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This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR or Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132).  

The City of Pittsburg (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Pittsburg/Bay 

Point Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Master Plan project (project) and has the principal 

responsibility for approving the project.  This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts 

resulting from approval of the project and associated impacts from subsequent development of 

the project, as well as responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

The City of Pittsburg, serving as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the public, 

responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of 

the proposed project.  As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing regulations, 

public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts of proposed 

development and to minimize these impacts where feasible while carrying out an obligation to 

balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for 

decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a 

project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable 

alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts.  Public 

agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along 

with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any 

project which may have a significant effect on the environment.  For the purposes of CEQA, the 

term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a direct 

physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]).  With respect to the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master 

Plan, the City has determined that the proposed development is a “project” within the definition 

of CEQA. 

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the project that led to the 

preparation of this FEIR: 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on December 7, 2010.  The City was identified as the lead agency 

for the proposed project.  The purpose of the notice was to solicit comments on the proposed 

project, and it was therefore circulated to interested parties as well as to the public, local, state, 

and federal agencies.  The December 7, 2010 NOP and the comments received in response to 

the NOP are presented in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  
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Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was prepared in June 2011 and circulated for public and agency review for the 

required 45 days, between June 17, 2011 and August 1, 2011.  The Draft EIR contains a 

description of the project, description of the environmental setting, identification of project 

impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of 

project alternatives.  The Draft EIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public 

and was made available for review at the City of Pittsburg Planning Division, and on the City of 

Pittsburg website.   

Final EIR  

Following the close of the public review period, the City received comment letters regarding the 

Draft EIR from the following parties: 

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Genevieve Sparks 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley 

Region 
7/15/11 

B Jean Roggenkamp Bay Area Air Quality Management District 7/28/11 

C Kara Schuh-Garibay Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation District 7/28/11 

D Gary Arnold California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 8/1/11 

E Jamar Stamps Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation and Development 7/13/11 

F Patricia Chapman Delta Diablo Sanitation District 8/2/11 

G Lance McMahan 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic 

Substance Control 
8/5/11 

1 Martha Fuentes La Clinica de La Raza, Inc. 7/22/11 

2 Dave Campbell East Bay Bicycle Coalition 7/28/11 

3 Camille Guiriba TRANSFORM 7/29/11 

4 Matt Vander Sluis Greenbelt Alliance 7/30/11 

5 Louis Parsons Discovery Builders, Inc. 8/1/11 

These written comment and responses to these comment letters are included herein, as required 

by CEQA.   

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration  

The City will review and consider the FEIR.  If the City finds that the FEIR is “adequate and 

complete,” the City may certify the FEIR at a public hearing. The rule of adequacy generally 

holds that the EIR can be certified if it (1) shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of 

environmental information, and (2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made 

regarding the project in contemplation of its environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to approve, revise, or 

reject the project.  A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by written 

findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093.  Public 

Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring 



1.0 INTRODUCTION 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan 

 August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

1.0-3 

and reporting program to describe measures that have been adopted or made a condition of 

project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.   

1.2 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 

circumstances.  This EIR has been prepared as a Program-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15168.  The analysis associated with a Program-level EIR may be prepared on a series of 

actions that can be characterized as one large project that are related geographically, as 

logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, in connection with issuance of rules, 

regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 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. In 

accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 (c), subsequent activities in the program must 

be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether additional environmental 

analyses must be prepared. In the event that subsequent environmental analysis is warranted, a 

program EIR may be used to simplify the task of preparing environmental documents on later 

parts of the program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168.d).   

Ultimately, the EIR is used by the City as a tool in evaluating the proposed project’s 

environmental impacts and can be further used to modify, approve, or deny approval of the 

proposed project based on the analysis provided in the EIR. 

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent 

possible.  This EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, should be used as the 

primary environmental document to evaluate all planning and permitting actions associated 

with the project.  These actions include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Rezoning to Master Plan Overlay District 

 Amendments to the Mixed Use District regulations set forth in Pittsburg Municipal Code (PMC) 

chapter 18.53 

 Authorization of a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Agreement by and between the City, BART 

and other applicable parties 

 Design Review 

 Tentative Subdivision Map 

 Final Map 

 Grading Permit(s) 

 Development Permit 

 Improvement Plans 

 Building Permit(s) 
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 Occupancy Permit(s) 

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0—INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to 

contain. 

SECTION 2.0—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and provides a concise summary matrix 

of the project’s environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures. 

SECTION 3.0—COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 

and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  

SECTION 4.0—ERRATA 

Section 4.0 consists of revisions to the Draft EIR that are a result of responses to comments, as well 

as minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation 

measures.   
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This section provides an overview of the project and the environmental analysis.  For additional 

detail regarding specific issues, please consult the appropriate chapter of Sections 4.1 through 

4.13 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR). 

2.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will provide a reasonably thorough analysis of the 

potential environmental effects associated with the implementation of the Pittsburg/Bay Point 

BART Master Plan project, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This EIR analysis focuses upon potential environmental impacts arising from the project.  The EIR 

adopts this approach in order to provide a credible worst-case scenario of the impacts resulting 

from project implementation. 

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project consists of a Master Plan outlining land use, circulation and design 

standards within a 50.6-acre portion of the City of Pittsburg in the vicinity of the Pittsburg/Bay 

Point BART Station—the current eastern terminus of Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) in Pittsburg. 

Approximately half of the Master Plan area is owned by BART, and the remaining half is owned 

by West Coast Home Builders (WCHB). The Master Plan would be expected to result in 

development of medium- and high-density multi-family residential uses as well as a number of 

retail uses, two new parking garages, a transit plaza and bus intermodal area adjacent to the 

BART station, and a number of “flex” uses which can be any mix of retail, commercial, or quasi-

public uses, depending on market conditions at the time of development. Overall, the Master 

Plan is expected to result in the addition of 1,168 dwelling units and 146,362 square feet of 

nonresidential uses employing approximately 1,300 people. For more information on how the 

assumptions used by this DEIR were formulated, see Section 4.0. 

The Master Plan includes specific design standards and guidelines for structures, roadways, and 

an interconnected network of pedestrian/bicycle paths and facilities. Also included is a 0.4-acre 

park, an expanded stormwater detention basin, numerous landscape corridors along roads, 

and private recreation/open space.  Section 3.0, Project Description, includes a full description 

of all features, and Section 4.0, Assumptions, provides the assumptions for future development 

characteristics used to determine the buildout of the Master Plan.  

The following objectives have been identified for the proposed project: 

 Establish the BART station area as a regional focal point; 

 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and automobile trips by promoting sustainable 

development characterized by a mix of uses and a circulation system that prioritizes 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders over single-occupancy vehicles; 

 Increase transit ridership by developing a multimodal transit hub; 

 Improve security on the BART property and in the surrounding community by increasing the 

eyes on the street through increased density and implementing crime prevention through 

environmental design principles and improved access and connectivity; 
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 Foster healthy lifestyles by supporting walking and bicycling and improving pedestrian and 

bicycle linkages to/from the BART station; 

 Support economic development by facilitating access to existing commercial development 

and by providing commercial and retail development to support BART patrons, new 

residents of the transit-oriented development (TOD), and residents of the surrounding 

neighborhoods; 

 Maintain flexibility in the plan by creating a ―flex space land use designation that can be 

used as commercial, office, or residential uses, depending on future market conditions and 

demand; 

 Improve employment opportunities for local residents by increasing commercial 

development and supporting and linking to existing commercial uses around the station; 

 Support a range of housing types to support the diverse needs of the community and 

maximize housing opportunities for all income levels, age groups, and abilities; 

 Create attractive, usable, and inviting public spaces; and 

 Build a sense of community and of place through good architecture and design of public 

and private spaces. 

2.3 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The City of Pittsburg was identified as the lead agency for the proposed project.  In accordance 

with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared and distributed a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on December 7, 2010.  This notice was circulated to the public, 

local, state, federal agencies and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed 

project.  The NOP is presented in Appendix B in the DEIR.  In addition, an Initial Study was 

prepared for the project and released for public review at the same time as the NOP.  The Initial 

Study is also included in Appendix B in the DEIR.   

The following potential environmental impacts of the proposed project were identified in the 

Initial Study, in comment letters received in response to the NOP, and at a public scoping 

meeting held on December 14, 2010, and are evaluated in this EIR:  

 Impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, as well as to biological resources, 

hydrology and water quality, and geology and soils’ 

 Adequate parking supply for the BART station; 

 The merits of mixed-use development over traditional suburban uses;  

 Impacts to local schools and recreational uses; and, 

 Various proposed alternative land use arrangements. 

Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during the preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Comment letters are presented in Appendix B in the DEIR.  
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2.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and 

reduce the degree of environmental impact.   Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Project, provides a 

qualitative analysis of three additional scenarios that include: 

 Under Alternative 1, the No Project alternative, no development of the Master Plan area 

would occur beyond what is currently located there, namely the surface parking, bus 

shelters, single retail structure, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station appurtenances, and 

detention basin. The West Coast Home Builders (WCHB) property would remain in its current 

undeveloped state.  

 Under Alternative 2, it is assumed under Alternative 2 that the development of the WCHB 

property would be consistent with the assumed Medium Density range of development 

under the Master Plan, including approximately 748 multi-family dwelling units constructed in 

several three-story buildings with a central private recreation/open space component. 

Likewise, it is assumed that increasing the impervious surfaces on the site, namely through 

paving of streets and other hardscape as well as the construction of buildings, would 

necessitate some expansion of the existing stormwater retention basin.  Based on the 

assumptions set forth in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR, this alternative would result in 420 fewer 

residential units than assumed under development of the Master Plan project. Additionally, 

this alternative does not assume a commercial or mixed use component.  

 Under Alternative 3, the same overall site design as proposed in the Master Plan would be 

retained. However, development standards would be modified to limit building heights to 

three stories, similar to other multi-family development in the project vicinity. This modification 

would result in approximately 340 fewer residential units and approximately 63,000 fewer 

square feet of nonresidential development. Since the parking needs of the BART station and 

bus shelters would remain unchanged, Alternative 3 assumes that the parking garages will 

remain as proposed—six stories for Garage 1 and five stories for Garage 2. 

2.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 2.0-1, 2.0-2 and 2.0-3 displays a summary of potential impacts, impacts and proposed 

mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize potential impacts, and significant and 

unavoidable impacts, respectively.  In Table 2.0-2, the level of significance is indicated both 

before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure.  For detailed discussions of all 

project-level mitigation measures, refer to Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of the DEIR. 
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TABLE 2.0-1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE  

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

4.1 Land Use 

Impact 4.1.1 The proposed Master Plan is consistent with Pittsburg General Plan policies and 

the requirements of the Zoning Code. This impact is considered less than significant. 
LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.1.2 Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with existing, approved, 

proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development, would result in development that would 

change existing land uses patterns and intensity. As this change was anticipated in the General 

Plan, this impact is considered less than cumulatively considerable. 

LCC None required. LCC 

4.2 Population and Housing 

Impact 4.2.1 The proposed Master Plan would allow for the construction of additional 

housing in the Master Plan area as well as retail, commercial, and quasi-public uses that will 

generate additional employees in the city. This growth was anticipated by the General Plan, thus 

the impact would be less than significant.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.2.2 Development of the proposed project, in combination with other approved, 

planned, or potential future projects, would contribute to additional population residing and 

working in the vicinity through the addition of new employment opportunities and residential units. 

This is a less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

4.3 Hazards 

Impact 4.3.1 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would result in additional 

residences and commercial development in the Master Plan area anticipated by local emergency 

planning. Furthermore, internal features of the Master Plan would not interfere with emergency 

response actions through traffic impacts and roadway designs. This is considered a less than 

significant impact.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.3.2 The proposed Master Plan is surrounded by existing and approved development.  

This, coupled with required implementation of existing fire safety regulations, will ensure that the 

proposed Master Plan has a less than significant impact. 

LS None required. LS 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 4.3.3 The proposed Master Plan would introduce development within 3 miles of 

identified hazards materials release and cleanup efforts. However, these sites do not represent a 

threat to the Master Plan Area and this would have a less than significant impact. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.3.4 Implementation of the proposed project, in addition to existing, approved, 

proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the area, would contribute to an increase in 

potential conflicts with emergency response plans and wildland fire hazards. Considering site-

specific conditions, this is considered a less than cumulatively considerable impact.  

LCC None required. LCC 

4.4 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 4.4.1 Development of the proposed Master Plan would not exceed a level of service 

standard established by the City of Pittsburg, CCTA, or Caltrans for some designated roads or 

highways. This impact is considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.4.3 Development of the proposed Master Plan would include an internal roadway 

network ensuring adequate emergency access, and all internal roadways would operate at 

acceptable levels. This impact is considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

4.5 Noise 

Impact 4.5.2 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant increase 

in traffic noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive receptors. This impact would be considered less than 

significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.5.6 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial 

contribution to cumulative noise levels. The impact would be considered less than cumulatively 

considerable.  

LCC None required. LCC 

4.6 Air Quality 

Impact 4.6.2 Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation of the proposed 

Master Plan would result in increased population and vehicle miles traveled over current 

conditions. As Clean Air Plan Control Strategies would be applied to the proposed Master Plan via 

requirements of the General Plan, this impact is considered to be less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

S - Significant LS – Less Than Significant SU – Significant and Unavoidable 

PS - Potentially Significant CS – Cumulative Significant  N –No Impact 

LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable CC – Cumulatively Considerable 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

2.0-6 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 4.6.4 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would not result in increased 

population and employment that would result in level of service operations that would be 

inconsistent with the region’s congestion management program. This is considered to be a less than 

significant impact.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.6.6  Subsequent land use activities associated with implementation of the proposed 

Master Plan would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people or 

expose new residents to existing sources of odor. Thus, this impact is considered to be less than 

significant. 

LS None required. LS 

4.7 Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.7.1 The Master Plan area does not contain any known fault lines, nor does it 

encompass any Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones. Therefore, the impacts of ground rupture on the project 

site are considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.7.2 The Master Plan area is located on flatland soils in an area of the City of Pittsburg 

not identified as having a high liquefaction potential. This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.7.5 Development described by the proposed Master Plan in addition to other 

proposed and approved project in the vicinity would not result in creation or exacerbation of any 

identified geological or soils impacts. This impact is considered less than cumulatively 

considerable. 

LCC None required. LCC 

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.8.1 Construction following implementation of the proposed Master Plan would not 

result in discharge of pollutants and soils during construction, nor increased surface runoff and 

release of contaminants during operation. Therefore, impacts associated with violation of water 

quality standards or discharge requirements are considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.8.2 The proposed Master Plan includes a detention basin, which would allow 

recharge of groundwater. Water supply for the City of Pittsburg is made up primarily of surface 

water. Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge are considered less than 

significant.  

LS None required. LS 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 4.8.3 Development associated with the Master Plan would increase local runoff on the 

project site but would not lead to flows that could exceed the capacities of existing storm sewer 

facilities. This impact is considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.8.4 The proposed project, in combination with existing, approved, proposed, and 

reasonably foreseeable development, would not contribute to the cumulative effects of degradation 

of regional water quality, changes to runoff patterns, or the potential for increased flooding. This 

would be a less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

4.9 Biological Resources 

Impact 4.9.3 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in off-site disturbance, 

degradation, and/or removal of sensitive biological communities. This would be a less than 

significant impact. 

LS 

None required, however 

implementation of 

mitigation measure MM 

4.9.1 would help ensure 

the impact is LS. 

LS 

Impact 4.9.5 Implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with the movement 

of special-status and common wildlife species. There is no impact.  
N None required. N 

4.10 Aesthetics 

Impact 4.10.1 The proposed project would redevelop the existing developed portions of the 

site and place a combination of residential and retail uses on the portion of the site which is 

currently vacant. This would result in an alteration of views of the site and the vicinity. Such 

impacts are considered less than significant.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.10.4 The proposed project would redevelop the existing developed portions of the 

site and place a combination of residential and retail uses on the portion of the site which is 

currently vacant. This development would expand on current urban uses in the area and create new 

sources of nighttime light. Existing Pittsburg Municipal Code requirements would ensure this impact 

is less than  significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.10.5 Development in the Master Plan area, together with reasonably foreseeable 

development in areas immediately adjacent to the Master Plan area, may have a cumulative impact 

on visual quality. This impact is considered less than cumulatively considerable. 

LCC None required. LCC 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

4.11 Public Services and Utilities 

Impact 4.11.1.1  The proposed Master Plan could increase the need for fire protection and 

emergency response during the operational phase. However, the increased demand would not 

result in the expansion or construction of facilities that could result in a physical effect, resulting in 

a less than significant impact. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.1.2 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, in combination with other 

reasonably foreseeable development, would increase the number of accidents, calls, and responses 

within the CCCFPD service area and require additional fire services. However, this impact would 

be less than cumulatively considerable.  

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.2.1 The proposed Master Plan could increase the need for police services; however, 

the increased demand would not result in the expansion or construction of facilities that could 

result in a physical effect. This would be a less than significant impact. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.2.2 The proposed Master Plan, in addition to proposed and reasonably foreseeable 

development, would increase the demands on the City of Pittsburg Police Department and BART 

Police, and require additional law enforcement services under cumulative conditions. This would 

be a less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.3.1  Proposed land uses in the Master Plan would result in generation of 408 new 

students to be enrolled in the Mount Diablo Unified School District. This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.3.2 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, as well as potential development 

within the cumulative setting area, would result in cumulative public school impacts. These 

cumulative public school impacts are considered less than cumulatively considerable. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.4.1 The proposed Master Plan would require water service for the development 

expected in the Master Plan area. This water would be sourced from existing ground and surface 

sources, representing a less than significant impact. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.4.2  The proposed Master Plan would be expected to result in development of new 

residential and commercial uses in the City of Pittsburg water service area, which would require 

provision of additional water. As this growth was anticipated by the City and was found adequate 

by a Water Supply Assessment, this impact would be less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 
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Impact 4.11.4.3 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, in combination with cumulative 

development in the City of Pittsburg, would increase the current demand for CCWD water supply. 

This increase in demand was anticipated by both CCWD and the City of Pittsburg, resulting in a 

less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.5.1  Expected new development as a result of the Master Plan would not exceed 

current wastewater collection and treatment capacity. As Delta Diablo Sanitation District facilities 

would adequately accommodate the projected growth upon implementation of a recently approved 

treatment plant expansion project, this impact is less than significant.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.5.2 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, in combination with foreseeable 

development in the area, would not result in a cumulative demand for wastewater treatment 

capacity that could require additional wastewater facilities.  This would be a less than cumulatively 

considerable impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.6.1  Proposed Master Plan development could impact solid waste collection services 

and landfill capacity. This impact is considered less than significant. 
LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.6.2 The proposed project would contribute to cumulative demands for solid waste 

disposal services. This would be a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to the 

cumulative impact. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.11.7.1 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would require additional electric 

and natural gas supplies, along with conveyance facilities for these and telephone and cable 

television services. This impact is considered less than significant.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.7.2 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would cause an increase in energy 

use. However, the proposed project is not designed to use energy in a wasteful manner. This 

impact is therefore considered less than significant. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.11.7.3 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, as well as potential development 

in the surrounding areas, would result in an increase in cumulative utility service demands. The 

proposed Master Plan would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact on electrical, 

natural gas, telephone, and cable television services. 

LCC None required. LCC 
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Impact 4.12.1 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would result in population growth 

in the city over the next 20 years, which would not result in over-capacity issues at existing 

recreational facilities nor would it encourage the construction of additional recreational facilities 

outside the Master Plan Area. This impact is considered less than significant.   

LS None required. LS 

Impact 4.12.2 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan, in conjunction with other future 

development, would not require additional park and recreation facilities within the boundaries of 

the city. This impact would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 4.13.1 Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would result in a net increase in 

greenhouse gas emissions that would not conflict with the goals of AB 32 or result in a significant 

impact on the environment. This impact is less than cumulatively considerable.  

LCC None required. LCC 

TABLE 2.0-2 

PROJECT IMPACTS WHERE SIGNIFICANCE CAN BE REDUCED THROUGH MITIGATION 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

4.4 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 4.4.2 Development of the 

proposed Master Plan could substantially 

increase hazards during the construction period 

due to the increased truck traffic, restricted 

circulation within the existing BART parking lot 

during the construction, and potential parking 

shortages if existing parking areas are used for 

construction staging and alternative parking 

supplies are not provided. This impact is 

considered potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.4.2 Future developers shall develop a construction management plan 

for review and approval by the City of Pittsburg Engineering Division. The plan 

shall include at least the following items: 

 Development of a construction truck route that would appear on all 

construction plans to limit truck and auto traffic on nearby residential 

streets. 

 Comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major 

truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic hours and peak activity 

of the BART station, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, 

sidewalk closure procedures, cones for drivers, and designated 

LS 
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construction access routes. 

 Identification of alternative parking supplies for existing BART patrons and 

construction workers when existing parking facilities are unavailable. 

 Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety 

personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures 

would occur. 

 Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and 

vehicles. 

 Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that 

would minimize impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic, circulation 

and safety, and provision for monitoring surface streets used for haul 

routes so that any damage and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be 

identified and corrected by the developer. Where identified haul roads 

would include Contra Costa County roads, the plan shall be submitted to 

the Contra Costa County Department of Public Works for review. 

 A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to 

construction activity, including identification of an on-site complaint 

manager. 

Timing/Implementation:  Mitigation to occur prior to and during 

construction. Plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of grading permit. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Engineering Division. 

Impact 4.4.4 Development of the 

proposed Master Plan would conflict with some 

adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 

transit load factors, bicycle racks, pedestrian 

amenities), namely those related to bicycle 

circulation. This impact is considered 

potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.4.4 The City of Pittsburg shall complete the planned bicycle network  

along Bailey Road from West Leland to Willow Pass Road, along West Leland 

to San Marco Boulevard and along San Marco Boulevard from Rio Verde 

Circle to West Leland Road  prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for 

the final phase of development.    

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made prior to issuance of any building permits. The developer’s 

payment of future projects’ fair share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

LS 
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concurrent with the issuance of building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 
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Impact 4.4.5 The proposed Master Plan may 

cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 

relation to the cumulative traffic load and 

capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 

substantial increase in either the number of 

vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on 

roads, or reduction in level of service) during 

the cumulative plus project condition. This 

impact is cumulatively considerable.  

CC 

MM 4.4.5b Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to implement improvements that would improve 

intersection operations at the San Marco Boulevard/West Leland Road 

intersection, including: 

 Westbound: Modify north leg of intersection to provide a third 

receiving lane to permit free westbound right-turn movement.  

 Northbound: Modify to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes, 

and a right-turn only lane.  

These improvements may require traffic signal modifications.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the issuance of any 

building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department. 

LCC 
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MM 4.4.5e Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to implement the following improvements that 

would improve operations at Bailey Road/West Leland Road intersection: 

 Restripe the northbound approach to provide dual left-turn lanes.  

 Widen the eastbound approach to add a second left-turn lanes and one 

right-turn lane  

These improvements are consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s Five Year 

Capital Improvement Program 2011-2012 through 2016-2017). These 

improvements may require traffic signal modifications.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the issuance of any 

building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

LCC 

4.5 Noise 

Impact 4.5.1 Short-term construction 

activities could result in a substantial temporary 

increase in ambient noise levels at nearby 

noise-sensitive land uses, which may result in 

increased levels of annoyance, activity 

interference, and sleep disruption. This impact 

is considered potentially significant 

PS 

MM 4.5.1 All future development in the Master Plan Area shall conform to 

the following noise requirements: 

a. Construction activities (excluding activities that would result in a safety 

concern to the public or construction workers) shall be limited to between 

the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM on weekdays, or as approved by the 

City Engineer. Construction activities shall be prohibited on federal 

holidays.  

b. Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with 

noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and shrouds, in accordance 

with manufacturers’ recommendations. In the absence of manufacturers’ 

recommendations, the Director of Public Works may prescribe such 

LS 
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means of achieving maximum noise attenuation.  

c. Construction equipment staging areas shall be located at the furthest 

distance possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

d. All motorized construction equipment and vehicles shall be turned off 

when not in use. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to and during construction 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

Impact 4.5.3 Implementation of the 

proposed project may result in non-

transportation noise levels that could exceed 

applicable noise thresholds at nearby proposed 

land uses. This impact would be considered 

potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.5.3a Prior to construction of any parking garages, BART or their 

assigned agent or developer shall undertake one of the two options: 

a. Provide increased noise shielding for planned adjacent residential 

land uses. The proposed multi-story parking garages shall be designed and 

constructed so that the façades of the parking structure facing nearby noise-

sensitive land uses are of solid construction, sufficient to shield line-of-sight 

between interior parking areas and outdoor activity areas of the adjacent 

planned residential land uses. To effectively reduce sound transmission, the 

material chosen must be rigid and sufficiently dense (at least 4 lbs/square foot 

[20 kilograms/square meter]). Furthermore, planned residential land uses 

located within 75 feet of the bus transit center and proposed parking garages 

shall be designed and constructed so that exterior activity areas (e.g., 

courtyards, patios, private areas) are shielded from direct line-of-sight of the 

bus transit center and proposed parking garages.  

 -OR- 

b. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared for each of the proposed 

parking structures once more detailed design-related information for the 

proposed parking structure and/or adjacent planned residential land uses 

becomes available. The acoustical analysis shall identify noise control devices 

(e.g., barriers, acoustical vents and screens), to ensure that predicted noise 

levels at the adjacent planned residential land uses would not exceed 

LS 
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acceptable levels.  

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval or issuance of any grading or 

construction permits for the parking garages 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

MM 4.5.3b All loading and unloading activities for proposed on-site 

commercial and retail land uses, including waste collection activities, shall be 

limited to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any building or 

development permits 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

MM 4.5.3c All proposed residential land uses shall comply with California 

Code of Regulations Title 24 noise standards for allowable interior noise levels 

(California Building Code, 1998 edition, Volume 1, Appendix Chapter 12, 

Section 1208A). An acoustical study shall be prepared by a qualified 

professional demonstrating compliance with applicable interior noise standard 

of 45 dBA CNEL in habitable rooms. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any building or 

development permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

MM 4.5.3d All proposed commercial, retail, flex, and residential land uses 

shall be equipped with fresh air supply systems or air conditioning systems to 

allow windows to remain closed during inclement weather conditions.  

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any building or 

development permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 
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Impact 4.5.4 Projected on-site noise levels 

at proposed on-site land uses would exceed the 

City’s normally acceptable noise exposure 

standards for land use compatibility. As a result, 

this impact is considered potentially significant. 

PS Implementation of MM 4.5.3a through MM 4.5.3d. LS 

4.6 Air Quality 

Impact 4.6.1 Subsequent land use 

activities associated with implementation of the 

proposed Master Plan could result in short-term 

construction emissions that could violate or 

substantially contribute to violations of federal 

and state ambient air quality standards. This 

impact is considered to be potentially 

significant. 

PS 

MM 4.6.1 All future development in the Master Plan area shall implement 

BAAQMD-approved criteria air pollutant-reducing Basic Construction 

Mitigation Measures to the maximum extent feasible, whether or not 

construction-related emissions exceed applicable thresholds of significance. 

The developer shall use the best management practices that are in place at the 

time of development. Current best management practices shall include the 

following:  

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded 

areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall 

be covered. 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be 

removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. 

The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as 

soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after 

grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not 

in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by 

the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of 

California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for 

LS 
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construction workers at all access points. 

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in 

accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be 

checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper 

condition prior to operation. 

8. All project developers shall post a publicly visible sign with the telephone 

number and person to contact at the City of Pittsburg regarding dust 

complaints during any construction activities. This person shall respond 

and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone 

number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable 

regulations (BAAQMD 2010). 

The above measures or any additional or modified measures listed by the Bay 

Area Air Quality Management District at the time of construction shall be 

implemented to the degree mandated by the discretion of the City at the time 

of issuance of any development permits. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for all development 

permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

Impact 4.6.5 Subsequent land use 

activities associated with implementation of the 

proposed Master Plan could result in sources of 

toxic air contaminants that could affect 

surrounding land uses. Subsequent land use 

activities could also place sensitive land uses 

near existing sources of toxic air contaminants. 

These factors could result in the exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations 

of toxic air contaminants and/or fine particulate 

matter. This is considered a potentially 

PS 

MM 4.6.5a Tiered plantings of trees such as redwood, deodar cedar, live oak, 

and oleander shall be installed between State Route 4 and the proposed Master 

Plan area in order to reduce TAC and PM exposure.   

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any project within 

500 feet of State Route 4 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

MM 4.6.5b As a part of future development proposals in the Master Plan 

Area, the project proponent(s) shall secure the services of a qualified air quality 

professional for the preparation of site-specific air quality modeling, as 

LS 
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significant impact. required by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  If site-

specific modeling indicates that significant exposure to criteria pollutants, 

including toxic air contaminants, would occur, future development shall 

comply to the maximum extent feasible with mitigation measures provided by 

BAAQMD for the reduction of air quality impacts.  These measures shall 

comply with the most current regulations available at the time of development 

and will likely include some or all of the following measures: 

• Modification to the location and height of intakes to the ventilation 

system;  

• Addition of HEPA air filtration systems;  

• Limiting the placement of recreational use areas, such as patio areas and 

balconies, to interior courtyards requiring that they be shielded by the 

structure;  

• Triple-paned windows;  

• Central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems with 

high-efficiency filters,  

• Locating air intake systems for the HVAC systems as far away from the 

roadway as possible; and/or 

• An ongoing HVAC maintenance plan.  

These measures shall be designed and implemented to the satisfaction of the 

City in consultation with BAAQMD.  Site-specific modeling shall be conducted 

for all development within the project area that falls within a 10 in a million 

risk threshold, at the time of development. Currently, BAAQMD measures that 

risk to cover areas within 900 feet of State Route 4 at the time of the 

publication of the EIR. The developer shall use the most current standards and 

mitigations applicable at the time of the modeling are included. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of any planning entitlements for 

development projects in the Master Plan Area. 
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Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department in consultation with the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District. 

MM 4.6.5c All construction within the Master Plan area shall implement 

measures to reduce the emissions of TAC pollutants generated by heavy-duty 

diesel-powered equipment during construction. 

a.  Keep all construction equipment in proper tune in accordance with 

manufacturer’s specifications. 

b.  Use late model heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment during construction 

to the extent that it is readily available in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

c.  Use diesel-powered equipment that has been retrofitted with after-

treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the extent that it is readily 

available in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

d.  Use low-emission diesel fuel for all heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment 

operating and refueling at construction sites to the extent that it is readily 

available and cost effective in the San Francisco Bay Area (this does not 

apply to diesel-powered trucks traveling to and from the site). 

e.  Utilize alternative fuel construction equipment (i.e., compressed natural 

gas, liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) to the extent that the 

equipment is readily available and cost effective in the San Francisco Bay 

Area. 

f.  Limit truck and equipment idling time to five minutes or less. 

g.  Rely on the electricity infrastructure surrounding the construction sites 

rather than electrical generators powered by internal combustion engines 

to the extent feasible. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any grading or 

construction permit 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 
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4.7 Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.7.3  Portions of the Master Plan 

area are in areas identified as containing 

unstable soils, which could cause impacts to 

structures and uses constructed in the Master 

Plan area as a result of the Master Plan and 

could result in lateral spreading, subsidence, 

collapse, or other effects both on- and off-site. 

This is a potentially significant impact. 

PS 

MM 4.7.3 Prior to approval of any building permits, grading permits, or 

other approval that would result in ground disturbance, a geotechnical analysis 

shall be prepared by a registered geologist or other professional approved by 

the City and presented to the City for approval for each phase of project 

construction. The required geotechnical analysis shall include consideration of 

all potential soil and seismic effects, including but not limited to liquefaction, 

soil stability, and soil shrink/swell potential and shall include recommended 

actions to reduce the effects of such conditions on the proposed construction. 

These recommendations shall be enacted to the satisfaction of the City in order 

to minimize these effects. 

Because subsurface and soil conditions change only very slowly (on the order 

of millennia), a geotechnical analysis shall be prepared and submitted to the 

Engineering Division for approval for all proposed development proposed 

under the Master Plan.  

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of any grading permit, building 

permit, or other approval that would result in ground disturbance for each 

phase of project construction 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

LS 

Impact 4.7.4 The proposed project is 

located on some clay soils, which may have the 

potential for expansion and contraction. 

Impacts associated with expansive soils are 

considered potentially significant. 

PS Implement mitigation measure MM 4.7.3. LS 

4.9 Biological Resources 

Impact 4.9.1 Implementation of the 

proposed project could not result in direct or 
PS MM 4.9.1 Prior to approval of any ground disturbing permits, project 

proponents within the Master Plan Area shall secure the services of a qualified 
LS 
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indirect loss of habitat and individuals of 

endangered, threatened, rare, proposed, or 

candidate status, including plant species 

identified by the California Native Plant Society 

with a rating of List 1A or 1B (i.e., rare, 

threatened, or endangered plants). This would 

be a potentially significant impact. 

biologist to prepare a Planning Survey Report (PSR) consistent with the 

requirements of the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, along with any 

related supporting studies.  For any special status species or habitat identified 

by the PSR, avoidance and minimization measures provided by the 

HCP/NCCP shall be implemented during both construction and operation of 

the project.  

Separate PSRs shall be prepared for each property within the Master Plan Area 

prior to the time of ground disturbance for that property in the Master Plan 

Area. 

Timing/Implementation: Studies shall be prepared prior to approval of any 

ground disturbing permits (development, grading, etc.).  Avoidance and 

minimization measures indicated by the PSR shall be made a Condition of 

Approval for those permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department in consultation with the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP. 

Impact 4.9.2 Implementation of the 

proposed Master Plan could result in direct and 

indirect loss of habitat and individuals of animal 

and plant species of concern, listed as “fully 

protected” in the Fish and Game Code of 

California (Section 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515), 

migratory birds protected under the Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act, and other non-listed special-

status species. This would be a potentially 

significant impact. 

PS Implement mitigation measure MM 4.9.1. LS 

Impact 4.9.4 The project would modify 

the on-site detention basin which may qualify 

as a federally protected wetland as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, 

but not limited to, riverine, marsh, seasonal 

wetland, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

PS 

MM 4.9.4 Prior to any disturbance within 150 feet of the on-site detention 

basin, a qualified biologist shall make a determination as to the jurisdictional 

status of the detention basin, including but not limited to a verified wetland 

delineation and direct consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE). If the detention basin is determined to be a jurisdictional water or 

wetland, then all required permits shall be secured from USACE and all 

LS 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

hydrological interruption, or other means. This 

is a potentially significant impact.  

avoidance and minimization measures required by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers shall be undertaken.   

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of any grading permit or other 

ground disturbance within 150 feet of the on-site detention basin 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

Impact 4.9.6 Implementation of the 

proposed project could conflict with the 

provisions of an adopted habitat conservation 

plan, natural community conservation plan, or 

any adopted biological resources recovery or 

conservation plan of any federal or state agency 

through direct and indirect impacts to special 

status species and their habitat.  This would be 

a potentially significant impact. 

PS Implement mitigation measures MM 4.9.1 and MM 4.9.4. LS 

Impact 4.9.7 Implementation of the 

project would result in the loss of coniferous 

and black cottonwood trees currently included 

in landscaping on developed portions of the 

Master Plan Area. These losses could conflict 

with the Pittsburg Municipal Code and the East 

Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, resulting in a 

potentially significant impact.  

PS Implement mitigation measure MM 4.9.1. LS 

Impact 4.9.8 Implementation of the 

proposed project, in combination with existing, 

approved, proposed and reasonably foreseeable 

development, could result in the conversion of 

habitat and impact biological resources. This 

impact is considered cumulatively 

considerable.  

CC Implement mitigation measures MM 4.9.1 and MM 4.9.4. LCC 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

S - Significant LS – Less Than Significant SU – Significant and Unavoidable 

PS - Potentially Significant CS – Cumulative Significant  N –No Impact 

LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable CC – Cumulatively Considerable 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

2.0-24 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

4.10 Aesthetics 

Impact 4.10.2 Development of the Master 

Plan would introduce development adjacent to 

the south side of SR 4, which would alter 

existing views of the southern hills to motorists 

traveling on the highway. This impact is 

considered potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.10.2 Landscaping and building placement along the northern boundary 

of the project site shall consider viewpoints from State Route 4 to the north. To 

the maximum extent feasible, buildings throughout the site shall be broken up 

to allow for retention of viewsheds to the hills, and landscaping shall be 

staggered so that it does not block those views. Landscaping along the northern 

boundary of the Master Plan area shall be maintained and kept in good 

condition throughout the use of the property. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any development 

permit for properties adjacent to the northern Master Plan boundary 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

LS 

Impact 4.10.3  Development of the Master 

Plan area would result in structures that could 

block existing views from adjacent properties of 

the hills south of the city and Suisun Bay to the 

north. This impact is considered potentially 

significant. 

PS 
Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.10.2. 

LS 
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TABLE 2.0-3 

PROJECT IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE AND/OR CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE   

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

4.1 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 4.4.5 The proposed Master Plan may 

cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 

relation to the cumulative traffic load and 

capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 

substantial increase in either the number of 

vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on 

roads, or reduction in level of service) during the 

cumulative plus project condition. This impact is 

cumulatively considerable.  

CC 

MM 4.4.5a The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Caltrans to develop a 

program to fund and implement improvements that could include: 

 construction of additional turn lanes so as to improve operations at the 

San Marco Boulevard/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps intersection; 

 the conversion of the center eastbound left-turn lane to a left-right shared 

lane at the intersection of Willow Pass Road and Eastbound SR 4; 

Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair 

share to these improvements, which include converting the second eastbound 

left-turn lane to a shared left/right turn lane. 

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the approval of any 

building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  Caltrans and City of Pittsburg Development 

Services Department 

SU 

MM 4.4.5c As part of development of the BART parcels, the City of 

Pittsburg shall ensure that construction of the northbound approach of the 

West Leland Road/Oak Hills Drive/D Street intersection provides a left-turn 

and a through-right shared lane and modification of the traffic signal to provide 

protected north-south left-turn movements.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the issuance of building 

permits on BART -owned properties. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

SC/LS 
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Department in consultation with BART. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.4.5c would provide additional 

turning movement capacity. However, the intersection would continue to 

operate deficiently. Therefore, this impact will remain significant and 

unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation.  

Were mitigation measure MM 4.4.5c implemented, all disturbance would 

occur within the existing intersection right-of-way and would not increase the 

pedestrian crossing time. Therefore the secondary impact of implementing this 

mitigation to other modes of travel would be less than significant.  

MM 4.4.5d The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Contra Costa County 

to develop a program to fund and implement improvements that would result 

in acceptable intersection operations at the Bailey Road/Willow Pass Road 

intersection. Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to these improvements.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the issuance of building 

permits or in accordance with any future agreements between the County and 

the City. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  Contra Costa County Public Works Department 

and City of Pittsburg Development Services Department 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5d would provide additional 

turning movement capacity and result in acceptable intersection operations. 

Since this intersection is under the jurisdiction of Contra Costa County, neither 

the City nor a future applicant for development has control over approval or 

timing of such an improvement. Therefore, the impact is considered significant 

and unavoidable because it is outside the jurisdiction of the City of Pittsburg. 

Mitigation measures MM 4.4.5d could be implemented within the existing 

intersection right-of-way and would not increase the pedestrian crossing time. 

Therefore the secondary impact of implementing this mitigation to other 

modes of travel would be less than significant.  

SU/LS 
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MM 4.4.5e could not be implemented within the existing intersection right-of-

way. Additional right-of-way would be needed to widen the eastbound 

approach at the intersection. In addition, widening the eastbound approach 

would increase the pedestrian crossing time, resulting in secondary impacts on 

pedestrians.  

MM 4.4.5f The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with City of Concord to 

amend the Bailey Road Traffic Mitigation Measure Inter-Agency Funding 

Agreement to include the proposed developments included in the 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan. Future development projects in the 

Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair share to implement the identified 

improvements. 

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair share 

shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrently with the issuance of building 

permits or in accordance with any future agreements between the the City of 

Concord and Pittsburg. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department and City of Concord   

CC/SU 

4.5 Noise 

Impact 4.5.5 Groundborne vibration levels 

associated with pile-driving activities, if required, 

could exceed applicable groundborne vibration 

criterion at nearby land uses. This impact would 

be potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.5.5 Impact pile-driving equipment used within 160 feet of nearby 

structures shall be substituted with equipment or procedures that would 

generate lower levels of groundborne vibration, to the extent that geological 

conditions would permit their use. For instance, in comparison to impact pile 

drivers, drilled piles or the use of a sonic or vibratory pile drivers are preferred 

alternatives. In the event that the use of impact pile drivers is required due to 

geological conditions, groundborne vibration monitoring shall be conducted 

for impact pile driving that occurs within 160 feet of existing structures. Pile-

driving activities shall be suspended if measured groundborne vibration levels 

approach within 0.1 in/sec ppv of commonly applied threshold of 0.5 in/sec 

ppv for structural damage. In such instances, additional attenuation measures 

or changes in pile-driving techniques shall be implemented, prior to 

recommencing pile-driving activities, to reduce groundborne vibration levels. 

SU 
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Level of 

Significance 

For impact pile-driving activities that occur within approximately 75 feet of 

existing structures, a building conditions survey shall be conducted for existing 

structures in order to document existing structural conditions. Any structural 

damage resulting from nearby impact pile-driving activities shall be repaired in 

a timely manner by the developer. The building conditions survey shall be 

conducted by a licensed professional engineer and shall include pre- and post-

construction surveys. The surveys shall, at a minimum, include the following: 

a. Photographic and videotape documentation of the interior and exterior 

condition of the building(s); 

b. The extent and location of existing signs of building distress such as 

cracks, spalling, signs of settlement, flooding, leaking, etc. 

Timing/Implementation: As a Condition of Approval for any building or 

construction permit for the parking garages. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

4.6 Air Quality 

Impact 4.6.3 Subsequent land use activities 

associated with implementation of the proposed 

Master Plan could result in long-term, operational 

emissions that could violate or substantially 

contribute to violations of federal and state 

ambient air quality standards. This impact is 

considered to be potentially significant. 

PS 

MM 4.6.3 To the greatest extent feasible, future development proposals in 

the Master Plan Area shall comply with the City’s adopted Green Building 

Design Guidelines, or any applicable City green/efficient building regulations 

which are in effect at the time of development.   

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of Building Permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services Division. 

SU 

Impact 4.6.7 Implementation of the proposed 

Master Plan, in combination with cumulative 

development in the SFBAAB, would result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone 

and coarse and fine particulate matter. This is 

considered a cumulatively considerable impact. 

CC 
Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.6.3. 

CC / SU 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 

EIR for the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan project, were raised during the public review 

period for the Draft EIR.  The City of Pittsburg (City), acting as lead agency, directed preparation 

of the responses to comments on the Draft EIR.  Neither the comments nor the responses identify 

any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of 

the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following public agencies (A – G) and individuals or representatives of organizations (1 – 5) 

submitted written comments on the Draft EIR:  

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Genevieve Sparks 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central 

Valley Region 
7/15/11 

B Jean Roggenkamp Bay Area Air Quality Management District 7/28/11 

C Kara Schuh-Garibay 
Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation 

District 
7/28/11 

D Gary Arnold California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 8/1/11 

E Jamar Stamps 
Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation and 

Development 
7/13/11 

F Patricia Chapman Delta Diablo Sanitation District 8/2/11 

G Lance McMahan 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Department 

of Toxic Substances Control 
8/5/11 

1 Martha Fuentes La Clinica de La Raza, Inc. 7/22/11 

2 Dave Campbell East Bay Bicycle Coalition 7/28/11 

3 Camille Guiriba TRANSFORM 7/29/11 

4 Matt Vander Sluis Greenbelt Alliance 7/30/11 

5 Louis Parsons Discovery Builders, Inc. 8/1/11 
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3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

3.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 

environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response.  The written 

response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 

response, 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 need only to respond to significant environmental 

issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 

commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). 

State 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 

impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 

avoided or mitigated.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should 

provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant to State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 

substantial evidence.  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where the response to comments 

results in revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions should be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or 

in a separate section of the Final EIR. 

3.3.2 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:  

Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the comment 

letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue raised in 

the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 

included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out 

for deleted text).  Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff-initiated 

changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 4.0, Errata, of 

the Final EIR.  
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COMMENT A – GENEVIEVE SPARKS, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 

CENTRAL VALLEY REGION 

Response A-1: The commenter identifies types of projects that would be required to 

obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 

Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General permit), and 

states that the Construction General Permit requires the development of a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).   

Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Framework, of the DEIR includes a narrative of 

the regulations that the project would be subject to, including the 

Construction General Permit and the requirement to develop and 

implement a SWPPP. The project will be required to obtain coverage 

under the Construction General Permit for construction activities, and 

would therefore be required to develop and implement a SWPPP.   

Response A-2: The commenter describes the types of Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System (MS4) Permits and outlines the MS4 permit requirements for Low 

Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards. The commenter 

also states that the MS4 permits require specific design concepts for 

LID/post construction best management practices (BMPs) in the early 

stages of a project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the 

development plan review process.    

See response A-1 above.  Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Framework, of the DEIR 

includes a narrative of the regulations that the project would be subject 

to, including the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permit, which includes MS4 permit requirements as a component of the 

larger NPDES requirements. The project will be required to comply with 

MS4 permit requirements.   

Response A-3: The commenter states that storm water discharges associated with 

industrial sites must comply with the regulations contained in the Industrial 

Storm Water General Permit Order No. 97-03-DWQ.   

As described in Section 2.2 Project Characteristics of the Draft EIR, the 

project would be expected to result in development of medium- and 

high-density multi-family residential uses as well as a number of retail uses, 

two new parking garages, a transit plaza and bus shelter adjacent to the 

BART station, and a number of “flex” uses which can be any mix of retail, 

commercial, or quasi-public uses, depending on market conditions at the 

time of development. The Master Plan does not identify any industrial sites 

or proposed industrial use, therefore; it is not anticipated that the project 

would be required to comply with the regulations in the Industrial Water 

General Permit Order No. 97-03-DWQ. 

Response A-4: The commenter states that a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act may be needed if the project will involve discharge of dredge 

or fill material in a navigable water or wetland [i.e., Waters of the US], and 

states that, if the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the 
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applicant is advised to contract the Department of Fish and Game for 

Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.    

Page 4.9-5 of Section 4.9.1, Biological and Natural Resources describes 

the Existing Conditions as they relate to possible wetlands identified within 

the detention basin within the project area.  This section identified the 

existing drainage basin as having characteristic of a freshwater emergent 

wetland.  Because the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has final 

authority over whether this wetland would be considered a jurisdictional 

feature subject to the requirements of Section 404, it is not known if the 

project contains waters or wetland features that are subject to the 

requirements of Section 404.  Impact 4.9.4 identifies that the project may 

impact waters that are subject to the requirements of Section 404, and 

mitigation measure MM 4.9.4 is identified to mitigate this impact and 

requires that a Section 404 permit be obtained, if the USACE determines 

that subject waters are present and would be impacted by the project.    

The project does not include surface water drainage realignment that 

would trigger the need for a Streambed Alteration Permit from the 

Department of Fish and Game.     

Response A-5: The commenter states that if a 404 Permit or any other federal permit is 

required for the project due the disturbance of waters of the Unites States, 

then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central 

Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.    

See response A-4 above.  If the USACE determines that the project is 

subject to the requirements of Section 404, the project would be required 

to obtain a Water Quality Certification.  

Response A-6: The commenter states that if the USACOE determines that only non-

jurisdictional waters of the state are present in the proposed project area, 

the proposed project will require a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) 

permit to be issued by the Central Valley Water Board, and states that all 

discharges to all waters of the State are subject to State regulation under 

the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.    

See response A-4 above.  If the USACE determines that the project area 

contains only non-jurisdictional waters of the state that would be 

impacted by the project, then the project would be required to obtain a 

WDR permit.  
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COMMENT B – JEAN ROGGENKAMP, BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Response B-1: The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR identified potentially 

significant impact to future sensitive receptors from toxic air contaminants 

(TAC) and PM2.5 due to traffic on SR 4, and included mitigation measure 

MM 4.6.5b to reduce the impact to less than significant. MM 4.6.5b 

requires all future development proposals to conduct air dispersion 

modeling to determine if project specific mitigation measures identified in 

MM 4.6.5b should be implemented.  The commenter indicates that the 

modeling requirements of MM 4.6.5b should not be applied to any 

proposed development outside of areas that are within a 10 in a million 

risk threshold, which the District identifies as approximately 900 feet south 

of SR 4 at the time of the publication of the Draft EIR.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-11.  

Response B-2: The commenter suggests that in addition to mitigation measures listed in 

MM 4.6.5b, the City should consider including the location and phasing of 

sensitive land uses in the project area and describes several suggested 

changes to site design and phasing of construction of sensitive receptors 

near emissions sources. 

 As part of the project development process, the City examined similar site 

design and construction phasing items as suggested by the commenter 

and found that implementing them would be prohibitive to the feasibility 

of the project and would not meet project goals to increase pedestrian 

circulation and to create a critical mass of people throughout the site.  As 

such, these measures are not included as part of the Master Plan or as 

mitigation measures in the DEIR.   

Response B-3: The commenter recommends and lists additional mitigation measures 

suggested for further reduction of long-term operational emissions. 

Page 4.6-32 of the Draft EIR describes the features of the project that 

comply with sustainable development principles, as characterized by a 

mix of uses and a circulation system that prioritizes pedestrians, bicyclists, 

and transit riders over single-occupancy vehicles, all of which contribute 

to reduction of vehicle miles traveled and thereby ultimately reduces 

vehicle miles traveled both within and from the project area. As part of 

the Planning Commission recommendation of approval to the City 

Council on July 26, 2011, the Commission recommended adoption a 

conditional of approval for the project that would require the following: 

“Prior to issuance of entitlements for development of BART-owned 

property, a comprehensive parking demand management and access 

study for all uses, including BART commuter parking, shall be completed 

by the developer. The analysis shall include use of the BART direct ridership 

model, the estimated impact of eBART service and parking, and the 

impact of parking pricing strategies (e.g., pricing of parking, unbundling of 

parking from land rent).  A cost effectiveness analysis will be conducted to 

compare the cost of providing parking with various strategies such as 
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improved transit services, transit discounts, and pedestrian and bicycle 

amenities. Effective strategies and techniques to reduce parking demand 

on BART-owned properties shall be incorporated into future development 

proposals.  Reductions in parking, including reductions in size or number of 

the parking structures or surface parking areas, shall not necessitate 

amendment of the Master Plan.”  

The additional measures recommended by the commenter will likely be 

implemented as a result of this condition of approval, if adopted by the 

City Council.  

Response B-4: The commenter suggests that the City require an access road for vehicles 

between the project site, the adjacent shopping center, and the western 

portion of the project site in order to reduce vehicle miles of travel and to 

ensure convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles.  

This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, 

no response is required, however the recommendations of the 

commenter will be presented to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response B-5: The commenter states that the DEIR identifies an operational emissions 

threshold of 6.6 MT Co2e/SP/yr as the threshold for greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions, whereas the Air Quality District uses a threshold of 4.6 MT 

CO2e/SP/yr for project-level analysis. The commenter recommends that 

the City compare operational GHG emissions to the District’s 4.6 MT 

CO2e/SP/yr project-level threshold. Also, since the DEIR identified that 

project-level GHG emissions of 4.79 MT CO2e/SP/yr exceed the District’s 

threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr, mitigation measures should be added to 

reduce this impact.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-15. In the 

changes made to the Draft EIR, the GHG threshold is corrected to reflect 

the District’s project-level threshold.  Additionally, based on the District’s 

recommendation that the project use the District’s project-level threshold 

in examining GHG emissions, the Greenhouse Gas Calculator model was 

also updated to reflect more detailed project-level components of the 

project, including completed bike and pedestrian paths, retail centers 

surrounded by residential uses, and complete streets that were not 

considered under the “program” level analysis. By updating the 

Greenhouse Gas Calculator model with more detailed, project-level 

assumptions, the results of the model have also been updated.  Because 

the updated project-level emissions identified GHG emissions below the 

District’s threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr, the impact has been identified 

as less than cumulatively considerable and, therefore, the commenter’s 

recommended mitigation measures have not been added.  
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COMMENT C – KAREN SCHUH-GARIBAY, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT & 

WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

Response C-1: The commenter states that the project is located within Drainage Area 48 

(DA 48), and unformed drainage area, whereas the Draft EIR states that 

the drainage area is within Drainage Area 48B and served by Line B, 

which is incorrect.  This information should be corrected.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-12. 

Response C-2: The commenter states that Part 3 of the Draft EIR Hydrology Section 

discusses the drainage patterns of the site, and requests further 

clarification on the following areas: 

 “From West Leland Road west of the BART station (the eastern half of 

the Master Plan Area)” – This description is contradictory since the 

Master Plan covers the area just to the east of the BART station, and 

yet the description excludes that area, but describes it as “the eastern 

half of the Master Plan Area”. 

 “From West Leland Road in the vicinity of the BART station, stormwater 

is diverted to an open channel…” – The description of the source of 

the stormwater is unclear. Is this supposed to be the runoff from the 

subdivisions south of the project?  Furthermore, the only open 

channel shown on Figure 4.8-2 is the concrete channel along 

the north side of the West Coast Home Builders’ parcel. If there 

is another open channel, it needs to be shown in Figure 4.8-2. 

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-12, as follows: 

Contra Costa County has developed a Drainage Area (DA) 

Boundary Map that shows the legally described area for the 

Drainage Area parcels within that boundary. These parcels are 

noted in the assessor’s parcel database so that the County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District can identify which parcels 

are legally in the Drainage Area (Contra Costa County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District 2008). The Master Plan 

area is located in Drainage Area 48B and is served by Line B within 

this drainage area Drainage Area 48, an unformed drainage. From 

West Leland Road west of the BART station (the eastern half of the 

Master Plan area), stormwater runoff is diverted to a 42-inch storm 

drain that carries runoff north and under SR 4. From West Leland 

Road in the vicinity of the BART property, stormwater flows is 

diverted to an open channel that conveys runoff northward to a 

36-inch storm drain under SR 4. Stormwater runoff from the Oak Hills 

Shopping Center located along Bailey Road to the east of the 

Master Plan area is transported north to drainage facilities located 

along the south side of SR 4 that carry the runoff west to a culvert 

under SR 4. This culvert is located immediately west of the end of 
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the SR 4/Bailey Road interchange on- and off-ramps (City of 

Pittsburg 2001). Storm drainage infrastructure is also located south 

of the Master Plan area within West Leland Road and in the 

existing subdivision project to the south (see Figure 4.8-2). Flows 

from the upper watershed area south of SR 4 are constricted by 

the capacity of the existing culverts under SR 4. 

Response C-3: The commenter states that the Hydrology and Water Quality Section 

discusses flooding, but only of Lawlor Creek. Although this project is shown 

as being in the Lawlor Creek Watershed, as shown on Figure 4.8-1, the 

project area actually drains to another system parallel and to the west of 

Lawlor Creek, DA 48D Line AA and Line A. Therefore, the Draft EIR should 

discuss flooding issues along this drainage system as well. 

This discussion in the Draft EIR is intended only to identify 100-year flood risk 

associated with the project site under the existing setting. The text 

referenced by the commenter adequately identifies any 100-year flood 

risks associated with the site, and a discussion of flood risks associated with 

areas downstream of the project site is not relevant to the discussion.  

Response C-4: The commenter states that a hydrology map defining the drainage areas 

within the main watershed should be included in the Draft EIR. 

A hydrology map was provided in the Draft EIR in Appendix F – Hydrology 

Analysis. 

Response C-5: The commenter states that in Table 4.8-1, the analysis in response to Policy 

9-P-21 indicates that the downstream drainage and runoff is assessed in 

the Hydrology Analysis in Appendix F. The Hydrology Analysis does not 

directly assess the downstream drainage and City Stormwater facilities. It 

does indicate that the detention basin will reduce the peak flows of runoff 

from the project to below existing conditions. To comply with Policy 9-P-21, 

the Hydrology Analysis or the Draft EIR text would need to specifically 

discuss the capacity of the existing downstream facilities. 

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-13. 

Response C-6: The commenter states that in Table 4.8-1, it is not clear that Policy 9-P-23 

only applies to construction activities, which the Analysis would seem to 

indicate by referencing the Analysis for Goal 9-G-4 in response. The 

restatement of the policy should make that clear, or the analysis should 

respond to the requirement to use BMPs to minimize creek bank instability 

and flooding beyond the construction period. 

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-13. 

Response C-7: The commenter states that the Hydrology Analysis in Appendix F should 

include a written discussion of how the analysis was done, what was 

considered, what data shown means, what the conclusions of the analysis 

were, etc. Since the Hydrology Analysis is included in the Draft EIR, as it 
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should be, it should be understandable to a wide variety of readers. This 

will require interpretation of the data presented and an explanation of the 

tables. 

The written discussion of the Hydrology Analysis in Appendix F is provided 

as the Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality in the Draft EIR. Section 4.8 

includes the discussion and interpretation of the technical information 

provided in Appendix F Hydrology Analysis, as requested by the 

commenter. 

Response C-8: The commenter states that the Hydrology Analysis in Appendix F attempts 

to compare the runoff from the existing conditions of the site to the runoff 

from the conditions of the site post-project.  The project proposes to 

expand the existing on-site detention basin to mitigate for the new 

impervious surface created by the project. It appears that the model 

does not take into account the existing mitigation to peak flows provided 

by the current detention basin. For a true comparison of existing 

conditions and post-project conditions, the mitigation of peak flows 

provided by the existing basin should be included in the analysis.  

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-17. The Bay Area 

Hydrology Model – Project Report as shown in Appendix F of the Draft EIR 

has been revised to include the commenter’s recommendations. 

Response C-9: The commenter states that the in-tract drainage system calculations in the 

Hydrology Analysis appear to be done using the 100-year storm event 

flows. However, the Detention Basin Study only lists the storm flow up to the 

25-year event and uses historical peak flow data for the calculations. 

Since the 100-year storm event peak is not listed, it is unclear whether the 

study looks at this event.   

The in-tract drainage system is based on the 100 year storm peak flow 

rates.  The detention basin study is based on storm volumes projected 

from historical data that has been collected over the past 40+ years.  The 

printout only shows up to the 25 year storm event because it uses actual 

historical data points and not theoretical 100 year storm curves.  In order 

to check the detention basin for theoretical 100 year storm volumes the 

project Hydrologist doubled the output of the 10 year storm (typically the 

100 year storm is generally about 1.5 times the 10 year storm) and the 

proposed detention basin design still achieved 100 year storm 

requirements.  A detailed detention basin and storm drain pipe network 

report will be completed at the time of final design.  This study is 

programmatic in nature and is meant only to provide an order of 

magnitude for the basin size.  The basin size and shape will need to be 

revisited and refined during the final design stage. 

Response C-10: The commenter requests that the Flood Control District be sent a copy of 

the Detention Basin Design when it becomes available. Based on the 

information provided in the Draft EIR, it appears that the basin is a regional 

facility as it collects water from more than the area in the Pittsburg/Bay 

Point BART Master Plan, and it drains to DA 48D facilities, which are 
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regional facilities, therefore; they would like the opportunity to review the 

design of the basin.  

A copy of a detailed detention basin design will be delivered to the FC 

District during the final design stage, as part of the standard planning 

application review process.  This plan is preliminary and programmatic in 

nature and is only meant to be used in the planning stages of the project. 
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COMMENT D – GARY ARNOLD, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Response D-1: The commenter states that as the Lead Agency for the project, the City is 

responsible for all project mitigation, including any needed improvements 

for State highways, and that the project’s fair share contribution, 

financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency 

monitoring should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures 

and this information included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Plan.   

 Throughout Section 4.4 Transportation and Traffic, the City identifies the 

project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation 

responsibilities and lead agency monitoring for each mitigation measure 

identified. This information will also be included in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan to be developed for the project. 

Response D-2: The commenter states that an encroachment permit will be required for 

work within the State right-of-way (ROW) and that the Department will not 

issue a permit until the commenter’s concerns are adequately addressed.   

 While this comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and, 

therefore, no response it required, this comment is noted and the City will 

seek out coordination with Caltrans to resolve any outstanding issues as 

part of the encroachment permit process.  

Response D-3: The commenter requests an electronic copy of the Synchro analysis results 

shown in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.   

 While this comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and, 

therefore, no response it required, this comment is noted and the City 

provided an electronic copy of the requested information to the 

commenter along with the response to comments.   

Response D-4: The commenter states that, since the project will generate more vehicular 

trips to and from State Route 4, the City should encourage walking as an 

alternative to driving to and from the transit facility by providing and 

maintaining safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Also, 

the commenter indicates that the proposed intersection modifications to 

reduce traffic impacts will result in secondary impact to pedestrian safety 

and recommends safety countermeasures for pedestrians and bicyclists.   

 As stated on Page 4.4-58, the Master Plan includes specific design 

requirements and other standards that would ensure adequate visibility of 

pedestrians, crosswalks, and other alternative transportation resources. 

Additionally, the number of curb cuts on internal streets will be limited, 

pedestrian interfaces with the parking garage main entrances and exits 

will be controlled, and pedestrian safety will be a required aspect of 

design. These features, along with implementation of mitigation measure 

MM 4.4.4 addressing bicycle/traffic conflicts, will ensure that the impact of 

the Master Plan on pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety will be 

less than significant. The commenter’s additional recommendations to 
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improve pedestrian and bicycle safety will be provided to the project’s 

decision makers for consideration. 

Response D-5: The commenter states that in addition to completing the planned bicycle 

network along Bailey Road from West Leland to Willow Pass Road, as 

currently proposed in mitigation measure MM 4.4.4, the commenter 

recommends that the City also improve the existing pedestrian facilities 

and implement traffic-calming measures along this road.  Additionally, the 

commenter asks for the City to address the existing policies that support 

alternative transportation at the eastbound on/off ramps intersection.   

 The additional improvements recommended by the commenter are not 

currently included as part of the Master Plan, however the 

recommendations will be presented to the decision makers for 

consideration and implemented as part of the final roadway design as 

appropriate.  

Response D-6: The commenter states that the implementation of mitigation measure MM 

4.4.5b, which would add a free right-turn movement and additional 

turning lanes to the West Leland Road/San Marcos Boulevard intersection 

will impact bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and recommends 

minimization by implementing traffic-calming measures and appropriate 

safety measures.   

Please see response D-4 above.  

Response D-7: The commenter states that the additional of northbound left-turn lanes 

and widening of the eastbound approach to the Bailey Road/West 

Leland Road intersection will impact bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and 

recommends minimization by implementing traffic-calming measures and 

appropriate safety measures.   

Please see response D-4 above. 

Response D-8: The commenter states that the additional of turn lanes and turn 

movements at the West Leland Road/Oak Hills Drive/D Street intersection 

will impact bicycle and pedestrian movement, and recommends 

avoiding these impacts by implementing traffic-calming measures and 

other safety measures for pedestrians and cyclists.   

Please see response D-4 above. 

Response D-9: The commenter states that impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

should be addressed separately, since these impacts will require 

mitigation measures.   

Impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities are discussed a separate 

topic areas beginning on Page 4.4.58 of the Draft EIR. 

Response D-10: The commenter suggests that the traffic analysis completed for the 

project adopt an approximately 20% overall vehicle reduction in the 
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estimated generated trips, based on the Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd  

edition, June 2004, instead of the higher rates assumed in the Draft EIR.   

The trip generation presented in the Draft EIR applies three reductions to 

the ITE-estimated project trip generation to account for the specific 

characteristics of the project.  As described on page 4.4-41 of the Draft 

EIR, the Direct Ridership Model (DRM) and Mixed-Use Development Model 

(MXD) methodologies account for trips generated by BART, bus, and 

internal trips within the project area.  They do not account for interim stops 

at the commercial uses in the project area by transit riders.  Considering 

that the project site is adjacent to a BART Station, it is expected that many 

of the commercial uses would provide services used by BART commuters. 

Thus, the commercial trips generated by the project are reduced by 5% to 

account for the pass-by trips by BART riders and others. 

The ITE Trip Generation Handbook recommends a 20% reduction for 

mixed-use developments within 0.25 mile of a transit development.  The 

traffic consultant who prepared the traffic analysis believes that the 

methodology presented in the DEIR presents a better estimate of trip 

generation reduction than the ITE recommendation for the following 

reasons: 

 The ITE methodology is based on employer conducted surveys. The 

models used in the EIR were developed based on actual counts 

collected at numerous locations. 

 The ITE methodology applies a generic reduction and does not 

account for the specific uses or other characteristics of the site.  Both 

MXD and DRM models account for the specific uses within the project 

and other site characteristics such as transit service and adjacent 

uses.  

Based on the above, the City believes the methodology for the traffic 

analysis in the DEIR adequately represents the impacts associated with 

the proposed project.  
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COMMENT E – JAMAR STAMPS, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION &   

DEVELOPMENT 

Response E-1: The commenter states that on Page 2.0-11, the column of mitigation 

measures associated with Impact 4.4.5 appears to be out of order.   

 DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, Changes 

and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-2. Mitigation measures MM 

4.4.5c and MM 4.4.5d incorrectly listed in Table 2.0-3 as well as Table 2.0-2. 

Response E-2: The commenter states that on Page 4.4-40, the stated Direct Ridership 

Model (DRM) was applied to the project in the “2030 forecast year”. 

However, the analysis scenarios evaluate the project to a 2035 horizon 

year. Additionally, the analysis assumes that all estimated AM and PM trips 

would be shifted from driving to BART, and thus were deducted from the 

initial vehicle trip generation estimates for the project. The analysis does 

not provide a strong basis for this assumption and should provide more 

information.   

 The analysis assumes that the project would generate 165 AM peak hour 

and 172 PM peak hour BART trips.  The entire project is within walking 

distance of the BART Station, and the base trip generation is based on ITE 

data which is generally collected at single-use suburban sites with little or 

no transit service.  Thus, it is reasonable to assume that these trips would 

shift from driving to using BART. 

Response E-3: The commenter states that the Draft EIR indicates the possibility of impacts 

to local roadways due to construction related traffic.  In addition to these 

potential impacts, heavy-duty construction vehicles could also potentially 

degrade the physical roadway over an extended period of time. The 

mitigation measures and construction management plan should include 

a provision for a pre and post project survey of pavement conditions on 

County roads, and haul routes that include County roadways should be 

reviewed and approved by County Public Works Dept. and the applicant 

shall construction roadway repairs as necessary and as indicated by the 

post project survey.   

One of the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.2 includes 

provision for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any 

damage and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and 

corrected by the developer. This would apply to all haul route roads, 

regardless of if they are City or County roads.  To address the review of 

haul routes over County roadways by the commenter, the DEIR has been 

revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to 

the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-7. 

 

Response E-4: Regarding Page 4.4-69, the commenter states that Table 4.4-16 provides a 

summary of mitigation measures for the project study intersections 

expected to be impacted under the cumulative scenario. The interaction 

of Willow Pass Road/Bailey Road is anticipated to operate at LOS E and 

LOS F in the AM peak hour under the cumulative no project and 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

3.0-30 

cumulative plus project scenario, respectively. The proposed mitigation 

would reduce the impact to LOS D through restriping identified in the 

measure.  The northbound approach on Bailey Road currently has an 

exclusive left-turn through and right-turn lane. It should be determined if 

the proposed modified traffic signal along will still mitigate the impact to 

this intersection, or if additional improvements would be necessary, and 

County staff recommends revisions to mitigation measure MM 4.4.5d. The 

County recommends that the precise revisions of the signal or lane 

configuration be confirmed during establishment of the fee program by 

coordination with the County Public Works Department. The fee program 

should specify in the policy that the fair share contributions towards the 

intersection improvements are a condition of building permit issuance.  

 

 The DEIR has been revised to address the comment.  See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-9. 

 

Response E-5: The commenter states that a phasing plan should be prepared which 

assures transportation infrastructure improvements will be constructed with 

the appropriate timing so that capacity is provided for vehicles, busses, 

and pedestrians in advance of experiencing the impact on capacity. 

 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 

document or its mitigation measures.  As such, no further response is 

required; however the recommendations will be presented to the decision 

makers for consideration. 

  



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan  

August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-31 

  



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

3.0-32 

  



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan  

August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-33 

COMMENT F – PATRICIA CHAPMAN, DELTA DIABLO SANITATION DISTRICT 

Response F-1: The commenter states that Page 4.11-29 and Page 4.11-33 include 

statements that the DDSD has adopted a District Master Plan that includes 

a phased treatment plant expansion to 24 mgd capacity, with the 

implication that a 24 mgd project is approved. It would be more accurate 

to reference the District’s current NPDES permit in the EIR.    

 DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, Changes 

and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-14.  

Response F-2: The commenter states that Page 4.11-33 includes the statement that the 

expansion of the DDSD treatment plant would cost approximately $127 

million dollars. The cost noted in this reference was developed for a 

feasibility study to potentially serve an adjacent sanitation district, which 

was not pursued. The cost estimate is not relevant to the master plan and 

it is recommended that the statement be removed from the Draft EIR.    

 DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, Changes 

and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-14.  
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COMMENT G – LANCE MCMAHAN, CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 

Response 1-1: The commenter states that, based on an attached map, the DTSC has 

determined that the project site is located in the proximity of Camp 

Stoneman Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS), which may contain 

abandoned munitions and explosives, and recommends measures to 

ensure hazards are not encountered if ordnance is discovered during 

project excavation.    

Upon review of the attached map, it appears that the project area is 

located outside and to the west of the identified Camp Stoneman FUSD 

site.  Because of this, it is not anticipated that the project area would hold 

any risk of containing unidentified abandoned munitions or explosives. 

Additionally, because the eastern portion of the project site, closest to the 

Camp Stoneman FUSD, is already highly-disturbed by existing 

development, it is not anticipated that the project area would contain 

any hazardous ordnance that may be present beyond of FUSD limits 

identified in the commenter’s map. As such, no new potential impacts 

from the project are identified based on this comment and the EIR 

remains unchanged, however; these comments will be provided to the 

decision makers for consideration.  
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COMMENT 1 – MARTHA FUENTES, LA CLINICA DE LA RAZA, INC. 

Response 1-1: The commenter states that they are happy to see design standards in the 

draft plan providing for wide, well-lit sidewalks and benches throughout 

the plan area.    

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required. 

Response 1-2: The commenter states that they recommend bilingual “wayfinding” signs 

in English and Spanish through the plan area, and proper size font signs 

considering those seniors with limited vision.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response 1-3: The commenter states that low-income residents can gain a lot from living 

in such a mixed-use, transit-rich neighborhood, and that they would like to 

see portions of the Master Plan area dedicated to affordable housing, 

specifically further from the freeway, as State Route 4 is a source of 

particulate matter and vehicle emission that are known to contribute to 

respiratory problems.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please see 

response B1 through B3 above for further discussion about air quality 

impacts and mitigation measures. 
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COMMENT 2 – DAVID CAMPBELL, EAST BAY BICYCLE COALITION 

Response 2-1: The commenter states that they encourage there to be a pedestrian/bike 

access to Oak Hill Shopping Center on Bailey Road.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please note that 

the proposed access is shown on the Draft Pittsburg/Bay Point BART 

Master Plan Figure 4.1, Conceptual Plan, and on Figure 6.1, Circulation 

Plan, as “potential future reciprocal access” to be considered in the 

event that the shopping center is redeveloped in the future.     

Response 2-2: The commenter states that bike access needs to be improved in the area 

immediately adjacent to the BART entrance.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. According to Tri-

Delta transit, there are significant conflicts among buses, passenger 

vehicles, and pedestrians in the current intermodal configuration. The 

proposed bus only access way may also be used by pedestrians and 

bicyclists but it is intended to be used primarily by buses to ensure safety 

of all users of the site. All other roadways within the Master Plan area 

contain bicycle lanes or sharrows to allow for safe bicycle and vehicle 

traffic.   

Response 2-3: The commenter states that the Bus-only zone identified in Figure 6.1 of the 

Master Plan should all for bicycle access, and should be a bus and bike-

only area.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please see 

response 2-2 above. 

Response 2-4: The commenter states that the development to the west of the BART 

property needs direct bike/ped access, perhaps right along the southern 

edge of the detention basin.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Draft Master Plan 

Figure 4.1, Conceptual Plan, and Figure 6.1, Circulation Plan, show a major 

pedestrian and bicycle path along the northern property line to connect 

western properties to the BART Station. 
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Response 2-5: The commenter states that it is not clear from the EIR exactly what the 

bicycle access to the Delta-De Anza Trail is designed to be, and that there 

should be complete off-street bikeway from the BART station to the Delta-

De Anza Trail and a safe, bike-signalized crossing Bailey Road.    

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Draft Master Plan 

Figure 4.1, Conceptual Land Plan, and Figure 6.1, Circulation Plan, show a 

minor pedestrian and bicycle path that runs east along the BART access 

roadway to Bailey Road. Bicyclists going east on the Delta de Anza trail 

would cross the existing intersection at the BART Access Road/Bailey 

Road. When traveling west on the Delta de Anza trail from the BART 

Station, a bicyclist would be expected to travel north along Bailey Road 

which is within the jurisdiction of Contra Costa County. Specific 

improvements to Bailey Road are included in the Count’s adopted Bailey 

Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Plan. 

Response 2-6: The commenter states that bike parking at the BART station needs to be 

increased and its location identified so that access can be prioritized.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. The Draft Master 

Plan Figure 4.1, Conceptual Land Plan is conceptual. The exact locations 

of bicycle parking will be determined when the Plaza is re-designed and 

dimensions are determined. 

Response 2-7: The commenter states that MM 4.4.5b should include continuous bikeway 

facilities that ensure safe and inviting bicycle travel through the 

intersection of San Marco Blvd. and West Leland Rd.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. For further 

comment, please see response D-4 above. 

Response 2-8: The commenter states that MM 4.4.5e should include continuous bikeway 

facilities that ensure safe and inviting bicycle travel through the 

intersection of Bailey Rd. and West Leland. In particular, the project’s 

proposal to add dual left turn pockets creates a serious safety hazard to 

cyclists making similar left turning movements and also creates a 

significant perception of danger that discourages cyclists to bike to 

Pittsburg BART station.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 
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be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please also see 

response D-4 above. 

Response 2-9: The commenter states that MM 4.4.5c should include enhanced bicycle 

safety improvements for cyclists using the proposed through/right turn 

lane on Oak Hills Dr. The commenter disagrees with the DEIR’s conclusion 

that this lane design would result in an impact that is less than significant.  

In the commenter’s opinion, such through/right turn lanes are serious 

discouragements to cycling and the City should engineer a solution that 

provides safe space on the roadway for bicyclists traveling straight 

through the intersection.   

Mitigation measure 4.4.5c is intended to address impacts to vehicular 

traffic, not bicycle circulation, and identifies that the impact to vehicular 

traffic after implementation of the mitigation measure would remain 

significant and unavoidable. This mitigation measure does not make a less 

than significant determination related to bicycles. This comment, 

however, will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. Please 

also see response D-4 above.  

Response 2-10: The commenter states that MM 4.4.5a, when studied in the future, should 

fully consider the needs of bicyclists. If safety is seriously jeopardized, the 

City should construct a bike/ped bridge over State Route 4.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response 2-11: The commenter states that MM 4.4.5d should include continuous bikeway 

facilities that ensure safe and inviting bicycle travel through the 

intersection of Bailey Rd. and West Leland Rd.; specifically, the proposed 

addition of a left turn/straight through lane provides an unacceptable 

safety risk to cyclists making similar left turn movements.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please also see 

response D-4 above. 

Response 2-12: The commenter states that they emphasize that the Contra Costa County 

Bicycle Plan includes bicycle facilities on all of these arterial streets 

surrounding the Pittsburg/Pay Point BART station, and connections to the 

Delta-De Anza Trail.  As such, the DEIR is not consistent with the Contra 

Costa County Bicycle Plan and needs to be substantially revised to 

include the needs of the bicyclists.   

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the comment will be 

presented to the decision makers for consideration. Figure 4.1, 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

3.0-46 

Conceptual Land Plan, and Figure 6.1, Circulation Plan, of Draft Master 

Plan shows a bicycle path along Leland Road in the vicinity of the project 

area. In addition, bicycle paths are being constructed on both sides of 

Bailey Road south of State Route 4 to Leland Road as part of the Bailey 

Roadway Widening Project, which is currently out to bid and is expected 

to be under construction in late 2011. Therefore, bicycle paths will be 

included on both arterials within the project vicinity.   

Response 2-13: The commenter states that the mitigation measures are inconsistent with 

Project Objective 3.3: “Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and automobile 

trips by promoting sustainable development characterized by a mix of 

uses and a circulation system that prioritizes pedestrians, bicyclists, and 

transit riders over single-occupancy vehicles”. The DEIR itself largely 

ignores bicycle access on these arterial streets and affects extended 

pedestrian crossing times, all for the goal of moving more vehicle traffic.    

This comment addresses the Master Plan itself and does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendations will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. The Draft Master 

Plan contains a list of 11 project goals set forth in section 1.6, Project 

Goals, which were carried into Section 3.3, Project Objectives, of the Draft 

EIR. All of the goals and objectives were taken into account when 

developing the Plan and Draft EIR for the project.        
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COMMENT 3 – CAMILLE GUIRIBA, TRANSFORM 

Response 3-1: The commenter states that the Master Plan contains many components 

that enhance the experience of those not traveling in single-occupancy 

vehicles, but also notes several items that contradict this goal and makes 

recommendations for how to address them. These items include lack of 

direct public pedestrian connectivity between West Coat Home Builders 

site and the Oak Hills Shopping Center; sizing of sidewalks; clarifying 

through access on B Street to Leland Rd.; bilingual wayfinding signs; 

shared space kiss-and-ride plaza; and, clarifying bike sharrow placements.   

These comments address the Master Plan itself and do not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required however; the following 

modifications can be accommodated in the Draft Master Plan without 

substantively altering the land use and circulation concepts that were 

developed through the public planning process. Specifically, Figure 6.11 

will be corrected to match Figure 4.1 due to the fact that there will not be 

vehicular access from B Street to Leland Road; a bullet will be added 

to include bilingual wayfinding signs in the Wayfinding Signage Standards 

on BART-owned property; photos of shared space will be updated; and, a 

limitation will be added to the Plaza design standards that the total 

Square feet of the Crescent Park plus the Plazas adjacent to the bus-only 

roadway and kiss-and-ride streets must be more than the total square 

footage of the curb-to-curb right-of-way devoted to the adjacent bus-

only roadway and kiss-and-ride streets. The additional recommendations 

will be presented to the decision makers for consideration. 

Response 3-2: The commenter states that they applaud the City for including parking 

maximums in the Master Plan, and lists several areas where parking ratios 

should be reduced from what is proposed in the Master Plan.   

As stated on Page 4.1.6 of the Draft EIR, the project is consistent with 

General Plan Policy P-1.4B, which supports reduced parking requirements 

below 1.5 parking spaces per unit for affordable and senior housing 

projects located within one-half mile of BART and other transit facilities. 

The proposed Master Plan sets senior parking rates at a maximum of 0.5 

parking spaces per unit. There is not a parking minimum for other 

residential uses on the site. Additionally, as stated on Page 4.4-38 of the 

Draft EIR, an Access/Accessibility Plan was prepared as part of the Master 

Plan to improve access to and from the BART station and the Master Plan 

area for all travel modes, focusing on improving and encouraging 

alternatives to the drive-alone mode (i.e., walk, bike, bus). Finally, as 

stated on Page 4.4-71 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Master Plan and the 

accompanying Access/Accessibility Plan include improvements, policies, 

and strategies that would reduce the overall project automobile trip 

generation, which would also serve to reduce the parking requirements 

associated with the project. The commenter’s recommendation that 

parking maximums be reduced is noted and will be presented to the 

decision makers for consideration.  
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Response 3-3: The commenter states that in the letter they submitted in response to the 

Notice of Preparation, they noted that the new BAAQMD CEQA 

guidelines may pose a challenge for housing development adjacent to 

the freeway, as it would require developers to hire expensive air quality 

consultants, and that this would especially affect developers of 

affordable housing.  The commenter recommends that the City designate 

a site for affordable housing on the southern portion of the Master Plan 

area, beyond the recommended buffer from State Route 4 that would 

require completion of an air quality analysis.   

These comments address the Master Plan itself and do not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however the recommendation will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration. Please see 

response B1 through B3 above for further discussion about air quality 

impacts and mitigation measures.   
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COMMENT 4 – MATT VANDER SLUIS, GREENBELT ALLIANCE 

Response 4-1: The commenter states that the project should consider how the project 

may be improved by increasing the minimum densities to provide 

additional residential uses in proximity to transit facilities, and recommends 

that the Draft EIR calculate how the higher range of densities would 

positively impact vehicle miles traveled reduction efforts.   

 The proposed project contains a land use plan with specified density 

ranges that was determined through a public planning process that 

involved three public meetings, study sessions with the Bay Point Municipal 

Advisory Committee, the Planning Commission and the City Council. 

These comments address the Master Plan itself and do not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures.  As 

such, no further response is required; however, the recommendation will 

be presented to the decision makers for consideration and implemented. 

Response 4-2: The commenter states that the project’s design would create potentially 

significant impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists and identifies those 

potential impact areas.   

Please see response D-4 above.  

 

Response 4-3: The commenter states that the parking maximums proposed in the project 

are excessively high and recommends the reduction of parking ratios to 

no more than 1.5 spaces per residential unit, 1.5 units per 1,00 square feet 

of retail, and 2 units per 1,000 square feet of office and flex space. In 

addition, the commenter recommends that the package of parking 

demand management and transportation demand management 

measures should be carefully reviewed to insure all feasible measures are 

implemented to reduce parking demand.   

Please see Response 3-2 above. 

 

Response 4-4: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to include mitigation 

measures that would reduce significant impacts, particularly for 

pedestrians, and states that the Draft EIR should be revised to include full 

mitigation of the project’s impacts, with particular attention to ensuring 

that pedestrian access across all portions of the project site are optimized.    

Please see response D-4 above.  
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COMMENT 5 – LOUIS PARSONS, DISCOVERY BUILDERS, INC. 

Response 5-1: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.4, the 

commenter states that the City should not be responsible for completing 

bicycle paths north of State Route 4; the bike paths along West Leland to 

San Marco Boulevard have already been completed; bike paths along 

San Marco Boulevard south of Rio Verde Circle should not be a 

responsibility of the Master Plan Area Projects; the City’s obligation to 

complete these bike networks should not delay the issuance of 

occupancy permits for projects in the Master Plan Area; and the 

development projects’ fair share of payment of future development 

should be made on a pro rata basis concurrent with the issuance of 

building permits and the entire proportional payment should not be 

required up front.   

Development of a circulation system that prioritizes pedestrians, bicyclists 

and transit riders is a major priority that was included in Section 1.6, Project 

Goals, of the Master Plan and Section 3.3, Project Objectives, of the Draft 

EIR. Completion of bicycle lanes and pathways within the vicinity of the 

project was therefore determined to be essential to meeting those goals 

and objectives. The recommendations for clarifying the project’s fair share 

of payment of future development, however, have been modified in the 

Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR 

on pg. 4.0-8.  

Response 5-2: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5b, the 

commenter states that if only one north-bound left turn lane is required at 

the San Marco Boulevard and West Leland intersection, there may be 

adequate space to provide two through and one right turn only lane with 

the existing pavement; projects should pay their fair share of the cost of 

any improvements on a per-unit basis as building permits are issued; fair 

share shall be determined based on the actual number of units 

developed in the Master Plan Area as well as other existing and planned 

development in the vicinity; and the timing/implementation of the 

payment of future fair share shall be made on a pro rata basis concurrent 

with the issuance of building permits and the entire proportional payment 

should not be required up front.   

This is a programmatic level EIR and the total numbers of units being 

developed as part of the Master Plan project are unknown at this time. 

While the intersection configuration being proposed in the comment letter 

may be adequate, it is not possible to know at this time. Therefore, this 

comment will be noted and taken into account when the intersection is 

designed. The recommendations for clarifying the project’s of fair share 

amounts, however, have been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-9.  

Response 5-3: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5e, the 

commenter states that the payment of future fair share amounts should 

be on a per-unit basis as building permits are issued with fair shares 

determined based on the actual number of units developed in the Master 
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Plan Area as well as other existing and planned development in the 

vicinity.   

The recommendations for clarifying the projects’ fair share amounts have 

been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-10.  

Response 5-4: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5c, the 

commenter states that the payment of future fair share amounts should 

be on a per-unit basis as building permits are issued with fair shares 

determined based on the actual number of units developed in the Master 

Plan Area as well as other existing and planned development in the 

vicinity.   

The recommendations for clarifying the projects’ fair share amounts have 

been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-9.  

Response 5-5: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5d, the 

commenter states that regarding the timing/implementation of payment 

of future development projects’ fair share shall be made on a pro rata 

basis concurrent with the issuance of building permits, and the entire 

proportional payment should not be required up front.   

The recommendations for clarifying the projects’ fair share amounts have 

been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-9.  

Response 5-6: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.6.5b, the 

commenter states that it should be restated that some or all of the air 

quality measures listed may be necessary based on the site-specific air 

quality modeling done for future projects in the Master Plan Area; 

requirement for triple-paned windows should be removed; and, window 

thickness and STC rating will be determined based on acoustical analysis.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment relating to restating 

that some or all of the listed air quality measures may be necessary. See 

Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-11.  

The use of triple-paned windows has not been removed from the list of 

potential mitigation measures as recommended, as it is one of many 

measures intended to protect indoor air quality. Although the use of triple-

paned glass would also secondarily serve to attenuate noise in interior 

areas, it is not identified as a noise-reduction measure subject to 

implementation based on the result of acoustical analysis, and is required 

strictly as an indoor air quality measure.  

Response 5-7: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.7.3, the 

commenter states that it should be clarified that the geotechnical analysis 

only needs to cover the portion of the Master Plan Area proposed for 

development and that this Master Plan Area will be built in different 

phases by different developers.   
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The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-12.  

Response 5-8: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.9.1, the 

commenter states that the sentence that references “avoidance and 

minimization measures indicated by the PSR shall be made a Condition of 

Approval for those permits” should be deleted; compliance with the City’s 

implementing ordinance regarding the HCP is the only mitigation that 

should be stated; and this document should not dictate how the City and 

applicant will comply with this Ordinance.   

As stated in the mitigation measure, a Project Study Report (PSR) will be 

required consistent with the HCP for each property in the master plan 

area. The requirement of the PSR and the potential directives contained in 

the PSR, are part of the implementing mechanism for the East Contra 

Costa County HCP/NCC. As worded the mitigation measure accurately 

depicts how the HCP is implemented and no change to the DEIR is 

necessary.  

Response 5-9: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.9.4, the 

commenter states that the existing detention basin is entirely on the BART 

property and that grading of the West Coast Property should not be 

delayed or restricted while waiting for a jurisdictional determination on the 

BART property, the timing of which is beyond West Coast’s control.   

As stated in the Timing/Implementation criteria for mitigation measure MM 

4.9.4, this measure limits grading of areas within 150 feet of the existing 

detention basin until a jurisdictional determination for the basin is made 

and, if the basin is found to be a jurisdictional feature, until appropriate 

permits are obtained and implemented. Under these provisions, grading 

activities outside of this 150 foot radius may move forward as allowed by 

approved grading permits.  

Response 5-10: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.10.2, the 

commenter states that views of the southern hills from State Route 4 are 

limited by BART Station development and a grade differential. 

Commenter states that it is not possible to meet mitigation measures to 

provide required sound attenuation measures, required landscaping and 

to stagger buildings to allow for continued views of the hills and requests 

that the mitigation measure be eliminated. 

Page 4.10-19 of the Draft EIR notes that existing views of the hills are 

already largely impacted by existing topography. Mitigation measure MM 

4.10.2 requires retention of viewsheds to the hills by the project to the 

greatest extent feasible. Once more detailed information as to building 

design and layout becomes available during development of the Master 

Plan area, the project’s impacts to this viewshed may be reduced 

through design choices and other measures as a result of future 

environmental review. 

Response 5-11: In reference to impact statement 4.11.5.1, the commenter states that the 

new wastewater transmission piping is required to be extended from 
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Bailey Road near State Route 4 to serve the Master Plan Area; that the 

piping must be adequately sized and located to carry waste water flow 

from the BART property and the West Coast Property; the BART property 

should be required to install such piping through the BART property for its 

use and to serve the West Coast property; and that the timing of the 

installation of such piping shall be coordinated with West Coast and 

installed to meet West Coast’s development schedule.   

Beginning of Page 4.11-31 of the Draft EIR, it is noted that large areas of 

the Master Plan Area do not currently contain collection pipes, and as 

pipes under the BART parcels are undersized for a project of the size of the 

proposed Master Plan, several individual wastewater pipes would need to 

be upgraded or installed to provide hook-ups for the new development 

areas. As the question of who should be responsible for installation of said 

piping is not an environmental issue, this comment does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document or its mitigation measures, 

therefore; no further response is required. The commenter’s 

recommendations, however, will be presented to the decision makers for 

consideration. 

Response 5-12: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5a, the 

commenter states that fair share payments shall be on a per-unit basis 

payable at the time of building permits and shall be based on an 

accurate estimate of the improvement cost with fair shares determined 

on the basis of the actual number of units developed in the Master Plan 

Area as well as other existing and planned development in the vicinity, 

such as the planned development at the former Concord Naval 

Weapons Station.   

The recommendations for clarifying the projects’ fair share amounts have 

been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-8.  

Response 5-13: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5d, the 

commenter states that, regarding the timing/implementation payment of 

future development projects’ fair share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrent with the issuance of building permit, and the entire 

proportional payment should not be required up front.   

The recommendations for clarifying the projects’ fair share amounts have 

been modified in the Draft EIR. See Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-9.  

Response 5-14: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5f, the 

commenter states that the Bailey Road Traffic Mitigation Measure Inter-

Agency Funding Agreement should be amended to include future 

projects in the Master Plan Area only if the Amendment also provides for 

fair share funding by future development at the former Concord Naval 

Weapons Station of necessary improvements in the City; any fair share 

payments shall be due on a per-unit basis and only if the Amended 

Agreement is fully executed prior to building permits; and, fair shares shall 

be determine don the basis of the actual number of units developed in 
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the Master Plan Area and development anticipated at the former 

Weapons Stations site.   

The terms of the amendment of the existing agreement between 

jurisdictions will be determined at the time of amendment and will include 

all applicable projects. The recommendations for clarifying the project’s 

of fair share amounts, however, have been modified in the Draft EIR. See 

Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-10. 

Response 5-15: In reference to the requirements of mitigation measure MM 4.6.3, the 

commenter states that the timing of this mitigation measure should be 

concurrent with the issuance of building permits.   

Provisions of the City’s adopted Green Design Guidelines address site 

design, outdoor design features and other elements that are 

appropriately reviewed at the Planning application submittal stage, which 

occurs prior to applications for and issuance of building permits; therefore, 

the mitigation measure will remain as written.  

Response 5-16: In reference to Page 3.0-15 of the Draft EIR, the commenter requests that 

the document acknowledge that Figure 3.0-4 has been modified to 

delete the landscaped strip along the west edge of the West Coast Site 

and revise the pedestrian/bicycle pathways and connections to the West 

Coast site.   

Figure 4.1, Conceptual Land Plan, and all related figures in the Master 

Plan will be modified to eliminate the linear green space along the West 

Coast Home Builders western property line.  Figure 3.0-4 of the EIR will be 

amended accordingly. 

Response 5-17: In reference to Page 3.0-17 of the Draft EIR, the commenter states that the 

pedestrian/bicycle pathway from the BART station to the northern part of 

the Oak Hills Shopping Center is a potential improvement which may not 

be practical or feasible and should not be assumed to be constructed in 

Phase I.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-3.  

Response 5-18: In reference to Figure 3.0-5 of the Draft EIR, the commenter references the 

comment made on Page 3.0-17 [Response 5-17].   

See Response 5-17. 

Response 5-19: In reference to Page 4.0-2 of the Draft EIR, the commenter states that the 

reference in the second paragraph should be to Table 4.0-2 not 3.0-2.   

The reference to Table 3.0-2 in this paragraph is correct, and points to the 

Proposed Land Uses – Master Plan Area table on Page 3.0-12. 
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Response 5-20: In reference to Page 4.4-59 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.4.4 above 

[Response 5-1].   

See Response 5-1. 

Response 5-21: In reference to Page 4.4-71 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.4.5a above 

[Response 5-12].   

See Response 5-12. 

Response 5-22: In reference to Page 4.4-72 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.4.5b above 

[Response 5-2].   

See Response 5-2. 

Response 5-23: In reference to Page 4.4-73 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.4.5e above 

[Response 5-3].   

See Response 5-3. 

Response 5-24: In reference to Page 4.4-74 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.4.5f above 

[Response 5-14].   

See Response 5-14. 

Response 5-25: In reference to Page 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR, the commenter states that, 

regarding wind calculations, it should be acknowledged that the BART 

station area is exposed to a significant south to north prevailing winds, 

which should be considered in future project specific air quality analyses 

and may alter the necessary mitigation measures; and that the closest 

existing air quality monitoring station is on 10th Street in downtown 

Pittsburg, which has different  prevailing wind conditions than the Master 

Plan Area.   

The referenced portion of the document is intended to discuss regional 

climate, topography, and air pollution potential.  As such, a discussion of 

project area-specific prevailing winds would not be appropriate here, 

and will be explored further on a project level analysis when appropriate.. 

Response 5-26: In reference to Table 4.6-4 on Page 4.6-13 of the Draft EIR, the commenter 

the commenter states that the recommended 500 foot setback for 

sensitive land uses from a freeway is a rule of thumb and does not 

account for the significant winds in the Master Plan Area which blow 

freeway emissions to the north, away from the project area; prevailing 

winds should be addressed and accounted for in this analysis.   
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As noted in the text preceding Table 4.6-4, the siting recommendations 

are CARB-recommended distances for various source categories. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.6.5b as outlined on Page 4.6-

37 of the Draft EIR and revised as shown in Section 4.2 Changes and Edits 

to the Draft EIR in this Final EIR, would require site-specific air quality 

modeling, which would consider site-specific wind and other conditions. 

 Response 5-27: In reference to Page 4.6-37 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.6.5 a & b above 

[Response 5-6].   

See Response 5-6. Note that a comment on MM 4.6.5a was not found in 

the comment letter. However, to ensure consistency with other similar 

mitigation measures, language clarifying the project’s of fair share 

amounts have been included in Section 4.2, Changes and Edits to the 

Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-6. 

Response 5-28: In reference to Page 4.9-25 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.9.4 above 

[Response 5-9].   

See Response 5-19. 

Response 5-29: In reference to Page 4.11-31 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.11.5.1 above 

[Response 5-11].   

See Response 5-11. 

Response 5-30: In reference to Page 4.10-19 of the Draft EIR, the commenter the 

commenter references the comment made on MM 4.10.2 above 

[Response 5-10].   

See Response 5-10. 

Response 5-31: In reference to Page 4.13-21 of the Draft EIR, the commenter requests to 

acknowledge that the three bullet items near the top of the page have 

been deleted from the Master Plan.   

The DEIR has been revised to address the comment. See Section 4.2, 

Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR on pg. 4.0-15.  

Response 5-32: In reference to Technical Appendix I – Wastewater Assessment, Figure XX – 

Land Use Plan, the commenter states that, since the West Coast Property 

naturally slopes toward the north, an additional 8” diameter sewer stub 

should be provided on the north side of the detention basin adjacent to 

State Route 4 as shown on the attached plan; this will avoid the need for 

very deep sewer piping draining upslope at adverse grades or sewer 

pumping systems when the property is developed.   

Please see response 5-11 above. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the DEIR.  These modifications resulted from responses to 

comments received during the DEIR public review period. 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute 

significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.  

Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text) 

and are organized by section of the DEIR. 

4.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DEIR  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

No revisions. 

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-11: 

TABLE 2.0-2 

PROJECT IMPACTS WHERE SIGNIFICANCE CAN BE REDUCED THROUGH MITIGATION 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

4.4 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 4.4.5 The proposed 

Master Plan may cause an 

increase in traffic that is 

substantial in relation to the 

cumulative traffic load and 

capacity of the street system 

(i.e., result in a substantial 

increase in either the number of 

vehicle trips, the volume-to-

capacity ratio on roads, or 

reduction in level of service) 

during the cumulative plus 

project condition. This impact 

is cumulatively considerable.  

CC 

MM 4.4.5b Future development projects in the 

Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair share to 

implement improvements that would improve 

intersection operations at the San Marco 

Boulevard/West Leland Road intersection, including: 

 Westbound: Modify north leg of intersection 

to provide a third receiving lane to permit free 

westbound right-turn movement.  

 Northbound: Modify to provide one left-turn 

lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn only lane.  

These improvements may require traffic signal 

modifications.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future 

development projects’ fair share shall be made prior to 

issuance of any building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg 

Development Services Department. 

LCC 

MM 4.4.5e Future development projects in the 

Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair share to 

implement the following improvements that would 

improve operations at Bailey Road/West Leland Road 

intersection: 

 Restripe the northbound approach to provide dual 

LCC 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

left-turn lanes.  

 Widen the eastbound approach to add a second 

left-turn lanes and one right-turn lane  

These improvements are consistent with the City of 

Pittsburg’s Five Year Capital Improvement Program 

2011-2012 through 2016-2017). These improvements 

may require traffic signal modifications.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future 

development projects’ fair share shall be made prior to 

issuance of any building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg 

Development Services Department 

MM 4.4.5c As part of development of the BART 

parcels, the City of Pittsburg shall ensure that 

construction of the northbound approach of the West 

Leland Road/Oak Hills Drive/D Street intersection 

provides a left-turn and a through-right shared lane and 

modification of the traffic signal to provide protected 

north-south left-turn movements.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future 

development projects’ fair share shall be made prior 

to issuance of building permits on BART -

owned properties. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg 

Development Services Department in consultation 

with BART. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.4.5c 

would provide additional turning movement capacity. 

However, the intersection would continue to operate 

deficiently. Therefore, this impact will remain 

significant and unavoidable even with implementation 

of mitigation.  

Were mitigation measure MM 4.4.5c implemented, all 

disturbance would occur within the existing 

intersection right-of-way and would not increase the 

pedestrian crossing time. Therefore the secondary 

impact of implementing this mitigation to other modes 

of travel would be less than significant.  

SC/LS 

MM 4.4.5d The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate 

with Contra Costa County to develop a program to fund 

and implement improvements that would result in 

acceptable intersection operations at the Bailey 

Road/Willow Pass Road intersection. Future 

development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to these improvements which 

include conversion of the center through lane to a 

shared left-through lane.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future 

development projects’ fair share shall be made prior 

to issuance of building permits or in accordance with 

any future agreements between the County and the 

SU/LS 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

City. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  Contra Costa County 

Public Works Department and City of Pittsburg 

Development Services Department 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.4.5d 

would provide additional turning movement capacity 

and result in acceptable intersection operations. Since 

this intersection is under the jurisdiction of Contra 

Costa County, neither the City nor a future applicant for 

development has control over approval or timing of 

such an improvement. Therefore, the impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable because it is 

outside the jurisdiction of the City of Pittsburg. 

Mitigation measures MM 4.4.5d could be implemented 

within the existing intersection right-of-way and would 

not increase the pedestrian crossing time. Therefore the 

secondary impact of implementing this mitigation to 

other modes of travel would be less than significant.  

MM 4.4.5e could not be implemented within the 

existing intersection right-of-way. Additional right-of-

way would be needed to widen the eastbound 

approach at the intersection. In addition, widening the 

eastbound approach would increase the pedestrian 

crossing time, resulting in secondary impacts on 

pedestrians.  

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 3.0, page 3.0-17: 

Phase 1 

 Construction of C and D streets; 

 Construction of temporary parking as well as bus stops, taxi-loading, and kiss-and-ride on the 

vacant lot east of the existing BART parking areas; 

 Construction of senior and market-rate housing, ground-floor retail, and flex uses on the 

existing intermodal and plaza site; and 

 Potentially, improvements to pedestrian/bicycle pathways along the BART access road to 

Bailey Road and from the BART station along the northern part of the Oak Hills Shopping 

Center. 

Figure 3.0-4 has been revised in DEIR Section 3.0, page 3.0-13: 
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED 

No revisions. 

4.1 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

No revisions. 

4.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

No revisions. 

4.3 HAZARDS 

No revisions. 

4.4 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-51: 

MM 4.4.2 Future developers shall develop a construction management plan for review 

and approval by the City of Pittsburg Engineering Division. The plan shall 

include at least the following items: 

 Development of a construction truck route that would appear on all 

construction plans to limit truck and auto traffic on nearby residential 

streets. 

 Comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major 

truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic hours and peak activity 

of the BART station, detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, 

sidewalk closure procedures, cones for drivers, and designated 

construction access routes. 

 Identification of alternative parking supplies for existing BART patrons and 

construction workers when existing parking facilities are unavailable. 

 Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety 

personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures 

would occur. 

 Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and 

vehicles. 

 Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that 

would minimize impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic, circulation 

and safety, and provision for monitoring surface streets used for haul 

routes so that any damage and debris attributable to the haul trucks can 

be identified and corrected by the developer. Where identified haul 

roads would include Contra Costa County roads, the plan shall be 
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submitted to the Contra Costa County Department of Public Works for 

review. 

 A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to 

construction activity, including identification of an on-site complaint 

manager. 

Timing/Implementation:  Mitigation to occur prior to and during 

construction. Plan shall be submitted prior to 

issuance of grading permit. 

 Enforcement/Monitoring:    City of Pittsburg Engineering Division 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-59: 

MM 4.4.4 The City of Pittsburg shall complete the planned bicycle network along Bailey 

Road from West Leland to Willow Pass Road, along West Leland to San Marco 

Boulevard and along San Marco Boulevard from Rio Verde Circle to West 

Leland Road  prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for the final phase 

of development.    

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made prior to issuance of any 

building permits. The developer’s payment of 

future projects’ fair share shall be made on a 

pro rata basis concurrent with the issuance of 

building permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Engineering Division 

Development Services Department 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-71: 

MM 4.4.5a The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Caltrans to develop a program to 

fund and implement improvements that could include: 

 construction of additional turn lanes so as to improve operations at 

the San Marco Boulevard/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps intersection; 

 the conversion of the center eastbound left-turn lane to a left-right 

shared lane at the intersection of Willow Pass Road and Eastbound SR 

4; 

 Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair 

share to these improvements, which include converting the second 

eastbound left-turn lane to a shared left/right turn lane. 

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrently with the prior to approval of any 

building permits. 
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 Enforcement/Monitoring:  Caltrans and City of Pittsburg Development 

Services Department 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-72: 

MM 4.4.5b Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair 

share to implement improvements that would improve intersection operations 

at the San Marco Boulevard/West Leland Road intersection, including: 

 Westbound: Modify north leg of intersection to provide a third receiving 

lane to permit free westbound right-turn movement.  

 Northbound: Modify to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and 

a right-turn only lane.  

 These improvements may require traffic signal modifications.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrent with the prior to issuance of any 

building permits.  

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-72: 

MM 4.4.5c As part of development of the BART parcels, the City of Pittsburg shall ensure 

that construction of the northbound approach of the West Leland Road/Oak 

Hills Drive/D Street intersection provides a left-turn and a through-right shared 

lane and modification of the traffic signal to provide protected north-south 

left-turn movements.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrent with prior to issuance of building 

permits on BART -owned properties. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department in consultation with BART. 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-73: 

MM 4.4.5d The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Contra Costa County to develop a 

program to fund and implement improvements that would result in 

acceptable intersection operations at the Bailey Road/Willow Pass Road 

intersection. Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to these improvements which include conversion of 

the center through lane to a shared left-through lane.  

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 
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concurrent with the prior to issuance of building 

permits or in accordance with any future 

agreements between the County and the City. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  Contra Costa County Public Works Department 

and City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department. 

MM 4.4.5e Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair 

share to implement the following improvements that would improve 

operations at Bailey Road/West Leland Road intersection: 

 Restripe the northbound approach to provide dual left-turn lanes.  

 Widen the eastbound approach to add a second left-turn lanes and one 

right-turn lane  

 These improvements are consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s Five Year 

Capital Improvement Program 2011-2012 through 2016-2017). These 

improvements may require traffic signal modifications.   

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrent with prior to issuance of any building 

permits. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.4, page 4.4-77: 

MM 4.4.5f The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with City of Concord to amend the 

Bailey Road Traffic Mitigation Measure Inter-Agency Funding Agreement to 

include the proposed developments included in the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART 

Master Plan. Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall 

contribute their fair share to implement the identified improvements. 

Timing/Implementation:  Payment of future development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro rata basis 

concurrent with prior to issuance of building 

permits or in accordance with any future 

agreements between the the City of 

Concord and Pittsburg. 

Enforcement/Monitoring:  City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department and City of Concord  

4.5 NOISE 

No revisions. 



4.0 ERRATA 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan 

August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

4.0-11 

4.6 AIR QUALITY 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.6, page 4.6-36: 

In addition to long-term exposure to stationary emission sources, new land uses may also be 

exposed to emissions from mobile sources. To assist local jurisdictions in the evaluation of 

community risk and hazard impacts, BAAQMD recommends that land use plans like the 

proposed Master Plan establish special overlay zones around existing and planned land uses 

that emit TACs; establish special overlay zones of at least 500 feet on each side of all freeways 

and high-volume roadways; and identify goals, policies, and objectives to minimize potential 

impacts and create overlay zones for sources of TACs and receptors (BAAQMD 2010a). 

According to information provided by BAAQMD for the Master Plan, the actual area of possible 

effect in the vicinity of the project site may exceed this 500 foot recommendation. The 

BAAQMD’s current Highway Screening Analysis Tool for State Route 4 indicates that the project 

along risk and hazard threshold of 10 in an million extends approximately 900 feet south of State 

Route 4 (BAAQMD 2011). 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.6, page 4.6-37: 

MM 4.6.5b As a part of future development proposals in the Master Plan Area, the 

project proponent(s) shall secure the services of a qualified air quality 

professional for the preparation of site-specific air quality modeling, as 

required by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  If site-

specific modeling indicates that significant exposure to criteria pollutants, 

including toxic air contaminants, would occur, future development shall 

comply to the maximum extent feasible with mitigation measures provided by 

BAAQMD for the reduction of air quality impacts.  These measures shall 

comply with the most current regulations available at the time of 

development and will likely include some or all of the following measures: 

 Modification to the location and height of intakes to the ventilation 

system;  

 Addition of HEPA air filtration systems;  

 Limiting the placement of recreational use areas, such as patio areas and 

balconies, to interior courtyards requiring that they be shielded by the 

structure;  

 Triple-paned windows;  

 Central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems with 

high-efficiency filters,  

 Locating air intake systems for the HVAC systems as far away from the 

roadway as possible; and/or 

 An ongoing HVAC maintenance plan.  

These measures shall be designed and implemented to the satisfaction of the 

City in consultation with BAAQMD.  Site-specific modeling shall be conducted 

for all development within the project area that falls within a 10 in a million risk 
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threshold, at the time of development. Currently, BAAQMD measures that risk 

to cover areas that is within 900 feet of State Route 4 at the time of the 

publication of the EIR. and  The developer shall use the most current 

standards and mitigations applicable at the time of the modeling are 

included. 

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of any planning entitlements 

for development projects in the Master Plan 

Area. 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department in consultation with the Bay Area 

Air Quality Management District. 

4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.7, page 4.7-11: 

MM 4.7.3 Prior to approval of any building permits, grading permits, or other approval 

that would result in ground disturbance, a geotechnical analysis shall be 

prepared by a registered geologist or other professional approved by the City 

and presented to the City for approval for each phase of project 

construction. The required geotechnical analysis shall include consideration of 

all potential soil and seismic effects, including but not limited to liquefaction, 

soil stability, and soil shrink/swell potential and shall include recommended 

actions to reduce the effects of such conditions on the proposed 

construction. These recommendations shall be enacted to the satisfaction of 

the City in order to minimize these effects. 

 Because subsurface and soil conditions change only very slowly (on the order 

of millennia), a geotechnical analysis shall be prepared and submitted to the 

Engineering Division for approval for all proposed development proposed 

under the Master Plan.  

Timing/Implementation: Prior to approval of any grading permit, building 

permit, or other approval that would result in 

ground disturbance for each phase of project 

construction 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Pittsburg Development Services 

Department 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.8, page 4.8-2: 

Contra Costa County has developed a Drainage Area (DA) Boundary Map that shows the 

legally described area for the Drainage Area parcels within that boundary. These parcels are 

noted in the assessor’s parcel database so that the County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District can identify which parcels are legally in the Drainage Area (Contra Costa 

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 2008). The Master Plan area is located in 

Drainage Area 48B and is served by Line B within this drainage area Drainage Area 48, an 
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unformed drainage. From West Leland Road west of the BART station (the eastern half of the 

Master Plan area), stormwater runoff is diverted to a 42-inch storm drain that carries runoff north 

and under SR 4. From West Leland Road in the vicinity of the BART property, stormwater flows is 

diverted to an open channel that conveys runoff northward to a 36-inch storm drain under SR 4. 

Stormwater runoff from the Oak Hills Shopping Center located along Bailey Road to the east of 

the Master Plan area is transported north to drainage facilities located along the south side of SR 

4 that carry the runoff west to a culvert under SR 4. This culvert is located immediately west of the 

end of the SR 4/Bailey Road interchange on- and off-ramps (City of Pittsburg 2001). Storm 

drainage infrastructure is also located south of the Master Plan area within West Leland Road 

and in the existing subdivision project to the south (see Figure 4.8-2). Flows from the upper 

watershed area south of SR 4 are constricted by the capacity of the existing culverts under SR 4. 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.8, page 4.8-10: 

TABLE 4.8-1 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN HEALTH AND SAFETY POLICIES 

General Plan Policies 

Consistent 

with 

General Plan 

Analysis 

Resource Conservation 

Goal 9-G-4 – Minimize the runoff and erosion 

caused by earth movement by requiring 

development to use best construction 

management practices. 

Yes 

Future grading on the project site will be 

required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan, which will include 

construction BMPs. 

Goal 9-G-5 – Preserve and enhance Pittsbrug’s 

creeks fro their value in providing visual amenity, 

drainage capacity, and habitat value. 

Yes 
The Master Plan Area does not include any 

creeks. 

Goal 9-G-6 – Preserve and protect the Contra 

Costa Canal from storm drainage and runoff 

contaminating the City’s municipal water supply. 

Yes 

The Master Plan Area would not drain into the 

canal during construction or operation of the 

Master Plan.  Stormwater infrastructure has 

been designed so that flows off-site will be the 

same as they are currently. 

Policy 9-P-21 - 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. 

Yes 

The Master Plan and this DEIR include a 

stormwater analysis presented by Mark 

Thomas & Company, Inc, which assesses 

downstream drainage and runoff demonstrates 

that reduced post project flows will lessen the 

total flow through the system downstream and 

potentially allow for better overall drainage in 

the pipe network. (see Appendix F). 

Policy 9-P-23 - Require new urban development 

to use Best Management Practices to minimize 

creek bank instability, runoff of construction 

sediment, and flooding. 

Yes 

See Goal 9-G-4 above. The best construction 

management practices required as part of 

Goal 9-G-4 would also serve to meet the 

requirements of Policy 9-P-23 during project 

construction. 

4.9 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No revisions. 
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4.10 AESTHETICS 

No revisions. 

4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.11, page 4.11-29: 

The current DDSD NPDES permit (No. CA0038547) allows for treatment of up to 22.7 mgd 

(average dry weather flow) has adopted a District Master Plan that includes a phased 

treatment plant expansion to ultimately provide 24 mgd capacity (average dry weather flow) in 

order to accommodate anticipated growth in the City of Pittsburg, City of Antioch, and 

unincorporated Bay Point (City of Pittsburg 2009b). This anticipated growth included the 

proposed Master Plan at a more intense development scale than is proposed by the Master 

Plan (see Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning). 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.11, page 4.11-33: 

The projected residential and commercial development in the Master Plan area and in the 

DDSD service area would increase demand for wastewater treatment that could potentially 

affect existing capacity of wastewater treatment facilities. Impact 4.11.5.1 found that the 

proposed Master Plan would have a less than significant impact on wastewater capacity on its 

own. Furthermore, the City of Pittsburg Sewer Master Plan and General Plan have anticipated 

development on Master Plan area, and the development proposed by the Master Plan is less 

intense than that assumed in the General Plan. However, cumulative development in the region, 

along with the proposed project, would require additional capacity at the treatment plant. 

DDSD recently adopted a District Master Plan that includes phased treatment plant expansion 

to ultimately provide 24 mgd capacity DDSD’s current NPDES Permit permits treatment of up to 

22.5 mgd (average dry weather flow) in order to accommodate anticipated growth in the City 

of Pittsburg, City of Antioch, and unincorporated Bay Point. This anticipated growth would 

include proposed new development under the proposed Master Plan. According to DDSD, the 

expansion of the DDSD treatment plant would cost approximately $127 million. This The 

expansion of the DDSD treatment plant to fully realize its currently permitted capacity would 

accommodate the new development proposed in the Master Plan, as well as substantial land 

annexations and development expected for the various cities served by DDSD. The proposed 

Master Plan’s anticipated wastewater demands would be a small percentage of the total 

anticipated wastewater demands resulting from new development in the region and would not 

constitute a substantial impact on DDSD’s currently anticipated wastewater processing 

capacity. Furthermore, the City of Pittsburg is able to accommodate a total dry weather flow of 

uses identified in the General Plan. Also, the City has planned wastewater infrastructure 

improvement projects to correct deficiencies in the system under General Plan buildout 

conditions (Contra Costa LAFCO 2007). 

4.12 RECREATION 

No revisions. 
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4.13 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASSES 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.13, page 4.13-18: 

“BAAQMD’s emission threshold for operations is 6.6 4.6 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) per 

service population (residents plus employees) per year (BAAQMD 2010). The BAAQMD thresholds 

were chosen based on the substantial evidence that such thresholds represent quantitative 

and/or qualitative levels of GHG emissions, compliance with which means that the 

environmental impact of the GHG emissions will normally not be cumulatively considerable 

under CEQA (BAAQMD 2010). Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the 

cumulative GHG emissions problem, rather than hinder the state’s ability to meet its goals of 

reduced statewide GHG emissions.”  

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.13, page 4.13-20: 

While BAAQMD does not have an adopted significance threshold for construction-related GHG 

emissions, estimated GHG emissions that would occur during construction are disclosed in order 

to assist in the determination of significance for GHG emission impacts in relation to meeting AB 

32 GHG reduction goals. In addition, BAAQMD recommends that all construction projects 

incorporate best management practices. 

The Master Plan includes in its design standards (and other applicable portions of the plan) the 

following best management practices (BMPs) for construction: 

 Alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment of at least 

15 percent of the fleet; 

 Local building materials (within 100 miles) of at least 10 percent; and 

 Recycle at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials. 

It is anticipated that these BMPs will reduce construction-based impacts to a less than 

cumulatively considerable impact. 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.13, page 4.13-21: 

“As shown in Table 4.13-4, below, the long-term operations of the proposed project would 

produce 23,653 22,402 metric tons of CO2e annually, primarily from motor vehicles that travel to 

and from the site.  

TABLE 4.13-4 

ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – MASTER PLAN OPERATION (BUILDOUT) (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emission Source 

Carbon  

Dioxide  

(CO2) 

Methan

e 

(CH4) 

Nitrous  

Oxide  

(N2O) 

Hydrofluoro 

carbons 

(HFCs) 

Perfluoro 

carbons 

(PFCs) 

Sulfur Hexa-

fluoride (SF6) 
CO2e 

Mobile Source1,2 

(vehicle) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

17,184.52 

15,933.47 

Area Source  

(landscaping, hearth) 
561.47 2.02 0.00 Negl. Negl. Negl. 606.57 

Stationary 

Source 

Electricity 2,772.52 0.02 0.01 Negl. Negl. Negl. 2,776.96 

Natural 1,477.76 0.14 0.00 Negl. Negl. Negl. 1,481.55 
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Emission Source 

Carbon  

Dioxide  

(CO2) 

Methan

e 

(CH4) 

Nitrous  

Oxide  

(N2O) 

Hydrofluoro 

carbons 

(HFCs) 

Perfluoro 

carbons 

(PFCs) 

Sulfur Hexa-

fluoride (SF6) 
CO2e 

Gas 

Water and Wastewater 

Conveyance 
152.01 0.00 0.00 Negl. Negl. Negl. 152.01 

Solid Waste 10.61 68.62 N/A Negl. Negl. Negl. 1,451.61 

Conversion of Emissions into carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e),  

which weight each gas by its global warming potential 

Total CO2e Emissions 23,653.22 22,402.17 CO2e Emissions 

Source: URBEMIS ver. 9.2.4; BAAQMD BGM Greenhouse Gas Calculator v. 1.1.9 (see Appendix I), unless otherwise noted below.  

Notes:  Negl - Emissions of this GHG would be negligible from this source category (less than 0.01 metric tons per year). 

N/A – Not available through BGM 

1. Emissions presented are adjusted for future improved CAFÉ standards (Pavley I) and Low Carbon Fuel Standards. The emissions model 
was adjusted to account for the residential/retail mixed use aspect of the Master Plan (1,168 residential units and 1.3 acres of ground 
floor retail), as well as pedestrian and bicycle facilities (bike paths and complete streets), and public transit options (172 bus stops and 
15 rail stops per day, as calculated from Table 4.4-2 Transit Service Summary).  

2. Source: Vehicle Miles Traveled from Fehr & Peers 2010.”     

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.13, page 4.13-22: 

“BAAQMD’s emission threshold is 6.6 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population (residents 

plus employees) per year (BAAQMD 2010). The BAAQMD thresholds were chosen based on the 

substantial evidence that such thresholds represent quantitative and/or qualitative levels of 

GHG emissions, compliance with which means that the environmental impact of the GHG 

emissions will normally not be cumulatively considerable under CEQA (BAAQMD 2010). 

Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the cumulative GHG emissions 

problem.”  

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 4.13, page 4.13-22: 

“TABLE 4.13-5 

MASTER PLAN GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER SERVICE POPULATION 

Per Capita Emissions Emissions Jobs Population Service Population (SP) MTCO2e/SP/Year 

Master Plan Buildout 
23,653 

22,402 
1,300 3,738 4,935 4.79 4.54 

Based on the population and employment figures listed in Table 4.13-5 above, the projected 

buildout service population would be 4,935 under the proposed Master Plan. Dividing the GHG 

emissions for buildout yields a metric ton per service population ratio of 4.79 4.54 for buildout 

conditions. As this is less than the BAAQMD threshold of 6.6 4.6, the proposed project would 

improve GHG emissions per service population and would not result in a net increase in 

cumulative GHG emissions. The proposed Master Plan’s contribution to GHGs is thus considered 

less than cumulatively considerable.” 

5. 0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

No revisions. 
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6. 0 ALTERNATIVES 

No revisions. 

7.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROJECT 

No revisions. 

APPENDIX F – HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS 

The Bay Area Hydrology Model – Project Report section of Appendix F Hydrology Analysis is 

replaced with the following pages.  

  



Bay Area Hydrology Model 
PROJECT REPORT 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:  PITTSBURG / BAY POINT – DET BASIN STUDY w/OUT WCHB DEVELOPMENT  
Site Address:  PMC - DEVELOPMENT  
City        :  PITTSBURG  
Report Date :  8/2/2011  
Gage        :  LIVERMORE (Equivalent to Pittsburg Mean Seasonal Precipitation)  
Data Start  :  1959/10/01  
Data End    :  2004/09/30  
Precip Scale:  1.67  
BAHM Version:     
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE 
 
Name      :  Existing Watershed  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           25.2  
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           53  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            25.4  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Existing Pond         Existing Pond 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Pond  
Bottom Length:  140ft.  
Bottom Width:  135ft.  
Depth :  14ft.  
Volume at riser head :  7.9297ft.  
Side slope 1:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 2:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 3:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 4:  2.5 To 1  
Discharge Structure   
Riser Height: 12 ft.  
Riser Diameter: 36 in.  
NotchType   :  Rectangular  
Notch Width :  3.000 ft.  
Notch Height:  2.600 ft.  
Orifice 1 Diameter:  6.1 in.  Elevation:  0 ft.  
 



Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
MITIGATED LAND USE     
 
Name      :  UNDEVELOPED WCHB Site  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           25.2  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1   Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 1  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           9.1  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 2  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 3  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           4.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 4  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.4  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 5  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           4.3  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Subdivision  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           53  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Trapezoidal Pond  1  
Bottom Length:  125ft.  
Bottom Width:  125ft.  
Depth :  14ft.  
Volume at riser head :  7.3791ft.  
Side slope 1:  3 To 1  
Side slope 2:  3 To 1  
Side slope 3:  3 To 1  
Side slope 4:  3 To 1  
Discharge Structure   
Riser Height: 12 ft.  
Riser Diameter: 36 in.  
NotchType   :  Rectangular  
Notch Width :  3.000 ft.  
Notch Height:  2.600 ft.  
Orifice 1 Diameter:  6.131 in.  Elevation:  0 ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             Pond Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.359      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.156      0.364      0.056      0.389      0.000  
0.311      0.369      0.113      0.551      0.000  



0.467      0.375      0.171      0.674      0.000  
0.622      0.380      0.230      0.779      0.000  
0.778      0.386      0.290      0.871      0.000  
0.933      0.392      0.350      0.954      0.000  
1.089      0.397      0.411      1.030      0.000  
1.244      0.403      0.474      1.101      0.000  
1.400      0.409      0.537      1.168      0.000  
1.556      0.414      0.601      1.231      0.000  
1.711      0.420      0.666      1.291      0.000  
1.867      0.426      0.731      1.349      0.000  
2.022      0.432      0.798      1.404      0.000  
2.178      0.438      0.866      1.457      0.000  
2.333      0.444      0.934      1.508      0.000  
2.489      0.450      1.004      1.557      0.000  
2.644      0.456      1.074      1.605      0.000  
2.800      0.462      1.145      1.652      0.000  
2.956      0.468      1.218      1.697      0.000  
3.111      0.474      1.291      1.741      0.000  
3.267      0.480      1.365      1.784      0.000  
3.422      0.486      1.440      1.826      0.000  
3.578      0.492      1.516      1.867      0.000  
3.733      0.499      1.593      1.908      0.000  
3.889      0.505      1.672      1.947      0.000  
4.044      0.511      1.751      1.985      0.000  
4.200      0.518      1.831      2.023      0.000  
4.356      0.524      1.912      2.060      0.000  
4.511      0.531      1.994      2.097      0.000  
4.667      0.537      2.077      2.133      0.000  
4.822      0.544      2.161      2.168      0.000  
4.978      0.551      2.246      2.203      0.000  
5.133      0.557      2.332      2.237      0.000  
5.289      0.564      2.420      2.270      0.000  
5.444      0.571      2.508      2.304      0.000  
5.600      0.577      2.597      2.336      0.000  
5.756      0.584      2.687      2.368      0.000  
5.911      0.591      2.779      2.400      0.000  
6.067      0.598      2.871      2.432      0.000  
6.222      0.605      2.965      2.463      0.000  
6.378      0.612      3.060      2.493      0.000  
6.533      0.619      3.155      2.523      0.000  
6.689      0.626      3.252      2.553      0.000  
6.844      0.633      3.350      2.583      0.000  
7.000      0.640      3.449      2.612      0.000  
7.156      0.647      3.549      2.641      0.000  
7.311      0.655      3.651      2.669      0.000  
7.467      0.662      3.753      2.698      0.000  
7.622      0.669      3.856      2.726      0.000  
7.778      0.677      3.961      2.753      0.000  
7.933      0.684      4.067      2.781      0.000  
8.089      0.691      4.174      2.808      0.000  
8.244      0.699      4.282      2.835      0.000  
8.400      0.706      4.391      2.861      0.000  
8.556      0.714      4.502      2.888      0.000  
8.711      0.721      4.613      2.914      0.000  
8.867      0.729      4.726      2.940      0.000  
9.022      0.737      4.840      2.965      0.000  
9.178      0.744      4.955      2.991      0.000  



9.333      0.752      5.072      3.016      0.000  
9.489      0.760      5.189      3.306      0.000  
9.644      0.768      5.308      4.273      0.000  
9.800      0.776      5.428      5.618      0.000  
9.956      0.783      5.549      7.252      0.000  
10.11      0.791      5.672      9.130      0.000  
10.27      0.799      5.796      11.22      0.000  
10.42      0.807      5.921      13.51      0.000  
10.58      0.815      6.047      15.98      0.000  
10.73      0.824      6.174      18.61      0.000  
10.89      0.832      6.303      21.41      0.000  
11.04      0.840      6.433      24.35      0.000  
11.20      0.848      6.564      27.43      0.000  
11.36      0.856      6.697      30.65      0.000  
11.51      0.865      6.831      33.99      0.000  
11.67      0.873      6.966      37.46      0.000  
11.82      0.881      7.102      41.05      0.000  
11.98      0.890      7.240      44.76      0.000  
12.13      0.898      7.379      46.74      0.000  
12.29      0.907      7.519      49.88      0.000  
12.44      0.915      7.661      54.02      0.000  
12.60      0.924      7.804      58.96      0.000  
12.76      0.932      7.949      64.60      0.000  
12.91      0.941      8.094      70.84      0.000  
13.07      0.950      8.241      77.64      0.000  
13.22      0.958      8.390      84.95      0.000  
13.38      0.967      8.540      92.74      0.000  
13.53      0.976      8.691      101.0      0.000  
13.69      0.985      8.843      109.7      0.000  
13.84      0.994      8.997      118.7      0.000  
14.00      1.003      9.152      128.2      0.000  
14.16      1.012      9.309      138.1      0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
  
             Pond Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.434      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.156      0.439      0.068      0.385      0.000  
0.311      0.444      0.137      0.545      0.000  
0.467      0.449      0.206      0.668      0.000  
0.622      0.454      0.276      0.771      0.000  
0.778      0.459      0.347      0.862      0.000  
0.933      0.464      0.419      0.944      0.000  
1.089      0.469      0.491      1.020      0.000  
1.244      0.474      0.565      1.090      0.000  
1.400      0.479      0.639      1.156      0.000  
1.556      0.484      0.714      1.219      0.000  
1.711      0.490      0.790      1.278      0.000  
1.867      0.495      0.866      1.335      0.000  
2.022      0.500      0.944      1.390      0.000  
2.178      0.505      1.022      1.442      0.000  
2.333      0.511      1.101      1.493      0.000  
2.489      0.516      1.181      1.542      0.000  
2.644      0.521      1.261      1.589      0.000  



2.800      0.527      1.343      1.635      0.000  
2.956      0.532      1.425      1.680      0.000  
3.111      0.538      1.508      1.724      0.000  
3.267      0.543      1.592      1.766      0.000  
3.422      0.549      1.677      1.808      0.000  
3.578      0.554      1.763      1.849      0.000  
3.733      0.560      1.850      1.888      0.000  
3.889      0.565      1.937      1.927      0.000  
4.044      0.571      2.026      1.965      0.000  
4.200      0.577      2.115      2.003      0.000  
4.356      0.582      2.205      2.040      0.000  
4.511      0.588      2.296      2.076      0.000  
4.667      0.594      2.388      2.111      0.000  
4.822      0.599      2.481      2.146      0.000  
4.978      0.605      2.574      2.180      0.000  
5.133      0.611      2.669      2.214      0.000  
5.289      0.617      2.765      2.248      0.000  
5.444      0.623      2.861      2.280      0.000  
5.600      0.629      2.958      2.313      0.000  
5.756      0.635      3.057      2.345      0.000  
5.911      0.641      3.156      2.376      0.000  
6.067      0.647      3.256      2.407      0.000  
6.222      0.653      3.357      2.438      0.000  
6.378      0.659      3.459      2.468      0.000  
6.533      0.665      3.562      2.498      0.000  
6.689      0.671      3.666      2.528      0.000  
6.844      0.677      3.770      2.557      0.000  
7.000      0.683      3.876      2.586      0.000  
7.156      0.689      3.983      2.614      0.000  
7.311      0.695      4.091      2.642      0.000  
7.467      0.702      4.199      2.670      0.000  
7.622      0.708      4.309      2.698      0.000  
7.778      0.714      4.419      2.726      0.000  
7.933      0.720      4.531      2.753      0.000  
8.089      0.727      4.644      2.779      0.000  
8.244      0.733      4.757      2.806      0.000  
8.400      0.740      4.872      2.832      0.000  
8.556      0.746      4.987      2.859      0.000  
8.711      0.752      5.104      2.884      0.000  
8.867      0.759      5.221      2.910      0.000  
9.022      0.765      5.340      2.935      0.000  
9.178      0.772      5.459      2.961      0.000  
9.333      0.778      5.580      2.986      0.000  
9.489      0.785      5.702      3.275      0.000  
9.644      0.792      5.824      4.242      0.000  
9.800      0.798      5.948      5.587      0.000  
9.956      0.805      6.073      7.220      0.000  
10.11      0.812      6.198      9.098      0.000  
10.27      0.818      6.325      11.19      0.000  
10.42      0.825      6.453      13.48      0.000  
10.58      0.832      6.582      15.95      0.000  
10.73      0.839      6.712      18.58      0.000  
10.89      0.846      6.843      21.37      0.000  
11.04      0.853      6.975      24.31      0.000  
11.20      0.859      7.108      27.40      0.000  
11.36      0.866      7.242      30.61      0.000  
11.51      0.873      7.378      33.96      0.000  



11.67      0.880      7.514      37.43      0.000  
11.82      0.887      7.651      41.02      0.000  
11.98      0.894      7.790      44.73      0.000  
12.13      0.901      7.930      46.71      0.000  
12.29      0.908      8.070      49.84      0.000  
12.44      0.916      8.212      53.99      0.000  
12.60      0.923      8.355      58.93      0.000  
12.76      0.930      8.499      64.56      0.000  
12.91      0.937      8.645      70.80      0.000  
13.07      0.944      8.791      77.60      0.000  
13.22      0.952      8.938      84.91      0.000  
13.38      0.959      9.087      92.71      0.000  
13.53      0.966      9.237      101.0      0.000  
13.69      0.974      9.388      109.6      0.000  
13.84      0.981      9.540      118.7      0.000  
14.00      0.988      9.693      128.2      0.000  
14.16      0.996      9.847      138.0      0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
                     ANALYSIS RESULTS  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  31.8301  
5 year                  64.269696  
10 year                 68.659565  
25 year                 92.510761  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  2.85223  
5 year                  30.288735  
10 year                 48.032248  
25 year                 59.310313  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
1961          22.801         2.498  
1962          17.856         1.879  
1963          29.230         2.239  
1964          35.551         30.878  
1965          76.330         15.517  
1966          29.065         2.822  
1967          20.006         2.105  
1968          141.664        65.788  
1969          53.673         22.103  
1970          46.507         22.992  
1971          36.652         2.847  
1972          35.367         6.640  
1973          14.545         1.631  
1974          87.830         45.640  
1975          66.091         2.923  
1976          30.705         2.734  



1977          8.362          0.121  
1978          10.688         0.404  
1979          41.518         2.852  
1980          45.562         2.595  
1981          29.425         3.001  
1982          18.461         2.518  
1983          66.441         54.451  
1984          52.214         28.166  
1985          24.819         2.355  
1986          15.508         1.881  
1987          68.145         58.693  
1988          22.062         6.682  
1989          9.654          1.109  
1990          18.644         1.490  
1991          31.047         2.733  
1992          31.830         3.173  
1993          41.859         2.558  
1994          30.524         6.130  
1995          15.968         1.801  
1996          67.962         43.626  
1997          69.624         37.665  
1998          36.833         14.129  
1999          60.359         35.229  
2000          37.169         2.413  
2001          24.040         3.063  
2002          28.318         2.288  
2003          15.492         1.767  
2004          45.359         26.014  
2005          65.356         52.518  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        141.6640            65.7879  
2        87.8295             58.6934  
3        76.3295             54.4514  
4        69.6240             52.5179  
5        68.1452             45.6399  
6        67.9620             43.6263  
7        66.4410             37.6652  
8        66.0910             35.2293  
9        65.3560             30.8783  
10       60.3590             28.1663  
11       53.6728             26.0144  
12       52.2144             22.9919  
13       46.5070             22.1032  
14       45.5624             15.5169  
15       45.3591             14.1290  
16       41.8587             6.6816  
17       41.5184             6.6397  
18       37.1691             6.1305  
19       36.8329             3.1730  
20       36.6523             3.0635  
21       35.5506             3.0005  
22       35.3673             2.9231  
23       31.8301             2.8522  
24       31.0465             2.8465  



25       30.7053             2.8217  
26       30.5243             2.7336  
27       29.4245             2.7332  
28       29.2295             2.5951  
29       29.0649             2.5578  
30       28.3175             2.5180  
31       24.8190             2.4977  
32       24.0398             2.4131  
33       22.8012             2.3550  
34       22.0618             2.2884  
35       20.0062             2.2392  
36       18.6437             2.1046  
37       18.4605             1.8815  
38       17.8556             1.8787  
39       15.9682             1.8015  
40       15.5084             1.7675  
41       15.4916             1.6312  
42       14.5454             1.4896  
43       10.6883             1.1093  
44       9.6543              0.4041  
45       8.3621              0.1205  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #1  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
3.1830    2914    389    13     Pass  
3.8444    2354    244    10     Pass  
4.5058    1885    177    9      Pass  
5.1671    1596    142    8      Pass  
5.8285    1368    124    9      Pass  
6.4899    1175    109    9      Pass  
7.1513    1024    97     9      Pass  
7.8127    912     89     9      Pass  
8.4740    810     83     10     Pass  
9.1354    738     76     10     Pass  
9.7968    676     72     10     Pass  
10.4582    628     67     10     Pass  
11.1196    562     67     11     Pass  
11.7809    519     63     12     Pass  
12.4423    476     59     12     Pass  
13.1037    437     57     13     Pass  
13.7651    400     54     13     Pass  
14.4265    364     50     13     Pass  
15.0878    335     48     14     Pass  
15.7492    310     47     15     Pass  
16.4106    285     47     16     Pass  
17.0720    256     45     17     Pass  
17.7334    242     43     17     Pass  
18.3947    226     41     18     Pass  
19.0561    214     39     18     Pass  
19.7175    195     38     19     Pass  
20.3789    175     36     20     Pass  
21.0403    159     36     22     Pass  



21.7016    151     35     23     Pass  
22.3630    143     31     21     Pass  
23.0244    135     29     21     Pass  
23.6858    127     28     22     Pass  
24.3471    116     28     24     Pass  
25.0085    110     27     24     Pass  
25.6699    101     24     23     Pass  
26.3313    94      23     24     Pass  
26.9927    93      23     24     Pass  
27.6540    89      23     25     Pass  
28.3154    86      22     25     Pass  
28.9768    81      20     24     Pass  
29.6382    71      20     28     Pass  
30.2996    70      20     28     Pass  
30.9609    66      17     25     Pass  
31.6223    63      14     22     Pass  
32.2837    57      14     24     Pass  
32.9451    54      12     22     Pass  
33.6065    54      12     22     Pass  
34.2678    50      12     24     Pass  
34.9292    49      12     24     Pass  
35.5906    46      11     23     Pass  
36.2520    45      10     22     Pass  
36.9134    43      10     23     Pass  
37.5747    42      10     23     Pass  
38.2361    41      9      21     Pass  
38.8975    40      9      22     Pass  
39.5589    37      9      24     Pass  
40.2203    36      9      25     Pass  
40.8816    36      9      25     Pass  
41.5430    33      9      27     Pass  
42.2044    32      9      28     Pass  
42.8658    32      8      25     Pass  
43.5271    31      7      22     Pass  
44.1885    29      6      20     Pass  
44.8499    29      6      20     Pass  
45.5113    27      6      22     Pass  
46.1727    25      5      20     Pass  
46.8340    24      5      20     Pass  
47.4954    24      5      20     Pass  
48.1568    24      5      20     Pass  
48.8182    24      5      20     Pass  
49.4796    21      5      23     Pass  
50.1409    21      5      23     Pass  
50.8023    21      5      23     Pass  
51.4637    21      5      23     Pass  
52.1251    20      5      25     Pass  
52.7865    19      4      21     Pass  
53.4478    19      4      21     Pass  
54.1092    18      4      22     Pass  
54.7706    17      3      17     Pass  
55.4320    14      3      21     Pass  
56.0934    14      3      21     Pass  
56.7547    14      2      14     Pass  
57.4161    14      2      14     Pass  
58.0775    14      2      14     Pass  
58.7389    13      1      7      Pass  



59.4003    13      1      7      Pass  
60.0616    13      1      7      Pass  
60.7230    12      1      8      Pass  
61.3844    12      1      8      Pass  
62.0458    10      1      10     Pass  
62.7072    10      1      10     Pass  
63.3685    10      1      10     Pass  
64.0299    10      1      10     Pass  
64.6913    10      1      10     Pass  
65.3527    10      1      10     Pass  
66.0140    9       0      0      Pass  
66.6754    6       0      0      Pass  
67.3368    6       0      0      Pass  
67.9982    5       0      0      Pass  
68.6596    4       0      0      Pass  
_____________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Perlnd and Implnd Changes   
 No changes have been made.  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
This program and accompanying documentation are provided 'as-is' without warranty of any kind.  The 
entire risk regarding the performance and results of this program is assumed by End User.   Clear Creek 
Solutions Inc. and the governmental licensee or sublicensees disclaim all warranties, either expressed 
or implied, including but not limited to implied warranties of program and accompanying documentation.  
In no event shall Clear Creek Solutions Inc, Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated, member agencies of the Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program, member agencies of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 
Program, member agencies of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or any 
other LOU Participants or authorized representatives of LOU Participants be liable for any damages 
whatsoever (including without limitation to damages for loss of business profits, loss of business 
information, business interruption, and the like) arising out of the use of, or inability to use this 
program even if Clear Creek Solutions Inc., Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated or any member agencies of the LOU 
Participants or their authorized representatives have been advised of the possibility of such damages.  
Software Copyright © by Clear Creek Solutions, Inc. 2005-2007; All Rights Reserved.   



Bay Area Hydrology Model 
PROJECT REPORT 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:  PITTSBURG / BAY POINT – DET BASIN STUDY WITH WCHB DEVELOPMENT  
Site Address:  PMC - DEVELOPMENT  
City        :  PITTSBURG  
Report Date :  8/2/2011  
Gage        :  LIVERMORE (Equivalent to Pittsburg Mean Seasonal Precipitation)  
Data Start  :  1959/10/01  
Data End    :  2004/09/30  
Precip Scale:  1.67  
BAHM Version:     
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE   
 
Name      :  Existing Watershed  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           25.2  
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           53  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            25.4  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Existing Pond         Existing Pond 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Pond  
Bottom Length:  140ft.  
Bottom Width:  135ft.  
Depth :  14ft.  
Volume at riser head :  7.9297ft.  
Side slope 1:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 2:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 3:  2.5 To 1  
Side slope 4:  2.5 To 1  
Discharge Structure   
Riser Height: 12 ft.  
Riser Diameter: 36 in.  
NotchType   :  Rectangular  
Notch Width :  3.000 ft.  
Notch Height:  2.600 ft.  
Orifice 1 Diameter:  6.1 in.  Elevation:  0 ft.  
 



Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
MITIGATED LAND USE   
 
Name      :  DEVELOPED WCHB Site  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           25.2  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 1  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           9.1  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 2  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 3  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           4.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 4  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.4  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Phase 5  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           4.3  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Subdivision  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 A,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           53  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Trapezoidal Pond 1    Trapezoidal Pond 1 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Trapezoidal Pond  1  
Bottom Length:  125ft.  
Bottom Width:  125ft.  
Depth :  14ft.  
Volume at riser head :  7.3791ft.  
Side slope 1:  3 To 1  
Side slope 2:  3 To 1  
Side slope 3:  3 To 1  
Side slope 4:  3 To 1  
Discharge Structure   
Riser Height: 12 ft.  
Riser Diameter: 36 in.  
NotchType   :  Rectangular  
Notch Width :  3.000 ft.  
Notch Height:  2.600 ft.  
Orifice 1 Diameter:  6.131 in.  Elevation:  0 ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             Pond Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.359      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.156      0.364      0.056      0.389      0.000  
0.311      0.369      0.113      0.551      0.000  



0.467      0.375      0.171      0.674      0.000  
0.622      0.380      0.230      0.779      0.000  
0.778      0.386      0.290      0.871      0.000  
0.933      0.392      0.350      0.954      0.000  
1.089      0.397      0.411      1.030      0.000  
1.244      0.403      0.474      1.101      0.000  
1.400      0.409      0.537      1.168      0.000  
1.556      0.414      0.601      1.231      0.000  
1.711      0.420      0.666      1.291      0.000  
1.867      0.426      0.731      1.349      0.000  
2.022      0.432      0.798      1.404      0.000  
2.178      0.438      0.866      1.457      0.000  
2.333      0.444      0.934      1.508      0.000  
2.489      0.450      1.004      1.557      0.000  
2.644      0.456      1.074      1.605      0.000  
2.800      0.462      1.145      1.652      0.000  
2.956      0.468      1.218      1.697      0.000  
3.111      0.474      1.291      1.741      0.000  
3.267      0.480      1.365      1.784      0.000  
3.422      0.486      1.440      1.826      0.000  
3.578      0.492      1.516      1.867      0.000  
3.733      0.499      1.593      1.908      0.000  
3.889      0.505      1.672      1.947      0.000  
4.044      0.511      1.751      1.985      0.000  
4.200      0.518      1.831      2.023      0.000  
4.356      0.524      1.912      2.060      0.000  
4.511      0.531      1.994      2.097      0.000  
4.667      0.537      2.077      2.133      0.000  
4.822      0.544      2.161      2.168      0.000  
4.978      0.551      2.246      2.203      0.000  
5.133      0.557      2.332      2.237      0.000  
5.289      0.564      2.420      2.270      0.000  
5.444      0.571      2.508      2.304      0.000  
5.600      0.577      2.597      2.336      0.000  
5.756      0.584      2.687      2.368      0.000  
5.911      0.591      2.779      2.400      0.000  
6.067      0.598      2.871      2.432      0.000  
6.222      0.605      2.965      2.463      0.000  
6.378      0.612      3.060      2.493      0.000  
6.533      0.619      3.155      2.523      0.000  
6.689      0.626      3.252      2.553      0.000  
6.844      0.633      3.350      2.583      0.000  
7.000      0.640      3.449      2.612      0.000  
7.156      0.647      3.549      2.641      0.000  
7.311      0.655      3.651      2.669      0.000  
7.467      0.662      3.753      2.698      0.000  
7.622      0.669      3.856      2.726      0.000  
7.778      0.677      3.961      2.753      0.000  
7.933      0.684      4.067      2.781      0.000  
8.089      0.691      4.174      2.808      0.000  
8.244      0.699      4.282      2.835      0.000  
8.400      0.706      4.391      2.861      0.000  
8.556      0.714      4.502      2.888      0.000  
8.711      0.721      4.613      2.914      0.000  
8.867      0.729      4.726      2.940      0.000  
9.022      0.737      4.840      2.965      0.000  
9.178      0.744      4.955      2.991      0.000  



9.333      0.752      5.072      3.016      0.000  
9.489      0.760      5.189      3.306      0.000  
9.644      0.768      5.308      4.273      0.000  
9.800      0.776      5.428      5.618      0.000  
9.956      0.783      5.549      7.252      0.000  
10.11      0.791      5.672      9.130      0.000  
10.27      0.799      5.796      11.22      0.000  
10.42      0.807      5.921      13.51      0.000  
10.58      0.815      6.047      15.98      0.000  
10.73      0.824      6.174      18.61      0.000  
10.89      0.832      6.303      21.41      0.000  
11.04      0.840      6.433      24.35      0.000  
11.20      0.848      6.564      27.43      0.000  
11.36      0.856      6.697      30.65      0.000  
11.51      0.865      6.831      33.99      0.000  
11.67      0.873      6.966      37.46      0.000  
11.82      0.881      7.102      41.05      0.000  
11.98      0.890      7.240      44.76      0.000  
12.13      0.898      7.379      46.74      0.000  
12.29      0.907      7.519      49.88      0.000  
12.44      0.915      7.661      54.02      0.000  
12.60      0.924      7.804      58.96      0.000  
12.76      0.932      7.949      64.60      0.000  
12.91      0.941      8.094      70.84      0.000  
13.07      0.950      8.241      77.64      0.000  
13.22      0.958      8.390      84.95      0.000  
13.38      0.967      8.540      92.74      0.000  
13.53      0.976      8.691      101.0      0.000  
13.69      0.985      8.843      109.7      0.000  
13.84      0.994      8.997      118.7      0.000  
14.00      1.003      9.152      128.2      0.000  
14.16      1.012      9.309      138.1      0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
  
             Pond Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.434      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.156      0.439      0.068      0.385      0.000  
0.311      0.444      0.137      0.545      0.000  
0.467      0.449      0.206      0.668      0.000  
0.622      0.454      0.276      0.771      0.000  
0.778      0.459      0.347      0.862      0.000  
0.933      0.464      0.419      0.944      0.000  
1.089      0.469      0.491      1.020      0.000  
1.244      0.474      0.565      1.090      0.000  
1.400      0.479      0.639      1.156      0.000  
1.556      0.484      0.714      1.219      0.000  
1.711      0.490      0.790      1.278      0.000  
1.867      0.495      0.866      1.335      0.000  
2.022      0.500      0.944      1.390      0.000  
2.178      0.505      1.022      1.442      0.000  
2.333      0.511      1.101      1.493      0.000  
2.489      0.516      1.181      1.542      0.000  
2.644      0.521      1.261      1.589      0.000  



2.800      0.527      1.343      1.635      0.000  
2.956      0.532      1.425      1.680      0.000  
3.111      0.538      1.508      1.724      0.000  
3.267      0.543      1.592      1.766      0.000  
3.422      0.549      1.677      1.808      0.000  
3.578      0.554      1.763      1.849      0.000  
3.733      0.560      1.850      1.888      0.000  
3.889      0.565      1.937      1.927      0.000  
4.044      0.571      2.026      1.965      0.000  
4.200      0.577      2.115      2.003      0.000  
4.356      0.582      2.205      2.040      0.000  
4.511      0.588      2.296      2.076      0.000  
4.667      0.594      2.388      2.111      0.000  
4.822      0.599      2.481      2.146      0.000  
4.978      0.605      2.574      2.180      0.000  
5.133      0.611      2.669      2.214      0.000  
5.289      0.617      2.765      2.248      0.000  
5.444      0.623      2.861      2.280      0.000  
5.600      0.629      2.958      2.313      0.000  
5.756      0.635      3.057      2.345      0.000  
5.911      0.641      3.156      2.376      0.000  
6.067      0.647      3.256      2.407      0.000  
6.222      0.653      3.357      2.438      0.000  
6.378      0.659      3.459      2.468      0.000  
6.533      0.665      3.562      2.498      0.000  
6.689      0.671      3.666      2.528      0.000  
6.844      0.677      3.770      2.557      0.000  
7.000      0.683      3.876      2.586      0.000  
7.156      0.689      3.983      2.614      0.000  
7.311      0.695      4.091      2.642      0.000  
7.467      0.702      4.199      2.670      0.000  
7.622      0.708      4.309      2.698      0.000  
7.778      0.714      4.419      2.726      0.000  
7.933      0.720      4.531      2.753      0.000  
8.089      0.727      4.644      2.779      0.000  
8.244      0.733      4.757      2.806      0.000  
8.400      0.740      4.872      2.832      0.000  
8.556      0.746      4.987      2.859      0.000  
8.711      0.752      5.104      2.884      0.000  
8.867      0.759      5.221      2.910      0.000  
9.022      0.765      5.340      2.935      0.000  
9.178      0.772      5.459      2.961      0.000  
9.333      0.778      5.580      2.986      0.000  
9.489      0.785      5.702      3.275      0.000  
9.644      0.792      5.824      4.242      0.000  
9.800      0.798      5.948      5.587      0.000  
9.956      0.805      6.073      7.220      0.000  
10.11      0.812      6.198      9.098      0.000  
10.27      0.818      6.325      11.19      0.000  
10.42      0.825      6.453      13.48      0.000  
10.58      0.832      6.582      15.95      0.000  
10.73      0.839      6.712      18.58      0.000  
10.89      0.846      6.843      21.37      0.000  
11.04      0.853      6.975      24.31      0.000  
11.20      0.859      7.108      27.40      0.000  
11.36      0.866      7.242      30.61      0.000  
11.51      0.873      7.378      33.96      0.000  



11.67      0.880      7.514      37.43      0.000  
11.82      0.887      7.651      41.02      0.000  
11.98      0.894      7.790      44.73      0.000  
12.13      0.901      7.930      46.71      0.000  
12.29      0.908      8.070      49.84      0.000  
12.44      0.916      8.212      53.99      0.000  
12.60      0.923      8.355      58.93      0.000  
12.76      0.930      8.499      64.56      0.000  
12.91      0.937      8.645      70.80      0.000  
13.07      0.944      8.791      77.60      0.000  
13.22      0.952      8.938      84.91      0.000  
13.38      0.959      9.087      92.71      0.000  
13.53      0.966      9.237      101.0      0.000  
13.69      0.974      9.388      109.6      0.000  
13.84      0.981      9.540      118.7      0.000  
14.00      0.988      9.693      128.2      0.000  
14.16      0.996      9.847      138.0      0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
                     ANALYSIS RESULTS  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  31.8301  
5 year                  64.269696  
10 year                 68.659565  
25 year                 92.510761  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  3.83682  
5 year                  35.62287  
10 year                 55.820909  
25 year                 62.916661  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
1961          22.801         2.680  
1962          17.856         2.063  
1963          29.230         2.415  
1964          35.551         34.976  
1965          76.330         26.853  
1966          29.065         4.071  
1967          20.006         2.311  
1968          141.664        71.542  
1969          53.673         30.326  
1970          46.507         29.083  
1971          36.652         3.837  
1972          35.367         15.670  
1973          14.545         1.917  
1974          87.830         54.297  
1975          66.091         3.321  
1976          30.705         2.893  
1977          8.362          0.135  



1978          10.688         0.466  
1979          41.518         2.960  
1980          45.562         2.753  
1981          29.425         6.063  
1982          18.461         2.867  
1983          66.441         58.679  
1984          52.214         32.744  
1985          24.819         2.673  
1986          15.508         2.055  
1987          68.145         62.095  
1988          22.062         14.510  
1989          9.654          1.254  
1990          18.644         1.656  
1991          31.047         2.953  
1992          31.830         7.668  
1993          41.859         2.864  
1994          30.524         10.708  
1995          15.968         2.038  
1996          67.962         48.197  
1997          69.624         43.087  
1998          36.833         20.598  
1999          60.359         38.727  
2000          37.169         2.562  
2001          24.040         7.197  
2002          28.318         2.558  
2003          15.492         1.946  
2004          45.359         35.803  
2005          65.356         59.536  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        141.6640            71.5420  
2        87.8295             62.0952  
3        76.3295             59.5361  
4        69.6240             58.6788  
5        68.1452             54.2967  
6        67.9620             48.1968  
7        66.4410             43.0867  
8        66.0910             38.7266  
9        65.3560             35.8025  
10       60.3590             34.9762  
11       53.6728             32.7441  
12       52.2144             30.3264  
13       46.5070             29.0829  
14       45.5624             26.8534  
15       45.3591             20.5981  
16       41.8587             15.6700  
17       41.5184             14.5104  
18       37.1691             10.7078  
19       36.8329             7.6675  
20       36.6523             7.1972  
21       35.5506             6.0633  
22       35.3673             4.0711  
23       31.8301             3.8368  
24       31.0465             3.3208  
25       30.7053             2.9598  



26       30.5243             2.9527  
27       29.4245             2.8926  
28       29.2295             2.8665  
29       29.0649             2.8637  
30       28.3175             2.7529  
31       24.8190             2.6796  
32       24.0398             2.6735  
33       22.8012             2.5617  
34       22.0618             2.5582  
35       20.0062             2.4147  
36       18.6437             2.3107  
37       18.4605             2.0633  
38       17.8556             2.0554  
39       15.9682             2.0375  
40       15.5084             1.9460  
41       15.4916             1.9174  
42       14.5454             1.6556  
43       10.6883             1.2543  
44       9.6543              0.4660  
45       8.3621              0.1349  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #1  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
3.1830    2914    502    17     Pass  
3.8444    2354    315    13     Pass  
4.5058    1885    239    12     Pass  
5.1671    1596    203    12     Pass  
5.8285    1368    175    12     Pass  
6.4899    1175    154    13     Pass  
7.1513    1024    144    14     Pass  
7.8127    912     124    13     Pass  
8.4740    810     111    13     Pass  
9.1354    738     105    14     Pass  
9.7968    676     97     14     Pass  
10.4582    628     92     14     Pass  
11.1196    562     84     14     Pass  
11.7809    519     80     15     Pass  
12.4423    476     77     16     Pass  
13.1037    437     74     16     Pass  
13.7651    400     70     17     Pass  
14.4265    364     66     18     Pass  
15.0878    335     62     18     Pass  
15.7492    310     58     18     Pass  
16.4106    285     57     20     Pass  
17.0720    256     53     20     Pass  
17.7334    242     53     21     Pass  
18.3947    226     51     22     Pass  
19.0561    214     51     23     Pass  
19.7175    195     48     24     Pass  
20.3789    175     46     26     Pass  
21.0403    159     44     27     Pass  
21.7016    151     43     28     Pass  



22.3630    143     41     28     Pass  
23.0244    135     41     30     Pass  
23.6858    127     40     31     Pass  
24.3471    116     39     33     Pass  
25.0085    110     38     34     Pass  
25.6699    101     34     33     Pass  
26.3313    94      34     36     Pass  
26.9927    93      32     34     Pass  
27.6540    89      30     33     Pass  
28.3154    86      29     33     Pass  
28.9768    81      28     34     Pass  
29.6382    71      27     38     Pass  
30.2996    70      27     38     Pass  
30.9609    66      25     37     Pass  
31.6223    63      24     38     Pass  
32.2837    57      22     38     Pass  
32.9451    54      20     37     Pass  
33.6065    54      19     35     Pass  
34.2678    50      18     36     Pass  
34.9292    49      18     36     Pass  
35.5906    46      17     36     Pass  
36.2520    45      16     35     Pass  
36.9134    43      15     34     Pass  
37.5747    42      15     35     Pass  
38.2361    41      15     36     Pass  
38.8975    40      11     27     Pass  
39.5589    37      10     27     Pass  
40.2203    36      10     27     Pass  
40.8816    36      10     27     Pass  
41.5430    33      10     30     Pass  
42.2044    32      10     31     Pass  
42.8658    32      10     31     Pass  
43.5271    31      9      29     Pass  
44.1885    29      9      31     Pass  
44.8499    29      9      31     Pass  
45.5113    27      9      33     Pass  
46.1727    25      8      32     Pass  
46.8340    24      8      33     Pass  
47.4954    24      7      29     Pass  
48.1568    24      7      29     Pass  
48.8182    24      6      25     Pass  
49.4796    21      6      28     Pass  
50.1409    21      6      28     Pass  
50.8023    21      6      28     Pass  
51.4637    21      6      28     Pass  
52.1251    20      6      30     Pass  
52.7865    19      6      31     Pass  
53.4478    19      6      31     Pass  
54.1092    18      6      33     Pass  
54.7706    17      5      29     Pass  
55.4320    14      5      35     Pass  
56.0934    14      5      35     Pass  
56.7547    14      5      35     Pass  
57.4161    14      5      35     Pass  
58.0775    14      5      35     Pass  
58.7389    13      4      30     Pass  
59.4003    13      3      23     Pass  



60.0616    13      2      15     Pass  
60.7230    12      2      16     Pass  
61.3844    12      2      16     Pass  
62.0458    10      2      20     Pass  
62.7072    10      1      10     Pass  
63.3685    10      1      10     Pass  
64.0299    10      1      10     Pass  
64.6913    10      1      10     Pass  
65.3527    10      1      10     Pass  
66.0140    9       1      11     Pass  
66.6754    6       1      16     Pass  
67.3368    6       1      16     Pass  
67.9982    5       1      20     Pass  
68.6596    4       1      25     Pass  
_____________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Perlnd and Implnd Changes   
 No changes have been made.  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
This program and accompanying documentation are provided 'as-is' without warranty of any kind.  The 
entire risk regarding the performance and results of this program is assumed by End User.   Clear Creek 
Solutions Inc. and the governmental licensee or sublicensees disclaim all warranties, either expressed 
or implied, including but not limited to implied warranties of program and accompanying documentation.  
In no event shall Clear Creek Solutions Inc, Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated, member agencies of the Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program, member agencies of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 
Program, member agencies of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or any 
other LOU Participants or authorized representatives of LOU Participants be liable for any damages 
whatsoever (including without limitation to damages for loss of business profits, loss of business 
information, business interruption, and the like) arising out of the use of, or inability to use this 
program even if Clear Creek Solutions Inc., Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated or any member agencies of the LOU 
Participants or their authorized representatives have been advised of the possibility of such damages.  
Software Copyright © by Clear Creek Solutions, Inc. 2005-2007; All Rights Reserved.   
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5.0 FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan 

August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

5.0-1 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This document is the Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (FMMRP) for the 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan. This FMMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 

21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, which requires public agencies to “adopt a 

reporting and monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project 

approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”  A 

FMMRP is required for the proposed project because the EIR has identified significant adverse 

impacts, and measures have been identified to mitigate those impacts. 

The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found 

in the EIR. All revisions to mitigation measures that were necessary, as a result of responding to 

public comments or in response to non-substantive internal inconsistencies or errors found within 

the Draft EIR. This FMMRP will be incorporated into the project as Appendix B to the Master Plan 

and as Exhibit D to the City Council Resolution certifying the EIR for the project.  

5.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The FMMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring 

responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in 

this Final EIR. 

The City of Pittsburg will be the primary agency, but not the only agency responsible for 

implementing the mitigation measures. In some cases, other public agencies will implement 

measures. In other cases, the project applicant will be responsible for implementation of 

measures and the City’s role is exclusively to monitor the implementation of the measures.  In 

such cases, the project applicant may choose to require the construction contractor to 

implement specific mitigation measures prior to and/or during construction. The City will 

continue to monitor mitigation measures that are required to be implemented during the 

operation of the project. 

The FMMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the FMMRP 

are described briefly below: 

Mitigation Measures:  The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR, in the same order 

that they appear in the Draft EIR.  The Final MMRP contains revisions to mitigation measures, as 

well as new mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Timing:  Identifies at which stage of the project mitigation must be completed. 

Monitoring Responsibility:  Identifies the department within the City, project applicant, or 

consultant responsible for mitigation monitoring. 

Compliance Verification Responsibility:  Identifies the department of the City or other State 

agency responsible for verifying compliance with the mitigation.  In some cases, verification will 

include contact with responsible state and federal agencies. 
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5.0-2 

TABLE 5.0-1 

FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Proposed 

Mitigation 
Summary of Measure 

Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

MM 4.4.2 Future developers shall develop a construction management plan for 

review and approval by the City of Pittsburg Engineering Division. 

The plan shall include at least the following items: 

 Development of a construction truck route that would appear on 

all construction plans to limit truck and auto traffic on nearby 

residential streets. 

 Comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of 

major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic hours 

and peak activity of the BART station, detour signs if required, 

lane closure procedures, sidewalk closure procedures, cones for 

drivers, and designated construction access routes. 

 Identification of alternative parking supplies for existing BART 

patrons and construction workers when existing parking 

facilities are unavailable. 

 Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public 

safety personnel regarding when major deliveries, detours, and 

lane closures would occur. 

 Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, 

and vehicles. 

 Identification of haul routes for movement of construction 

vehicles that would minimize impacts on vehicular and 

pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety, and provision for 

monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any 

damage and debris attributable to the haul trucks can be 

identified and corrected by the developer. Where identified haul 

roads would include Contra Costa County roads, the plan shall 

be submitted to the Contra Costa County Department of Public 

Works for review.  

 A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining 

to construction activity, including identification of an on-site 

complaint manager. 

City of Pittsburg 

Engineering Division 

Mitigation to occur prior to 

and during construction. 

Plan shall be submitted prior 

to issuance of grading 

permit. 
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5.0-3 

Proposed 

Mitigation 
Summary of Measure 

Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

MM 4.4.4 The City of Pittsburg shall complete the planned bicycle 

network along Bailey Road from West Leland to Willow Pass Road, 

along West Leland to San Marco Boulevard and along San Marco 

Boulevard from Rio Verde Circle to West Leland Road prior to 

issuance of certificates of occupancy for the final phase of 

development. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrent with 

the issuance of building 

permits. 

 

MM 4.4.5a The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Caltrans to develop a 

program to fund and implement improvements that could include: 

 construction of additional turn lanes so as to improve operations 

at the San Marco Boulevard/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps intersection; 

 the conversion of the center eastbound left-turn lane to a left-

right shared lane at the intersection of Willow Pass Road and 

Eastbound SR 4; 

Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute 

their fair share of transportation-related fees to these future 

improvements. 

Caltrans and City of 

Pittsburg Development 

Services Department 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrently with 

the approval of any building 

permits or in accordance 

with any future agreements 

between Caltrans and the 

City. 

 

MM 4.4.5b Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute 

their fair share of transportation-related fees to implement 

improvements that would improve intersection operations at the San 

Marco Boulevard/West Leland Road intersection, including: 

 Westbound: Modify north leg of intersection to provide a third 

receiving lane to permit free westbound right-turn movement.  

 Northbound: Modify to provide one left-turn lane, two through 

lanes, and a right-turn only lane.  

These improvements may require traffic signal modifications. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made a pro 

rata basis concurrent with 

the issuance of any building 

permits. 

 

MM 4.4.5c As part of development of the BART parcels, the City of Pittsburg 

shall ensure that construction of the northbound approach of the 

West Leland Road/Oak Hills Drive/D Street intersection provides a 

left-turn and a through-right shared lane and modification of the 

traffic signal to provide protected north-south left-turn movements. 

Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute 

their fair share of transportation-related fees to implement 

intersection improvements. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department in consultation 

with BART 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrent with 

issuance of building 

permits on BART -

owned properties. 

 



5.0 FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report August 2011 

5.0-4 

Proposed 

Mitigation 
Summary of Measure 

Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

MM 4.4.5d The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with Contra Costa County to 

develop a program to fund and implement improvements that would 

result in acceptable intersection operations at the Bailey 

Road/Willow Pass Road intersection. Future development projects in 

the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair share of 

transportation-related fees to these improvements. 

Contra Costa County 

Public Works Department 

and City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrent 

with issuance of building 

permits or in accordance 

with any future agreements 

between the County and the 

City. 

 

MM 4.4.5e Future development projects in the Master Plan Area shall contribute 

their fair share of transportation-related fees to implement the 

following improvements that would improve operations at Bailey 

Road/West Leland Road intersection: 

 Restripe the northbound approach to provide dual left-turn 

lanes.  

 Widen the eastbound approach to add a second left-turn lanes 

and one right-turn lane  

These improvements are consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s Five 

Year Capital Improvement Program 2011-2012 through 2016-2017). 

These improvements may require traffic signal modifications. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrent with 

issuance of any building 

permits. 

 

MM 4.4.5f The City of Pittsburg shall cooperate with City of Concord to amend 

the Bailey Road Traffic Mitigation Measure Inter-Agency Funding 

Agreement to include the proposed developments included in the 

Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan. Future development projects 

in the Master Plan Area shall contribute their fair share of 

transportation-related fees to implement the identified improvements. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department and City of 

Concord 

Payment of future 

development projects’ fair 

share shall be made on a pro 

rata basis concurrent with 

issuance of building 

permits or in accordance 

with any future agreements 

between the the City of 

Concord and Pittsburg. 

 



5.0 FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

City of Pittsburg Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Master Plan 

August 2011 Final Environmental Impact Report 

5.0-5 

Proposed 

Mitigation 
Summary of Measure 

Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Timing 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

MM 4.5.1 All future development in the Master Plan Area shall conform to the 

following noise requirements: 

a. Construction activities (excluding activities that would result in a 

safety concern to the public or construction workers) shall be 

limited to between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM on 

weekdays, or as approved by the City Engineer. Construction 

activities shall be prohibited on federal holidays.  

b. Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and 

equipped with noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and 

shrouds, in accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. 

In the absence of manufacturers’ recommendations, the Director 

of Public Works may prescribe such means of achieving 

maximum noise attenuation.  

c. Construction equipment staging areas shall be located at the 

furthest distance possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

d. All motorized construction equipment and vehicles shall be 

turned off when not in use. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 
Department 

Prior to and during 
construction 

 

MM 4.5.3a Prior to construction of any parking garages, BART or their assigned 

agent or developer shall undertake one of the two options: 

a. Provide increased noise shielding for planned adjacent 

residential land uses. The proposed multi-story parking garages shall 

be designed and constructed so that the façades of the parking 

structure facing nearby noise-sensitive land uses are of solid 

construction, sufficient to shield line-of-sight between interior 

parking areas and outdoor activity areas of the adjacent planned 

residential land uses. To effectively reduce sound transmission, the 

material chosen must be rigid and sufficiently dense (at least 4 

lbs/square foot [20 kilograms/square meter]). Furthermore, planned 

residential land uses located within 75 feet of the bus transit center 

and proposed parking garages shall be designed and constructed so 

that exterior activity areas (e.g., courtyards, patios, private areas) are 

shielded from direct line-of-sight of the bus transit center and 

proposed parking garages.  

 -OR- 

b. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared for each of the 

proposed parking structures once more detailed design-related 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 
Department 

Prior to approval or issuance 

of any grading or 

construction permits for the 
parking garages 
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information for the proposed parking structure and/or adjacent 

planned residential land uses becomes available. The acoustical 

analysis shall identify noise control devices (e.g., barriers, acoustical 

vents and screens), to ensure that predicted noise levels at the 

adjacent planned residential land uses would not exceed acceptable 

levels. 

MM 4.5.3b All loading and unloading activities for proposed on-site commercial 

and retail land uses, including waste collection activities, shall be 

limited to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for any building or 

development permits 

 

MM 4.5.3c All proposed residential land uses shall comply with California Code 

of Regulations Title 24 noise standards for allowable interior noise 

levels (California Building Code, 1998 edition, Volume 1, Appendix 

Chapter 12, Section 1208A). An acoustical study shall be prepared 

by a qualified professional demonstrating compliance with 

applicable interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL in habitable 

rooms. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Noise study must be 

completed and approved by 

the Planning Division prior 

to issuance of entitlements 
for a development project.  

 

MM 4.5.3d All proposed commercial, retail, flex, and residential land uses shall 

be equipped with fresh air supply systems or air conditioning systems 

to allow windows to remain closed during inclement weather 

conditions. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for any building or 

development permits. 

 

MM 4.5.5 Impact pile-driving equipment used within 160 feet of nearby 

structures shall be substituted with equipment or procedures that 

would generate lower levels of groundborne vibration, to the extent 

that geological conditions would permit their use. For instance, in 

comparison to impact pile drivers, drilled piles or the use of a sonic 

or vibratory pile drivers are preferred alternatives. In the event that 

the use of impact pile drivers is required due to geological 

conditions, groundborne vibration monitoring shall be conducted for 

impact pile driving that occurs within 160 feet of existing structures. 

Pile-driving activities shall be suspended if measured groundborne 

vibration levels approach within 0.1 in/sec ppv of commonly applied 

threshold of 0.5 in/sec ppv for structural damage. In such instances, 

additional attenuation measures or changes in pile-driving 

techniques shall be implemented, prior to recommencing pile-

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for any building or 

construction permit for the 

parking garages. 
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driving activities, to reduce groundborne vibration levels. For impact 

pile-driving activities that occur within approximately 75 feet of 

existing structures, a building conditions survey shall be conducted 

for existing structures in order to document existing structural 

conditions. Any structural damage resulting from nearby impact pile-

driving activities shall be repaired in a timely manner by the 

developer. The building conditions survey shall be conducted by a 

licensed professional engineer and shall include pre- and post-

construction surveys. The surveys shall, at a minimum, include the 

following: 

a. Photographic and videotape documentation of the interior and 

exterior condition of the building(s); 

b. The extent and location of existing signs of building distress 

such as cracks, spalling, signs of settlement, flooding, leaking, 

etc. 

MM 4.6.1 All future development in the Master Plan area shall implement 

BAAQMD-approved criteria air pollutant-reducing Basic 

Construction Mitigation Measures to the maximum extent feasible, 

whether or not construction-related emissions exceed applicable 

thresholds of significance. The developer shall use the best 

management practices that are in place at the time of development. 

Current best management practices shall include the following:  

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, 

graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two 

times per day. 

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material 

off-site shall be covered. 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall 

be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least 

once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be 

completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as 

soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are 

used. 

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for all development permits. 
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when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 

minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control 

measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of 

Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for 

construction workers at all access points. 

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly 

tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All 

equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 

determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

8. All project developers shall post a publicly visible sign with the 

telephone number and person to contact at the City of Pittsburg 

regarding dust complaints during any construction activities. 

This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 

hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to 

ensure compliance with applicable regulations (BAAQMD 

2010). 

The above measures or any additional or modified measures listed by 

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District at the time of 

construction shall be implemented to the degree mandated by the 

discretion of the City at the time of issuance of any development 

permits. 

MM 4.6.3 To the greatest extent feasible, future development proposals in the 

Master Plan Area shall comply with the City’s adopted Green 

Building Design Guidelines, or any applicable City green/efficient 

building regulations which are in effect at the time of development. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Division 

 Prior to issuance of 

Planning entitlements for 

development projects in the 

Master Plan Area.  

 

MM 4.6.5a Tiered plantings of trees such as redwood, deodar cedar, live oak, 

and oleander shall be installed between State Route 4 and the 

proposed Master Plan area in order to reduce TAC and PM exposure. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for any project within 500 

feet of State Route 4 

 

MM 4.6.5b As a part of future development proposals in the Master Plan Area, 

the project proponent(s) shall secure the services of a qualified air 

quality professional for the preparation of site-specific air quality 

modeling, as required by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD).  If site-specific modeling indicates that 

significant exposure to criteria pollutants, including toxic air 

contaminants, would occur, future development shall comply to the 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department in consultation 

with the Bay Area Air 

Quality Management 

District. 

Prior to approval of any 

planning entitlements for 

development projects in the 

Master Plan Area. 
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maximum extent feasible with mitigation measures provided by 

BAAQMD for the reduction of air quality impacts.  These measures 

shall comply with the most current regulations available at the time 

of development and will likely include some or all of the following 

measures: 

• Modification to the location and height of intakes to the 

ventilation system;  

• Addition of HEPA air filtration systems;  

• Limiting the placement of recreational use areas, such as patio 

areas and balconies, to interior courtyards requiring that they be 

shielded by the structure;  

• Triple-paned windows;  

• Central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

systems with high-efficiency filters,  

• Locating air intake systems for the HVAC systems as far away 

from the roadway as possible; and/or 

• An ongoing HVAC maintenance plan.  

These measures shall be designed and implemented to the 

satisfaction of the City in consultation with BAAQMD.  Site-specific 

modeling shall be conducted for all development within the project 

area that falls within a 10 in a million risk threshold, at the time of 

development. Currently, BAAQMD measures that risk to cover areas 

within 900 feet of State Route 4 at the time of the publication of the 

EIR. The developer shall use the most current standards and 

mitigations applicable at the time of the modeling are included 

MM 4.6.5c All construction within the Master Plan area shall implement 

measures to reduce the emissions of TAC pollutants generated by 

heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment during construction. 

a.  Keep all construction equipment in proper tune in accordance 

with manufacturer’s specifications. 

b.  Use late model heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment during 

construction to the extent that it is readily available in the San 

Francisco Bay Area. 

c.  Use diesel-powered equipment that has been retrofitted with 

after-treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the extent that 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

As a Condition of Approval 

for any grading or 

construction permit 
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it is readily available in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

d.  Use low-emission diesel fuel for all heavy-duty diesel-powered 

equipment operating and refueling at construction sites to the 

extent that it is readily available and cost effective in the San 

Francisco Bay Area (this does not apply to diesel-powered trucks 

traveling to and from the site). 

e.  Utilize alternative fuel construction equipment (i.e., compressed 

natural gas, liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) to the 

extent that the equipment is readily available and cost effective 

in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

f.  Limit truck and equipment idling time to five minutes or less. 

g.  Rely on the electricity infrastructure surrounding the 

construction sites rather than electrical generators powered by 

internal combustion engines to the extent feasible. 

MM 4.7.3 Prior to approval of any building permits, grading permits, or other 

approval that would result in ground disturbance, a geotechnical 

analysis shall be prepared by a registered geologist or other 

professional approved by the City and presented to the City for 

approval for each phase of project construction. The required 

geotechnical analysis shall include consideration of all potential soil 

and seismic effects, including but not limited to liquefaction, soil 

stability, and soil shrink/swell potential and shall include 

recommended actions to reduce the effects of such conditions on the 

proposed construction. These recommendations shall be enacted to 

the satisfaction of the City in order to minimize these effects. 

Because subsurface and soil conditions change only very slowly (on 

the order of millennia), a geotechnical analysis shall be prepared and 

submitted to the Engineering Division for approval for all proposed 

development proposed under the Master Plan.  

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Prior to approval of any 

grading permit, building 

permit, or other approval 

that would result in ground 

disturbance for each phase 

of project construction 

 

MM 4.9.1 Prior to approval of any ground disturbing permits, project 

proponents within the Master Plan Area shall secure the services of a 

qualified biologist to prepare a Planning Survey Report (PSR) 

consistent with the requirements of the East Contra Costa County 

HCP/NCCP, along with any related supporting studies.  For any 

special status species or habitat identified by the PSR, avoidance and 

minimization measures provided by the HCP/NCCP shall be 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department in consultation 

with the East Contra Costa 

County HCP/NCCP. 

Studies shall be prepared 

prior to approval of any 

ground disturbing permits 

(development, grading, etc.).  

Avoidance and 

minimization measures 

indicated by the PSR shall 
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implemented during both construction and operation of the project.  

Separate PSRs shall be prepared for each property within the Master 

Plan Area prior to the time of ground disturbance for that property in 

the Master Plan Area. 

be made a Condition of 

Approval for those permits. 

MM 4.9.4 Prior to any disturbance within 150 feet of the on-site detention 

basin, a qualified biologist shall make a determination as to the 

jurisdictional status of the detention basin, including but not limited 

to a verified wetland delineation and direct consultation with the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If the detention basin is 

determined to be a jurisdictional water or wetland, then all required 

permits shall be secured from USACE and all avoidance and 

minimization measures required by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers shall be undertaken. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Prior to approval of any 

grading permit or other 

ground disturbance within 

150 feet of the on-site 

detention basin 

 

MM 4.10.2 Landscaping and building placement along the northern boundary of 

the project site shall consider viewpoints from State Route 4 to the 

north. To the maximum extent feasible, buildings throughout the site 

shall be broken up to allow for retention of viewsheds to the hills, 

and landscaping shall be staggered so that it does not block those 

views. Landscaping along the northern boundary of the Master Plan 

area shall be maintained and kept in good condition throughout the 

use of the property. 

City of Pittsburg 

Development Services 

Department 

Prior to issuance of Planning 

entitlements for 

development projects in the 

Master Plan Area. 

 

 




