTH 

(3 Total) 

2 NBRT 

4.12-2(b) W. Leland 
Road and San 
Marco 
Boulevard 
(Intersection 
#6) 

Optimization of cycle 
lengths/intersection 
timing splits 

4 EL 

(4 Total) 

1 NL 

1 EL 

4 SL 

4 WL 

(10 
Total) 

1 SBLT 1 SBTH 



4.12-2(b) Willow Pass 
Road and 
Loftus Road 
(Intersection 
#11) 

Optimization of cycle 
lengths/intersection 
timing splits 

5 NL 

11 EL 

7 SL 

(23 
Total) 

4 NL 

2 EL 

7 SL 

(13 
Total) 

1 WBTH 

1 NBLT 

1 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

1 
WBTH 

2 EBTH 

(3 
Total) 

4.12-2(b) Leland Road 
and Bailey 
Road 
(Intersection 
#18) 

Optimization of cycle 
lengths/intersection 
timing splits 

22 NL 

12 EL 

2 SL 

(36 
Total) 

12 NL 

6 EL 

2 SL 

4 WL 

(24 
Total) 

1 SBLT 

1 WBTH 

1 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

1 NBRT 

1 EBTH 

(2 
Total) 

4.12-2(b) Leland Road 
and Jacqueline 
Drive 
(Intersection 
#24) 

Optimization of cycle 
lengths/intersection 
timing splits 

3 EL 

2 SL 

1 WL 

(6 Total) 

1 NL 

4 SL 

1 WL 

(6 
Total) 

1 WBTH 

2 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

3 EBTH 

4.12-2(b) Leland Road 
and Crestview 
Drive 
(Intersection 
#29) 

Optimization of cycle 
lengths/intersection 
timing splits 

1 NL 

7 EL 

5 SL 

7 WL 

(20 
Total) 

6 NL 

6 EL 

1 SL 

3 WL 

(16 
Total) 

1 NBLT 

1 EBRT 

2 EBTH 

(4 Total) 

2 SBTH 

1 
WBRT 

1 
WBTH 

1 NBRT 

2 NBTH 

(7 
Total) 



4.12-2(c) W. Leland 
Road and 
Chestnut Drive 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
applicant shall show that 
the westbound left turn 
and eastbound left turn 
movements at W. Leland 
Road and Chestnut Drive 
(Intersection #23) would 
be converted from 
protected left turn 
phasing to permitted left 
turn phasing. 

1 NL 

8 SL 

4 WL 

(13 
Total) 

2 NL 

3 SL 

(5 
Total) 

1 WBTH 

2 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

2 EBTH 

4.12-2(d) Concord 
Boulevard and 
Bailey Road 

The southbound 
approach at the Concord 
Boulevard and Bailey 
Road intersection shall 
be widened and restriped 
to include a southbound 
left turn lane, a 
southbound through 
lane, and a southbound 
right turn lane. In 
addition, the northbound 
approach shall be 
widened to be a 
northbound left turn lane 
and a shared throughright 
turn lane. 

1 NL 

2 WL 

(3 Total) 

1 EL 

3 SL 

3 WL 

(7 
Total) 

2 WBTH 

2 EBTH 

(4 Total) 

1 SBRT 

1 
WBLT 

(2 
Total) 

4.12-2(d) Bailey Road 
and Myrtle 
Drive 

The Bailey Road and 
Myrtle Drive intersection 
shall be signalized, a 
southbound left turn lane 
shall be added, and the 
shared southbound 
through-left lane shall be 
restriped to be a through 
lane 

0 0 0 1 
WBLT 



4.12-2(e) Clayton Road 
and Treat 
Boulevard 

The Clayton Road and 
Treat Boulevard 
intersection shall be 
widened for the 
northbound approach to 
be two northbound left 
turn lanes, two 
northbound through 
lanes, and a northbound 
right turn lane. In 
addition, the northbound 
and southbound phases 
shall be changed from 
split phasing to protected 
phasing and the 
intersection timing splits 
shall be optimized. 

5 NL 

2 EL 

6 SL 

1 WL 

(14 
Total) 

10 NL 

4 EL 

14 SL 

12 WL 

(40 
Total) 

1 WBRT 

1 WBTH 

2 WBLT 

2 EBTH 

(6 Total) 

2 
WBTH 

2 
WBLT 

4 EBTH 

(8 
Total) 

4.12-2(f) Cowell Road 
and Treat 
Boulevard 
(Intersection 
#41) 

Optimize intersection 
timing splits. 

2 NL 

6 EL 

7 SL 

2 WL 

(17 
Total) 

1 NL 

9 EL 

4 SL 

(14 
Total) 

4 SBTH 

2 WBTH 

1 NBTH 

2 EBLT 

(9 Total) 

2 SBLT 

1 
WBTH 

1 
WBLT 

6 NBTH 

2EBTH 

(12 
Total) 

4.12-2(f) Treat 
Boulevard and 
Oak Grove 
Road 
(Intersection 
#44) 

Optimize intersection 
timing splits. 

24 NL 

24 EL 

19 SL 

87 WL 

(154 
Total) 

8 NL 

11 EL 

11 SL 

20 WL 

(50 
Total) 

 

1 SBRT 

13 SBTH 

1 WBTH 

1 WBLT 

2 NBTH 

1 NBLT 

1 EBRT 

(20 Total) 

2 SBTH 

1 SBLT 

1 
WBLT 

4 NBTH 

1 EBRT 

2 EBTH 

(11 
Total) 



4.8-12(a) Avila Road 
and Willow 
Pass Road 

The northbound 
approach at the Avila 
Road and Willow Pass 
Road intersection shall 
be restriped to include 
one through lane and one 
right turn lane 

0 0 1 WBLT 

1 NBRT 

(2 Total) 

1 NBTH 

4.8-12(a) Cowell Road 
and Treat 
Boulevard 
(Intersection 
#41) 

The intersection timing 
splits shall be optimized. 

2 NL 

6 EL 

7 SL 

2 WL 

(17 
Total) 

1 NL 

9 EL 

4 SL 

(14 
Total) 

4 SBTH 

2 WBTH 

1 NBTH 

2 EBLT 

(9 Total) 

2 SBLT 

1 
WBTH 

1 
WBLT 

6 NBTH 

2EBTH 

(12 
Total) 

4.8-12(a) Treat 
Boulevard and 
Oak Grove 
Road 
(Intersection 
#44) 

The intersection timing 
splits shall be optimized. 

24 NL 

24 EL 

19 SL 

87 WL 

(154 
Total) 

8 NL 

11 EL 

11 SL 

20 WL 

(50 
Total) 

 

1 SBRT 

13 SBTH 

1 WBTH 

1 WBLT 

2 NBTH 

1 NBLT 

1 EBRT 

(20 Total) 

2 SBTH 

1 SBLT 

1 
WBLT 

4 NBTH 

1 EBRT 

2 EBTH 

(11 
Total) 



4.8-12(a) Concord 
Boulevard/Port 
Chicago 
Highway 
(Intersection 
#48) 

The intersection timing 
splits shall be optimized. 

5 NL 

16 EL 

1 SL 

(22 
Total) 

6 NL 

27 EL 

1 SL 

(34 
Total) 

2 WBTH 

1 WBLT 

1 EBLT 

(4 Total) 

1 
WBRT 

1 
WBTH 

1 NBTH 

1 NBLT 

3 EBTH 

(7 
Total) 

4.8-12(b) WB SR-4 
Ramps and 
Willow Pass 
Road 

The southbound right 
turn lane at the WB SR-4 
Ramps and Willow Pass 
Road intersection shall 
be converted to a free 
right turn lane. 

1, EL 

1 WL 

(2 Total) 

0 2 SBRT 

1 WBTH 

(3 Total) 

2 NBRT 

4.8-12(c) Rio Verde 
Circle and San 
Marco 
Boulevard 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that an eastbound 
left turn lane would be 
added to the Rio Verde 
Circle and San Marco 
Boulevard intersection. 

16 NL 

4 EL 

8 SL 

10 WL 

(38 
Total) 

7 NL 

1 EL 

1 SL 

1 WL 

(10 
Total) 

2 WBTH 

1 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

0 

4.12-8(d) EB SR 4 
ramps and San 
Marco 
Boulevard 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that the eastbound 
approach of the EB SR 4 
ramps and San Marco 
Boulevard intersection 
would be restriped to be 
an eastbound left turn 
lane, a shared left-
through-right lane, and 
an eastbound right turn 
lane 

2 EL 2EL 1 NBTH 2 SBTH 



4.12-8(e) WB SR-4 
Ramps and 
San Marco 
Boulevard 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that one of the 
northbound through 
lanes at the WB SR-4 
Ramps and San Marco 
Boulevard intersection 
would be converted to a 
northbound left turn lane. 

2 NL 

2 WL 

(4 Total) 

1 all 
legs 
each 

(4 
Total) 

1 SBTH 

1 EBRT 

(2 Total) 

1 NBTH 

4.12-8(f) W. Leland 
Road and 
Southwood 
Drive 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that the northbound 
approach at the W. 
Leland Road and 
Southwood Drive 
Intersection would be 
restriped to be a 
northbound left turn lane 
and a northbound right 
turn lane. 

1 EL 

19 SL 

1 WL 

(21 
Total) 

15 SL 

(15 
Total) 

1 WBLT 

1 NBRT 

1 EBRT 

2 EBTH 

(5 Total) 

3 
WBTH 

1 NBRT 

(4 
Total) 

4.12-8(g) W. Leland 
Road and 
Bailey Road 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that a northbound 
right turn lane at the W. 
Leland Road and Bailey 
Road intersection would 
be striped and the shared 
northbound through-
right lane would be 
restriped to be through 
lane. In addition, the 
project improvement 
plans shall show that a 
southbound right turn 
overlap phase and a 
westbound right turn 
overlap phase would be 
implemented. 

22 NL 

12 EL 

2 SL 

(36 
Total) 

12 NL 

6 EL 

2 SL 

4 WL 

(24 
Total) 

3 WBTH 1 NBRT 

1 EBTH 

(2 
Total) 



4.12-8(i) W. Leland 
Road and 
Jacqueline 
Drive 
intersection 

Department. Such 
improvements would 
include conversion of the 
westbound left turn and 
eastbound left turn 
movements from 
protected left turn 
phasing to permitted left 
turn phasing at the W. 
Leland Road and 
Jacqueline Drive 
intersection. 

3 EL 

2 SL 

1 WL 

(6 Total) 

1 NL 

4 SL 

1 WL 

(6 
Total) 

1 WBTH 

2 EBTH 

(3 Total) 

3 EBTH 

4.12-8(j) W. Leland 
Road and 
Range Road 

Optimize intersection 
timing splits. 

4 NL 

10 EL 

7 SL 

(21 
Total) 

3 NL 

2 EL 

4 SL 

5 WL 

(14 
Total) 

3 SBLT 

1 WBTH 

(4 Total) 

2 
WBRT 

3 
WBTH 

5 EBTH 

(10 
Total) 

4.12-8(j) W. Leland 
Road and 
Dover Way 

Optimize intersection 
timing splits. 

12 NL 

1 EL 

6 SL 

2 WL 

(21 
Total) 

2 NL 

8 EL 

2 SL 

3WL 

(15 
Total) 

2 EBLT 3 
WBTH 

4 EBTH 

(7 
Total) 

4.12-8(j) W. Leland 
Road and 
Burton Avenue 

Optimize intersection 
timing splits. 

13 NL 

14 SL 

30 WL 

(57 
Total) 

6 NL 

1 SL 

2 WL 

(9 
Total) 

1 WBTH 1 SBRT 

1 EBRT 

1 EBLT 

(3 
Total) 



4.12-8(k) W. Leland and 
Crestview 
Drive 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that the eastbound 
left turn phase and 
westbound left turn 
phase at the W. Leland 
and Crestview Drive 
intersection would be 
changed from protected 
to permitting phasing. 

1 NL 

7 EL 

5 SL 

7 WL 

(20 
Total) 

6 NL 

6 EL 

1 SL 

3 WL 

(16 
Total) 

1 NBLT 

1 EBRT 

2 EBTH 

(4 Total) 

2 SBTH 

1 
WBRT 

1 
WBTH 

1 NBRT 

2 NBTH 

(7 
Total) 

4.12-8(l) Willow Pass 
Road and 
Olivera Road 

As part of future 
development 
applications, the project 
improvement plans shall 
show that the southbound 
approach at the Willow 
Pass Road and Olivera 
Road intersection would 
be restriped to be two 
southbound left turn 
lanes, a southbound 
through lane, and a 
shared southbound 
through-right turn lane. 

1 EL 

6 SL 

2 WL 

(9 Total) 

3 NL 

4 EL 

3 SL 

4 WL 

(14 
Total) 

2 EBTH 1 SBTH 

2 SBLT 

2 
WBRT 

2 
WBTH 

1 EBTH 

(8 
Total) 

4.12-8(o) Bailey Road 
(south of 
Willow 
Avenue, 
between 
Concord and 
Keller Canyon 
Landfill; 
closest 
intersection is 
Willow Pass 
and Bailey 
Road)  

Improvements would 
include widening of 
Bailey Road from two 
lanes to four lanes. 

11 NL 

3 EL 

3 SL 

9 WL 

(26 
Total) 

16 NL 

8 EL 

8 SL 

23 WL 

(55 
Total) 

6 WBTH 

1 EBTH 

(7 Total) 

2 SBRT 

1 
WBTH 

2 NBTH 

2 EBTH 

(7 
Total) 
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May 17, 2022 

Ramboll 
2200 Powell Street 
Suite 700 
Emeryville, CA 94608 
USA 

T +1 415 796 1947 

www.ramboll.com  

MEMORANDUM 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Louis Parsons, Discovery Builders 

Shari Beth Libicki 
Shaena Ulissi 
Ramboll US Consulting, Inc. 

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project in Pittsburg, 
California 

1. INTRODUCTION
Ramboll US Consulting, Inc (Ramboll) has prepared this memorandum to assist the 
City of Pittsburg (the City), California in supplementing the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
analysis that was presented in the programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project (Project). The purpose of this 
report is to provide more specificity for evaluating the effectiveness and feasibility 
of the GHG mitigation measures in the EIR (i.e., Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.3-5(a), 
MM 4.3-5(b), and MM 4.3-2 referenced therein). This report also addresses the GHG 
Thresholds and Guidelines recently adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality and 
Management District (BAAQMD) for the purpose of identifying other feasible 
mitigation measures for consideration in the EIR.  This memorandum concludes 
with recommended revisions to MM 4.3-5(b) to ensure that the proposed mitigation 
is appropriate for this programmatic EIR, while providing clear, objective 
performance standards to guide the City in determining the feasibility of the 
proposed mitigation in future project-level reviews under CEQA.   

2. BACKGROUND
Discovery Builders, Inc. is proposing to develop a 607-acre master plan, to be 
annexed by the City of Pittsburg for future development of up to 1,500 single family 
homes. In the EIR prepared by the City, the Project was found to have significant 
and unavoidable impacts related to GHG emissions. To mitigate these impacts, the 
EIR incorporates the following mitigation measures: 

• 4.3-5(a) Implement Mitigation Measure [MM] 4.3-2.

• 4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by Mitigation
Measure 4.3-2 shall include an analysis of project-level GHG emissions.
Such future analyses shall include, but not be limited to, quantification of
GHG emissions, as well as determination of operational GHG emission
impacts based on existing statewide climate change laws in effect at the
time of analysis. The project-level GHG emissions shall be reduced through
the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Mitigation
Measure 4.3-2 designed to reduce operational GHG emissions.

http://www.ramboll.com/
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Air Quality MM 4.3-2 is as follows. 

In conjunction with the submittal of each application for any development within the proposed 
project area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis shall be performed. The analysis shall 
include, but not be limited to, quantification of operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a 
determination of operational air quality impacts, and identification of mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce any significant impacts. Mitigation measures shall be developed in 
coordination with the BAAQMD and shall include, but would not be limited to, BAAQMD’s 
recommended mitigation measures as follows: 

• Use zero-volatile organic compounds (zero-VOC) paints, finishes, and adhesives only

• Use of cool roof materials

• Plant shade trees

• Orient buildings to maximize passive solar heating

• Install smart meters and programmable thermostats

• Improve bike and pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, connection to adjacent
areas, connection to bike network, etc.)

• Implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities such as bike lanes, routes, and paths, bike
parking, sidewalks, and benches

• Promote ridesharing, transit, bicycling, and walking for work trips

• Extend transit service into project site

• Participate in bike sharing programs

• Implement programs that offer residents free or discounted transit passes to
encourage transit use

• Subsidize residential transit passes

• Promote use of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure

• Provide charging stations and preferential parking spots for electric vehicles

• Provide traffic calming features

• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway segments

• Install energy star appliances

• Install solar water heating

• Exceed minimum California Green Building (CALGreen) standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or
Tier 2 voluntary measures)

• Pre-wire homes for photovoltaic systems

• Provide community composting facilities or curb-side food waste services

• Use water efficient landscapes and native/drought-tolerant vegetation

• Provide electrical outlets outside of homes to allow for use of electrically powered
landscaping equipment

The above mitigation measures are mandatory to reduce any significant impacts unless the 
applicant demonstrates that the measures are not feasible.   
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If off-site mitigation measures are proposed, the applicant must be able to show that the 
emission reductions from identified projects are real, permanent through the duration of the 
project, enforceable, and are equal to the pollutant type and amount of the project impact 
being offset. BAAQMD recommends that off-site mitigation projects occur within the nine-
county Bay Area in order to reduce localized impacts and capture potential co-benefits. If 
BAAQMD has established an off-site mitigation program at the time a development application 
is submitted, as an off-site mitigation measure, the applicant may choose to enter into an 
agreement with BAAQMD and pay into the established off-site mitigation program fund, where 
BAAQMD would commit to reducing the type and amount of emissions identified in the 
agreement. 

The analysis and proposed mitigation measures shall be reviewed as part of the development 
review process. 

MM 4.3-5(a) and 4.3-2, as currently proposed in the EIR, requires an analysis of project-level GHG 
emissions and quantification of reduction measures. Implementing feasible measures from this list 
should reduce these impacts toward or under the City’s preferred threshold of significance of 2.76 
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per service population (MT CO2e/SP) by 2030, which was 
developed based on a 40% reduction in emissions associated with land use sectors compared to the 
2020 threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/SP. However, given the uncertainty in the actual development strategy 
and feasibility of implementing the measures, the reduction measures were not initially quantified in 
the programmatic EIR. As described further below, the potential effectiveness of each feasible or 
presumptively feasible measure is quantified in this analysis to the extent that programmatic 
information is available. The feasibility analysis contained in this memo are based on today’s 
technologies and regulations. At the time of the application for individual projects, the feasibility will 
be re-evaluated to ensure that the latest technological and legal developments are considered. 

3. ASSESSING ADDITIONAL GHG PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
California has ambitious climate targets, including legislatively mandated GHG reduction targets 
through 2030. Several levels of state-wide and local planning include strategies and measures that 
aim at achieving these targets. At the state government level, Executive Order S-03-05 was 
promulgated by Gov. Schwarzenegger and established a long-term statewide goal to reduce GHG 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  This has been supplemented more recently 
by Executive Order No. B-55-18 (2018), which set a goal of reducing the State’s GHG emissions 
to net carbon neutral by the year 2045 and maintaining net negative emissions thereafter. 
Executive Order No. B-55-18 also directed the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop a 
framework for implementing measures that will achieve carbon neutrality by 2045, which CARB is 
currently developing via its 2022 Scoping Plan. CARB, however, has not yet adopted the 2022 
Scoping Plan.  

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) recently adopted a new Justification 
Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate Impacts from Land Use 
Projects and Plans (BAAQMD GHG Thresholds). The BAAQMD GHG Thresholds provide a 
framework for lead agencies to determine whether new land use plans or development projects 
will achieve California’s long-term climate goal of carbon neutrality by 2045. These thresholds 
were adopted on April 20, 2022 and BAAQMD has stated its intention for lead agencies to apply 
the new thresholds to projects where the Notice of Preparation of EIR was filed after that date.  

The Project is comprised of prezoning the property in anticipation of annexation by the City, and 
approval of a General Plan Amendment, Master Plan for the Project area, and Development 
Agreement. As such, the EIR was prepared as a programmatic or plan-level document with the 
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intention that it will be followed by subsequent project-level environmental assessments if and 
when project implementation occurs (i.e., via an application for a subdivision map and related 
project-level approvals). However, for the purpose of evaluating the feasibility and effectiveness 
of individual GHG reduction measures, the BAAQMD recommended project-level reduction 
measures are set forth and evaluated below. 

For project-level approvals, the BAAQMD GHG Thresholds provide that a new land use 
development project being built today needs to incorporate the following design elements to do 
its “fair share” of implementing the goal of carbon neutrality by 2045.  

• The project will not include natural gas appliances or natural gas plumbing (in both
residential and nonresidential development).

• The project will not result in any wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary electrical usage as
determined by the analysis required under CEQA Section 21100(b)(3) and Section
15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

• Achieve compliance with electric vehicle requirements in the most recently adopted
version of CALGreen Tier 2

• Achieve a reduction in project-generated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) below the regional
average consistent with the current version of the California Climate Change Scoping Plan
(currently 15 percent) or meet a locally adopted Senate Bill 743 VMT target, reflecting the
recommendations provided in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research's Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA:

o Residential projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per capita

o Office projects: 15 percent below the existing VMT per employee

o Retail projects: no net increase in existing VMT

4. DETERMINING FEASIBILITY FOR POTENTIAL GHG REDUCTION
MEASURES

The effectiveness and feasibility of measures set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.3.2 are appropriately 
assessed at this planning-level stage using the following objective criteria: 

• Legal: If a measure conflicts with an existing rule or regulation, or the measure is not intended
to be enforceable by the City, the developer, or a combination of both, the measure is not
considered feasible. If a measure may conflict with an existing rule or regulation depending on
the more detailed project-level design, or if the implementation of the measure requires
multiple stakeholders beyond the City and the developer, the measure is still considered
presumptively feasible. In this case, if the other factors are feasible, the project proponent
would be required to implement the measure at the time of project-level evaluations (e.g.,
subsequent environmental documentation, building permits) unless the project proponent
demonstrates that the measure is not feasible by demonstrating a legal conflict or that the
City does not have the authority to enforce a particular measure. If a measure does not
conflict with known existing rules or regulations and is enforceable, it is considered feasible.

• Technological: If the technology for a measure is not readily and commercially available or
applicable to the project site, the measure is not considered feasible. If the technology is likely
to be implementable at a project level but there are some potential barriers, the measure is
still considered presumptively feasible. In this case, if the other factors are feasible, the
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project proponent would be required to implement the measure at the time of project-level 
evaluations (e.g., subsequent environmental documentation, building permits) unless it 
demonstrates that the measure is not feasible (e.g., through engineering, design diagrams, or 
a technical report). 

The feasibility evaluations for each measure along with the quantification described in Section 4 are 
included in the Appendix. 

5. QUANTIFYING POTENTIAL GHG REDUCTION MEASURES
The range of GHG emissions reductions for each feasible measure that might be expected upon 
buildout of the 1,500 single family homes has been quantified using approved methodologies that are 
backed by substantial evidence. This includes the 23 measures in the mitigation measure MM 4.3-2 as 
well as additional measures that represent the project-level components of the updated BAAQMD 
CEQA guidelines. The primary data source for the reduction quantification methodologies is the Final 
Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and 
Advancing Health and Equity (CAPCOA Handbook).1  

This analysis directly uses the emissions and project information reported in the EIR along with default 
data suggested in the CAPCOA Handbook and does not reanalyze the Project emissions inventory. 
Where insufficient data is available, the maximum effectiveness from the CAPCOA Handbook has been 
shown in the detailed tables to provide context for the potential level of effectiveness. For measures 
that are feasible but lack sufficient detailed inputs to be quantified (flagged with a 3 in Table 1 below), 
project-level analyses would be required when more details are available to quantify these benefits to 
evaluate the effectiveness.  

The quantification evaluations for each measure are included in the Appendix.  According to the 
Project EIR, it was estimated the Project would have significant and unavoidable impacts of 3.29 MT 
CO2e/SP, based on the City’s threshold of significance of achieving 2.76 MT CO2e/SP by 2030. To 
achieve a level of less-than-significance, it would be necessary to reduce GHG emissions by 0.53 MT 
CO2e/SP, or approximately 16 percent.  As demonstrated in the next section, implementing feasible 
measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would result in  more than 16 percent of GHG reductions; 
however, while the evaluation of potential reduction measures suggests that more than 16 percent of 
reduction is feasible, at this planning-level stage, the actual effectiveness of the proposed GHG 
reduction measures cannot be predicted with sufficient certainty until vesting tentative maps and 
other project-level details are provided. Therefore, it is appropriate to determine that impacts, 
conservatively, are significant and unavoidable, until the actual reduction potential is verified at the 
project-level.   

6. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL GHG REDUCTION MEASURES
A summary of feasibility and effectiveness for the evaluated measures is shown in Table 1. As shown 
in Table 1, many of the measures are likely feasible. The range of effectiveness demonstrates that 
project-level analyses are still required to determine the level of impacts. Some measures do not 
reduce GHG emissions (e.g., #1) or do not result in emissions reductions beyond existing regulatory 
requirements (e.g., #20). Measures are not all additive. For example, measure BAAQMD #1 to 
eliminate natural gas consumption in homes would result in decreased effectiveness of other measures 

1 SMAQMD. 2021. Available at: https://www.airquality.org/residents/climate-change/ghg-
handbook-caleemod.  

https://www.airquality.org/residents/climate-change/ghg-handbook-caleemod
https://www.airquality.org/residents/climate-change/ghg-handbook-caleemod
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that reduce energy consumption (e.g., #2, 4, 5, 17, 18). Measures that reduce VMT may double-count 
emissions reductions if they target the same residents (e.g., if the residents who would take transit 
are the same as those who would use bikeways). More details are included in the measure-specific 
tables. 

Table 1. Potential GHG Reduction Measures 

# Mitigation Measures 
Descriptions Feasibility 

Quantifiable, 
Additional GHG 

Reductions 
from Measure? 

Effectiveness (% of total 2030 
DEIR emissions)1 

Minimum Maximum 

1 Use zero-VOC paints, finishes, 
and adhesives only Feasible No2 - - 

2 Use of cool roof materials Presumptively 
Feasible Yes 0% 1.4% 

3 Plant shade trees Feasible Yes  0% 0.7% 

4 Orient buildings to maximize 
passive solar heating Not Feasible No7 - - 

5 Install smart meters and 
programmable thermostats Feasible No4 - - 

6a 

Improve bike network 
(connection to adjacent areas, 
connection to bike network, 
etc.) 

Feasible Yes 0% 0.06% 

6b 

Improve pedestrian network 
(complete sidewalks, 
connection to adjacent areas, 
etc.) 

Feasible No3 - - 

7 

Implement bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities such as 
bike lanes, routes, and paths, 
bike parking, sidewalks, and 
benches 

[see components below] 

7a 
Implement Bicycle Facilities: 
Construct or Improve Bike 
Facility 

Feasible No3,6 - - 

7b 
Implement Bicycle Facilities: 
Construct or Improve Bike 
Boulevard 

Feasible No3,6 - - 

7c 
Implement Bicycle Facilities: 
Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle 
Facilities 

Not Feasible No5 - - 

7d Implement Bicycle Facilities: 
Provide Bike Parking Feasible No3,7 - - 

7e Implement Bicycle Facilities: 
Dedicated Land for Bike Trails  Feasible No6,7 - - 

8 
Promote ridesharing, transit, 
bicycling, and walking for 
work trips 

[see components below] 

8a Voluntary Trip Reduction 
Program Not Feasible No5 - - 

8b Mandatory Trip Reduction 
Program Not Feasible No5 - - 

8c Trip Reduction Marketing Not Feasible No5 - - 
8d Provide Ridesharing Not Feasible No5 - - 
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8e Provide Employer Sponsored 
Vanpool Not Feasible No5 - - 

8f Pricing Workplace Parking Not Feasible No5 - - 

8g Community-Based Traveling Presumptively 
Feasible Yes  0% 0.6% 

9 Extend transit service into 
project site  [see components below] 

9a Extending transit service Presum. Feasible No3  - - 
9b Increasing Transit Frequency Presum. Feasible No3  - - 

10 Participate in bike sharing 
programs  [see components below] 

10a Non-Electric Bikeshare 
Program 

Presumptively 
Feasible Yes 0% 0.009% 

10b Electric Bikeshare Program Presumptively 
Feasible Yes 0% 0.024% 

11 

Implement programs that 
offer residents free or 
discounted transit passes to 
encourage transit use 

[see measure #12] 

12 Subsidize residential transit 
passes Not Feasible No - - 

13 Promote use of public electric 
vehicle charging infrastructure Feasible Yes 

14 
Provide charging stations and 
preferential parking spots for 
electric vehicles 

Feasible Yes 4.05% 

15 Provide traffic calming 
features Feasible No7  - - 

16 
Minimize use of cul-de-sacs 
and incomplete roadway 
segments 

Presumptively 
Feasible No3  - - 

17 Install energy star appliances Feasible Yes  0% 0.3% 

18 Install solar water heating Feasible Yes 0% 11.7% 

19 
Exceed minimum CALGreen 
standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 
or Tier 2 voluntary measures) 

Feasible No3 - - 

20 Pre-wire homes for 
photovoltaic systems Feasible No4 - - 

21 
Provide community 
composting facilities or curb-
side food waste services 

Presumptively 
Feasible  Yes 0% 0.9% 

22 
Use water efficient landscapes 
and native/drought-tolerant 
vegetation 

Feasible No3  - - 

23 

Provide electrical outlets 
outside of homes to allow for 
use of electrically powered 
landscaping equipment 

Feasible No7  - - 

BAAQMD 
1 

Eliminate natural gas 
infrastructure  

Presumptively 
Feasible Yes  13.6%  13.6% 

BAAQMD 
2 

Install EV charger prewiring 
consistent with the New 
BAAQMD CEQA thresholds 

Feasible No4  - - 

BAAQMD 
3 

Reduce VMT by 15% per 
capita consistent with SB 743 
targets and OPR technical 
guidance 

Presumptively 
Feasible Yes 8.8%8 8.8%8 
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Notes: 
1. Measures are not all additive. For example, measure BAAQMD #1 to eliminate natural gas consumption in

homes would result in decreased effectiveness of other measures that reduce energy consumption (e.g.,
#2, 4, 5, 17, 18). Measures that reduce VMT may double-count emissions reductions if they target the
same residents (e.g., if the residents who would take transit are the same as those who would use
bikeways). More details are included in the measure-specific tables.

2. This does not result in GHG reductions.
3. This may result in GHG reductions but would require project-specific data that is not available at this time.

Where relevant, the maximum potential effectiveness from the CAPCOA Handbook is provided in the
detailed tables, but for mobile emissions mitigation measures this maximum is based on infill-type
developments and therefore likely overestimates the maximum effectiveness at this project location.

4. This does not result in additional GHG reductions because it is already required by current regulations that
were included in the EIR.

5. This measure would be implemented by employers, not residential developers, and is therefore considered
legally infeasible. However, if subsequent project-level environmental submittals require preparation of a
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan, these
measures would be reconsidered as the developer could potentially help enable their funding or
implementation.

6. GHG emissions reductions associated with this measure would already be captured through potential
measure #6a Improve bike network.

7. The effectiveness of this measure is not quantified in the CAPCOA Handbook.
8. The 15-percent or more VMT reduction goal would be achieved through a combination of the

transportation measures above, including but not limited, Measures 6-8. Therefore, the GHG reduction
from Measure BAAQMD 3 is not additive with other transportation measures.

7. RECOMMENDED REVISED MITIGATION MEASURE
Based on the analyses and data above, the following revision is recommended to the mitigation 
measure in the EIR. 

• 4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 shall
include an analysis of project-level GHG emissions. Such project-level analyses shall include,
but not be limited to, quantification of GHG emissions, as well as determination of operational
GHG emission impacts, which shall be evaluated prior to any tentative map approval and in
accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines adopted in April 2022, which align with the
State’s 2030 and 2045 carbon targets. The project-level GHG emissions shall be reduced
through the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2
designed to reduce operational GHG emissions. During future project-level reviews, the
effectiveness of each implementation measure shall be quantified using the methodology
shown in the GHG Mitigation Memorandum or using other methods supported by substantial
evidence in light of project-level details included in the subject application.  The City shall
deem all measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 feasible or presumptively feasible unless the
applicant can demonstrate otherwise with substantial evidence.

4.3-5(a):  In conjunction with the submittal of each application for any development within the
proposed project area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis shall be performed. The
analysis shall include, but not be limited to, quantification of operational criteria air pollutant
emissions, a determination of operational air quality impacts, and identification of mitigation
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measures necessary to reduce any significant impacts. Mitigation measures shall be developed 
in coordination with the BAAQMD and shall include, but would not be limited to, BAAQMD’s 
recommended mitigation measures as follows: 

• Use of cool roof materials

• Plant shade trees

• Improve bike network (connection to adjacent areas, connection to bike network, etc.)

• Improve pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, connection to adjacent areas, etc.)

• Implement Bicycle Facilities

• Community-Based Traveling

• Participate in bike sharing programs

• Provide charging stations and preferential parking spots for electric vehicles

• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway segments

• Install energy star appliances

• Install solar water heating

• Exceed minimum CALGreen standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary
measures)

• Provide community composting facilities or curb-side food waste services

• Eliminate natural gas infrastructure

• Reduce VMT by 15% per capita consistent with SB 743 targets and OPR technical
guidance



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible
Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

1.4% Maximum effectiveness

1.1% Average

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

Potentially small reduction in 
GHG from building energy use

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity
Quantification Details

HT = HN+ HS + HE + HW Equation 1
LT = Σ LZ*(HZ/HT) where z refers to north, south, east, west sides. Equation 2
A = [((IR*GR*HR) + (IT*LT*HT))*M*O*Q*R]-[((JR*GR*HR)+(JT*LT*HT))*N*P*Q*R] Equation 3

Parameters Value Unit
Number of residences 1,500 unit

HR - Coverage of cool building 
roof

1.8 thousand square foot

HR,partial - Partial (20%) 
coverage of cool building roof

0.36 thousand square foot

One-story residence height 20 foot
HN, HS, HE, HW - Coverage of 
cool building side (north, 
south, east, west)

0.849 thousand square foot

HT - Total area of non-roof 
building sides to be cooled 

3.394 thousand square foot

Canyon aspect ratio 0.2 --
LN - Solar availability factor of 
building side north

1.02 --

LS - Same as above, for south 0.96 --

LE - Same as above, for east 0.95 --

LW - Same as above, for west 0.95 --

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 2

Use of Cool Roof Materials

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

Traditional roof and walls; OR if the residence already operates 
on carbon-free energy and does not consume natural gas.

GHG Reduction Compared 
to 2030 DEIR Emissions

20% roof and 100% walls comply with this measure. Assume 
HVAC operates on a combination of electricity and natural gas.

This measure would install cool roofs and/or walls in place of dark roofs and/or conventional walls in the single-family residential homes. Cool roofs are 
designed to reflect more sunlight and absorb less heat than a standard roof, keeping buildings cooler in the summertime and thus reducing air-conditioning 
loads. This reduces the electricity needed to provide cooling but can potentially increase the energy needed to provide winter heating, depending on the 
project parameters (e.g., climate, level of implementation, carbon intensity of local electricity provider).

Assumption

100% roof and walls comply with this measure. Assume HVAC 
operates on a combination of electricity and natural gas.

See footnote #2.

Measures

E-4. Install Cool Roofs and/or Cool Walls in Residential 
Development

Justification
Technology readily available.

The feasibility of the measure is subject to potential conflicts with other environmental rules 
and regulations. e.g., likely to conflict with the 2019 Title 24 requirement to install solar panels 
on roofs sufficient to offset the site electricity consumption. While a cool roof may be installed 
below the solar panels, its effectiveness would be greatly decreased. This may also conflict 
with potential reduction measure 18, install solar water heating, which would use roof space. 

DEIR
Reference/Assumptions

As an alternative, assume only 20% roof is cool roof.

Assume a square residence and all four walls are the same 
size

CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-4.1. Assume the least density.

CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-4.2.

DEIR Appendix D. Assume roof is the same size as residential 
floor area in square footage. 

--

Sum of HN, HS, HE and HW



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 2

Use of Cool Roof Materials

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

LT - Composite solar 
availability factor of non-roof 
building sides to be cooled.

0.97 --

IR - Change in natural gas use 
of building (roof only) 

-0.018 therm per year per m2

GR - Coverage of cool roof 
material 

100% --

IT -Change in natural gas use 
of non-roof building sides 

-0.027 therm per year per m2

M -Carbon intensity of 
residential natural gas 

117.325 lb/MMBTU CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-4.5

O - Conversion factor 0.1 MMBTU per therm

Q - Conversion factor 0.000454 MT per lb

R - Conversion factor 92.9 m2 per ksf

JR- Change in electricity use of 
building (roof only) 

1.225 kWh per year per m2

JT -Change in electricity use of 
non-roof building sides

1.448 kWh per year per m2

N - Carbon intensity of local 
electricity provider 

302.08 lb/MWh

P - Conversion factor 0.001 MWh per kWh

A - Reduction in GHG 
emissions per dwelling uit from 
building energy with 100% 
cool roof and walls

-0.149
MT CO2e per residence per 
year

Equation 3 ,100% cool roof and walls

Apartial - Same as above with 
20% cool roof

-0.114
MT CO2e per residence per 
year

Plan-Level A - Plan's GHG 
emissions reduction

223 MT CO2e per year

Plan-Level Apartial - Plan's GHG 
emissions reduction with 
partial cool roof

170 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse gas
m2 - Square Meter lb - Pound
MMBTU - Metric Million British Thermal Unit kWh - Kilowatt hour
MT - Metric Ton CO2e - Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
ksf - thousand square feet

References:

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory's Cool Surface Savings Explorer tool. Available at: http://bit.ly/2Kwvtpu. 

Assume Albedo of cool roofs = 0.6 to maximize the mitigation 
potential. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory's Cool 
Surface Savings Explorer tool. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level 
analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not 
Feasible" at this time. 

Equation 2

Equation 3 ,20% cool roof and 100% cool walls

Assume 100% cool roof.

DEIR Appendix D, for 2030.

Assume cool non-roof surfaces (i.e., walls) for all directions 
and Albedo = 0.6 to maximize the mitigation potential. 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory's Cool Surface Savings 
Explorer tool.

--

--

--

--

--

--

Assume Albedo of cool roofs = 0.6 to maximize the mitigation 
potential. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory's Cool 
Surface Savings Explorer tool. 

Assume cool non-roof surfaces (i.e., walls) for all directions 
and Albedo = 0.6 to maximize the mitigation potential. 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory's Cool Surface Savings 
Explorer tool. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Feasible

Effectiveness3

Percent (%) Type of Measure
0.7% Maximum effectiveness
0.2% Average  

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

Potentially small reduction in 
GHG emissions from project 

plan/site

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity
Quantification Details3

A = L * S * T
Parameters Value Unit

S - sequestration rate 0.0521 MT CO2e per year
L - growing period 20

Tmax - maximum number of 
trees planted

2250 trees 1.5 trees per household planned in DEIR

Tmin - minimum number of 
trees planted

750 trees 0.5 trees per household planned in DEIR

Amax - reduction in GHG 
emissions from tree planting 
in plan/community

117.225 MT CO2e per year

Amin - reduction in carbon 
dioxide emissions

39.075 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Annual sequestration rate average over a 20 year period

ENVIRON International, 2013. Appendix A Caculation Details for CalEEMod. July.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

The quantification presented here focuses solely on sequestration potential of each shade tree planted. Importantly, shade trees can result in decreased 
energy consumption, and thereby decreased GHG emissions, but this quantification would require more project-specific inputs.

GHG Reduction Compared 
to 2030 DEIR Emissions

Assume 1.5 trees per household are planted
Assume 0.5 trees per household are planted

Assume the project would result in a net zero number of trees 
upon completion

N/A

Measures

Reference/Assumptions
ENVIRON, International

Annual sequestration rate average over a 20 year period

See footnote #2.

Assumption

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 3
Plant Shade Trees

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would incoporate trees into a project's landscape desgin, with a particular emphasis on urban settings. Trees can reduce surface and air 
temperatures by providing shade and through evapotranspiration. In urban centers, trees can drastically mitigate the heat island effect, and reduce energy 
demand from air conditioning units. Expected energy savings and associated GHG emissions are highly variable based on extent of tree abundance, location, 
and species.

Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 1

Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.
If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 4
Orient Buildings to Maximize Passive Solar Heating

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would encourage orienting buildings with the angle of sunlight to mazimize passive solar heating. Increased heating from daylight hours would 
decrease reliance on in-home HVAC systems, thereby decreasing fuel usage and associated GHG emissions.

Depsite technology being readily available, this measure is in direct conflict with proposed 
measures to increase building cooling (see MM#2). Additionally, because the project area is in 
a cooling-dominated climate, this measure would also conflict with energy effiency best 
practices.
No known regulatory barriers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

--

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
HVAC - Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.
If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

This measure is not quantified in the CAPCOA GHG Handbook.

N/A

Measures

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 5
Install Smart Meters and Programmable Thermostats

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would encourage installing smart meters and programmable thermostats in homes. Smart meters improve on exisitng meter technology by 
providing automatic updates to the energy provider, and giving residents access to their energy usage data in real time. This kind of access can increase 
awareness about consumption, and may encourage residents to save money on energy by using less, thereby decreasing residential GHG emissions. 
Programmable thermostats alllow their user to set desired temperature levels at specific intervals. This can reduce energy usage by reducing wasted energy 
during hours residents are not home, or if they forget to turn off their HVAC system, leading to lower residential GHG emissions.

Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.06% Maximum effectiveness

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA Handbook Neighborhood Design Up to 0.5% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or 
traffic safety Improved public health

Social equity
Quantification Details
A = -1 * [(C-B)/B*D*F*H]/(E*G)
A = -1 * [(1000%)*D*F*H]/(E*G) 

Parameters Value Unit

B - Existing bikeway miles in plan -- miles
C - Bikeway miles in plan with measure -- miles

D - Bicycle mode share in plan 0.47 %

E - Vehicle mode share in plan 86.96 %

F - Average one-way bicycle trip length in 
plan

2.1 miles per trip

G - Average one-way vehicle trip length in 
plan

12.4 miles per trip

H - Elasticity of bike commuters with 
respect to bikeway miles per 10,000 
population

0.25 unitless

A - % reduction in GHG emissions from 
employee commute vehicle travel in plan

-0.23 %

VMT_C - Portion of VMT from commute 
trips in DEIR

47 %

GHG_C - GHG emissions from commute 
trips in DEIR

4,367 MT CO2e per year

Reduction in GHG emissions from 
employee commute vehicle travel in plan

10 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1

2

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 means possible 
to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this category, and needs to be 
evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and does not 
include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level analysis to 
determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not Feasible" at this time. 

Reference/Assumptions

CAPCOA Handbook Table T-20.1. Core-Based Statistical Area: 
San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward; FHWA 2017

User input

CAPCOA Handbook Table T-3.1. Core-Based Statistical Area: San 
Francisco-Oakland-Hayward; FHWA 2017
CAPCOA Handbook Table T-10.1. Core-Based Statistical Area: 
San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward; FHWA 2017

Calculated using VMT_C out of total mobile emissions from DEIR 
Appendix D.

Calculated using the home-work trips from DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated; A x GHG_C

User input

Calculated; Assume there is no existing bike lane infrastructure 
and the project would expand the bikeway of any reasonal 
distance

CAPCOA Handbook Table T-10.1. Core-Based Statistical Area: 
San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward; FHWA 2017

Pucher & Buehler 2011. 

B = (1/11*C) if there is no existing bike lane, resulting in a %change of 1000%

T-20. Expand Bikeway Network

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers.
See footnote #2.

Assumption

GHG Reduction Compared to 2030 
DEIR Emissions

Assume project users cannot use any existing bike lane 
infrastructure and the project would build bikeway

Assume existing bike lane infrastructure supplies sufficient biking 
alternatives.

Measures

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 6a
Improve Bike Network (connection to adjacent areas, connection to bike network, etc.)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would increase the length of a city or community bikeway network. A bicycle network is an interconnected system of bike lanes, bike paths, bike routes, 
and cycle tracks. Providing bicycle infrastructure with markings and signage on appropriately sized roads with vehicle traffic traveling at safe speeds helps to improve 
biking conditions. In addition, expanded bikeway networks can increase access to and from transit hubs, thereby expanding the "catchment area" of the transit stop or 
station and increasing ridership. This encourages a mode shift from vehicles to bicycles, displacing VMT and thus reducing GHG emissions. The bikeway network must 
consist of either Class I, II, or IV infrastructure. (Class I bike paths are physically separated from motor vehicle traffic. Class IV bikeways are protected on-street 
bikeways, i.e., cycle tracks. Class II bike lanes are striped bicycle lanes that provide exclusive use to bicycles on a roadway.)



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 6a
Improve Bike Network (connection to adjacent areas, connection to bike network, etc.)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

References:

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2017. National Household Travel Survey – 2017 Table Designer. Travel Day PMT by TRPTRANS by HH_CBSA. Available: 
https://nhts.ornl.gov/. Accessed: May 2022.

Pucher, J., and Buehler, R. 2011. Analysis of Bicycling Trends and Policies in Large North American Cities: Lessons for New York. March. Available: 
http://www.utrc2.org/sites/default/files/pubs/analysis-bike-final_0.pdf. Accessed: May 2022. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the consideration of 
economic feasiblity



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design Up to 6.4% of mobile GHG 

emissions
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

See footnote #2.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 
The project-level effectiveness is not quantifiable due to lack of project inputs such as existing and proposed sidewalk length.

T-18. Provide Pededstrian Network Improvement

Measures

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 6b
Improve Pedestrian Network (complete sidewalks, connection to adjacent areas, etc.)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would increase the sidewalk coverage to improve pedestrian access, which includes not only building new sidewalks but also improving 
degraded or substandard sidewalks (e.g., damaged from street tree roots). Providing sidewalks and an enhanced pedestrian network encourages people to 
walk instead of drive. This mode shift results in a reduction in VMT and thereby GHG emissions.

Justification
Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design

Up to 0.8% of GHG emissions 
from vehicles parallel 

roadways
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 7a
Implement Bicycle Facilities: Construct or Improve Bike Facility

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would construct or improve a single bicycle lane facility (only Class I, II, and IV) that connects to a larger existing bikeway network. Providing 
bicycle infrastructure helps to improve biking conditions within an area. This encourages a mode shift on the roadway parallel to the bicycle facility from 
vehicles to bicycles, displacing VMT and thus reducing GHG emissions.

Justification

T-19-A. Construct or Improve Bike Facility

Measures

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.
If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

The project-level effectiveness is not quantifiable due to lack of project inputs including percent of project VMT on parallel roadway.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design Up to 0.2% of GHG emissions 

from vehicles on roadway

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Measures

T-19-B. Construct or Improve Bike Facility

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 
The project-level effectiveness is not quantifiable due to lack of project inputs including percent of VMT on roadway to have bicycle boulevard.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 7b
Implement Bicycle Facilities: Construct or Improve Bike Boulevard

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would construct or improve a single bicycle boulevard that connects to a larger existing bikeway network. Bicycle boulevards are a designation 
within Class III Bikeway that create safe, low-stress connections for people biking and walking on streets. This encourages a mode shift from vehicles to 
bicycles, displacing VMT and thus reducing GHG emissions. 

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 1
Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design Up to 4.4% of mobile GHG 

emissions
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 7c
Implement Bicycle Facilities: Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would install and maintain end-of-trip facilities for employee use. End-of-trip facilities include bike parking, bike lockers, showers, and personal 
lockers. The provision and maintenance of secure bike parking and related facilities encourage commuting by bicycle, there reducing VMT and GHG 
emissions.

Justification
Technology readily available. 
This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers. 
See footnote #2.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

Measures

T-10. Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design --

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 7d
Implement Bicycle Facilities: Provide Bike Parking

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking facilities to meet peak season maximum demand. Parking can be provided in 
designated areas or added within rights-of-way, including by replacing parking spaces with bike parking corrals. Ensure that bike parking can be accessed by 
all, not just project employees or residents. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Measures

T-34. Provide Bike Parking

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

The effectiveness is not quantitatively evaluated in the CAPCOA Handbook.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Neighborhood Design --

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

References:

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 7e
Implement Bicycle Facilities: Dedicate Land for Bike Trails

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would provide for, contribute to, or dedicate land for the provision of off-site bicycle trails linking the project to designated bicycle commuting 
routes in accordance with an adopted citywide or countywide bikeway plan. Existing desire paths can make good locations, as it represents a community-
identified transportation need. Availability of bike paths can encourage a mode shift to increase bicycle usage and reduce VMT and thereby GHG emissions.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

The effectiveness is not quantitatively evaluated in the CAPCOA Handbook.

Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Measures

T-37. Dedicate Land for Bike Trails

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.
If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Transit Up to 4% of mobile GHG 

emissions 
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas CTR - Commute Trip Reduction

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Measures

T-5 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary)

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8a
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would implement a voluntary commute trip reduction (CTR) program with employers. CTR programs discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips 
and encourage alternative modes of transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and biking, thereby reducing VMT and GHG emissions. 
Voluntary implementation elements are described in this measure.

Justification
Technology readily available.

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.

See footnote #2.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Transit Up to 26% of mobile GHG 

emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas CTR - Commute Trip Reduction

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Measures

T-6 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Mandatory 
Implementation and Monitoring)

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8b
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would implement a voluntary commute trip reduction (CTR) program with employers. CTR programs discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips 
and encourage alternative modes of transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and biking, thereby reducing VMT and GHG emissions. 
Voluntary implementation elements are described in this measure.

Justification
Technology readily available.

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.

See footnote #2.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Transit

Up to 4% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas CTR - commute trip reduction

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

T-7 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

Measures

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8c
 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would implement a marketing strategy to promote the projecct site employer's commute trip reduction (CTR) program. Information sharing 
and marketing promote and educate employees about their travel choices to the employment location beyond dricing such as carpooling, taking tranist, 
walking, and biking, thereby reducing VMT and GHG emissions.

Technology readily available.

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Trip Reduction Programs Up to 8% of mobile GHG 

emissions
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

T-8 Provide Ridesharing Program

Measures

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8d
Provide Ridesharing Program

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would implement a ridesharing program and establish a permanent transportation management association with funding requirements for 
employers. Ridesharing encourages carpooled vehicle trips in place of single-occupied vehicle trips, thereby reducing the number of trips, VMT, and GHG 
emissions. 

Technology readily available.

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible

Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Trip Reduction Programs
Up to 20.4% of mobile GHG 
emissions 

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions
Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8e
Provide Employer Sponsored Vanpool

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would implement an employer-sponsored vanpool service. Vanpooling is a flexible form of public transportation that provides groups of 5 to 15 
people with a cost-effective and convenient rideshare option for commuting. The mode shift from long-distance, single-occupied vehicles to shared vehicles 
reduces overall commute VMT, thereby reducing GHG emissions.

Technology readily available.

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

T-11 Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool

Measures



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible

Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Trip Reduction Programs
Up to 20% of mobile GHG 
emissions 

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Improved public health Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

This measure is intended for employers, and outside of the purview of site developers.

Technology readily available.

See footnote #2.

Justification

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8f
Pricing Workplace Parking

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would work to reduce the number of VMT from residents traveling to work by increasing the cost of driving to their workplace, therby 
discouraging single-occupancy vehicle commute trips. This can signficicanlty reduce GHG emissions from mobile sources.

Measures

T-12 Price Workplace Parking



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible

Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.6% Maximum effectiveness

0.3% Average

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Trip Reduction Programs
Up to 2.3% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions
Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Quantification Details

A=(C/B)*D*-E*F

Parameters Value Unit

B - residences in plan/community 1500 residences

Cmax - residences in 
plan/community targeted with 
CBTP

1500 residences

Caverage - residences in 
plan/community targeted with 
CBTP

750 residences

D - percent of targeted residences 
that participate

19 %

E - percent vehicle trip reduction 
by partcipating residences

12 %

F - adjustment factor from vehicle 
trips to VMT

1 unitless

A - percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from household vehicle 
travel in plan/community

2.28 %

Aaverage - percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from household vehicle 
travel in plan/community

1.14 %

Maximum mass reduction in GHG 
emissions from household vehicle 
travel in plan/community

92 MT CO2e per year

Average mass reduction in GHG 
emissions from household vehicle 
travel in plan/community

46 MT CO2e per year 

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

CBTP - Community-Based Traveling Plan MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

GHG - Greenhouse Gas DEIR - Draft Environmental Impact Report

Assumption

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8g
Provide Community-Based Travel Planning
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

This measure would target residences in the plan/community with community-based travel planning (CBTP). CBTP involves outreach to residences in a 
community to provide community-specific information, incentives, and support to encourage the use of alternative transportation in place of single-occupany 
trips. When successful, this mitigation measure will reduce household VMTs and associated GHG emissions. 

Justification

Technology readily available.

Implementing a truly comprehensive community-based travel program would require 
collaboration with local transit agencies or other third parties to offer accessible transit. 
Solutions would depend on cooperation between the developer and these third parties, 
potentially complicating ownership of services.
See footnote #2.

Assume half of residents are targeted by CBTP

Assume CBTP is implemented, but invokes neglibile travel 
mode shifts from residents

Measures

MTC 2021

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 means 
possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this category, and 
needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

Assumes 50% of residences would be targeted by CBTP

Reference/Assumptions

DEIR

DEIR

MTC 2021

Assume half of residents are targed by CBTP

T-23 Provide Community-Based Travel Planning

GHG Reduction Compared to 
Baseline

Assume all residents are targeted by CBTP

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level 
analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not 
Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA GHG Handbook

Calculated

Assumes all residences would be targeted by CBTP

Calculated



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 8g
Provide Community-Based Travel Planning
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California
References:

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Transit Up to 4.6% of mobile GHG 

emissions
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

Measures

T-25 Extend Transit Network Coverage or Hours

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 9a
Extend Tranist Service

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure expands options for alternative methods for travel to single occupancy vehicles by increasing the range of effective transit service or 
operational hours. This measure presents an opportunity to reduce VMT and associated GHG emissions from mobile sources.

Justification
Technology readily available.

This measure would need to be implemented in coordination with local transportation 
agencies and the City, which presents legal challenges and uncertainties. In addition, 
evaluating transit coverage in the project area may require additional environmental analysis 
and agency approval given that the project area has no existing transit infrastructure.

See footnote #2.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Transit Up to 11.3% of mobile GHG 

emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Measures

T-26 Increase Transit Service Frequency

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 9b
Increase Transit Frequency

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure will increase transit frequency on one or more transit lines serving the plan/community.This measure is focused on providing increased transit 
frequency, with no changes to transit network coverage. Increased transit frequency reduces waiting and overall travel times, which improves the user 
experience and increases the attractiveness of transit service. This results in a mode shift from single occupancy vehicles to transit, which reduces VMT and 
associated GHG emissions. 

Justification
Technology readily available.

This measure would need to be implemented in coordination with local transportation 
agencies and the City, which presents legal challenges and uncertainties. In addition, 
evaluating transit coverage in the project area may require additional environmental analysis 
and agency approval given that the project area has no existing transit infrastructure.

See footnote #2.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible

Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.009% Maximum effectiveness

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Neighborhood Design
Up to 0.02% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions
Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Quantification Details

A = -1*((C-B)*D*E*F)/(G*H)

Parameters Value Unit

B - Percent of residences in 
plan/community with access 
to bikeshare system without 
measure

0.00 %

C - Percent of residences in 
plan/community with access 
to bikeshare system with 
measure

100.00 %

D - Daily bikeshare trips per 
person

0.021 trips per day per person

E - Vehicle to bikeshare 
substitution rate

19.6 %

F - Bikeshare average one-
way trip length

1.40 miles per trip

G - Daily vehicle trips per 
person

2.70 trips per day per person

H - Regional average one-way 
vehicle trip length

12.40 miles per trip

A - Percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from vehicle travel 
in plan/community

-0.017 %

VMT_C - Portion of VMT from 
commute trips in DEIR

47 %

GHG_C - GHG emissions from 
commute trips in DEIR

4,367 MT CO2e per year

VMT_H - Portion of VMT from 
residential trips in DEIR

43 %

GHG_H - GHG emissions from 
residential trips in DEIR

4,018 MT CO2e per year

Reduction in GHG emissions 
from non-electric bikeshare 
program

1.4 MT CO2e per year

Notes:

Reference/Assumptions

Assume no residents having access to the bikeshare program 
before implementing this measure

Assume all residents having access to the bikeshare system 
after implemeting the measure

MTC 2017

McQueen et al. 2020

Calculated; (A x (GHG_C+GHG_H))

Lazarus et al. 2019

FHWA 2018

CAPCOA Handbook Table T-10.1; FHWA 2017

Calculated

GHG Reduction Compared 
to Baseline

All residents would have access to non-electric bikeshare 
after implementation

Bikeshare program ineffective for driving mode shift.

T-22-A Implement Pedal (Non-Electric) Bikeshare Program

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 10a
Non-Electric Bikeshare Program

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would establish a bikeshare program. Bikeshare programs provide users with on-demand access to bikes for short-term rentals. This 
encourages a mode shift from vehicles to bicycles, displacing VMT and thus reducing GHG emissions.

Justification

Calculated using the home-work trips from DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using VMT_C out of total mobile emissions from 
DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using the home-other trips from DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using VMT_H out of total mobile emissions from 
DEIR Appendix D.

Measures

Technology readily available.

Typical bike share service providers are protected from liability through agreements made 
between the company and users. However, this measure would require procuring services 
from a typical bikeshare company and this may introduce legal challenges.

See footnote #2.

Assumption



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 10a
Non-Electric Bikeshare Program

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

1.

2.

Abbreviations:

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled MTC - Metropolitan Transportation Commission
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

GHG - Greenhouse Gas CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

References:

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 
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Washington, D.C. Available: https://trid.trb.org/view/1572878. 

McQueen, M., G. Abou-Zeid, J. MacArthur, and K. Clifton. 2020. Transportation Transformation: Is Micromobility Making a Macro Impact on Sustainability? 
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http://2040.planbayarea.org/files/2020-02/Travel_Modeling_PBA2040_Supplemental%20Report_7-2017.pdf.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible

Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.024% Maximum effectiveness

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Neighborhood Design
Up to 0.06% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions
Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Quantification Details

A = -1*((C-B)*D*E*F)/G*H

Parameters Value Unit

B - Percent of residences in 
plan/community with access 
to bikeshare system without 
measure

0.00 %

C - Percent of residences in 
plan/community with access 
to bikeshare system with 
measure

100.00 %

D - Daily bikeshare trips per 
person

0.021 trips per day per person

E - Vehicle to electric 
bikeshare substitution rate

35.0 %

F - Electric bikeshare average 
one-way trip length

2.10 miles

G - Daily vehicle trips per 
person

2.70 trips per day per person

H - Regional average one-way 
vehicle trip length

12.40 miles per trip

A - Percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from vehicle travel 
in plan/community

-0.046 %

VMT_C - Portion of VMT from 
commute trips in DEIR

47 %

GHG_C - GHG emissions from 
commute trips in DEIR

4,367 MT CO2e per year

VMT_H - Portion of VMT from 
residential trips in DEIR

43 %

GHG_H - GHG emissions from 
residential trips in DEIR

4,018 MT CO2e per year

Reduction in GHG emissions 
from non-electric bikeshare 
program

3.9 MT CO2e per year

See footnote #2.

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 10b
Electric Bikeshare Program

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would establish an electric bikeshare program. Electric bikeshare programs provide users with on-demand access to electric pedal assist bikes 
for short-term rentals. This encourages a mode shift from vehicles to electric bicycles, displacing VMT and reducing GHG emissions.

Justification

Technology readily available.

Typical bike share service providers are protected from liability through agreements made 
between the company and users. However, this measure would require procuring services 
from a typical bikeshare company and this may introduce legal challenges.

Lazarus et al. 2019

Assumption

GHG Reduction Compared 
to Baseline

No residents have access to an electric bikeshare program 
under the current plan, and all residents would have access to 
bikeshare after implementation

No electric bikeshare program is implemented

Measures

T-22-A Implement Electric Bikeshare Program

Reference/Assumptions

Assume no residents having access to the electric bike share 
program before implementing this measure

Assume all residents having access to the electric bike share 
program before implementing this measure

MTC 2017

McQueen et al. 2020

FHWA 2018

CAPCOA Handbook Table T-10.1; FHWA 2017

Calculated

Calculated using the home-work trips from DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using VMT_C out of total mobile emissions from 
DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using the home-other trips from DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated using VMT_H out of total mobile emissions from 
DEIR Appendix D.

Calculated; (A x (GHG_C+GHG_H))



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 10b
Electric Bikeshare Program

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled MTC - Metropolitan Transportation Commission
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

GHG - Greenhouse Gas CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

References:

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
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Available: https://nhts.ornl.gov/. Accessed: May 2022.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2018. Summary of Travel Trends 2017–National Household Travel Survey. July. Available: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/documents/2017_nhts_summary_travel_trends.pdf. Accessed: May 2022. 
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Models Complement and Compete – A Case Study of San Francisco. Paper No. 19-02761. Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board: Washington, 
D.C. Available: https://trid.trb.org/view/1572878. 

McQueen, M., G. Abou-Zeid, J. MacArthur, and K. Clifton. 2020. Transportation Transformation: Is Micromobility Making a Macro Impact on Sustainability? 
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 Final Supplemental Report–Travel Modeling Report. July. Available: 
http://2040.planbayarea.org/files/2020-02/Travel_Modeling_PBA2040_Supplemental%20Report_7-2017.pdf.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible

Effectiveness
Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Trip Reduction Programs Up to 5.5% of mobile GHG 

emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

T-9 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

Measures

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 11
Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program for Employees

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would provide subsidized or discounted, or free transit passes for employees. Reducing the out-of-pocket cost for choosing transit improves 
the competitiveness of transit against driving, increasing the total number of transit trips and decreasing vehicle trips. This decrease in vehicle trips results 
in reduced VMT and thus a reduction in GHG emissions.

Technology readily available.

This measure would require funding from employers, which means that this measure is not 
enforceable by project developers.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 1

Measure feasibility2 Not Feasible

Effectiveness
Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Trip Reduction Programs Up to 5.5% of mobile GHG 

emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

References:

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 12
Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program for Residents

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would provide subsidized or discounted, or free transit passes for residents. Reducing the out-of-pocket cost for choosing transit improves the 
competitiveness of transit against driving, increasing the total number of transit trips and decreasing vehicle trips. This decrease in vehicle trips results in 
reduced VMT and thus a reduction in GHG emissions.

Technology readily available.

Establishing a transit subsidy program requires legally binding agreements between the 
developer and the occupants.  The agreement might occur later at individual developments, 
but its legal feasibility is unknown at this time.

T-9 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

Measures

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all four feasibility categories, the measure is feasible. If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and does 
not include 1's, the measure' feasiblity is "maybe". In this situation, the measure's effectiveness at reducing GHG emissions should be considered to 
determine whether it is reasonable to proceed despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is not feasible at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity



Measure Description

Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible

Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Parking or Road 
Pricing/Management 

--

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

References:

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 
This measure is not quantified at this time due to a lack of project-specific inputs, such as open land area, parks, and recreational land use area.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

N/A

Measures

See footnote #2.

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 13
Promote use of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would install onsite electric vehicle chargers in an amount beyond what is required by the 2019 California Green Building Standards 
(CALGreen) at buildings with designated parking areas (e.g., commercial, educational, retail, multifamily). This will enable drivers of PHEVs to drive a larger 
share of miles in electric mode (eVMT), as opposed to gasoline-powered mode, thereby displacing GHG emissions from gasoline consumption with a lesser 
amount of indirect emissions from electricity.

Justification
Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.



Measure Description

Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Percent (%) Type of Measure
4.05% Maximum effectiveness
2.02% Average
0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Parking or Road 
Pricing/Management 

Up to 11.9% of GHG emissions 
from vehicles accessing 
commercial or residential 
buildings

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity
Quantification Details3

A = (B*D*(F-E)*(G-(H*I*K*L)))/(-C*J)

Parameters Value Unit
B - Number of charging stations 
installed at site

1500 stations

C - Total vehicles accessing the 
site per day

3000 vehicles

D - Average number of PHEVs 
served per day per charger 
installed

2.00 PHEVs/charger-day

E - Percent of PHEV miles in 
electric mode
without measure 

46.0 %

F - Percent of PHEV miles in 
electric mode with
measure 

80.00 %

G - Average emission factor of 
PHEV in gasoline
mode

205.10 g CO2e per mile

H - Energy efficiency of PHEV in 
electric mode

0.33 kWh per mile

I - Carbon intensity of local 
electricity provider 

411.00 lb CO2e per 
megawatt-hour (MWh) 

J - Average emission factor of 
non-electric
vehicles accessing the site 

307.50 g CO2e per mile

K - conversion from lb to g 454.00 g per lb

L - Conversion from kWh to 
MWh

0.001 MWh per kWh

Amax - Percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from vehicles 
accessing the office building or 
housing assuming maximum 
PHEV visits and 100% 
renewable energy

-15.93 %

Aaverage - Percent reduction in 
GHG emissions from
vehicles accessing the office 
building or
housing assuming medium 
PHEV visits

-7.97 %

Maximum reduction in GHG 
emissions from increased use of 
PHEVs in residential trips

640 MT CO2e per year

Medium reduction in GHG 
emissions from increased use of 
PHEVs in residential trips

320 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1.

Assumption

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 14
Provide Charging Stations and Preferential Parking Spots for Electric Vehicles

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would install onsite electric vehicle chargers, which would result in greater GHG reductions than what is currently required by the California Green 
Building Standards (CALGreen 2019 at the time of this analysis) for single-family residences. This will enable drivers of PHEVs to drive a larger share of miles in 
electric mode (eVMT), as opposed to gasoline-powered mode, thereby displacing GHG emissions from gasoline consumption with a lesser amount of indirect 
emissions from electricity.

Justification
Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.
See footnote #2.

GHG Reduction Compared to 
Baseline

See assumptions in quantification details
See assumptions in quantification details
No EV charging infrastructure developed.

Measures

T-14 Provide Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure

Calculated

CARB 2020a 

CARB 2017

CARB 202a; U.S. DOE 2021

CARB2020b; U.S.DOE 2021 

CAPCOA Handbook Tables E-4.3 and E-4.4 CA Utilities 2021. 
Variable as value is location based, statewide average for the 

year 2022 shown here.

CARB 2020a 

conversion

conversion

Reference/Assumptions
Assume each newly constructed residence planned in the DEIR 

has an EV charging station included

Assuming each residence has two vehicles

CARB 2019 

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 means 
possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this category, and needs 
to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

Calculated

Calculated by A * Total GHG emissions from residential trips

Calculated by A * Total GHG emissions from residential trips



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 14
Provide Charging Stations and Preferential Parking Spots for Electric Vehicles

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled g - Gram
MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent kWh - Kilowatt-Hour
lb - Pound MWh- Megawatt-Hour
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association PHEV - Plug In Hybrid Electric Vehicle

References:

U.S. Department of Energy (U.S. DOE). 2021. Download Fuel Economy Data. January.

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2017. Advanced Clean Cars Mid-Term Report, Appendix G: Plug-in Electric Vehicle In-Use and Charging Data Analysis. 
January.

CARB, 2020a. EMFAC2017 v1.0.3. August.
CARB, 2020b. Unofficial electronic version of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard Regulation.

CARB, 2019. Final Sustainable Communities Strategy Program and Evaluation Guidelines Appendices. November.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and does not 
include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level analysis to 
determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the consideration of 
economic feasiblity

The quantification presented here targets residential transit only, and the associated reduction is taken as a percentage of mobile GHG emissions from residential 
trips.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA Handbook Neighborhood Design --
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or 
traffic safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - greenhouse gas
VMT - vehicle miles traveled

References:

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 15
Provide Traffic Calming Features

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would include pedestrian/bicycle safety and traffic calming measures above jurisdictional requirements. Roadways should also be designed to reduce 
motor vehicle speeds and encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips with traffic calming features. Traffic calming features may include marked crosswalks, count-down 
signal timers, curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, 
planter strips with street trees, chicanes/chokers, and others. Providing traffic calming measures encourages people to walk or bike instead of using a vehicle. This 
mode shift will result in a decrease in VMT and thereby GHG emissions. 

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the consideration of 
economic feasiblity

Measures
T-35. Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 means possible 
to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this category, and needs to be 
evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.
If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and does not 
include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level analysis to 
determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not Feasible" at this time. 
The effectiveness is not quantitatively evaluated in the CAPCOA Handbook.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Land Use Up to 30.0% of mobile GHG 

emissions
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings VMT reductions Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety Improved public health

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - greenhouse gas
VMT - vehicle miles traveled
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 16
Minimize Use of cul-de-sacs and Incomplete Roadway Segments

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would increase intersection density by building a new street network in a subdivision or retrofitting an existing street network to improve 
connectivity (e.g., converting dul-de-sacs or dead-end streets to grid streets). Increased vehicle intersection density is a proxy for street connectivity 
improvements, which help to facilitate a greater number of shorter trips and thus a reduction in GHG emissions.

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Measures

T-17. Improve Street Connectivity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 
The project-level effectiveness is not quantifiable due to lack of project inputs such as the proposed intersection density.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.3% Maximum effectiveness

0.2% Average

0.0% Minimum effectiveness
Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

Up to 15% of GHG emissions 
from building electricity

Co-Benefits
Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Enhanced energy security Social equity
Quantification Details
Aelectricity = (E1*F1) + (E2*F2) + (E3*F3) + (E4*F4) Equation 1

Parameters Value Unit
E1 - Residential Refrigerator -9 %
E2 - Clothes Washer -25 %
E3 - Dishwasher -12 %
E4 - Ceiling Fan -60 %
F1 - Residential Refrigerator 18 %
F2 - Clothes Washer 1.1 %
F3 - Dishwasher 1.1 %
F4 - Ceiling Fan 1.3 %
D - Electricity Demand 
Forecast Zone

1 -- CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-1.1 Greater Bay Area.

Aelectricity - % reduction in GHG 
emissions from building 
electricity

-2.8 %

Aelectricity,partial - % reduction in 
GHG emissions from building 
electricity

-1.9 %

Aelectricity - mass redution in 
GHG emissions from building 
electricity

49.8 MT CO2e per year

Aelectricity,partial - partial mass 
redution in GHG emissions 
from building electricity

33.6 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - greenhouse gas
MT CO2e - megatons carbon dioxide equivalent
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 17

Install Energy Star Appliances

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

This measure would install ENERGY STAR-certified appliances that exceed the energy efficiency of conventional appliances. By committing to more efficient 
appliances, the building's energy use is reduced, thereby reducing GHG emissions. This measure can be used for appliances such as refrigerators, clothes 
washers, dishwashers, and ceiling fans. This measure would only result in reductions associated with electricity use and does not apply to natural gas as no 
ENERGY STAR appliances that use natural gas were evaluated.

Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

Assumption

Reference/Assumptions

Percent reduction in electricity for ENERGY STAR appliance 
compared to conventional appliance. CAPCOA Handbook, 
Table E-2.1. 

GHG Reduction Compared 
to Baseline

ENERGY STAR certified refrigerators, clothes washers, 
dishwashers, and ceiling fans would be used in the proposed 
single family homes. 

Only partial ENERGY STAR appliances (e.g, refrigerators and 
clothes washers) would be used in the proposed single family 
homes. 
Only conventional appliances would be installed.

Measures

E-2. Require Energy Efficient Appliances

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 
Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

See footnote #2.

Percent of total building electricity by appliance. CAPCOA 
Handbook, Table E-2.3, housing type: single family housing

Calculated; Assume only partial ENERGY STAR appliances 
(e.g, refrigerators and clothes washer) would be used in the 
proposed single family homes. 

Calculated; Assume ENERGY STAR certified refrigerators, 
clothes washers, dishwashers, and ceiling fans would be used 
in the proposed single family homes.  

Calculated based on the DEIR Appendix D unmitigated year 
2030 Project GHG emissions.

Calculated based on the DEIR Appendix D unmitigated year 
2030 Project GHG emissions.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure
11.7% Maximum effectiveness
2.3% Average
0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Building Decarbonization

Potentially moderate reduction 
in GHG emissions from 

building natural gas
Co-Benefits
Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Enhanced energy security Social equity
Quantification Details
A1 = (-E*C*G*I*J)+(F1*C*H*K*J) Equation 1
A2 = (F2-E)*C*G*I*J Equation 2

Parameters Value Unit
B - Housing type Single Family Housing --
C - Number of dwelling units 1,500 DU
D - Electricity Demand 
Forecast Zone

1 --

E - Fuel consumption for 
storage tank heater

255 therm per year per du

F1 - Electricity use for solar 
water heater with electric 
backup 

1,319 kWh per year per du

F2 - Fuel consumption for solar 
water heater with natural gas 
backup

210 therm per year per du

G - Carbon intensity of 
residential natural gas

117 lb CO2e per MMBtu

H - Carbon intensity of local 
electricity provider (i.e., 
PG&E)

206 lb CO2e per MWh

I - Conversion from therm to 1 
million Btu (MMBtu)

0.1 --

J - Conversion from lb to 
metric ton (MT)

0.000454 MT per lb

K - Conversion from kWh to 
MWh

0.001 MWh per kWh
A1 - Reduction in GHG 
emissions from building 
energy for solar water heater 
with electric backup

1846.7 MT CO2e per year

A2 - Reduction in GHG 
emissions from building 
energy for solar water heater 
with natural gas backup

358.5 MT CO2e per year

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
du - Dwelling Unit MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
MWh - Megawatt-Hour kWh - Kilowatt-Hour
lb - Pound MMBtu - Metric Million British Thermal Units

References:

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 18
Install Solar Water Heating

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would install solar water heaters with natural gas backup and/or electric backup in residential developments, which are less carbon intensive 
than a natural gas conventional storage tank water heater. A solar water heater with electric backup reduces GHG emissions by displacing natural gas with 
zero-emission solar energy when water is heated by the system’s solar collectors and grid electricity when the back-up function is utilized. A solar water 
heater with natural gas backup reduces emissions by displacing natural gas with solar energy when water is heated by the solar collectors.  

Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.
See footnote #2.

Assumption

GHG Reduction Compared 
to Baseline

Install solar water heaters with electric backup
Install solar water heaters with natural gas backup
Install natural gas conventional storage tank water heater

E-12. Install Alternative Type of Water Heater in Place of Gas 
Storage Tank Heater in Residences

Measures

Reference/Assumptions

Conversion factor

Conversion factor

DEIR

CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-1.1 Greater Bay Area.

CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-12.1 

CAPCOA Handbook

CAPCOA Handbook, Table E-4.3 and Table E-4.4

Conversion factor

DEIR

Calculated based on the DEIR Appendix D unmitigated year 
2030 Project GHG emissions.

Calculated based on the DEIR Appendix D unmitigated year 
2030 Project GHG emissions.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 



Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness: Quantified in other potential GHG Reduction Benefits below.
Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Enhanced pedestrian or traffic 
safety

Water conservation Improved public health

Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security Social equity

Details

Potentially quantifiable 
CALGreen Requirements

Mandatory or Elective?

Short-term and long-term 
bicycle parking

Mandatory

EV charging Mandatory and Tier 
Prerequisite

Cool roof Tier 2 Prerequisite
Community connectivity Elective

Energy performance - outdoor 
lighting power 90% of Part 6

Tier 2 Prerequisite

Energy budget 90% or 85% of 
Part 6 calculated value of 
allowance

Tier 2 Prerequisite

On-site renewable energy Elective
Green power Elective

Controls that reduce energy Elective

Water reduction Tier 2— 20% 
or 25% savings over the 
“water use baseline” 

Tier 2 Prerequisite

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 19
Exceed Minimum CALGreen Standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary measures)

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title 24), known as CALGreen, have voluntary Tier 1 and Tier 2 requirements in addition to the 
mandatory measures in five devisions, Planning and Design, Energy Efficiency, Water Efficiency and Conservation, Material Conservation and Resource 
Efficiency, and Environmental Quality. The current version is 2019, and the new (2022) version will take effect on January 1, 2023. The Tier 2 checklist is a 
conglomerate of mandatory and elective measures, some of which are not quantifiable in terms of GHG reduction magnitudes, and others quantified in other 
potential GHG Reduction Measures, described in "Details" section below.

Technology readily available.

Tier 2 requirement can be included as a part of the building permit issuance process.

This measure's mandatory and elective measures overlap with other reduction measures, some of which are detailed below. Some mandatory and elective 
measures can only be quantified at project level with sufficient information on project design. Therefore, the meausure's GHG reudction magnitudes were 
not quantified.

None. Can quantify at project-level.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Similar to GHG Reduction Measure(s):

7a, 7c, 7d, 8e

13,14, BAAQMD 2

2
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11

20, CARB 1
CARB 1

5, 17, 18, 23, BAAQMD 1

None. Can quantify at project-level.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness: Not Quantified.
Co-Benefits
Energy and fuel savings Enhanced energy security Social equity
Details

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

See footnote #2.

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 20
Pre-wire Homes for Photovoltaic Systems
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

The State's 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) requires that new single-family residential developments meet the solar-ready requirements. 
A solar-ready building design would account for building orientation and shading for optimal solar panel placement, roof design and specification, establishing 
electrical conduits from the future photovoltaic systems to the building's electrical panel, and maximum size of the photovoltaic system. The solar-ready 
requirement is mandatory by code and is not considered as an additional GHG reduction measure.

Justification
Technology and design methodologies and guidelines readily available.
No known legal constraints.

This measure would enable potential energy savings and GHG reduction, but would not result in any actual GHG reduction on its own. Therefore, the 
measure's GHG reduction is not quantified.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible
Effectiveness: Not Quantified.

Percent (%) Type of Measure

0.9% Maximum effectiveness

0.4% Average

0.0% Minimum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Solid Waste Small

Co-Benefits

Improved ecosystem health VMT reductions Improved air quality

Quantification Details

A = E * D Equation 1

Bz = A * Fz Equation 2

C = Input Bz into U.S. EPA WARM Equation 3

Parameters Value Unit

A - Waste disposed by building 
type

1200 tons per year

E - Annual residential waste 
disposal rates by location

0.25 tons per resident per year

D - Population 4,800 resident Service population in Project Description

z - Material type
Food, Yard Trimmings, Mixed 

Organics
--

Ffood 20 % CAPCOA Handbook, Table S-1.3.

Fyard trimmings 8 % CAPCOA Handbook, Table S-1.3.

Fmixed organics 2 % CAPCOA Handbook, Table S-1.3.

Bfood, max 240 tons per year

Byard trimmings, max 96 tons per year

Bmixed organics, max 24 tons per year

Bfood, avg 120 tons per year

Byard trimmings, avg 76.8 tons per year

Bmixed organics, avg 19.2 tons per year

Cmax 139 MT CO2e per year US EPA WARM output (Equation 3)

Cavg 67 MT CO2e per year US EPA WARM output (Equation 3)

Notes:

See footnote #2.

Assumption

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 21

Provide Community Composting Facilities or Curb-side Food Waste Services

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

This measure implements an organics diversion program to reduce the volume of organic waste sent to landfills. An organics diversion program lowers the 
landfill disposal rate of food waste, food soiled paper, yard waste, and non-hazardous wood waste. Decomposition of organic waste in landfills produces 
methane. Increasing organic waste diversion from landfills thus reduces GHG emissions. Two potentially viable methods to divert organic waste are providing 
community composting facilies and curb-side food waste services. Community composting is often done in community gardens or local urban farms with the 
additional benefits of environmental education and community engagement. Guidance manuals on best management practices of community composting are 
available through CalRecycle and Institute for Local Self-Reliance. Curb-side food waste pick-ups have been implemented through some, but not all, waste 
management districts. This method requires coordination between the local waste management district and the community. Its viability depends on funding 
availability, logistics, and stakeholder participation.

Technology and design methodologies and guidelines readily available.

Implementation of these methods requires coordination between multiple stakeholders and 
involves uncertainties associated enforceability and monitoring.

GHG Reduction Compared 
to 2030 DEIR Emissions

100% organic waste is composted. None disposed at landfills.

50% of food waste is composted and 80% of yard trimming 
and mixed organic are composted. The rest are disposed at 
landfills. 

All organic waste is disposed at landfills.

S-2. Implement Organics Diversion Program

Measures

Equation 1

Reference/Assumptions

These three categories are possible for composting.

Equation 3, assume 100% composting for food waste.

Equation 3, assume 100% composting for yard trimmings.

Equation 3, assume 100% composting for mixed organics.

Equation 3, assume 50% composting for food waste.

Equation 3, assume 80% composting for yard trimmings.

Equation 3, assume 80% composting for mixed organics.

CAPCOA Handbook, Table S-1.1, value selected for single-
family residence in Contra Costa County.



Potential GHG Reduction Measure 21

Provide Community Composting Facilities or Curb-side Food Waste Services

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

1.

2.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association

US EPA WARM - United States Environmental Protection Agency Waste Reduction Model

References:

USEPA, 2020. WARM version 15. November.

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 means 
possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this category, and 
needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-level 
analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated "Not 
Feasible" at this time. 

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential

Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook --

Potentially small reduction in 
GHG emissions from outdoor 

water use
Co-Benefits
Energy and fuel savings Water conservation Enhanced energy security Social equity Improved air quality

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - greenhouse Gas
MWELO - Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance

References:

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 22
Use water efficient landscapes and native/drought-tolerant vegetation

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would require the use of landscapes that are water efficient, with lower water demands than required by the DWR 2015 Model Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) (California Code of Regulations [C.C.R.], Title 23, Division 2, Chapter 2.7). Designing water-efficient landscapes for a project 
site or throughout a community reduces water consumption and thus the corresponding energy and indirect GHG emissions that result from sourcing and 
transporting fresh water. 

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Measures

W-5 Design Water-Efficient Landscapes

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

The project-level effectiveness is not quantifiable due to lack of project inputs such as the landscape area and special landscape area.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3
Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook Lawn and Landscaping --

Co-Benefits
Improved public health

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - greenhouse Gas

References:

Potential GHG Reduction Measure 23
Provide Electrical Outlets Outside of Homes to Allow for Use of Electrically Powered Landscaping Equipment

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would provide electrical outlets on the exterior of buildings as necessary for sufficient powering of electric lawnmowers and other landscaping 
equipment. This measure also supports other measures that replace gasoline-powered equipment with electric and rechargeable battery-powered yard 
equipment to reduce GHG emissions by ensuring the accessibility of electrical outlets on the exterior of buildings.

Justification
Technology readily available. 
No known regulatory barriers. 
See footnote #2.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

Measures

LL-3 Electric Yard Equipment Compatibility

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

The effectiveness is not quantitatively evaluated in the CAPCOA Handbook.

CAPCOA, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. 
December. 



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 2
Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible
Effectiveness

Percent (%) Type of Measure

13.6% Maximum effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

Up to 13.6% of total site GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
BAAQMD - Bay Area Air Quality Management District

References:

See footnote #2.

Assumption

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure BAAQMD 1
Natural Gas Infrastructure Ban 

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

This measure would ban the use of natural gas infrastucture in new developments in the San Francisco Bay Area. Natural gas accounts for a significant 
portion of GHG emissions in the Bay Area, and this ban would effectively zero out nautral gas emissions entirely, presenting a significat project-level 
mitigation opportunity.

Unclear whether there is sufficient electrical infrastructure to support all electric neighborhoods
No known regulatory barriers to constructing natural gas-free buildings.

GHG Reduction Compared 
to 2030 DEIR Emissions3

This measure bans natural gas entirely, thus there is only one 
level of effectiveness.

N/A

Measures

BAAQMD, 2022. Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for Evaluating the Significance of Climate Impacts From Land Use Projects. April. Available at: 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-thresholds-2022/justification-report-pdf.pdf?la=en.

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

To quantify GHG reductions associated with a complete hault in natural gas usage, it was assumed that any emissions associated with natural gas usage 
would be zero. Therefore, this reduction value is equal to the portion of GHG emissions that natural gas is responsible for.



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating
Technological 3
Legal 3

Measure feasibility2 Feasible
Effectiveness

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

--

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

Abbreviations:
BAAQMD - Bay Area Air Quality Management District EV - Electric Vehicle
CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG - Greenhouse Gas
EIR - Environmental Impact Report

References:

See footnote #2.

Justification

Potential GHG Reduction Measure BAAQMD 2
Install EV Prewiring Consistent with CalGreen Tier 2 Guidelines

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project
Pittsburg, California

Threshold A2.b of BAAQMD's udpated threshold for land use projects reccomends that projects achieve compliance with off-street vehicle requirements in 
the most recently adopted version of CalGreen Tier 2. Achieving compliance woulld require a dedicated branch circuit (prewiring), circuit breakers, and other 
electrical componenents in each dwelling unit. By increasing availability of EV infrastructure, developers can reduce CO2 intensity of vehicle travel. This 
measure would not provide any further reductions in GHG emissions, however, because it was included in the original EIR calculations. This measure also 
overlaps with Measure #19.

Technology readily available.
No known regulatory barriers.

California Building Standards Commission, 2020. 2019 California Green Building Standards Code. January. Refer to section A4.106.8 "Electric vehicle (EV) 
charging for new construction". Available at: https://calgreenenergyservices.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019_california_green_code.pdf.

N/A

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

Measures



Measure Description

Preliminary Feasibility1

Rating

Technological 3

Legal 2

Measure feasibility2 Presumptively Feasible

Effectiveness3

Subsector GHG Mitigation Potential
Description in CAPCOA 
Handbook

Energy Efficiency 
Improvements

8.8% of mobile GHG 
emissions

Co-Benefits

Improved air quality Energy and fuel savings Improved public health Improved ecosystem health Enhanced energy security

Social equity

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

Abbreviations:

CAPCOA - California Air Pollution Control Officers Association MT CO2e - Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

BAAQMD - Bay Area Air Quality Management District VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled

GHG - Greenhouse Gas

References:

Measures

N/A

Feasibility score given in each category ranges from 1-3. A score of 3 means no known or negligible barriers to implement in this category; A score of 2 
means possible to implement with some barriers and/or uncertainties; A score of 1 means the project is not feasible given the existing barriers in this 
category, and needs to be evaluated when the project is implemented to determine if the situation has changed sufficiently to make the measure feasible.

If a measure's score is 3 for all feasibility categories, the measure is indicated "Feasible". If a measure's score includes 2's in some feasiblity categories and 
does not include 1's, the measure is considered "Presumptively Feasible". In this situation, the measure's feasibility should be re-evaluated in the project-
level analysis to determine whether the measure is worth pursuing despite some likely barriers. If a measure's contains any 1's, the measure is indicated 
"Not Feasible" at this time. 

See footnote #2.

Potential GHG Reduction Measure BAAQMD 3

Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project

Pittsburg, California

Threshold A2.a.ii of BAAQMD's udpated thresholds for land use projects recommends that projects achieve a reduction in VMT consistent with the current 
version of the California Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017), which stipulates a 15% reduction. The VMT reduction could be achieve through a combination 
of transportation measures, including but not limited, Measures 6-8. Therefore, the estimated GHG reduction from this measure is not additive with other 
transportation measures. 

A 15% reduction in VMT would require significant coordination with local transit agencies and 
other partners. Though feasible, this could present large legal obstacles.

Justification

Technology readily available. VMT reduction may be achieved by tranportation measures 
(i.e., Measures #6, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, and BAAQMD 2) listed in Table 1.

Reduce VMT by 15% per capita consistent with SB 743 targets and OPR Technical Guidance

Definition of feasibility is based on California Code of Regulations, Section 15364: "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. Current analysis excludes the 
consideration of economic feasiblity.

California Air Resource Board 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. November.

Measure is only quantified based on the estimated 15% reduction in VMT due to a lack of project-specific data.
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Waste Reduction Model (WARM) 

Summary Report (MTC02E) for C_avg

GHG Emissions Analysis - Summary Report 

GHG Emissions Waste Management Analysis for Ramboll 

Prepared by: 

Project Period for this Analysis: to 

Tons 
Material 

Recycled 

Food Waste NIA 

Yard Trimmings NIA 

Mixed Organics NIA 

Tons 

Landfilled 

120.00 

76.80 

19.20 

Baseline Scenario 

Tons Tons 

Combusted Composted 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

a) For explanation of methodology, see the EPA WARM Documentation (https://www.epa.gov/warm/documentation-waste-reductio�warm) 

b) Emissions estimates provided by lhls model are Intended to StJpport voluntary GHG measurement and reporting initiatives. 

Tons 

Anaerobically 

Digested 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

c) The GHG emissions results estimated in WARM indicate the full life-cyde benefits waste management alternatives. Due to the timing of the GHG emissions from the waste management 
pathways, (e.g., avoided landfilling and increased recycling), the actual GHG implications may 8CCfUe over the loop-term. Therefore, one should not intBl'pret the GHG emissions implications as 
occurrlng all ln one year,butrather throughlime. 

d) The equlvaleocy values lnduded In the box to the right we<e developed based on the EPA Greenhouse Gas Equivalencles Calculator (https://www.epa.gov/eoergy/greenhouse-gas
equivalencies-celculetor) and are presented as an example of potential equivaleocies. Additional equivalencies can be celculeted using WARM results at the Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies 
Calculatorwebsite or using eltemaliVedete sources. 
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3.46 

I 47.76 

warm _results_ Cavg.html 

Tons 

Source 
Ton& 

Reduced 
Recycled 

0.00 NIA 

NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

Total Change In GHG Emissions (MTC02E): -67.10 

This Is equivalent to ... 

Removing annual emissions frocn 14 Passenger Vehides 

Conserving 7550 Gallons of Gasoline 

Ton& 

Landfilled 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Conserving 2795 Cylinders of Propane Used for Home Barbeques 

Alternative Scenario 

Ton& 

Combusted 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I Summary Report I I Analysis Report I 

Tons 
Change 

Tons 
Anaerobically 

T- (Ah-

Composted 
Digested 

MTC02E Base) 

MTC02E 

120.00 0.00 ·13.87 •73.57 

76.80 0.00 -4.11 11.29 

19.20 0.00 •1.36 -4.82 

� 
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Waste Reduction Model (WARM) 

Summary Report (MTC02E) for C_max

GHG Emissions Analysis - Summary Report 

GHG Emissions Waste Management Analysis for Ramboll 

Prepared by: 

Project Period for this Analysis: to 

Tons 
Material 

Recycled 

Food Waste NIA 

Yard Trimmings NIA 

Mixed Organics NIA 

Tons 

Landfilled 

240.00 

96.00 

24.00 

Baseline Scenario 

Tons Tons 

Combusted Composted 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

a) For explanation of methodology, see the EPA WARM Documentation (https://www.epa.gov/warm/documentation-waste-reductio�warm) 

b) Emissions estimates provided by lhls model are Intended to StJpport voluntary GHG measurement and reporting initiatives. 

Tons 

Anaerobically 

Digested 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

c) The GHG emissions results estimated in WARM indicate the full life-cyde benefits waste management alternatives. Due to the timing of the GHG emissions from the waste management 
pathways, (e.g., avoided landfilling and increased recycling), the actual GHG implications may 8CCfUe over the loop-term. Therefore, one should not intBl'pret the GHG emissions implications as 
occurrlng all ln one year,butrather throughlime. 

d) The equlvaleocy values lnduded In the box to the right we<e developed based on the EPA Greenhouse Gas Equlvalencles Calculator (https://www.epa.gov/eoergy/greenhouse-gas
equlvalencies-celculetor) and are presented as an example of potential equlvaleocies. Additional equlvalencies can be celculeted using WARM results at the Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies 
Calculator website or using eltemaliVedete sources. 
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Ton& 
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0.00 
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May 19, 2022 
 
Diane Moore 
Moore Biological Consultants 
10330 Twin Cities Road, Ste. 30 
Galt, CA 95632 
 
RE: Springtime Rare Plant Survey for the ±600-acre Faria Property 
 City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA 
  
Dear Ms. Moore: 

Salix Consulting, Inc. has conducted a springtime rare plant survey for the ±600-acre Faria 
Property located in the City of Pittsburg, in Contra Costa County, California.  The property is 
located in Sections 21, 22, 26, and 27, in Township 2 North, Range 1 West of the USGS 7.5- 
minute Clayton and Honker Bay topographic quadrangles (Figure 1).  

 

BACKGROUND 

The Faria Property was assessed for special status plants on December 12, 2013, and April 17, 
June 23, and September 3, 2014 by Moore Biological Consultants (Moore Biological Consultants, 
2014).  And more recently on August 22, 2017 by Pacific Biology & Vollmar Natural Lands 
Consulting (Pacific Biology & Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting, 2018).  While no special-
status plant species have been documented on the Faria Property during previous surveys, it 
has been eight years since a springtime survey was conducted.   

This springtime survey was done in response to court guidance to “conduct one additional 
survey to document special-status plant species during a time of year when they would likely 
be present.” The survey was conducted during the peak blooming season (the month of April).  
The survey was consistent with the survey objectives and survey timing criteria outlined in 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW, 
2018).   

The Faria Property is located in the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan & 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (ECCCHCP/NCCP) and subject to its governance 
(Jones & Stokes 2006). The Plan includes 17 covered plant species which are considered in this 
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study, along with other regionally-occurring special status plant species. For purposes of this 
study, special status plant species includes state and federally-listed species (including 
candidate species), plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act CNPS 
Rare Plant Ranks 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B species.  

This study is intended to provide a springtime floristic evaluation of the entire 600 acres but is 
not intended to be a final analysis of the presence or absence of special status species 
throughout the Faria Property.  Further, in accordance with CDFW guidance regarding surveys 
being relatively current (CDFW, 2018), supplemental botanical surveys are recommended prior 
to when each phase is graded.  

  

SETTING 

The Faria Property is a series of hills and valleys (Suisun Hills and Valleys), generally aligned in 
a north northeast to south southwest orientation.  Elevation on the property ranges from 
approximately 450’ near the residences to 1000’ on the hilltops in the northeastern area. The 
climate is characterized as Mediterranean with cool, wet winters and warm to hot, dry 
summers.  Because of its proximity to the Carquinez Strait, it is often very windy, especially 
over the hilltops.  

According to the Soil Survey of Contra Costa County, California (USDA 1977), nearly all of the 
soils in the Study Area are the Altamont-Fontana Complex of varying slope. In addition, there is 
a narrow band of Capay Clay along the main drainage in the central portion of the site.  Notable 
on the Faria property is the lack of rocks. Most of the surfaces are smooth and lack any exposed 
surface protrusions.  The Faria Property does not contain serpentine soils. 

The average annual precipitation in Pittsburg is approximately 18 inches and nearly all the 
precipitation is rainfall. Hydrologically, the site is well drained and lacks any streams or 
wetlands, except for a small mitigation area in the northwest part of the property. 

Nearly all the land is annual grassland (Figure 2).  Further, the Faria Property is almost entirely 
devoid of woody vegetation, except for around the residential areas and in the mitigation area.  

 

METHODS 

The list of ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species was reviewed and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) was queried to determine 
what special status plant species have been observed and recorded in the region.  I conducted 
field surveys on four days: April 7, 8, 29 and 30, 2022. The surveys were conducted both by an 
All-Terrain Vehicle (ATV) and on foot.  All roads on the property were driven for an overview 
as were many areas between the roads. Areas with more botanical diversity were traversed on 
foot and observed in more detail. Ridgetops and valley bottoms were emphasized in the survey 
effort. Hillsides were quite homogeneous and wide transects were conducted to sample those 
areas.  Roadcuts were of particular interest because they exposed the subsurface and 
occasionally bedrock and thus, more plant diversity. 

The CNDDB query was generated to include a five-mile buffer around the property boundary 
(Figure 3). Plant species that are not ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species were considered as 
well.  
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The survey was floristic in nature with the goal of identifying species observed to the taxonomic 
level necessary to determine if it was a special‐status species or not. A list of species observed in 
the Faria Property during the 2022 survey is provided in Appendix A. 

 

FINDINGS 
Biological Communities 

Nearly all the surface of the Faria Property is annual grassland and nearly all the annual 
grassland is grazed, primarily by cattle. Cattle were confined to the pastures around the 
residences during the April surveys but were on the entire site in recent months. Two 
residences with pavement, landscaping, outbuildings and graveled areas occur in the northern 
area and a mitigation area with planted woody vegetation occurs near the west edge of the site, 
approximately one half-mile west of the residences. Aerial site photos are presented from 
several views in Figures 4a-c and ground site photos are presented in several areas of the site in 
Figures 5a-c. 

The annual grassland is dominated by several annual species throughout the site, notably: wild 
oat (Avena barbata /fatua), winter vetch (Vicia villosa), rose clover (Trifolium hirtum), wild mustard 
(Sinapis arvensis), black mustard (Brassica nigra), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), wall 
barley (Hordeum murinum), and red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium).  Milk thistle (Silybum 
murianum) is abundant throughout the property but patchier in recently disturbed areas such as 
along road cuts and high cattle use areas as well as along more moist swale bottoms. Common 
wildflowers include Chick lupine (Lupinus microcarpus), California poppy (Eschscholzia 
californica), purple owl’s clover (Castilleja exserta), Mediterranean linseed (Bellardia trixago), and 
Ithuriel’s spear (Triteleia laxa).  

 

Special-Status Species 

Table 1 is summary of the listing status, blooming periods, and habitats of each of the 17 
special-status plant species that are covered by the ECCCHCP/NCCP.   

 

TABLE 1. ECCCHCP/NCCP Covered Species 

Species Status* 
Blooming 

Period 
Habitat 

 CNPS CESA FESA   

Large-flowered fiddleneck 

Amsinckia grandiflora 
1B.1 CE FE Mar-May Grassy slopes 

Mt. Diablo manzanita 

Arctostaphylos auriculata 
1B.3 None None Jan-Mar 

Sandstone, upper 
chaparral near coast 
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Species Status* 
Blooming 

Period 
Habitat 

Alkali Milkvetch  

Astragalus tener ssp. tener  
 

1B.2 None None Mar-Jun 

Adobe areas in 
valley and foothill 
grassland, vernal 
pools 

Brittlescale 

Atriplex depressa 
1B.2 None None Apr-Oct 

Chenopod scrub, 
mesic areas, playas, 
(alkaline, clay) 

Big tarplant 

Blepharizonia plumosa 
1B.1 None None Jul-Oct 

Valley and foothill 
grassland (clay, 
usually) 

Round-leaved filaree  

California macrophylla 
CBR None None Mar-May Grasslands 

Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern 

Calochortus pulchellus 
1B.2 None None Apr-Jun 

Wooded slopes with 
northern aspect 

Recurved larkspur  

Delphinium recurvatum 
 

1B.2 None None Mar-Jun 

Poorly drained, fine, 
alkaline soils in 
grassland, Atriplex 
scrub 

Mt. Diablo buckwheat  

Eriogonum truncatum 
1B.1 None None Apr-Sep Sand 

Diamond-petaled poppy  

Eschscholzia rhombipetala 
1B.1 None None Mar-Apr 

Fallow fields, often 
on alkaline soil 

San Joaquin spearscale  

Extriplex joaquinana 
1B.2 None None Apr-Oct Alkaline soils 

Diablo helianthella  

Helianthella castanea 
1B.2 None None Mar-Jun Open grassy areas   

Brewer's western flax  

Hesperolinon breweri 
1B.2 None None May-Jul 

Chaparral, 
grassland, often on 
serpentine 
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Species Status* 
Blooming 

Period 
Habitat 

Contra Costa goldfields  

Lasthenia conjugens 
1B.1 None FE Mar-Jun Vernal pools 

Showy golden madia  

Madia radiata 
1B.1 None None Mar-May 

Grassy slopes 
sometimes on 
serpentine 

Adobe navarretia  

Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. 
nigelliformis 

4.2 None None Mar-Jul 

Mesic areas in valley 
and foothill 
grassland, vernal 
pools 

Caper-fruited tropidocarpum 

Tropidocarpum capparideum 
1B.1 None None Mar-Apr Alkaline soils 

*Status Codes: 
Federal  
FE                 Federal Endangered  
 
State  
CE California Endangered 
 
CNPS  
Rank 1B Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California 
Rank 2 R, T, or E in California, more common elsewhere 
 1- Seriously threatened in California 
  2- Fairly threatened in California  
Rank 4 limited distribution or infrequent throughout a broader area 

in California 
CBR Considered But Rejected 
 

 

Large-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia grandiflora):  Large-flowered fiddleneck, a dicot of the 
Boraginaceae family, is an annual herb native and endemic to California. It is ranked by the 
CNPS as 1B.1.  It is a striking annual plant, growing to 50 cm. tall and having bright orange 
flowers (14-20 mm. long). It occurs in annual grassland habitats at elevations below 300m. 
While the annual grassland in the site provides potentially suitable habitat for large-flowered 
fiddleneck, it was not observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Mount Diablo manzanita (Arctostaphylos auriculata): Mount Diablo manzanita, a dicot, is an 
evergreen shrub that is native and endemic to Contra Costa County, California. It is ranked by 
the CNPS as 1B.3. Mount Diablo manzanita occurs primarily in chamise or manzanita 
chaparral. It can also be found as an understory shrub in coast live oak woodland. It is found on 
Mount Diablo and in the adjacent foothills, between 150-650m. Mount Diablo manzanita is 
generally between 1 and 4.5 meters tall with serpentine, glandless stems covered in white hair. 
The short, silvery leaves overlap and have deeply lobed bases. It flowers densely in white. The 
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Mount Diablo manzanita has no basal burl for regrowth and must propagate by seed. Its bloom 
period is from January to March. The site does not provide suitable habitat for this species and 
it was not observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Alkali Milkvetch (Astragalus tener ssp. tener): Alkali milkvetch, a dicot of the Fabaceae family, 
is an annual herb native and endemic to California. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2. It 
produces upright stems up to 30 cm tall with several lance-shaped to oval leaflets. The 
inflorescence is a dense cluster of pinkish-purple white-smudged flowers.  This species occurs 
in alkaline flats, vernally moist areas in annual grasslands at elevations up to 197 feet. It grows 
in both coastal and inland areas. The CNPS Inventory also describes this species as extirpated in 
Contra Costa County. Alkali milkvetch was not observed during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Brittlescale (Atriplex depressa):  Brittlescale, a dicot, is an annual herb of the Chenopodiacae 
family that is native and endemic to California. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2.  Brittlescale 
occurs on alkali soils of the Pescadero and Solano series and typically occurs in barren areas 
within alkali grassland, alkali meadow, and alkali scrub. The CNPS states that the species 
occurs in alkaline and clay soils of chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, playas, valley and 
foothill grassland and vernal pools. It is occasionally found on the margins of alkali vernal 
pools. Brittlescale occurs along the western side of the Great Valley from Glenn County to 
Merced County and in the small valleys of the inner Coast Ranges, including the Livermore 
Valley. It occurs in the broad flood basins of the valley floor and on alluvial fans associated with 
the major streams draining from the inner Coast Range foothills. It is generally found at low 
elevations, up to 320m. Brittlescale is diminutive and generally grows prostrate; it rarely 
exceeds 20 centimeters in height. It blooms from April to October. Alkaline soils are not present 
in the Study Area and there is no potential for this species to occur on the property.  Brittlescale 
was not observed during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Big Tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa): Big tarplant, a dicot of the Asteraceae family, is an 
annual herb native and endemic to California. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1. This aromatic 
annual herb produces a hairy, erect stem up to 2 meters tall. The leaves are linear in shape and 
sometimes toothed. The inflorescence bears several flower heads, each with a fringe of up to 13 
red-veined white ray florets. This species occurs on dry slopes of annual grasslands at 
elevations below 500m. It grows in the Central Coast Ranges and adjacent sections of the 
southern San Francisco Bay Area and Central Valley. Habitat quality for big tarplant on the 
Faria property is marginal, as noted in the Species Accounts for the ECCCHCP/NCCP (Jones & 
Stokes 2006), and as noted in the 2017 Biological Evaluation Report for the project area (Pacific 
Biology & Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting, 2018), which found the project habitat to be 
marginal due to no heavy clay soils and the site dominated by tall, dense grass cover. This 
species blooms from July into November and was not observable during the April surveys.   

Round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla): Round-leaved filaree, a dicot of the 
Geraniaceae family, is an annual herb native to California. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2.  It 
grows only a few centimeters high, forming a patch of slightly lobed, somewhat kidney-shaped 
to rounded leaves on long, slender petioles. The inflorescence is an umbel of flowers with petals 
around a centimeter long and white in color, often tinted pinkish or purplish. The fruit has a 
fuzzy base and a long, narrow style which may reach 5 cm. in length.  This species occurs in 
annual grassland habitats with clay soils, at elevations below 1000m.  While the annual 
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grassland on the site provides potentially suitable habitat for round-leaved filaree, this species 
was not observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Mount Diablo fairy-lantern (Calochortus pulchellus): Mount Diablo fairy-lantern, a monocot of 
the Liliaceae family, is a perennial herb (bulb) that is native and endemic to California. It is 
ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2. It grows a branching stem up to about 30 cm. tall. The basal leaf is 
up to 40 cm. long and does not wither at flowering. The inflorescence is a solitary flower or a 
cluster of several flowers, which are nodding and usually spherical with all their petal tips 
touching. The three sepals and three petals are 2 or 3 cm long and pale to deep yellow. This 
species occurs on shaded wooded slopes between 200-800m. The Faria Property does not 
provide suitable habitat for this species, and it was not observed on the site during the April 
2022 field surveys. 

Recurved larkspur (Delphinium recurvatum). Recurved larkspur, a perennial herb, is a member 
of the buttercup family (Ranunculaceae). It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2. This species reaches 
a maximum height of about half a meter. Its deeply lobed leaves are mainly basal, with those 
located further up the dark purple stem being much smaller. The flowers are generally pale 
blue, with the sepals and lower petals darker than the upper petals. The sepals are usually 
curved back, the trait which gives the plant its name. Recurved larkspur occurs in poorly 
drained, fine, alkaline soils in grassland, Atriplex scrub habitat. ranging in elevation from 30-
600m. The Faria Property does not provide suitable habitat for this species, and it was not 
observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Mount Diablo buckwheat (Eriogonum truncatum): Mount Diablo buckwheat, a dicot of the 
Polygonaceae family, is an annual herb native and endemic to California, known only from Mt. 
Diablo in Contra Costa County. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1.  Its blooms are several dozen 
pinkish flowers, having a maroon line down the center of each petal.  It grows in sandy soils at 
elevations between 200-400m. The Faria property does not have areas of sandy soils and the site 
is considered quite marginal for the occurrence of Mount Diablo buckwheat.  This species was 
not observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Diamond-petaled poppy (Eschscholzia rhombipetala): Diamond-petaled poppy, a dicot of the 
Papaveraceae family, is an annual herb native and endemic to California, growing 5-30 cm. tall. 
It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1. Diamond-petaled California poppy may have erect or nodding 
buds, the flowers are small and yellow, and the bases of the leaves are fleshy. The fruits are 
conspicuous because they are 4 to 7 cm. long, which may nearly equal the height of the plants 
This species occurs in open fallow fields, often on alkaline soils below 300m. The CNPS 
Inventory describes this species as extirpated in Contra Costa County. While the annual 
grassland in the site provides potentially suitable habitat for diamond-petaled poppy, it was not 
observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

San Joaquin spearscale (Extriplex joaquiniana):  San Joaquin spearscale, a dicot, is an annual 
herb of the Chenopodiacae family that is native and endemic to California. It is ranked by the 
CNPS as 1B.2. San Joaquin spearscale occurs along the western side of the Great Valley from 
Glenn County to Merced County and in the small valleys of the inner Coast Ranges, including 
the Livermore Valley. San Joaquin spearscale typically occurs in alkali grassland and alkali 
meadow, or on the margins of alkali scrub. It occurs on clay soils, often in areas of high 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sepal
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alkalinity. San Joaquin spearscale habitat is not present on the Faria Property and this species 
was not observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castanea):  Diablo helianthella, a dicot, is a perennial herb of 
the sunflower family (Asteraceae) that is native to California and endemic to the San Francisco 
Bay Area, occurring in the Diablo Range, Berkeley Hills, and San Bruno Mountain.  It is ranked 
by the CNPS as 1B.2. It usually occurs in thin, rocky, well-drained soils, often in partial shade.  
It occurs in open grassy sites between 200-1300m. Diablo helianthella grows up to 18 inches tall. 
Its leaves are up to 6 inches long. The plant usually produces one yellow flower head per stem. 
Each head contains both ray flowers and disc flowers.  It blooms from March to June. A similar 
species, Wyethia angustifolia, was observed in the Study Area but Diablo helianthella was not 
observed on the site during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Brewer’s Dwarf Flax (Hesperolinon breweri): Brewer’s dwarf flax, a dicot of the Linaceae 
family, is an annual herb native and endemic to California, where it is known from 3 Counties 
in the San Francisco Bay Area. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.2. It grows erect to a height of 5 to 
20 cm. Its narrow, linear leaves are greenish to purplish in color, and it produces dense 
inflorescences of flowers with glandular sepals and five bright yellow petals. Brewer’s dwarf 
flax grows in annual grasslands, usually in serpentinite soils, at elevations between 30 and 
700m. The Faria Property does not contain serpentine soils.  While the annual grassland in the 
site provides marginally suitable habitat for Brewer’s dwarf flax, it was not observed during the 
April 2022 field surveys.  

Contra Costa Goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens): Contra Costa goldfields, a dicot of the 
Asteraceae family, is an annual herb native and endemic to California, primarily in vernal 
pools. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1. Stems are simple or freely branched and erect attaining 
a height of less than 40 cm. The yellow ray flowers may number six to thirteen petals, and the 
five- to ten-millimeter ligules are yellow as well. The yellow disk flowers are numerous, and 
anther tips are linear to somewhat ovate. There are no vernal pools in the Study Area and no 
suitable habitat exists for this species. Contra Costa goldfields was not observed during the 
April 2022 field surveys 

Showy madia (Madia radiata): Showy madia, a dicot of the Asteraceae family, is an annual 
herb native to California, mostly from the Central Coast Ranges and adjacent edges of the San 
Francisco Bay Area and Central Valley. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1. It grows upright 10 to 
90 cm. tall, the stem often branching and coated in bulbous resin glands. The bristly, glandular 
leaves are up to 10 cm. long, often wider at the top of the plant than below. The inflorescence 
produces flower heads lined with hairy, gland-studded phyllaries. The head has golden yellow 
ray florets up to almost 2 cm, long and a center filled with many disc florets. Showy madia 
occurs on grassy or open slopes, vertic clay, occasionally on serpentine. The Faria Property 
provides marginal habitat for this species, but it was not observed on the site during the April 
2022 field surveys. 

Adobe Navarretia (Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. nigelliformis): Adobe navarretia, a dicot of the 
Polemoniaceae family, is an annual herb native to California. It is ranked by the CNPS as 4.2. 
The herbage is dark green with branches spreading-ascending. The corolla is exerted, 12–16 mm 
long, with lobes 3–4 mm. The small flowers are yellow with brown spots below the petal lobes. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bract
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Adobe navarretia occurs in vernal pools and clay depressions within annual grassland habitats 
at elevations from 10-1000 m.  There are no vernal pools on the Faria Property and no habitat for 
this species.  It was not observed during the April 2022 field surveys. 

Caper-fruited tropidocarpum (Tropidocarpum capparideum): Caper-fruited tropicocarpum is 
an annual herb in the Brassicaceae (mustard) family. It is ranked by the CNPS as 1B.1.  It occurs 
in alkaline soils of low hills and Valley and foothill grassland at elevation less than 400m. The 
species was generally considered to be extinct since the 1950s, but it has been reported since. 
According to CNPS, occurrences in Alameda, Contra Costa, Glenn, Santa Clara, and San 
Joaquin counties are presumed extirpated. Flowers are obovate to spoon-shaped, yellow, 
occasionally tinged purple, and the bloom period is from March to April. Alkaline soils are not 
present in the Study Area and Caper-fruited tropicocarpum was not observed during the April 
2022 field surveys. 

The CNDDB query for the project region, illustrated in Figure 3, shows additional, non 
ECCCHCP/NCCP covered special status species that we evaluated for potential occurrence on 
the Faria Property.  These incluse: Arctostaphylos manzanita ssp. laevigata, Centromadia parryi 
ssp. congdonii, Chloropyron molle ssp. mole, Cicuta maculata var. bolanderi, Delphinium 
californicum ssp. interius, Eriastrum ertterae, Eryngium jepsonii, Erysimum capitatum var. 
angustatum, Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii, Lilaeopsis masonii, Malacothamnus hallii , Navarretia 
gowenii, Oenothera deltoides ssp. howellii, Senecio aphanactis, and Symphyotrichum lentum  
None of the non-covered species were detected on the Faria Property and most grow in habitats 
not occurring on the property. 

There are no records of special-status plants in the CNDDB in the Faria Property and almost no 
recorded special status plant species within two miles of the site.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

A springtime rare plant survey on the 600-acre Faria Property was conducted April 7, 8, 29 and 
30, 2022.  The survey was timed to coincide with the optimal survey window to detect 16 of the 
17 ECCCHCP/NCCP Covered Species.  None of these special-status species were observed 
within the Study Area, and no other special-status plant species were observed.  

Thank you for the opportunity to conduct this survey. Please contact me if you have any 
questions regarding the results. 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Jeff Glazner 
Principal Biologist/Botanist 
 
 
  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brassicaceae
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Attachments: 
 
Figure 1. USGS Site and Vicinity Map 
Figure 2. Aerial Map  
Figure 3. CNDDB Occurrences Map  
Figures 4a-c. Aerial Site Photographs 
Figure 5a-c. Site Photographs 
 
Appendix A. List of Plants Observed within the Study Area, April 2022 
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Figure 4a

AERIAL SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking to southeast over southern half of study area.                                
Photo date 4-8-22

Looking east over eastern area of site.                                                                
Photo date 4-8-22
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AERIAL SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking north over western portion of study area.                                
Photo date 4-8-22

Looking east over northcentral area of site.                                                                
Photo date 4-8-22
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AERIAL SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking to north over northcentral area of study area.                                
Photo date 4-8-22

Looking northwest over mitigation area.                                                                
Photo date 4-8-22



Figure 5a

SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking southeast over ranch outbuildings. 
Photo date 4-30-22

Looking southeast over ranch outbuildings.                                                                
Photo date 4-7-22



Figure 5b

SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking southeast over towards Mt. Diablo. 
Photo date 4-30-22

Looking north over central area of site.                                                                
Photo date 4-8-22



Figure 5c

SITE PHOTOS
Faria Property

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Looking north over northcentral area of site. 
Photo date 4-29-22

Looking southeast along project boundary.                                                                
Photo date 4-29-22



Appendix A
Faria - Plants Observed - April 2022

Angiosperms - Dicots

Adoxaceae - Muskroot Family
Sambucus nigra  Black elderberry

Apiaceae (Umbelliferae) - Carrot Family
*Foeniculum vulgare  Sweet fennel

Asteraceae (Compositae) - Sunflower Family
Achillea millefolium  Common yarrow

Achyrachaena mollis  Blow-wives

*Carduus pycnocephalus  Italian thistle

*Centaurea calcitrapa  Purple starthistle

*Centaurea solstitialis  Yellow starthistle

*Cynara cardunculus  Artichoke thistle

Grindelia camporum  Great Valley gumplant

Holocarpha virgata subsp. virgata Virgate tarweed

*Hypochaeris glabra  Smooth cat's-ear

*Lactuca serriola  Prickly lettuce

*Matricaria discoidea  Pineapple-weed

Micropus californicus  Q tips

*Senecio vulgaris  Common groundsel

*Silybum marianum  Milk thistle

*Sonchus asper subsp. asper Prickly sow-thistle

*Sonchus oleraceus  Common sow-thistle

Wyethia angustifolia  Narrowleaf mule's-ears

Xanthium spinosum  Spiny cockleburr

Boraginaceae - Borage Family
Nemophila menziesii  Baby blue-eyes

Brassicaceae (Cruciferae) - Mustard Family
*Brassica nigra  Black mustard

*Capsella bursa-pastoris  Shepherd's purse

*Hirschfeldia incana  Short-podded mustard

*Lepidium draba  Hoary cress

*Lepidium latifolium  Broadleaf pepperweed

Lepidium nitidum  Shining peppergrass

Lepidium strictum  Peppergrass

*Raphanus sativus  Wild radish

*Sinapis arvensis  Wild mustard

*Sisymbrium officinale  Hedge mustard

Caryophyllaceae - Pink Family
*Cerastium glomeratum  Sticky mouse-ear chickweed

*Petrorhagia dubia  Grass-pink

*Silene gallica  Windmill-pink

*Spergularia rubra  Ruby sand-spurrey
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Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family
*Chenopodium murale  Nettle-leaf goosefoot

Convolvulaceae - Morning-Glory Family
*Convolvulus arvensis  Bindweed

Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family
Croton setiger  Turkey mullein

Fabaceae (Leguminosae) - Legume Family
Acmispon americanus  Spanish lotus

Astragalus sp.  Loco weed

Lupinus microcarpus var. microcarpus Chick lupine

Lupinus succulentus  Arroyo lupine

*Medicago polymorpha  California burclover

*Melilotus indicus  Annual yellow sweetclover

*Trifolium fragiferum  Strawberry clover

*Trifolium hirtum  Rose clover

*Vicia sativa  Common vetch

*Vicia villosa  Winter vetch

Fagaceae - Oak Family
Quercus lobata  Valley oak

Geraniaceae - Geranium Family
*Erodium botrys  Broad-leaf filaree

*Erodium cicutarium  Red-stem filaree

*Geranium dissectum  Cut-leaf geranium

*Geranium molle  Dove's-foot geranium

Juglandaceae - Walnut Family
Juglans hindsii  Northern California black walnut

Malvaceae - Mallow Family
*Malva sylvestris  Hight mallow

Malvella leprosa  Alkali mallow

Montiaceae - Miner's Lettuce Family
Claytonia perfoliata  Common miner's lettuce

Myrtaceae - Myrtle Family
*Eucalyptus globulus  Blue gum

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Clarkia purpurea  Winecup clarkia

Epilobium brachycarpum  Summer cottonweed

Orobanchaceae - Broomrape Family
*Bellardia trixago  Mediterranean linseed

Castilleja exserta subsp. exserta Purple owl's-clover

Papaveraceae - Poppy Family
Eschscholzia californica  California poppy

Plantaginaceae - Plantain Family
Plantago erecta  California plantain

*Plantago lanceolata  English plantain

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum nudum  Naked wild buckwheat
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*Polygonum aviculare  Common knotweed

*Rumex crispus  Curly dock

*Rumex pulcher  Fiddle dock

Salicaceae - Willow Family
Populus fremontii  Fremont cottonwood

Salix exigua  Narrow-leaved willow

Salix laevigata  Red willow

Sapindaceae - Soapberry Family
Aesculus californica  California buckeye

Angiosperms -Monocots

Agavaceae - Agave Family
Chlorogalum pomeridianum  Soaproot

Juncaceae - Rush Family
Juncus bufonius  Toad rush

Poaceae (Gramineae) - Grass Family
*Aira caryophyllea  Silver European hairgrass

*Avena fatua  Wild oat

*Briza minor  Small quaking grass

*Bromus diandrus  Ripgut grass

*Bromus hordeaceus  Soft chess

*Bromus madritensis  Foxtail brome

*Cynodon dactylon  Bermudagrass

Festuca microstachys  Small fescue

*Festuca myuros  Rattail sixweeks grass

*Festuca perennis  Italian ryegrass

*Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum Mediterranean barley

*Hordeum murinum  Wall barley

Phalaris angusta  Canary timothy grass

*Poa annua  Annual bluegrass

Stipa pulchra  Purple needlegrass

*Triticum aestivum  Wheat

Themidaceae - Brodiaea Family
Brodiaea elegans subsp. elegans Elegant harvest brodiaea

Dichelostemma capitatum  Blue dicks

Triteleia laxa  Ithuriel's spear
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August 2, 2022 
 
Diane Moore 
Moore Biological Consultants 
10330 Twin Cities Road, Ste. 30 
Galt, CA 95632 
 
RE: Summertime Rare Plant Surveys in early and late July for the ±600-acre  
 Faria Property, City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA 
  
Dear Ms. Moore: 

Salix Consulting, Inc. has conducted two summertime rare plant surveys for the ±600-acre Faria 
Property located in the City of Pittsburg, in Contra Costa County, California (the “July surveys”).  The 
July surveys are a supplement to our recent four-day springtime surveys conducted during April 
2022.  The purpose of the July surveys was to assess the property for potentially suitable habitat for 
late-blooming species that may not have been identifiable or present during the springtime, including 
a focused search for big tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa).  The property is located in Sections 21, 22, 26, 
and 27, in Township 2 North, Range 1 West of the USGS 7.5- minute Clayton and Honker Bay 
topographic quadrangles (Figure 1).  

The surveys were intended to provide a summertime floristic evaluation of the entire +600 acres and 
further assess the site for ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species. The primary target species that would 
not have been identifiable during the springtime surveys is big tarplant, which blooms from July into 
September. Big tarplant is in the sunflower family (Asteraceae) and is known primarily to exist in the 
Contra Costa County region (and sparsely to the south). It grows in grasslands on dry, clayey 
hillsides.  

The surveys provide additional detail to the recent springtime surveys, on existing conditions and the 
likelihood of any of the ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species to occur on the property.  California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife guidance regarding botanical surveys requires that field surveys be 
relatively current and it is recommended that supplemental botanical surveys be conducted prior to 
each phase of grading.  
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METHODOLOGY 

Summer surveys were conducted on July 6 by Jeff Glazner and on July 28 by Jeff Glazner and Diane 
Moore.  Tarplants, tarweeds, or any other still-green plants were the focus of the July surveys.  
Because the property has numerous dirt roads, each road was traveled by truck, ATV or on foot to 
assess the adjacent landscape.  The ATV allowed for slow and unobstructed views of the hillsides, 
and stoppage to view with binoculars was frequent and at regular intervals.  The landscape was 
scanned to look for big tarplant or any plant not previously identified.  Forays into the grasslands 
were made into all areas of the site to assess vegetation and look for additional species.  Because big 
tarplant blooms later than the annual grasses that blanket the site, has a contrasting stem color and 
showy white flowers, and is taller than the grasses, this was an effective survey methodology to 
determine presence or absence.   

FINDINGS 

Nearly all of the vegetation in the study area is herbaceous and nearly all the vegetation in the study 
area was dead or dormant by July 6, 2022.  Ground-level photographs of the site taken on both survey 
dates are presented in Figures 2-4.   Some species were still robustly growing and still green such as 
Mediterranean hoary mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), Stanislaus 
milkvetch (Astragalus oxyphysus), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), gumplant (Grindelia camporum), and field 
bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis).  Clustered tarweed (Deinandra fasciculata) was observed in a few 
locations of the western area of the property.  This species grows in coastal regions of southern 
California, but there are known populations in the Bay Area as well. The most common species 
observed in the dry grassland was wild oats (Avena fatua and A. barbata), ranging in height from 1 to 2 
feet.  Much of the grassland in the middle third of the site is currently heavily grazed due to the 
concentration of cattle and support facilities (water, supplemental feed, etc.).  The eastern and western 
areas are relatively ungrazed since early spring and much of that vegetation is intact and more 
identifiable than in the currently grazed areas.   

Tarweeds (and tarplants) are not well represented in the study area.  Big tarplant, if present, would be 
readily identifiable within and above the grasses at Faria because of its height and showy white 
flowers. It was not observed on the site.  Big tarplant requires heavy clay soils which are only mapped 
in a small area of the site (near the main cattle operation) but are not mapped elsewhere (USDA soil 
mapping). Clayey soils were not evident during the field surveys.  Habitat quality for big tarplant on 
the Faria property is extremely low. An updated plant list is presented in Appendix A. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Summertime rare plant survey on the +600-acre Faria Property were conducted on July 6 and July 28, 
2022.  The surveys were a follow-up to a four-day springtime survey conducted in April 2022 and was 
timed to coincide with late-blooming species, including big tarplant. During the 6 days of site surveys 
in April and July of 2022 no special status species were found.  

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the results. 

Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Glazner 
Principal Biologist/Botanist 
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Figure 2

Faria Property

City of Pittsburg, 
Contra Costa County, CA

Looking south over property. 
Photo Date 07-6-22. 

Looking west over typical dirt road and grassland.
Photo Date 07-6-22. 



Figure 3

Faria Property

City of Pittsburg, 
Contra Costa County, CA

Looking southwest from near southern boundary over ranch complex. 
Photo Date 07-6-22. 

Looking north over eastern area of site.
Photo Date 07-6-22. 



Figure 4

Faria Property

City of Pittsburg, 
Contra Costa County, CA

Looking northeast along hillside with abundant Foeniculum vulgare, 
Grindelia camporum and Lupinus microcarpus. 
Photo Date 07-28-22. 

Looking north over property.
Photo Date 07-28-22. 



Appendix A
Faria - Plants Observed - April and July 2022

Angiosperms - Dicots

Adoxaceae - Muskroot Family
Sambucus nigra  Black elderberry

Amaranthaceae - Amaranth Family
Amaranthus blitoides  Mat amaranth

Apiaceae (Umbelliferae) - Carrot Family
*Foeniculum vulgare Sweet fennel

Asteraceae (Compositae) - Sunflower Family
Achillea millefolium  Common yarrow

Achyrachaena mollis  Blow-wives

*Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle

*Carduus tenuiflorus Plumeless thistle

*Centaurea calcitrapa Purple starthistle

*Centaurea solstitialis Yellow starthistle

*Cynara cardunculus Artichoke thistle

Deinandra fasciculata Clustered moonshine-daisy

Grindelia camporum Great Valley gumplant

Heterotheca sessiliflora subsp. bolanderi Bolander's goldenaster

Holocarpha virgata subsp. virgata Virgate tarweed

*Hypochaeris glabra Smooth cat's-ear

*Lactuca serriola Prickly lettuce

*Matricaria discoidea Pineapple-weed

Micropus californicus Q tips

*Senecio vulgaris Common groundsel

*Silybum marianum Milk thistle

*Sonchus asper subsp. asper Prickly sow-thistle

*Sonchus oleraceus Common sow-thistle

Wyethia angustifolia Narrowleaf mule's-ears

Xanthium spinosum Spiny cockleburr

Boraginaceae - Borage Family
Nemophila menziesii  Baby blue-eyes

Brassicaceae (Cruciferae) - Mustard Family
*Brassica nigra Black mustard

*Capsella bursa-pastoris Shepherd's purse

*Hirschfeldia incana Short-podded mustard

*Lepidium draba Hoary cress

*Lepidium latifolium Broadleaf pepperweed

Lepidium nitidum Shining peppergrass

Lepidium strictum Peppergrass

*Raphanus sativus Wild radish

*Sinapis arvensis Wild mustard

*Sisymbrium officinale Hedge mustard
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Thysanocarpus curvipes  

Caryophyllaceae - Pink Family
*Cerastium glomeratum 

*Petrorhagia dubia

*Silene gallica

*Spergularia rubra

Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family
*Chenopodium album

*Chenopodium murale 

Convolvulaceae - Morning-Glory Family
*Convolvulus arvensis

Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family
Croton setiger  

Fabaceae (Leguminosae) - Legume Family
Acmispon americanus  

Astragalus oxyphysus  

Lupinus microcarpus var. microcarpus 
Lupinus succulentus  

*Medicago polymorpha 

*Melilotus indicus 

*Trifolium fragiferum 

*Trifolium hirtum 

*Trifolium hybridum

*Vicia sativa

*Vicia villosa

Fagaceae - Oak Family
Quercus lobata  

Geraniaceae - Geranium Family
*Erodium botrys

*Erodium cicutarium 

*Geranium dissectum

*Geranium molle

Juglandaceae - Walnut Family
Juglans hindsii  

Malvaceae - Mallow Family
*Malva sylvestris

Malvella leprosa  

Montiaceae - Miner's Lettuce Family
Claytonia perfoliata  

Myrsinaceae - Myrsine Family
*Lysimachia arvensis 

Myrtaceae - Myrtle Family
*Eucalyptus globulus

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Clarkia purpurea  

Epilobium brachycarpum  

Lacepod

Sticky mouse-ear chickweed 
Grass-pink

Windmill-pink

Ruby sand-spurrey

White pigweed

Nettle-leaf goosefoot

Bindweed

Turkey mullein

Spanish lotus

Stanislaus milkvetch
Chick lupine

Arroyo lupine

California burclover

Annual yellow sweetclover 
Strawberry clover

Rose clover

Alsike clover

Common vetch

Winter vetch

Valley oak

Broad-leaf filaree

Red-stem filaree

Cut-leaf geranium

Dove's-foot geranium

Northern California black walnut

Hight mallow

Alkali mallow

Common miner's lettuce

Scarlet pimpernel

Blue gum

Winecup clarkia

Summer cottonweed
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Orobanchaceae - Broomrape Family
*Bellardia trixago  Mediterranean linseed

Castilleja exserta subsp. exserta Purple owl's-clover

Papaveraceae - Poppy Family
Eschscholzia californica  California poppy

Plantaginaceae - Plantain Family
Plantago erecta  California plantain

*Plantago lanceolata  English plantain

*Plantago major  Common plantain

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum nudum  Naked wild buckwheat

*Polygonum aviculare  Common knotweed

*Rumex crispus  Curly dock

*Rumex pulcher  Fiddle dock

Salicaceae - Willow Family
Populus fremontii  Fremont cottonwood

Salix exigua  Narrow-leaved willow

Salix laevigata  Red willow

Sapindaceae - Soapberry Family
Aesculus californica  California buckeye

Solanaceae - Nightshade Family
Datura wrightii  Thornapple

Angiosperms -Monocots

Agavaceae - Agave Family
Chlorogalum pomeridianum  Soaproot

Juncaceae - Rush Family
Juncus bufonius  Toad rush

Poaceae (Gramineae) - Grass Family
*Aira caryophyllea  Silver European hairgrass

*Avena fatua  Wild oat

*Briza minor  Small quaking grass

*Bromus diandrus  Ripgut grass

*Bromus hordeaceus  Soft chess

*Bromus madritensis  Foxtail brome

*Cynodon dactylon  Bermudagrass

Festuca microstachys  Small fescue

*Festuca myuros  Rattail sixweeks grass

*Festuca perennis  Italian ryegrass

*Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum Mediterranean barley

*Hordeum murinum  Wall barley

*Paspalum dilatatum  Dallis grass

*Phalaris paradoxa  Paradox canary-grass

*Poa annua  Annual bluegrass

Stipa pulchra  Purple needlegrass

*Triticum aestivum  Wheat
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Themidaceae - Brodiaea Family
Brodiaea elegans subsp. elegans Elegant harvest brodiaea

Dichelostemma capitatum  Blue dicks

Triteleia hyacinthina  White triteleia

Triteleia laxa  Ithuriel's spear
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: August 30, 2022 Project No.: 623-60-22-02 
   SENT VIA: EMAIL 
TO: Louis Parsons, Faria Land Investors, LLC 
 
CC: Sean Marciniak, Hanson Bridgett LLP  
 
FROM: Elizabeth Drayer, PE, RCE# 46872 
 
REVIEWED BY: Rhodora Biagtan, PE, RCE# 59371 
 
SUBJECT: Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR – Updated 

Evaluation and Response to Peer Review Comments 
 

INTRODUCTION 

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project (Project) was 
completed by West Yost in March 2015. WSAs are required to be prepared based on a water supplier’s 
most recent adopted Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). At the time the WSA was prepared, the 
City of Pittsburg’s (City’s) most recent UWMP was the 2010 UWMP, which had been adopted by the 
Pittsburg City Council in August 2011. Based on the City’s projected water supplies, as documented in the 
City’s 2010 UWMP, the March 2015 WSA found that the City had adequate water supplies to meet the 
projected water demand for the Project.  

In April 2019, West Yost conducted an updated evaluation of the adequacy of the City’s water supplies to 
meet the projected water demand for the Project based on the City’s updated water supply projections 
as documented in the City’s 2015 UWMP, which had been adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in 
June 2016. West Yost prepared a Technical Memorandum which documented that the City’s projected 
water supplies, as documented in the City’s 2015 UWMP, were adequate to meet the projected water 
demand for the Project and that the findings of the March 2015 WSA remained valid.  

In May 2022, West Yost conducted an updated evaluation of the adequacy of the City’s water supplies to 
meet the projected water demand for the Project based on the City’s updated water supply projections 
as documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, which had been adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in 
September 2021. West Yost prepared a Technical Memorandum which documented that the City’s 
projected water supplies, as documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, were adequate to meet the projected 
water demand for the Project and that the findings of the March 2015 WSA remained valid.  

In July 2022, Todd Groundwater conducted a peer review of the Water Supply Assessment for the 
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation. The peer review addressed the March 2015 WSA and the two 
subsequent WSA evaluations prepared in April 2019 and May 2022 with regard to WSA documentation, 
water demand estimation, water supply assessment, and WSA findings. The peer review recommended 
several clarifications addressing the City’s water service area, the cumulative water demand of other 
planned projects, and the availability of the City’s water supplies.  
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CITY WATER SERVICE AREA AND GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The peer review recommended certain details from the record be included in the Project’s update, 
including whether the City and Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) service area boundaries were different 
from the City limits, and how the location of the Project related to those service area boundaries. As 
described in the City’s 2020 UWMP (Section 3.1.2), the City’s water service area is consistent with the City 
limits. As described in the WSA (Section 2.1), the Project includes annexation of the Project site into the 
City limits (and thus the City’s water service area) and the CCWD water service area.  

The City’s 2020 UWMP expressly indicates on pages 3-1 and 3-7 that it accounts for citywide population 
growth. As described in Section 3.1.3 of the 2020 UWMP, the City’s General Plan was adopted in 2004 and 
identified the planned future growth within the City’s Urban Limit Line. Subsequent amendments to the 
General Plan Land Use modified these future land use conditions and the City is in the process of preparing 
the 2040 General Plan, which reflects an update to the planned land use condition. Two future land use 
plans from the City’s 2040 General Plan were included in the City’s 2020 UWMP (in Appendix B), both 
which include the Faria Project area and all other City growth within the 2040 General Plan planning area, 
and are being used by the City as a basis for future water system planning. These future land use plans 
encompass the current City limits and the City Sphere of Influence and anticipate future annexations, 
including the proposed annexation of the Faria Project. Copies of these two future land use plans are 
included as Attachment A of this technical memorandum for easy reference. 

Consistent with the above growth scenarios, the City’s 2020 UWMP projected growth and associated 
water demands through 2045. As described in Section 3.3 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, a growth rate of 
1.6 percent (based on the historical growth rate from 2010 to 2020) was assumed through 2040, and a 
growth rate of 1.3 percent was assumed for 2040 through 2045. This assumed growth rate captures the 
cumulative growth, and thus the cumulative water demand associated with that growth, assumed in the 
City’s existing and projected future water service area through 2045. 

AVAILABILITY OF THE CITY’S WATER SUPPLIES TO MEET THE PROJECTED WATER 
DEMAND FOR THE PROJECT 

The purpose of West Yost’s evaluation is to evaluate the City’s most recent water supply projections as 
documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, which was adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in 
September 2021, and the City’s ability to meet the projected water demand for the Project. The 
evaluation includes the following: 

 Review of the water demand and supply projections from the City’s 2010 UWMP 
incorporated in the March 2015 WSA;  

 Evaluation of the updated water demand and supply projections documented in the City’s 
2020 UWMP; and  

 Documentation of whether the findings of the March 2015 WSA—that the City does have 
sufficient water supply to serve the Project—are still valid. 

The following analysis includes the content of the May 2022 Technical Memorandum with the 
clarifications requested by Todd Groundwater. The updated water supply analysis clarifications are set 
forth below in underlined text to facilitate the City's review.  
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2010 UWMP and March 2015 WSA Water Demand and Supply Projections 

Projected Growth and Water Demand 

In the 2010 UWMP, the City projected population growth from 64,967 persons in 2010 to 99,019 persons 
by 2035, a population increase of approximately 34,052 persons. The corresponding total water demand 
(potable and non-potable) for the City water service area was projected to increase from 9,335 acre-feet per 
year (AFY) in 2010 to 14,974 AFY in 2035, an increase of approximately 5,639 AFY.  

The Project, with its proposed 1,500 single family dwelling units, a projected population of approximately 
4,935 persons (based on 3.29 people per dwelling unit) and a projected water demand of approximately 
572 AFY (based on a water use of 340 gallons per day per dwelling unit), is easily accommodated within 
the City’s projected population growth and corresponding increase in water demand. The Project area is 
included in the City’s December 2011 General Plan Diagram (land use map) as low density residential and so 
is assumed to be included in the population growth projections. 

Projected Water Supply 

The City’s water supply projections were based on anticipated supply availability for normal, single dry 
and multiple dry years from the City’s surface water supplies (purchased from the Contra Costa Water 
District, CCWD), groundwater supplies (from two City wells) and recycled water supplies (provided by 
Delta Diablo).  

A summary of the City’s projected 2035 water demand and water supply, as presented in the City’s 
2010 UWMP, is provided in Table 1. 

Table 1. Projected City of Pittsburg Water Demand and Water Supply in 2035 
 as Presented in the City’s 2010 UWMP 

Supply Source 

Normal 
Year 

Supply, 
AFY 

Single Dry 
Year 

Supply, 
AFY 

Multiple Dry Year Supply, AFY 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

Surface Water 
(2010 UWMP Tables 4-2 and 5-1)(a) 

12,976 12,327 12,976 12,327 11,029 

Groundwater 
(2010 UWMP Table 4-4)(b) 

1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 

Recycled Water  
(2010 UWMP Table 4-9)(c) 498 498 498 498 498 

Total Supply(d) 14,974 14,325 14,974 14,325 13,027 

Water Demand(d) 14,974 14,974 14,974 14,974 14,974 

Water Supply Shortage -- 649 -- 649 1,946 

Water Supply Shortage (Percent of Demand)  4%  4% 13% 

(a) Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to that needed to meet the City’s potable water demand in conjunction with the City’s 
groundwater supply. Surface water supplies are assumed to have a 5 percent reduction in single dry years, and 0 percent, 5 percent and 
15 percent reductions in the first, second and third years, respectively, of a three-year multiple dry year period. 

(b) Future groundwater supply is based on the annual production rate of the City’s two municipal wells (Rossmoor and Bodega). 

(c) Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which Delta Diablo can meet. 

(d) Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands. 
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In Table 5-1 of the City’s 2010 UWMP (Table 7-1 of the WSA), the City projected being able to provide 
sufficient water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2035, with minor water supply 
shortfalls during dry periods. As shown in Table 1 above, the maximum water supply shortfall was 
projected to be 1,946 AFY, or about 13 percent of projected water demands in the third year of a 
three-year drought by 2035.  

The magnitude of the maximum water supply shortfall is well within the City’s ability to reduce demands 
during drought conditions by implementing its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which is 
included in Chapter 5 of the City’s 2010 UWMP. A 13 percent shortfall would correspond to Stage II of the 
City’s WSCP as documented in the City’s 2010 UWMP. As described in the WSA, the Project, if approved, 
would have the same water supply reliability as the water supply available to the City’s other existing and 
future water customers and would be subject to the same water demand reductions as the City’s other 
water customers in dry year periods. 

2020 UWMP Water Demand and Supply Projections 

Projected Growth and Water Demand 

In September 2021, the City adopted its 2020 UWMP. In the 2020 UWMP, the City projected the 
population to grow from 74,321 persons in 2020 to 109,700 persons in 2045, a population increase of 
35,379 persons. At the time that the City’s 2020 UWMP was being prepared, the City was also preparing 
its 2040 General Plan. As described above, the future land use plans prepared for the 2040 General Plan 
were included in Appendix B of the City’s 2020 UWMP and show the Project area as part of the City’s 
General Plan planning area and Sphere of Influence. Copies of these two future land use plans are included 
as Attachment A of this technical memorandum. 

In the 2020 UWMP, the City projected its total water demand to increase from 9,343 AFY in 2020 to 
15,056 AFY in 2045, an increase of 5,713 AFY. To calculate the projected potable water demand, a per 
capita water use of 120 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) was applied to the projected population. The 
future demand assumption of 120 gpcd was relatively conservative given that the 2020 UWMP calculated 
actual water use in 2020 to be 111 gpcd. 

The projected water demand for the Project included in the 2015 WSA was approximately 572 AFY based 
on a water use of 340 gallons per day per dwelling unit. If the methodology used in the City’s 2020 UWMP 
were applied to the Project, the projected water demand for the Project would be approximately 663 AFY 
(projected population of 4,935 people with a per capita water use of 120 gpcd). For purposes of projecting 
future demand, even if the more conservative assumption of 120 gpcd is used, the revised water demand 
projection of 663 AFY is still easily accommodated within the City’s projected population growth and 
corresponding increase in water demand.  

Projected Water Supply 

The City’s water supply projections were based on anticipated supply availability for normal, single dry and 
multiple dry years from the City’s surface water supplies (purchased from CCWD), groundwater supplies 
(from two City wells) and recycled water supplies (provided by Delta Diablo).  

A summary of the City’s projected 2045 water demand and water supply, as presented in the City’s 2020 
UWMP, is provided in Table 2. 

  



Technical Memorandum – Faria Land Investors, LLC 
August 30, 2022 
Page 5 

 

 
 o\c\623\60-22-02\

 

Table 2. Projected City of Pittsburg Water Demand and Water Supply in 2045 
 as Presented in the City’s 2020 UWMP 

Supply Source 

Normal 
Year 

Supply, 
AFY 

Single 
Dry 
Year 

Supply, 
AFY 

Multiple Dry Year Supply, AFY 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Surface Water 
(2020 UWMP Tables 6-9 and 7-1)(a) 

14,745 14,745 14,745 14,745 14,008 13,270 12,533 

Groundwater 
(2020 UWMP Table 6-9)(b) 

1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 

Recycled Water  
(2020 UWMP Table 6-4)(c) 

311 311 311 311 311 311 311 

Total Supply(d) 16,405 16,405 16,405 16,405 15,668 14,930 14,193 

Water Demand(d) 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 

Water Supply Shortage -- -- -- -- -- 126 863 

Water Supply Shortage 
 (Percent of Demand) 

-- -- -- -- -- 0.8% 6% 

(a) Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to the City’s potable water demand. Surface water supplies are assumed to have a 
0 percent reduction in single dry years and the first two years of a five-year multiple dry year period, and 5 percent, 10 percent and 
15 percent reductions in the third, fourth and fifth years, respectively, of a five-year multiple dry year period. 

(b) Future groundwater supply is based on the average volume of historical pumped groundwater from 1993 to 2020. 

(c) Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which Delta Diablo can meet. 

(d) Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands. 

 

In Tables 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City projected being able to provide sufficient 
water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2045, with minor water supply shortfalls 
during the fourth and fifth years of multiple dry periods1. As shown in Table 2 above, the maximum water 
supply shortfall was projected to be 863 AFY (about 6 percent of projected water demands) in the fifth 
year of a five-year drought by 2045.  

The magnitude of the maximum water supply shortfall is well within the City’s ability to reduce demands 
during drought conditions by implementing its WSCP, which is documented in Chapter 8 of the City’s 
2020 UWMP. The projected water supply shortfall is less than the water supply shortfall projected in the 
City’s 2010 UWMP (i.e., the 6 percent supply shortfall projected in the fifth year of a five-year drought in 
the 2020 UWMP is less than the 13 percent supply shortfall projected in the 2010 UWMP). A 6 percent 
supply shortfall would correspond to a Level 1 Shortage Level of the City’s WSCP as documented in the 
City’s 2020 UWMP. As noted above, the Project, if approved, would be subject to the same water demand 
reductions as the City’s other water customers in dry year periods. 
 
A summary of the availability and reliability of the City’s water supplies is provided in the following 
sections. 

 

1 Note that the 2020 UWMP required an evaluation of a five-year multiple dry year period, while the 2010 and 
2015 UWMPs only required an evaluation of a three-year multiple dry year period. 



Technical Memorandum – Faria Land Investors, LLC 
August 30, 2022 
Page 6 

 

 
 o\c\623\60-22-02\

 

Purchased Surface Water from CCWD 

The water supply reliability goal adopted by CCWD’s Board of Directors is to meet 100 percent of the City’s 
demand in normal years and at least 85 percent of demand during water shortage conditions. The 
remaining demands during drought conditions would be met by a combination of short-term water 
purchases, groundwater supply augmentation, and a voluntary, mandatory short-term conservation 
program.  

The projected water supplies from CCWD are not anticipated to incur supply deficits in normal years due 
to CCWD’s long-term conservation program, existing CVP contract supply, and long-term water transfer 
agreement with East Contra Costa Irrigation District (ECCID). CCWD entered into an agreement with the 
ECCID in 2000 to purchase surplus irrigation water from ECCID’s service area. CCWD’s currently available 
and planned supplies are sufficient to meet their reliability goals and estimated water demands during 
normal, single dry, and the first two years of a multi-year drought. In later years, several types of drought 
conditions may result in supply shortfalls. The maximum amount of short-term conservation expected to 
be necessary is 15 percent of supply. 

Local Groundwater 

The City’s secondary source of supply is groundwater extracted from the Pittsburg Plain subbasin of the 
Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Basin. This groundwater basin is not an adjudicated basin and no legal factors 
are expected to limit the availability of supply. 

The City prepared the Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) in October 2012. The 
purpose of the GWMP is to manage and protect groundwater resources within and underlying the City. 
The primary objectives of the GWMP included the following: 

 Provide a long-term strategy to maintain the quality, reliability, and sustainability of the 
Pittsburg Plain groundwater resources 

 Manage groundwater conjunctively with available surface water resources 

 Support Basin Management Objectives that promote sustainability and optimal use of 
groundwater supplies.  

The Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Basin is considered a low priority basin under the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and is not subject to SGMA requirements for preparation and 
implementation of groundwater sustainability plans. 

The City has two active wells, the Rossmoor Well and the Bodega Well. Water from these wells can be 
high in manganese, iron and dissolved solids. Total dissolved solids (TDS) in the Rossmoor Well have been 
recorded at concentrations of 1,100 mg/L. A maximum concentration of 500 mg/L is recommended for 
secondary water quality standards (water aesthetics). However, because the water produced from these 
wells undergoes blending and complete conventional treatment at the City’s Water Treatment Plant, the 
TDS levels are reduced to below the secondary standard. The City conducts regular tests of the water 
pumped from these two wells in compliance with State of California water quality standards to make sure 
that the utilization of this water source is consistent with applicable State water standards. 

The City’s groundwater supply has proven to be very consistent through variable climatic conditions. 
There has been no change in groundwater levels reported by DWR in this area as a result of the City’s use 
of the groundwater basin. The City has implemented groundwater monitoring to evaluate groundwater 



Technical Memorandum – Faria Land Investors, LLC 
August 30, 2022 
Page 7 

 

 
 o\c\623\60-22-02\

 

level trends over time to ensure that overdraft conditions (potentially resulting in seawater intrusion) do 
not occur. 

The City’s 2020 UWMP projects future groundwater supplies based on historical use and, at present, 
anticipates no significant changes in supply through the 2020 UWMP's planning horizon. Accordingly, the 
2020 UWMP expects future groundwater supplies to approximate the average volume of historical 
pumped groundwater from 1993 to 2020. 

Recycled Water 

Non-potable water use is a continued component of the City’s long-term sustainable water supply 
strategy. While the City does not directly provide non-potable water supplies, continued coordination 
with CCWD and Delta Diablo is a key component to ensure non-potable water can be used within the 
City’s service area for appropriate designated uses. 

Delta Diablo began recycled water deliveries within the City’s service area in the 1990s and the City has 
continued to add service connections since that time. The City continues to support developing irrigation 
and industrial recycled water uses where there is available supply and the use is economically feasible. 
Recycled water is not proposed for the Faria Project due to the high cost to extend recycled water 
infrastructure to the Project location.  

The current and projected use of recycled water is summarized in the City’s 2020 UWMP. Current (2020) 
recycled water use is approximately 111 AFY and is produced by Delta Diablo for the City. The City’s 2020 
UWMP projects that recycled water use will almost triple to 311 AFY by 2025 and remain at that level 
through 2045 based on increased recycled water use for irrigation at several locations in the City (see 
Table 6-6 in the City’s 2020 UWMP for a list of locations). 

Confirmation of 2015 WSA Findings 

The City updated its population, water demand and water supply projections for the 2020 UWMP. Based 
on the projections provided in the 2020 UWMP, the City is capable of serving the Project and other 
projected growth in its service area through 2045. Only minor water supply shortages in the fourth and 
fifth years of a five-year drought are projected and these water supply shortages can be addressed with 
the implementation of the City’s WSCP. Therefore, the findings and conclusions of the WSA remain valid.  



 

   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Future land use plans from the City’s 2040 General Plan 
(as included in Appendix B of the City’s 2020 UWMP) 
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Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
Summary of Changes to the Original Final Environmental Impact Report 

March 2023 
 

This Summary of Changes presents the staff-generated changes to the Faria/Southwest Hills 
Project Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) that have been determined to be 
appropriate since the release of the original Final EIR. This Summary of Changes contains 
revisions in response to the order issued on February 10, 2022, by the Superior Court of the State 
of California, County of Contra Costa (Superior Court) in connection with litigation over the 
original Final EIR. The revisions in response to the Superior Court order are supported by new 
memoranda prepared for this Revised and Updated Final EIR, which clarify and amplify the 
discussions and analyses in the original Final EIR. 
 
The new memoranda consist of a Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll 
(attached as Appendix C to this Revised and Updated Final EIR),1 a Springtime Rare Plant Survey 
Memorandum and Summertime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum by Salix Consulting, Inc. 
(incorporated into Appendix F of the Draft EIR, attached as Appendix D to this Revised and 
Updated Final EIR),2,3 and a Water Supply Assessment Technical Memorandum prepared by West 
Yost (incorporated into Appendix L of the Draft EIR, attached as Appendix E to this Revised and 
Updated Final EIR).4 The memoranda prepared demonstrate that the analyses and conclusions 
presented in the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR (Draft EIRs) sufficiently address the Superior Court’s comments related to Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs), the level of detail included in mitigation to address potential air quality 
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts, the baseline description of biological resources, and 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage analysis. As such, the changes contained herein 
amplify the analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIRs and would not constitute 
“significant new information” that would necessitate recirculation of the Draft EIRs. Therefore, 
recirculation of the Draft EIRs is not required. 
 
All changes to the original Final EIR are highlighted and presented in strikethrough and double 
underline. Changes to the Draft EIRs as part of the Revised and Updated Final EIR are presented 
in red strikethrough and red double underline text. 
 
Pages 1-1 through 1-3 of the original Final EIR are hereby revised as follows:  

 
1  Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
2  Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Springtime Rare Plant Survey for the ±600-acre Faria Property, City of 

Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. May 19, 2022. 
3  Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Summertime Rare Plant Surveys in early and late July for the ±600-acre 

Faria Property, City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. August 2, 2022. 
4  West Yost. Technical Memorandum: Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR – 

Updated Evaluation and Response to Peer Review Comments. August 30, 2022. 



INTRODUCTION 
 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains public and agency comments 
received during the public review period of the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project 
Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. This document has been prepared by the City 
of Pittsburg, as lead agency, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. The Introduction and List of Commenters 
chapter of the Final EIR discusses the background of the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR, describes the purpose of the Final EIR, identifies the comment letters received on 
the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, and provides an overview of the Final 
EIR’s organization. 

 
This Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains public and 
agency comments received during the public review period of the Faria/Southwest Hills 
Annexation Project Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR (Draft EIRs). In addition, 
this Revised and Updated Final EIR contains the original Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation 
Project Final EIR, as well as memoranda prepared subsequent to the completion of the 
aforementioned Draft EIRs and original Final EIR, which contain studies and calculations that 
amplify the analyses and conclusions presented therein and do not identify new significant 
impacts not previously identified in the original Final EIR. This Revised and Updated Final 
EIR supersedes the original Final EIR and has been prepared by the City of Pittsburg, as lead 
agency, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15132. The Introduction and List of Commenters chapter of the Revised 
and Updated Final EIR discusses the background of the Draft EIR, Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and original Final EIR; describes the purpose of the Revised and Updated Final EIR; 
identifies the comment letters received on the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; 
and provides an overview of the Revised and Updated Final EIR’s organization. 
 
As discussed further in the Background section below, through approvals completed on 
February 22, 2021 and March 15, 2021, the Pittsburg City Council approved the City of 
Pittsburg entitlements for the proposed project, certified the original Final EIR, approved 
CEQA findings, and adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). However, on March 30, 2021, Save Mount 
Diablo filed a petition for writ of mandate in which the group challenged the adequacy of 
the original Final EIR. The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Contra 
Costa (Superior Court), entered an order on February 10, 2022 granting Save Mount 
Diablo’s petition in part, and the Court commanded the City of Pittsburg to set aside project 
approvals and to set aside the certification of the original Final EIR. In accordance with the 
Superior Court order, the City set aside specified project approvals and certification of the 
original Final EIR on August 15, 2022. 
 
This Revised and Updated Final EIR has been prepared to address, through the inclusion 
of the aforementioned new memoranda, the inadequacies of the original Final EIR cited in 
the Superior Court order, which are discussed further below. The new memoranda 
demonstrate that the analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIRs sufficiently 
address the Superior Court’s comments related to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), the 
level of detail included in the Draft EIR’s mitigation to address potential air quality and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts, the Draft EIR’s baseline description of biological 
resources, and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage analysis. 

  



A Summary of Changes has been prepared as part of this Revised and Updated Final EIR 
that incorporates revisions to the original Final EIR, based on the discussions and analyses 
presented in the new memoranda. This Revised and Updated Final EIR amplifies the 
analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIRs and would not constitute “significant 
new information” that would necessitate recirculation of the Draft EIRs. Therefore, 
recirculation is not required. Please note that the revisions and updates made to the original 
FEIR are summarized and presented in the Summary of Changes attached to this Revised 
and Updated Final EIR. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Draft EIR identified the proposed project’s potential impacts and the mitigation 
measures that would be required to be implemented. The following environmental analysis 
chapters are contained in the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project Draft EIR: 

 
• Aesthetics; 
• Agricultural Resources; 
• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions;  
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural and Tribal Resources; 
• Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
• Hydrology and Water Quality; 
• Land Use and Planning; 
• Noise; 
• Public Services and Utilities; and 
• Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. 
 

In accordance with CEQA, the City of Pittsburg used the following methods to solicit public 
input on the Draft EIR: a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was released for a 
30-day review from March 9, 2017 to April 7, 2017. In addition, a public scoping meeting 
was held on April 4, 2017 to solicit public comments regarding the scope of the Draft EIR. A 
Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was distributed and the Draft EIR was sent to 
the State Clearinghouse for distribution on October 10, 2018 for the 45-day public review 
period. Copies of the document were made available at the City of Pittsburg Planning 
Department, located at 65 Civic Avenue, Pittsburg, at the Pittsburg Library, located at 80 
Power Avenue, Pittsburg, and on the City’s website at: 
http://www.ci.pittsburg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=945. In addition, a public workshop was held 
on November 15, 2018 to solicit public comments regarding the Draft EIR. 
 
Based on comments received regarding the Draft EIR, the City determined that 
recirculation of Chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR, pertaining to Transportation, Traffic, and 
Circulation was necessary to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Revisions 
to the Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation chapter included a change to conclusions 
and, thus, met the criteria for CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. A Notice of Availability 
(NOA) of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR was distributed and the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse for distribution on October 18, 
2019 for a 45-day review period, consistent with the time periods set forth in the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

http://www.ci.pittsburg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=945


Through approvals completed on February 22, 2021 and March 15, 2021 of Resolution No. 
21-13905, Resolution No. 21-13906, Resolution No. 21-13906, and Resolution No. 21-
13907, as well as Ordinance No. 21-1484 and Ordinance No. 21-1485, the Pittsburg City 
Council approved the City of Pittsburg entitlements for the proposed project, certified the 
original Final EIR, approved CEQA findings, and adopted a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). However, 
on March 30, 2021, Save Mount Diablo filed a petition for writ of mandate in which the 
group challenged the adequacy of the original Final EIR. The Superior Court of the State 
of California, County of Contra Costa, entered an order on February 10, 2022 granting 
Save Mount Diablo’s petition in part, and the Court commanded the City of Pittsburg to 
set aside project approvals and to set aside the certification of the original Final EIR. In 
accordance with the Superior Court order, the City set aside specified project approvals 
and certification of the original Final EIR on August 15, 2022. More specifically, the 
Superior Court order cited inadequacies in the original Final EIR related to ADUs, the level 
of detail included in mitigation to address potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, 
the baseline description of biological resources, and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water 
usage analysis. 
 
With respect to the Superior Court’s determination related to ADUs, the Superior Court 
found that the original Final EIR did not adequately address the potential population 
increase that could be generated through 150 ADUs facilitated by the development of the 
proposed project. The Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR assumed maximum 
buildout of the project site with 1,500 residential units. However, the Superior Court 
concluded that such analysis did not constitute evaluation of the worst-case potential impacts 
on the environment, which should have entailed assessing potential impacts that could occur 
through population growth induced by 1,650 residential units (i.e., 1,500 residences + 150 
ADUs). The Superior Court’s conclusions related to ADUs are no longer applicable, as the 
proposed Development Agreement has been revised to remove the previous ADU component. 
Pursuant to the currently proposed Development Agreement, the developer would comply 
with applicable inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Pittsburg Municipal Code 
Chapter 18.86 through payment of an Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee (see Section 3.09 of 
the Development Agreement). 
 
With respect to the Superior Court’s comments related to the level of detail included in 
mitigation to address potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, the baseline 
description of biological resources, and the adequacy of the water usage analysis, the 
Superior Court determined that certain mitigation measures set forth in Chapter 4.3, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR improperly deferred formulation 
and lacked specific performance standards. In addition, the Superior Court found that the 
baseline description of special-status plant species that could potentially occur on the 
project site in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR lacked sufficient 
information detailing the location or frequency of plant species within the site. Finally, the 
Superior Court concluded that the water usage analysis in Chapter 4.11, Public Services 
and Utilities, of the Draft EIR improperly evaluated the anticipated water usage of the 
proposed project, due to the analysis assuming 1,500 residential units. The Superior Court 
additionally noted that the Draft EIR relied upon the previous City of Pittsburg 2015 Urban 
Water Management Plan, instead of the current 2020 UWMP. For the reasons stated above, 
the Superior Court concluded that the original Final EIR violated CEQA. 
 
In response to the Superior Court order, this Revised and Updated Final EIR includes new 
memoranda to address the Superior Court’s comments. The new memoranda consist of a 



Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by Ramboll (attached as Appendix C 
to this Revised and Updated Final EIR),1 a Springtime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum 
and Summertime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum by Salix Consulting, Inc. (attached as 
Appendix D to this Revised and Updated Final EIR),2,3 and a Water Supply Assessment 
Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost (attached as Appendix E to this Revised 
and Updated Final EIR).4 
 
This Revised and Updated Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates the revisions made as 
part of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, along with public comments received during 
the 45-day review period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Where applicable, the 
Responses to Comments presented in this Revised and Updated Final EIR refer the reader 
to revisions made as part of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Additionally, as detailed 
further in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text, 
in response to the Superior Court’s February 10, 2022 order, this Revised and Updated 
Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates revisions to mitigation measures set forth in 
Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the original Draft EIR, which 
are supported by the discussions and analyses within the Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Memorandum prepared by Ramboll. Therefore, the Revised and Updated Final EIR is 
consistent with the direction provided by the Superior Court and the requirements set forth 
by CEQA. 
 
In addition, pursuant to the Springtime Rare Plant Survey Memorandum and Summertime 
Rare Plant Survey Memorandum prepared by Salix Consulting, Inc., the following species 
were not observed during the 2022 surveys: bent-flowered fiddleneck, big tarplant, round-
leaved filaree, Mt. Diablo fairy-lantern, Mt. Diablo buckwheat, fragrant fritillary, Diablo 
helianthella, Brewer’s western flax, showy golden madia, Mt. Diablo cottonweed, 
woodland woollythreads, adobe navarretia, shining navarretia, and rock sanicle. The 2022 
surveys were performed consistent with the objectives and timing criteria outlined in the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 2018 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities. 
The 2022 surveys were conducted both by All-Terrain Vehicle (ATV) and foot. All roads 
on the property were driven for an overview, as were many areas between the roads. Areas 
with more botanical diversity were traversed on-foot and observed in more detail. 
Ridgetops and valley bottoms were emphasized in the survey effort. Hillsides were quite 
homogeneous and wide transects were conducted to sample those areas. Thus, the results 
of the 2022 surveys amplify the analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and do 
not identify new significant impacts not previously identified in the original Final EIR related 
to biological resources. 
 
1 Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
2 Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Springtime Rare Plant Survey for the ±600-acre Faria Property, 

City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. May 19, 2022. 
3 Salix Consulting, Inc. Memorandum: Summertime Rare Plant Surveys in early and late July for the ±600-

acre Faria Property, City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA. August 2, 2022. 
4 West Yost. Technical Memorandum: Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR 

– Updated Evaluation and Response to Peer Review Comments. August 30, 2022. 
 
Finally, pursuant to the Water Supply Assessment Technical Memorandum prepared by 
West Yost, the City’s 2020 UWMP anticipates population growth from 74,321 persons in 
2020 to 109,700 persons in 2045, a population increase of 35,379 persons. At the time that 
the City’s 2020 UWMP was being prepared, the City was also preparing its 2040 General 



Plan. The future land use maps prepared for the 2040 General Plan were included in 
Appendix B of the City’s 2020 UWMP and show the project area as part of the City’s 
General Plan planning area and Sphere of Influence. 
 
In Tables 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City projected being able to 
provide sufficient water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2045, with 
minor water supply shortfalls during the fourth and fifth years of multiple dry periods. As 
shown in Table 1-1 below, the maximum water supply shortfall is projected to be 863 AFY 
(about six percent of projected water demand) in the fifth year of a five-year drought by 
2045. In addition, it should be noted that the 2020 UWMP required an evaluation of a five-
year multiple dry year period, while the 2010 and 2015 UWMPs only required an 
evaluation of a three-year multiple dry year period. 
 

Table 1-1 
City of Pittsburg 2020 UWMP Projected 2045 Water Supply and Demand in 

Normal, Single Dry, and Multiple Dry Years (AFY) 

Supply Source 

Normal 
Year 

Supply 

Single 
Dry Year 

Supply 

Multiple Dry Years 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Surface Water1 14,745 14,745 14,745 14,745 14,008 13,270 12,533 
Groundwater2 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 

Recycled Water3 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Total Supply4 16,405 16,405 16,405 16,405 15,668 14,930 14,193 

Water Demand4 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 15,056 
Water Supply 

Shortage - - - - - 126 863 

Supply Shortage 
Percent of Demand - - - - - 0.8% 6% 
1 Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to the City’s potable water demand. Surface water 

supplies are assumed to have a 0 percent reduction in single dry years and the first two years of a five-
year multiple dry year period, and five percent, 10 percent, and 15 percent reductions in the third, 
fourth, and fifth years, respectively, of a five-year multiple dry year period. 

2 Future groundwater supply is based on the average volume of historical pumped groundwater from 
1993 to 2020. 

3 Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which the Delta 
Diablo Sanitation District can meet. 

4 Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands. 
 
Source: City of Pittsburg. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Final Draft. July 2021. 

 
Consistent with the analysis and conclusions presented in Chapter 4.11, Public Services 
and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, the City’s 2020 UWMP includes a water shortage 
contingency plan to address shortfalls. The 2015 similarly included a water shortage 
contingency plan. The water shortage contingency plan incorporates various levels of 
responses to water shortages, which are intended to allow the City to meet future water 
conservation needs that reduce the shortfall between 10 and 50 percent, depending on the 
shortage’s level of severity. In the event that the City experiences a shortfall, as anticipated 
by the 2020 UWMP for the fourth and fifth years of a five-year multiple dry year period, 
the City would implement applicable responses to ensure that sufficient supply is available 
to serve the City’s demand, including demand reduction measures such as prohibiting 
irrigation and outdoor water usage water rate structure changes, or water supply service 
adjustments; and operation changes, including improving water usage consumption and 
tracking, changes to fire hydrant testing frequencies, and expedited water leak repairs. 



Therefore, consistent with the conclusions of the Draft EIR, sufficient supply would be 
available to serve the proposed project. Thus, the findings of the Water Supply Assessment 
Technical Memorandum amplify the analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR and 
do not identify new significant impacts not previously identified in the original Final EIR 
related to water supply. 

 
This Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates the revisions made as part of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, along with public comments received during the 45-day review 
period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Where applicable, the Responses to 
Comments presented in this Final EIR refer the reader to revisions made as part of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  

 
Overall, this Revised and Updated Final EIR acknowledges and incorporates the revisions 
made as part of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, along with public comments received 
during the 45-day review period for the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, which were 
included in the original Final EIR. In addition, this Revised and Updated Final EIR 
incorporates the Responses to Comments and the Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR Text presented in the original Final EIR. Where applicable, new 
revisions are included in response to the Superior Court’s February 10, 2022 order, which 
are supported by the discussions and analyses within the Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Memorandum prepared by Ramboll and clarify and amplify the discussions and analyses 
in the original Final EIR. All changes made to the original Final EIR as part of this Revised 
and Updated Final EIR are included in the attached Summary of Changes (see Appendix F 
of this Revised and Updated Final EIR). 

 
PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR 

 
Under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 

 
1. The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 
2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR. 
3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
4. The responses to significant environmental points raised in the review process. 
5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
As required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090(a)(1)-(3), a Lead Agency must make the 
following three determinations in certifying a Final EIR: 

 
1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 
2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, 

and the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the 
Final EIR prior to approving the project. 

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 

Under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, a public agency shall not approve or carry out a 
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant 
environmental effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written 
findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects. Findings of Fact must be 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by 



substantial evidence in the records. The Findings of Fact are included in a separate 
document that will be considered for adoption by the City’s decision-makers. 
 
In addition, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency 
approves a project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts, the agency must 
state in writing the reasons supporting the action (Statement of Overriding Considerations). 
The Statement of Overriding Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence. 
Here, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
aesthetics, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, public services and utilities, and 
transportation, traffic, and circulation; thus, a Statement of Overriding Considerations must 
be adopted if the project is approved. 

 
As discussed above, this Revised and Updated Final EIR has been prepared to address the 
inadequacies of the original Final EIR that were cited in the Superior Court order entered 
on February 10, 2022 and were related to ADUs, the level of detail included in mitigation 
to address potential air quality and GHG emission impacts, the baseline description of 
biological resources, and the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s water usage analysis. Pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), a lead agency is required to recirculate a Draft 
EIR if “significant new information” is added after the Draft EIR is circulated but before 
certification. Significant new information is defined as information that changes the Draft 
EIR “…in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on…” a 
significant impact, a feasible way to mitigate an impact, or a feasible way to avoid an 
impact. The following identifies circumstances that would be considered “significant new 
information” that would trigger recirculation: 

 
• Information that shows a new significant impact; 
• Information that shows an increase in the severity of an impact (unless mitigation 

measures are identified to reduce it to acceptable levels); 
• Information that identifies a feasible new alternative or mitigation measure 

considerably different from other analyzed alternatives or mitigation measures that 
would clearly lessen project impacts and the applicant declines to implement the 
measure; and/or 

• Information that demonstrates that the Draft EIR was fundamentally flawed, 
basically inadequate, and conclusory in nature, thus, precluding meaningful public 
review and comment. 

 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation is not required if the 
information added to an EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications. As demonstrated in this Revised and Updated Final EIR, the revisions 
identified in the attached Summary of Changes, provide additional details regarding 
implementation of the proposed project, and do not fall into any of the four circumstances 
identified by CEQA as triggering recirculation, as the revisions do not identify new 
significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts beyond what were identified in 
the Draft EIR, nor do the revisions identify new alternatives or mitigation measures 
considerably different from those presented in the Draft EIR that would clearly diminish 
the severity of identified impacts and that the project applicant would decline to implement. 
 
Overall, with incorporation of the revisions to the original Final EIR (as summarized in the 
attached Summary of Changes and reflected in this Revised and Updated Final EIR), which 
are based on discussions and analyses in the new memoranda, the conclusions within the 



Draft EIRs would not change. As such, the revisions reflected in this Revised and Updated 
Final EIR clarify and amplify the original Final EIR such that the Revised and Updated 
Final EIR is consistent with the conclusions of the Superior Court and the requirements set 
forth by CEQA. Thus, recirculation of the Draft EIRs is not required. 

 
Page 1-6 of the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 
 
The Final EIR is organized into the following chapters: 
 
1. Introduction and List of Commenters 
 
Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the document, describing the background 
and organization of the Revised and Updated Final EIR. Chapter 1 also provides a list of 
commenters who submitted letters in response to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR. 
 
2. Responses to Comments  
 
Chapter 2 presents the comment letters received and responses to each comment. Each 
comment letter received has been numbered at the top and bracketed to indicate how the letter 
has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a number with the letter 
number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, the first comment in 
Letter 1 would have the following format: 1-1.  
 
3. Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text  
 
Chapter 3 summarizes changes made to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 
text either in response to comment letters or other clarifications/amplifications of the analysis 
in the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR that do not change the intent of the 
analysis or effectiveness of mitigation measures. In addition, the chapter includes revisions in 
response to the Superior Court’s February 10, 2022 order, which are supported by the 
discussions and analyses within the Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared by 
Ramboll and clarify and amplify the discussions and analyses in the original Final EIR. 
 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097, requires lead agencies to adopt a program for 
monitoring the mitigation measures required to avoid the significant environmental 
impacts of a project. The intent of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) is to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures identified within the EIR 
for the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project, a small portion of which have been updated 
based on information contained in the Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Memorandum prepared 
by Ramboll for this Revised and Updated Final EIR in response to the Superior Court’s 
February 10, 2022 order. The MMRP for the proposed project will be prepared separately 
from this Revised and Updated Final EIR. 

  



Page 3-1 of the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Text chapter presents 
minor corrections, additions, and revisions initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Pittsburg), 
reviewing agencies, the public, and/or consultants based on their review. The chapter 
includes revisions identified as part of the City of Pittsburg’s responses to a comment letter 
provided by the City of Concord related to the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, but 
received by Pittsburg subsequent to the preparation of the original Final EIR. In addition, 
the chapter contains revisions in response to the order issued on February 10, 2022 by the 
Superior Court of the State of California, County of Contra Costa (Superior Court) in 
connection with litigation over the original Final EIR. The revisions in response to the 
Superior Court order are supported by new memoranda prepared for this Revised and 
Updated Final EIR, which clarify and amplify the discussions and analyses in the original 
Final EIR. It should be noted that the following revisions do not change the intent or content 
of the analysis or effectiveness of mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR and 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, and, therefore, recirculation is not required. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES 
 
New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck through. Text changes are 
presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR.  
 
2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
For clarification purposes, Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR 
is hereby revised for Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics (Mitigation Measure 4.1-3), Chapter 4.3 Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-5(a), and 4.3-
5(b)), Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources (Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b)), Chapter 4.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality (Mitigation Measure 4.8-2), and Chapter 4.12, 
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation (Mitigation Measures 4.12-8(a), 4.12-8(d), 4.12-
8(e), 4.12-8(f), and 4.12-8(g), and 4.12-8(h)) beginning on page 2-5. Rather than include 
the entirety of Table 2-1 from Chapter 2, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR with the 
revisions shown where appropriate, only the impact that has been revised is presented 
below. The revision to the Executive Summary table merely provides flexibility should 
changes to the allowable construction activities arise. Thus, the revision to Table 2-1 does 
not change the adequacy of the analysis or the conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. 

 
Starting on page 3-3, the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

  • Use appropriate building materials (such 
as low-glare glass, low-glare building 
glaze or finish, neutral, earth-toned 
colored paint and roofing materials), 
shielded or screened lighting, and 
appropriate signage to prevent light and 
glare from adversely affecting motorists 
on nearby roadways. 

 

4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4.3-2 Generation of operational 

criteria air pollutant emissions in 
excess of 54 lbs/day for ROG, 
NOx, and PM2.5 and 82 lbs/day 
for PM10 and conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the 
2017 Clean Air CAP, and/or the 
2011 Ozone Attainment Plan. 

S 4.3-2 In conjunction with the submittal of each 
application for any development within the 
proposed project area, a project-level, detailed air 
quality analysis shall be performed. The analysis 
shall include, but not be limited to, quantification 
of operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a 
determination of operational air quality impacts, 
and identification of mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce any significant impacts in such 
a manner that ROG and NOx emissions associated 
with project operations would not exceed the 
BAAQMD 54 lbs/day thresholds of significance. 
Mitigation measures shall be developed in 
coordination with the BAAQMD and shall include, 
but would not be limited to, BAAQMD’s 
recommended mitigation measures as follows: 
those measures set forth in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-5(a) and the following measures listed below: 

 

SU 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Use zero-VOC paints, finishes, and 
adhesives only; 

• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Plant shade trees; 
• Orient buildings to maximize passive solar 

heating; 
• Install smart meters and programmable 

thermostats; 
• Improve bike and pedestrian network 

(complete sidewalks, connection to 
adjacent areas, connection to bike 
network, etc.); 

• Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities such as bike lanes, routes, and 
paths, bike parking, sidewalks, and 
benches; 

• Promote ridesharing, transit, bicycling, 
and walking for work trips; 

• Extend transit service into project site; 
• Participate in bike sharing programs; 
• Implement programs that offer residents 

free or discounted transit passes to 
encourage transit use; 

• Subsidize residential transit passes; 
• Promote use of public electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure; 
• Provide charging stations and preferential 

parking spots for electric vehicles; 
• Provide traffic calming features; 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and 
incomplete roadway segments; 

• Install energy star appliances; 
• Install solar water heating; 
• Exceed minimum CALGreen standards 

(e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary 
measures); 

• Pre-wire homes for photovoltaic systems;  
• Provide community composting facilities 

or curb-side food waste services; 
• Use water efficient landscapes and 

native/drought-tolerant vegetation; and 
• Provide electrical outlets outside of homes 

to allow for use of electrically powered 
landscaping equipment. 

 
The above mitigation measures are mandatory to 
reduce any significant impacts unless the applicant 
demonstrates that the measures are not feasible.  
 
If off-site mitigation measures are proposed, the 
applicant must be able to show that the emission 
reductions from identified projects are real, 
permanent through the duration of the project, 
enforceable, and are equal to the pollutant type 
and amount of the project impact being offset. 
BAAQMD recommends that off-site mitigation 
projects occur within the nine-county Bay Area in 
order to reduce localized impacts and capture 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

potential co-benefits. If BAAQMD has established 
an off-site mitigation program at the time a 
development application is submitted, as an off-
site mitigation measure, the applicant may choose 
to enter into an agreement with BAAQMD and pay 
into the established off-site mitigation program 
fund, where BAAQMD would commit to reducing 
the type and amount of emissions identified in the 
agreement. 
 
The analysis and proposed mitigation measures 
shall be reviewed as part of the development 
review process. 

4.3-5 Generation of a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to 
GHG emissions in excess of 1,100 
MTCO2e/yr or 4.6 
MTCO2e/SP/yr by 2020, 660 
MTCO2e/yr or 2.76 
MTCO2e/SP/yr by 2030, or an 80 
percent reduction from 1990 
levels by 2050. 

S 4.3-5(a) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. In 
conjunction with the submittal of each application 
for any development within the proposed project 
area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis 
shall be performed. The analysis shall include, but 
not be limited to, quantification of operational 
criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination of 
operational air quality impacts, and identification 
of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any 
significant impacts in such a manner that project 
GHG emissions would not exceed 2.76 
MTCO2e/SP/yr threshold of significance. 
Mitigation measures shall be developed in 
coordination with BAAQMD and shall include, but 
not be limited to, BAAQMD’s recommended 
mitigation measures as follows: 

 

SU 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Planting of shade trees; 
• Improvement of bike network (connection 

to adjacent areas, connection to bike 
network, etc.); 

• Improvement of pedestrian network 
(complete sidewalks, connection to 
adjacent areas, etc.); 

• Extension of transit service into project 
site; 

• Implementation of bicycle facilities; 
• Community-based traveling; 
• Participation in bike sharing programs; 
• Providing of charging stations and 

preferential parking spots for electric 
vehicles; 

• Minimizing the use of cul-de-sacs and 
incomplete roadway segments; 

• Installation of energy star appliances; 
• Installation of solar water heating; 
• Exceeding minimum CALGreen standards 

(e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 voluntary 
measures); 

• Providing community composting 
facilities or curb-side food waste services; 

• Elimination of natural gas infrastructure; 
and 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Reduction of VMT by 15 percent per 
capita consistent with SB 743 targets and 
OPR technical guidance. 

 
4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 4.3-5(a) shall include an 
analysis of project-level GHG emissions. Such 
future project-level analyses shall include, but not 
be limited to, quantification of GHG emissions, as 
well as determination of operational GHG 
emission impacts, which shall be evaluated prior 
to any tentative map approval and in accordance 
with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines adopted in 
April 2022, which align with the State’s 2030 and 
2045 carbon targets based on existing statewide 
climate change laws in effect at the time of 
analysis. The project-level GHG emissions shall be 
reduced through the implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 4.3-5(a) designed to reduce 
operational GHG emissions. During future 
project-level reviews, the effectiveness of each 
implementation measure shall be quantified using 
the methodology shown in the 2022 Ramboll 
Report or using other methods supported by 
substantial evidence in light of project-level details 
included in the subject application. The City shall 
deem all measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5(a) 
feasible or presumptively feasible unless the 
applicant can demonstrate otherwise with 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

substantial evidence. 

4.4 Biological Resources 
4.4-2 Have a substantial adverse 

effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on 
special-status bird species, 
including those covered under 
the East Contra Costa County 
HCP/NCCP, such as Swainson’s 
hawk, tricolored blackbird, 
burrowing owl, and golden 
eagle. 

S 4.4-2(b) The project shall implement the following 
avoidance measures for potential effects on golden 
eagles during construction: 

• Based on the potential for active nests, 
prior to implementation of construction 
activities, including tree removal, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre‐
construction survey to establish whether 
an active golden eagle nest is present on 
the project site or within 0.5 mile of the 
project site to the extent the biologist can 
gain access. If an active nest is not present, 
further mitigation is not required. If an 
occupied nest is present, minimization 
requirements and construction monitoring 
shall be required, as detailed below. 

• Construction activities shall be prohibited 
within 0.5 mile of active nests. Nests can 
be built and active at almost any time of 
the year, although mating and egg 
incubation occurs late January through 
August, with peak activity in March 
through July. If site‐specific conditions or 
the nature of the construction activity 
(e.g., steep topography, dense vegetation, 
limited activities) indicate that a smaller 

LTS 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

buffer could be appropriate or that a 
larger buffer should be implemented, the 
East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservancy shall coordinate with 
CDFW/USFWS to determine the 
appropriate buffer size. 

• Construction monitoring shall ensure that 
no construction activities occur within the 
buffer zone established around an active 
nest. Construction monitoring shall ensure 
that direct effects to golden eagles are 
avoided. 

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.8-2 Violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge 
requirements, provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water 
quality through erosion during 
construction. 

S 4.8-2  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
contractor shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The developer shall file 
the Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the 
SWRCB. The SWPPP shall serve as the framework 
for identification, assignment, and implementation 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
Construction BMPs included in the SWPPP may 
include, but are not limited to, the following 
measures: 

 
• Silt fencing; 
• Fiber Rolls; 
• Vehicle washout areas and trackout 

control; 
• Desilting Basins; 

LTS 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• Gravel Bag Berms; or 
• Storm Drain inlet protection. 

 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. Property boundaries 
between the project site and the Concord Hills 
Regional Park shall be identified, mapped, fenced, 
and signed for no entry. The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the Director of Public Works/City 
Engineer for review and approval and shall 
remain on the project site during all phases of 
construction. Following implementation of the 
SWPPP, the contractor shall subsequently 
demonstrate the SWPPP’s effectiveness and 
provide for necessary and appropriate revisions, 
modifications, and improvements to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

4.12 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation 
4.12-8 Conflict with an applicable 

plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the 
performance of the study 
roadway intersections under 
Long-Term (2035) Plus Project 
Conditions. 

S 4.12-8(a) Prior to occupancy of the proposed buildings, the 
project applicant shall complete the following 
improvements at intersections within the City of 
Concord, subject to coordination with and 
approval by the City of Concord Traffic 
Engineering and Transportation Planning 
Division. 

 

SU 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

• The northbound approach at the Avila 
Road and Willow Pass Road intersection 
shall be restriped to include one through 
lane and one right turn lane; and 

• The southbound approach at the Clayton 
Road and Bailey Road intersection shall 
be restriped to be a southbound left-turn 
lane, a shared southbound through/right-
turn lane, and a southbound right-turn 
lane; and 

• The intersection timing splits at the 
following intersections shall be optimized: 
Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard 
(Intersection #39) and Concord 
Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway 
(Intersection #48). 

 
4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that the 
eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San 
Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped 
to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-
through-right lane, and an eastbound right turn 
lane. Implementation of the required 
improvements shall be accomplished by way of one 
of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 
the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 

 
4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that a 
northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road 
and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and 
the shared northbound through-right lane would 
be restriped to be through lane. In addition, the 
project improvement plans shall show that a 
southbound right turn overlap phase and a 
westbound right turn overlap phase would be 
implemented. Implementation of the required 
improvements shall be accomplished by way of one 
of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 
 

4.12-8(f) As part of future development applications, the 
project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for 
the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP 
(Project S-16) to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. Such improvements 
would include optimization of timing splits at the 
following intersections: 

 
1. W. Leland Road and Burton Avenue; and 
2. Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard. 

 
 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Proof of payment shall be submitted to the City of 
Pittsburg Community Development Department. 

 
4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the 

project improvement plans shall show that the 
eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn 
phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive 
intersection would be changed from protected to 
permitting phasing. Implementation of the 
required improvements shall be accomplished by 
way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in 
the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The 
improvements shall be completed prior to 
occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the 
improvements are subsequently included in an 
update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s 
then-current CIP includes the needed 
improvements, the project applicant shall pay the 
fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the 
Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 

Prior to 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

 
4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db). 



Starting on page 3-13, the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.3 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 on page 4.3-36 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.3-2 In conjunction with the submittal of each application for any development 

within the proposed project area, a project-level, detailed air quality analysis 
shall be performed. The analysis shall include, but not be limited to, 
quantification of operational criteria air pollutant emissions, a determination 
of operational air quality impacts, and identification of mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce any significant impacts in such a manner that ROG and 
NOx emissions associated with project operations would not exceed the 
BAAQMD 54 lbs/day thresholds of significance. Mitigation measures shall 
be developed in coordination with the BAAQMD and shall include, but would 
not be limited to, BAAQMD’s recommended mitigation measures as follows: 
those measures set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5(a) and the following 
measures listed below: 

 
• Use zero-VOC paints, finishes, and adhesives only; 
• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Plant shade trees; 
• Orient buildings to maximize passive solar heating; 
• Install smart meters and programmable thermostats; 
• Improve bike and pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, 

connection to adjacent areas, connection to bike network, etc.); 
• Implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities such as bike lanes, 

routes, and paths, bike parking, sidewalks, and benches; 
• Promote ridesharing, transit, bicycling, and walking for work trips; 
• Extend transit service into project site; 
• Participate in bike sharing programs; 
• Implement programs that offer residents free or discounted transit 

passes to encourage transit use; 
• Subsidize residential transit passes; 
• Promote use of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure; 
• Provide charging stations and preferential parking spots for electric 

vehicles; 
• Provide traffic calming features; 
• Minimize use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway segments; 
• Install energy star appliances; 
• Install solar water heating; 
• Exceed minimum CALGreen standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 

voluntary measures); 
• Pre-wire homes for photovoltaic systems;  
• Provide community composting facilities or curb-side food waste 

services; 
• Use water efficient landscapes and native/drought-tolerant 

vegetation; and 
• Provide electrical outlets outside of homes to allow for use of 

electrically powered landscaping equipment. 
 



The above mitigation measures are mandatory to reduce any significant 
impacts unless the applicant demonstrates that the measures are not feasible. 
 
If off-site mitigation measures are proposed, the applicant must be able to 
show that the emission reductions from identified projects are real, 
permanent through the duration of the project, enforceable, and are equal to 
the pollutant type and amount of the project impact being offset. BAAQMD 
recommends that off-site mitigation projects occur within the nine-county 
Bay Area in order to reduce localized impacts and capture potential co-
benefits. If BAAQMD has established an off-site mitigation program at the 
time a development application is submitted, as an off-site mitigation 
measure, the applicant may choose to enter into an agreement with BAAQMD 
and pay into the established off-site mitigation program fund, where 
BAAQMD would commit to reducing the type and amount of emissions 
identified in the agreement. 
 
The analysis and proposed mitigation measures shall be reviewed as part of 
the development review process. 

 
The above changes clarify the applicable GHG mitigation measures that would apply to 
the proposed project, and the updated GHG technical analysis confirms the conclusions of 
the previous GHG analysis prepared for the Draft EIR.1 Accordingly, the revisions do not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-5(a) and 4.3-5(b) on page 4.3-35 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, are hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.3-5(a) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. In conjunction with the submittal of 

each application for any development within the proposed project area, a 
project-level, detailed air quality analysis shall be performed. The analysis 
shall include, but not be limited to, quantification of operational criteria air 
pollutant emissions, a determination of operational air quality impacts, and 
identification of mitigation measures necessary to reduce any significant 
impacts in such a manner that project GHG emissions would not exceed 2.76 
MTCO2e/SP/yr threshold of significance. Mitigation measures shall be 
developed in coordination with BAAQMD and shall include, but not be 
limited to, BAAQMD’s recommended mitigation measures as follows: 

 
• Use of cool roof materials; 
• Planting of shade trees; 
• Improvement of bike network (connection to adjacent areas, 

connection to bike network, etc.); 
• Improvement of pedestrian network (complete sidewalks, 

connection to adjacent areas, etc.); 
• Extension of transit service into project site; 
• Implementation of bicycle facilities; 
• Community-based traveling; 
 

1 Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 
Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 

 
• Participation in bike sharing programs; 
• Providing of charging stations and preferential parking spots for 

electric vehicles; 



• Minimizing the use of cul-de-sacs and incomplete roadway 
segments; 

• Installation of energy star appliances; 
• Installation of solar water heating; 
• Exceeding minimum CALGreen standards (e.g., adopt Tier 1 or Tier 

2 voluntary measures); 
• Providing community composting facilities or curb-side food waste 

services; 
• Elimination of natural gas infrastructure; and 
• Reduction of VMT by 15 percent per capita consistent with SB 743 

targets and OPR technical guidance. 
 
4.3-5(b) The project-level air quality analysis required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 

4.3-5(a) shall include an analysis of project-level GHG emissions. Such 
future project-level analyses shall include, but not be limited to, 
quantification of GHG emissions, as well as determination of operational 
GHG emission impacts, which shall be evaluated prior to any tentative map 
approval and in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines adopted 
in April 2022, which align with the State’s 2030 and 2045 carbon targets 
based on existing statewide climate change laws in effect at the time of 
analysis. The project-level GHG emissions shall be reduced through the 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2 4.3-5(a) designed to reduce operational GHG emissions. During future 
project-level reviews, the effectiveness of each implementation measure shall 
be quantified using the methodology shown in the 2022 Ramboll Report or 
using other methods supported by substantial evidence in light of project-
level details included in the subject application. The City shall deem all 
measures in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5(a) feasible or presumptively feasible 
unless the applicant can demonstrate otherwise with substantial evidence. 

 
The above changes clarify the applicable GHG mitigation measures that would apply to 
the proposed project, and the updated GHG technical analysis confirms the conclusions of 
the previous GHG analysis prepared for the Draft EIR.2 Accordingly, the revisions do not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Biological Resources 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) on pages 4.4-49 and 4.4-50 of Chapter 4.4, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 
2 Ramboll. Memorandum: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Faria/Southwest Hills 

Annexation Project in Pittsburg, California. May 17, 2022. 
 

Starting on page 3-13, the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 on pages 4.8-19 and 4.8-20 of Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.8-2  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the contractor shall prepare a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The developer shall file the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) and associated fee to the SWRCB. The SWPPP shall 
serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation of 



Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction BMPs included in the 
SWPPP may include, but are not limited to, the following measures: 

 
• Silt fencing; 
• Fiber Rolls; 
• Vehicle washout areas and trackout control; 
• Desilting Basins; 
• Gravel Bag Berms; or 
• Storm Drain inlet protection. 

 
The contractor shall implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Property boundaries between 
the project site and the Concord Hills Regional Park shall be identified, 
mapped, fenced, and signed for no entry. The SWPPP shall be submitted to 
the Director of Public Works/City Engineer for review and approval and 
shall remain on the project site during all phases of construction. Following 
implementation of the SWPPP, the contractor shall subsequently 
demonstrate the SWPPP’s effectiveness and provide for necessary and 
appropriate revisions, modifications, and improvements to reduce pollutants 
in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES Public Services and Utilities 

 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-6 of Public Services and 
Utilities, Chapter 4.11 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Wastewater Treatment 
 
As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta 
Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-
water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WWTP 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted capacity for Permit 
allows an average dry weather flow of is 16.5 19.5 MGD., and the plant has an average dry 
weather flow design capacity of 19.5 MGD. An EIR for expansion of the WWTP to 22.7 
MGD was completed in April 1988. The average dry weather flow influent to the treatment 
plant for the most recent reporting period was 13.4 12.8 MGD in 2017. The current NPDES 
Permit order was issued on August 13, 2014. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
Starting on page 3-16, the original Final EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.12 TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND CIRCULATION Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation 

 



Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-12 of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow: 

 
For roadways in the City of Concord, the intersections and roadway segments are to operate 
at LOS D or better, as specified in the City of Concord General Plan. However, in the 
Downtown area (as generally defined by Port Chicago Highway to the east, Mt. Diablo 
High School to the north, Cowell Road to the south, and Market Street to the west), and 
along the City’s transit routes, LOS E is acceptable. In addition, LOS E is considered 
acceptable in the vicinity of the Concord and North Concord BART stations. Table 4.12-3 
shows the existing delay and LOS at the study intersections for weekday peak hour 
conditions. 

 
The foregoing revision does not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, given that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does not include 
any study intersections in the immediate vicinity of the referenced Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART) stations. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-28, on 
page 4.12-1222 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised 
as follows: 
 

Table 4.12-18 
Delay Index Summary – Existing Conditions 

Roadway 
Segment 

Distance 
(miles) 

Uncongested 
Travel Time AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak CTT DI CTT DI 

East County 
EB SR 4  2.99 2.39 2.39 2.58 1.1 12.15 5.1 
WB SR 4  3.53  2.82 2.82 8.35 3.0 2.93 1.0 

Central County 
Eastbound SR-4 4.43 3.55 3.55 4.10 1.2 12.38 3.5 
Westbound SR-
4 3.63 2.90 2.90 5.51 1.9 3.17 1.1 

Northbound SR-
242 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.41 1.2 6.70 3.4 

Southbound SR-
242 2.23 1.78 1.78 4.47 2.5 1.97 1.1 

Note: CTT = Congested Travel Time, measured in secondsminutes. 
 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2019. 

 
The above revision does not change the results presented in the table because the delay 
index is unitless. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-3945 of 
the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery 
activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related 
vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions to the transportation 
network near the project site, including the possibility of temporary lane closures, street 



closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway closures. The increase in traffic as a result of 
construction activities associated with the proposed project has been quantified assuming 
a worst-case, single-phase construction period of five years. 

 
The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-56 of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
• EB SR 4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #2); 
• WB SR 4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3); 
• W. Leland Road/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #6); 
• WB SR-4 Ramps/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #18); and 
• Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35).; and 
• Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36). 

 
The foregoing revision does not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for 
the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection presented on page 4.12-64 of the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR remains valid. 

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-60 of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
EB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road (Intersection #2) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) includes the following improvements 
to the EB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection: signalization; addition of a 
southbound left turn lane; restriping of the shared southbound through-left lane to be a 
through lane; and restriping of the eastbound approach to be an eastbound left turn lane 
and a shared eastbound through-right lane. The aforementioned improvement has been 
planned by the Capital Improvement Program for the 2015 Update to the Contra Costa 
CMP (Project 1028); however, funding sources have not yet been identified, and a 
timeframe for the improvement has not been established. As shown in Table 4.12-13, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) would improve the operations at the EB 
SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection to LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours 
which would meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in 
the City of Pittsburg unincorporated Contra Costa County. However, given that funding is 
not available for the required improvements, the impact to the EB SR 4 ramps and Willow 
Pass Road intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a). 

 
WB SR 4 Ramps and Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3) 
 
As shown above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) includes the following improvements to 
the WB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection: signalization; addition of a 
northbound left turn lane; restriping of the northbound shared through-left turn lane to be 
a through lane; and restriping of the westbound approach to be two westbound left turn 
lanes and a shared westbound through-right lane. The aforementioned improvement has 
been planned by the Capital Improvement Program for the 2015 Update to the Contra Costa 
CMP (Project 1028), although funding sources have not yet been identified, and a 



timeframe for the improvement has not been established As shown in Table 4.12-13, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a) would improve the operations at the WB 
SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road intersection to LOS E in the AM peak hour, which 
would not meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in 
the City of Concord unincorporated Contra Costa County. Although the intersection would 
operate better than without the proposed project, funding is not available for the required 
improvements, Therefore, the project impact to the WB SR 4 ramps and Willow Pass Road 
intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(a). 

 
The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not 
change across jurisdictions. 

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-18 on 
page 4.12-77 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised, as shown on the 
following page. The revisions to Table 4.12-18 do not affect the conclusions presented in 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.  

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Table 4.12-20 shows the study intersection LOS in the Long Term (2035) Plus Project 
Condition both with and without mitigation. With the exception of impacts to the following 
intersections, which would all remain significant and unavoidable, implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to the remaining intersections to less-
than-significant levels: 

 
• Avila Road/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #1); 
• WB SR4 Ramps/Willow Pass Road (Intersection #3); 
• W. Leland Road/San Marco Boulevard (Intersection #6); 
• W. Leland Road/Bailey Road (Intersection #18); 
• Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35); 
• Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36); 
• Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39); 
• Clayton Road and Bailey Road (Intersection #40); 
• Cowell Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #41); 
• Bailey Road/Project Entrance (Intersection #43); 
• Treat Boulevard and Oak Grove Road (Intersection #44); and 
• Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection #48). 

 
A discussion of the mitigation measure(s) required for each impacted intersection, as well 
as a description of how the measures would reduce impacts at that intersection, is provided 
below, immediately following the list of mitigation measures. 

 



Table 4.12-18 
Freeway Ramp LOS – Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Freeway Section Criteria 
LOS 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS Density1 
(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 

(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 
(pcpmpl) LOS Density1 

(pcpmpl) 
Eastbound SR 4 

Willow Pass Road Off-Ramp F A 5.2 F 35.2 A 5.7 F 37.6 
Willow Pass Road On-Ramp F A 9.0 F 44.8 B 17.2 F 47.0 
San Marco Boulevard Off-Ramp F A 8.6 D F 34.2 A 9.3 E F 36.1 
SB San Marco Boulevard Loop On-
Ramp F A 8.0 D F 29.1 A 8.1 D F 29.6 

NB San Marco Boulevard Diagonal On-
Ramp F A 5.5 C F 26.5 A 5.8 C F 27.1 

SB Bailey Road Diagonal Off-Ramp F A 5.1 C F 24.3 A 5.5 C F 26.5 
NB Bailey Road Loop Off-Ramp F A 7.3 C F 26.2 A 7.4 C F 26.1 
Bailey Road On-Ramp F B 11.6 E F 35.0 B 11.3 E F 35.5 

Westbound SR 4 
NB Bailey Road Diagonal Off-Ramp  F C F 27.3 B 15.3 C F 27.5 B 15.8 
SB Bailey Road Loop Off-Ramp  F C F 25.1 B 19.5 C F 22.8 C 20.6 
Bailey Road On-Ramp  F C F 24.3 B 14.1 C F 25.3 B 14.8 
San Marco Boulevard Off-Ramp  F D F 28.2 B 16.3 D F 28.7 B 16.8 
NB San Marco Boulevard Loop On-
Ramp  F E F 36.7 B 17.4 E F 38.1 B 18.2 

SB San Marco Boulevard Diagonal On-
Ramp  F F 45.4 B 16.2 F 45.7 B 16.7 

Willow Pass Road Off-Ramp  F C F 27.3 B 16.6 D F 28.6 B 17.4 
Willow Pass Road On-Ramp  F E F 37.3 C 20.3 E F 38.5 C 21.0 
Notes: 
1 pcpmpl = passenger cars per mile per lane. 
 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2019. 



4.12-8(a) Prior to occupancy of the proposed buildings, the project applicant shall 
complete the following improvements at intersections within the City of 
Concord, subject to coordination with and approval by the City of Concord 
Traffic Engineering and Transportation Planning Division. 

 
• The northbound approach at the Avila Road and Willow Pass Road 

intersection shall be restriped to include one through lane and one 
right turn lane; and 

• The southbound approach at the Clayton Road and Bailey Road 
intersection shall be restriped to be a southbound left-turn lane, a 
shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound 
right-turn lane; and 

• The intersection timing splits at the following intersections shall be 
optimized: Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) and 
Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection #48). 

 
The foregoing revisions clarify that the required improvements would be subject to review 
and approval by the City of Concord and are consistent with the information presented in 
Table 4.12-20 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR and with the Traffic Impact Study 
(TIS) prepared for the proposed project by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., which was 
included as Appendix A to the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. The revisions do not affect 
the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows: 

 
4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 

shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San Marco 
Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left turn lane, 
a shared left-through-right lane, and an eastbound right turn lane. 
Implementation of the required improvements shall be accomplished by way 
of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to 
issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements are 
subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes 
the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee 
for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg 
Community Development Department. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

 



Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 

shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and 
Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound 
through-right lane would be restriped to be through lane. In addition, the 
project improvement plans shall show that a southbound right turn overlap 
phase and a westbound right turn overlap phase would be implemented. 
Implementation of the required improvements shall be accomplished by way 
of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to 
issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements are 
subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  
 
Or 
 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes 
the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee 
for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg 
Community Development Department. 
 

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-8(f) on pages 4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follow: 

 
4.12-8(f) As part of future development applications, the project applicant shall pay 

the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP (Project 
S-16) to the City of Pittsburg Community Development Department. Such 
improvements would include optimization of timing splits at the following 
intersections: 

 
1. W. Leland Road and Burton Avenue; and 
2. Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard. 

 
Proof of payment shall be submitted to the City of Pittsburg Community 
Development Department. 

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows:  



4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans 
shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase 
at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from 
protected to permitting phasing. Implementation of the required 
improvements shall be accomplished by way of one of the following methods: 

 
If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to 
issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the 
construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first proposed residences. If the improvements are 
subsequently included in an update to the Pittsburg CIP, the project applicant 
may be subject to fee credits.  

 
Or 

 
If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes 
the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee 
for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg 
Community Development Department. 
 

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-90 is hereby revised as follows: 

 
4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db). 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-95 is 
hereby revised as follows: 

 
Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road (Intersection #35) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) includes the following improvements 
to the Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road intersection: widening of the southbound 
approach; restriping of the southbound approach to include a southbound left turn lane, a 
southbound through lane, and a southbound right turn lane; and widening of the northbound 
approach to be a northbound left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. The 
aforementioned improvements have been planned in the Concord CIP (Project 2049) with 
funding from traffic mitigation fees, grant funds, and Concord-owned ROW. As shown in 
Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(h) would improve the 
operations at the Concord Boulevard and Bailey Road intersection in the AM and PM peak 
hours. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h), the v/c is still 
increased by 0.03 or more in the AM peak hour and decreases in the PM peak hour without 
project conditions; therefore, the intersection would remain an impact in the AM peak hour 
and would be reduced to less than significant in the PM peak hour. However, the 
intersection is located in the City of Concord, the City of Pittsburg cannot guarantee the 
completion of the improvements. Therefore, the impact to the Concord Boulevard and 
Bailey Road intersection would remain significant and unavoidable.  



• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(mh). 
 

The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-96 is 
hereby revised as follows: 

 
Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive (Intersection #36) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) includes the following improvements 
to the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection: signalization; addition of a southbound 
left turn lane; and restriping of the shared southbound through-left lane to be a through 
lane. The aforementioned improvements have been planned in the Concord CIP (Project 
2049) with funding from traffic mitigation fees, grant funds, and Concord-owned ROW. It 
should be noted that the intersection does not meet the peak hour traffic signal warrant in 
the Existing plus Project scenario (two vehicles less than the threshold on the minor street 
approach), but does meet the warrant in the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project Condition. As 
shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) would improve 
the operations at the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection to LOS B in the AM and 
PM peak hours, and would decrease v/c during the PM peak hour relative to without project 
conditions., which would meet the LOS requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized 
intersection in the City of Concord. However, even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-8(h), the v/c during the AM peak hour would increase by 0.03 or more under 
the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project Condition; therefore, the intersection would remain 
impacted in the AM peak hour and would be reduced to less than significant in the PM 
peak hour. Furthermore, given that a timeframe has not been established, completion of the 
proposed improvements prior to buildout of the project site cannot be guaranteed. 
Therefore, the impact to the Bailey Road and Myrtle Drive intersection would temporarily 
remain significant and unavoidable.  

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(m). 

 
Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) 
 
As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) includes optimization of the timing 
splits at the intersection. As shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.12-8(f) would improve the operations at the Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard 
intersection in the PM peak hour. Although the intersection would not meet the requirement 
of LOS E or better for a signalized intersection in the City of Concord, the intersection v/c 
ratio would be equal to or better than the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project v/c ratio. 
However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f), the v/c during the 
PM peak hour would increase by 0.03 or more under the Long-Term (2035) Plus Project 
Condition; therefore, the intersection would remain impacted in the PM peak hour. 
Furthermore, given that the intersection is located in the City of Concord, the City of 
Pittsburg cannot guarantee the completion of the improvements. Therefore, the impact to 
the Clayton Road and Treat Boulevard intersection would temporarily remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f). 

 
Clayton Road and Bailey Road (Intersection #40) 
 



As presented above, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a) includes restriping of the southbound 
approach at the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection to include a southbound left-turn 
lane, a shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound right-turn lane. As 
shown in Table 4.12-20, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a) would improve 
the operations at the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection; however, the intersection 
would continue to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour, which would not meet the LOS 
requirement of LOS D or better for a signalized intersection in the City of Concord, 
although the intersection would decrease in v/c with the mitigation and operate better than 
without the proposed project. Nonetheless, because the intersection is located outside of 
the City of Pittsburg’s jurisdiction, completion of the proposed improvements cannot be 
guaranteed. Therefore, the project impact to the Clayton Road/Bailey Road intersection 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a). 

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of 
the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
7 REFERENCES References 
 
Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, the following reference contained in 
Chapter 7, References, of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. 2nd Round EMS/Fire Services 

Municipal Service Review/Sphere of Influence Updates. August 10, 2016. 
 
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission. Agricultural & Open Space 

Preservation Policy. Amended December 12, 2016.  
 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, 
Government Code Sections, 56000, et seq. 

 
The above change is for clarification purposes only and would not change the technical 
analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
APPENDIX M: SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
Appendix M: Sanitary Sewer System Technical Memorandum 

 
In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, Isakson & Associates, Inc. has 
provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical 
memorandum (see Appendix A to this Revised and Updated Final EIR). The updated cover 
letter is hereby incorporated into Appendix M to the Draft EIR. 
 
The updated cover letter does not affect the ultimate conclusions presented in the Faria 
Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum and does not alter the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

 
The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions presented 
in the original Final EIR. 
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	Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approval Without Detailed Development Plan
	Several commenters generally assert that the project description and/or Draft EIR is inadequate because the project does not include detailed plans for the proposed development of the site, including specific information regarding the locations and ex...
	As described in detail on pages 3-7 through 3-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes (1) annexation of the site into the City of Pittsburg City Limits, the Contra Costa Water District service area and the Delta Diablo Sanitation District s...
	While there is no tentative map or preliminary site plan, it is assumed that the maximum future buildout for the proposed project would include up to 1,500 single-family units and the area would have road connections to Bailey Road, San Marcos Bouleva...
	Moreover, the City’s Municipal Code does not require detailed development plans in connection with an application for a Master Plan.  Per Section 18.72.060(B) of the Pittsburg Municipal Code, the City Planner may waive submission of plans and material...
	Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval, such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area plan or community plan), the development of detailed, site-specific information ...
	As stated above, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of significant effects of the planning approval at hand, the development of detailed, site-specific information can be deferred. Given that the proposed project consists of ...
	As discussed on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan provides Design Review Guidelines for the proposed project. The Guidelines include provisions related to Neighborhood and Subdivision Design, Circulation, Grading Design, Fence and Wall...
	Master Response #3: Response to Form Letters
	3.a) Several commenters assert that the proposed project threatens an important wildlife corridor and the new regional park on the Concord side of the hills.
	Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-62, of the Draft EIR, discusses the impacts of project implementation related to interfering with the movement of wildlife species or migratory wildlife corridors. The project site is within close proximity ...
	3.b) The proposed project would seriously degrade views of the hills.
	The Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR analyzed buildout of the proposed project site under the Draft Master Plan at a program level. As discussed in the EIR, the City of Pittsburg General Plan identifies the southern hills, with ridges and rolling t...
	Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg would be partially obscured by existing development to the north and would likely be limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. As discussed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, vie...
	Despite the above, the Draft EIR determined that, due to the extensive grading that can be expected with development of the site, the proposed project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site and/or the ...
	3.c) The Environmental Analysis is Incomplete.
	See Master Response #2.
	3.d) Opportunities for Public Review.
	Chapter 1, Introduction and Scope of the EIR, pages 1-3 to 1-4, of the Draft EIR describes, in detail, the EIR process and discusses the public review periods for the Draft EIR.
	3.e) Development Should be Clustered on Lower Elevations.
	Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, includes discussion and consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Analysis and discussion of the Clustered Developme...
	The comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 1-1
	The comment summarizes the City of Concord’s recent efforts to establish a regional park on a portion of the former Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) located south of the project site. Specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the ...
	Response to Comment 1-2
	Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals.
	Response to Comment 1-3
	Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals.
	Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg are shown in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.1-20 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Changes to Views of the Project Site from the City of Pittsburg
	As shown in Figure 4.1-12 and Figure 4.1-13, future residential development within the proposed project site would be visible from the City of Pittsburg. However, such development would be partially obscured by existing hills to the north and east of ...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR does provide an analysis of potential changes to views of the project area from the City of Pittsburg.
	As discussed on page 6-8 through 6-32 of Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, and shown in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, with the exception of the No Project (No Build) Alternative, all of the project alternatives analyzed in the EIR would result in the s...
	Response to Comment 1-4
	The CEQA Guidelines provide explicit protections for Farmland, defined as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). However, the CEQA...
	It should be noted that the Draft Master Plan includes site development standards which specifically require all future fences and walls constructed within the project site to comply with Section 18.84.205 through 235 of the City of Pittsburg Municipa...
	Response to Comment 1-5
	Page 4.4-63 through 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR requires that in conjunction with the submittal of any development applications for future development on the project site, the applicant must prepare and submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light wou...
	Based on the above, future development on the project site would not result in adverse effects to special-status species due to excess light spillage.
	Response to Comment 1-6
	Please see Response to Comment 1-5 above. It should be noted that future development within the project site would also be required to comply with applicable lighting standards included in the 2016 California Building Code, which includes requirements...
	Further, as described in the project description, the proposed project would include a 150-foot greenbelt ridgeline buffer along the project’s western boundary in which development would not be allowed.  That buffer consists of existing ridgelines tha...
	Response to Comment 1-7
	The information presented in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, related to the presence of a nearby Golden eagle nest, is based on a CNDDB query for all occurrences of Golden eagle in a nine-quadrangle search area. The comment refers to the same Golde...
	Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles:
	In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following:
	The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within d...
	Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the proje...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, ...
	Response to Comment 1-8
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) is hereby revised as follows:
	The forgoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 1-9
	Potential impacts related to soil erosion are addressed in Impact 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.6-19 through 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	It should be noted that, under the voter-approved Measure P, the entire approximately 606-acre project site was prezoned for development. Furthermore, future development would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, which requires submittal of an eros...
	Issues related to drainage patterns and groundwater are analyzed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-4, respectively, of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure ...
	Based on the above, potential impacts related to grading of open space areas have been sufficiently analyzed in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 267.2 acres would be preserved as open space as part of the proposed project and only 72.9 acres would be subje...
	Response to Comment 1-10
	Grading and other necessary improvements for installation of the water tower shown in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR were evaluated in the Draft EIR. As shown in the figure, limited grading of open space areas would be required to construct the proposed ...
	Response to Comment 1-11
	Impacts 4.8-1 and 2 in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR addresses the potential for the proposed project to alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or result in additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of...
	In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 1-12
	Page 4.10-17 in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, states the following regarding noise impacts to Golden Eagle:
	A response to the Notice of Preparation asked about a past golden eagle sighting near the project site. Results of a California Natural Diversity Database search concluded that the sighting was near the Concord Naval Weapons Station, approximately 4,4...
	In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-3(a) through (c) would ensure impacts to parklands related to the short-term exposure to construction noise associated with implementation of the proposed project would remain less than significa...
	Response to Comment 1-13
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 2-1
	The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 2-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-5
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-9
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-12
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-13
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-14
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-15
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-16
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-17
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-18
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-19
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-20
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-21
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-22
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-23
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-24
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-25
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-26
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-27
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Please see Master Responses #1 and #2. This comment references and summarizes previously submitted comments and concerns. The additional project-level information requested by the commenter is not known at this time and therefore not part of the proje...
	Response to Comment 3-2
	Please see Master Response #2. Commenter also states that an application for annexation which does not include a specific development proposal is premature in light of the statutes and policies that govern LAFCO’s decision making and that the Project ...
	Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the EIR or the impacts of the Project on the environment, no further response is warranted.  Nonetheless, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, ...
	A LAFCO’s role is to ensure that a proposal to extend services to an unserved territory in an unincorporated area is consistent with the objectives of the Act, including promoting orderly development, discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space a...
	Further, the content requirements for an annexation application do not require detailed materials regarding the future development of land. More specifically, Government Code Section 56652 sets forth the requirements for a proposal for a change of org...
	Requiring a subdivision map and/or detailed development plans in connection with LAFCO’s consideration of an annexation proposal would actually be inconsistent with the Act’s express limitation on LAFCOs’ jurisdiction and authority prohibiting the reg...
	Response to Comment 3-3
	This comment expresses concern that the project description lacks sufficient detail and requests an explanation of whether subsequent to annexation, changes could be made to the project description in the EIR. A detailed description of the proposed pr...
	The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project circumstances. In general, the Draft EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR. The program-level EIR analysis, prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides a sufficient analysis of potential environmental impacts given the scope and scale of the proposed project. At the time that future applications are submitted to the City for development within the Draft Mast...
	As is the case with any large-scale planning approval, the potential exists for future development applications within the project site to include requests for General Plan Amendments or rezones. However, any such requests would occur separate from th...
	Response to Comment 3-4
	This comment asserts that an area proposed for annexation must be pre-zoned by the City and no subsequent change may be made to the general plan or zoning for the annexed territory that is not in conformance to the pre-zoning designations for a period...
	Response to Comment 3-5
	Please see Master Response #2.  This comment asserts that the proposed project does not satisfy requirements of a development project as contemplated in the environmental document prepared by LAFCO in 2009 to expand the spheres of influence for the Ci...
	Response to Comment 3-6
	This comment generally references the historical use of the Project site for grazing purposes and states that if the site meets the criteria for Prime Agricultural Land under the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Act of 2000, the Draft EIR must identify the conv...
	The Draft EIR discusses the proposed project’s potential impacts related to agricultural resources and provides a detailed analysis under the relevant standards of significance.  As described on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR, an agricultural impact may...
	• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the FMMP maps, to non-agricultural use (Initial Study Question II.a.);
	• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use (Initial Study Question II.e.); or
	• Conflict with Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP.
	The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources based on the Pittsburg General Plan, the Pittsburg General Plan EIR, the USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey performed for the project site, the Soil Survey of Contra Co...
	The commenter provides opinion with respect to potential impacts on agricultural resources, but does not provide any evidentiary support for a conclusion that the proposed project will convert Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use. (Pala Band of Miss...
	As discussed therein, according to the FMMP maps, the proposed project site does not include Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (see Figure 4.2-2). Rather, the entirety of the project site is mapped as Grazing Land. W...
	Response to Comment 3-7
	In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserv...
	The foregoing revisions do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-8
	Page 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential conflicts with LAFCO’s AOSPP. As noted therein and discussed under Response to Comment 3-6 above, the project site does not meet the Contra Costa LAFCo’s definition of agricultural lands ...
	Response to Comment 3-9
	Commenter asserts that in connection with showing consistency with LAFCO Policies to discourage urban sprawl, and preserve agricultural lands and open space, the Draft EIR should provide a detailed analysis of future growth within the City of Pittsbur...
	The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. The m...
	Response to Comment 3-10
	Please see Response to Comment 3-6 above.
	Response to Comment 3-11
	As stated on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, the annexation component of the proposed project would include the property referenced by the commenter. While the non-participating property would not be subject to the provisions of the Draft Master Plan, the ...
	Response to Comment 3-12
	Per page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR, the estimated Draft Master Plan buildout population of 4,800 future residents, with an associated water demand of 572 AFY, would fall within the ABAG growth numbers used in the 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP does not indic...
	Response to Comment 3-13
	Response to Comment 3-14
	Please see Response to Comments 3-12 and 3-13 above. Adequate information related to future water supplies to the proposed project has been provided.
	Response to Comment 3-15
	Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above.
	Response to Comment 3-16
	Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above. The proposed project would be consistent with criteria (b) and (j) referenced by the commenter. It should be noted that upon development of the project site, future residential uses would be subject to paymen...
	Response to Comment 3-17
	Mitigation Measure 4.11-2(a), requires submittal of all necessary documentation required by the DDSD in conjunction with application to annex into DDSD, to ensure that adequate wastewater service will be available to serve future development within th...
	Response to Comment 3-18
	With regard to project-level development details, please see Master Response #2. In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-19
	In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-42 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-20
	Issues related to housing affordability are not covered by the CEQA Guidelines. Thus, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 3-21
	Please see Response to Comment 3-11.
	Response to Comment 3-22
	In response to the commenter’s suggestion, page 3-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is id...
	The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-23
	In response to the commenter’s suggestion, the following reference contained in Chapter 7, References, of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-24
	The Draft EIR and the responses to comments above adequately address LAFCO’s comments.
	Response to Comment 4-1
	The provides information regarding the presence of plugged and abandoned underground storage tanks (USTs). The Draft EIR, on page 4.7-2, Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, addresses the presence of the seven UST sites that have been identif...
	Response to Comment 4-2
	The comment provides guidance and regulations related to the maintenance of access and abandonment standards for UST and wells. The comment is informational does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 5-1
	The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 5-2
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 below.
	Response to Comment 5-3
	See Master Response #3.
	The photo simulations that are included on pages 4.1-21 through 4.1-30 illustrate the proposed building heights and the potential vertical encroachment of the project. As shown in the figures, the future residential development would only be partially...
	In addition, the City entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which called for the City to conduct a General Plan Study in order to, among other things, establish guidelines for the development of a permanent greenbelt buffer along the inner...
	Based on the above, potential impacts to the existing ridgelines in the project area have been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 6-1
	The comment is introductory and does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 6-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, o...
	Response to Comment 6-3
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-4
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-5
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-6
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-7
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, o...
	Response to Comment 6-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-9
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-10
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and C...
	Response to Comment 6-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-12
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-13
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 7-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 7-2
	Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed project in relation to urban sprawl, ridgeline protection, and hillside development. In addition, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR ...
	Response to Comment 7-3
	The comment is general and does not provide enough specificity for a detailed response. For informational purposes, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project on biological resources kn...
	The occurrence and impacts to California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, grasshopper sparrow, and tricolored blackbird are discussed throughout Chapter 4.4. The Draft EIR contains miti...
	Response to Comment 7-4
	See Master Response #2.
	Impacts to habitat modification for special-status plant and animal species are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, addresses the potential impacts related to light and glare ass...
	Response to Comment 7-5
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific concerns raised by the commenter related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, including issues related to consistency with the City’s General Plan, are addressed below.
	Response to Comment 8-2
	Issues related to public water supplies and sewer service are discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.11-29, CCWD has the capacity to serve the proposed project, in normal precipitation years, as ...
	Potential conflicts with countywide planning to protect endangered species are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-67, the proposed project would be required to comply with the East Contra Costa Count...
	Consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including policies related to urban sprawl, is discussed in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the project site is consistent with the Pittsburg General Plan land use designations of LDR, HLDR an...
	With regard to consistency with the City’s General Plan policies and other regulations related to hillside development, pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of potential policy conflicts. As noted therein, the project woul...
	With regard to omission of plans and materials from the proposed Draft Master Plan, please see Master Response #2.
	In addition to the issues noted above, the comment provides a list of various potential consequences of the project, including issues related to biological resources, loss of open space, loss of access to planned open space and trails, safety issues r...
	Response to Comment 8-3
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment summarizes the City of Pittsburg zoning designations that are applicable to the project site, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the proposed project would include rec...
	Response to Comment 8-4
	Please see Master Response #1.  Given that the proposed project would include annexation of the project site into the City of Pittsburg limits, the current Contra Costa County land use designations would not apply to the proposed project. Rather, the ...
	Issues related to recreational facilities are discussed on pages 4.11-37 through 4.11-38 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the proposed Draft Master Plan includes approximately 267.2 acres of undeveloped area within the overall Draft Master Plan are...
	As discussed on page 4.1-31 of the Draft EIR, the proposed land use and development regulations included in the Draft Master Plan, as well as the standards and policies included in the Design Review Guidelines, would ensure consistency between future ...
	With regard to preservation of steep slopes within the project site, as noted on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR, Policy 10-P-2 of the City’s General Plan restricts development from occurring on slopes greater than 30 percent in areas that are over 900 f...
	Response to Comment 8-5
	The comment states that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes the project setting. Specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 8-6
	The proximity of the project site to the nearby City of Pittsburg Stoneman Park, located approximately 1.5 miles east of the site, as well as the Black Diamond Regional Preserve, located approximately two miles to the southeast of the project site, is...
	As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit L...
	Potential impacts related to California tiger salamanders (CTS) are evaluated in Impact 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-57 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	By including a regional strategy for preserving core habitat and a viable population of the CTS, the ECCC HCP/NCCP anticipates and compensates for the loss of some individual CTS, their aestivation habitat, and their dispersal habitat resulting from c...
	With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-4(b), which require payment of applicable ECCC HCP/NCCP per-acre Development Fees and site-specific measures to reduce impacts to CTS, the Draft EIR concluded that the project impact would be...
	Response to Comment 8-7
	Page 4.4-43 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding plant surveys:
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the botanical surveys may not be valid at the time future development of the site occurs. However, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) requires  that prior to the issuance of grading or construction permits ...
	Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR, the field surveys of the project site conducted by Pacific Biology in 2017 were reconnaissance in nature. For special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur on-site, the Draft EIR...
	Response to Comment 8-8
	The existing drainage conditions within the project area are described on page 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	According to the Storm Drainage Memo prepared for the proposed project by Isakson & Associates Inc., the project site consists of two tributary drainage areas, the northerly portion of the project site and the southerly portion of the project site. Th...
	The southerly portion of the proposed project site naturally drains through the undeveloped Bailey Estates project area to the east into a drainage system that crosses under Bailey Road into Lawlor Ravine, which drains under SR 4 through the Bay Point...
	Therefore, both the northern and southern drainage areas of the project site connect to existing or planned drainage systems prior to eventual discharge in surface waters of Suisun Bay.
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR adequately describes the existing hydrologic setting of the project site and the site vicinity.
	Response to Comment 8-9
	As stated on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis within the Draft EIR does not rely on the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) but, rather, the most recent 2015 UWMP. It should be noted that the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the prop...
	Response to Comment 8-10
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-8 and 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-11
	The comment summarizes the necessary components of a project description, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-12
	Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of all entitlements under consideration for the proposed project. Sufficient detail is provided to allow for a meaningful environmental analysis. Please see Master Response #2 above regard...
	Response to Comment 8-13
	Please see Master Response #2 regarding project-level details related to construction activity, lotting plans, circulation system improvements, location of stormwater infrastructure, and recreational amenities. Potential effects related to public serv...
	Response to Comment 8-14
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-15
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-16
	Please see Master Response #2. It should be noted that the proposed project is considered a Master Plan. A master plan is a comprehensive long-range document that guides development for an area, while a specific plan is a tool for implementation of th...
	Response to Comment 8-17
	Please see Master Response #2. Substantial evidence in the public record of development plans for the proposed project site does not exist. As is the case with any large-scale planning effort, assumptions must be made about the type and intensity of d...
	Response to Comment 8-18
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Consideration of development densities for the project in excess of the densities specified in the Draft Master Plan and evaluated in the Draft EIR is speculative and, thus, is not required p...
	Response to Comment 8-19
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s suggestions have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 8-20
	The comment states that CEQA requires the project description in the Draft EIR to provide detailed information regarding, or the text of, the proposed development agreement for the Project. To be legally adequate, a project description must depict the...
	While CEQA requires an EIR to include a list of all permits and other approvals that are required to implement a project and are known to the lead agency, a detailed discussion of those permits and approvals is not required. (See East Sacramento Partn...
	Response to Comment 8-21
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-22
	The Draft EIR acknowledges future development of the project site with residential and open space uses and analyzes the potential environmental effects of such development. The absence of project-level plans for lotting, architectural design, and util...
	Response to Comment 8-23
	Pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies. As noted therein, the project would require approval of a GPA to introduce new goals and policies relevant to the pro...
	Furthermore, as noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new ...
	Response to Comment 8-24
	Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above.
	Response to Comment 8-25
	As noted on page 4.1-32 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would involve substantial grading of hillside areas, including areas within the greenbelt ridgeline buffer between the City of Pittsburg and the City of Concord. General Plan policies rela...
	With regard to Policy 4-P-10, page 4.9 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Based on the above, project modifications to further limit grading on hillside areas within the site are not feasible.
	Response to Comment 8-26
	Please refer to Response to Comment 8-25 above.
	Response to Comment 8-27
	Potential impacts to biological resources, including special-status plant and wildlife species, are evaluated in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft EIR. Potentially significant impacts are identified for special-status plant species, birds covered under the ECC...
	Response to Comment 8-28
	Issues related to alteration of existing drainage patterns are discussed on pages 4.8-16 to 4.8-18 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, because detailed site and drainage plans do not currently exist, future project design, and, thus, compliance with C...
	Response to Comment 8-29
	As stated on page 4.11-35 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant would pay the required SB 50 school development fees in effect at the time of issuance of building permits for the project. In accordance with California Proposition 1A/SB 50, payment o...
	Response to Comment 8-30
	As noted on page 4.11-34 of the Draft EIR, standard City of Pittsburg conditions of approval require that the developer annex new development into the Community Facilities District (CFD) 2005-1 in order to collect fees sufficient to fund increased pol...
	While the project would require additional sworn officers to serve the project, new police facilities would not be required in order to provide police services to the proposed project. With annexation to the CFD, the PPD has indicated that the Departm...
	Response to Comment 8-31
	The commenter suggests that the proposed mitigation measure to address additional costs associated with additional equipment or personnel needed to serve the proposed Project is inadequate, and states that the Project site’s location outside of the 1....
	Additionally, as stated on page 4.11-32 of the Draft EIR, in adopting Resolution Number 17-13311, the City Council formed Community Facilities District 2017-1 (CFD 2017-1) to help finance increased emergency medical and fire protection services throug...
	The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed Project conflicts with General Plan Policy 11-P-26, which is a policy that predates that creation of CFD 2017-1.  On page 4.11-33, the Draft EIR states that inclusion of the project site within CFD 2017-1 w...
	Response to Comment 8-32
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	The commenter does not raise a significant environmental question and therefore, no response is required.  Nonetheless. as noted under Response to Comment 8-2 above, Section 18.72.060 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code requires a master plan to include a...
	Response to Comment 8-33
	Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above. The regulations included in Chapter 18.56, Hillside Planned District (HPD), of the Pittsburg Municipal Code apply only to hillside development within an HPD zoning district. The Draft Master Plan proposed as p...
	Response to Comment 8-34
	Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above.
	Response to Comment 8-35
	The proposed project does not include a tentative subdivision map. At the time of submittal of a tentative subdivision map application to the City, the City would evaluate the application for consistency with the Subdivision Map Act. With regard to co...
	Response to Comment 8-36
	The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies related to the analysis presented within the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-37
	The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive, detailed analysis of buildout of the Draft Master Plan, addressing all issue areas required per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Within each technical chapter of the Draft EIR, an analysis of potential cumulat...
	Response to Comment 8-38
	Please see Response to Comment 3-3. In addition, as noted under Response to Comment 8-22 above, the Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer formulation of mitigation measures.
	Response to Comment 8-39
	Please see Master Response #2 and Response to Comment 8-22 above
	Response to Comment 8-40
	Please see Response to Comment 8-22 above.
	Response to Comment 8-41
	Cumulative development within the City of Pittsburg would be guided by the City’s General Plan. Per Section 15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, previously approved land use documents such as general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans may be u...
	Response to Comment 8-42
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-43
	The Draft EIR clearly defines the scope of ground-disturbing activities that would occur as a result of the proposed project. As noted on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, a total of approximately 339.1 acres are designated for residential development and ap...
	Response to Comment 8-44
	The comment is an introductory statement. The specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 8-45
	The Hamilton Biological report referenced by the commenter provides supporting information for the concerns addressed in Responses to Comments 8-46 through 8-56 below, but does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-46
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above.
	Response to Comment 8-47
	The existing setting of the project site related to biological resources is described on pages 4.4-2 through 4.4-37 of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-48
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above.
	As noted on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR the north-central part of the site is mapped in the ECCC HCP/NCCP as suitable low potential habitat for big tarplant, and the relatively higher elevation parts of the site are mapped as suitable habitat. However...
	Response to Comment 8-49
	Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-50
	Each of the special-status species referenced by the commenter are discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-49 of the Draft EIR, the on-site grasslands provide marginally suitable foraging habitat for the ...
	Response to Comment 8-51
	With regard to existing wildlife preserves in the project area and reconnaissance surveys for special-status plant and wildlife species, see Responses to Comments 8-6 and 8-7 above.
	Existing on-site plant communities and habitats, including wetlands, are discussed on pages 4.4-2 through 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-5 states the following:
	Wetlands in the project site are limited to two man-made wetlands that were created as part of compensatory mitigation for nearby development projects; the two wetlands are located outside of the development area indicated within the Draft Master Plan...
	Response to Comment 8-52
	As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard, located at the northern boundary of the proposed project site, would be extended southward through the site as part of the proposed project, providing connection to the City’s existing c...
	With regard to CTS, please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-53
	Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-54
	As noted on page 4.4-54 of the Draft EIR, San Joaquin kit foxes, American badgers, hoary bats, and western red bats could use the project site as habitat. However, the proposed project would not have the potential to impact hoary bats and western red ...
	Given that Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) provides specific timing and performance standards, the Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer mitigation of impacts to San Joaquin kit foxes.
	Response to Comment 8-55
	It is not clear what additional information the commenter is requesting. For example, Draft EIR clearly evaluates which special-status species have been known to occur in the project region, the likelihood for each species to occur on-site based on kn...
	Response to Comment 8-56
	Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles:
	In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following:
	The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within d...
	Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the proje...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, ...
	Response to Comment 8-57
	Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above.
	Response to Comment 8-58
	Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires only that an EIR discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. The Draft EIR is not required to include a discussion of all General Plan goals...
	Response to Comment 8-59
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-60
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-61
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-62
	As noted in footnote 10 on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan policies discussed in Appendix J are limited to policies specific to land use issues. Potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies related to other environmental issue a...
	Response to Comment 8-63
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-23 and 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-64
	Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR notes one General Plan policy (Policy 10-P-2) with which the Draft Master Plan could create an inconsistency. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 from the Draft EIR would not defer formulation of mitigation to a fut...
	Response to Comment 8-65
	Please see Response to Comment 8-107 below.
	Response to Comment 8-66
	Per 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR, the Contra Costa LAFCo would act as a CEQA responsible agency in regard to consideration of the proposed annexation. As noted under Response to Comment 8-2 above, consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including polic...
	Response to Comment 8-67
	Please see Response to Comment 8-66 above. The project is located within a voter-approved Urban Limit Line and, thus, would not be considered to induce urban sprawl.
	Response to Comment 8-68
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-8 and 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-69
	As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit L...
	Furthermore, LAFCo’s Agricultural and Open Space Preservation Policy (AOSPP) does not specifically prohibit the conversion of open space to developed land; rather, the AOSPP provides for the minimization of such conversion. While the proposed project ...
	Response to Comment 8-70
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-8, 3-18, and 3-20.
	Response to Comment 8-71
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13.
	As noted on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR, should the necessary City approvals be granted for the proposed project, tentative maps and improvement plans for development of the project site could subsequently be brought forward. Development of the project...
	Response to Comment 8-72
	The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. With ...
	Response to Comment 8-73
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13.
	Response to Comment 8-74
	Page 4.11 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding water demand associated with future buildout of the Draft Master Plan:
	It should be noted that the 2015 UWMP relies on population growth projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to estimate future development in the City. Therefore, the 2015 UWMP does not specifically address buildout of the projec...
	Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP.
	Response to Comment 8-75
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-2 and 8-74 above.
	Response to Comment 8-76
	Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-77
	Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-78
	As noted above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP includes an analysis of potential climate change impacts on water supply and demand.
	Response to Comment 8-79
	Please see Response to Comment 3-12 above.
	Response to Comment 8-80
	Section 15125(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding establishing the existing setting for an EIR:
	Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a lo...
	Given that the City of Pittsburg has previously anticipated development of the project site with up to 1,500 single-family homes per General Plan Policy 2-P-96, water demand associated with such development constitutes a “projected future condition” u...
	Response to Comment 8-81
	Please see Response to Comment 3-12.
	Response to Comment 8-82
	As noted under Response to Comment 8-9 above, both the 2010 and 2015 UWMPs indicate a water supply surplus under most hydrologic conditions, with only minor deficits during prolonged drought. Thus, concerns about unreliable water supply available to s...
	Response to Comment 8-83
	Please see Response to Comment 8-82. The proposed mitigation measures do not defer analysis related to water supply; rather, the measures ensure that applicable CCWD standards would be met prior to approval of a final subdivision map for future develo...
	Response to Comment 8-84
	As noted on page 4.11-5 of the Draft EIR, the City’s 2015 UWMP describes the projected water demand for the City of Pittsburg through 2040. Such growth includes cumulative development associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan. Given that the...
	Response to Comment 8-85
	The mitigation measures presented in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, include specific performance standards and timelines for implementation. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires compliance with speci...
	Where insufficient project-level design details are available to provide for a project-level air quality or GHG emissions analysis, the Draft EIR acknowledges that significant and unavoidable impacts could occur. However, Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and...
	Response to Comment 8-86
	The comment states that the modeling assumptions discussed in Chapter 4.3 of the Draft EIR are inadequate, but does not specifically note what additional modeling assumption information is necessary. The modeling assumptions presented in the Draft EIR...
	Response to Comment 8-87
	CalEEMod inherently accounts for criteria pollutant and GHG emissions due to earth moving activities during grading activities. The amount of earth moving required within the site is calculated based on the total area of disturbance input to the model...
	Response to Comment 8-88
	Please see Response to Comment 8-87 above.
	CalEEMod relies on a default Carbon Dioxide (CO2) intensity factor associated with electricity generation depending on the electricity provider for a given project. In the case of the proposed project, CalEEMod assumes a default intensity factor of 64...
	Response to Comment 8-89
	As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan is a large-scale planning document, and project-level detail related to future development within the project site is not available. The inability of the Draft EIR to fully quantify criteria...
	Response to Comment 8-90
	The list of measures included in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 reflect BAAQMD’s standard mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 9-6 of BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines, and are based in part on the measures included in the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mit...
	Response to Comment 8-91
	Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 includes specific standards regarding future detailed air quality analysis for development occurring within the project area. For example, the analysis must include, but not be limite...
	Response to Comment 8-92
	Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above.
	Response to Comment 8-93
	The standards of significance noted by the commenter are addressed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of mitigation, both impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
	Response to Comment 8-94
	The existing drainage conditions at the project site are discussed on pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	According to the Pittsburg General Plan, the project site is located in the Lawlor Creek watershed (see Figure 4.8-1).
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides an adequate description of the existing hydrology and water quality conditions within the project area.
	Response to Comment 8-95
	Changes to the existing on-site drainage patterns occurring as a result of the Draft Master Plan are described on page 4.8-16 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	As noted on page 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, to ensure that runoff flows do not increase, potential future development within the Draft Master Plan Area would be required to include source control, site design, and stormwater treatment measures to contro...
	With regard to deferral of mitigation, Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884-885, is distinguishable. In that case, the lead agency approved a project based on a mitigated negative declaration that merely req...
	Response to Comment 8-96
	Given that site development plans are not available, the total amount of impervious surfaces that would be created with buildout of the Draft Master Plan cannot be accurately calculated. As such, post-development drainage conditions cannot be modeled ...
	Response to Comment 8-97
	Please see Response to Comment 8-95 above.
	Response to Comment 8-98
	The comment is a concluding statement. Please see Responses to Comments 8-24 and 8-95 above.
	Response to Comment 8-99
	Please see Response to Comment 8-29. Given that payment of the applicable school impact fees is considered full and complete mitigation for the increased demand for school services resulting from development under California Proposition 1A/SB 50, addi...
	Response to Comment 8-100
	As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the project site is more accurately characterized as rolling grassland with minimal trees rather than rugged hillside terrain. Furthermore, following development of the project site, the area would be characteris...
	Response to Comment 8-101
	Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-3, 4.6-4(a), and 4.6-4(b) in the Draft EIR require preparation of a design-level geotechnical engineering report addressing the existing landslides and the potential for landslides to occur throughout the project site. I...
	1. Characterization and remediation of existing large-scale landslides;
	2. Description of the proximity of the project site and development areas to existing graded parcels;
	3. Settlement and deflection of deep fills; and
	4. Potential erosion of high cut slopes and fill slopes.
	In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4(a) includes a list of specific design measures to be included in the geotechnical engineering report. Therefore, the mitigation presented in the Draft EIR related to unstable soils and landslides is not unnecessar...
	Response to Comment 8-102
	Given that project-level development plans are not currently available for the project site, a design-level geotechnical report analyzing potential geologic hazards cannot be prepared at this time. However, as noted on page 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR, th...
	Furthermore, widely accepted engineering measures are available to mitigate liquefaction and lateral spreading hazards if such hazards are determined to be present on the project site.  Adherence to these recommendations for development under the CBC,...
	Response to Comment 8-103
	Please see Response to Comment 8-102 above.
	Response to Comment 8-104
	Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the relevant threshold of significance for analysis of growth-inducing impacts is whether a proposed project would induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by propo...
	Furthermore, as noted on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is surrounded by existing, currently approved, and/or planned development, including the San Marco Residential Subdivision and the Vista Del Mar Residential Subdivision to the no...
	Response to Comment 8-105
	With regard to removal of impediments to growth and resulting in growth-inducing impacts, please see Response to Comment 8-104 above. Potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to requiring or resulting in the construction or expansion o...
	Response to Comment 8-106
	Please see Response to Comment 8-105 above. The Draft EIR does not assert that the proposed project would not result in population growth, only that such growth has been planned by the City, and would not result in new growth-inducing impacts. The CEQ...
	Response to Comment 8-107
	The comment summarizes the cumulative hydrology analysis presented in the Draft EIR, but does not identify any specific deficiencies. Cumulative water supply issues are discussed on page 4.11-40 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, per the City’s 2015 ...
	As discussed on page 4.9-23, land use conflicts are site-specific and do not typically result in a cumulative impact. Incompatibility issues are addressed and mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Similarly, as noted on page 4.7-13, hazardous mater...
	Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the following elements: either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary, those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary o...
	Response to Comment 8-108
	As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the four alternatives analyzed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR would each result in fewer overall impacts relative to the proposed project.
	Response to Comment 8-109
	Based on the above, the analysis of the selected alternatives was focused on the issue areas for which the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would have a significant impact. The commenter’s specific concerns regarding the conclusions of t...
	Response to Comment 8-110
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-108 and 8-109 above. The CEQA Guidelines do not require the Draft EIR to analyze alternatives that would reduce a majority of the project’s significant environmental effects. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines note only tha...
	Response to Comment 8-111
	As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the Mixed-Use Alternative would result in fewer impacts compared to the proposed project for the following issue areas: aesthetics; air quality and GHG emissions; geology, soils, and seismicity; noise; and...
	Response to Comment 8-112
	The Reduced Density Alternative is described in the Draft EIR at a sufficient level of detail necessary to compare the environmental effects of the Alternative with the proposed project. An EIR need not define the characteristics of the alternatives c...
	Given that the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts compared to the proposed project for a six of the 12 issue areas evaluated and would achieve all of the project objectives, consideration of the Alternative in the Draft EIR is c...
	Response to Comment 8-113
	See Master Response #3.e related to clustered development. Under the Clustered Development Alternative, the significant and unavoidable impact related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. While the othe...
	Response to Comment 8-114
	Please see Response to Comment 8-108. With regard to selection of a superior alternative, page 6-30 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Designating a superior alternative depends in large part on what environmental effects one considers most important. This EIR does not presume to make this determination; rather, the determinations of which impacts are more important are left to the r...
	Response to Comment 8-115
	Response to Comment 8-116
	Consistent with Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR clearly defines why an off-site alternative would not be feasible. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR includes a discussion of alternative sites which wer...
	The project objectives are not so narrowly defined as to limit consideration of any off-site alternatives by default. For example, one of the project objectives is to “encourage sensitive site planning and design”. Another objective is to “maintain an...
	Response to Comment 8-117
	Please see Response to Comment 8-109 above regarding selection of alternatives. Because an in-fill alternative is infeasible, would not meet any of the project objectives, and would not necessarily reduce the significant environmental effects identifi...
	Response to Comment 8-118
	As noted on page 6-28 of the Draft EIR, the reduction in units associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the demand for park facilities in comparison to the proposed project; thus, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in...
	Response to Comment 8-119
	The comment is a concluding statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses above.
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	Response to Comment 9-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 10-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 11-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 12-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 12-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-5
	The project trip assignment provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was determined using a select zone run for the proposed project in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecast model, in consultation with the City. Fur...
	Response to Comment 12-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-9
	State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:
	An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physic...
	Given that the signal retiming improvements included in the Pittsburg Capital Improvement Program (CIP) have not yet been completed, such improvements are not a component of the existing conditions for the purposes of this EIR. However, with contribut...
	Response to Comment 12-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 13-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, whil...
	Response to Comment 14-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 15-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 16-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 17-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 18-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the...
	Response to Comment 19-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Ch...
	Response to Comment 20-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 21-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 22-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 23-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 24-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A dis...
	Response to Comment 24-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-2
	Please see Response to Comment 26-1 above.
	Response to Comment 27-1
	Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on views of the hills and concluded that views of the future development would be generally limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. In addition, the pr...
	Chapter 4.1, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on golden eagle, California tiger salamander, and other candidate, sensitive, and speciate-status species. Analysis in the EIR determined that, with imp...
	The commenter’s suggestions for project revisions have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 27-2
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 28-1
	Please refer to Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 28-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 29-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 29-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 30-1
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 31-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analysis related to biological resources, water supply, energy, and air quality has been addressed in the following Draft EIR Chapters: Chapter 4.4, Biological Resource; Chapter ...
	Response to Comment 32-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Keller Canyon Landfill and CNWS are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning and Chapter 4.7, Hazard...
	Response to Comment 32-2
	Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, presents a complete analysis of the proposed project’s demands on water supply, wastewater systems, and solid waste disposal. As discussed in the Draft EIR, impacts related to build out of...
	Response to Comment 33-1
	Please see Response to Comment 18-1.
	Response to Comment 34-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment is introductory and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-2
	Although the comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts related to plant and animal species, referenced in this comment, are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. In addit...
	Response to Comment 34-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-5
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 34-7
	The comment reiterates a conclusion made in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 35-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 36-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 38-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 38-2
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 38-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 38-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 39-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 39-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 40-1
	See Master Response #3. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and land use are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, o...
	Response to Comment 40-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 41-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 41-2
	See Master Response #2. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4...
	Response to Comment 41-3
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts to aesthetics and land use and planning are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, re...
	Response to Comment 41-4
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and...
	Response to Comment 41-5
	The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 42-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 43-1
	See Response to Comment 130-1.
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study intersection.
	Response to Comment 43-2
	As stated on page 4.12-40, of Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; The DI for the freeway segments was calculated using HCS7 software using HCM 6th Edition methodology, consistent with the fr...
	The commenter’s anecdotal experience with delays at the intersections mentioned do not constitute evidence sufficient to change the analysis presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 43-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 44-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 44-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to infrastructure and schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to...
	Response to Comment 45-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 46-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 46-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 47-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comments 47-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 48-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 48-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 49-1
	The comment does not provide enough specificity on which to respond.
	Response to Comment 50-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to air quality and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4....
	Response to Comment 51-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 52-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 52-2
	Please see Response to Comment 21-1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 53-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 53-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 54-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 54-2
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 54-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 55-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 56-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 57-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 57-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 57-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 58-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 59-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, discussions of impacts related to air quality, biological resources, schools, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Ch...
	Response to Comment 60-1
	See Response to Comment 54-2.
	Response to Comment 60-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 61-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 62-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 62-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 64-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addres...
	Response to Comment 65-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 66-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 67-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 68-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts rel...
	Response to Comment 69-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 70-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 71-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to geology/hill stability are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic a...
	Response to Comment 72-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 73-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 74-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 4.11, and Public Services and Utilities. The Partia...
	Response to Comment 75-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3...
	Response to Comment 75-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 76-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to aesthetics, climate change, hillside development, and fire hazards in the following chapters: Chapter 4.1, ...
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 79-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 80-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 81-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 82-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 83-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 84-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 85-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 86-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 87-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 88-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 89-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 90-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 91-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 92-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 93-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 94-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 95-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 96-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 97-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 98-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 99-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 100-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 101-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 102-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 103-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 104-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 105-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 106-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 107-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 108-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 109-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 110-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 111-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 112-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 113-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 114-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 115-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 116-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 117-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 118-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 119-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 120-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 121-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 122-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 123-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 124-1
	The comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR’s requested entitlements and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-2
	In response to the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-6 of the draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-3
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that construction of sewer trunk infrastructure within Willow Pass Road beg...
	The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-4
	See Response to Comment 124-3.
	Response to Comment 124-5
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the Vista Del Mar “As Built” connection point to the Willow Pass trunk...
	Response to Comment 124-6
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. With preparation of the compete sewer study, Engineer and Survey crews would determine and clarify the precise direction of sewer flows to the DDSD-owned c...
	Response to Comment 124-7
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the referenced “As Built” connection is located at the Rossmoor interc...
	Response to Comment 124-8
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. The complete sewer study would include reanalysis of the off-site capacity for the Baily Estates subdivision at buildout conditions. If any deficiencies ar...
	Response to Comment 124-9
	A discussion of potential cumulative impacts related to implementation of the proposed project is located on pages 4.11-39 through 4.11-42 of Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impac...
	See Response to Comment 124-2.
	Response to Comment 124-10
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Drat EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-11
	Based on the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-12
	The comment is a conclusion statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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	Response to Comment 9-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 10-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 11-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 12-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 12-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-5
	The project trip assignment provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was determined using a select zone run for the proposed project in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecast model, in consultation with the City. Fur...
	Response to Comment 12-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-9
	State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:
	An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physic...
	Given that the signal retiming improvements included in the Pittsburg Capital Improvement Program (CIP) have not yet been completed, such improvements are not a component of the existing conditions for the purposes of this EIR. However, with contribut...
	Response to Comment 12-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 13-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, whil...
	Response to Comment 14-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 15-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 16-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 17-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 18-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the...
	Response to Comment 19-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Ch...
	Response to Comment 20-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 21-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 22-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 23-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 24-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A dis...
	Response to Comment 24-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-2
	Please see Response to Comment 26-1 above.
	Response to Comment 27-1
	Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on views of the hills and concluded that views of the future development would be generally limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. In addition, the pr...
	Chapter 4.1, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on golden eagle, California tiger salamander, and other candidate, sensitive, and speciate-status species. Analysis in the EIR determined that, with imp...
	The commenter’s suggestions for project revisions have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 27-2
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 28-1
	Please refer to Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 28-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 29-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 29-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 30-1
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 31-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analysis related to biological resources, water supply, energy, and air quality has been addressed in the following Draft EIR Chapters: Chapter 4.4, Biological Resource; Chapter ...
	Response to Comment 32-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Keller Canyon Landfill and CNWS are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning and Chapter 4.7, Hazard...
	Response to Comment 32-2
	Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, presents a complete analysis of the proposed project’s demands on water supply, wastewater systems, and solid waste disposal. As discussed in the Draft EIR, impacts related to build out of...
	Response to Comment 33-1
	Please see Response to Comment 18-1.
	Response to Comment 34-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment is introductory and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-2
	Although the comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts related to plant and animal species, referenced in this comment, are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. In addit...
	Response to Comment 34-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-5
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 34-7
	The comment reiterates a conclusion made in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 35-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 36-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 38-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 38-2
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 38-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 38-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 39-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 39-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 40-1
	See Master Response #3. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and land use are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, o...
	Response to Comment 40-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 41-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 41-2
	See Master Response #2. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4...
	Response to Comment 41-3
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts to aesthetics and land use and planning are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, re...
	Response to Comment 41-4
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and...
	Response to Comment 41-5
	The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 42-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 43-1
	See Response to Comment 130-1.
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study intersection.
	Response to Comment 43-2
	As stated on page 4.12-40, of Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; The DI for the freeway segments was calculated using HCS7 software using HCM 6th Edition methodology, consistent with the fr...
	The commenter’s anecdotal experience with delays at the intersections mentioned do not constitute evidence sufficient to change the analysis presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 43-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 44-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 44-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to infrastructure and schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to...
	Response to Comment 45-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 46-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 46-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 47-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comments 47-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 48-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 48-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 49-1
	The comment does not provide enough specificity on which to respond.
	Response to Comment 50-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to air quality and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4....
	Response to Comment 51-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 52-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 52-2
	Please see Response to Comment 21-1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 53-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 53-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 54-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 54-2
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 54-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 55-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 56-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 57-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 57-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 57-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 58-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 59-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, discussions of impacts related to air quality, biological resources, schools, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Ch...
	Response to Comment 60-1
	See Response to Comment 54-2.
	Response to Comment 60-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 61-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 62-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 62-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 64-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addres...
	Response to Comment 65-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 66-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 67-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 68-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts rel...
	Response to Comment 69-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 70-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 71-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to geology/hill stability are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic a...
	Response to Comment 72-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 73-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 74-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 4.11, and Public Services and Utilities. The Partia...
	Response to Comment 75-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3...
	Response to Comment 75-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 76-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to aesthetics, climate change, hillside development, and fire hazards in the following chapters: Chapter 4.1, ...
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 79-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 80-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 81-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 82-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 83-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 84-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 85-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 86-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 87-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 88-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 89-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 90-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 91-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 92-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 93-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 94-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 95-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 96-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 97-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 98-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 99-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 100-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 101-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 102-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 103-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 104-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 105-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 106-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 107-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 108-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 109-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 110-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 111-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 112-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 113-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 114-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 115-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 116-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 117-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 118-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 119-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 120-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 121-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 122-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 123-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 124-1
	The comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR’s requested entitlements and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-2
	In response to the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-6 of the draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-3
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that construction of sewer trunk infrastructure within Willow Pass Road beg...
	The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-4
	See Response to Comment 124-3.
	Response to Comment 124-5
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the Vista Del Mar “As Built” connection point to the Willow Pass trunk...
	Response to Comment 124-6
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. With preparation of the compete sewer study, Engineer and Survey crews would determine and clarify the precise direction of sewer flows to the DDSD-owned c...
	Response to Comment 124-7
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the referenced “As Built” connection is located at the Rossmoor interc...
	Response to Comment 124-8
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. The complete sewer study would include reanalysis of the off-site capacity for the Baily Estates subdivision at buildout conditions. If any deficiencies ar...
	Response to Comment 124-9
	A discussion of potential cumulative impacts related to implementation of the proposed project is located on pages 4.11-39 through 4.11-42 of Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impac...
	See Response to Comment 124-2.
	Response to Comment 124-10
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Drat EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-11
	Based on the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-12
	The comment is a conclusion statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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	Response to Comment 125-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 8-107.
	Response to Comment 126-1
	The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 126-2
	The comment summarizes concerns related to increased impervious surfaces and altering the existing drainage patterns. Please see Response to Comment 8-95.
	Response to Comment 126-3
	The Response does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 8-95, which address altering the existing drainage patterns.
	Response to Comment 126-4
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	The following responses to comments address the above letter from Winter King, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, as well as Appendix B of the letter. Appendix A of the aforementioned letter was previously submitted during the comment period for the orig...
	Response to Comment 127-1
	The comment is introductory paragraph, stating that the comment letter was submitted on the behalf of Save Mount Diablo. The comment states that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA. However, the comment does not...
	Response to Comment 127-2
	The comment summarizes the attached letters, including the original letters submitted on the original Draft EIR and the report prepared by Neal Liddicoat, PE. of Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC. The commenter asks the City to respond in f...
	Response to Comment 127-3
	The comment generally cites a previous court case regarding the requirements of CEQA; however, the paragraph consists of legal argument related to an EIR document.
	Response to Comment 127-4
	The comment summarizes previous comments made on the Draft EIR, as well as new comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed above, responses to Appendix A of the comment letter can be found within Responses to Comments 8-1 through 8-...
	Response to Comment 127-5
	See Response to Comment 127-11 below.
	Response to Comment 127-6
	See Response to Comment 127-15 below.
	Response to Comment 127-7
	See Response to Comment 127-16 below.
	Response to Comment 127-8
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Responses to comments regarding Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC., comment letter can be found below.
	Response to Comment 127-9
	The comment is a general concluding paragraph requesting that the entire EIR be recirculated. However, recirculation of the entire EIR is not necessary, as the required revisions only related to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 127-10
	The comment is an introduction that summarizes background information provided for the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-11
	As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Introduction and List of Commenters, of this Final EIR, based on comments on the Draft EIR Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation was recirculated. The AM and PM peak hour trip generation for the proposed p...
	While the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR used the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition instead of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, the fitted curve regression equations for Land Use Code 210 are the same for the AM and PM peak hours b...
	Response to Comment 127-12
	Response to Comment 127-13
	The proposed project trip distribution is based on the County’s travel forecast demand model provided by CCTA as well as existing traffic patterns and field observations. A select zone analysis was run for the proposed project to determine the distrib...
	Figure 4.12-3 shows the traffic distribution for the proposed project assumed in the TIS. Based on the assumed trip distribution, new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project were assigned to the street network in the Existing Plus Project and ...
	It should be noted that in the Cumulative Plus Project Condition, Leland Road will be extended to Avila Road, and, thus, trip distribution would differ from the Existing Plus Project Condition.
	Response to Comment 127-14
	 The intersection had non-NEMA phasing;
	 Clustered intersections;
	 Custom phasing; and
	 Shared and exclusive phasings.
	Response to Comment 127-15
	 NB SR-242 between Clayton Road off-ramp and SR-4 (PM peak hour); and
	 EB SR-4 between I-680 on-ramp and SR-242 off-ramp (PM peak hour).
	Response to Comment 127-16
	The above revision would not change the conclusions of the analysis in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-17
	The project consists of a Draft Master Plan that is being evaluated by a programmatic EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, as stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR clearly states, "where sufficient information is available, the Draft...
	The project contemplates the development of the 606-acre project site with residential uses and open space. Approvals covered by the Draft EIR include annexation of the project site into the City of Pittsburg and various districts, general plan amendm...
	With regard to impacts on transit, pedestrian facilities, and bicycle facilities, the following clarifications are provided:
	 Impacts on public transit.  The Draft EIR has forecast impacts to the extent possible, including through the adoption of very conservative assumptions.  It should be noted, again, that complete forecasts cannot be made to the extent forecasts depend...
	Without these details, understanding the precise project impacts on all public transit is not feasible.  To provide further clarity, consider that Tri Delta Transit runs 12 bus lines near project site, and County Connection runs four bus lines near th...
	Notwithstanding the above, in December 2018, the California Governor's Office of Planning and Research issued Technical Advisory providing that, when "evaluating impacts to multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat t...
	OPR's Technical Advisory provides, then, that increased ridership alone does not create a CEQA impact, but rather the inquiry is whether new or additional transit infrastructure will be necessary to accommodate new ridership.  As such, the need to run...
	 Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  As with public transit facilities, the Draft Master Plan does not include specific connections to existing trail systems, nor what quantity of pedestrian and bicycle pathways will be provided.  For instance, pleas...
	 Levels of service for non-automotive travel.  To the extent it has not already been addressed, the following clarifications address the issue of non-automotive transportation.  To this end, the commenter indicated that the EIR must adopt methodologi...
	Response to Comment 127-18
	Response to Comment 127-19
	Response to Comment 127-20
	Response to Comment 127-21
	The proposed project assessed all potential impacts based on the Standards of Significance which can be found on Page 4.12-36 through 4.12-38, Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Intersectio...
	In addition, to further analyze and confirm that there are no significant secondary impacts, a chart with an intersection by intersection review was prepared, using data from the appendices to the TIS, to confirm all crossroads are urbanized for pedes...
	 Intersections requiring mitigation do not see more than a maximum of 20 pedestrian trips per hour for the entire intersection (i.e., adding pedestrians from all four corners).
	 More crowded intersections generally see a maximum of between 30 and 60 pedestrian trips per hour for the entire intersection.
	 One intersection, Treat Boulevard and Oak Grove Road, includes approximately 154 pedestrian trips.
	o 24 pedestrians approached on the north leg, 24 pedestrians approached on the east leg, 19 approached on the south leg, and 87 approached on the west leg.
	o The max ped count in a 15-minute window (all intersections legs) was 55, with 31 approaching on the west leg.
	o Under the “worst” case scenario, approximately two to three pedestrian trips would occur on the sidewalk per minute.
	Response to Comment 127-22
	The 2015 Contra Costa Congestion Management Plan (CMP) states: “The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) contains those roadways, transit and trail projects that are already programmed (and thus have committed funding), those proposed for funding through...
	The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (the Authority) is responsible for preparing and adopting a Congestion Management Program (CMP) and updating the Program every other year. The Authority adopted the County’s first CMP in October 1991. The 2011...
	The 2015 update, which was prepared with help from and consultation with representatives of local, regional and State agencies, transit operators and the public, responds to changes in regional transportation planning, projects, and programs made sinc...
	The Contra Costa County Congestion Management Plan reflects state CMP legislation that, in part, requires a 7-year capital improvement program.  Therefore, while funding sources for certain short-term improvements must be identified, there is no such ...
	Response to Comment 127-23
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-th...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	Response to Comment 127-24
	As discussed in Response to Comment 127-17, which is incorporated herein by this reference, the Draft Master Plan is a planning-level project, and a project-level analysis is not required.  With respect to construction impacts, the Draft EIR mistakenl...
	In response to the comment, page 4.12-39 of the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-25
	Please note that the 2017 NOP established the CEQA baseline conditions. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA guidelines provides specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts. Per Section 15064.3, analysis of VMT attributable to a p...
	Response to Comment 127-26
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 128-1
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, analyzed the local roadways under Existing Conditions, as well as Existing Plus Project Conditions. The Existing conditions analyzed in the Partially Reci...
	To the extent that existing heavy-duty truck traffic on Bailey Road overlaps with the AM and PM peak hours, such traffic was accounted for in the traffic counts conducted by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and, thus, is a component of the Existing Co...
	Response to Comment 128-2
	In the event that livestock causes traffic delays on local roadways, such events would be limited and would not be considered long-term. As such, although the proposed project could increase traffic on local roadways, increased congestion and delays d...
	Response to Comment 128-3
	As discussed throughout the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard would be extended southward through the site, providing connection to the City’s existing circulation system. However, the specific development plans for extension of th...
	Response to Comment 128-4
	Response to Comment 129-1
	The TIS prepared for the proposed project included an inadvertent output page for Intersection 43 within the attached appendix. Intersection 43 of the Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions Appendix included in the TIS has been corrected, as follows:
	Because Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR assumed Intersection 43 would operate at LOS C with 30.8 seconds of delay, the above revision does not change the conclusions presented within the ...
	Response to Comment 130-1
	The comment pertains to potential impacts on the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road intersection. Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Roa...
	Response to Comment 131-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, but has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. For information purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, ...
	Response to Comment 132-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. For information purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated...
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	REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT
	The proposed project is located just southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. With the exception of two isolated single-family residences and a small ag...
	The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is id...
	Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserv...
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-8, on page 4.12-22 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-45 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-56 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-60 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not change across jurisdictions.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-th...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) on pages 4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-90 is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db).
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-95 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-96 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
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	Introduction
	Background
	Purpose of the Final EIR
	Organization of the Final EIR
	Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-28, on page 4.12-1222 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-3945 of the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-56 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-60 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not change across jurisdictions.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	 The northbound approach at the Avila Road and Willow Pass Road intersection shall be restriped to include one through lane and one right turn lane; and
	 The southbound approach at the Clayton Road and Bailey Road intersection shall be restriped to be a southbound left-turn lane, a shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound right-turn lane; and
	 The intersection timing splits at the following intersections shall be optimized: Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) and Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection #48).
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) on pages 4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-90 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-95 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-96 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.




