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2.1 INTRODUCTION 
No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan, were raised during the comment 
period.  Responses to comments received during the comment period do not involve any new significant 
impacts or add “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that: New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless 
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.   

Chapters 2.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR include information that has been added to the EIR since the close 
of the public review period in the form of responses to comments and revisions.   

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
Table 2-1 lists the comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City during the 60-day public 
review period. The assigned comment letter number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, if 
presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed. The City received 17 
comment letters during the 60-day review period for the Draft EIR.   

TABLE 2-1:  LIST OF COMMENTERS 
RESPONSE 

LETTER 
INDIVIDUAL OR 

SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

A Dani Lanis Bike East Bay January 31, 2024 

B Tamara Purvis California Department of Toxic Substances Control February 2, 2024 

C Yunsheng Luo California Department of Transportation  February 8, 2024 

D Kevin Marstall City of Concord February 9, 2024 

E Mark Quady Contra Costa Water District February 9, 2024 

F Linda Klein Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP (Making Waves Academy) February 9, 2024 

G Jeff Henderson Delta Stewardship Council February 9, 2024 

H S. Garside Department of California Highway Patrol January 29, 2024 

I Donna Smith Resident February 7, 2024 

J David Rehnstrom East Bay Municipal Utility District February 2, 2024 

K Sean Marciniak and 
Niran Somasundaram Hanson Bridgett LLP (Discovery Builders, Inc.) February 9, 2024 

L Hitesh Haria Pittsburg Unified School District February 8, 2024 
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RESPONSE 
LETTER 

INDIVIDUAL OR 
SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

M Matthew Francois Rutan & Tucker, LLP (Integral Communities) February 9, 2024 

N S.L. Floyd Resident February 9, 2024 

O Kamala Parks San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit February 9, 2024 

P Eric Buescher and  
Aundi Mevoli San Francisco Baykeeper February 9, 2024 

Q Juan Pablo Galván 
Martinez Save Mount Diablo February 8, 2024 

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the 
Draft EIR (and Recirculated Draft EIR) that regard an environmental issue.  The written response must 
address the significant environmental issue raised and be detailed, especially when specific comments 
or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted.  In addition, the written response 
must be a good faith and reasoned analysis.  However, lead agencies only need to respond to significant 
environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all of the information 
requested by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on 
the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of the 
project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that commenters provide 
evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be 
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision in 
the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR.  Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions 
to the Pittsburg General Plan Update Recirculated Draft EIR. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those 
comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used: 

● Each comment letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A), each comment within each letter is numbered 
(i.e., Comment A-1, Comment A-2, etc.), and each response is numbered correspondingly (i.e., 
Response A-1, Response A-2, etc.). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from the response to comments, those changes are included 
in the response and identified with revisions marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). 
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Response to Letter A:   Bike East Bay 
Response A-1: The commenter states that the proposed Class IV protected bikeways from the 2021 
Active Transportation Plan are changed to proposed Class II buffered bike lanes in the General Plan map. 
The commenter further states that the Class IV separated bikeway/cycle track is a different category of 
bikeway by design and by law than the Class II buffered bike lane type. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Letter B:   California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Response B-1: The commenter correctly summarizes the proposed General Plan. The commenter states 
that the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has identified that the project may affect 
multiple sites within the project boundaries.  

Please see Response B-2 regarding the sites in the Planning Area.  

Response B-2: The commenter states that multiple active and nonactive mitigation and cleanup sites 
where DTSC has conducted oversight are located in the Planning Area and may be impacted by the 
project. The commenter also states that, due to the broad scope of the project, DTSC is unable to 
determine all of the locations of the proposed project site, whether they are listed as having documented 
contamination, land use restrictions, or whether there is the potential for the project site to be included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The 
commenter concludes by stating that DTSC believes the City of Pittsburg must address these comments 
to determine if any significant impacts under CEQA will occur and, if necessary, avoid significant impacts 
under CEQA.  

As noted on page 2.0-14 of Chapter 2.0 Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “The EIR evaluates the 
anticipated development that could occur within the Planning Area if every parcel in the city developed 
at the densities and intensities expected under the proposed General Plan. While no specific 
development projects are proposed as part of the General Plan Update, the General Plan will 
accommodate future growth in Pittsburg, including new businesses, expansion of existing businesses, 
and new residential uses. The buildout analysis utilizes a 20-year horizon, and 2040 is assumed to be the 
buildout year of the General Plan.” The commenter is correct that the project has a broad scope. 

Impacts related to hazardous sites are discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Draft EIR.  The DTSC Envirostor sites are discussed on pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-12. The Cortese List sites 
are discussed on pages 3.8-12 through 3.8-14. Impacts related to the multiple active and nonactive 
mitigation and cleanup sites where DTSC has conducted oversight are discussed in Impact 3.8-1. Overall, 
as described previously in the regulatory setting, hazardous materials regulations related to the use, 
handling, and transport of hazardous materials are codified in Titles 8, 22, and 26 of the CCR, and their 
enabling legislation set forth in Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code. These laws were 
established at the state level to ensure compliance with federal regulations to reduce the risk to human 
health and the environment from the routine use of hazardous substances. These regulations must be 
implemented by employers/businesses, as appropriate, and are monitored by the state (e.g., Cal OSHA 
in the workplace or DTSC for hazardous waste) and/or the County. The haulers and users of hazardous 
materials are listed with the Contra Costa County Fire Authority and are regulated and monitored by the 
County of Contra Costa. Implementation of Title 49, Parts 171-180, of the Code of Federal Regulations 
would reduce any impacts associated with the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials. 
Future projects would be reviewed at the project-level for potential hazardous materials impacts, 
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consistent with the requirements of State law and policies and actions of the proposed General Plan, 
including Policies 11-P-5.1, 11-P-5.2, 11-P-5.3, 11-P-5.5, and 11-P-5.6 and Actions 11-A-5.a and 11-A-5.b. 
Therefore, implementation of the General Plan policies and actions listed in Impact 3.8-1, as well as 
compliance with all applicable federal, state and local regulations, would ensure that potential impacts 
associated with the routine use, transport, storage, or disposal or accidental release of hazardous 
materials would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Response B-3: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter C:   California Department of Transportation 
Response C-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response C-2: The commenter correctly summarizes the project understanding. No response to this 
comment is warranted. 

Response C-3: The commenter recommends that the City consider a list of measures to reduce regional 
vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT).  The commenter also considers encouraging fair share contributions from 
future development projects to multimodal projects that promote mode shift and reduce single 
occupancy vehicle travel to mitigate VMT impacts.  

The 2040 Pittsburg General Plan is a regional guiding document; it does not contain detailed information 
regarding future development that would occur within various zones in the City. Implementation of the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association mitigation measures is left up to each new 
development’s transportation impact analysis. 

TJKM utilized the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) model for the VMT analysis for the 
Pittsburg General Plan. The model along with some off-model adjustments were made to accommodate 
for mitigation measures that were applicable to the General Plan. 

Consistent with Goal 7-1 and Action 7-A-1.a, it is the City’s intention to adopt policy guidelines to reduce 
VMT. It is understood that these frameworks and the measures within could be used to reduce VMT 
impacts and will be considered during the VMT policy formation/adoption. 

It is the City’s intention to continue to use local transportation Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) ordinances 
to ensure all new development pay a fair share of the cost of transportation improvements as noted in 
Policy 7-P-4.2. These transportation improvements will include transit prioritize in line with Goal 7-2 to 
promote alternatives to SOV trips and expand transit service where able. 

Response C-4: The commenter states that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is 
committed to advancing equity and livability in all communities. The commenter concludes by stating 
that they look forward to collaborating with the City of Pittsburg to prioritize projects that are equitable 
and provide meaningful benefits to historically underserved communities. 

This comment is noted. 

Response C-5: The commenter references the Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan (2021), the Caltrans 
District 4 Bike Plan (2018), and Caltrans Director’s Policy 37 (DP-37). The commenter also provides 
conclusionary statements.  

The definition of Complete Streets in the proposed 2040 General Plan has been updated to better align 
with Caltrans’ definition provided in DP-37. Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR 
has been revised to include DP-37, Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan (2021), and Caltrans District 4 Bike 
Plan (2018) in the regulatory framework. 

The City’s revised Circulation Element continues to promote complete streets within the City through 
multiple policies and action items. The City will continue to evaluate roadway improvements as part of 
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the planning/development review process consistent with the current state of practice to ensure that all 
road users are equally prioritized. 
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Response to Letter D:   City of Concord 
Response D-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter.  

Please see Responses D-2 through D-6 which specifically address the comments in the body of the letter. 

Response D-2: The commenter states that the baseline reports, including the Land Use Alternatives & 
Capacity Report, the Existing Conditions Report (November 2019), the Economic Trends Report (August 
2019) and the Vision and Opportunities Report (July 2019), were all prepared in 2019, prior to the 
pandemic. The commenter encourages the updating of at least the Existing Conditions and Economic 
Trends Report to provide a more accurate examination of issues in particular to land use and traffic 
overall. 

The Existing Conditions Report serves as an important background document for the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR includes updates to much of the information included in the Existing Conditions Report. For example, 
Table 4.1-1 (Pittsburg Site Cleanup and Hazardous Facilities List [Envirostor]), dated 2019, of the Existing 
Conditions Report was updated in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR.  As 
shown in Table 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR, the table was updated to reflect sites added or removed from the 
database between 2019 and 2023. Another example includes the assessed uses table (dated 2023) and 
the pending, approved, under construction, and completed projects tables (dated 2023) in Section 3.10, 
Land Use Planning and Population/Housing, of the Draft EIR. Further, the traffic analysis for the Draft EIR 
was completed in 2023/2024. 

Response D-3: The commenter provides concerns about the established greenbelt ridgeline buffer of 
150 feet. The commenter states that they disagree that feasible mitigation is not available and 
recommends a Pittsburg General Plan policy and associated action for a wider 250-foot buffer from the 
shared City boundary along the ridgeline between the cities, with specific restrictions on grading within 
the buffer to reduce visual and aesthetic impacts to the ridgeline, as viewed from Concord. The 
commenter also provides suggested edits and comments regarding General Plan policies pertaining to 
ridgelines. 

Impacts related to aesthetics, including scenic vistas like ridgelines, are discussed in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, all aesthetics-related impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. As such, mitigation is not warranted or required. The RUFEIR that 
the commenter mentions was prepared for a specific project, not for the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan, 
and the impact conclusions in the RUFEIR are not applicable here. 

While the portions of the comment relating to General Plan policies do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response D-4: The commenter states that West Leland Road is proposed to extend west as a 4-lane 
major arterial to connect to Avila Road and Willow Pass Road in the City of Concord and this connection 
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would encourage traffic to bypass State Route 4 in favor of the Avila /West Leland Road route for through 
traffic. The commenter states that the proposed extension/connection will worsen peak period travel 
conditions within Concord. The commenter concludes by encouraging consultation with staff in advance 
regarding the configurations of this future extension/connection, and coordinate with the City of Concord 
to mitigate impacts, as well as contribute fair share funding for necessary improvements. 

Impacts associated with transportation are discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 3.14-1, with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies 
may no longer rely on vehicular delay or capacity-based analyses for California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) impact determinations. Instead, agencies must analyze transportation impacts utilizing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT).  As applicable here, VMT is a measure of the total distance traveled by vehicles for 
trips beginning or ending in Pittsburg on a typical weekday. VMT impacts are calculated and assessed 
using an efficiency metric (for example, VMT per household for residential projects or per employee for 
commercial projects). This is a change from the prior method of analyzing transportation impacts, which 
measured level of service (LOS) at intersections and roadway segments, using grades from LOS A to LOS 
F. While SB 743 does not allow LOS to be used to measure transportation impacts under CEQA, it may 
still be included in goals and policies in a local agency’s general plan. As such, traffic congestion indicators, 
like LOS, are no longer a CEQA topic. 

While the portion of the comment pertaining to the General Plan circulation system comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response D-5: The commenter states that no identified visual analysis was provided in the document 
or in the appendices. The commenter encourages the City of Pittsburg to conduct a visual analysis to 
identify the impacts of development based on the General Plan designations identified for the Southwest 
Hills to determine the impacts and potential mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

Please see Response D-3 regarding aesthetics impacts. Additionally, as noted on page 2.0-14 of Chapter 
2.0 Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “The EIR evaluates the anticipated development that could occur 
within the Planning Area if every parcel in the city developed at the densities and intensities expected 
under the proposed General Plan. While no specific development projects are proposed as part of the 
General Plan Update, the General Plan will accommodate future growth in Pittsburg, including new 
businesses, expansion of existing businesses, and new residential uses. The buildout analysis utilizes a 
20-year horizon, and 2040 is assumed to be the buildout year of the General Plan.” There are no specific 
development projects that will be entitled as part of the General Plan. As such, due to the broad 
programmatic nature of the project, and because no development is proposed, visual analysis was 
provided qualitatively. In short, the Draft EIR does not assess project-specific impacts of potential future 
projects under the proposed General Plan, all of which are required to comply with CEQA as applicable.   
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Response D-6: The commenter expresses support for Alternative B: Core Area Employment, the 
Economic Development alternative designed to increase jobs in the Pittsburg core in order to reduce the 
severity of impacts associated with air quality, greenhouse gasses, and transportation associated with 
the plan or Alternative C – Reduced intensity, again to further reduce impacts. 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response D-7: The commenter provides a conclusion statement to the comment letter. No response to 
this comment is necessary. 
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Response to Letter E:   Contra Costa Water District 
Response E-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter.  

Please see Responses E-2 through E-6 which specifically address the comments in the body of the letter. 

Response E-2: The commenter provides background information regarding the Contra Costa Canal and 
states that they operate the Canal and the Multipurpose Pipeline. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response E-3: The commenter states concerns that the drainage features within the Canal ROW do not 
have sufficient capacity for existing or future storm water runoff and additional planned development 
has the potential to increase the risk of cumulative erosion or flooding that could impact the regional 
water supply. The commenter also states that the project will cause potentially significant flooding or 
erosion impacts that must be mitigated. The commenter reproduces a discussion from the Existing 
Conditions Report (2019).  

As noted on pages 3.9-3 and 3.9-4 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, “the 
storm drain facilities under the Contra Costa Canal also have the potential to become impaired, if 
sedimentation were to occur from new upstream development. Obstruction of storm drains could cause 
sedimentation and debris to enter the Contra Costa Canal right-of-way and potentially overtop into 
Contra Costa Canal and/or exert pressure and damage Contra Costa Canal’s lining or other facilities. This 
could result in impacts to Contra Costa Water District’s potable water supply.” 

As future development and infrastructure projects are considered by the City, each project will be 
evaluated for conformance with the General Plan, Municipal Code, and other applicable regulations. 
Subsequent development and infrastructure projects would also be analyzed for potential environmental 
impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Specifically, Chapter 13.28 (Stormwater 
Management and Discharge Control) of the Pittsburg Municipal Code addresses stormwater and water 
quality. Among other requirements, this chapter requires projects to prepare a stormwater control plan 
and construct and implement stormwater management and discharge control measures and comply with 
best management practices during project construction and operation. Compliance with the existing City 
regulations would ensure that impacts to the Contra Costa Canal are less than significant.  

Response E-4: The commenter provides comments on General Plan Action 10-A-2.h pertaining to 
Contra Costa Water District facilities. The commenter states that encroachment permits are required for 
all existing storm drain crossings, including drainage areas on both the north and south of the Contra 
Costa Canal. 
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Action 10-A-2.h of the General Plan requires an encroachment permit from Contra Costa Water District 
(CCWD) for any storm drain facility crossing or encroaching onto Contra Costa Canal rights-of-way. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, Action 
10-A-2.4 is revised to address the intent of this comment and is noted for the decision-makers for their 
consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response E-5: The commenter provides comments on General Plan 10-P-4.8 which pertains to Contra 
Costa Water District facilities. 

Policy 10-P-4.8 aims to protect water quality by reducing non-point sources of pollution and the dumping 
of debris in and near creeks, storm stains, and Contra Costa Canal.   

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, Policy 10-
P-4.8 is revised to address the intent of this comment is noted for the decision-makers for their 
consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response E-6: The commenter states that the General Plan should address and be consistent with 
Contra Costa Water District Contra Costa Canal-related goals and policies outlined in the existing 2020 
General Plan, including: Goal 9-G-6 and 10-G-8, and Policies 9-P-15 through 9-P-17, 9-P-20, 9-P-21, 9-P-
23, 10-P-18 through 10-P-20, 10-P-23 through 10-P-28, and 10-P-30.  While this comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter’s recommendations are addressed below. 

Goals and policies have been streamlined and consolidated to reduce repetitive language and to 
streamline implementation of the General Plan. 

Goal 9-G-6 is incorporated into Policy 10-P-4.8. Goal 10-G-8 is incorporated into Goal-12-7 and 
implementing policies and actions, including Policy 12-P-7.1 and Action 12-A-7.a. 

Policy 9-P-15 of the existing General Plan is reflected in Policy 10-P-3.2 and Action 10-A-3.a.  

Policy 9-P-16 is incorporated into Policy 10-P-4.10, Action 10-A-4.i, and Action 10-P-2.j. 

Policy 10-P-2.7 carries forward the in-tent of Policy 9-P-17 of the existing General Plan. 

Policy 10-P-2.14 and Action 10-A-4.j address the intent of Policy 9-P-20 of the existing General Plan. 

Action 10-A-4.b carries forward the intent of Policy 9-P-21 of the existing General Plan.  

Action 10-A-4.i of the proposed 2040 General Plan carries forward Policy 9-P-23 of the existing General 
Plan.  

Policies 10-P-7.1 and 10-P-7.2 and Actions 12-A-7.a and 12.A.7.b were added to the proposed 2040 
General Plan to carry forward Policies 10-P-18 through 10-P-20 of the existing General Plan. 

Policies 9.P-7.3 through 9-P-7.7 and Action 12-A-7.c were added to the proposed 2040 General Plan to 
carry forward Policies 10-P-23 through 10-P-30 of the existing General Plan. 
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While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the above 
policy and action revisions were made to address the intent of this comment is noted for the decision-
makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response E-7: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter F:   Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP (Making Waves Academy) 

Response F-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is necessary. 

Response F-2: The commenter provides land use and zoning information for parcels located along E 3rd 
Street to the north and to the west of the intersection of Harbor Street, referred to as Parcels A, C, and 
H and shown in an attachment to the letter.   

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response F-3: The commenter provides requests for modifications to the Marina Commercial land use 
designation.   

The Marina Commercial land use designation allows a 1.5 floor area ratio for hotels and other waterfront-
oriented uses. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with 
CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of 
topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response F-4: The commenter provides perceived inconsistencies in the General Plan policies and 
actions as they relate to Parcels A and C. The commenter also provides recommended revisions to three 
General Plan Actions. 

References to “Marine Commercial” in the proposed Downtown Element were corrected to “Marina 
Commercial.” 

Actions 5-A-3.e and 3.f were revised, to an extent, and the intent of these actions is to support publicly-
oriented recreation uses in the area and to ensure projects provide access to the waterfront. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response F-5: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze whether the General Plan 
Update would result in urban decay and blight due to its inconsistent and restrictive land use vision for 
Parcels A and B. The commenter further states that, “With respect to Parcel A and Parcel C, the General 
Plan Update, particularly due to its insinuation that the City plans to take these parcels by eminent 
domain, would result in urban decay and blight-like conditions, which include visual and aesthetic 
impacts that may accompany physical decay and deterioration at the sites and in the surrounding 
vicinity.” 

The City does not plan to take the subject parcels by eminent domain and neither the General Plan nor 
the Draft EIR state that.  The General Plan also does not propose or entitle development projects on the 
subject parcels. Instead, the proposed General Plan designates land uses throughout the Planning Area 
and provides a framework for the planning of sites. 
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The proposed General Plan land use designation for the commenter’s referenced parcels, Marina 
Commercial, allows for various uses, such as:   Waterfront-oriented recreational, visitor and community 
uses, business and professional services, offices, convenience sales, restaurants, public marketplaces, 
repair services, specialty retail (such as boat sales and repair), hotel/motel with a costal orientation, 
recreational facilities, research and development, custom manufacturing, and marinas.  

With respect to urban decay, under CEQA, an EIR should only consider direct and indirect physical effects 
of projects.  Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “In evaluating the significance of the 
environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the 
environment which is caused by and immediately related to the project.”  Section 15064(d)(3) further 
states that, “An indirect physical impact is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable 
impact which may be caused by the project.  A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not 
reasonably foreseeable.”  In addition, CEQA requires that a determination that a project may have a 
significant environmental effect must be based on substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines §15064(f)). 

On the secondary socioeconomic effects of projects, Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates 
that, “Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by 
the economic or social changes.  The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in 
any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall 
be on the physical changes.”  In other words, economic and social changes are not, in themselves, 
considered under CEQA to be significant effects on the environment. 

Since only physical effects are to be considered under CEQA, economic and social changes resulting from 
a project may be considered if they in turn produce changes in the physical environment.  To fully satisfy 
the requirements of an EIR, an economic analysis must start with the economic impacts. The analysis 
would then follow the causal chain to assess the likelihood of new retail space causing long-term 
vacancies in existing retail space and ultimately leading to urban decay and physical deterioration of 
existing retail centers and nodes. 

In recent years, the California courts have identified the term “urban decay” as the physical manifestation 
of a project’s potential socioeconomic impacts and have specifically identified the need to address the 
potential for urban decay in environmental documents for large retail projects, or mixed use projects 
with a notable retail component. In Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 
Cal.App.4th 1184, which the commenter cites, the court set aside two environmental impact reports for 
two proposed Wal-Mart projects that would have been located less than five miles from each other. This 
was the first court decision to use the term “urban decay,” as opposed to the term “blight.” The court 
quoted “experts [who] are now warning about land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of store 
closures and long-term vacancies, ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and leaving decaying 
shells in their wake.” (Id. at p. 1204.) The court also discussed prior case law that addressed the potential 
for large retail projects to cause “physical deterioration of [a] downtown area” or “a general deterioration 
of [a] downtown area.” (Id. at pp. 1206, 1207). The Bakersfield court also described the circumstances in 
which the duty to address urban decay issues arise.  
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It is unclear how the Marina Commercial land use on the subject parcels would result in urban decay. The 
majority of the subject parcels are not currently developed or were formerly developed but have since 
been demolished. 

There are multiple opportunities for how the property can be developed under the proposed 2040 
General Plan land uses. The proposed 2040 General Plan would expand the land use opportunities 
allowed under the Marina Commercial rather than restricting uses. Any concerns about blight are purely 
speculative and CEQA does not require analysis of speculative concerns.   

Response F-6: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider all feasible mitigation for the 
significant and unavoidable impact related to greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter suggests adding 
policies and actions that make it easier to construct green energy infrastructure to support State goals to 
make the electrical supply 100 percent carbon free. The commenter further suggests allowing green 
energy infrastructure within the Marina Commercial land use, and/or adopting a zoning ordinance 
allowing ministerial approval of green energy infrastructure. 

This comment is noted. Energy-related uses are allowed in the Employment Center Industrial land use 
designation, as noted in the Land Use Element: “Fosters vibrant, diverse, and dynamic employment hubs 
that accommodate technology, advanced manufacturing, logistics, and other sectors that generate 
substantial employment opportunities; uses may also include administrative, financial, business, 
professional, medical and public offices, business incubators, research and development, custom and 
light manufacturing, limited assembly, warehousing and distribution, data centers, technology and 
innovation, energy, hospitals and large-scale medical facilities, services, light and heavy automobile 
services, and supporting commercial uses.”  

Additionally, the proposed General Plan includes the following policies and actions which support energy 
development and green-energy development: 

• 2-P-4.5: Support office, business, and industrial land uses that will improve the City’s 
employment base through high-quality, well-paid jobs that attract the technology, energy, and 
industrial sectors desired by the community. 

• 2-P-9.2: Promote revitalization and redevelopment in the area bounded by Railroad Avenue, E. 
Leland Rd, Harbor St, and State Route 4 as an innovation center, fostering new and emerging 
industries, businesses in technology, medical, and sustainable energy sectors, supporting start-
up enterprises, and increasing high quality jobs near the Pittsburg Center BART station. 

• 2-P-10.1: Promote creation of an innovation district or a hub for technology, energy, medical, 
and other skilled employment opportunities in the area designated Employment Center 
Industrial. 

• 2-A-10.b: Update the Railroad Avenue Specific Plan to: 
o Include the Employment Center Industrial as an innovation center, fostering new and 

emerging industries, businesses in technology, medical, and sustainable energy sectors, 
supporting start-up enterprises, and increasing high quality jobs near the Pittsburg 
Center BART station.  

• 2-P-17.1: Support the remediation and revitalization of this site as a master-planned 
community with sustainable and resilient design that provides opportunities to work, live, and 
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play and addresses Pittsburg’s jobs/housing balance, recreation, economic development, and 
public use needs: 

o Providing community-oriented recreation and commercial entertainment facilities, 
including: 
 Community-gathering areas with an open air markets and venues for 

community events,  
 Riverfront access with extension of the adjacent Riverview Park and a 

continuous public-access riverwalk with parks, seating, and viewing areas for 
pedestrians and cyclists,  

 Provisions for water-oriented recreational activities, such as boating and 
kayaking, 

 A community recreation uses, including potentially including aquatic center, 
sports facilities, or other community-wide recreational uses, that serve the 
broader Pittsburg community,  

 Commercial and entertainment uses, with space allocated for waterfront or 
waterview dining, retail, as well as grocery, shopping, restaurants, offices, and 
services located away from the water. 

o Multi-modal transit opportunities, including a ferry terminal to improve jobs access, 
and connections to BART and local transit. 

o An economic opportunity hub, providing high-quality and skilled employment 
opportunities including research and development, office, sustainable energy, and 
manufacturing, with connections provided to transit, and spaces for business 
incubators to foster startups and innovation. 

o Mixed residential neighborhoods, including a significant proportion of workforce and 
affordable housing to maintain socioeconomic diversity and promote equitable 
opportunities, that are served by on-site neighborhood-oriented parks, schools, and 
commercial uses. 

o Provide at jobs/housing ratio of at least 2.5 jobs per household. 
o Permanent open space managed to support climate adaptation through maintaining 

and enhancing existing wetlands and marsh areas and to provide educational and 
passive recreational opportunities. 

o Green infrastructure, sustainable and resilient design, and climate adaptation 
elements, including elevated construction, natural barriers, managed retreat, 
bioswales, permeable pavements, and rain gardens to manage stormwater and provide 
flooding resiliency. 

o Ensure remediation of site meets or exceeds California Department of Toxic Substance 
Control and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards in all areas proposed for 
residential, employment, recreational, and other uses that may expose humans to 
hazards associated with former uses of the site. 

Further, the proposed General Plan includes ample policies and actions aimed to reduce the impact 
related to greenhouse gas emissions. While there is no State or other requirement to include additional 
policies and actions that make it easier to construct green energy infrastructure to support State goals to 
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make the electrical supply 100 percent carbon free, the Employment Cener Industrial land use 
designation allows energy-related uses and the Industrial land use designation has been revised to allow 
energy-related uses. Policy 10-P-6.14 is added to the Resource Conservation & Open Space Element to 
support green and clean energy. These land use designations will accommodate all energy-related 
infrastructure, including green energy. Furthermore, the local utility’s renewable energy percentage (i.e. 
it’s carbon intensity) is regulated through the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) through the 
State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which requires the State to achieve 60% of its energy from 
renewable sources by the year 2030, and achieve requires all of the electricity to come from carbon-free 
sources by year 2045. The electric utility serving the City of Pittsburg is also subject to these 
requirements; the City itself has limited to no ability to influence how quickly the electric utility can meet 
this goal. Nevertheless, the electric utility serving the City of Pittsburg is already required to meet this 
goal by 2045. Lastly, there is no further feasible and enforceable mitigation that can be imposed in 
connection with this programmatic EIR, as no specific development projects are proposed.  The 
mitigation measure proposed by the commenter to adopt a zoning ordinance allowing ministerial 
approval of green energy infrastructure is not feasible on a broad scale for a programmatic document. 
As noted previously, the Industrial land use designation has been revised to allow energy-related uses. . 
The City has contemplated and included all feasible mitigation in the Draft EIR. No further response to 
this comment is warranted. 

Response F-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR energy analysis does not account for the 
increase in electricity demand caused by State, regional, and local requirements to build mainly with only 
electric appliances in most new buildings. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not analyze 
whether the General Plan Update conflicts with State or local plans for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. 

This comment is noted. The proposed project is a General Plan update that is required to comply with all 
existing State and local regulations and plans adopted to address renewable energy and energy efficiency 
and has been prepared to support and implement the City’s Sustainability Plan. The General Plan has 
been designed to do so from the ground up, and as described under Impact 3.7-2 of Section 3.7: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Energy.  

Specifically, as described in pages 3.7-36 and 3.7-37 of the Draft EIR: 

“Policy 10-P-5.2 requires the City to ensure that new development is consistent with the energy 
objectives and targets identified by the City’s Sustainability Plan. Additionally, Safety and 
Resiliency Element Policy 11-P-2.1 requires the City to consider climate change impacts and 
adaptive responses in long-term planning and current development decisions consistent with the 
policies and programs of the City’s Sustainability Plan and Local Hazard Mitigation Plan.” 

Furthermore, the electricity and natural gas consumption associated with the 2040 General Plan is 
estimated on page 3.7-34 under Impact 3.7-2 of Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, 
and Energy. As described therein: 

“According to the California Energy Commission, the total electricity and natural gas usage in 
Contra Costa County in 2022 (latest year of data available) was approximately 8,338 GWh, and 
approximately 895 millions of therms, respectively (California Energy Commission, 2023). Up to 
approximately 15,576 new residential units and 26,089,499 square feet of non-residential uses 
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would be accommodated under General Plan buildout conditions. Based on publicly available 
data, the average residence uses approximately 10,800 kWh per year (SolarReviews, 2023), and 
400 therms per year (UC Irvine, 2007). Separately, based on publicly available data, the amount 
of kWh and therms per non-residential square feet is 22.5 kWh/sf (IotaComm, 2023)  and 70.4 
MBtu/sf (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2022), respectively. Based on the up to 15,576 
new residential units and 26,089,499 square feet of non-residential uses would be 
accommodated under General Plan buildout conditions, buildout of the General Plan could 
therefore generate a total of approximately 755 GWh per year, and 24.6 millions of therms per 
year. This is only approximately 3% of the total electricity and 9% of the total natural gas of Contra 
Costa County, which represents a small percentage of the County’s overall energy usage. 
Therefore, based on the long-term buildout horizon of the General Plan, that future capacity 
would be available to serve anticipated development projected by the General Plan.” 

As described in the Draft EIR, development associated with the General Plan Update is estimated (based 
on recently available data for Contra Costa County and other available literature from UC Irvine, 
SolarReviews, and the U.S. Energy Information Administration), to be approximately 3% of the total 
electricity and 9% of the total natural gas of Contra Costa County, which represents a small percentage 
of the County’s overall energy usage. This estimate is based on preexisting patterns of electricity and 
natural gas consumption. Should natural gas consumption be reduced in the future compared with 
existing uses (as projected by the City’s Sustainability Plan), electricity consumption would be required 
to increase to compensate. However, such an increase in electricity consumption would be anticipated 
to be approximately proportional to the reduction in natural gas consumption. Therefore, under such a 
scenario, at the extreme, it can be reasonably assumed that the increase in electricity consumption 
associated with the General Plan Update would be approximately 12% of the total electricity in Contra 
Costa County (rather than just 3%), while the increase in natural gas consumption would be 0% (rather 
than 9%), under the condition that no natural gas consumption would be developed in the future and 
would require replacement by electricity. Nevertheless, even a 12% increase in electricity consumption 
in Contra Costa County (associated with buildout of the General Plan Update) would be manageable, 
given the approximately 20-year buildout horizon associated with the General Plan Update.  

Furthermore, as described on page 3.7-11 of the Draft EIR, a large driver of renewable sources of energy 
in California is the state’s current Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which requires the state to derive 
at least 60 percent of electricity generated from renewable resources by 2030 and to achieve zero-carbon 
emissions by 2045 (as passed in September 2018, under AB 100). This requirement mandates that 
available renewable energy is available by the General Plan Update buildout year to provide sufficient 
clean energy to serve the State of California in the future, including buildout of the City associated with 
the General Plan Update. This requirement is already mandated by State law and is under the purview of 
the CPUC and the PG&E, not the City of Pittsburgh. Moreover, as previously stated, the 2040 General 
Plan includes numerous policies and actions to support energy conservation and renewable energy, as 
provided in page 3.7-36 of the Draft EIR, which would ease pressure on the CPUC and PG&E. 

It should also be noted that energy efficiency is anticipated to increase in the future. For example, the 
California Green Building Code is continually updated to increase energy efficiency over time, and is 
anticipated to be substantially stricter in ensuing years (over the course of General Plan Buildout). 
Moreover, the City’s Sustainability Plan itself contains numerous energy efficiency measures, that would 
further reduce electricity consumption compared with historical patterns. 
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Overall, the General Plan Update is consistent with the State’s goals to achieve a carbon-free energy 
future, based on its consistency with all applicable plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency. 
Therefore, even if electricity demand per capita would be higher under development associated with the 
General Plan Update compared with historical development patterns (such as if natural gas consumption 
in new development is dramatically curtailed or absent), despite substantial anticipated improvements 
relating to energy efficiency in the future, implementation of the General Plan Update would not conflict 
with any State or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency (including the City’s Sustainability 
Plan), or result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation. No further response to this 
comment is necessary. 

Response F-8: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is necessary. 
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Response to Letter G:   Delta Stewardship Council 
Response G-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter pertaining to 
the Delta Stewardship Council responsibilities and statutory requirements. No response to this comment 
is warranted. 

Response G-2: The commenter states that the project meets the definition of a covered action under 
the California Water Code. The commenter also states that the State or local public agency approving, 
funding, or carrying out the project must file a Certification of Consistency with the Council prior to 
project implementation.  

This comment is noted. The City will file a Certification of Consistency as required by State law.  

Response G-3: The commenter provides Delta Plan regulatory policies that may apply to the project. 
The commenter states that they have not identified any specific inconsistency between the Draft EIR and 
the Delta Plan, pursuant to Water Code section 85212 at this time. Furthermore, the commenter states 
that, notwithstanding the exemptions identified in this comment, General Plan 2040 policies appear to 
support provisions of DP P1 and RR P2. The commenter concurs with a statement made in the Draft EIR 
regarding the Delta Plan. The commenter concludes by stating that they encourage the City to submit a 
Certification of Consistency to the Council using these and other goals and actions to demonstrate how 
the General Plan is consistent with the Delta Plan. 

This comment is noted. The proposed General Plan has been prepared with the intent to be consistent 
with the Delta Plan and support long-term stewardship of the Delta. The City will file a Certification of 
Consistency with the Council.  

Response G-4: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter H:   Department of California Highway Patrol 
Response H-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.  

Please see Response H-2 regarding the specific concerns. 

Response H-2: The commenter provides comments regarding congestion along State Route 4 (SR-4). 
The commenter states that the Project could increase traffic congestion along SR-4. 

It is acknowledged that SR-4 through Pittsburg is among the most congested stretches of freeway for 
commuter traffic in Contra Costa. This congestion extends within the City’s arterial network. The 
provision for the overpass, which is consistent with the current 2020 General Plan (2020 GP, Policy 7-P-
17, p. 7-19), is intended to help alleviate conditions at SR-4 access points at Railroad Avenue, Bailey Road, 
and San Marco Boulevard. 

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to transportation and circulation. The significant and unavoidable impacts are associated with 
the increase number of roadway users (drivers, pedestrians, bicycles, and those using transit) and VMT 
due to added density. Though the crash rate may potentially decrease as identified (notwithstanding 
regression-to-the-mean effects, emerging trends, or accounting for changes in severity), crash frequency 
may increase due to the total added VMT and miles of added roadway. It is noted that Caltrans’ Local 
Roadway Safety Manual establishes that both crash rate and frequency may be used in identifying safety 
hotspot and in establishing a high-injury network.  

In terms of predictive crash modeling, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials’ (AASHTO’s) Highway Safety Manual includes methods for estimating crash frequency using 
average annual daily traffic volumes as one of two primary metrics. The General Plan Update intends to 
ensure that new developments consider all users equally and promote safe environment based on plans 
and guidelines already established by the City (such as Pittsburg Moves) and future plans and guidelines 
to be established (Safe Routes to School, Transportation Demand Management, Neighborhood Traffic 
Calming, Vision Zero, etc.). 

The provision of higher density would mean lower Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per resident or per 
employee, as the closer proximity of projects mean shorter travel distances for residents to travel to 
goods and services. The higher density residential zoning is also a byproduct of meeting California 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements. 

Additionally, as noted on page 3.14-1 of Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, 
with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies may no longer rely on vehicular delay or 
capacity-based analyses for CEQA impact determination. Instead, agencies must analyze transportation 
impacts utilizing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), a measure of the total distance traveled by vehicles for 
trips beginning or ending in Pittsburg on a typical weekday. VMT impacts are calculated and assessed 
using an efficiency metric (for example, VMT per household for residential projects or per employee for 
commercial projects). This is a change from the prior method of analyzing transportation impacts, which 
measured level of service (LOS) at intersections and roadway segments, using grades from LOS A to LOS 
F. While SB 743 does not allow LOS to be used to measure transportation impacts under CEQA, it may 
still be included in goals and policies in a local agency’s general plan. As such, LOS, a traffic congestion 
metric, is no longer a CEQA topic. 
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Future projects, including highway interchanges, overcrossings/undercrossings, development projects, 
and billboards, will be reviewed for project-specific impacts, including hazards, pursuant to CEQA at the 
time the projects are designed and proposed for the City’s consideration. 

Response H-3: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter I:   Donna Smith 
Response I-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.  

Please see Responses I-2 through I-6 regarding the specific concerns. 

Response I-2: The commenter expresses concerns regarding heavy traffic flow, speeding, road 
conditions, lack of sidewalks, and lack of lighting and signage. The commenter concludes by expressing 
concerns regarding the significant and unavoidable impact pertaining to roadways.  

This comment is noted. While some of the issues raised by the commenter reflect existing conditions and 
perceptions of the City, and not environmental impacts of the proposed 2040 General Plan, the proposed 
2040 General Plan includes ample policies and actions relating to traffic flow, road conditions, lack of 
sidewalks, plantings, lighting, and signage. 

Some of the policies and actions are included below: 

7-P-1.1: Ensure that the City’s circulation network is a well-connected system of streets, roads, 
highways, sidewalks, trails, and paths that effectively and safely accommodate all users in a manner 
that considers the context of surrounding land uses. 

7-A-3.d: Continue to look for opportunities to eliminate sidewalk and bike lane gaps that limit 
connectivity between existing neighborhoods and ensure new connections are provided with all new 
developments. 

7-A-3.c: Repair or replace crosswalks and bike lane markings that are faded or damaged. Review of 
the existing roadways conditions should be assessed periodically. 

7-P-1.6: Design streets to operate with vehicle speeds that are safer for all users, especially 
pedestrian and bicyclists, while providing adequate access for emergency vehicles. Speed reductions 
strategies should include reduced lane widths and application of traffic calming measures on local 
and collector streets and especially near parks, schools, trails, and in the Downtown core. 

7-A-1.e: Use traffic calming tools and speed reduction strategies in new development and the design 
of roadway improvements to assist in implementing complete street principles; possible tools include 
roundabouts, raised intersections, curb extensions, reduced roadway width, and high visibility 
crosswalks. 

4-A-1.a: Develop a gateway and landmark program that establishes the design, location, and extent 
of gateway improvements at key entry points into the City and addresses the design and location of 
landmark features at significant community gathering nodes.  The program shall include: 

(i) Use of archways, landscaping, signs, banners, sculptures, decorative lighting, and other visual 
features to announce the gateways along regional roadways and landmarks at community 
focal areas. Time installation before or concurrently with construction of new projects. 
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(ii) Use of steel in historic areas to reflect Pittsburg’s steel production history. Consider steel in 
the fabrication of pedestrian furniture, such as benches, trash and recycling receptacles, 
throughout the City’s public right of ways. 

4-A-4.a: Update the Zoning Ordinance to: 

● Establish standards for landscaping and fencing for all districts/use categories, with a focus 
on unified design and character throughout Pittsburg. 

● Encourage use of native plant species and locally-recognized non-native species with low 
watering and maintenance requirements in linear parks, landscaped medians, and other 
quasi-public landscaping applications to enhance the City’s overall identity.  

● Require landscaped screening for utility boxes, loading areas, and large facilities such as tanks 
in multifamily, mixed use, and non-residential developments.  

● Require landscaping and tree planting along key roadways, arterials, and collectors. 

Impacts associated with transportation are discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 3.14-1, with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies 
may no longer rely on vehicular delay or capacity-based analyses for California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) impact determination. Instead, agencies must analyze transportation impacts utilizing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), a measure of the total distance traveled by vehicles for trips beginning or ending 
in Pittsburg on a typical weekday. VMT impacts are calculated and assessed using an efficiency metric 
(for example, VMT per household for residential projects or per employee for commercial projects). This 
is a change from the prior method of analyzing transportation impacts, which measured level of service 
(LOS) at intersections and roadway segments, using grades from LOS A to LOS F. While SB 743 does not 
allow LOS to be used to measure transportation impacts under CEQA, it may still be included in goals and 
policies in a local agency’s general plan. As such, traffic flow indicators, like LOS, are no longer a CEQA 
topic. 

However, as noted by the commenter, impacts pertaining to the following would be significant and 
unavoidable: vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT); conflicts with a program, plan, policy, or ordinance 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; and increased 
hazards due to a design feature, incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access. 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response I-3: The commenter expresses concerns regarding community information and signage. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the 
General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, 
including but not limited to: 
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Goal-8-1: Consider and respond to environmental justice issues as they relate to City plans, policies, 
and projects to ensure disadvantaged and vulnerable communities are engaged and represented in 
the decision-making process, to protect disadvantaged and vulnerable communities from 
environmental hazards, and to ensure that such communities have access to recreation, 
transportation, education, community amenities, healthy foods, and safe and decent housing. 

8-P-1.5: Administer materials and strive for broad outreach on public hearings that affect the 
environment in languages used by the community. 

8-P-1.10: Promote broad and balanced public participation in City decision-making efforts in order to 
ensure that all residents have the opportunity to participate in the decision-making process. This 
includes City decisions that affect community health and well-being such as planning, roadway, parks, 
infrastructure, jobs access, and utility projects and participation in City planning efforts, including the 
Sustainability Plan, Pittsburg Moves Action Transportation Plan, and Economic Development 
Strategy. 

8-A-1.e: Encourage public participation in local planning decision making, especially by those that are 
traditionally underrepresented by offering multi-lingual outreach material, communicating with key 
cultural entities, and hosting events in areas of varying socio-economic contexts. This effort shall 
include development of and updates to the Urban Forest Management Plan, Sustainability Plan, 
Capital Improvement Program, Brownfields Revitalization Plans, and specific plans. 

8-A-1.f: Ensure that low income and minority populations have equal opportunities to participate in 
and influence the land use decision-making process by utilizing culturally appropriate approaches to 
public participation and involvement. 

5-A-2.d: Develop a “way-finding” system for Downtown Pittsburg to the Marina and other local 
attractions. Install uniform signage and banners informing visitors of major attractions, including 
directions to Downtown from State Route 4 and to the waterfront from Downtown. 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics 
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response I-4: The commenter expresses concerns regarding shopping options, safety, and crime.  

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the 
General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, 
including but not limited to: 

6-P-1.2: Pursue strategies that support the attraction and retention of diverse industries, a diverse 
workforce, and a diversity of municipal revenue sources. 
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6-P-1.3: Achieve and maintain a balance of land uses within the City that assures residential 
development is complemented by expanded local employment opportunities, retail and commercial 
services, and recreation and entertainment venues; and that the City-wide mix of land uses provides 
a balanced variety of housing and business types and balances uses that produce revenues and those 
that require public expenditures. 

6-P-1.4: Ensure that the City’s revenue and fiscal base is not overly dependent on any one type of 
land use, development, or revenue source. 

6-P-1.5: Maintain competitive rates and fees for City services and resources that reflect the cost to 
the City but do not inhibit desired growth and do not result in inequitable access to City services and 
facilities. 

6-P-1.6: Maximize the City’s public financing tools and consider opportunities for enhancement in 
order to fund the various economic development initiatives outlined in this Element. 

6-P-1.7: Build the City’s capital improvement and business assistance funds in order to be in a position 
to leverage, borrow, and fund key projects. 

6-P-1.8: Promote local purchase of goods and services by residents, workers, businesses and City 
government in order to retain spending within the local economy and generate revenue for the City. 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics 
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response I-5: The commenter provides suggestions regarding attracting support and encouraging 
business establishment in the Marina and Old Town.  

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the 
General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, 
including but not limited to: 

5-P-1.1: Emphasize Downtown, including Old Town, as Pittsburg’s historic center, providing an 
identity and a sense of place for the entire city by establishing a focused revitalization strategy that 
integrates the initiatives of the Economic Development Strategy. 

5-P-1.6: Provide a variety of recreational facilities to serve visitors to the Downtown, Old Town, and 
residents of surrounding neighborhoods. 

5-A-3.a: Develop a waterfront activity center at the terminus of Harbor Street, featuring a cluster of 
Marina Commercial uses, including specialty retail, services, restaurants, marine repair and docking 
facilities, hotels and other uses by undertaking active efforts, including land acquisition and assembly. 
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5-A-3.b: Pursue the dedication of public open space during the redevelopment of infill sites within 
the Downtown, particularly adjacent to the waterfront area. 

5-A-3.c: Provide a wide path right-of-way, way-finding signage, landscaping, interpretive plaques, and 
street lighting that connects key areas of the Downtown (John Buckley Square, commercial core area, 
Eighth St. greenbelt, Marina Walk Park, etc.) to the waterfront. 

5-A-3.d: Develop a detailed design plan for the City’s new Marina Commercial center, featuring: 

● Mixed-use village atmosphere; 

● Creation or enhancement of points of interest based on the Marina Plan; 

● Walkable layout, with pedestrian amenities; 

● Public access to the shoreline and views of Browns Island; and 

● Focus on visitor attractions, as well as traditional marine services. 

5-A-3.e: Acquire land at the terminus of Harbor Street for the development of a publicly-oriented 
park or similar recreational use and promenade, providing access to the waterfront and open space 
at the center of the new Marina Commercial center. 

5-A-3.f: Encourage design of the Harbor Street terminus to provide an unobstructed view of New 
York Slough and a 30-foot-wide promenade to the waterfront. This linear park/promenade should 
function as a publicly-oriented square, with buildings oriented toward it and pedestrian amenities 
leading from East Third Street to the shoreline. 

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics 
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response I-6: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Municipal Code requirements for storage 
of boats and vehicles to be “hidden” and suggests changes to the Code on this topic. The commenter 
provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter.  

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Letter J:   East Bay Municipal Utility District 
Response J-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.  

Please see Response J-2 regarding the specific concerns. 

Response J-2: The commenter discusses the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Mokelumne 
Aqueducts and discusses the project requirements for design for encroachment, crossings, or 
construction within the Aqueducts right-of-way. 

Should a future project in the Planning Area require the encroachment, crossings, or construction within 
the Aqueducts right-of-way, the plans would be submitted to EBMUD. 

Response J-3: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter K:   Hanson Bridgett LLP (Discovery Builders, Inc.) 
Response K-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. The 
commenter states that the Draft EIR’s analyses and conclusions of water supply and transportation 
hazards are incongruent with evidence, guidelines, and one of the City’s existing environmental review 
documents. The commenter refers to the significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from "insufficient 
water supplies available to serve the City" (Impact 3.15-1), conflicts with circulation plans (Impact 3.14-
2), and an increase transportation hazards (Impact 3.14-3). The commenter further discusses these Draft 
EIR impacts in Comments K-2 through K-5. 

Please see Responses K-2 through K-5 which address the specific comments raised regarding these 
specific Draft EIR impacts. 

Response K-2: The commenter states that at least five Draft EIRs and Mitigated Negative Declarations 
(MNDs) for pending projects in the City will have to be recirculated. The commenter also states that the 
City will no longer be able to exempt projects under CEQA or use MNDs. The commenter further states 
that simple changes can be made to the GPU Draft EIR that would not require recirculation or significant 
delays.  

There is no basis why EIRs and MNDs that already have been prepared and, in several cases, certified or 
adopted, would need to be recirculated. The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan is a programmatic EIR 
that is later in time than earlier EIRs and MNDs for specific projects, and the goals of the documents are 
different.  The 2040 General Plan EIR is not intended to assess specific projects.  In contrast, EIRs prepared 
for individual projects “focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the 
development project [and] examine all phases of the project including planning, construction, and 
operation.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15161; In re Bay Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1169.)  As a 
result, conclusions in the 2040 General Plan EIR cannot be applied retroactively to earlier projects. Finally, 
to the extent that the referenced EIRs and MNDs already have been certified or adopted, respectively, 
they are presumed valid.   

The significant and unavoidable impacts pertaining to water shortages and transportation hazards are 
discussed in Responses K-3 and K-4. A more detailed response regarding the City’s ability to use CEQA 
exemptions is provided in Response K-5.  

Response K-3: The commenter states the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) includes 
measures to fully mitigate all projected water shortages within the City’s Water Shortage Contingency 
Plan (WSCP). The commenter concludes by stating that water supply impacts should be deemed less-
than-significant in the GPU Draft EIR. 

The 2040 General Plan EIR is a is a program EIR, defined in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines as: “[An 
EIR addressing a] series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 
(1) Geographically; (2) A[s] logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; (3) In connection with the 
issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing 
program; or (4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental impacts which can be mitigated in similar ways.” As 
a result, it analyzes potential impacts of buildout under the 2040 General Plan but does not analyze 
individual projects.  A program EIR can be used as the basic general environmental assessment for broad 
policy document such as the 2040 General Plan that is intended to be developed over a several-year 
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planning horizon. A program EIR allows the lead agency to look at the broad, regional impacts of a 
program of actions before its adoption and eliminates redundant or contradictory approaches to the 
consideration of regional and cumulative effects. As a programmatic document, this EIR presents a 
comprehensive assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed 2040 General Plan at a broad level. 
It is not intended to, and does not, assess project-specific impacts of potential future projects all of which 
are required to comply with CEQA as applicable. 

Future development and growth in the City accommodated under the 2040 General Plan would result in 
an increased demand for water supplies, including water conveyance and treatment infrastructure. The 
proposed 2040 General Plan includes policies and actions to ensure that water supplies are provided at 
acceptable levels and to ensure that development and growth does not outpace the provision of available 
water supplies.  

As noted on page 3.15-11 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, indicated in Table 3.15-5, 
deficiencies ranging from 33 AF (fourth year dry year in 2040) to 863 AF (fifth year dry year in 2045) may 
occur. Under multiple year drought conditions, the City may be required to implement water reduction 
actions to mitigate potential supply shortfalls. The 2020 UWMP water use projections were based on 
land use map scenarios prepared for consideration during the General Plan Update process and were 
prepared prior to adoption of the 2040 General Plan. At the time of the preparation of the 2020 UWMP, 
the City was in the process of selecting a General Plan Land Use Alternative to be included in the finalized 
2040 General Plan. The existing and General Plan Land Use Alternative maps, extracted from the City’s 
2040 General Plan Land Use Alternatives Report, are provided in Appendix B of the 2020 UWMP and are 
considered a reasonable basis for future water system planning. One of the Land Use Alternatives 
included in Appendix B of the 2020 UWMP was Alternative D, which is the preferred alternative that the 
proposed 2040 General Plan was based on. The proposed land use acreages and types for Alternative D 
are substantially similar to the proposed 2040 General Plan land use map. Further, the population 
projections for the proposed 2040 General Plan are within the population estimates included in the 2020 
UWMP. Additionally, as part of the UWMP, a per capita water use factor of 120 gallons per day per capita 
was applied to the projected population, resulting in a total projected demand of 13,824 acre-feet.1 Using 
the same water use factor as the UWMP and the proposed future population for the proposed project 
(93,011), the proposed General Plan would result in a total projected demand of approximately 12,502 
acre-feet. As such, the proposed 2040 General Plan water demand is comparable to the 2040 water 
demand used in the 2020 UWMP.  

Water use projections in the UWMP will be re-evaluated in future UWMP updates, based on the new 
regulations and to evaluate changes to the City’s growth projections and/or allocation of land use.   

The City’s WSCP is discussed on pages 3.15-5 and 3.15-6 of Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR. 

As noted by the commenter, while the proposed 2040 General Plan includes a range of policies designed 
to ensure an adequate water supply for development and to minimize the potential adverse effects of 
increased water use, it is anticipated that the City would have a slight deficiency in water supplies during 
multiple dry years if full buildout under the 2040 General Plan occurs at the end of the planning horizon 
covered by the document (that is, by 2040). Therefore, impacts associated with sufficient water supplies 
are considered to be significant and unavoidable. This conclusion in the Draft EIR is conservative and 

 
1 City of Pittsburg. City of Pittsburg 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. September 2021. Page 4-3.  
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consistent with the findings described in the 2020 UWMP.  This conclusion for the 2040 General Plan 
does not imply that each potential, future individual project that may be proposed will result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  Again, the impact conclusion in this EIR is based on an assumption 
of worst-case waster scenarios, after full buildout across the City, over 15 years in the future.  

In addition, the 2040 General Plan EIR does not change any impact conclusions for projects already 
included in the 2040 General Plan Baseline Assumption.  For example, the Faria Southwest Hills Master 
Plan project is included in the 2040 General Plan Baseline Assumption for utilities services, which includes 
current pending, approved, under construction and completed residential projects. The Faria project is 
thus considered part of the baseline for the 2040 General Plan and the 2040 General Plan EIR does not 
imply that a project like Faria, which the City already approved after thorough review and which is in the 
pipeline, is a future project.   

Please see Response K-5 regarding CEQA Exemptions. 

Response K-4: The commenter provides feedback regarding the transportation hazard methodology 
and conclusion. The commenter states that Impacts 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 should be less than significant. The 
commenter also states that the adoption of the present GPU DEIR methodology would commit the City, 
in all future individual projects, to determine traffic safety impacts are significant and unavoidable.  

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update is a program EIR. As stated on pages 1,0-2 and 1,0-3 of 
Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states: 

“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project and are related either: 

1) Geographically; 
2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 
3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the 

conduct of a continuing program; or 
4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 

authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways.” 

The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR 
will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project.  

EIR is intended to provide the information and environmental analysis necessary to assist public agency 
decision-makers in considering approval of the proposed project, but not to the level of detail to consider 
approval of subsequent development projects that may occur after adoption of the General Plan.  

Additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be 
generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this 
EIR, as required under CEQA. It may be determined that some future projects or infrastructure 
improvements may be exempt from environmental review. When individual subsequent projects or 
activities under the General Plan are proposed and are subject to CEQA, the lead agency that would 
approve and/or implement the individual project will examine the projects or activities to determine 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report – 2040 Pittsburg General Plan 2.0-95 
 

whether their effects were adequately analyzed in this program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If 
the projects or activities would have no effects beyond those disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA 
compliance would be required. 

Please see Response K-5 regarding future CEQA analysis for projects in the Planning Area. 

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts. The 
significant and unavoidable impacts are associated with the increase number of roadway users (drivers, 
pedestrians, bicycles, and those using transit) and VMT due to added density. Though the crash rate may 
potentially decrease as identified (notwithstanding regression-to-the-mean effects, emerging trends, or 
accounting for changes in severity), crash frequency may increase due to the total added VMT and miles 
of added roadway. It is noted that Caltrans’ Local Roadway Safety Manual establishes that both crash 
rate and frequency may be used in identifying safety hotspot and in establishing a high-injury network.  

In terms of predictive crash modeling, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials’ (AASHTO’s) Highway Safety Manual includes methods for estimating crash frequency using 
average annual daily traffic volumes as one of two primary metrics. The General Plan Update is not 
intended to prohibit development but instead ensure that new developments consider all users equally 
and promote safe environment based on plans and guidelines already established by the City (such as 
Pittsburg Moves) and future plans and guidelines to be established (Safe Routes to School, Transportation 
Demand Management, Neighborhood Traffic Calming, Vision Zero, etc.). 

As with the response to the commenter’s comments regarding potential impacts to water supply over 
the full planning horizon and based on full buildout under the 2040 General Plan (see Response K-3), the 
Draft EIR’s analysis of potential transportation hazards is not project specific.  It is a conservative, worst-
case scenario that assumes full buildout under the 2040 General Plan.  As a programmatic EIR, the 2040 
General Plan considers the potential implications of full buildout at a broad level but cannot, by 
definition, evaluate the potential impacts of any given project.   

Please see Response K-5 regarding CEQA Exemptions. 

Response K-5: The commenter states the GPU DEIR's findings of significant and unavoidable impacts 
with respect to water supply and traffic safety will require recirculation of all current Draft environmental 
impact reports and mitigated negative declarations for pending projects in the City. The commenter 
provides a list of five pending projects in the City and states that each of these projects will have new 
significant project and cumulative impacts. The commenter states that all future projects will have 
significant and unavoidable impacts, will be ineligible for CEQA exemptions, and will need to include a 
statement of overriding considerations to be approved. 

The significant and unavoidable impacts pertaining to water shortages and transportation hazards are 
discussed in Responses K-3 and K-4.  Please see Response K-2 for an explanation of why the 2040 General 
Plan EIR does not lead to a supported conclusion that previously prepared MNDs or EIRs must be revised 
and recirculated.  

As future development and infrastructure improvements and projects are considered by the City, each 
individual project will be evaluated for conformance with the General Plan, Municipal Code, and other 
applicable regulations. To the extent CEQA is required, subsequent development and infrastructure 
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projects also will be analyzed for potential environmental impacts on traffic and water, as well as other 
topics. 

As discussed on page 1.0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, additional environmental review 
under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be generally based on the subsequent 
project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. It may 
be determined that some future projects or infrastructure improvements are exempt from 
environmental review. When individual subsequent projects or activities under the General Plan are 
proposed, the lead agency that would approve and/or implement the individual project will examine the 
projects or activities to determine whether their effects were adequately analyzed in this program EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If the projects or activities would have no effects beyond those 
disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA analysis would be required.  Even if future environmental analysis 
is required, the conclusions in the 2040 General Plan EIR do not mandate or fairly suggest that every 
possible future project will be required to be analyzed in an EIR.  Such a conclusion is not supported by 
the EIR itself, but is at odds with one of the overarching purposes of a programmatic EIR, which is to 
“allow for a reduction in paperwork.”  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168(b)(5).)  “With a good and detailed 
analysis of the program, many subsequent activities could be found to be within the scope of the project 
described in the program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be required.”  (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15168(c)(5).) 

A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be completed for the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan Draft 
EIR pertaining to the significant and unavoidable impacts. Subsequent projects in the City will have 
several paths forward. One path is use of a Program EIR with later activities (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168[c]), and another is use of a Program EIR with subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168[d]). Both of those approaches review projects based on the effects of the later 
project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 addresses projects consistent with a community plan or 
zoning; this section streamlines review of subsequent projects and would be an appropriate path for 
many future development projects in the Planning Area. Finally, the 2040 General Plan EIR does not 
foreclose that future projects may be exempt from CEQA review for various reasons (such as because 
CEQA is not required by law or because they fall within a statutory or categorical exemption). 

 Finally, it is also noted that it is not uncommon for a General Plan Update EIR to conclude that significant 
and unavoidable impacts may result and for individual, future projects still to proceed without need for 
another full EIR.  

Response K-6: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. The commenter 
states that the City's finding of significant and unavoidable impacts to water supply and transportation 
hazards (Impact 3.15-1, Impact 3.14-2, and Impact 3.14-3) will present an incredible obstacle to pending 
and future development in the City. The commenter refers to the discussions in Comments K-2 through 
K-5 pertaining to Impacts 3.15-1, 3.14-2, and 3.14-3. 

Please see Responses K-2 through K-5 which address the specific comments raised regarding these 
specific Draft EIR impacts. 
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Response to Letter L:   Pittsburg Unified School District 
Response L-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is necessary. 

Response L-2: The commenter states the increase in residential units resulting from residential units 
that are part of current housing projects and the proposed General Plan Update could increase the 
number of students to 27,583, and the PUSD facilities do not have capacity to serve these incoming 
students. The commenter also states that the General Plan does not reserve land for Pittsburg Unified 
School District (PUSD) school sites. The commenter provides questions that the PUSD evaluates when 
serving incoming students and states that the proposed General Plan and the Draft EIR do not assist in 
answering any of these questions. The commenter further describes the PUSD process for facilities 
planning and the challenges faced during the process. 

The General Plan is required by law.  (See Government Code, Section 65300 [“Each planning agency shall 
prepare and the legislative body of each county and city shall adopt a comprehensive, long-term general 
plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in 
the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.”].)  The 2040 General Plan serves to meet 
the City’s obligation in this regard.  The City cannot decline to prepare a General Plan. 

As stated on page 2.0-15 of Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, approximately 15,576 new 
residential units would be accommodated under General Plan buildout conditions. This new growth 
would result in a population increase of approximately 20,470 persons, assuming 3.34 persons per 
household based on U.S. Census 2016-2020 American Community Survey household size data. It is noted 
that the number of students would be significantly less than this total increased population estimate. As 
shown in Table 2.0-1 on page 2.0-9 of the Draft EIR, a total of 1,182.3 acres of Public/Institutional land 
uses would be accommodated by the Land Use Map. The proposed Land Use Map is shown in Figure 2.0-
3. Additionally, a query of the Assessor Parcel database identified 27 APNS for the PUSD, including 228.8 
developed acres and 6.8 undeveloped acres, as well as one vacant Antioch Unified School District (AUSD) 
site of 13.6 acres, and  six APNs for the Mt. Diablo Unified School District (MDUSD) (two of which are in 
the City, and four of which are in the Sphere of Influence) with 81.9 developed acres and 11.3 
undeveloped acres. Based on Contra Costa County Assessor’s data, the school districts within the 
Planning Area total 342.4 acres. Further, the City’s Zoning Code allows public and private schools in all 
residential zones and all commercial zones, except the Pedestrian Commercial district, as well as in the 
Mixed Use district. Table 2-1 in the proposed 2040 General Plan has been updated to clarify that schools 
are allowed in all residential, commercial and public/institutional land use designations.  

As noted on pages 3.13-22 and 3.13-23 of Section 3.12, Public Services and Recreation, as the demand 
for services increases, there will likely be a need to address acceptable service ratios, class sizes, and 
other performance standards. New or expanded school structures will be needed to provide for adequate 
staffing, equipment, and appropriate facilities to serve growth in the City. Existing school facilities could 
be expanded at their current location. New facilities may also be constructed in various land use 
designations throughout the City. The Public/Institutional land use designation would accommodate the 
majority of new school facilities necessary to provide school services. Additionally, as noted above, 
schools are allowed in all residential, commercial, and public/institutional land use designations. There 
would likely be environmental impacts associated with the construction or expansion of the facilities 
needed to provide this public service. However, state law (California Government Code Section 65996) 
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identifies the payment of school impact fees as providing full and complete mitigation of a project’s 
potential impact on school facilities. As such, a project cannot be denied on the basis that existing school 
facilities are inadequate. Each school district is responsible for implementing specific methods for 
mitigating school impacts under California Government Code Section 65996. Therefore, each subsequent 
developer would be required to comply with California Government Code Section 65996, through 
payment of developer impact fees, and potential impacts to school facilities would be deemed fully 
mitigated. 

The school districts in the Planning Area are anticipated to identify the preferred methods to 
accommodate growth, including siting new schools and expanding existing schools. It would be 
speculative for the City to pre-determine where these developments and expansions would occur.   

Land Use Element Policy 2-P-2.2 supports ensuring new neighborhoods include a mix and distribution of 
land uses, such as schools, parks, and other uses. Policy 2-P-2.10 permits places of public assembly, 
including schools, in residential areas where such non-commercial uses will have minimal impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood. Policy 2-P-3.6 supports the inclusion of daycare and school facilities, along 
with other family-oriented uses in or near residential areas.  The Recreation & Youth Element includes 
Goal-9-6 and supporting policies and actions to ensure that school facilities maintain capacity for current 
and projected enrollment, to cooperate with local school districts to explore funding sources for new 
school facilities and programs and to identify possible sites for the construction of new school facilities, 
and to ensure the new development pays applicable school fees and that the City works with developers 
and the school districts to ensure adequate school and related facilities will be available. 

The proposed 2040 General Plan designates land in the City for long-term growth and the Draft EIR 
analyzes buildout of the General Plan.  This buildout is not anticipated to occur during the 2040 planning 
period of the General Plan (2040) and development under the General Plan will occur based on demand 
for housing, economic conditions, and other factors outside of the control of the City.  It is anticipated 
that service providers, such as PUSD, will review their master plans to determine whether adjustments 
should be made to accommodate growth allowed under the 2040 General Plan.  

Further, the proposed General Plan includes policies and actions pertaining to educational facilities 
planning and funding, including but not limited to:  

9-P-6.1: Ensure that school facilities maintain adequate capacity to provide for current and projected 
enrollment. 

9-P-6.2: Work with Pittsburg Unified School District, Mount Diablo Unified School District, and 
Antioch Unified School District to ensure that the timing of school construction and/or expansion is 
coordinated with phasing of new residential development. 

9-P-6.3: Work cooperatively with local school districts to explore all local and State funding sources 
to secure available funding for new school facilities and programs and to identify possible sites for 
the construction of new school facilities. 

9-P-6.4: Cooperate with local school districts to develop joint school/park facilities, which provide an 
increased variety of recreational opportunities close to many residential areas. Additionally, work 
with school districts to develop public parks adjacent to school facilities. 
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9-A-6.a: As part of development review for residential subdivisions, require new development to pay 
applicable school and public facility impact fees and work with developers and the school districts to 
ensure that adequate school and related facilities will be available. 

It is noted that, while the majority of the residential units that could be developed in the Planning Area 
in the future, consistent with the proposed 2040 General Plan, would be located in the boundary of the 
PUSD, some of the residential units would be located in the boundaries of the Antioch Unified School 
District (AUSD) and Mt. Diablo Unified School District (MDUSD). As such, not all of the students generated 
in the Planning Area as a result of future buildout of the residential uses would go to PUSD schools.  

Response L-3: The commenter requests that the City reserve PUSD school sites and include policies, 
actions, and standards for such uses which authorize the City to require a subdivider to reserve sites for 
PUSD’s use as a condition of approval of future tentative maps.  

The commenter indicates that new elementary school sites are needed to keep up with the influx of 
students and requests to partner with the City in locating suitable elementary sites or, at a minimum, 
ensuring future development is subject to agreements with the commenter to provide for funding in 
advance of the issuance of building permits. 

As discussed in Response L-2, the 2040 General Plan includes a range of policies in support of schools. 
Land Use Element Policy 2-P-2.2 supports ensuring new neighborhoods include a mix and distribution of 
land uses, such as schools, parks, and other uses. Policy 2-P-2.10 permits places of public assembly, 
including schools, in residential areas where such non-commercial uses will have minimal impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood. Policy 2-P-3.6 supports the inclusion of daycare and school facilities, along 
with other family-oriented uses in or near residential areas.  The Recreation & Youth Element includes 
Goal-9-6 and supporting policies and actions to ensure that school facilities maintain capacity for current 
and projected enrollment, to cooperate with local school districts to explore funding sources for new 
school facilities and programs and to identify possible sites for the construction of new school facilities, 
and to ensure the new development pays applicable school fees and that the City works with developers 
and the school districts to ensure adequate school and related facilities will be available. 

 Further, the 2040 General Plan allows schools in the Public/Institutional land use designation as well as 
in all residential, commercial, and mixed use land use designations, providing a variety of opportunities 
for future school sites.  The 2040 General Plan is not intended to be a master plan for schools and it is 
anticipated that the school districts will continue to update their master plans to address projected 
growth.  

Two General Plan Actions were added to the 2040 General Plan. Action 9-A-6.b states the following: “As 
part of the development application review process, require developers to explore and consider 
subsequent mitigation agreements with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified School Districts 
to determine specific mitigation and phasing requirements for future schools.” Action 9-A-6.c states the 
following: “Work cooperatively with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified School Districts to 
study further the requirements for the siting of schools, based on student generation rates, necessitated 
by residential development projects.” 

See Response L-2 regarding the amount of Public/Institutional, commercial, and residential land uses that 
would be accommodated by the Land Use Map. As noted on pages 3.13-23 and 3.13-24 of Section 3.13 
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of the Draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan includes a range of policies to ensure that public services are 
provided in a timely fashion, are adequately funded, are coordinated between the City and appropriate 
service agency, and that new development funds its fair share of services. 

This comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  

Response L-4: The commenter provides feedback regarding the proposed General Plan policies and 
actions and questions whether General Plan Community Health & Environmental Justice Goal 8-1 and 
Recreation & Youth Goals 9.4 and 9-6 related to education can be achieved without the designation of 
land for schools. The commenter states that they appreciate the Draft EIR has been prepared to evaluate 
the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan with the 
purpose of fully informing decision-makers and the general public of the potential environmental 
consequences of approval and implementation of the General Plan. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response L-5: The commenter discusses the Draft EIR impact discussion pertaining to school facilities 
and cites the proposed General Plan policies and actions pertaining to school facilities. The commenter 
states that the Draft EIR provides that all potential impacts to school facilities are deemed fully mitigated 
by the developer’s payment of school impact fees pursuant to Government Code section 65996 as 
providing full and complete mitigation of a project’s potential impact on school facilities, but the 
commenter disagrees with this conclusion.  

Impacts related to school facilities are discussed on pages 3.13-22 through 3.13-24 of Section 3.13, Public 
Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, new school facilities may be needed to serve 
growth contemplated in the 2040 General Plan. The environmental effect of providing public services, 
including school services, is associated with the physical impacts of providing new and expanded facilities. 
The specific impacts of providing new and expanded facilities cannot be determined at this time, as the 
General Plan does not propose or authorize development, nor does it designate specific sites for new or 
expanded public facilities. Any such analysis therefore would be entirely speculative, and CEQA does not 
require analysis of speculative impacts. Moreover, the school facilities would be primarily provided on 
sites with land use designations that allow such uses or are intended for urbanization and the 
environmental impacts of constructing and operating the governmental facilities would likely be similar 
to those associated with new development, redevelopment, and infrastructure projects under the 2040 
General Plan. For example, operational and construction noise would increase as school facilities are 
expanded. Additionally, water demands, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation would 
increase as school facilities are developed to serve new development. Further, development of school 
facilities could result in removal of habitat for special-status species and/or disturbance of cultural 
resources sites. These impacts are described in the relevant chapters (Chapters 3.1 through 3.16, and 
4.0) of the Draft EIR.  Any future development under the 2040 General Plan would be required to comply 
with regulations, policies, and standards included in the General Plan, and would be subject to CEQA 
review as appropriate. Furthermore, payment of developer impact fees as required by state law would 
fully mitigate impacts related school facilities resulting from the development of future projects 
accommodated by the 2040 General Plan. 
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The analyses for police department facilities, fire department facilities, and recreational facilities is similar 
to the analysis for school facilities because future growth planned by the proposed 2020 General Plan 
would require new or expanded public services. The environmental impacts of these public services 
facilities are discussed throughout the Draft EIR as they are part of the overall future buildout potential 
of the Planning Area. 

Please see Response L-2 regarding impacts to school facilities discussed in the Draft EIR.  

Response L-6: The commenter states the Draft EIR must study indirect impacts on parts of the physical 
environment that are not school facilities. The commenter discusses the Chawanakee Unified School Dist. 
v. County of Madera (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1016, 1028.)(“Chawanakee”) case.  For the Chawanakee 
case, the EIR in question was prepared for a project that proposed to develop 1,574 acres in the County 
of Madera (“County”) into a mix of residential, commercial, light industrial, open space, recreational and 
other public uses (“Project”). The Project’s 5,200 dwelling units were estimated to accommodate 
approximately 13,850 people, including 3,200 school-aged children; thus, requiring new school facilities, 
two elementary schools and, possibly, one junior high school.2   

Plaintiff (the local school district) argued, inter alia, that the EIR failed to comply with CEQA because it 
failed to analyze the Project’s direct impacts on existing school facilities as well as indirect impacts on 
school facilities caused by the Project. The County argued that Senate Bill 50’s addition of the word 
“considering” limited a lead agency’s responsibility to identify, analyze and evaluate all school-related 
environmental impacts, whether directly or indirectly caused by the Project. 

The court rejected the school district’s contention that the County violated CEQA because the EIR lacked 
analysis of impacts to "existing school facilities that will be forced to accommodate hundreds of students 
beyond current overcrowded conditions". Senate Bill 50’s addition of the word “considering” "obviates 
the need for an EIR to contain a description and analysis of a development’s impacts on school facilities". 

On the other hand, the court found that SB 50’s substitution of the phrase "on school facilities" for 
"related to school facilities" narrowed the exemption. While "related to" required consideration of "both 
direct effects on school facilities and indirect effects on parts of the environment other than school 
facilities" "the prepositional phrase ‘on school facilities’ limits the type of impacts that are excused from 
discussion . . . to the adverse physical changes to the school grounds, school buildings and ‘any school-
related consideration relating to a school district’s ability to accommodate enrollment". Therefore, the 
court held, the indirect impacts on the physical environment that are caused by a Project’s school 
facilities (other than school facilities themselves), must be considered. For example, traffic impacts 
caused by students driving (or bussing) to and from the facility and impacts to noise and air quality caused 
by the construction of school facilities must be considered in order to comply with CEQA. 

The Chawanakee case differs from the proposed 2040 General Plan in that Chawanakee was a project-
level EIR, not a program EIR like the proposed Draft EIR. The project type for this case is also different 
from the proposed 2040 General Plan, which does not propose any development (unlike the Chawanakee 

 
2 UN Environment Programme, Law and Environment Assistance Platform. “CHAWANAKEE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, Plaintiffs and Appellants v. COUNTY OF MADERA et al., Defendant and Respondent and RIO MESA 
HOLDINGS, LLC et al., Real Parties in Interest and Respondents.” Accessible here: 
https://leap.unep.org/en/countries/us/national-case-law/chawanakee-unified-school-district-plaintiffs-and-
appellants-v  



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
 

 

2.0-148 Final Environmental Impact Report – 2040 Pittsburg General Plan 
 

case project). It is noted that the Chawanakee case included a specific development project with specified 
school sites; the proposed 2040 General Plan is a programmatic, long-term planning document that does 
not entitle individual development projects and does not establish new school sites. As a result, any 
analysis of potential impacts relating to unknown school sites here would be speculative, which CEQA 
does not require. 

The indirect impacts resulting from the proposed 2040 General Plan, including the increase in students 
are part of the overall programmatic analysis provided for the 2040 General Plan and are discussed 
throughout the Draft EIR. See Responses L-7 through L-9.  

The proposed 2040 General Plan Land Use Map provides sites that can accommodate schools, but does 
not specify schools where specifically schools will occur as that would be speculative for the City to 
determine.  School districts typically look at 5- to 10-year forecasts, as is the case with the PUSD Master 
Facilities Plan, to determine characteristics of the local population, current student generation trends, 
and facility needs.   

While the General Plan provides multiple land use designations that can accommodate schools, it would 
be speculative for the City to determine where future school sites will be. The facilities planning effort is 
a separate planning effort to be carried out by the PUSD.  However, the Draft EIR addresses the impacts 
of the residential and non-residential development associated with implementation of the General Plan 
and does account for student travel. Vehicle trips associated with students are accounted for in the 
Contra Costa Transportation Authority Travel Demand Model, which TJKM used to analyze VMT and 
traffic impacts from the 2040 General Plan Update.  

As noted previously, the environmental impacts of the school facilities at a programmatic level are 
discussed throughout the Draft EIR as they are part of the overall future buildout potential of the Planning 
Area. Air quality is discussed in Section 3.3 Air Quality, Noise is discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, and traffic 
is discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation. 

Response L-7: The commenter discusses the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15064(d) 
and 5358(a)(2) and states that the Draft EIR failed to fulfill its informational purpose because it did not 
disclose all potential indirect environmental impacts to the non-school physical environment caused by 
the Proposed General Plan. The commenter describes the limited options for districts facing 
overcrowding concerns. The commenter further states that the options for overcrowding will affect 
traffic and noise levels, air quality, loss of greenspace and/or play areas. 

As noted above, the indirect impacts resulting from the increase in students, included in the non-
residential development projections discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, are 
discussed throughout the Draft EIR. This includes impacts related to land use, population density, or 
growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. Air 
quality is discussed in Section 3.3 Air Quality, Noise is discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, and traffic is 
discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation. The air quality and noise analysis accounts for 
operation and construction resulting from future buildout in the Planning Area. The traffic section 
discusses operational VMT, as well as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements. 
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Response L-8: The commenter states the City did not analyze short-term impacts resulting from the 
lack of coordination between the timing of residential development and construction of the schools that 
would be needed within PUSD’s boundaries.  

The short-term analysis of impacts associated with pipeline projects, including the demand of those 
projects on services, are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. For example, short-term construction noise 
and construction-related air quality emissions are discussed in Sections 3.12 and 3.3 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively. The impacts to school facilities resulting from the pipelines projects are not evaluated 
separately; instead, these pipeline projects are part of the overall development accommodated by the 
General Plan.   

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update is a program EIR. As stated on pages 1,0-2 and 1,0-3 of 
Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states: 

“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project and are related either: 

1) Geographically; 
2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 
3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern 

the conduct of a continuing program; or 
4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 

authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways.” 

The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR 
will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project.  

The EIR is intended to provide the information and environmental analysis necessary to assist public 
agency decision-makers in considering approval of the proposed project, but not to the level of detail to 
consider approval of subsequent development projects that may occur after adoption of the General 
Plan.  

Additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be 
generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this 
EIR, as required under CEQA. It may be determined that some future projects or infrastructure 
improvements may be exempt from environmental review. When individual subsequent projects or 
activities under the General Plan are proposed and are subject to CEQA, the lead agency that would 
approve and/or implement the individual project will examine the projects or activities to determine 
whether their effects were adequately analyzed in this program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If 
the projects or activities would have no effects beyond those disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA 
compliance would be required. 

The EIR does not entitle projects. and discuss what CEQA requires for a programmatic EIR. A project-level 
EIR generally focuses on the environmental changes caused by a development project, including 
planning, construction, and operation. A program EIR, on the other hand, generally looks at the broad 
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policy of a planning document, i.e., a general plan, and may not address potential site-specific impacts of 
the individual projects that may fall within the planning document.  

It is noted that the City provided multiple opportunities for public input on the development of the Draft 
Land Use Map. The Land Use Alternatives were presented to stakeholders at a meeting for initial 
feedback and recommendations regarding community input. The City held two community workshops, 
in April 2021, to receive feedback on the Land Use Alternatives. Following public review and input on the 
Land Use Alternatives, the City held three joint Planning Commission/City Council workshops to provide 
additional opportunities for public comment and to refine the Draft Land Use Map. The joint workshops 
resulted in development of an additional alternative (Alternative D) for consideration and culminated 
with identification of the Draft Land Use Map that is analyzed in the Draft EIR and included in the Draft 
General Plan. The General Plan Update process is further described on pages 2.0-1 through 2.0-4 of the 
Draft EIR. The PUSD did not submit a letter on the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR and, thus, did 
not identify any school facilities issues that should be considered in the Draft EIR.  

Response L-9: The commenter states the Draft EIR did not include any information about sequencing 
or phasing of development despite that timing is directly related to the indirect impact analysis. The 
commenter also states that the Draft EIR assumed that all residential construction would take place 
gradually and funding for school sites would match that timeline. The commenter further states that the 
City assumes that PUSD will have located, purchased, and constructed suitable neighborhood schools at 
the same time the need arises. 

The proposed 2040 General Plan does not dictate the speed at which a City is developed nor does it 
require or estimate phasing of future projects. Future development consistent with the proposed Land 
Use Map would be largely market-driven and full buildout is not anticipated to occur by 2040. The 
proposed 2040 General Plan has been revised to explicitly state that 2040 is not the buildout year, but 
rather a horizon year for planning purposes. The proposed 2040 General Plan has also been revised to 
note that buildout could occur over a much longer period and is based on a number of factors, including 
the economy, demand for housing, interest rates, and developer and property owner interest, that are 
outside of the City’s control.  This is similar to the City’s 2020 General Plan, adopted in 2003.  As discussed 
in the Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, the current General Plan (Alternative A) still has capacity 
remaining for 7,591 units although it has a horizon year of 2020 with a total planned increase of 12,400 
housing units based on the total approved and proposed housing units identified in Table 2-5 of the 2020 
General Plan.  

As discussed on page 1.0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, the program-level analysis 
considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. This EIR will be used to evaluate 
subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project and subsequent projects and activities will 
be required to perform project-level analysis. This EIR is intended to provide the information and 
environmental analysis necessary to assist public agency decision-makers in considering approval of the 
proposed project, but not to the level of detail to consider approval of subsequent development projects 
that may occur after adoption of the General Plan. 

The EIR evaluates the anticipated development that could occur within the Planning Area if every parcel 
in the city developed at the densities and intensities expected under the proposed General Plan. While 
no specific development projects are proposed as part of the General Plan Update, the General Plan will 
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accommodate future growth in Pittsburg, including new businesses, expansion of existing businesses, 
and new residential uses.  

The EIR does not anticipate buildout within 17 years (as stated by the commenter). The year 2040 is not 
the buildout year of the General Plan; rather, 2040 is the planning horizon year and the General Plan will 
provide guidance for future development in the next approximately 17 years. The General Plan will need 
to be updated around the year 2040 to reflect then-current conditions.   

As discussed on page 3.10-1 of Section 3.10, Land Use Planning and Population/Housing, of the Draft EIR, 
Pittsburg’s early growth centered around industrial development. The growth of the Bay Area has 
brought many changes to the Pittsburg region, including residential, commercial development and 
marina development. Pittsburg has grown outward from the downtown area since the 1990s. Residential 
development continues in the southwestern portion of the City, generally south of Leland Road. Infill 
commercial development continues to occur along SR-4. The expansion of BART to serve Pittsburg, with 
the Bay Point Station opening in 1996 and the Pittsburg Center station opening in 2018, has encouraged 
transit-oriented development, including new retail, commercial offices, restaurants, and residential uses 
around the stations. 

As discussed on pages 3.10-9 and 3.10-10, from 1980 to 2000, the City’s population increased by 72 
percent from 33,034 to 56,769 persons. During the 2000s and 2010s, Pittsburg experienced population 
growth increasing by approximately three percent per year from 56,769 in 2000 to 72,541 persons in 
2019. Similarly, Contra Costa County's total population increased by approximately 22 percent during the 
2000s and 2010s. Between 1980 and 2019, Pittsburg’s population growth rate averaged 3.1 percent per 
year, while that of Contra Costa County is an average of 1.9 percent per year.   

Households have increased at a rate slower than Pittsburg’s population. Households increased by 60 
percent between 1980 and 2000 (compared to 72 percent for the population) and by 19 percent between 
2000 and 2019 (compared to 28 percent for the population). Over the years, the average household size 
has fluctuated slightly with a high of 3.14 persons per household in 2019 and a low of 2.97 persons per 
household in 1980.  In recent years, household size has increased slightly with an average of 3.2 persons 
per household in 2010 and 3.42 persons per household in 2019. 

As noted on page 3.10-16 of the Draft EIR, California General Plan law requires each city and county to 
have land zoned to accommodate a fair share of the regional housing need. The share is known as the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and is based on a Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) 
developed by councils of government. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is the lead 
agency for developing the RHNP for the nine-county Bay Area. Pittsburg’s fair share allocation of the 
adopted RHNA for 2023-2031 is summarized in Table 3.10-6 in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. 

The City is not required to ensure that adequate development to accommodate the RHNA occurs; 
however, the City must facilitate housing production by ensuring that land is available and that 
unnecessary development constraints have been removed.  

It is not anticipated that future development of the Planning Area, in accordance with the proposed Land 
Use Map, will be expedited due to the 2040 General Plan but rather that the mix of housing types and 
affordability levels will better meet the City’s needs; instead, the EIR addresses buildout of the Planning 
Area (whenever that may occur).  
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As noted previously, the school districts in the Planning Area are anticipated to identify their preferred 
methods to accommodate growth, including siting new schools and expanding existing schools. It would 
be speculative for the City to pre-determine where these developments and expansions would occur.   

Please also note that PUSD has been included in the City’s planning efforts so that PUSD can plan for the 
growth anticipated by the General Plan. That way, the PUSD can make its own decisions regarding best 
methods to address growth and timing of its future actions. 

Response L-10: The commenter describes the PUSD’s lack of funding and the costs of construction that 
the PUSD faces. The commenter states that school impact fees generally only pay for about one-third of 
the cost of anticipated new schools. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response L-11: The commenter states that there were between 9,735 - 9,741 residential houses/units 
that were part of current housing projects that were “pending approval, approved or under 
construction.” The commenter further states that the Draft EIR provides no information regarding 
phasing of timelines of these projects. The commenter states that these pending, approved or under 
construction would result in 19,492 students. The commenter concludes that the Draft EIR will result in 
an additional 27,538 students. 

Please see Response L-2. As discussed, the new growth resulting from General Plan buildout would result 
in a population increase of approximately 20,470 persons, assuming 3.34 persons per household based 
on U.S. Census 2016-2020 American Community Survey household size data.  It is noted that a portion of 
the 20,470 persons would be students. As also discussed in Response L-2, while the majority of the 
residential units that could be developed in the Planning Area in the future, consistent with the proposed 
2040 General Plan, would be located in the boundary of the PUSD, some of the residential units would 
be located in the boundaries of the AUSD and MDUSD. The Draft EIR analyzes direct and indirect 
environmental impacts of the increase in students (included in the population projections in Chapter 2.0, 
Project Description).  

The pending, approved or under construction projects would be operational in the next zero to five years, 
most likely. 

Response L-12: The commenter describes the Residential Development Research Report Fall 2024 
completed by a consultant hired by the PUSD and summarizes the findings regarding new additional 
students resulting from the City’s pipeline projects (i.e., pending, approved, and under construction 
projects in the City). The commenter concludes that the 2040 General Plan does not set aside land for 
the PUSD to purchase and plan for students that will be generated by projects planned for and 
encouraged in the General Plan. 

All pending, approved or under construction projects undergo a separate environmental review, 
independent from the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan Draft EIR. As part of this separate review for approved 
and under construction projects, compliance with CEQA was required and, where appropriate, the 
potential to result in project-level impacts related to school facilities were considered as part of the 
project-level CEQA document.  
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It is noted that, as previously stated, the General Plan anticipates that school development can occur in 
a range of land use designations (i.e., the Public/Institutional land use designation, all residential zones, 
all commercial zones except the Pedestrian Commercial district, as well as in the Mixed Use district). 
Additionally, the local school districts will determine where they can increase capacity at existing sites, 
develop their land. As noted previously, a query of the Assessor Parcel database identified 27 APNS for 
the PUSD, including 228.8 developed acres and 6.8 undeveloped, as well as one vacant Antioch Unified 
School District (AUSD) site of 13.6 acres, and  six APNs for the Mt. Diablo Unified School District (MDUSD) 
(two of which are in the City, and four of which are in the Sphere of Influence) with 81.9 developed acres 
and 11.3 undeveloped acres. Further, Further, the City will work with the PUSD and developers to 
designate additional sites when feasible. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response L-13: The commenter describes the findings of an analysis of enrollment projections 
conducted by the PUSD firm.  

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response L-14: The commenter provides information regarding the total projected unhoused students 
through 2033. The commenter discusses PUSD’s projected capacity and facility needs through 2033 (it is 
noted that PUSD’s projections identify that in 2033 elementary schools will be under capacity by 90 
students, junior high schools will be over capacity by 272 students, and high schools will be under capacity 
by 14 students based on the PUSD’s actual capacity in 2022.  The commenter also references the PUSD 
Facilities Master Plan, which includes a profile, site assessment analysis, classroom count, and student 
capacity analysis, proposed projects, and costs assessment for each of its schools.  

As discussed in Response L-16, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) Travel Demand Model 
used in the analysis for the Circulation Element and determining VMT impacts include land use data that 
account for school trips associated with the 2040 General Plan. Please see Response L-16 for further 
discussion. The VMT analysis and traffic volumes completed for the Project were then utilized to 
complete the operational noise analysis. Further, the VMT analysis was also utilized to complete the air 
quality and greenhouse gas analysis. Because the VMT analysis and traffic volumes account for the school 
trips, the indirect impacts relative to school trips were also accounted for in the noise, air quality, and 
greenhouse gas analysis. 

Response L-15: The comment requests a meeting with the City’s Planning Department to explore the 
designating/reserving at least three of these nine sites as available for development as school sites in the 
General Plan. 

As noted previously, pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et. seq. and Education Code Section 
17620 et. seq., school districts are authorized to levy fees on new residential and commercial-industrial 
development to fund the school facilities necessary to accommodate the students from new 
development. 
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As part of the stakeholder outreach completed as part of the 2040 General Plan Update, the City has met 
with the PUSD to discuss collaborating on future residential development. The City has also included two 
additional actions to address this comment, including:  

Action 9-A-6.b: As part of the development application review process, require developers to explore and 
consider subsequent mitigation agreements with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified 
School Districts to determine specific mitigation and phasing requirements for future schools. 

Action 9-A-6.c: Work cooperatively with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified School 
Districts to study further the requirements for the siting of schools, based on student generation rates, 
necessitated by residential development projects. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response L-16: The commenter states that that the PUSD will be required to accommodate new 
students at existing schools, which means existing students will have to travel farther to get to a different 
school, and fewer students will be able to bike or walk to school. The commenter states that this will 
increase vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT), greenhouse gas emissions, and air pollution. The commenter also 
discusses travel safety for new students. 

It is acknowledged that with additional development within the City, it will be necessary to adjust school 
attendance boundaries, plan for funding and construction of new school facilities, and accommodate a 
growth in student population.  Higher density housing allowed under the 2040 General Plan could result 
in more homes be built closer to existing schools site and future development in currently undeveloped 
areas may result in homes being built farther from existing school sites; PUSD can update its Master Plan 
to determine whether to increase capacity at existing sites, develop school facilities on its parcels that do 
not currently have schools, acquire additional land, and make adjustments to enrollment boundaries for 
PUSD to reduce the distance that students would need to travel to/from schools and to determine 
whether the district should develop plans beyond the 5- and 10-year growth projections in its current 
Master Plan. The CCTA Travel Demand Model used in the analysis for the Circulation Element and 
determining VMT impacts includes land use data that account for school trips associated with the 
proposed 2040 General Plan. The Model splits the added population into various age categories. One 
such group is population ages 5-18, which serves as a way to factor in elementary, middle, and high school 
enrollment numbers in their respective travel analysis zones. The CCTA Travel Demand Model includes a 
separate school enrollment attributes (a grade school/middle school attribute and a high school 
attribute) in the land use file.  To account for the increase in student trips associated with the proposed 
2040 General Plan, TJKM increased the school enrollment numbers to be proportional to the growth in 
the school aged population. The VMT data from the transportation analysis is then considered in the air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions analyses and the trips data from the transportation analysis is 
considered in the noise analysis. 

The proposed Safe Routes to School and Neighborhood Traffic Calming programs called for in the 
Circulation Element would allow each school to be studied individually to identify potentially hazardous 
locations for all modes of transportation and remediate them through physical improvements. 
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The following proposed 2040 General Plan policy and actions pertain to Safe Routes to Schools and traffic 
calming:  

7-A-3.g: Implement a Safe Routes to School program which will aim to protect the safety of students 
walking and biking to school.   

7-A-1.e: Use traffic calming tools and speed reduction strategies in new development and the design 
of roadway improvements to assist in implementing complete street principles; possible tools include 
roundabouts, raised intersections, curb extensions, reduced roadway width, and high visibility 
crosswalks. 

7-P-1.6: Design streets to operate with vehicle speeds that are safer for all users, especially 
pedestrian and bicyclists, while providing adequate access for emergency vehicles. Speed reductions 
strategies should include reduced lane widths and application of traffic calming measures on local 
and collector streets and especially near parks, schools, trails, and in the Downtown core. 

Additionally, the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that is developed can include school-
specific TDM strategies, such as school carpool programs. 

The following proposed 2040 General Plan policy and actions pertain to TDM: 

7-P-2.6:  Endorse Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to reduce reliance on 
single-occupancy trips and commuter traffic. 

7-A-2.j:  Adopt a citywide TDM plan to encourage vehicle trip reduction at employment sites, 
businesses, schools, and multi-unit residential facilities by 15 percent or more during commuter peak 
periods, and dedicate staff to work closely with communities throughout the City on ongoing 
education and encouragement efforts. 

7-A-2.k:  Encourage developers to provide enhanced TDM programs and alternative transportation 
infrastructure that exceeds minimum requirements, as per 7-A-2.j, in exchange for reduced parking 
requirements, with a focus on priority development areas and locations in proximity to high capacity 
transit. 

7-A-2.l: Review and consider opportunities to reduce transportation impact fees on new non-
residential development commensurate with provision of TDM measures, where TDM measures will 
reduce demands on transportation system and where reductions are feasible. Project proponents 
taking advantage of reductions must agree to adopt and implement specified TDM measures and 
monitoring practices as a condition of project approval. 

Response L-17: The commenter states the indirect impacts of the cumulative impacts of noise, intense 
increases in density, lack of public services and traffic and circulation were not fully studied. The 
commenter concludes that it may be that feasible mitigation for these impacts will be identified. 

As noted in Response L-16, the CCTA Travel Demand Model used to determine VMT impacts includes 
land use data that account for school trips within the Planning Area. The Model splits the added 
population into various age categories. One such group is the 5-18 category, which serves as a way to 
factor in elementary, middle, and high school enrollment numbers in their respective travel analysis 
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zones. The VMT data from the transportation analysis is then considered in the noise analyses. Chapter 
4.0, Other CEQA-Required Topics, of the Draft EIR analyzes cumulative impacts related to noise, land use, 
public services, and transportation. The impacts of public services are based on the potential physical 
effects to the environment, as described in Section 3.13.  Physical effects to the environment would occur 
from development of new and expanded facilities; these impacts are addressed in Section 3.13 as well 
as in the relevant sections of the Draft EIR addressing the individual (Chapters 3.1 through 3.16) and 
cumulative (Chapter 4.0) CEQA topics.  

Response L-18: The commenter provides comments regarding the General Plan document.  

The commenter also states that three schools, Stoneman Elementary School, Willow Cove Elementary, 
and Pittsburg Adult Education Center, are not included in Table 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The three schools 
have been added to the Table 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR for the changes to 
the text. 

The commenter requests the following pertaining to the proposed 2040 General Plan:  

“Within the proposed General Plan Subareas there appear to be changes in zoning and/or land use 
designations on land that PUSD owns as noted below. We request that all zoning / land use changes to 
PUSD land be specifically and openly addressed in the DEIR and proposed General Plan. 

• West Leland Subarea there is a directive to “Implement internal Planning Staff Procedures to: 
Allow Low Density Residential uses on the designated school site along Range Road, if it is not 
needed for public school facilities.” [Proposed General Plan, pg. 2-43.] The environmental 
impacts of this revision do not appear to have been studied in the DEIR. 

• East Leland Subarea: The District’s Harbor Street property is currently zoned “GQ Governmental 
& Quasipublic” as noted on the City’s GIS zoning map but the proposed General Plan reflects this 
property as “Medium Density Residential.” [See, proposed General Plan, pg. 2-32, Figure 2-8.] It 
is unknown whether the impacts of this revision was studied. (See, Exhibit D.) 

• Railroad Subarea: The District Office is zoned Planned Development on the City’s GIS zoning map 
and in the proposed General Plan (page 2-30, Figure 2-7) it is identified as Mixed Use. (See, Exhibit 
E,) 

• Within the proposed General Plan Subareas there appear to be at least two places where PG&E 
corridors Conversion Overlays are depicted. The District was informed that once the 
undergrounding of PG&E transmission lines takes place, these large swaths of Open Space will 
be zoned to accommodate residential development. Has this revision been accounted for in the 
DEIR and will it revise the residential unit calculations and thus the District’s student generation 
rates? 

a.  West Central Subarea: Proposed General Plan, pg. 2-40 (Figure 2-11). (See Exhibit F.) 

b.  West Leland Subarea: Proposed General Plan, pg. 2-42 (Figure 2-12).(See Exhibit G.) 

• Within the Southwest Hills Subarea it appears that land has been dedicated for a school. On page 
2-46 of the proposed General Plan, in the Southwest Hills Subarea under the title “Goal-2-15: 
Attract higher-end, low-density residential uses,” Action 2-A-15.c provides: 
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• “Maintain dedication of one school site and three neighborhood park sites.” The current zoning 
map reflects that this area is zoned Planned Development. (See Exhibit H.) Please identify what 
steps were taken to secure this dedication and what steps should be taken for the District to 
secure school site dedications.” 

The following bullet points address the comments related to potential changes to PUSD land: 

• West Leland Subarea: If the designated school site along Range Road is determined to not be 
needed for public school facilities, City staff would initiate the planning process for the 
redesignate the site for Low Density Residential uses under the General Plan, including analysis 
under CEQA of the environmental effects of the change. Action 2-A-14.a has been revised to 
clarify that the City will consider this change. 

• East Leland Subarea: The Medium Density Residential designation allows for school uses and is 
consistent with the GQ zoning. The “P” denoting a potential future park location has been 
removed from Figures 2-1 and 2-8 in the proposed 2040 General Plan. 

• Railroad Subarea: The comment regarding the zoning and General Plan designation of the PUSD 
District Office is noted.  The General Plan did not anticipate changes to the use at this location 
and school facilities are allowed within the Mixed Use designation. 

• PG&E Conversion Overlay: The land uses shown within the PG&E Corridor Conversion Overlay on 
Figures 2-1, 2-11, and 2-12 of the 2040 General Plan are conceptual and do not include residential 
uses; future allowed uses, densities, and land use intensities would be determined in the future 
by a corridor conversion plan as described in Table 2-1 of the General Plan.  Analysis of the 
environmental effects of the uses along this corridor would occur as part of the corridor 
conversion planning effort. 

• Southwest Hills: There were two sites identified for schools as part of the San Marco Master Plan 
planning process.  The Delta View Elementary School has been developed by MDUSD.  The 
remaining dedicated site is located at southwest of the Alves Ranch Road and Ashbridge Drive 
intersection.  This site is not presently listed as a development site, but is owned by MDUSD.3 

The commenter further request the following pertaining to the Draft EIR itself: (1) a map of each school 
district be included; (2) Figure 3.12-1 includes a key reflecting which schools are associated with which 
school districts; (3) a map of all current residential pending, approved, under construction and completed 
projects be included which also shows the schools in the area; (4) the Draft EIR include a table of 
appendices; (4) the Draft EIR include technical material set forth in the appendices; (5) the proposed 2040 
General Plan does not include Appendix A even though this appendix is discussed on page 2-2; and (6) a 
lay person explanation of Table 2-2 be provided. 

Regarding Item 1, a map showing the school district boundaries has been added to Section 3.13 of the 
Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR for the map.  The 2040 General Plan Draft EIR is revised to 
include Figure 12-2, which identifies school district boundaries and school sites in the context of the Land 
Use Map. 

 
3 See: https://lpamasterplans.com/mt-diablo-usd-fmp/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2019/06/14-
MtDiabloES-FINAL.pdf 
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Regarding Item 3, The City maintains its projects in the Project Pipeline page of the City’s website.  The 
Draft EIR considers buildout of the proposed 2040 General Plan and has been revised to include a map 
showing school district boundaries. The proposed 2040 General Plan is revised to include a figure showing 
PUSD, MDUSD, and AUSD boundaries and school locations in the context of the Land Use Map.  The City 
has included the PUSD on a contact list for new projects and the City will continue to coordinate with the 
PUSD regarding future residential projects in the Planning Area. 

Regarding Item 4, the Draft EIR Table of Contents including the list of Appendices is added to the Draft 
EIR and is included in Chapter 3 (Errata) of this Final EIR. 

Regarding Item 5, Appendices A and B are included as part of the Draft EIR. The transportation analysis 
is incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR.  The VMT data requested by the commenter has been 
added to the Draft EIR and is included in Chapter 3, Errata, of this Final EIR. 

Regarding Item 6, Table 2-2 of the proposed 2040 General Plan identifies which of the City’s existing 
Zoning Districts are consistent with the 2040 General Plan land use designations.  Each of the rows shows 
a mark for the zoning districts that implement the land use designation addressed by the row. The 
proposed 2040 General Plan is revised to replace the reference to Appendix A with “Table 2-2.” 

Response L-19: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. No response to 
this comment is necessary. 
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Response to Letter M:   Rutan & Tucker, LLP (Integral Communities) 
Response M-1: The commenter expresses support for Alternative C of the Draft EIR and discusses the 
details of the Bay Walk Project. The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable 
impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, Transportation and Circulation, and Utilities. 
The commenter states that the Bay Walk Project would be a successive project but would require a 
General Plan amendment. 

The commenter correctly summarizes the significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed 
Project General Plan. A statement of overriding considerations would be completed for the proposed 
General Plan.  

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics 
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response M-2: The commenter describes Alternative C, states that this alternative would meet all of the 
basic project objectives, and states that this alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The 
commenter also provides technical corrections in the discussion of Alternative C, including: 

1. The Bay Walk Project is pending, not “previously approved” or “under development,” as 
indicated on Draft EIR page 5.0-20.  

2. Remediation of hazardous contaminants at the former PG&E Pittsburg Power Plant site would 
be completed more quickly under the Bay Walk Project than under the currently Proposed 
General Plan or Alternatives.  

3. Revise the text on page 5.0-21 to accurately reflect that Alternative C has the “lowest” score, not 
the “highest” score.  

4. In Figure 5.0-1 (Alternative C-Reduced Intensity), the proposed developed portions of the Bay 
Walk Project site are listed as Bay Walk Development. It would also be necessary to add a land 
use description of “Bay Walk Development” to the land use designations in the Proposed General 
Plan. The Bay Walk Development designation could be described as a mixture of residential, non-
residential and/or mixed-use, park, open space, and/or recreational uses as determined and 
described through a site-specific Specific Plan and Planned Unit Development. 

The first, third, and fourth corrections suggested above were made to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR for the changes to the text. 

Regarding the second correction, page 5.0-20 of the Draft EIR states the following: “…remediation of 
hazardous contaminants at the former PG&E Pittsburg Power Plant area could be completed more 
quickly than under the proposed Project, Alternative A, or Alternative B due to the pending Bay Walk 
project. As such, impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment (Impact 3.8-1) could be reduced under this alternative.” This sentence 
has been revised to clarify that remediation could be completed more quickly under Alternative C than 
under the proposed Project, Alternative A, or Alternative B due to the pending Bay Walk project. 

Response M-3: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. No response to 
this comment is necessary.  
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Response to Letter N:   S.L. Floyd 
Response N-1: The commenter references the amount of residential acreage and non-residential 
development identified in the Draft EIR and asks whether that should be looked at in greater depth 
regarding the need for housing and affordable housing, as well as allowing job opportunities in relation 
to the location of homes and cost of homes.  

The 2040 General Plan was prepared to increase the variety of housing types, as discussed in more detail 
in the 6th Cycle Housing Element (City of Pittsburg, May 2023). As shown in Table 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR, 
the 2040 General Plan would accommodate approximately 15,576 residential units, including 
approximately 6,445 single family units, 9,111 multifamily units, and 20 live/work units, and 
approximately 26,089,499 square feet of non-residential development.  The environmental effect of the 
General Plan, including development of these uses, is addressed in the Draft EIR. 

The commenter’s recommendation to look at resolving the housing need through balancing the basic 
needs of dwelling and jobs, including considering the price of housing, to ensure people have a home and 
job is noted.  The 2040 General Plan is intended to promote a greater variety of housing types, as 
discussed in more detail in the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element (a separate document), and increase jobs 
in the City as indicated by the commenter. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Letter O:   San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Response O-1: The commenter summarizes the baseline zoning standards for Assembly Bill (AB) 2923 
and notes that BART’s 2017 Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines identifies the standards as targets 
for the half-mile radius around the Pittsburg/Bay Point and Pittsburg Center stations, noting that many 
of the commenter’s Table 1 (AB 2923). The commenter states that this level of zoning and parking 
requirements is the minimum requirement needed to support rail transit services. 

This comment is noted.  

Response O-2: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan, such as changes 
to goals, policies, and actions, and changes to City zoning.  The commenter states that the Mixed Use 
designation does not conform with AB 2923 baseline zoning standards.  The BART TOD Overlay is applied 
to all parcels required to conform with AB 2923 baseline zoning standards. Where the BART TOD Overlay 
is applied, it will require conformance with AB 2923 standards. 

The commenter also recommends that one-half mile around the Pittsburg/Bay Point and Pittsburg Center 
BART stations be zoned to meet or exceed standards identified in Table 1 of their letter (AB 2923 
standards). AB 2923 is applied to BART-owned parcels and not to all parcels within ½-mile of a BART 
station.  This recommendation to modify the land use designation and zoning within ½-mile of each BART 
stations is noted and proposed General Plan actions (Action 2-A-9.a and Action 2-A-15.a) related to 
updating the City’s Zoning Ordinance, Railroad Avenue Specific Plan, and Pittsburg/Bay Point BART 
Master Plan have been revised to consider increasing density within ½-mile of the BART stations similar 
to the AB 2923 standards. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or 
compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response O-3: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan to create an action 
to allow AB 2923 baseline zoning standards for the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station.  The proposed 2040 
General Plan has been revised to include Action 2-A-15.a to update the Zoning Ordinance and 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan to be consistent with AB 2923. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response O-4: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan, including 
recommending that references to the Pittsburg Center BART Station be “Pittsburg Center BART Station” 
rather than other variations throughout the General Plan. References are revised as recommended in the 
proposed 2040 General Plan. The commenter also recommends that the City eliminate parking 
minimums for development in the one-half mile radius around the BART stations. Proposed 2040 General 
Plan Action 2-A-9.a and Action 2-A-15.a have been revised to address revising parking standards in the 
Zoning Ordinance, Railroad Avenue Specific Plan, and Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan to be 
consistent with State law, including AB 2097. 

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response O-5: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan to address safe and 
high-quality multi-modal access options to and from BART stations.  Proposed Policy 7-P-1.7 has been 
revised to address the potential for vehicle level of service requirements to conflict with safe and efficient 
pedestrian and bicycle travel. Proposed Policy 7-P-2.3 has been revised to further support transit use 
through specifying safe and convenient access, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities, to transit 
service. Proposed Policy 7-P-3.1 has been revised to address ensuring safe and convenient access active 
transportation modes to key destinations in the City, including the waterfront, Downtown, City Hall, 
schools, public and community services, and transit stops and stations.  

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

Response O-6: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 
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Response to Letter P:   San Francisco Baykeeper 
Response P-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response P-2: The commenter provides feedback on proposed General Plan policies and actions and 
suggests new policies and actions to include in the General Plan, including the following: 

• The commenter suggests that the City set their own standards for ensuring contaminated sites are 
adequately remediated.  

• The commenter suggests that Action 8-A-2.a be revised to ensure that all development projects 
“ensure that there is no exposure to humans or the environment of any legacy pollutants or 
contaminants of concern at the project site after remediation and development.” 

• The commenter suggests that Policy 2-P-2.6 be revised to address development which may require 
filling wetlands at a toxic site in an area projected to be inundated with groundwater or in sea level 
rise bands raises. 

• The commenter suggests that Policy 11-P-2.4 be revised to indicate how and whether this policy 
will be prioritized, especially given current proposed plans and zoning changes along the shoreline. 
The commenter also states that relevant Actions need to be identified and taken which will ensure 
that the Policy is implemented in a way that will protect these resources. The commenter suggests 
that Policy 11-P-3.2 be revised to ensure that a predicted modeling study of shallow groundwater 
aquifers on a citywide scale be used. 

• The commenter suggests adding actions with respect to North Central River Sub Area to ensure 
that future residents are protected from the existing toxins that are at the site. 

• The commenter states that the City should not approve, allow, or create a path to developing the 
North Central River Sub Area unless and until there is sufficient analysis of the potential impacts 
and whether they can be adequately remediated. 

• The commenter encourages the City to add some or all of the following language into the General 
Plan:  

o Goal 1 – Reduce the potential for injury, property damage, and loss of natural resources 
resulting from sea level rise. 

o Policy 1.1: Make allowances for climate change in flood risk assessments to help minimize 
vulnerability and provide resilience to flooding and coastal change where protection, 
accommodation and managed relocation strategies should be considered. 

o Action 1.1.A. Prepare Flood Projection Maps.  
o Action 1.1.B. Design and Review All Projects in Accordance with State SLR Guidance. 
o Action 1.1.C. Floodplain Storage Compensation. 
o Policy 1.2: Conserve, maintain, expand, and enhance existing shoreline habitat and retain 

and expand buffer lands. 
o Action 1.2.A. Identify Migration Space for SLR Adaptation. 
o Policy 1.3: Prioritize the use of nature-based solutions for flood protection. 
o Action 1.3.A. Employ nature-based flood control solutions wherever possible. 

o Policy 1.4: Minimize the risk of flooding legacy contaminated lands in areas at risk of 
SLR-induced flooding. 
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o Action 1.4.A. Identify contaminated lands estimated to flood via sea level rise and 
elevated groundwater tables, based on various SLR projections. 

o Action 1.4.B. Evaluate the suitability and safety of redeveloping contaminated lands 
and adjacent parcels in the light of potential for contaminated water or soil 
mobilization resulting from SLR. 

Action 8-A-2.a was revised to replace “extent feasible” to “accepted levels set by the relevant regulatory 
agencies to ensure public health.” However, the 2040 General Plan is not revised to set City-level 
standards for addressing contamination; the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. 
Occupational Health and Safety Administration, the California Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration, and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control are the regulatory agencies 
that address compliance with standards for exposure to potentially hazardous materials resulting from 
contamination and have access to a large field of subject matter experts.  The 2040 General Plan includes 
policies and actions to ensure that future development does not expose the public to adverse health risks 
and that contaminated sites are remediated to ensure that future users of the site are not exposed to 
contaminants in excess of standards established by regulatory agencies to ensure human health and 
safety.  

As shown in Figure 2-1 of the proposed land use map, the majority of the undeveloped areas, including 
but not limited to Browns Island and the area adjacent to riverine habitat, within the Northeast River 
Subarea are designated for Park or Open Space uses. As such, the majority of the wetland areas in this 
Subarea would be avoided by future development. Nevertheless, Policy 2-P-6.6 was revised to add the 
following sentence “If wetlands are located on-site, on-site wetland mitigation (including but not limited 
to preservation in place, wetland restoration, wetland enhancement, and wetland establishment) shall 
be encouraged and preferred.” 

With respect to the comments surrounding Policy 11-P-2.4, the Resources Conservation & Open Space 
Element includes the following policies and actions pertaining to wetland and related habitat 
preservation and restoration: 

 10-P-2.1: Ensure that open space and natural landscapes remain a major component of lands near 
the Bay and the Delta (see Figure 10-2).  

10-P-2.2: Support the long-term viability and success of the natural Bay and Delta ecosystems and 
the continuation of Delta heritage, including encouraging preservation and restoration of contiguous 
portions of important wildlife habitats remnants of riparian and aquatic habitat. 

10-P-2.3: Require new development projects to cooperate with the East Bay Regional Park District 
(EBRPD) to protect the Browns Island Regional Shoreline and the Black Diamond Mines Regional 
Preserve. 

10-P-2.4: Preserve the natural Bay and Delta shoreline habitat on Browns Island and grasslands 
habitat at Black Diamond Mines. 

10-P-2.5: Conserve natural terrain, native vegetation, and sensitive habitats and recognize the role 
of native vegetation, natural terrain and green infrastructure in natural resource and watershed 
management. 
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10-P-2.6: Support efforts to protect and enhance the Bay and Delta ecosystem and Pittsburg’s creeks 
in perpetuity for their value in providing visual amenity, drainage capacity, and habitat value, through 
a variety of measures including local conservation efforts that improve adequate water supply and 
quality. 

10-P-2.7: Preserve large areas of naturally vegetated habitat to allow for water infiltration and reduce 
flood hazards in the Kirker Creek watershed by requiring that new development minimizes paved 
areas. 

10-P-2.8: Require new development projects and expansion of existing uses to conserve sensitive 
habitat, including special status species.  

10-P-2.9: Work with Contra Costa County, the EBRPD, and the City of Antioch, to expand the regional 
open-space system in the southern hills to preserve California annual grasslands habitat. 

10-P-2.10: Advocate clustering of houses to preserve large, unbroken blocks of open space, 
particularly within sensitive habitat areas during the design of hillside residential projects.  

10-P-2.11: Encourage the preservation of wildlife corridors to ensure the integrity of habitat linkages. 

10-P-2.12: Continue to support and implement the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation 
Plan (Eastern County HCP). 

10-P-2.13: Support the reclamation of wetlands and marshlands along local industrial waterfronts. 

10-P-2.14: Collaborate with developers to establish and/or retain creeks, marshes, wetlands, and 
riparian corridors in the design of new development. 

10-P-2.15: Protect and restore threatened natural resources, such as wildlife, estuaries, tidal zones, 
marine life, wetlands, and waterfowl habitat. 

10-P-2.16: Limit dredging and filling of wetlands and marshlands, particularly adjacent to Browns 
Islands Preserve. 

10-P-2.17: Work with industrial property-owners along the waterfront to improve urban runoff and 
water quality levels within the Bay wetlands. 

10-P-2.18: Recognize that climate change impacts may influence future guidance, and best available 
data, and continue to ensure that up-to-date information is consulted when reviewing projects for 
potential impacts to biological resources, including the Bay, Delta, and sensitive habitats. 

10-A-2.a: Conduct site-specific biological resources assessment as required by CEQA for development 
located in or adjacent to potential habitat or ecologically sensitive areas. If any special-status species 
or sensitive habitats are identified, contact the appropriate resource agencies and establish 
appropriate management strategies to reduce impacts on sensitive habitat and special status species. 

10-A-2.b: Continue to require projects to comply with the requirements of the Eastern County HCP 
when reviewing proposed public and private land use changes. 
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10-A-2.d: Review all projects located within or adjacent to the Delta Primary Zone and other priority 
habitat restoration areas to ensure consistency with the criteria and policies of the Delta Stewardship 
Council’s Delta Plan. 

10-A-2.e: As applicable, provide opportunities for review of and comment by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Reclamation Districts, the Delta Stewardship Council, Delta 
Protection Commission, SWRCB, and San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) during project review, and consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to 
ensure that any impacts do not have a significant effect on primary habitat restoration areas as 
described in the Bay Plan and the Delta Plan. 

10-A-2.f: Establish an on-going program to remove and prevent the re-establishment of invasive 
species and restore native species as part of development approval on sites that include ecologically 
sensitive habitat and require that revegetation of cut-and-fill slopes for new development includes 
native plant species. 

10-A-2.g: Intermix areas of pavement with naturally vegetated infiltration sites to minimize the 
concentration of stormwater runoff from pavement and structures.  

10-A-2.h: Require an encroachment permit from Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) for any storm 
drain facility crossing or encroaching onto Contra Costa Canal rights-of-way.  

10-A-2.i: Require all crossings to be constructed in accordance with CCWD standards and 
requirements. 

10-A-2.j: Establish development standards for new construction adjacent to riparian zones to reduce 
sedimentation and flooding. Standards should include: - Requirements that low berms or other 
temporary structures such as protection fences be built between a construction site and riparian 
corridor to preclude sheet-flooding stormwater from entering the corridors during the construction 
period. - Requirements for installation of storm sewers before construction occurs to collect 
stormwater runoff during construction. 

10-A-2.k: Establish regulations as part of the Zoning Code to require that: 

(a) Revegetation of cut-and-fill slopes for new development includes native plant species 

(b) Mature trees are preserved, including measures for the replacement of all mature trees removed 

(c) Building pads and structural elements are located at least 150 feet (horizontally) away from the 
crest of a major ridgeline in order to preserve viewsheds of the southern hills 

(d) Creek setbacks are established along riparian corridors. Development standards shall include 
expanded setback buffers as needed to preserve habitat areas of identified special status species and 
wetlands (50-150 feet on each side), prohibition of development within creek setback areas (except 
as part of greenway (trails and bikeways, etc.) enhancement), and preservation of land where 
endangered species habits exist. 
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10-A-2.l: Create interpretive facilities with educational displays along the marshlands to heighten 
public awareness of the importance of local marshlands for roosting and nesting sites for migrating 
waterfowl. 

With respect to the comments related to Policy 11-P-3.2, this policy was revised to consider predicted 
modeling studies of shallow groundwater aquifers as they become available. 

Regarding the North Central River Subarea, Policy 2-P-17.1 has been revised to specific remediation 
requirements to ensure that future development of the site does not expose workers, residents, 
employees, or other users of the site to hazardous materials at levels that exceed federal or State 
standards for the specific proposed activity or use associated with each phase of development of this 
subarea. 

Policy 11-P-2.8 was added to the Safety Element of the General Plan, which states: “Make allowances for 
climate change in flood risk assessments to help minimize vulnerability and provide resilience to flooding 
and coastal change where protection, accommodation and managed relocation strategies should be 
considered.” 

With respect to the suggested addition of Action 1.1.A, the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission’s Adapting to Rising Tides program includes a Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer tool, which 
provides interactive mapping that illustrates sea level rise at the local level along the San Francisco Bay. 
Additionally, the California Energy Commission’s Cal-Adapt tool identifies forecasted inundation of the 
San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento – San Joaquin Delta, and the California Coast. The Cal-Adapt tool 
provides the ability to see the areas within Pittsburg that would be affected by flooding due to sea level 
rise under the following scenarios: 0.5 meters, 1.0 meters, and 1.41 meters of sea level rise. Figure 6.2-1 
of the General Plan Existing Conditions Report illustrates the effects of each of these three sea level rise 
scenarios. Action 11-A-3 was revised to add a sentence at the end referencing these tools: “Require 
development projects located along the shoreline or in areas projected to be inundated under sea level 
rise scenarios, including 100-year flood events, to identify projected sea level rise levels in relation to 
proposed residences, buildings, and important infrastructure and to be designed to address hazards 
associated with sea level rise, including use of ecologically-based strategies (e.g., creation or adaption of 
marshlands, wetlands, and natural areas to counteract sea level rise or improve drainage patterns), 
shoreline hardening, and adaption techniques such as elevated buildings and designing green 
infrastructure for stormwater runoff. Prediction mapping tools which may be utilized to identify sea level 
rise projections could include, but are not limited to, California Energy Commission’s Cal-Adapt tool and 
the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer tool.” 

With respect to the suggested addition of Action 1.1.B, Design and Review All Projects in Accordance with 
State SLR Guidance, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes the following policies and actions 
pertaining to projects subject to sea level rise:  

11-P-2.2: Prepare for and adapt to anticipated sea level rise, including 100-year flood events, and 
fluctuations and changes in weather conditions, including addressing impacts on existing and future 
neighborhoods, infrastructure and facilities, the shoreline, and natural resources, as identified 
through State and regional modeling efforts and science-based data. 
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11-P-2.3: Prioritize improvements and actions that would protect vulnerable populations (e.g., 
elderly communities, low-income areas), essential facilities, and vital infrastructure, from damage or 
lack of access due to flooding from sea level rise including 100-year flood events. 

11-P-3.2: Integrate flooding and sea level rise projections into the City’s infrastructure planning, 
disaster preparedness activities, and policies and regulations to inform the public of the future hazard 
areas, assess and address potential impacts to future development, inform future planning and 
building requirements, plan for opportunity areas for adaptation, and inform funding and financing 
decisions about short- and long-term adaptation projects. 

11-A-3.c: Require development projects located along the shoreline or in areas projected to be 
inundated under sea level rise scenarios, including 100-year flood events, to identify projected sea 
level rise levels in relation to proposed residences, buildings, and important infrastructure and to be 
designed to address hazards associated with sea level rise, including use of ecologically-based 
strategies (e.g., creation or adaption of marshlands, wetlands, and natural areas to counteract sea 
level rise or improve drainage patterns), shoreline hardening, and adaption techniques such as 
elevated buildings and designing green infrastructure for stormwater runoff. Prediction mapping 
tools which may be utilized to identify sea level rise projections could include, but are not limited to, 
California Energy Commission’s Cal-Adapt tool and the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission’s Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer tool. 

With respect to Action 1.1.C, the proposed General Plan includes the following policies and actions 
pertaining to floodplain storage and flooding from runoff: 

10-P-4.12: Assure through the Master Drainage Plan and development ordinance that proposed new 
development adequately provides for on-site and downstream mitigation of potential flood hazards. 

10-P-4.13: Develop and implement a Storm Flooding Mitigation Fee Program to fund required 
drainage improvements during construction of new development. 

10-P-4.14: Ensure that all new development (residential, commercial, or industrial) contributes to 
the construction of drainage improvements in the Kirker Creek and other watersheds in the Planning 
Area, as required by the City’s adopted ordinances. 

10-P-4.15: Allow the construction of detention basins as mitigation in new developments. Ensure 
that detention basins located in residential neighborhoods, schools, or child-care facilities are 
surrounded by a gated enclosure, or protected by other safety measures. 

10-P-4.16: Ensure adequate minimum setbacks to reduce potential for property damage from storm 
flooding. 

10-P-4.17: Reduce the risk of localized and downstream flooding and runoff through the use of high 
infiltration measures, including the maximization of permeable landscape. 
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10-A-4.a: Review and regulate new development to ensure consistency with Federal and State flood 
and floodway requirements, including Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta Plan policies, the City’s 
Green Stormwater Infrastructure Plan, and the Contra Costa Clean Water Program’s Resource 
Conservation Plan as applicable and as opportunities arise. 

10-A-4.i: Require new development to use BMPs to minimize creek bank instability, runoff of 
construction sediment, and flooding. 

10-A-4.j: As part of project review and CEQA documentation, require an assessment of downstream 
drainage (creeks and channels) and City storm-water facilities impacted by potential project runoff. 

With respect to the suggested addition of Policy 1.2, as shown in Figure 2-1 of the proposed land use 
map, the majority of the undeveloped areas, including but not limited to Browns Island, the western 
waterfront areas, and the area adjacent to riverine habitat, within the Northeast River Subarea are 
designated for Park or Open Space uses. As such, much of the shoreline habitat would be retained as part 
of the proposed General Plan. Further, the General Plan includes ample policies and actions pertaining 
to shoreline habitat. 

With respect to the suggested addition of Policy 1.3 and associated Action 1.3.A, Policy 11-P-3.8 requires 
the City to “Encourage and accommodate multipurpose flood control projects that reduce the risk of 
localized and downstream flooding and incorporate measures that enhance natural drainage features 
and provide for recreation, resource conservation, preservation of natural riparian habitat, and scenic 
values of drainages, creeks, and detention ponds, where feasible.  Where appropriate and feasible, the 
City shall encourage the use of water detention facilities for use as groundwater recharge facilities.”   

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, various 
policies and actions, outlined above, were revised or added to address the intent of this comment. This 
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
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Response to Letter Q:   Save Mount Diablo 
Response Q-1: The commenter summarizes the functions of Save Mount Diablo and discusses the 
Buchanan Subarea as it relates to the Buchanan Bypass. The commenter expresses opposition to the 
Bypass and low-density residential designations near the Bypass. The commenter suggests changes to 
regulations which permit development near creeks. 

While the comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, these 
comments are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics 
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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	The 2040 Pittsburg General Plan is a regional guiding document; it does not contain detailed information regarding future development that would occur within various zones in the City. Implementation of the California Air Pollution Control Officers As...
	TJKM utilized the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) model for the VMT analysis for the Pittsburg General Plan. The model along with some off-model adjustments were made to accommodate for mitigation measures that were applicable to the Gene...
	Consistent with Goal 7-1 and Action 7-A-1.a, it is the City’s intention to adopt policy guidelines to reduce VMT. It is understood that these frameworks and the measures within could be used to reduce VMT impacts and will be considered during the VMT ...
	It is the City’s intention to continue to use local transportation Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) ordinances to ensure all new development pay a fair share of the cost of transportation improvements as noted in Policy 7-P-4.2. These transportation impro...
	Response C-4: The commenter states that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is committed to advancing equity and livability in all communities. The commenter concludes by stating that they look forward to collaborating with the City...
	This comment is noted.
	Response C-5: The commenter references the Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan (2021), the Caltrans District 4 Bike Plan (2018), and Caltrans Director’s Policy 37 (DP-37). The commenter also provides conclusionary statements.
	The definition of Complete Streets in the proposed 2040 General Plan has been updated to better align with Caltrans’ definition provided in DP-37. Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR has been revised to include DP-37, Caltra...
	The City’s revised Circulation Element continues to promote complete streets within the City through multiple policies and action items. The City will continue to evaluate roadway improvements as part of the planning/development review process consist...
	Response to Letter D:   City of Concord

	Response D-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter.
	Please see Responses D-2 through D-6 which specifically address the comments in the body of the letter.
	Response D-2: The commenter states that the baseline reports, including the Land Use Alternatives & Capacity Report, the Existing Conditions Report (November 2019), the Economic Trends Report (August 2019) and the Vision and Opportunities Report (July...
	The Existing Conditions Report serves as an important background document for the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR includes updates to much of the information included in the Existing Conditions Report. For example, Table 4.1-1 (Pittsburg Site Cleanup and Haz...
	Response D-3: The commenter provides concerns about the established greenbelt ridgeline buffer of 150 feet. The commenter states that they disagree that feasible mitigation is not available and recommends a Pittsburg General Plan policy and associated...
	Impacts related to aesthetics, including scenic vistas like ridgelines, are discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, all aesthetics-related impacts were determined to be less than significant. As such,...
	While the portions of the comment relating to General Plan policies do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the ...
	Response D-4: The commenter states that West Leland Road is proposed to extend west as a 4-lane major arterial to connect to Avila Road and Willow Pass Road in the City of Concord and this connection would encourage traffic to bypass State Route 4 in ...
	Impacts associated with transportation are discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 3.14-1, with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies may no longer rely on vehicular delay ...
	While the portion of the comment pertaining to the General Plan circulation system comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their considerat...
	Response D-5: The commenter states that no identified visual analysis was provided in the document or in the appendices. The commenter encourages the City of Pittsburg to conduct a visual analysis to identify the impacts of development based on the Ge...
	Please see Response D-3 regarding aesthetics impacts. Additionally, as noted on page 2.0-14 of Chapter 2.0 Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “The EIR evaluates the anticipated development that could occur within the Planning Area if every parcel ...
	Response D-6: The commenter expresses support for Alternative B: Core Area Employment, the Economic Development alternative designed to increase jobs in the Pittsburg core in order to reduce the severity of impacts associated with air quality, greenho...
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response D-7: The commenter provides a conclusion statement to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response to Letter E:   Contra Costa Water District

	Response E-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter.
	Please see Responses E-2 through E-6 which specifically address the comments in the body of the letter.
	Response E-2: The commenter provides background information regarding the Contra Costa Canal and states that they operate the Canal and the Multipurpose Pipeline.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response E-3: The commenter states concerns that the drainage features within the Canal ROW do not have sufficient capacity for existing or future storm water runoff and additional planned development has the potential to increase the risk of cumulati...
	As noted on pages 3.9-3 and 3.9-4 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, “the storm drain facilities under the Contra Costa Canal also have the potential to become impaired, if sedimentation were to occur from new upstream deve...
	As future development and infrastructure projects are considered by the City, each project will be evaluated for conformance with the General Plan, Municipal Code, and other applicable regulations. Subsequent development and infrastructure projects wo...
	Response E-4: The commenter provides comments on General Plan Action 10-A-2.h pertaining to Contra Costa Water District facilities. The commenter states that encroachment permits are required for all existing storm drain crossings, including drainage ...
	Action 10-A-2.h of the General Plan requires an encroachment permit from Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) for any storm drain facility crossing or encroaching onto Contra Costa Canal rights-of-way.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, Action 10-A-2.4 is revised to address the intent of this comment and is noted for the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of t...
	Response E-5: The commenter provides comments on General Plan 10-P-4.8 which pertains to Contra Costa Water District facilities.
	Policy 10-P-4.8 aims to protect water quality by reducing non-point sources of pollution and the dumping of debris in and near creeks, storm stains, and Contra Costa Canal.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, Policy 10-P-4.8 is revised to address the intent of this comment is noted for the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the D...
	Response E-6: The commenter states that the General Plan should address and be consistent with Contra Costa Water District Contra Costa Canal-related goals and policies outlined in the existing 2020 General Plan, including: Goal 9-G-6 and 10-G-8, and ...
	Policy 10-P-2.7 carries forward the in-tent of Policy 9-P-17 of the existing General Plan.
	Policy 10-P-2.14 and Action 10-A-4.j address the intent of Policy 9-P-20 of the existing General Plan.
	Action 10-A-4.b carries forward the intent of Policy 9-P-21 of the existing General Plan.
	Action 10-A-4.i of the proposed 2040 General Plan carries forward Policy 9-P-23 of the existing General Plan.
	Policies 10-P-7.1 and 10-P-7.2 and Actions 12-A-7.a and 12.A.7.b were added to the proposed 2040 General Plan to carry forward Policies 10-P-18 through 10-P-20 of the existing General Plan.
	Policies 9.P-7.3 through 9-P-7.7 and Action 12-A-7.c were added to the proposed 2040 General Plan to carry forward Policies 10-P-23 through 10-P-30 of the existing General Plan.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the above policy and action revisions were made to address the intent of this comment is noted for the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond ...
	Response E-7: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response to Letter F:   Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP (Making Waves Academy)
	Response F-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response F-2: The commenter provides land use and zoning information for parcels located along E 3rd Street to the north and to the west of the intersection of Harbor Street, referred to as Parcels A, C, and H and shown in an attachment to the letter.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response F-3: The commenter provides requests for modifications to the Marina Commercial land use designation.
	The Marina Commercial land use designation allows a 1.5 floor area ratio for hotels and other waterfront-oriented uses. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwar...
	Response F-4: The commenter provides perceived inconsistencies in the General Plan policies and actions as they relate to Parcels A and C. The commenter also provides recommended revisions to three General Plan Actions.
	References to “Marine Commercial” in the proposed Downtown Element were corrected to “Marina Commercial.”
	Actions 5-A-3.e and 3.f were revised, to an extent, and the intent of these actions is to support publicly-oriented recreation uses in the area and to ensure projects provide access to the waterfront.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response F-5: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze whether the General Plan Update would result in urban decay and blight due to its inconsistent and restrictive land use vision for Parcels A and B. The commenter further states tha...
	The City does not plan to take the subject parcels by eminent domain and neither the General Plan nor the Draft EIR state that.  The General Plan also does not propose or entitle development projects on the subject parcels. Instead, the proposed Gener...
	The proposed General Plan land use designation for the commenter’s referenced parcels, Marina Commercial, allows for various uses, such as:   Waterfront-oriented recreational, visitor and community uses, business and professional services, offices, co...
	With respect to urban decay, under CEQA, an EIR should only consider direct and indirect physical effects of projects.  Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the ...
	On the secondary socioeconomic effects of projects, Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that, “Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause an...
	Since only physical effects are to be considered under CEQA, economic and social changes resulting from a project may be considered if they in turn produce changes in the physical environment.  To fully satisfy the requirements of an EIR, an economic ...
	In recent years, the California courts have identified the term “urban decay” as the physical manifestation of a project’s potential socioeconomic impacts and have specifically identified the need to address the potential for urban decay in environmen...
	It is unclear how the Marina Commercial land use on the subject parcels would result in urban decay. The majority of the subject parcels are not currently developed or were formerly developed but have since been demolished.
	There are multiple opportunities for how the property can be developed under the proposed 2040 General Plan land uses. The proposed 2040 General Plan would expand the land use opportunities allowed under the Marina Commercial rather than restricting u...
	Response F-6: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider all feasible mitigation for the significant and unavoidable impact related to greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter suggests adding policies and actions that make it easier to c...
	This comment is noted. Energy-related uses are allowed in the Employment Center Industrial land use designation, as noted in the Land Use Element: “Fosters vibrant, diverse, and dynamic employment hubs that accommodate technology, advanced manufacturi...
	Additionally, the proposed General Plan includes the following policies and actions which support energy development and green-energy development:
	 2-P-4.5: Support office, business, and industrial land uses that will improve the City’s employment base through high-quality, well-paid jobs that attract the technology, energy, and industrial sectors desired by the community.
	 2-P-9.2: Promote revitalization and redevelopment in the area bounded by Railroad Avenue, E. Leland Rd, Harbor St, and State Route 4 as an innovation center, fostering new and emerging industries, businesses in technology, medical, and sustainable e...
	 2-P-10.1: Promote creation of an innovation district or a hub for technology, energy, medical, and other skilled employment opportunities in the area designated Employment Center Industrial.
	 2-A-10.b: Update the Railroad Avenue Specific Plan to:
	o Include the Employment Center Industrial as an innovation center, fostering new and emerging industries, businesses in technology, medical, and sustainable energy sectors, supporting start-up enterprises, and increasing high quality jobs near the Pi...
	 2-P-17.1: Support the remediation and revitalization of this site as a master-planned community with sustainable and resilient design that provides opportunities to work, live, and play and addresses Pittsburg’s jobs/housing balance, recreation, eco...
	o Providing community-oriented recreation and commercial entertainment facilities, including:
	 Community-gathering areas with an open air markets and venues for community events,
	 Riverfront access with extension of the adjacent Riverview Park and a continuous public-access riverwalk with parks, seating, and viewing areas for pedestrians and cyclists,
	 Provisions for water-oriented recreational activities, such as boating and kayaking,
	 A community recreation uses, including potentially including aquatic center, sports facilities, or other community-wide recreational uses, that serve the broader Pittsburg community,
	 Commercial and entertainment uses, with space allocated for waterfront or waterview dining, retail, as well as grocery, shopping, restaurants, offices, and services located away from the water.
	o Multi-modal transit opportunities, including a ferry terminal to improve jobs access, and connections to BART and local transit.
	o An economic opportunity hub, providing high-quality and skilled employment opportunities including research and development, office, sustainable energy, and manufacturing, with connections provided to transit, and spaces for business incubators to f...
	o Mixed residential neighborhoods, including a significant proportion of workforce and affordable housing to maintain socioeconomic diversity and promote equitable opportunities, that are served by on-site neighborhood-oriented parks, schools, and com...
	o Provide at jobs/housing ratio of at least 2.5 jobs per household.
	o Permanent open space managed to support climate adaptation through maintaining and enhancing existing wetlands and marsh areas and to provide educational and passive recreational opportunities.
	o Green infrastructure, sustainable and resilient design, and climate adaptation elements, including elevated construction, natural barriers, managed retreat, bioswales, permeable pavements, and rain gardens to manage stormwater and provide flooding r...
	o Ensure remediation of site meets or exceeds California Department of Toxic Substance Control and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards in all areas proposed for residential, employment, recreational, and other uses that may expose humans to...
	Further, the proposed General Plan includes ample policies and actions aimed to reduce the impact related to greenhouse gas emissions. While there is no State or other requirement to include additional policies and actions that make it easier to const...
	Response F-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR energy analysis does not account for the increase in electricity demand caused by State, regional, and local requirements to build mainly with only electric appliances in most new buildings. The co...
	This comment is noted. The proposed project is a General Plan update that is required to comply with all existing State and local regulations and plans adopted to address renewable energy and energy efficiency and has been prepared to support and impl...
	Specifically, as described in pages 3.7-36 and 3.7-37 of the Draft EIR:
	“Policy 10-P-5.2 requires the City to ensure that new development is consistent with the energy objectives and targets identified by the City’s Sustainability Plan. Additionally, Safety and Resiliency Element Policy 11-P-2.1 requires the City to consi...
	Furthermore, the electricity and natural gas consumption associated with the 2040 General Plan is estimated on page 3.7-34 under Impact 3.7-2 of Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Energy. As described therein:
	“According to the California Energy Commission, the total electricity and natural gas usage in Contra Costa County in 2022 (latest year of data available) was approximately 8,338 GWh, and approximately 895 millions of therms, respectively (California ...
	As described in the Draft EIR, development associated with the General Plan Update is estimated (based on recently available data for Contra Costa County and other available literature from UC Irvine, SolarReviews, and the U.S. Energy Information Admi...
	Furthermore, as described on page 3.7-11 of the Draft EIR, a large driver of renewable sources of energy in California is the state’s current Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which requires the state to derive at least 60 percent of electricity gen...
	It should also be noted that energy efficiency is anticipated to increase in the future. For example, the California Green Building Code is continually updated to increase energy efficiency over time, and is anticipated to be substantially stricter in...
	Overall, the General Plan Update is consistent with the State’s goals to achieve a carbon-free energy future, based on its consistency with all applicable plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency. Therefore, even if electricity demand per capi...
	Response F-8: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response to Letter G:   Delta Stewardship Council

	Response G-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter pertaining to the Delta Stewardship Council responsibilities and statutory requirements. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response G-2: The commenter states that the project meets the definition of a covered action under the California Water Code. The commenter also states that the State or local public agency approving, funding, or carrying out the project must file a C...
	This comment is noted. The City will file a Certification of Consistency as required by State law.
	Response G-3: The commenter provides Delta Plan regulatory policies that may apply to the project. The commenter states that they have not identified any specific inconsistency between the Draft EIR and the Delta Plan, pursuant to Water Code section 8...
	This comment is noted. The proposed General Plan has been prepared with the intent to be consistent with the Delta Plan and support long-term stewardship of the Delta. The City will file a Certification of Consistency with the Council.
	Response G-4: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response to Letter H:   Department of California Highway Patrol

	H-1
	Response H-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.
	Please see Response H-2 regarding the specific concerns.
	Response H-2: The commenter provides comments regarding congestion along State Route 4 (SR-4). The commenter states that the Project could increase traffic congestion along SR-4.
	It is acknowledged that SR-4 through Pittsburg is among the most congested stretches of freeway for commuter traffic in Contra Costa. This congestion extends within the City’s arterial network. The provision for the overpass, which is consistent with ...
	The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation. The significant and unavoidable impacts are associated with the increase number of roadway users (drivers, p...
	In terms of predictive crash modeling, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO’s) Highway Safety Manual includes methods for estimating crash frequency using average annual daily traffic volumes as one of two pr...
	The provision of higher density would mean lower Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per resident or per employee, as the closer proximity of projects mean shorter travel distances for residents to travel to goods and services. The higher density residential...
	Additionally, as noted on page 3.14-1 of Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies may no longer rely on vehicular delay or capacity-based analyses for CEQA impact d...
	Future projects, including highway interchanges, overcrossings/undercrossings, development projects, and billboards, will be reviewed for project-specific impacts, including hazards, pursuant to CEQA at the time the projects are designed and proposed ...
	Response H-3: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response to Letter I:   Donna Smith

	Response I-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.
	Please see Responses I-2 through I-6 regarding the specific concerns.
	Response I-2: The commenter expresses concerns regarding heavy traffic flow, speeding, road conditions, lack of sidewalks, and lack of lighting and signage. The commenter concludes by expressing concerns regarding the significant and unavoidable impac...
	This comment is noted. While some of the issues raised by the commenter reflect existing conditions and perceptions of the City, and not environmental impacts of the proposed 2040 General Plan, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes ample policies an...
	Some of the policies and actions are included below:
	7-P-1.1: Ensure that the City’s circulation network is a well-connected system of streets, roads, highways, sidewalks, trails, and paths that effectively and safely accommodate all users in a manner that considers the context of surrounding land uses.
	7-A-3.d: Continue to look for opportunities to eliminate sidewalk and bike lane gaps that limit connectivity between existing neighborhoods and ensure new connections are provided with all new developments.
	7-A-3.c: Repair or replace crosswalks and bike lane markings that are faded or damaged. Review of the existing roadways conditions should be assessed periodically.
	7-P-1.6: Design streets to operate with vehicle speeds that are safer for all users, especially pedestrian and bicyclists, while providing adequate access for emergency vehicles. Speed reductions strategies should include reduced lane widths and appli...
	7-A-1.e: Use traffic calming tools and speed reduction strategies in new development and the design of roadway improvements to assist in implementing complete street principles; possible tools include roundabouts, raised intersections, curb extensions...
	4-A-1.a: Develop a gateway and landmark program that establishes the design, location, and extent of gateway improvements at key entry points into the City and addresses the design and location of landmark features at significant community gathering n...
	(i) Use of archways, landscaping, signs, banners, sculptures, decorative lighting, and other visual features to announce the gateways along regional roadways and landmarks at community focal areas. Time installation before or concurrently with constru...
	(ii) Use of steel in historic areas to reflect Pittsburg’s steel production history. Consider steel in the fabrication of pedestrian furniture, such as benches, trash and recycling receptacles, throughout the City’s public right of ways.
	4-A-4.a: Update the Zoning Ordinance to:
	● Establish standards for landscaping and fencing for all districts/use categories, with a focus on unified design and character throughout Pittsburg.
	● Encourage use of native plant species and locally-recognized non-native species with low watering and maintenance requirements in linear parks, landscaped medians, and other quasi-public landscaping applications to enhance the City’s overall identity.
	● Require landscaped screening for utility boxes, loading areas, and large facilities such as tanks in multifamily, mixed use, and non-residential developments.
	● Require landscaping and tree planting along key roadways, arterials, and collectors.
	Impacts associated with transportation are discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 3.14-1, with the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, local agencies may no longer rely on vehicular delay ...
	However, as noted by the commenter, impacts pertaining to the following would be significant and unavoidable: vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT); conflicts with a program, plan, policy, or ordinance addressing the circulation system, including transit, bicy...
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response I-3: The commenter expresses concerns regarding community information and signage.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, including but not limited to:
	Goal-8-1: Consider and respond to environmental justice issues as they relate to City plans, policies, and projects to ensure disadvantaged and vulnerable communities are engaged and represented in the decision-making process, to protect disadvantaged...
	8-P-1.5: Administer materials and strive for broad outreach on public hearings that affect the environment in languages used by the community.
	8-P-1.10: Promote broad and balanced public participation in City decision-making efforts in order to ensure that all residents have the opportunity to participate in the decision-making process. This includes City decisions that affect community heal...
	8-A-1.e: Encourage public participation in local planning decision making, especially by those that are traditionally underrepresented by offering multi-lingual outreach material, communicating with key cultural entities, and hosting events in areas o...
	8-A-1.f: Ensure that low income and minority populations have equal opportunities to participate in and influence the land use decision-making process by utilizing culturally appropriate approaches to public participation and involvement.
	5-A-2.d: Develop a “way-finding” system for Downtown Pittsburg to the Marina and other local attractions. Install uniform signage and banners informing visitors of major attractions, including directions to Downtown from State Route 4 and to the water...
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response I-4: The commenter expresses concerns regarding shopping options, safety, and crime.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, including but not limited to:
	6-P-1.2: Pursue strategies that support the attraction and retention of diverse industries, a diverse workforce, and a diversity of municipal revenue sources.
	6-P-1.3: Achieve and maintain a balance of land uses within the City that assures residential development is complemented by expanded local employment opportunities, retail and commercial services, and recreation and entertainment venues; and that the...
	6-P-1.4: Ensure that the City’s revenue and fiscal base is not overly dependent on any one type of land use, development, or revenue source.
	6-P-1.5: Maintain competitive rates and fees for City services and resources that reflect the cost to the City but do not inhibit desired growth and do not result in inequitable access to City services and facilities.
	6-P-1.6: Maximize the City’s public financing tools and consider opportunities for enhancement in order to fund the various economic development initiatives outlined in this Element.
	6-P-1.7: Build the City’s capital improvement and business assistance funds in order to be in a position to leverage, borrow, and fund key projects.
	6-P-1.8: Promote local purchase of goods and services by residents, workers, businesses and City government in order to retain spending within the local economy and generate revenue for the City.
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response I-5: The commenter provides suggestions regarding attracting support and encouraging business establishment in the Marina and Old Town.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, the General Plan includes goals, policies and actions that address the issues raised by the commenter, including but not limited to:
	5-P-1.1: Emphasize Downtown, including Old Town, as Pittsburg’s historic center, providing an identity and a sense of place for the entire city by establishing a focused revitalization strategy that integrates the initiatives of the Economic Developme...
	5-P-1.6: Provide a variety of recreational facilities to serve visitors to the Downtown, Old Town, and residents of surrounding neighborhoods.
	5-A-3.a: Develop a waterfront activity center at the terminus of Harbor Street, featuring a cluster of Marina Commercial uses, including specialty retail, services, restaurants, marine repair and docking facilities, hotels and other uses by undertakin...
	5-A-3.b: Pursue the dedication of public open space during the redevelopment of infill sites within the Downtown, particularly adjacent to the waterfront area.
	5-A-3.c: Provide a wide path right-of-way, way-finding signage, landscaping, interpretive plaques, and street lighting that connects key areas of the Downtown (John Buckley Square, commercial core area, Eighth St. greenbelt, Marina Walk Park, etc.) to...
	5-A-3.d: Develop a detailed design plan for the City’s new Marina Commercial center, featuring:
	● Mixed-use village atmosphere;
	● Creation or enhancement of points of interest based on the Marina Plan;
	● Walkable layout, with pedestrian amenities;
	● Public access to the shoreline and views of Browns Island; and
	● Focus on visitor attractions, as well as traditional marine services.
	5-A-3.e: Acquire land at the terminus of Harbor Street for the development of a publicly-oriented park or similar recreational use and promenade, providing access to the waterfront and open space at the center of the new Marina Commercial center.
	5-A-3.f: Encourage design of the Harbor Street terminus to provide an unobstructed view of New York Slough and a 30-foot-wide promenade to the waterfront. This linear park/promenade should function as a publicly-oriented square, with buildings oriente...
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response I-6: The commenter expresses concerns regarding Municipal Code requirements for storage of boats and vehicles to be “hidden” and suggests changes to the Code on this topic. The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Letter J:   East Bay Municipal Utility District

	Response J-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter.
	Please see Response J-2 regarding the specific concerns.
	Response J-2: The commenter discusses the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) Mokelumne Aqueducts and discusses the project requirements for design for encroachment, crossings, or construction within the Aqueducts right-of-way.
	Should a future project in the Planning Area require the encroachment, crossings, or construction within the Aqueducts right-of-way, the plans would be submitted to EBMUD.
	Response J-3: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response to Letter K:   Hanson Bridgett LLP (Discovery Builders, Inc.)

	Response K-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s analyses and conclusions of water supply and transportation hazards are incongruent with evidence, guidelines, and one of the...
	Please see Responses K-2 through K-5 which address the specific comments raised regarding these specific Draft EIR impacts.
	Response K-2: The commenter states that at least five Draft EIRs and Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) for pending projects in the City will have to be recirculated. The commenter also states that the City will no longer be able to exempt project...
	There is no basis why EIRs and MNDs that already have been prepared and, in several cases, certified or adopted, would need to be recirculated. The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan is a programmatic EIR that is later in time than earlier EIRs and M...
	The significant and unavoidable impacts pertaining to water shortages and transportation hazards are discussed in Responses K-3 and K-4. A more detailed response regarding the City’s ability to use CEQA exemptions is provided in Response K-5.
	Response K-3: The commenter states the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) includes measures to fully mitigate all projected water shortages within the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP). The commenter concludes by stating that w...
	The 2040 General Plan EIR is a is a program EIR, defined in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines as: “[An EIR addressing a] series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically; (2) A[s] logical p...
	Future development and growth in the City accommodated under the 2040 General Plan would result in an increased demand for water supplies, including water conveyance and treatment infrastructure. The proposed 2040 General Plan includes policies and ac...
	As noted on page 3.15-11 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, indicated in Table 3.15-5, deficiencies ranging from 33 AF (fourth year dry year in 2040) to 863 AF (fifth year dry year in 2045) may occur. Under multiple year drought condition...
	Water use projections in the UWMP will be re-evaluated in future UWMP updates, based on the new regulations and to evaluate changes to the City’s growth projections and/or allocation of land use.
	The City’s WSCP is discussed on pages 3.15-5 and 3.15-6 of Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR.
	As noted by the commenter, while the proposed 2040 General Plan includes a range of policies designed to ensure an adequate water supply for development and to minimize the potential adverse effects of increased water use, it is anticipated that the C...
	In addition, the 2040 General Plan EIR does not change any impact conclusions for projects already included in the 2040 General Plan Baseline Assumption.  For example, the Faria Southwest Hills Master Plan project is included in the 2040 General Plan ...
	Please see Response K-5 regarding CEQA Exemptions.
	Response K-4: The commenter provides feedback regarding the transportation hazard methodology and conclusion. The commenter states that Impacts 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 should be less than significant. The commenter also states that the adoption of the present...
	The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update is a program EIR. As stated on pages 1,0-2 and 1,0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states:
	“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
	1) Geographically;
	2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions;
	3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or
	4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.”
	The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project.
	EIR is intended to provide the information and environmental analysis necessary to assist public agency decision-makers in considering approval of the proposed project, but not to the level of detail to consider approval of subsequent development proj...
	Additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. It may be determined th...
	Please see Response K-5 regarding future CEQA analysis for projects in the Planning Area.
	The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update identifies three significant and unavoidable impacts. The significant and unavoidable impacts are associated with the increase number of roadway users (drivers, pedestrians, bicycles, and those using tran...
	In terms of predictive crash modeling, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO’s) Highway Safety Manual includes methods for estimating crash frequency using average annual daily traffic volumes as one of two pr...
	As with the response to the commenter’s comments regarding potential impacts to water supply over the full planning horizon and based on full buildout under the 2040 General Plan (see Response K-3), the Draft EIR’s analysis of potential transportation...
	Please see Response K-5 regarding CEQA Exemptions.
	Response K-5: The commenter states the GPU DEIR's findings of significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to water supply and traffic safety will require recirculation of all current Draft environmental impact reports and mitigated negative decla...
	The significant and unavoidable impacts pertaining to water shortages and transportation hazards are discussed in Responses K-3 and K-4.  Please see Response K-2 for an explanation of why the 2040 General Plan EIR does not lead to a supported conclusi...
	As future development and infrastructure improvements and projects are considered by the City, each individual project will be evaluated for conformance with the General Plan, Municipal Code, and other applicable regulations. To the extent CEQA is req...
	As discussed on page 1.0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan an...
	A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be completed for the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan Draft EIR pertaining to the significant and unavoidable impacts. Subsequent projects in the City will have several paths forward. One path is use of a Progr...
	Finally, it is also noted that it is not uncommon for a General Plan Update EIR to conclude that significant and unavoidable impacts may result and for individual, future projects still to proceed without need for another full EIR.
	Response K-6: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. The commenter states that the City's finding of significant and unavoidable impacts to water supply and transportation hazards (Impact 3.15-1, Impact 3.14-2, and Impact ...
	Please see Responses K-2 through K-5 which address the specific comments raised regarding these specific Draft EIR impacts.
	Response to Letter L:   Pittsburg Unified School District

	Response L-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response L-2: The commenter states the increase in residential units resulting from residential units that are part of current housing projects and the proposed General Plan Update could increase the number of students to 27,583, and the PUSD faciliti...
	The General Plan is required by law.  (See Government Code, Section 65300 [“Each planning agency shall prepare and the legislative body of each county and city shall adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the cou...
	As stated on page 2.0-15 of Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, approximately 15,576 new residential units would be accommodated under General Plan buildout conditions. This new growth would result in a population increase of approxima...
	As noted on pages 3.13-22 and 3.13-23 of Section 3.12, Public Services and Recreation, as the demand for services increases, there will likely be a need to address acceptable service ratios, class sizes, and other performance standards. New or expande...
	The school districts in the Planning Area are anticipated to identify the preferred methods to accommodate growth, including siting new schools and expanding existing schools. It would be speculative for the City to pre-determine where these developme...
	Land Use Element Policy 2-P-2.2 supports ensuring new neighborhoods include a mix and distribution of land uses, such as schools, parks, and other uses. Policy 2-P-2.10 permits places of public assembly, including schools, in residential areas where s...
	The proposed 2040 General Plan designates land in the City for long-term growth and the Draft EIR analyzes buildout of the General Plan.  This buildout is not anticipated to occur during the 2040 planning period of the General Plan (2040) and developm...
	Further, the proposed General Plan includes policies and actions pertaining to educational facilities planning and funding, including but not limited to:
	9-P-6.1: Ensure that school facilities maintain adequate capacity to provide for current and projected enrollment.
	9-P-6.2: Work with Pittsburg Unified School District, Mount Diablo Unified School District, and Antioch Unified School District to ensure that the timing of school construction and/or expansion is coordinated with phasing of new residential development.
	9-P-6.3: Work cooperatively with local school districts to explore all local and State funding sources to secure available funding for new school facilities and programs and to identify possible sites for the construction of new school facilities.
	9-P-6.4: Cooperate with local school districts to develop joint school/park facilities, which provide an increased variety of recreational opportunities close to many residential areas. Additionally, work with school districts to develop public parks ...
	9-A-6.a: As part of development review for residential subdivisions, require new development to pay applicable school and public facility impact fees and work with developers and the school districts to ensure that adequate school and related faciliti...
	It is noted that, while the majority of the residential units that could be developed in the Planning Area in the future, consistent with the proposed 2040 General Plan, would be located in the boundary of the PUSD, some of the residential units would...
	Response L-3: The commenter requests that the City reserve PUSD school sites and include policies, actions, and standards for such uses which authorize the City to require a subdivider to reserve sites for PUSD’s use as a condition of approval of futu...
	The commenter indicates that new elementary school sites are needed to keep up with the influx of students and requests to partner with the City in locating suitable elementary sites or, at a minimum, ensuring future development is subject to agreemen...
	As discussed in Response L-2, the 2040 General Plan includes a range of policies in support of schools. Land Use Element Policy 2-P-2.2 supports ensuring new neighborhoods include a mix and distribution of land uses, such as schools, parks, and other ...
	Further, the 2040 General Plan allows schools in the Public/Institutional land use designation as well as in all residential, commercial, and mixed use land use designations, providing a variety of opportunities for future school sites.  The 2040 Gen...
	Two General Plan Actions were added to the 2040 General Plan. Action 9-A-6.b states the following: “As part of the development application review process, require developers to explore and consider subsequent mitigation agreements with the Pittsburg, ...
	See Response L-2 regarding the amount of Public/Institutional, commercial, and residential land uses that would be accommodated by the Land Use Map. As noted on pages 3.13-23 and 3.13-24 of Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan includes...
	This comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response L-4: The commenter provides feedback regarding the proposed General Plan policies and actions and questions whether General Plan Community Health & Environmental Justice Goal 8-1 and Recreation & Youth Goals 9.4 and 9-6 related to education c...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response L-5: The commenter discusses the Draft EIR impact discussion pertaining to school facilities and cites the proposed General Plan policies and actions pertaining to school facilities. The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides that all p...
	Impacts related to school facilities are discussed on pages 3.13-22 through 3.13-24 of Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, new school facilities may be needed to serve growth contemplated in the 2040 General P...
	The analyses for police department facilities, fire department facilities, and recreational facilities is similar to the analysis for school facilities because future growth planned by the proposed 2020 General Plan would require new or expanded publi...
	Please see Response L-2 regarding impacts to school facilities discussed in the Draft EIR.
	Response L-6: The commenter states the Draft EIR must study indirect impacts on parts of the physical environment that are not school facilities. The commenter discusses the Chawanakee Unified School Dist. v. County of Madera (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 10...
	Plaintiff (the local school district) argued, inter alia, that the EIR failed to comply with CEQA because it failed to analyze the Project’s direct impacts on existing school facilities as well as indirect impacts on school facilities caused by the Pr...
	The court rejected the school district’s contention that the County violated CEQA because the EIR lacked analysis of impacts to "existing school facilities that will be forced to accommodate hundreds of students beyond current overcrowded conditions"....
	On the other hand, the court found that SB 50’s substitution of the phrase "on school facilities" for "related to school facilities" narrowed the exemption. While "related to" required consideration of "both direct effects on school facilities and ind...
	The Chawanakee case differs from the proposed 2040 General Plan in that Chawanakee was a project-level EIR, not a program EIR like the proposed Draft EIR. The project type for this case is also different from the proposed 2040 General Plan, which does...
	The indirect impacts resulting from the proposed 2040 General Plan, including the increase in students are part of the overall programmatic analysis provided for the 2040 General Plan and are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. See Responses L-7 throu...
	The proposed 2040 General Plan Land Use Map provides sites that can accommodate schools, but does not specify schools where specifically schools will occur as that would be speculative for the City to determine.  School districts typically look at 5- ...
	While the General Plan provides multiple land use designations that can accommodate schools, it would be speculative for the City to determine where future school sites will be. The facilities planning effort is a separate planning effort to be carrie...
	As noted previously, the environmental impacts of the school facilities at a programmatic level are discussed throughout the Draft EIR as they are part of the overall future buildout potential of the Planning Area. Air quality is discussed in Section ...
	Response L-7: The commenter discusses the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15064(d) and 5358(a)(2) and states that the Draft EIR failed to fulfill its informational purpose because it did not disclose all potential indirect environme...
	As noted above, the indirect impacts resulting from the increase in students, included in the non-residential development projections discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. This include...
	Response L-8: The commenter states the City did not analyze short-term impacts resulting from the lack of coordination between the timing of residential development and construction of the schools that would be needed within PUSD’s boundaries.
	The short-term analysis of impacts associated with pipeline projects, including the demand of those projects on services, are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. For example, short-term construction noise and construction-related air quality emissions...
	The Draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update is a program EIR. As stated on pages 1,0-2 and 1,0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states:
	“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
	1) Geographically;
	2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions;
	3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or
	4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.”
	The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project.
	The EIR is intended to provide the information and environmental analysis necessary to assist public agency decision-makers in considering approval of the proposed project, but not to the level of detail to consider approval of subsequent development ...
	Additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. It may be determined th...
	The EIR does not entitle projects. and discuss what CEQA requires for a programmatic EIR. A project-level EIR generally focuses on the environmental changes caused by a development project, including planning, construction, and operation. A program EI...
	It is noted that the City provided multiple opportunities for public input on the development of the Draft Land Use Map. The Land Use Alternatives were presented to stakeholders at a meeting for initial feedback and recommendations regarding community...
	Response L-9: The commenter states the Draft EIR did not include any information about sequencing or phasing of development despite that timing is directly related to the indirect impact analysis. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR assumed t...
	The proposed 2040 General Plan does not dictate the speed at which a City is developed nor does it require or estimate phasing of future projects. Future development consistent with the proposed Land Use Map would be largely market-driven and full bui...
	As discussed on page 1.0-3 of Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, the program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. This EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent projects and activities under the pro...
	The EIR evaluates the anticipated development that could occur within the Planning Area if every parcel in the city developed at the densities and intensities expected under the proposed General Plan. While no specific development projects are propose...
	The EIR does not anticipate buildout within 17 years (as stated by the commenter). The year 2040 is not the buildout year of the General Plan; rather, 2040 is the planning horizon year and the General Plan will provide guidance for future development ...
	As discussed on page 3.10-1 of Section 3.10, Land Use Planning and Population/Housing, of the Draft EIR, Pittsburg’s early growth centered around industrial development. The growth of the Bay Area has brought many changes to the Pittsburg region, incl...
	As discussed on pages 3.10-9 and 3.10-10, from 1980 to 2000, the City’s population increased by 72 percent from 33,034 to 56,769 persons. During the 2000s and 2010s, Pittsburg experienced population growth increasing by approximately three percent per...
	Households have increased at a rate slower than Pittsburg’s population. Households increased by 60 percent between 1980 and 2000 (compared to 72 percent for the population) and by 19 percent between 2000 and 2019 (compared to 28 percent for the popula...
	As noted on page 3.10-16 of the Draft EIR, California General Plan law requires each city and county to have land zoned to accommodate a fair share of the regional housing need. The share is known as the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and is...
	The City is not required to ensure that adequate development to accommodate the RHNA occurs; however, the City must facilitate housing production by ensuring that land is available and that unnecessary development constraints have been removed.
	It is not anticipated that future development of the Planning Area, in accordance with the proposed Land Use Map, will be expedited due to the 2040 General Plan but rather that the mix of housing types and affordability levels will better meet the Cit...
	As noted previously, the school districts in the Planning Area are anticipated to identify their preferred methods to accommodate growth, including siting new schools and expanding existing schools. It would be speculative for the City to pre-determin...
	Please also note that PUSD has been included in the City’s planning efforts so that PUSD can plan for the growth anticipated by the General Plan. That way, the PUSD can make its own decisions regarding best methods to address growth and timing of its ...
	Response L-10: The commenter describes the PUSD’s lack of funding and the costs of construction that the PUSD faces. The commenter states that school impact fees generally only pay for about one-third of the cost of anticipated new schools.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response L-11: The commenter states that there were between 9,735 - 9,741 residential houses/units that were part of current housing projects that were “pending approval, approved or under construction.” The commenter further states that the Draft EIR...
	Please see Response L-2. As discussed, the new growth resulting from General Plan buildout would result in a population increase of approximately 20,470 persons, assuming 3.34 persons per household based on U.S. Census 2016-2020 American Community Sur...
	The pending, approved or under construction projects would be operational in the next zero to five years, most likely.
	Response L-12: The commenter describes the Residential Development Research Report Fall 2024 completed by a consultant hired by the PUSD and summarizes the findings regarding new additional students resulting from the City’s pipeline projects (i.e., p...
	All pending, approved or under construction projects undergo a separate environmental review, independent from the 2040 Pittsburg General Plan Draft EIR. As part of this separate review for approved and under construction projects, compliance with CEQ...
	It is noted that, as previously stated, the General Plan anticipates that school development can occur in a range of land use designations (i.e., the Public/Institutional land use designation, all residential zones, all commercial zones except the Ped...
	Response L-13: The commenter describes the findings of an analysis of enrollment projections conducted by the PUSD firm.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response L-14: The commenter provides information regarding the total projected unhoused students through 2033. The commenter discusses PUSD’s projected capacity and facility needs through 2033 (it is noted that PUSD’s projections identify that in 203...
	As discussed in Response L-16, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) Travel Demand Model used in the analysis for the Circulation Element and determining VMT impacts include land use data that account for school trips associated with the 20...
	Response L-15: The comment requests a meeting with the City’s Planning Department to explore the designating/reserving at least three of these nine sites as available for development as school sites in the General Plan.
	As noted previously, pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et. seq. and Education Code Section 17620 et. seq., school districts are authorized to levy fees on new residential and commercial-industrial development to fund the school facilities nece...
	As part of the stakeholder outreach completed as part of the 2040 General Plan Update, the City has met with the PUSD to discuss collaborating on future residential development. The City has also included two additional actions to address this comment...
	Action 9-A-6.b: As part of the development application review process, require developers to explore and consider subsequent mitigation agreements with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified School Districts to determine specific mitigation ...
	Action 9-A-6.c: Work cooperatively with the Pittsburg, Antioch, and Mount Diablo Unified School Districts to study further the requirements for the siting of schools, based on student generation rates, necessitated by residential development projects.
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response L-16: The commenter states that that the PUSD will be required to accommodate new students at existing schools, which means existing students will have to travel farther to get to a different school, and fewer students will be able to bike or...
	It is acknowledged that with additional development within the City, it will be necessary to adjust school attendance boundaries, plan for funding and construction of new school facilities, and accommodate a growth in student population.  Higher densi...
	The proposed Safe Routes to School and Neighborhood Traffic Calming programs called for in the Circulation Element would allow each school to be studied individually to identify potentially hazardous locations for all modes of transportation and remed...
	The following proposed 2040 General Plan policy and actions pertain to Safe Routes to Schools and traffic calming:
	7-A-3.g: Implement a Safe Routes to School program which will aim to protect the safety of students walking and biking to school.
	7-A-1.e: Use traffic calming tools and speed reduction strategies in new development and the design of roadway improvements to assist in implementing complete street principles; possible tools include roundabouts, raised intersections, curb extensions...
	7-P-1.6: Design streets to operate with vehicle speeds that are safer for all users, especially pedestrian and bicyclists, while providing adequate access for emergency vehicles. Speed reductions strategies should include reduced lane widths and appli...
	Additionally, the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that is developed can include school-specific TDM strategies, such as school carpool programs.
	The following proposed 2040 General Plan policy and actions pertain to TDM:
	7-P-2.6:  Endorse Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to reduce reliance on single-occupancy trips and commuter traffic.
	7-A-2.j:  Adopt a citywide TDM plan to encourage vehicle trip reduction at employment sites, businesses, schools, and multi-unit residential facilities by 15 percent or more during commuter peak periods, and dedicate staff to work closely with communi...
	7-A-2.k:  Encourage developers to provide enhanced TDM programs and alternative transportation infrastructure that exceeds minimum requirements, as per 7-A-2.j, in exchange for reduced parking requirements, with a focus on priority development areas a...
	7-A-2.l: Review and consider opportunities to reduce transportation impact fees on new non-residential development commensurate with provision of TDM measures, where TDM measures will reduce demands on transportation system and where reductions are fe...
	Response L-17: The commenter states the indirect impacts of the cumulative impacts of noise, intense increases in density, lack of public services and traffic and circulation were not fully studied. The commenter concludes that it may be that feasible...
	As noted in Response L-16, the CCTA Travel Demand Model used to determine VMT impacts includes land use data that account for school trips within the Planning Area. The Model splits the added population into various age categories. One such group is t...
	Response L-18: The commenter provides comments regarding the General Plan document.
	The commenter also states that three schools, Stoneman Elementary School, Willow Cove Elementary, and Pittsburg Adult Education Center, are not included in Table 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR. The three schools have been added to the Table 3.13-7 of the Dra...
	The commenter requests the following pertaining to the proposed 2040 General Plan:
	“Within the proposed General Plan Subareas there appear to be changes in zoning and/or land use designations on land that PUSD owns as noted below. We request that all zoning / land use changes to PUSD land be specifically and openly addressed in the ...
	• West Leland Subarea there is a directive to “Implement internal Planning Staff Procedures to: Allow Low Density Residential uses on the designated school site along Range Road, if it is not needed for public school facilities.” [Proposed General Pla...
	• East Leland Subarea: The District’s Harbor Street property is currently zoned “GQ Governmental & Quasipublic” as noted on the City’s GIS zoning map but the proposed General Plan reflects this property as “Medium Density Residential.” [See, proposed ...
	• Railroad Subarea: The District Office is zoned Planned Development on the City’s GIS zoning map and in the proposed General Plan (page 2-30, Figure 2-7) it is identified as Mixed Use. (See, Exhibit E,)
	• Within the proposed General Plan Subareas there appear to be at least two places where PG&E corridors Conversion Overlays are depicted. The District was informed that once the undergrounding of PG&E transmission lines takes place, these large swaths...
	a.  West Central Subarea: Proposed General Plan, pg. 2-40 (Figure 2-11). (See Exhibit F.)
	b.  West Leland Subarea: Proposed General Plan, pg. 2-42 (Figure 2-12).(See Exhibit G.)
	• Within the Southwest Hills Subarea it appears that land has been dedicated for a school. On page 2-46 of the proposed General Plan, in the Southwest Hills Subarea under the title “Goal-2-15: Attract higher-end, low-density residential uses,” Action ...
	• “Maintain dedication of one school site and three neighborhood park sites.” The current zoning map reflects that this area is zoned Planned Development. (See Exhibit H.) Please identify what steps were taken to secure this dedication and what steps ...
	The following bullet points address the comments related to potential changes to PUSD land:
	 West Leland Subarea: If the designated school site along Range Road is determined to not be needed for public school facilities, City staff would initiate the planning process for the redesignate the site for Low Density Residential uses under the G...
	• East Leland Subarea: The Medium Density Residential designation allows for school uses and is consistent with the GQ zoning. The “P” denoting a potential future park location has been removed from Figures 2-1 and 2-8 in the proposed 2040 General Plan.
	• Railroad Subarea: The comment regarding the zoning and General Plan designation of the PUSD District Office is noted.  The General Plan did not anticipate changes to the use at this location and school facilities are allowed within the Mixed Use des...
	• PG&E Conversion Overlay: The land uses shown within the PG&E Corridor Conversion Overlay on Figures 2-1, 2-11, and 2-12 of the 2040 General Plan are conceptual and do not include residential uses; future allowed uses, densities, and land use intensi...
	• Southwest Hills: There were two sites identified for schools as part of the San Marco Master Plan planning process.  The Delta View Elementary School has been developed by MDUSD.  The remaining dedicated site is located at southwest of the Alves Ran...
	The commenter further request the following pertaining to the Draft EIR itself: (1) a map of each school district be included; (2) Figure 3.12-1 includes a key reflecting which schools are associated with which school districts; (3) a map of all curre...
	Regarding Item 1, a map showing the school district boundaries has been added to Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR for the map.  The 2040 General Plan Draft EIR is revised to include Figure 12-2, which identifies school ...
	Regarding Item 3, The City maintains its projects in the Project Pipeline page of the City’s website.  The Draft EIR considers buildout of the proposed 2040 General Plan and has been revised to include a map showing school district boundaries. The pro...
	Regarding Item 4, the Draft EIR Table of Contents including the list of Appendices is added to the Draft EIR and is included in Chapter 3 (Errata) of this Final EIR.
	Regarding Item 5, Appendices A and B are included as part of the Draft EIR. The transportation analysis is incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR.  The VMT data requested by the commenter has been added to the Draft EIR and is included in Chapte...
	Regarding Item 6, Table 2-2 of the proposed 2040 General Plan identifies which of the City’s existing Zoning Districts are consistent with the 2040 General Plan land use designations.  Each of the rows shows a mark for the zoning districts that implem...
	Response L-19: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response to Letter M:   Rutan & Tucker, LLP (Integral Communities)

	Response M-1: The commenter expresses support for Alternative C of the Draft EIR and discusses the details of the Bay Walk Project. The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emiss...
	The commenter correctly summarizes the significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed Project General Plan. A statement of overriding considerations would be completed for the proposed General Plan.
	This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response M-2: The commenter describes Alternative C, states that this alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives, and states that this alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The commenter also provides technical corre...
	1. The Bay Walk Project is pending, not “previously approved” or “under development,” as indicated on Draft EIR page 5.0-20.
	2. Remediation of hazardous contaminants at the former PG&E Pittsburg Power Plant site would be completed more quickly under the Bay Walk Project than under the currently Proposed General Plan or Alternatives.
	3. Revise the text on page 5.0-21 to accurately reflect that Alternative C has the “lowest” score, not the “highest” score.
	4. In Figure 5.0-1 (Alternative C-Reduced Intensity), the proposed developed portions of the Bay Walk Project site are listed as Bay Walk Development. It would also be necessary to add a land use description of “Bay Walk Development” to the land use d...
	The first, third, and fourth corrections suggested above were made to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR for the changes to the text.
	Regarding the second correction, page 5.0-20 of the Draft EIR states the following: “…remediation of hazardous contaminants at the former PG&E Pittsburg Power Plant area could be completed more quickly than under the proposed Project, Alternative A, o...
	Response M-3: The commenter provides concluding statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is necessary.
	Response to Letter N:   S.L. Floyd

	Response N-1: The commenter references the amount of residential acreage and non-residential development identified in the Draft EIR and asks whether that should be looked at in greater depth regarding the need for housing and affordable housing, as w...
	The 2040 General Plan was prepared to increase the variety of housing types, as discussed in more detail in the 6th Cycle Housing Element (City of Pittsburg, May 2023). As shown in Table 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan would accommodate ...
	The commenter’s recommendation to look at resolving the housing need through balancing the basic needs of dwelling and jobs, including considering the price of housing, to ensure people have a home and job is noted.  The 2040 General Plan is intended ...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Letter O:   San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit

	O-1
	O-2
	O-3
	Response O-1: The commenter summarizes the baseline zoning standards for Assembly Bill (AB) 2923 and notes that BART’s 2017 Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines identifies the standards as targets for the half-mile radius around the Pittsburg/Bay P...
	This comment is noted.
	Response O-2: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan, such as changes to goals, policies, and actions, and changes to City zoning.  The commenter states that the Mixed Use designation does not conform with AB 2923 baseline zoni...
	The commenter also recommends that one-half mile around the Pittsburg/Bay Point and Pittsburg Center BART stations be zoned to meet or exceed standards identified in Table 1 of their letter (AB 2923 standards). AB 2923 is applied to BART-owned parcels...
	Response O-3: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan to create an action to allow AB 2923 baseline zoning standards for the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station.  The proposed 2040 General Plan has been revised to include Action 2-...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response O-4: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan, including recommending that references to the Pittsburg Center BART Station be “Pittsburg Center BART Station” rather than other variations throughout the General Plan. Refe...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response O-5: The commenter provides recommended changes to the General Plan to address safe and high-quality multi-modal access options to and from BART stations.  Proposed Policy 7-P-1.7 has been revised to address the potential for vehicle level of...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response O-6: The commenter provides conclusionary statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response to Letter P:   San Francisco Baykeeper

	Response P-1: The commenter provides introductory statements to the comment letter. No response to this comment is warranted.
	Response P-2: The commenter provides feedback on proposed General Plan policies and actions and suggests new policies and actions to include in the General Plan, including the following:
	• The commenter suggests that the City set their own standards for ensuring contaminated sites are adequately remediated.
	• The commenter suggests that Action 8-A-2.a be revised to ensure that all development projects “ensure that there is no exposure to humans or the environment of any legacy pollutants or contaminants of concern at the project site after remediation an...
	• The commenter suggests that Policy 2-P-2.6 be revised to address development which may require filling wetlands at a toxic site in an area projected to be inundated with groundwater or in sea level rise bands raises.
	• The commenter suggests that Policy 11-P-2.4 be revised to indicate how and whether this policy will be prioritized, especially given current proposed plans and zoning changes along the shoreline. The commenter also states that relevant Actions need ...
	• The commenter suggests adding actions with respect to North Central River Sub Area to ensure that future residents are protected from the existing toxins that are at the site.
	• The commenter states that the City should not approve, allow, or create a path to developing the North Central River Sub Area unless and until there is sufficient analysis of the potential impacts and whether they can be adequately remediated.
	• The commenter encourages the City to add some or all of the following language into the General Plan:
	o Goal 1 – Reduce the potential for injury, property damage, and loss of natural resources resulting from sea level rise.
	o Policy 1.1: Make allowances for climate change in flood risk assessments to help minimize vulnerability and provide resilience to flooding and coastal change where protection, accommodation and managed relocation strategies should be considered.
	o Action 1.1.A. Prepare Flood Projection Maps.
	o Action 1.1.B. Design and Review All Projects in Accordance with State SLR Guidance.
	o Action 1.1.C. Floodplain Storage Compensation.
	o Policy 1.2: Conserve, maintain, expand, and enhance existing shoreline habitat and retain and expand buffer lands.
	o Action 1.2.A. Identify Migration Space for SLR Adaptation.
	o Policy 1.3: Prioritize the use of nature-based solutions for flood protection.
	o Action 1.3.A. Employ nature-based flood control solutions wherever possible.
	o Policy 1.4: Minimize the risk of flooding legacy contaminated lands in areas at risk of SLR-induced flooding.
	o Action 1.4.A. Identify contaminated lands estimated to flood via sea level rise and elevated groundwater tables, based on various SLR projections.
	o Action 1.4.B. Evaluate the suitability and safety of redeveloping contaminated lands and adjacent parcels in the light of potential for contaminated water or soil mobilization resulting from SLR.
	Action 8-A-2.a was revised to replace “extent feasible” to “accepted levels set by the relevant regulatory agencies to ensure public health.” However, the 2040 General Plan is not revised to set City-level standards for addressing contamination; the U...
	As shown in Figure 2-1 of the proposed land use map, the majority of the undeveloped areas, including but not limited to Browns Island and the area adjacent to riverine habitat, within the Northeast River Subarea are designated for Park or Open Space ...
	With respect to the comments surrounding Policy 11-P-2.4, the Resources Conservation & Open Space Element includes the following policies and actions pertaining to wetland and related habitat preservation and restoration:
	10-P-2.1: Ensure that open space and natural landscapes remain a major component of lands near the Bay and the Delta (see Figure 10-2).
	10-P-2.2: Support the long-term viability and success of the natural Bay and Delta ecosystems and the continuation of Delta heritage, including encouraging preservation and restoration of contiguous portions of important wildlife habitats remnants of ...
	10-P-2.3: Require new development projects to cooperate with the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) to protect the Browns Island Regional Shoreline and the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve.
	10-P-2.4: Preserve the natural Bay and Delta shoreline habitat on Browns Island and grasslands habitat at Black Diamond Mines.
	10-P-2.5: Conserve natural terrain, native vegetation, and sensitive habitats and recognize the role of native vegetation, natural terrain and green infrastructure in natural resource and watershed management.
	10-P-2.6: Support efforts to protect and enhance the Bay and Delta ecosystem and Pittsburg’s creeks in perpetuity for their value in providing visual amenity, drainage capacity, and habitat value, through a variety of measures including local conserva...
	10-P-2.7: Preserve large areas of naturally vegetated habitat to allow for water infiltration and reduce flood hazards in the Kirker Creek watershed by requiring that new development minimizes paved areas.
	10-P-2.8: Require new development projects and expansion of existing uses to conserve sensitive habitat, including special status species.
	10-P-2.9: Work with Contra Costa County, the EBRPD, and the City of Antioch, to expand the regional open-space system in the southern hills to preserve California annual grasslands habitat.
	10-P-2.10: Advocate clustering of houses to preserve large, unbroken blocks of open space, particularly within sensitive habitat areas during the design of hillside residential projects.
	10-P-2.11: Encourage the preservation of wildlife corridors to ensure the integrity of habitat linkages.
	10-P-2.12: Continue to support and implement the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan (Eastern County HCP).
	10-P-2.13: Support the reclamation of wetlands and marshlands along local industrial waterfronts.
	10-P-2.14: Collaborate with developers to establish and/or retain creeks, marshes, wetlands, and riparian corridors in the design of new development.
	10-P-2.15: Protect and restore threatened natural resources, such as wildlife, estuaries, tidal zones, marine life, wetlands, and waterfowl habitat.
	10-P-2.16: Limit dredging and filling of wetlands and marshlands, particularly adjacent to Browns Islands Preserve.
	10-P-2.17: Work with industrial property-owners along the waterfront to improve urban runoff and water quality levels within the Bay wetlands.
	10-P-2.18: Recognize that climate change impacts may influence future guidance, and best available data, and continue to ensure that up-to-date information is consulted when reviewing projects for potential impacts to biological resources, including t...
	10-A-2.a: Conduct site-specific biological resources assessment as required by CEQA for development located in or adjacent to potential habitat or ecologically sensitive areas. If any special-status species or sensitive habitats are identified, contac...
	10-A-2.b: Continue to require projects to comply with the requirements of the Eastern County HCP when reviewing proposed public and private land use changes.
	10-A-2.d: Review all projects located within or adjacent to the Delta Primary Zone and other priority habitat restoration areas to ensure consistency with the criteria and policies of the Delta Stewardship Council’s Delta Plan.
	10-A-2.e: As applicable, provide opportunities for review of and comment by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Reclamation Districts, the Delta Stewardship Council, Delta Protection Commission, SWRCB, and San Francisco Bay Conservation an...
	10-A-2.f: Establish an on-going program to remove and prevent the re-establishment of invasive species and restore native species as part of development approval on sites that include ecologically sensitive habitat and require that revegetation of cut...
	10-A-2.g: Intermix areas of pavement with naturally vegetated infiltration sites to minimize the concentration of stormwater runoff from pavement and structures.
	10-A-2.h: Require an encroachment permit from Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) for any storm drain facility crossing or encroaching onto Contra Costa Canal rights-of-way.
	10-A-2.i: Require all crossings to be constructed in accordance with CCWD standards and requirements.
	10-A-2.j: Establish development standards for new construction adjacent to riparian zones to reduce sedimentation and flooding. Standards should include: - Requirements that low berms or other temporary structures such as protection fences be built be...
	10-A-2.k: Establish regulations as part of the Zoning Code to require that:
	(a) Revegetation of cut-and-fill slopes for new development includes native plant species
	(b) Mature trees are preserved, including measures for the replacement of all mature trees removed
	(c) Building pads and structural elements are located at least 150 feet (horizontally) away from the crest of a major ridgeline in order to preserve viewsheds of the southern hills
	(d) Creek setbacks are established along riparian corridors. Development standards shall include expanded setback buffers as needed to preserve habitat areas of identified special status species and wetlands (50-150 feet on each side), prohibition of ...
	10-A-2.l: Create interpretive facilities with educational displays along the marshlands to heighten public awareness of the importance of local marshlands for roosting and nesting sites for migrating waterfowl.
	With respect to the comments related to Policy 11-P-3.2, this policy was revised to consider predicted modeling studies of shallow groundwater aquifers as they become available.
	Regarding the North Central River Subarea, Policy 2-P-17.1 has been revised to specific remediation requirements to ensure that future development of the site does not expose workers, residents, employees, or other users of the site to hazardous mater...
	Policy 11-P-2.8 was added to the Safety Element of the General Plan, which states: “Make allowances for climate change in flood risk assessments to help minimize vulnerability and provide resilience to flooding and coastal change where protection, acc...
	With respect to the suggested addition of Action 1.1.A, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s Adapting to Rising Tides program includes a Bay Shoreline Flood Explorer tool, which provides interactive mapping that illustrates sea level rise...
	With respect to the suggested addition of Action 1.1.B, Design and Review All Projects in Accordance with State SLR Guidance, the proposed 2040 General Plan includes the following policies and actions pertaining to projects subject to sea level rise:
	11-P-2.2: Prepare for and adapt to anticipated sea level rise, including 100-year flood events, and fluctuations and changes in weather conditions, including addressing impacts on existing and future neighborhoods, infrastructure and facilities, the s...
	11-P-2.3: Prioritize improvements and actions that would protect vulnerable populations (e.g., elderly communities, low-income areas), essential facilities, and vital infrastructure, from damage or lack of access due to flooding from sea level rise in...
	11-P-3.2: Integrate flooding and sea level rise projections into the City’s infrastructure planning, disaster preparedness activities, and policies and regulations to inform the public of the future hazard areas, assess and address potential impacts t...
	11-A-3.c: Require development projects located along the shoreline or in areas projected to be inundated under sea level rise scenarios, including 100-year flood events, to identify projected sea level rise levels in relation to proposed residences, b...
	With respect to Action 1.1.C, the proposed General Plan includes the following policies and actions pertaining to floodplain storage and flooding from runoff:
	10-P-4.12: Assure through the Master Drainage Plan and development ordinance that proposed new development adequately provides for on-site and downstream mitigation of potential flood hazards.
	10-P-4.13: Develop and implement a Storm Flooding Mitigation Fee Program to fund required drainage improvements during construction of new development.
	10-P-4.14: Ensure that all new development (residential, commercial, or industrial) contributes to the construction of drainage improvements in the Kirker Creek and other watersheds in the Planning Area, as required by the City’s adopted ordinances.
	10-P-4.15: Allow the construction of detention basins as mitigation in new developments. Ensure that detention basins located in residential neighborhoods, schools, or child-care facilities are surrounded by a gated enclosure, or protected by other sa...
	10-P-4.16: Ensure adequate minimum setbacks to reduce potential for property damage from storm flooding.
	10-P-4.17: Reduce the risk of localized and downstream flooding and runoff through the use of high infiltration measures, including the maximization of permeable landscape.
	10-A-4.a: Review and regulate new development to ensure consistency with Federal and State flood and floodway requirements, including Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta Plan policies, the City’s Green Stormwater Infrastructure Plan, and the Contra Cos...
	10-A-4.i: Require new development to use BMPs to minimize creek bank instability, runoff of construction sediment, and flooding.
	10-A-4.j: As part of project review and CEQA documentation, require an assessment of downstream drainage (creeks and channels) and City storm-water facilities impacted by potential project runoff.
	With respect to the suggested addition of Policy 1.2, as shown in Figure 2-1 of the proposed land use map, the majority of the undeveloped areas, including but not limited to Browns Island, the western waterfront areas, and the area adjacent to riveri...
	With respect to the suggested addition of Policy 1.3 and associated Action 1.3.A, Policy 11-P-3.8 requires the City to “Encourage and accommodate multipurpose flood control projects that reduce the risk of localized and downstream flooding and incorpo...
	While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, various policies and actions, outlined above, were revised or added to address the intent of this comment. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the de...
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	Response Q-1: The commenter summarizes the functions of Save Mount Diablo and discusses the Buchanan Subarea as it relates to the Buchanan Bypass. The commenter expresses opposition to the Bypass and low-density residential designations near the Bypas...
	While the comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, these comments are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

