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Looking southeast along project boundary.
Photo date 4-29-22

Looking north over northcentral area of site.
Photo date 4-29-22

Figure 5c
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Appendix A
Faria - Plants Observed - April 2022

Angiosperms - Dicots

Adoxaceae - Muskroot Family

Sambucus nigra Black elderberry
Apiaceae (Umbelliferae) - Carrot Family

*Foeniculum vulgare Sweet fennel

Asteraceae (Compositae) - Sunflower Family

Achillea millefolium
Achyrachaena mollis
*Carduus pycnocephalus
*Centaurea calcitrapa
*Centaurea solstitialis
*Cynara cardunculus
Grindelia camporum
Holocarpha virgata subsp. virgata
*Hypochaeris glabra
*Lactuca serriola
*Matricaria discoidea
Micropus californicus
*Senecio vulgaris

*Silybum marianum
*Sonchus asper subsp. asper
*Sonchus oleraceus

Wyethia angustifolia

Xanthium spinosum

Boraginaceae - Borage Family

Nemophila menziesii

*Brassica nigra
*Capsella bursa-pastoris
*Hirschfeldia incana
*Lepidium draba
*Lepidium latifolium
Lepidium nitidum
Lepidium strictum
*Raphanus sativus
*Sinapis arvensis

*Sisymbrium officinale

Caryophyllaceae - Pink Family

*Cerastium glomeratum
*Petrorhagia dubia
*Silene gallica

*Spergularia rubra

* Indicates a non-native species

Common yarrow
Blow-wives

Italian thistle

Purple starthistle
Yellow starthistle
Artichoke thistle
Great Valley gumplant
Virgate tarweed
Smooth cat's-ear
Prickly lettuce
Pineapple-weed

Q tips

Common groundsel
Milk thistle

Prickly sow-thistle
Common sow-thistle
Narrowleaf mule's-ears
Spiny cockleburr

Baby blue-eyes

Brassicaceae (Cruciferae) - Mustard Family

Black mustard
Shepherd's purse
Short-podded mustard
Hoary cress
Broadleaf pepperweed
Shining peppergrass
Peppergrass

Wild radish

Wild mustard

Hedge mustard

Sticky mouse-ear chickweed

Grass-pink
Windmill-pink
Ruby sand-spurrey



Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family

*Chenopodium murale

Convolvulaceae - Morning-Glory Family

*Convolvulus arvensis

Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family

Croton setiger

Fabaceae (Leguminosae) - Legume Family

Acmispon americanus
Astragalus sp.
Lupinus microcarpus var. microcarpus
Lupinus succulentus
*Medicago polymorpha
*Melilotus indicus
*Trifolium fragiferum
*Trifolium hirtum
*Vicia sativa
*Vicia villosa
Fagaceae - Oak Family
Quercus lobata
Geraniaceae - Geranium Family
*Erodium botrys
*Erodium cicutarium
*Geranium dissectum
*Geranium molle
Juglandaceae - Walnut Family
Juglans hindsii

Malvaceae - Mallow Family
*Malva sylvestris
Malvella leprosa
Montiaceae - Miner's Lettuce Family
Claytonia perfoliata
Myrtaceae - Myrtle Family
*Eucalyptus globulus

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Clarkia purpurea

Epilobium brachycarpum
Orobanchaceae - Broomrape Family

*Bellardia trixago

Castilleja exserta subsp. exserta
Papaveraceae - Poppy Family

Eschscholzia californica
Plantaginaceae - Plantain Family

Plantago erecta

*Plantago lanceolata

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family

Eriogonum nudum

* Indicates a non-native species

Nettle-leaf goosefoot

Bindweed

Turkey mullein

Spanish lotus

Loco weed

Chick lupine

Arroyo lupine

California burclover
Annual yellow sweetclover
Strawberry clover

Rose clover

Common vetch

Winter vetch

Valley oak

Broad-leaf filaree
Red-stem filaree
Cut-leaf geranium
Dove's-foot geranium

Northern California black walnut

Hight mallow
Alkali mallow

Common miner's lettuce

Blue gum

Winecup clarkia
Summer cottonweed

Mediterranean linseed

Purple owl's-clover

California poppy

California plantain
English plantain

Naked wild buckwheat
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*Polygonum aviculare
*Rumex crispus

*Rumex pulcher

Salicaceae - Willow Family
Populus fremontii
Salix exigua

Salix laevigata

Sapindaceae - Soapberry Family

Aesculus californica

Angiosperms -Monocots
Agavaceae - Agave Family
Chlorogalum pomeridianum

Juncaceae - Rush Family

Juncus bufonius

Poaceae (Gramineae) - Grass Family

*Aira caryophyllea
*4vena fatua
*Briza minor
*Bromus diandrus
*Bromus hordeaceus
*Bromus madritensis
*Cynodon dactylon
Festuca microstachys
*Festuca myuros
*Festuca perennis
*Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum
*Hordeum murinum
Phalaris angusta
*Poa annua
Stipa pulchra
*Triticum aestivum
Themidaceae - Brodiaea Family
Brodiaea elegans subsp. elegans
Dichelostemma capitatum

Triteleia laxa

* Indicates a non-native species

Common knotweed
Curly dock
Fiddle dock

Fremont cottonwood
Narrow-leaved willow

Red willow

California buckeye

Soaproot

Toad rush

Silver European hairgrass

Wild oat

Small quaking grass
Ripgut grass

Soft chess

Foxtail brome
Bermudagrass

Small fescue

Rattail sixweeks grass
Italian ryegrass
Mediterranean barley
Wall barley

Canary timothy grass
Annual bluegrass
Purple needlegrass
Wheat

Elegant harvest brodiaea

Blue dicks
Ithuriel's spear
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Salix

', consulting, i

August 2, 2022

Diane Moore

Moore Biological Consultants
10330 Twin Cities Road, Ste. 30
Galt, CA 95632

RE: Summertime Rare Plant Surveys in early and late July for the 600-acre
Faria Property, City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA

Dear Ms. Moore:

Salix Consulting, Inc. has conducted two summertime rare plant surveys for the +600-acre Faria
Property located in the City of Pittsburg, in Contra Costa County, California (the “July surveys”). The
July surveys are a supplement to our recent four-day springtime surveys conducted during April
2022. The purpose of the July surveys was to assess the property for potentially suitable habitat for
late-blooming species that may not have been identifiable or present during the springtime, including
a focused search for big tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa). The property is located in Sections 21, 22, 26,
and 27, in Township 2 North, Range 1 West of the USGS 7.5- minute Clayton and Honker Bay
topographic quadrangles (Figure 1).

The surveys were intended to provide a summertime floristic evaluation of the entire +600 acres and
further assess the site for ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species. The primary target species that would
not have been identifiable during the springtime surveys is big tarplant, which blooms from July into
September. Big tarplant is in the sunflower family (Asteraceae) and is known primarily to exist in the
Contra Costa County region (and sparsely to the south). It grows in grasslands on dry, clayey
hillsides.

The surveys provide additional detail to the recent springtime surveys, on existing conditions and the
likelihood of any of the ECCCHCP/NCCP covered species to occur on the property. California
Department of Fish and Wildlife guidance regarding botanical surveys requires that field surveys be
relatively current and it is recommended that supplemental botanical surveys be conducted prior to
each phase of grading.

www.salixinc.com 11601 Blocker Drive . Suite 100 . Auburn, CA 95603 Office 530/888-0130



METHODOLOGY

Summer surveys were conducted on July 6 by Jeff Glazner and on July 28 by Jeff Glazner and Diane
Moore. Tarplants, tarweeds, or any other still-green plants were the focus of the July surveys.
Because the property has numerous dirt roads, each road was traveled by truck, ATV or on foot to
assess the adjacent landscape. The ATV allowed for slow and unobstructed views of the hillsides,
and stoppage to view with binoculars was frequent and at regular intervals. The landscape was
scanned to look for big tarplant or any plant not previously identified. Forays into the grasslands
were made into all areas of the site to assess vegetation and look for additional species. Because big
tarplant blooms later than the annual grasses that blanket the site, has a contrasting stem color and
showy white flowers, and is taller than the grasses, this was an effective survey methodology to
determine presence or absence.

FINDINGS

Nearly all of the vegetation in the study area is herbaceous and nearly all the vegetation in the study
area was dead or dormant by July 6, 2022. Ground-level photographs of the site taken on both survey
dates are presented in Figures 2-4. Some species were still robustly growing and still green such as
Mediterranean hoary mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), Stanislaus
milkvetch (Astragalus oxyphysus), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), gumplant (Grindelia camporum), and field
bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis). Clustered tarweed (Deinandra fasciculata) was observed in a few
locations of the western area of the property. This species grows in coastal regions of southern
California, but there are known populations in the Bay Area as well. The most common species
observed in the dry grassland was wild oats (Avena fatua and A. barbata), ranging in height from 1 to 2
feet. Much of the grassland in the middle third of the site is currently heavily grazed due to the
concentration of cattle and support facilities (water, supplemental feed, etc.). The eastern and western
areas are relatively ungrazed since early spring and much of that vegetation is intact and more
identifiable than in the currently grazed areas.

Tarweeds (and tarplants) are not well represented in the study area. Big tarplant, if present, would be
readily identifiable within and above the grasses at Faria because of its height and showy white
flowers. It was not observed on the site. Big tarplant requires heavy clay soils which are only mapped
in a small area of the site (near the main cattle operation) but are not mapped elsewhere (USDA soil
mapping). Clayey soils were not evident during the field surveys. Habitat quality for big tarplant on
the Faria property is extremely low. An updated plant list is presented in Appendix A.

CONCLUSIONS

Summertime rare plant survey on the +600-acre Faria Property were conducted on July 6 and July 28,
2022. The surveys were a follow-up to a four-day springtime survey conducted in April 2022 and was
timed to coincide with late-blooming species, including big tarplant. During the 6 days of site surveys
in April and July of 2022 no special status species were found.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the results.

Sincerely,

Pl

Jeff Glazner
Principal Biologist/Botanist



o T T 3l P T e ST W TR s
N a o Y
oma JaP ) Rase
BN { Fairfield
‘, - T '\ o
<r ] Amencan I»
b Canyon Rio Vista
N Vallejo ‘
Son Pablo Bemda ST Y AREA

Bay -
HerculesVMamnezI

son P :
/ 8a inte=

0 ax “Antioch
J f (/ 3 Cofncor \

— Richmond CIaymn
- Walnut Creek
ito 1! Berkeley
"4 Emeryville\ IMoraga ‘5 e
I AR \A
Francisco San Ramon

Sanlleandro
N Dublin

N
i A
Sa IX 0 2,000 4,000
=== consulting, inc. [ —
Feet

Brentwood

'\
N\,

v

&

Source Maps: USGS Topographic Map
Honker Bay and Clayton Quads
$21/22/26/27 T2N R1IW

Flgure 1

SITE AND VICINITY MAP

Faria
Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, CA




Looking south over property.
Photo Date 07-6-22.

Looking west over typical dirt road and grassland.
Photo Date 07-6-22.
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Looking southwest from near southern boundary over ranch complex.
Photo Date 07-6-22.

Looking north over eastern area of site.
Photo Date 07-6-22.
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Looking northeast along hillside with abundant Foeniculum vulgare,

Grindelia camporum and Lupinus microcarpus.
Photo Date 07-28-22.

Looking north over property.
Photo Date 07-28-22.
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Appendix A

Faria - Plants Observed - April and July 2022

Angiosperms - Dicots

Adoxaceae - Muskroot Family

Sambucus nigra

Amaranthaceae - Amaranth Family

Amaranthus blitoides

Apiaceae (Umbelliferae) - Carrot Family

*Foeniculum vulgare

Asteraceae (Compositae) - Sunflower Family

Achillea millefolium
Achyrachaena mollis
*Carduus pycnocephalus
*Carduus tenuiflorus
*Centaurea calcitrapa
*Centaurea solstitialis
*Cynara cardunculus
Deinandra fasciculata

Grindelia camporum

Heterotheca sessiliflora subsp. bolanderi

Holocarpha virgata subsp. virgata
*Hypochaeris glabra

*Lactuca serriola

*Matricaria discoidea

Micropus californicus

*Senecio vulgaris

*Silybum marianum

*Sonchus asper subsp. asper
*Sonchus oleraceus

Wyethia angustifolia

Xanthium spinosum

Boraginaceae - Borage Family

Nemophila menziesii

Brassicaceae (Cruciferae) - Mustard Family

*Brassica nigra
*Capsella bursa-pastoris
*Hirschfeldia incana
*Lepidium draba
*Lepidium latifolium
Lepidium nitidum
Lepidium strictum
*Raphanus sativus
*Sinapis arvensis

*Sisymbrium officinale

* Indicates a non-native species

Black elderberry

Mat amaranth

Sweet fennel

Common yarrow
Blow-wives

Italian thistle
Plumeless thistle
Purple starthistle
Yellow starthistle
Artichoke thistle
Clustered moonshine-daisy
Great Valley gumplant
Bolander's goldenaster
Virgate tarweed
Smooth cat's-ear
Prickly lettuce
Pineapple-weed

Q tips

Common groundsel
Milk thistle

Prickly sow-thistle
Common sow-thistle
Narrowleaf mule's-ears
Spiny cockleburr

Baby blue-eyes

Black mustard
Shepherd's purse
Short-podded mustard
Hoary cress
Broadleaf pepperweed
Shining peppergrass
Peppergrass

Wild radish

Wild mustard

Hedge mustard
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Thysanocarpus curvipes

Caryophyllaceae - Pink Family
*Cerastium glomeratum
*Petrorhagia dubia
*Silene gallica
*Spergularia rubra

Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family
*Chenopodium album

*Chenopodium murale

Convolvulaceae - Morning-Glory Family

*Convolvulus arvensis

Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family

Croton setiger

Fabaceae (Leguminosae) - Legume Family

Acmispon americanus
Astragalus oxyphysus
Lupinus microcarpus var. microcarpus
Lupinus succulentus
*Medicago polymorpha
*Melilotus indicus
*Trifolium fragiferum
*Trifolium hirtum
*Trifolium hybridum
*Vicia sativa
*Vicia villosa
Fagaceae - Oak Family
Quercus lobata
Geraniaceae - Geranium Family
*Erodium botrys
*Erodium cicutarium
*Geranium dissectum
*Geranium molle
Juglandaceae - Walnut Family
Juglans hindsii

Malvaceae - Mallow Family
*Malva sylvestris

Malvella leprosa

Montiaceae - Miner's Lettuce Family
Claytonia perfoliata

Myrsinaceae - Myrsine Family
*Lysimachia arvensis

Myrtaceae - Myrtle Family
*Eucalyptus globulus

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Clarkia purpurea

Epilobium brachycarpum

* Indicates a non-native species

Lacepod

Sticky mouse-ear chickweed
Grass-pink

Windmill-pink

Ruby sand-spurrey

White pigweed
Nettle-leaf goosefoot

Bindweed

Turkey mullein

Spanish lotus
Stanislaus milkvetch
Chick lupine
Arroyo lupine
California burclover
Annual yellow sweetclover
Strawberry clover
Rose clover

Alsike clover
Common vetch
Winter vetch

Valley oak

Broad-leaf filaree
Red-stem filaree
Cut-leaf geranium

Dove's-foot geranium

Northern California black walnut

Hight mallow
Alkali mallow

Common miner's lettuce

Scarlet pimpernel

Blue gum

Winecup clarkia

Summer cottonweed
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Orobanchaceae - Broomrape Family
*Bellardia trixago

Castilleja exserta subsp. exserta

Papaveraceae - Poppy Family

Eschscholzia californica

Plantaginaceae - Plantain Family
Plantago erecta
*Plantago lanceolata

*Plantago major

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum nudum
*Polygonum aviculare
*Rumex crispus

*Rumex pulcher

Salicaceae - Willow Family
Populus fremontii
Salix exigua

Salix laevigata

Sapindaceae - Soapberry Family

Aesculus californica

Solanaceae - Nightshade Family

Datura wrightii

Angiosperms -Monocots

Agavaceae - Agave Family

Chlorogalum pomeridianum

Juncaceae - Rush Family

Juncus bufonius

Poaceae (Gramineae) - Grass Family
*4ira caryophyllea
*4vena fatua
*Briza minor
*Bromus diandrus
*Bromus hordeaceus
*Bromus madritensis
*Cynodon dactylon
Festuca microstachys
*Festuca myuros
*Festuca perennis
*Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum
*Hordeum murinum
*Paspalum dilatatum
*Phalaris paradoxa
*Poa annua
Stipa pulchra

*Triticum aestivum

* Indicates a non-native species

Mediterranean linseed
Purple owl's-clover

California poppy

California plantain
English plantain
Common plantain

Naked wild buckwheat
Common knotweed
Curly dock

Fiddle dock

Fremont cottonwood
Narrow-leaved willow
Red willow

California buckeye

Thornapple

Soaproot

Toad rush

Silver European hairgrass

Wild oat

Small quaking grass
Ripgut grass

Soft chess

Foxtail brome
Bermudagrass

Small fescue

Rattail sixweeks grass
Italian ryegrass
Mediterranean barley
Wall barley

Dallis grass

Paradox canary-grass
Annual bluegrass
Purple needlegrass
Wheat
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Themidaceae - Brodiaea Family
Brodiaea elegans subsp. elegans
Dichelostemma capitatum
Triteleia hyacinthina

Triteleia laxa

* Indicates a non-native species

Elegant harvest brodiaea
Blue dicks

White triteleia

Ithuriel's spear
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6800 Koll Center Parkway 925.426.2580 phone
Suite 150 530.756.5991 fax
WE ST Yo ST Pleasanton CA 94566 westyost.com

Water. Engineered.

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 30, 2022 Project No.: 623-60-22-02
SENT VIA: EMAIL

TO: Louis Parsons, Faria Land Investors, LLC
CC: Sean Marciniak, Hanson Bridgett LLP
FROM: Elizabeth Drayer, PE, RCE# 46872

REVIEWED BY: Rhodora Biagtan, PE, RCE# 59371

SUBJECT: Water Supply Assessment for Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation EIR — Updated
Evaluation and Response to Peer Review Comments

INTRODUCTION

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation Project (Project) was
completed by West Yost in March 2015. WSAs are required to be prepared based on a water supplier’s
most recent adopted Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). At the time the WSA was prepared, the
City of Pittsburg’s (City’s) most recent UWMP was the 2010 UWMP, which had been adopted by the
Pittsburg City Council in August 2011. Based on the City’s projected water supplies, as documented in the
City’s 2010 UWMP, the March 2015 WSA found that the City had adequate water supplies to meet the
projected water demand for the Project.

In April 2019, West Yost conducted an updated evaluation of the adequacy of the City’s water supplies to
meet the projected water demand for the Project based on the City’s updated water supply projections
as documented in the City’s 2015 UWMP, which had been adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in
June 2016. West Yost prepared a Technical Memorandum which documented that the City’s projected
water supplies, as documented in the City’s 2015 UWMP, were adequate to meet the projected water
demand for the Project and that the findings of the March 2015 WSA remained valid.

In May 2022, West Yost conducted an updated evaluation of the adequacy of the City’s water supplies to
meet the projected water demand for the Project based on the City’s updated water supply projections
as documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, which had been adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in
September 2021. West Yost prepared a Technical Memorandum which documented that the City’s
projected water supplies, as documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, were adequate to meet the projected
water demand for the Project and that the findings of the March 2015 WSA remained valid.

In July 2022, Todd Groundwater conducted a peer review of the Water Supply Assessment for the
Faria/Southwest Hills Annexation. The peer review addressed the March 2015 WSA and the two
subsequent WSA evaluations prepared in April 2019 and May 2022 with regard to WSA documentation,
water demand estimation, water supply assessment, and WSA findings. The peer review recommended
several clarifications addressing the City’s water service area, the cumulative water demand of other
planned projects, and the availability of the City’s water supplies.
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CITY WATER SERVICE AREA AND GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The peer review recommended certain details from the record be included in the Project’s update,
including whether the City and Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) service area boundaries were different
from the City limits, and how the location of the Project related to those service area boundaries. As
described in the City’s 2020 UWMP (Section 3.1.2), the City’s water service area is consistent with the City
limits. As described in the WSA (Section 2.1), the Project includes annexation of the Project site into the
City limits (and thus the City’s water service area) and the CCWD water service area.

The City’s 2020 UWMP expressly indicates on pages 3-1 and 3-7 that it accounts for citywide population
growth. As described in Section 3.1.3 of the 2020 UWMP, the City’s General Plan was adopted in 2004 and
identified the planned future growth within the City’s Urban Limit Line. Subsequent amendments to the
General Plan Land Use modified these future land use conditions and the City is in the process of preparing
the 2040 General Plan, which reflects an update to the planned land use condition. Two future land use
plans from the City’s 2040 General Plan were included in the City’s 2020 UWMP (in Appendix B), both
which include the Faria Project area and all other City growth within the 2040 General Plan planning area,
and are being used by the City as a basis for future water system planning. These future land use plans
encompass the current City limits and the City Sphere of Influence and anticipate future annexations,
including the proposed annexation of the Faria Project. Copies of these two future land use plans are
included as Attachment A of this technical memorandum for easy reference.

Consistent with the above growth scenarios, the City’s 2020 UWMP projected growth and associated
water demands through 2045. As described in Section 3.3 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, a growth rate of
1.6 percent (based on the historical growth rate from 2010 to 2020) was assumed through 2040, and a
growth rate of 1.3 percent was assumed for 2040 through 2045. This assumed growth rate captures the
cumulative growth, and thus the cumulative water demand associated with that growth, assumed in the
City’s existing and projected future water service area through 2045.

AVAILABILITY OF THE CITY’S WATER SUPPLIES TO MEET THE PROJECTED WATER
DEMAND FOR THE PROJECT

The purpose of West Yost’s evaluation is to evaluate the City’s most recent water supply projections as
documented in the City’s 2020 UWMP, which was adopted by the Pittsburg City Council in
September 2021, and the City’s ability to meet the projected water demand for the Project. The
evaluation includes the following:

e Review of the water demand and supply projections from the City’s 2010 UWMP
incorporated in the March 2015 WSA;

e Evaluation of the updated water demand and supply projections documented in the City’s
2020 UWMP; and

e Documentation of whether the findings of the March 2015 WSA—that the City does have
sufficient water supply to serve the Project—are still valid.

The following analysis includes the content of the May 2022 Technical Memorandum with the
clarifications requested by Todd Groundwater. The updated water supply analysis clarifications are set
forth below in underlined text to facilitate the City's review.

WEST YOST
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2010 UWMP and March 2015 WSA Water Demand and Supply Projections

Projected Growth and Water Demand

In the 2010 UWMP, the City projected population growth from 64,967 persons in 2010 to 99,019 persons
by 2035, a population increase of approximately 34,052 persons. The corresponding total water demand
(potable and non-potable) for the City water service area was projected to increase from 9,335 acre-feet per
year (AFY) in 2010 to 14,974 AFY in 2035, an increase of approximately 5,639 AFY.

The Project, with its proposed 1,500 single family dwelling units, a projected population of approximately
4,935 persons (based on 3.29 people per dwelling unit) and a projected water demand of approximately
572 AFY (based on a water use of 340 gallons per day per dwelling unit), is easily accommodated within
the City’s projected population growth and corresponding increase in water demand. The Project area is
included in the City’s December 2011 General Plan Diagram (land use map) as low density residential and so
is assumed to be included in the population growth projections.

Projected Water Supply

The City’s water supply projections were based on anticipated supply availability for normal, single dry
and multiple dry years from the City’s surface water supplies (purchased from the Contra Costa Water
District, CCWD), groundwater supplies (from two City wells) and recycled water supplies (provided by
Delta Diablo).

A summary of the City’s projected 2035 water demand and water supply, as presented in the City’s
2010 UWMP, is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Projected City of Pittsburg Water Demand and Water Supply in 2035
as Presented in the City’s 2010 UWMP

Normal Single Dry Multiple Dry Year Supply, AFY
Year Year
Supply, Supply,
Supply Source AFY AFY Year 2
Surface Water
12,976 12,327 12,976 12,327 11,029
(2010 UWMP Tables 4-2 and 5-1)@
Groundwater
1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500
(2010 UWMP Table 4-4)® ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Recycled Water
498 498 498 498 498
(2010 UWMP Table 4-9)©
Total Supply'® | 14,974 14,325 14,974 14,325 13,027
Water Demand¥ | 14,974 14,974 14,974 14,974 14,974
Water Supply Shortage - 649 - 649 1,946
Water Supply Shortage (Percent of Demand) 4% 4% 13%
(a) Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to that needed to meet the City’s potable water demand in conjunction with the City’s
groundwater supply. Surface water supplies are assumed to have a 5 percent reduction in single dry years, and 0 percent, 5 percent and
15 percent reductions in the first, second and third years, respectively, of a three-year multiple dry year period.
(b) Future groundwater supply is based on the annual production rate of the City’s two municipal wells (Rossmoor and Bodega).
(c) Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which Delta Diablo can meet.
(d) Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands.
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In Table 5-1 of the City’s 2010 UWMP (Table 7-1 of the WSA), the City projected being able to provide
sufficient water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2035, with minor water supply
shortfalls during dry periods. As shown in Table 1 above, the maximum water supply shortfall was
projected to be 1,946 AFY, or about 13 percent of projected water demands in the third year of a
three-year drought by 2035.

The magnitude of the maximum water supply shortfall is well within the City’s ability to reduce demands
during drought conditions by implementing its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which is
included in Chapter 5 of the City’s 2010 UWMP. A 13 percent shortfall would correspond to Stage Il of the
City’s WSCP as documented in the City’s 2010 UWMP. As described in the WSA, the Project, if approved,
would have the same water supply reliability as the water supply available to the City’s other existing and
future water customers and would be subject to the same water demand reductions as the City’s other
water customers in dry year periods.

2020 UWMP Water Demand and Supply Projections
Projected Growth and Water Demand

In September 2021, the City adopted its 2020 UWMP. In the 2020 UWMP, the City projected the
population to grow from 74,321 persons in 2020 to 109,700 persons in 2045, a population increase of
35,379 persons. At the time that the City’s 2020 UWMP was being prepared, the City was also preparing
its 2040 General Plan. As described above, the future land use plans prepared for the 2040 General Plan
were included in Appendix B of the City’s 2020 UWMP and show the Project area as part of the City’s
General Plan planning area and Sphere of Influence. Copies of these two future land use plans are included
as Attachment A of this technical memorandum.

In the 2020 UWMP, the City projected its total water demand to increase from 9,343 AFY in 2020 to
15,056 AFY in 2045, an increase of 5,713 AFY. To calculate the projected potable water demand, a per
capita water use of 120 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) was applied to the projected population. The
future demand assumption of 120 gpcd was relatively conservative given that the 2020 UWMP calculated
actual water use in 2020 to be 111 gpcd.

The projected water demand for the Project included in the 2015 WSA was approximately 572 AFY based
on a water use of 340 gallons per day per dwelling unit. If the methodology used in the City’s 2020 UWMP
were applied to the Project, the projected water demand for the Project would be approximately 663 AFY
(projected population of 4,935 people with a per capita water use of 120 gpcd). For purposes of projecting
future demand, even if the more conservative assumption of 120 gpcd is used, the revised water demand
projection of 663 AFY is still easily accommodated within the City’s projected population growth and
corresponding increase in water demand.

Projected Water Supply

The City’s water supply projections were based on anticipated supply availability for normal, single dry and
multiple dry years from the City’s surface water supplies (purchased from CCWD), groundwater supplies
(from two City wells) and recycled water supplies (provided by Delta Diablo).

A summary of the City’s projected 2045 water demand and water supply, as presented in the City’s 2020
UWMP, is provided in Table 2.
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Table 2. Projected City of Pittsburg Water Demand and Water Supply in 2045
as Presented in the City’s 2020 UWMP

Single Multiple Dry Year Supply, AFY
Normal Dry

Year Year

Supply, | Supply,
Supply Source AFY AFY Year 4

Surface Water

(2020 UWMP Tables 6-9 and 7-1)® 14,745 14,745 14,745 | 14,745 | 14,008 | 13,270 | 12,533

Groundwater
(2020 UWMP Table 6-9))

Recycled Water
(2020 UWMP Table 6-4)

1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,349

311 311 311 311 311 311 311

Total Supply® | 16,405 | 16,405 | 16,405 | 16,405 | 15,668 | 14,930 | 14,193
Water Demand'¥ | 15,056 | 15,056 | 15,056 | 15,056 | 15,056 | 15,056 | 15,056

Water Supply Shortage -- -- -- -- -- 126 863

Water Supply Shortage

- - - . _ 0 .
(Percent of Demand) 0.8% 6%

(a) Future surface water supply in normal years is equal to the City’s potable water demand. Surface water supplies are assumed to have a
0 percent reduction in single dry years and the first two years of a five-year multiple dry year period, and 5 percent, 10 percent and
15 percent reductions in the third, fourth and fifth years, respectively, of a five-year multiple dry year period.

(b)  Future groundwater supply is based on the average volume of historical pumped groundwater from 1993 to 2020.
(c)  Future recycled water supply is based on the City’s projected recycled water demand, which Delta Diablo can meet.
(d) Includes potable and non-potable water supplies and water demands.

In Tables 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 of the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City projected being able to provide sufficient
water supply to serve the projected water demand through 2045, with minor water supply shortfalls
during the fourth and fifth years of multiple dry periods®. As shown in Table 2 above, the maximum water
supply shortfall was projected to be 863 AFY (about 6 percent of projected water demands) in the fifth
year of a five-year drought by 2045.

The magnitude of the maximum water supply shortfall is well within the City’s ability to reduce demands
during drought conditions by implementing its WSCP, which is documented in Chapter 8 of the City’s
2020 UWMP. The projected water supply shortfall is less than the water supply shortfall projected in the
City’s 2010 UWMP (i.e., the 6 percent supply shortfall projected in the fifth year of a five-year drought in
the 2020 UWMP is less than the 13 percent supply shortfall projected in the 2010 UWMP). A 6 percent
supply shortfall would correspond to a Level 1 Shortage Level of the City’s WSCP as documented in the
City’s 2020 UWMP. As noted above, the Project, if approved, would be subject to the same water demand
reductions as the City’s other water customers in dry year periods.

A summary of the availability and reliability of the City’s water supplies is provided in the following
sections.

1 Note that the 2020 UWMP required an evaluation of a five-year multiple dry year period, while the 2010 and
2015 UWMPs only required an evaluation of a three-year multiple dry year period.
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Purchased Surface Water from CCWD

The water supply reliability goal adopted by CCWD’s Board of Directors is to meet 100 percent of the City’s
demand in normal years and at least 85 percent of demand during water shortage conditions. The
remaining demands during drought conditions would be met by a combination of short-term water
purchases, groundwater supply augmentation, and a voluntary, mandatory short-term conservation
program.

The projected water supplies from CCWD are not anticipated to incur supply deficits in normal years due
to CCWD'’s long-term conservation program, existing CVP contract supply, and long-term water transfer
agreement with East Contra Costa Irrigation District (ECCID). CCWD entered into an agreement with the
ECCID in 2000 to purchase surplus irrigation water from ECCID’s service area. CCWD’s currently available
and planned supplies are sufficient to meet their reliability goals and estimated water demands during
normal, single dry, and the first two years of a multi-year drought. In later years, several types of drought
conditions may result in supply shortfalls. The maximum amount of short-term conservation expected to
be necessary is 15 percent of supply.

Local Groundwater

The City’s secondary source of supply is groundwater extracted from the Pittsburg Plain subbasin of the
Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Basin. This groundwater basin is not an adjudicated basin and no legal factors
are expected to limit the availability of supply.

The City prepared the Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) in October 2012. The
purpose of the GWMP is to manage and protect groundwater resources within and underlying the City.
The primary objectives of the GWMP included the following:

e Provide a long-term strategy to maintain the guality, reliability, and sustainability of the
Pittsburg Plain groundwater resources

e Manage groundwater conjunctively with available surface water resources

e Support Basin Management Objectives that promote sustainability and optimal use of
groundwater supplies.

The Pittsburg Plain Groundwater Basin is considered a low priority basin under the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and is not subject to SGMA requirements for preparation and
implementation of groundwater sustainability plans.

The City has two active wells, the Rossmoor Well and the Bodega Well. Water from these wells can be
high in manganese, iron and dissolved solids. Total dissolved solids (TDS) in the Rossmoor Well have been
recorded at concentrations of 1,100 mg/L. A maximum concentration of 500 mg/L is recommended for
secondary water quality standards (water aesthetics). However, because the water produced from these
wells undergoes blending and complete conventional treatment at the City’s Water Treatment Plant, the
TDS levels are reduced to below the secondary standard. The City conducts regular tests of the water
pumped from these two wells in compliance with State of California water guality standards to make sure
that the utilization of this water source is consistent with applicable State water standards.

The City’s groundwater supply has proven to be very consistent through variable climatic conditions.
There has been no change in groundwater levels reported by DWR in this area as a result of the City’s use
of the groundwater basin. The City has implemented groundwater monitoring to evaluate groundwater
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	2.2  Master Responses
	Master Response #1: Background and Planning Context for the Proposed Project
	Commenters have referenced planning and environmental review documents dating back to 2006 relating to the proposed Project to provide context regarding the type of environmental document now required for approval of the proposed annexation.
	By way of background, in 1990, the Local Agency Formation Commission for Contra Costa County approved the City’s proposed Southwest No. 109 Boundary Reorganization (LAFCO 90-36) to annex +-1,122 acres to the City of Pittsburg, to Delta Diablo Sanitati...
	The annexation of the property into the City of Pittsburg was contemplated in all of the relevant City planning documents since at least November 2001. The City’s 2001 General Plan envisioned that the 607 acres comprising the Project area could accomm...
	The City issued a Notice of Preparation for the 2001 General Plan EIR on July 21, 1999. The draft EIR was released for public review and comment on January 4, 2001. On January 23, 2001, the City filed a Notice of Completion of the draft EIR. The City ...
	The 2001 FEIR Land Use Alternative 2 analyzed three major growth areas including the Southwest Hills, within which the Faria Annexation Area is located. The 1,500 single family dwelling units under the General Plan designation for the Faria Annexation...
	The site has been within the Urban Limit Line for nearly 15 years. As summarized in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, in 2005, the voters of the City approved Measure P, a ballot initiative that established an Urban Limit Line for the City and prezoned ce...
	In 2010, City staff determined that the voter-approved pre-zoning required revision for consistency with the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, for which a final EIS/EIR dated October 2006 was prepared and certified. The HCP states that new residentia...
	Nearly a decade ago, on September 24, 2010, the property owner submitted an application for annexation of the site. However, on February 8, 2011, the City Council conducted a public hearing, and continued the hearing to a date uncertain at the request...
	Three years later, on October 21, 2013, the City Council approved a contract for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the project, which was entered into on March 17, 2014 and subsequently amended five times, most recently on March 19...
	On October 10, 2018, the City released a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR. A 45-day public review period, beginning on Wednesday, October 10, 2018, and continuing through Friday, November 30, 2018. In addition, as noted in Chapter 1.0, I...
	Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approval Without Detailed Development Plan
	Several commenters generally assert that the project description and/or Draft EIR is inadequate because the project does not include detailed plans for the proposed development of the site, including specific information regarding the locations and ex...
	As described in detail on pages 3-7 through 3-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes (1) annexation of the site into the City of Pittsburg City Limits, the Contra Costa Water District service area and the Delta Diablo Sanitation District s...
	While there is no tentative map or preliminary site plan, it is assumed that the maximum future buildout for the proposed project would include up to 1,500 single-family units and the area would have road connections to Bailey Road, San Marcos Bouleva...
	Moreover, the City’s Municipal Code does not require detailed development plans in connection with an application for a Master Plan.  Per Section 18.72.060(B) of the Pittsburg Municipal Code, the City Planner may waive submission of plans and material...
	Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval, such as a general plan or component thereof (e.g., an area plan or community plan), the development of detailed, site-specific information ...
	As stated above, as long as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of significant effects of the planning approval at hand, the development of detailed, site-specific information can be deferred. Given that the proposed project consists of ...
	As discussed on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan provides Design Review Guidelines for the proposed project. The Guidelines include provisions related to Neighborhood and Subdivision Design, Circulation, Grading Design, Fence and Wall...
	Master Response #3: Response to Form Letters
	3.a) Several commenters assert that the proposed project threatens an important wildlife corridor and the new regional park on the Concord side of the hills.
	Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-62, of the Draft EIR, discusses the impacts of project implementation related to interfering with the movement of wildlife species or migratory wildlife corridors. The project site is within close proximity ...
	3.b) The proposed project would seriously degrade views of the hills.
	The Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR analyzed buildout of the proposed project site under the Draft Master Plan at a program level. As discussed in the EIR, the City of Pittsburg General Plan identifies the southern hills, with ridges and rolling t...
	Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg would be partially obscured by existing development to the north and would likely be limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. As discussed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, vie...
	Despite the above, the Draft EIR determined that, due to the extensive grading that can be expected with development of the site, the proposed project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site and/or the ...
	3.c) The Environmental Analysis is Incomplete.
	See Master Response #2.
	3.d) Opportunities for Public Review.
	Chapter 1, Introduction and Scope of the EIR, pages 1-3 to 1-4, of the Draft EIR describes, in detail, the EIR process and discusses the public review periods for the Draft EIR.
	3.e) Development Should be Clustered on Lower Elevations.
	Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR, includes discussion and consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Analysis and discussion of the Clustered Developme...
	The comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 1-1
	The comment summarizes the City of Concord’s recent efforts to establish a regional park on a portion of the former Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) located south of the project site. Specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the ...
	Response to Comment 1-2
	Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals.
	Response to Comment 1-3
	Please see Master Response #2: Analysis of Large-Scale Planning Approvals.
	Views of the project site from the City of Pittsburg are shown in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.1-20 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Changes to Views of the Project Site from the City of Pittsburg
	As shown in Figure 4.1-12 and Figure 4.1-13, future residential development within the proposed project site would be visible from the City of Pittsburg. However, such development would be partially obscured by existing hills to the north and east of ...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR does provide an analysis of potential changes to views of the project area from the City of Pittsburg.
	As discussed on page 6-8 through 6-32 of Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, and shown in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, with the exception of the No Project (No Build) Alternative, all of the project alternatives analyzed in the EIR would result in the s...
	Response to Comment 1-4
	The CEQA Guidelines provide explicit protections for Farmland, defined as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). However, the CEQA...
	It should be noted that the Draft Master Plan includes site development standards which specifically require all future fences and walls constructed within the project site to comply with Section 18.84.205 through 235 of the City of Pittsburg Municipa...
	Response to Comment 1-5
	Page 4.4-63 through 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR requires that in conjunction with the submittal of any development applications for future development on the project site, the applicant must prepare and submit a detailed lighting plan showing that light wou...
	Based on the above, future development on the project site would not result in adverse effects to special-status species due to excess light spillage.
	Response to Comment 1-6
	Please see Response to Comment 1-5 above. It should be noted that future development within the project site would also be required to comply with applicable lighting standards included in the 2016 California Building Code, which includes requirements...
	Further, as described in the project description, the proposed project would include a 150-foot greenbelt ridgeline buffer along the project’s western boundary in which development would not be allowed.  That buffer consists of existing ridgelines tha...
	Response to Comment 1-7
	The information presented in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, related to the presence of a nearby Golden eagle nest, is based on a CNDDB query for all occurrences of Golden eagle in a nine-quadrangle search area. The comment refers to the same Golde...
	Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles:
	In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following:
	The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within d...
	Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the proje...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, ...
	Response to Comment 1-8
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) is hereby revised as follows:
	The forgoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 1-9
	Potential impacts related to soil erosion are addressed in Impact 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.6-19 through 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	It should be noted that, under the voter-approved Measure P, the entire approximately 606-acre project site was prezoned for development. Furthermore, future development would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, which requires submittal of an eros...
	Issues related to drainage patterns and groundwater are analyzed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-4, respectively, of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure ...
	Based on the above, potential impacts related to grading of open space areas have been sufficiently analyzed in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 267.2 acres would be preserved as open space as part of the proposed project and only 72.9 acres would be subje...
	Response to Comment 1-10
	Grading and other necessary improvements for installation of the water tower shown in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR were evaluated in the Draft EIR. As shown in the figure, limited grading of open space areas would be required to construct the proposed ...
	Response to Comment 1-11
	Impacts 4.8-1 and 2 in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR addresses the potential for the proposed project to alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or result in additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of...
	In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 1-12
	Page 4.10-17 in Chapter 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, states the following regarding noise impacts to Golden Eagle:
	A response to the Notice of Preparation asked about a past golden eagle sighting near the project site. Results of a California Natural Diversity Database search concluded that the sighting was near the Concord Naval Weapons Station, approximately 4,4...
	In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-3(a) through (c) would ensure impacts to parklands related to the short-term exposure to construction noise associated with implementation of the proposed project would remain less than significa...
	Response to Comment 1-13
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 2-1
	The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 2-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-5
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-9
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-12
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-13
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-14
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-15
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-16
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-17
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-18
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-19
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-20
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-21
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-22
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-23
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-24
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-25
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-26
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 2-27
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Please see Master Responses #1 and #2. This comment references and summarizes previously submitted comments and concerns. The additional project-level information requested by the commenter is not known at this time and therefore not part of the proje...
	Response to Comment 3-2
	Please see Master Response #2. Commenter also states that an application for annexation which does not include a specific development proposal is premature in light of the statutes and policies that govern LAFCO’s decision making and that the Project ...
	Because the comment does not raise a substantive issue on the content of the EIR or the impacts of the Project on the environment, no further response is warranted.  Nonetheless, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, ...
	A LAFCO’s role is to ensure that a proposal to extend services to an unserved territory in an unincorporated area is consistent with the objectives of the Act, including promoting orderly development, discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space a...
	Further, the content requirements for an annexation application do not require detailed materials regarding the future development of land. More specifically, Government Code Section 56652 sets forth the requirements for a proposal for a change of org...
	Requiring a subdivision map and/or detailed development plans in connection with LAFCO’s consideration of an annexation proposal would actually be inconsistent with the Act’s express limitation on LAFCOs’ jurisdiction and authority prohibiting the reg...
	Response to Comment 3-3
	This comment expresses concern that the project description lacks sufficient detail and requests an explanation of whether subsequent to annexation, changes could be made to the project description in the EIR. A detailed description of the proposed pr...
	The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project circumstances. In general, the Draft EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR. The program-level EIR analysis, prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides a sufficient analysis of potential environmental impacts given the scope and scale of the proposed project. At the time that future applications are submitted to the City for development within the Draft Mast...
	As is the case with any large-scale planning approval, the potential exists for future development applications within the project site to include requests for General Plan Amendments or rezones. However, any such requests would occur separate from th...
	Response to Comment 3-4
	This comment asserts that an area proposed for annexation must be pre-zoned by the City and no subsequent change may be made to the general plan or zoning for the annexed territory that is not in conformance to the pre-zoning designations for a period...
	Response to Comment 3-5
	Please see Master Response #2.  This comment asserts that the proposed project does not satisfy requirements of a development project as contemplated in the environmental document prepared by LAFCO in 2009 to expand the spheres of influence for the Ci...
	Response to Comment 3-6
	This comment generally references the historical use of the Project site for grazing purposes and states that if the site meets the criteria for Prime Agricultural Land under the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Act of 2000, the Draft EIR must identify the conv...
	The Draft EIR discusses the proposed project’s potential impacts related to agricultural resources and provides a detailed analysis under the relevant standards of significance.  As described on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR, an agricultural impact may...
	• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the FMMP maps, to non-agricultural use (Initial Study Question II.a.);
	• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use (Initial Study Question II.e.); or
	• Conflict with Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP.
	The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources based on the Pittsburg General Plan, the Pittsburg General Plan EIR, the USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey performed for the project site, the Soil Survey of Contra Co...
	The commenter provides opinion with respect to potential impacts on agricultural resources, but does not provide any evidentiary support for a conclusion that the proposed project will convert Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use. (Pala Band of Miss...
	As discussed therein, according to the FMMP maps, the proposed project site does not include Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (see Figure 4.2-2). Rather, the entirety of the project site is mapped as Grazing Land. W...
	Response to Comment 3-7
	In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserv...
	The foregoing revisions do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-8
	Page 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential conflicts with LAFCO’s AOSPP. As noted therein and discussed under Response to Comment 3-6 above, the project site does not meet the Contra Costa LAFCo’s definition of agricultural lands ...
	Response to Comment 3-9
	Commenter asserts that in connection with showing consistency with LAFCO Policies to discourage urban sprawl, and preserve agricultural lands and open space, the Draft EIR should provide a detailed analysis of future growth within the City of Pittsbur...
	The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. The m...
	Response to Comment 3-10
	Please see Response to Comment 3-6 above.
	Response to Comment 3-11
	As stated on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, the annexation component of the proposed project would include the property referenced by the commenter. While the non-participating property would not be subject to the provisions of the Draft Master Plan, the ...
	Response to Comment 3-12
	Per page 4.11-26 of the Draft EIR, the estimated Draft Master Plan buildout population of 4,800 future residents, with an associated water demand of 572 AFY, would fall within the ABAG growth numbers used in the 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP does not indic...
	Response to Comment 3-13
	Response to Comment 3-14
	Please see Response to Comments 3-12 and 3-13 above. Adequate information related to future water supplies to the proposed project has been provided.
	Response to Comment 3-15
	Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above.
	Response to Comment 3-16
	Please see Response to Comment 3-13 above. The proposed project would be consistent with criteria (b) and (j) referenced by the commenter. It should be noted that upon development of the project site, future residential uses would be subject to paymen...
	Response to Comment 3-17
	Mitigation Measure 4.11-2(a), requires submittal of all necessary documentation required by the DDSD in conjunction with application to annex into DDSD, to ensure that adequate wastewater service will be available to serve future development within th...
	Response to Comment 3-18
	With regard to project-level development details, please see Master Response #2. In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-19
	In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 4.11-42 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-20
	Issues related to housing affordability are not covered by the CEQA Guidelines. Thus, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 3-21
	Please see Response to Comment 3-11.
	Response to Comment 3-22
	In response to the commenter’s suggestion, page 3-3 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is id...
	The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-23
	In response to the commenter’s suggestion, the following reference contained in Chapter 7, References, of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	The forgoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 3-24
	The Draft EIR and the responses to comments above adequately address LAFCO’s comments.
	Response to Comment 4-1
	The provides information regarding the presence of plugged and abandoned underground storage tanks (USTs). The Draft EIR, on page 4.7-2, Chapter 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, addresses the presence of the seven UST sites that have been identif...
	Response to Comment 4-2
	The comment provides guidance and regulations related to the maintenance of access and abandonment standards for UST and wells. The comment is informational does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 5-1
	The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 5-2
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 below.
	Response to Comment 5-3
	See Master Response #3.
	The photo simulations that are included on pages 4.1-21 through 4.1-30 illustrate the proposed building heights and the potential vertical encroachment of the project. As shown in the figures, the future residential development would only be partially...
	In addition, the City entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which called for the City to conduct a General Plan Study in order to, among other things, establish guidelines for the development of a permanent greenbelt buffer along the inner...
	Based on the above, potential impacts to the existing ridgelines in the project area have been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 6-1
	The comment is introductory and does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 6-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, o...
	Response to Comment 6-3
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-4
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-5
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-6
	See Response to Comment 6-2.
	Response to Comment 6-7
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, o...
	Response to Comment 6-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-9
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-10
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the commenter’s recommendations have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. In addition, please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and C...
	Response to Comment 6-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-12
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 6-13
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 7-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 7-2
	Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed project in relation to urban sprawl, ridgeline protection, and hillside development. In addition, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR ...
	Response to Comment 7-3
	The comment is general and does not provide enough specificity for a detailed response. For informational purposes, Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project on biological resources kn...
	The occurrence and impacts to California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, grasshopper sparrow, and tricolored blackbird are discussed throughout Chapter 4.4. The Draft EIR contains miti...
	Response to Comment 7-4
	See Master Response #2.
	Impacts to habitat modification for special-status plant and animal species are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, addresses the potential impacts related to light and glare ass...
	Response to Comment 7-5
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific concerns raised by the commenter related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, including issues related to consistency with the City’s General Plan, are addressed below.
	Response to Comment 8-2
	Issues related to public water supplies and sewer service are discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.11-29, CCWD has the capacity to serve the proposed project, in normal precipitation years, as ...
	Potential conflicts with countywide planning to protect endangered species are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-67, the proposed project would be required to comply with the East Contra Costa Count...
	Consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including policies related to urban sprawl, is discussed in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the project site is consistent with the Pittsburg General Plan land use designations of LDR, HLDR an...
	With regard to consistency with the City’s General Plan policies and other regulations related to hillside development, pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of potential policy conflicts. As noted therein, the project woul...
	With regard to omission of plans and materials from the proposed Draft Master Plan, please see Master Response #2.
	In addition to the issues noted above, the comment provides a list of various potential consequences of the project, including issues related to biological resources, loss of open space, loss of access to planned open space and trails, safety issues r...
	Response to Comment 8-3
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment summarizes the City of Pittsburg zoning designations that are applicable to the project site, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the proposed project would include rec...
	Response to Comment 8-4
	Please see Master Response #1.  Given that the proposed project would include annexation of the project site into the City of Pittsburg limits, the current Contra Costa County land use designations would not apply to the proposed project. Rather, the ...
	Issues related to recreational facilities are discussed on pages 4.11-37 through 4.11-38 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the proposed Draft Master Plan includes approximately 267.2 acres of undeveloped area within the overall Draft Master Plan are...
	As discussed on page 4.1-31 of the Draft EIR, the proposed land use and development regulations included in the Draft Master Plan, as well as the standards and policies included in the Design Review Guidelines, would ensure consistency between future ...
	With regard to preservation of steep slopes within the project site, as noted on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR, Policy 10-P-2 of the City’s General Plan restricts development from occurring on slopes greater than 30 percent in areas that are over 900 f...
	Response to Comment 8-5
	The comment states that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes the project setting. Specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 8-6
	The proximity of the project site to the nearby City of Pittsburg Stoneman Park, located approximately 1.5 miles east of the site, as well as the Black Diamond Regional Preserve, located approximately two miles to the southeast of the project site, is...
	As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit L...
	Potential impacts related to California tiger salamanders (CTS) are evaluated in Impact 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-57 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	By including a regional strategy for preserving core habitat and a viable population of the CTS, the ECCC HCP/NCCP anticipates and compensates for the loss of some individual CTS, their aestivation habitat, and their dispersal habitat resulting from c...
	With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-4(b), which require payment of applicable ECCC HCP/NCCP per-acre Development Fees and site-specific measures to reduce impacts to CTS, the Draft EIR concluded that the project impact would be...
	Response to Comment 8-7
	Page 4.4-43 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding plant surveys:
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the botanical surveys may not be valid at the time future development of the site occurs. However, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(b) requires  that prior to the issuance of grading or construction permits ...
	Furthermore, as discussed on page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR, the field surveys of the project site conducted by Pacific Biology in 2017 were reconnaissance in nature. For special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur on-site, the Draft EIR...
	Response to Comment 8-8
	The existing drainage conditions within the project area are described on page 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	According to the Storm Drainage Memo prepared for the proposed project by Isakson & Associates Inc., the project site consists of two tributary drainage areas, the northerly portion of the project site and the southerly portion of the project site. Th...
	The southerly portion of the proposed project site naturally drains through the undeveloped Bailey Estates project area to the east into a drainage system that crosses under Bailey Road into Lawlor Ravine, which drains under SR 4 through the Bay Point...
	Therefore, both the northern and southern drainage areas of the project site connect to existing or planned drainage systems prior to eventual discharge in surface waters of Suisun Bay.
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR adequately describes the existing hydrologic setting of the project site and the site vicinity.
	Response to Comment 8-9
	As stated on page 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis within the Draft EIR does not rely on the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) but, rather, the most recent 2015 UWMP. It should be noted that the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the prop...
	Response to Comment 8-10
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-8 and 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-11
	The comment summarizes the necessary components of a project description, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-12
	Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of all entitlements under consideration for the proposed project. Sufficient detail is provided to allow for a meaningful environmental analysis. Please see Master Response #2 above regard...
	Response to Comment 8-13
	Please see Master Response #2 regarding project-level details related to construction activity, lotting plans, circulation system improvements, location of stormwater infrastructure, and recreational amenities. Potential effects related to public serv...
	Response to Comment 8-14
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-15
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-16
	Please see Master Response #2. It should be noted that the proposed project is considered a Master Plan. A master plan is a comprehensive long-range document that guides development for an area, while a specific plan is a tool for implementation of th...
	Response to Comment 8-17
	Please see Master Response #2. Substantial evidence in the public record of development plans for the proposed project site does not exist. As is the case with any large-scale planning effort, assumptions must be made about the type and intensity of d...
	Response to Comment 8-18
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Consideration of development densities for the project in excess of the densities specified in the Draft Master Plan and evaluated in the Draft EIR is speculative and, thus, is not required p...
	Response to Comment 8-19
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s suggestions have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 8-20
	The comment states that CEQA requires the project description in the Draft EIR to provide detailed information regarding, or the text of, the proposed development agreement for the Project. To be legally adequate, a project description must depict the...
	While CEQA requires an EIR to include a list of all permits and other approvals that are required to implement a project and are known to the lead agency, a detailed discussion of those permits and approvals is not required. (See East Sacramento Partn...
	Response to Comment 8-21
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-22
	The Draft EIR acknowledges future development of the project site with residential and open space uses and analyzes the potential environmental effects of such development. The absence of project-level plans for lotting, architectural design, and util...
	Response to Comment 8-23
	Pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR include a discussion of the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan policies. As noted therein, the project would require approval of a GPA to introduce new goals and policies relevant to the pro...
	Furthermore, as noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new ...
	Response to Comment 8-24
	Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above.
	Response to Comment 8-25
	As noted on page 4.1-32 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would involve substantial grading of hillside areas, including areas within the greenbelt ridgeline buffer between the City of Pittsburg and the City of Concord. General Plan policies rela...
	With regard to Policy 4-P-10, page 4.9 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Based on the above, project modifications to further limit grading on hillside areas within the site are not feasible.
	Response to Comment 8-26
	Please refer to Response to Comment 8-25 above.
	Response to Comment 8-27
	Potential impacts to biological resources, including special-status plant and wildlife species, are evaluated in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft EIR. Potentially significant impacts are identified for special-status plant species, birds covered under the ECC...
	Response to Comment 8-28
	Issues related to alteration of existing drainage patterns are discussed on pages 4.8-16 to 4.8-18 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, because detailed site and drainage plans do not currently exist, future project design, and, thus, compliance with C...
	Response to Comment 8-29
	As stated on page 4.11-35 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant would pay the required SB 50 school development fees in effect at the time of issuance of building permits for the project. In accordance with California Proposition 1A/SB 50, payment o...
	Response to Comment 8-30
	As noted on page 4.11-34 of the Draft EIR, standard City of Pittsburg conditions of approval require that the developer annex new development into the Community Facilities District (CFD) 2005-1 in order to collect fees sufficient to fund increased pol...
	While the project would require additional sworn officers to serve the project, new police facilities would not be required in order to provide police services to the proposed project. With annexation to the CFD, the PPD has indicated that the Departm...
	Response to Comment 8-31
	The commenter suggests that the proposed mitigation measure to address additional costs associated with additional equipment or personnel needed to serve the proposed Project is inadequate, and states that the Project site’s location outside of the 1....
	Additionally, as stated on page 4.11-32 of the Draft EIR, in adopting Resolution Number 17-13311, the City Council formed Community Facilities District 2017-1 (CFD 2017-1) to help finance increased emergency medical and fire protection services throug...
	The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed Project conflicts with General Plan Policy 11-P-26, which is a policy that predates that creation of CFD 2017-1.  On page 4.11-33, the Draft EIR states that inclusion of the project site within CFD 2017-1 w...
	Response to Comment 8-32
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	The commenter does not raise a significant environmental question and therefore, no response is required.  Nonetheless. as noted under Response to Comment 8-2 above, Section 18.72.060 of the Pittsburg Municipal Code requires a master plan to include a...
	Response to Comment 8-33
	Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above. The regulations included in Chapter 18.56, Hillside Planned District (HPD), of the Pittsburg Municipal Code apply only to hillside development within an HPD zoning district. The Draft Master Plan proposed as p...
	Response to Comment 8-34
	Please see Response to Comment 8-3 above.
	Response to Comment 8-35
	The proposed project does not include a tentative subdivision map. At the time of submittal of a tentative subdivision map application to the City, the City would evaluate the application for consistency with the Subdivision Map Act. With regard to co...
	Response to Comment 8-36
	The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies related to the analysis presented within the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-37
	The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive, detailed analysis of buildout of the Draft Master Plan, addressing all issue areas required per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Within each technical chapter of the Draft EIR, an analysis of potential cumulat...
	Response to Comment 8-38
	Please see Response to Comment 3-3. In addition, as noted under Response to Comment 8-22 above, the Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer formulation of mitigation measures.
	Response to Comment 8-39
	Please see Master Response #2 and Response to Comment 8-22 above
	Response to Comment 8-40
	Please see Response to Comment 8-22 above.
	Response to Comment 8-41
	Cumulative development within the City of Pittsburg would be guided by the City’s General Plan. Per Section 15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, previously approved land use documents such as general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans may be u...
	Response to Comment 8-42
	Please see Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 8-43
	The Draft EIR clearly defines the scope of ground-disturbing activities that would occur as a result of the proposed project. As noted on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, a total of approximately 339.1 acres are designated for residential development and ap...
	Response to Comment 8-44
	The comment is an introductory statement. The specific concerns raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 8-45
	The Hamilton Biological report referenced by the commenter provides supporting information for the concerns addressed in Responses to Comments 8-46 through 8-56 below, but does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-46
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above.
	Response to Comment 8-47
	The existing setting of the project site related to biological resources is described on pages 4.4-2 through 4.4-37 of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 8-48
	Please see Response to Comment 8-7 above.
	As noted on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR the north-central part of the site is mapped in the ECCC HCP/NCCP as suitable low potential habitat for big tarplant, and the relatively higher elevation parts of the site are mapped as suitable habitat. However...
	Response to Comment 8-49
	Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-50
	Each of the special-status species referenced by the commenter are discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.4-49 of the Draft EIR, the on-site grasslands provide marginally suitable foraging habitat for the ...
	Response to Comment 8-51
	With regard to existing wildlife preserves in the project area and reconnaissance surveys for special-status plant and wildlife species, see Responses to Comments 8-6 and 8-7 above.
	Existing on-site plant communities and habitats, including wetlands, are discussed on pages 4.4-2 through 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-5 states the following:
	Wetlands in the project site are limited to two man-made wetlands that were created as part of compensatory mitigation for nearby development projects; the two wetlands are located outside of the development area indicated within the Draft Master Plan...
	Response to Comment 8-52
	As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard, located at the northern boundary of the proposed project site, would be extended southward through the site as part of the proposed project, providing connection to the City’s existing c...
	With regard to CTS, please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-53
	Please see Response to Comment 8-6 above.
	Response to Comment 8-54
	As noted on page 4.4-54 of the Draft EIR, San Joaquin kit foxes, American badgers, hoary bats, and western red bats could use the project site as habitat. However, the proposed project would not have the potential to impact hoary bats and western red ...
	Given that Mitigation Measure 4.4-3(b) provides specific timing and performance standards, the Draft EIR does not inappropriately defer mitigation of impacts to San Joaquin kit foxes.
	Response to Comment 8-55
	It is not clear what additional information the commenter is requesting. For example, Draft EIR clearly evaluates which special-status species have been known to occur in the project region, the likelihood for each species to occur on-site based on kn...
	Response to Comment 8-56
	Page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding golden eagles:
	In addition, pages 4.4-46 through 4.4-47 of the Draft EIR state the following:
	The site is mapped as suitable habitat for golden eagle as modeled in the ECCC HCP/NCCP and golden eagles are assumed to forage in the site. Golden eagle are a Fully Protected species. The ECCC HCP/NCCP provides compensatory grassland habitat within d...
	Golden eagles have been observed foraging on the site. The on-site trees and other relatively large trees visible from the site provide poor quality nesting habitat for golden eagles. Although golden eagles are considered unlikely to nest in the proje...
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding the potential for golden eagles to occur on-site. As noted on page 4.4-49, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) through 4.4-2(j), impacts to Swainson’s hawk, ...
	Response to Comment 8-57
	Please see Response to Comment 8-23 above.
	Response to Comment 8-58
	Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires only that an EIR discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. The Draft EIR is not required to include a discussion of all General Plan goals...
	Response to Comment 8-59
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-60
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-61
	Please see Response to Comment 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-62
	As noted in footnote 10 on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan policies discussed in Appendix J are limited to policies specific to land use issues. Potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies related to other environmental issue a...
	Response to Comment 8-63
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-23 and 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-64
	Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR notes one General Plan policy (Policy 10-P-2) with which the Draft Master Plan could create an inconsistency. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 from the Draft EIR would not defer formulation of mitigation to a fut...
	Response to Comment 8-65
	Please see Response to Comment 8-107 below.
	Response to Comment 8-66
	Per 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR, the Contra Costa LAFCo would act as a CEQA responsible agency in regard to consideration of the proposed annexation. As noted under Response to Comment 8-2 above, consistency with applicable LAFCo policies, including polic...
	Response to Comment 8-67
	Please see Response to Comment 8-66 above. The project is located within a voter-approved Urban Limit Line and, thus, would not be considered to induce urban sprawl.
	Response to Comment 8-68
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-8 and 8-58 above.
	Response to Comment 8-69
	As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, in November 2005, the voters of the City of Pittsburg approved a ballot initiative entitled “Measure P” (City of Pittsburg Voter Approved Urban Limit Line and Prezoning Act), which established a new Urban Limit L...
	Furthermore, LAFCo’s Agricultural and Open Space Preservation Policy (AOSPP) does not specifically prohibit the conversion of open space to developed land; rather, the AOSPP provides for the minimization of such conversion. While the proposed project ...
	Response to Comment 8-70
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-8, 3-18, and 3-20.
	Response to Comment 8-71
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13.
	As noted on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR, should the necessary City approvals be granted for the proposed project, tentative maps and improvement plans for development of the project site could subsequently be brought forward. Development of the project...
	Response to Comment 8-72
	The proposed project site is located within the City of Pittsburg Urban Limit Line and the LAFCo-approved SOI. According to the Pittsburg General Plan Land Use Element Map, the approximately 606-acre project site is designated LDR, HLDR, and OS. With ...
	Response to Comment 8-73
	Please see Responses to Comments 3-11 and 3-13.
	Response to Comment 8-74
	Page 4.11 of the Draft EIR states the following regarding water demand associated with future buildout of the Draft Master Plan:
	It should be noted that the 2015 UWMP relies on population growth projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to estimate future development in the City. Therefore, the 2015 UWMP does not specifically address buildout of the projec...
	Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP.
	Response to Comment 8-75
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-2 and 8-74 above.
	Response to Comment 8-76
	Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-77
	Please see Response to Comment 8-9 above.
	Response to Comment 8-78
	As noted above, the proposed project would not result in increased demand for water supplies beyond what was considered in the City’s 2015 UWMP. The 2015 UWMP includes an analysis of potential climate change impacts on water supply and demand.
	Response to Comment 8-79
	Please see Response to Comment 3-12 above.
	Response to Comment 8-80
	Section 15125(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding establishing the existing setting for an EIR:
	Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a lo...
	Given that the City of Pittsburg has previously anticipated development of the project site with up to 1,500 single-family homes per General Plan Policy 2-P-96, water demand associated with such development constitutes a “projected future condition” u...
	Response to Comment 8-81
	Please see Response to Comment 3-12.
	Response to Comment 8-82
	As noted under Response to Comment 8-9 above, both the 2010 and 2015 UWMPs indicate a water supply surplus under most hydrologic conditions, with only minor deficits during prolonged drought. Thus, concerns about unreliable water supply available to s...
	Response to Comment 8-83
	Please see Response to Comment 8-82. The proposed mitigation measures do not defer analysis related to water supply; rather, the measures ensure that applicable CCWD standards would be met prior to approval of a final subdivision map for future develo...
	Response to Comment 8-84
	As noted on page 4.11-5 of the Draft EIR, the City’s 2015 UWMP describes the projected water demand for the City of Pittsburg through 2040. Such growth includes cumulative development associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan. Given that the...
	Response to Comment 8-85
	The mitigation measures presented in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, include specific performance standards and timelines for implementation. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires compliance with speci...
	Where insufficient project-level design details are available to provide for a project-level air quality or GHG emissions analysis, the Draft EIR acknowledges that significant and unavoidable impacts could occur. However, Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 and...
	Response to Comment 8-86
	The comment states that the modeling assumptions discussed in Chapter 4.3 of the Draft EIR are inadequate, but does not specifically note what additional modeling assumption information is necessary. The modeling assumptions presented in the Draft EIR...
	Response to Comment 8-87
	CalEEMod inherently accounts for criteria pollutant and GHG emissions due to earth moving activities during grading activities. The amount of earth moving required within the site is calculated based on the total area of disturbance input to the model...
	Response to Comment 8-88
	Please see Response to Comment 8-87 above.
	CalEEMod relies on a default Carbon Dioxide (CO2) intensity factor associated with electricity generation depending on the electricity provider for a given project. In the case of the proposed project, CalEEMod assumes a default intensity factor of 64...
	Response to Comment 8-89
	As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the Draft Master Plan is a large-scale planning document, and project-level detail related to future development within the project site is not available. The inability of the Draft EIR to fully quantify criteria...
	Response to Comment 8-90
	The list of measures included in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 reflect BAAQMD’s standard mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 9-6 of BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines, and are based in part on the measures included in the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mit...
	Response to Comment 8-91
	Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 includes specific standards regarding future detailed air quality analysis for development occurring within the project area. For example, the analysis must include, but not be limite...
	Response to Comment 8-92
	Please see Response to Comment 8-89 above.
	Response to Comment 8-93
	The standards of significance noted by the commenter are addressed in Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, with implementation of mitigation, both impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
	Response to Comment 8-94
	The existing drainage conditions at the project site are discussed on pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	According to the Pittsburg General Plan, the project site is located in the Lawlor Creek watershed (see Figure 4.8-1).
	Based on the above, the Draft EIR provides an adequate description of the existing hydrology and water quality conditions within the project area.
	Response to Comment 8-95
	Changes to the existing on-site drainage patterns occurring as a result of the Draft Master Plan are described on page 4.8-16 of the Draft EIR, as follows:
	As noted on page 4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, to ensure that runoff flows do not increase, potential future development within the Draft Master Plan Area would be required to include source control, site design, and stormwater treatment measures to contro...
	With regard to deferral of mitigation, Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884-885, is distinguishable. In that case, the lead agency approved a project based on a mitigated negative declaration that merely req...
	Response to Comment 8-96
	Given that site development plans are not available, the total amount of impervious surfaces that would be created with buildout of the Draft Master Plan cannot be accurately calculated. As such, post-development drainage conditions cannot be modeled ...
	Response to Comment 8-97
	Please see Response to Comment 8-95 above.
	Response to Comment 8-98
	The comment is a concluding statement. Please see Responses to Comments 8-24 and 8-95 above.
	Response to Comment 8-99
	Please see Response to Comment 8-29. Given that payment of the applicable school impact fees is considered full and complete mitigation for the increased demand for school services resulting from development under California Proposition 1A/SB 50, addi...
	Response to Comment 8-100
	As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the project site is more accurately characterized as rolling grassland with minimal trees rather than rugged hillside terrain. Furthermore, following development of the project site, the area would be characteris...
	Response to Comment 8-101
	Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-3, 4.6-4(a), and 4.6-4(b) in the Draft EIR require preparation of a design-level geotechnical engineering report addressing the existing landslides and the potential for landslides to occur throughout the project site. I...
	1. Characterization and remediation of existing large-scale landslides;
	2. Description of the proximity of the project site and development areas to existing graded parcels;
	3. Settlement and deflection of deep fills; and
	4. Potential erosion of high cut slopes and fill slopes.
	In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-4(a) includes a list of specific design measures to be included in the geotechnical engineering report. Therefore, the mitigation presented in the Draft EIR related to unstable soils and landslides is not unnecessar...
	Response to Comment 8-102
	Given that project-level development plans are not currently available for the project site, a design-level geotechnical report analyzing potential geologic hazards cannot be prepared at this time. However, as noted on page 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR, th...
	Furthermore, widely accepted engineering measures are available to mitigate liquefaction and lateral spreading hazards if such hazards are determined to be present on the project site.  Adherence to these recommendations for development under the CBC,...
	Response to Comment 8-103
	Please see Response to Comment 8-102 above.
	Response to Comment 8-104
	Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the relevant threshold of significance for analysis of growth-inducing impacts is whether a proposed project would induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by propo...
	Furthermore, as noted on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is surrounded by existing, currently approved, and/or planned development, including the San Marco Residential Subdivision and the Vista Del Mar Residential Subdivision to the no...
	Response to Comment 8-105
	With regard to removal of impediments to growth and resulting in growth-inducing impacts, please see Response to Comment 8-104 above. Potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to requiring or resulting in the construction or expansion o...
	Response to Comment 8-106
	Please see Response to Comment 8-105 above. The Draft EIR does not assert that the proposed project would not result in population growth, only that such growth has been planned by the City, and would not result in new growth-inducing impacts. The CEQ...
	Response to Comment 8-107
	The comment summarizes the cumulative hydrology analysis presented in the Draft EIR, but does not identify any specific deficiencies. Cumulative water supply issues are discussed on page 4.11-40 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, per the City’s 2015 ...
	As discussed on page 4.9-23, land use conflicts are site-specific and do not typically result in a cumulative impact. Incompatibility issues are addressed and mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Similarly, as noted on page 4.7-13, hazardous mater...
	Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the following elements: either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary, those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary o...
	Response to Comment 8-108
	As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the four alternatives analyzed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR would each result in fewer overall impacts relative to the proposed project.
	Response to Comment 8-109
	Based on the above, the analysis of the selected alternatives was focused on the issue areas for which the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would have a significant impact. The commenter’s specific concerns regarding the conclusions of t...
	Response to Comment 8-110
	Please see Responses to Comments 8-108 and 8-109 above. The CEQA Guidelines do not require the Draft EIR to analyze alternatives that would reduce a majority of the project’s significant environmental effects. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines note only tha...
	Response to Comment 8-111
	As summarized in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the Mixed-Use Alternative would result in fewer impacts compared to the proposed project for the following issue areas: aesthetics; air quality and GHG emissions; geology, soils, and seismicity; noise; and...
	Response to Comment 8-112
	The Reduced Density Alternative is described in the Draft EIR at a sufficient level of detail necessary to compare the environmental effects of the Alternative with the proposed project. An EIR need not define the characteristics of the alternatives c...
	Given that the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts compared to the proposed project for a six of the 12 issue areas evaluated and would achieve all of the project objectives, consideration of the Alternative in the Draft EIR is c...
	Response to Comment 8-113
	See Master Response #3.e related to clustered development. Under the Clustered Development Alternative, the significant and unavoidable impact related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. While the othe...
	Response to Comment 8-114
	Please see Response to Comment 8-108. With regard to selection of a superior alternative, page 6-30 of the Draft EIR states the following:
	Designating a superior alternative depends in large part on what environmental effects one considers most important. This EIR does not presume to make this determination; rather, the determinations of which impacts are more important are left to the r...
	Response to Comment 8-115
	Response to Comment 8-116
	Consistent with Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR clearly defines why an off-site alternative would not be feasible. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR includes a discussion of alternative sites which wer...
	The project objectives are not so narrowly defined as to limit consideration of any off-site alternatives by default. For example, one of the project objectives is to “encourage sensitive site planning and design”. Another objective is to “maintain an...
	Response to Comment 8-117
	Please see Response to Comment 8-109 above regarding selection of alternatives. Because an in-fill alternative is infeasible, would not meet any of the project objectives, and would not necessarily reduce the significant environmental effects identifi...
	Response to Comment 8-118
	As noted on page 6-28 of the Draft EIR, the reduction in units associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the demand for park facilities in comparison to the proposed project; thus, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in...
	Response to Comment 8-119
	The comment is a concluding statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses above.
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	Response to Comment 9-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 10-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 11-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 12-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 12-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-5
	The project trip assignment provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was determined using a select zone run for the proposed project in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecast model, in consultation with the City. Fur...
	Response to Comment 12-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-9
	State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:
	An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physic...
	Given that the signal retiming improvements included in the Pittsburg Capital Improvement Program (CIP) have not yet been completed, such improvements are not a component of the existing conditions for the purposes of this EIR. However, with contribut...
	Response to Comment 12-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 13-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, whil...
	Response to Comment 14-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 15-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 16-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 17-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 18-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the...
	Response to Comment 19-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Ch...
	Response to Comment 20-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 21-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 22-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 23-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 24-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A dis...
	Response to Comment 24-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-2
	Please see Response to Comment 26-1 above.
	Response to Comment 27-1
	Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on views of the hills and concluded that views of the future development would be generally limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. In addition, the pr...
	Chapter 4.1, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on golden eagle, California tiger salamander, and other candidate, sensitive, and speciate-status species. Analysis in the EIR determined that, with imp...
	The commenter’s suggestions for project revisions have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 27-2
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 28-1
	Please refer to Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 28-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 29-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 29-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 30-1
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 31-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analysis related to biological resources, water supply, energy, and air quality has been addressed in the following Draft EIR Chapters: Chapter 4.4, Biological Resource; Chapter ...
	Response to Comment 32-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Keller Canyon Landfill and CNWS are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning and Chapter 4.7, Hazard...
	Response to Comment 32-2
	Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, presents a complete analysis of the proposed project’s demands on water supply, wastewater systems, and solid waste disposal. As discussed in the Draft EIR, impacts related to build out of...
	Response to Comment 33-1
	Please see Response to Comment 18-1.
	Response to Comment 34-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment is introductory and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-2
	Although the comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts related to plant and animal species, referenced in this comment, are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. In addit...
	Response to Comment 34-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-5
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 34-7
	The comment reiterates a conclusion made in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 35-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 36-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 38-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 38-2
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 38-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 38-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 39-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 39-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 40-1
	See Master Response #3. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and land use are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, o...
	Response to Comment 40-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 41-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 41-2
	See Master Response #2. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4...
	Response to Comment 41-3
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts to aesthetics and land use and planning are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, re...
	Response to Comment 41-4
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and...
	Response to Comment 41-5
	The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 42-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 43-1
	See Response to Comment 130-1.
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study intersection.
	Response to Comment 43-2
	As stated on page 4.12-40, of Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; The DI for the freeway segments was calculated using HCS7 software using HCM 6th Edition methodology, consistent with the fr...
	The commenter’s anecdotal experience with delays at the intersections mentioned do not constitute evidence sufficient to change the analysis presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 43-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 44-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 44-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to infrastructure and schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to...
	Response to Comment 45-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 46-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 46-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 47-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comments 47-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 48-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 48-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 49-1
	The comment does not provide enough specificity on which to respond.
	Response to Comment 50-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to air quality and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4....
	Response to Comment 51-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 52-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 52-2
	Please see Response to Comment 21-1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 53-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 53-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 54-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 54-2
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 54-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 55-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 56-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 57-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 57-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 57-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 58-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 59-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, discussions of impacts related to air quality, biological resources, schools, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Ch...
	Response to Comment 60-1
	See Response to Comment 54-2.
	Response to Comment 60-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 61-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 62-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 62-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 64-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addres...
	Response to Comment 65-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 66-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 67-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 68-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts rel...
	Response to Comment 69-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 70-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 71-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to geology/hill stability are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic a...
	Response to Comment 72-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 73-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 74-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 4.11, and Public Services and Utilities. The Partia...
	Response to Comment 75-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3...
	Response to Comment 75-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 76-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to aesthetics, climate change, hillside development, and fire hazards in the following chapters: Chapter 4.1, ...
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 79-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 80-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 81-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 82-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 83-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 84-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 85-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 86-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 87-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 88-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 89-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 90-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 91-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 92-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 93-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 94-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 95-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 96-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 97-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 98-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 99-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 100-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 101-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 102-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 103-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 104-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 105-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 106-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 107-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 108-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 109-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 110-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 111-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 112-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 113-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 114-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 115-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 116-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 117-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 118-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 119-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 120-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 121-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 122-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 123-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 124-1
	The comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR’s requested entitlements and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-2
	In response to the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-6 of the draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-3
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that construction of sewer trunk infrastructure within Willow Pass Road beg...
	The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-4
	See Response to Comment 124-3.
	Response to Comment 124-5
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the Vista Del Mar “As Built” connection point to the Willow Pass trunk...
	Response to Comment 124-6
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. With preparation of the compete sewer study, Engineer and Survey crews would determine and clarify the precise direction of sewer flows to the DDSD-owned c...
	Response to Comment 124-7
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the referenced “As Built” connection is located at the Rossmoor interc...
	Response to Comment 124-8
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. The complete sewer study would include reanalysis of the off-site capacity for the Baily Estates subdivision at buildout conditions. If any deficiencies ar...
	Response to Comment 124-9
	A discussion of potential cumulative impacts related to implementation of the proposed project is located on pages 4.11-39 through 4.11-42 of Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impac...
	See Response to Comment 124-2.
	Response to Comment 124-10
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Drat EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-11
	Based on the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-12
	The comment is a conclusion statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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	Response to Comment 9-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 10-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 11-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 12-1
	The comment is an introductory statement. Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the responses below.
	Response to Comment 12-2
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-3
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-4
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-5
	The project trip assignment provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was determined using a select zone run for the proposed project in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecast model, in consultation with the City. Fur...
	Response to Comment 12-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-7
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-8
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-9
	State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:
	An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physic...
	Given that the signal retiming improvements included in the Pittsburg Capital Improvement Program (CIP) have not yet been completed, such improvements are not a component of the existing conditions for the purposes of this EIR. However, with contribut...
	Response to Comment 12-10
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 12-11
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 13-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, whil...
	Response to Comment 14-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 15-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 16-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 17-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Analysis ...
	Response to Comment 18-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the...
	Response to Comment 19-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in Ch...
	Response to Comment 20-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 21-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of impacts related to aesthetics are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 22-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 23-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 24-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. A dis...
	Response to Comment 24-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 25-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 26-2
	Please see Response to Comment 26-1 above.
	Response to Comment 27-1
	Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on views of the hills and concluded that views of the future development would be generally limited to the upper stories of on-site buildings. In addition, the pr...
	Chapter 4.1, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, discussed the impacts of the proposed project on golden eagle, California tiger salamander, and other candidate, sensitive, and speciate-status species. Analysis in the EIR determined that, with imp...
	The commenter’s suggestions for project revisions have been forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.
	Response to Comment 27-2
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 28-1
	Please refer to Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 28-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 29-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 29-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 30-1
	Please refer to Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 31-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Analysis related to biological resources, water supply, energy, and air quality has been addressed in the following Draft EIR Chapters: Chapter 4.4, Biological Resource; Chapter ...
	Response to Comment 32-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Keller Canyon Landfill and CNWS are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning and Chapter 4.7, Hazard...
	Response to Comment 32-2
	Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, presents a complete analysis of the proposed project’s demands on water supply, wastewater systems, and solid waste disposal. As discussed in the Draft EIR, impacts related to build out of...
	Response to Comment 33-1
	Please see Response to Comment 18-1.
	Response to Comment 34-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment is introductory and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-2
	Although the comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the environmental impacts related to plant and animal species, referenced in this comment, are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. In addit...
	Response to Comment 34-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-5
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 34-6
	Please refer to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for revisions to the chapter.
	Response to Comment 34-7
	The comment reiterates a conclusion made in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 35-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 36-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 37-2
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 38-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 38-2
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 38-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 38-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 39-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 39-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 40-1
	See Master Response #3. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and land use are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, o...
	Response to Comment 40-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 41-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 41-2
	See Master Response #2. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4...
	Response to Comment 41-3
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts to aesthetics and land use and planning are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, and Chapter 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, re...
	Response to Comment 41-4
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to water and utilities infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 4.11, Public Services and...
	Response to Comment 41-5
	The comment is a conclusory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 42-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 43-1
	See Response to Comment 130-1.
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road study intersection.
	Response to Comment 43-2
	As stated on page 4.12-40, of Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR; The DI for the freeway segments was calculated using HCS7 software using HCM 6th Edition methodology, consistent with the fr...
	The commenter’s anecdotal experience with delays at the intersections mentioned do not constitute evidence sufficient to change the analysis presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 43-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 44-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 44-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to infrastructure and schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to...
	Response to Comment 45-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 45-4
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 46-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 46-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 47-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comments 47-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 48-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 48-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 49-1
	The comment does not provide enough specificity on which to respond.
	Response to Comment 50-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the analyses of impacts to air quality and biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4....
	Response to Comment 51-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 52-1
	Please see Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 52-2
	Please see Response to Comment 21-1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 53-1
	See Response to Comment 27-1.
	Response to Comment 53-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 54-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 54-2
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 54-3
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 55-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 56-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, issues related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 57-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 57-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 57-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 58-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 59-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, discussions of impacts related to air quality, biological resources, schools, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Ch...
	Response to Comment 60-1
	See Response to Comment 54-2.
	Response to Comment 60-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 61-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to biological resources are addressed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 62-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 62-2
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-2
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 63-3
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 64-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to schools are addressed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, while impacts related to traffic are addres...
	Response to Comment 65-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 66-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 67-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 68-1
	Please see Master Response #1. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, while impacts rel...
	Response to Comment 69-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 70-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 71-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to geology/hill stability are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to traffic a...
	Response to Comment 72-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 73-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 74-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics and infrastructure are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 4.11, and Public Services and Utilities. The Partia...
	Response to Comment 75-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, and infrastructure are addressed in the following Draft EIR chapters: Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics; Chapter 4.3...
	Response to Comment 75-2
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 76-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to aesthetics, climate change, hillside development, and fire hazards in the following chapters: Chapter 4.1, ...
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 78-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 79-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 80-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 81-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 82-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 83-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to schools in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, while impacts related to traffic are addressed in C...
	Response to Comment 84-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR addresses impacts related to traffic in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 85-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 86-1
	See Master Response #2.
	Response to Comment 87-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 88-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 89-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 90-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 91-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 92-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 93-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 94-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 95-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 96-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 97-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 98-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 99-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 100-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 101-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 102-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 103-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 104-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 105-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 106-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 107-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 108-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 109-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 110-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 111-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 112-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 113-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 114-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 115-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 116-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 117-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 118-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 119-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 120-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 121-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 122-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 123-1
	See Master Response #3.
	Response to Comment 124-1
	The comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR’s requested entitlements and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-2
	In response to the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-6 of the draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-3
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that construction of sewer trunk infrastructure within Willow Pass Road beg...
	The revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-4
	See Response to Comment 124-3.
	Response to Comment 124-5
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the Vista Del Mar “As Built” connection point to the Willow Pass trunk...
	Response to Comment 124-6
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. With preparation of the compete sewer study, Engineer and Survey crews would determine and clarify the precise direction of sewer flows to the DDSD-owned c...
	Response to Comment 124-7
	Isakson & Associates, Inc. has provided an updated cover letter for the Faria Property Sanitary Sewer System technical memorandum (see Appendix A to this Final EIR) confirming that the referenced “As Built” connection is located at the Rossmoor interc...
	Response to Comment 124-8
	A complete sewer study would be prepared along with development plans for the proposed project. The complete sewer study would include reanalysis of the off-site capacity for the Baily Estates subdivision at buildout conditions. If any deficiencies ar...
	Response to Comment 124-9
	A discussion of potential cumulative impacts related to implementation of the proposed project is located on pages 4.11-39 through 4.11-42 of Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that cumulative impac...
	See Response to Comment 124-2.
	Response to Comment 124-10
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Drat EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-11
	Based on the commenter’s suggestions, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 124-12
	The comment is a conclusion statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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	Response to Comment 125-1
	The comment does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 8-107.
	Response to Comment 126-1
	The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 126-2
	The comment summarizes concerns related to increased impervious surfaces and altering the existing drainage patterns. Please see Response to Comment 8-95.
	Response to Comment 126-3
	The Response does not address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 8-95, which address altering the existing drainage patterns.
	Response to Comment 126-4
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	The following responses to comments address the above letter from Winter King, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, as well as Appendix B of the letter. Appendix A of the aforementioned letter was previously submitted during the comment period for the orig...
	Response to Comment 127-1
	The comment is introductory paragraph, stating that the comment letter was submitted on the behalf of Save Mount Diablo. The comment states that the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA. However, the comment does not...
	Response to Comment 127-2
	The comment summarizes the attached letters, including the original letters submitted on the original Draft EIR and the report prepared by Neal Liddicoat, PE. of Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC. The commenter asks the City to respond in f...
	Response to Comment 127-3
	The comment generally cites a previous court case regarding the requirements of CEQA; however, the paragraph consists of legal argument related to an EIR document.
	Response to Comment 127-4
	The comment summarizes previous comments made on the Draft EIR, as well as new comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed above, responses to Appendix A of the comment letter can be found within Responses to Comments 8-1 through 8-...
	Response to Comment 127-5
	See Response to Comment 127-11 below.
	Response to Comment 127-6
	See Response to Comment 127-15 below.
	Response to Comment 127-7
	See Response to Comment 127-16 below.
	Response to Comment 127-8
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Responses to comments regarding Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC., comment letter can be found below.
	Response to Comment 127-9
	The comment is a general concluding paragraph requesting that the entire EIR be recirculated. However, recirculation of the entire EIR is not necessary, as the required revisions only related to Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.
	Response to Comment 127-10
	The comment is an introduction that summarizes background information provided for the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-11
	As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Introduction and List of Commenters, of this Final EIR, based on comments on the Draft EIR Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation was recirculated. The AM and PM peak hour trip generation for the proposed p...
	While the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR used the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition instead of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, the fitted curve regression equations for Land Use Code 210 are the same for the AM and PM peak hours b...
	Response to Comment 127-12
	Response to Comment 127-13
	The proposed project trip distribution is based on the County’s travel forecast demand model provided by CCTA as well as existing traffic patterns and field observations. A select zone analysis was run for the proposed project to determine the distrib...
	Figure 4.12-3 shows the traffic distribution for the proposed project assumed in the TIS. Based on the assumed trip distribution, new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project were assigned to the street network in the Existing Plus Project and ...
	It should be noted that in the Cumulative Plus Project Condition, Leland Road will be extended to Avila Road, and, thus, trip distribution would differ from the Existing Plus Project Condition.
	Response to Comment 127-14
	 The intersection had non-NEMA phasing;
	 Clustered intersections;
	 Custom phasing; and
	 Shared and exclusive phasings.
	Response to Comment 127-15
	 NB SR-242 between Clayton Road off-ramp and SR-4 (PM peak hour); and
	 EB SR-4 between I-680 on-ramp and SR-242 off-ramp (PM peak hour).
	Response to Comment 127-16
	The above revision would not change the conclusions of the analysis in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-17
	The project consists of a Draft Master Plan that is being evaluated by a programmatic EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, as stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR clearly states, "where sufficient information is available, the Draft...
	The project contemplates the development of the 606-acre project site with residential uses and open space. Approvals covered by the Draft EIR include annexation of the project site into the City of Pittsburg and various districts, general plan amendm...
	With regard to impacts on transit, pedestrian facilities, and bicycle facilities, the following clarifications are provided:
	 Impacts on public transit.  The Draft EIR has forecast impacts to the extent possible, including through the adoption of very conservative assumptions.  It should be noted, again, that complete forecasts cannot be made to the extent forecasts depend...
	Without these details, understanding the precise project impacts on all public transit is not feasible.  To provide further clarity, consider that Tri Delta Transit runs 12 bus lines near project site, and County Connection runs four bus lines near th...
	Notwithstanding the above, in December 2018, the California Governor's Office of Planning and Research issued Technical Advisory providing that, when "evaluating impacts to multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat t...
	OPR's Technical Advisory provides, then, that increased ridership alone does not create a CEQA impact, but rather the inquiry is whether new or additional transit infrastructure will be necessary to accommodate new ridership.  As such, the need to run...
	 Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  As with public transit facilities, the Draft Master Plan does not include specific connections to existing trail systems, nor what quantity of pedestrian and bicycle pathways will be provided.  For instance, pleas...
	 Levels of service for non-automotive travel.  To the extent it has not already been addressed, the following clarifications address the issue of non-automotive transportation.  To this end, the commenter indicated that the EIR must adopt methodologi...
	Response to Comment 127-18
	Response to Comment 127-19
	Response to Comment 127-20
	Response to Comment 127-21
	The proposed project assessed all potential impacts based on the Standards of Significance which can be found on Page 4.12-36 through 4.12-38, Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. Intersectio...
	In addition, to further analyze and confirm that there are no significant secondary impacts, a chart with an intersection by intersection review was prepared, using data from the appendices to the TIS, to confirm all crossroads are urbanized for pedes...
	 Intersections requiring mitigation do not see more than a maximum of 20 pedestrian trips per hour for the entire intersection (i.e., adding pedestrians from all four corners).
	 More crowded intersections generally see a maximum of between 30 and 60 pedestrian trips per hour for the entire intersection.
	 One intersection, Treat Boulevard and Oak Grove Road, includes approximately 154 pedestrian trips.
	o 24 pedestrians approached on the north leg, 24 pedestrians approached on the east leg, 19 approached on the south leg, and 87 approached on the west leg.
	o The max ped count in a 15-minute window (all intersections legs) was 55, with 31 approaching on the west leg.
	o Under the “worst” case scenario, approximately two to three pedestrian trips would occur on the sidewalk per minute.
	Response to Comment 127-22
	The 2015 Contra Costa Congestion Management Plan (CMP) states: “The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) contains those roadways, transit and trail projects that are already programmed (and thus have committed funding), those proposed for funding through...
	The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (the Authority) is responsible for preparing and adopting a Congestion Management Program (CMP) and updating the Program every other year. The Authority adopted the County’s first CMP in October 1991. The 2011...
	The 2015 update, which was prepared with help from and consultation with representatives of local, regional and State agencies, transit operators and the public, responds to changes in regional transportation planning, projects, and programs made sinc...
	The Contra Costa County Congestion Management Plan reflects state CMP legislation that, in part, requires a 7-year capital improvement program.  Therefore, while funding sources for certain short-term improvements must be identified, there is no such ...
	Response to Comment 127-23
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-th...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	In response to the comments, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	Response to Comment 127-24
	As discussed in Response to Comment 127-17, which is incorporated herein by this reference, the Draft Master Plan is a planning-level project, and a project-level analysis is not required.  With respect to construction impacts, the Draft EIR mistakenl...
	In response to the comment, page 4.12-39 of the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Response to Comment 127-25
	Please note that the 2017 NOP established the CEQA baseline conditions. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA guidelines provides specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts. Per Section 15064.3, analysis of VMT attributable to a p...
	Response to Comment 127-26
	The comment is a concluding statement and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Response to Comment 128-1
	Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, analyzed the local roadways under Existing Conditions, as well as Existing Plus Project Conditions. The Existing conditions analyzed in the Partially Reci...
	To the extent that existing heavy-duty truck traffic on Bailey Road overlaps with the AM and PM peak hours, such traffic was accounted for in the traffic counts conducted by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. and, thus, is a component of the Existing Co...
	Response to Comment 128-2
	In the event that livestock causes traffic delays on local roadways, such events would be limited and would not be considered long-term. As such, although the proposed project could increase traffic on local roadways, increased congestion and delays d...
	Response to Comment 128-3
	As discussed throughout the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, San Marco Boulevard would be extended southward through the site, providing connection to the City’s existing circulation system. However, the specific development plans for extension of th...
	Response to Comment 128-4
	Response to Comment 129-1
	The TIS prepared for the proposed project included an inadvertent output page for Intersection 43 within the attached appendix. Intersection 43 of the Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions Appendix included in the TIS has been corrected, as follows:
	Because Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR assumed Intersection 43 would operate at LOS C with 30.8 seconds of delay, the above revision does not change the conclusions presented within the ...
	Response to Comment 130-1
	The comment pertains to potential impacts on the W. Leland Road/Alves Ranch Road intersection. Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, addresses Alves Ranch Road and impacts to the W. Leland Roa...
	Response to Comment 131-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, but has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. For information purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, ...
	Response to Comment 132-1
	The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR. For information purposes, analysis of traffic impacts is addressed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Partially Recirculated...

	3.0_Revisions to the DEIR Text.pdf
	REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT
	The proposed project is located just southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. With the exception of two isolated single-family residences and a small ag...
	The project site consists of approximately 606 acres of grazing land located immediately southwest of the municipal boundary of the City of Pittsburg and within the Southwest Hills planning subarea of the Pittsburg General Plan. The project site is id...
	Consequently, the project would minimize the conversion of open space land to other uses through incorporation of open space land preservation, consistent with Goal 1 and Goal 3 and Policy 1, respectively, of the Contra Costa LAFCo’s AOSPP. By preserv...
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	Based on a comment received on the Draft EIR, page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
	Keller Canyon Landfill disposes of industrial non-recyclable waste from Pittsburg. Mount Diablo Recycling Center provides recycling service through their Recycling Center and Transfer Station at 1300 Loveridge Road. The Keller Canyon Landfill has a ma...
	The Public Works Department’s Environmental Affairs Division, in conjunction with Pittsburg Disposal, coordinates the curbside recycling, and green waste programs. Pittsburg Disposal provides a container for garbage, recycling and green waste separately.
	In addition, the District operates the regional Household Hazardous Waste Collection facility, located at 2550 Pittsburg-Antioch Highway, Antioch.
	The forgoing revisions are for clarification purposes and do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-8, on page 4.12-22 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-45 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-56 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-60 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not change across jurisdictions.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(d) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound approach of the EB SR 4 ramps and San Marco Boulevard intersection would be restriped to be an eastbound left turn lane, a shared left-th...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) on pages 4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-90 is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(h) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-2(db).
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-95 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received by the City of Pittsburg, page 4.12-96 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
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	Attachment F - Faria Annexation Revised and Updated FEIR Summary of Changes.pdf
	Introduction
	Background
	Purpose of the Final EIR
	Organization of the Final EIR
	Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
	Wastewater Treatment
	As discussed above, regional conveyance facilities transport wastewater to the Delta Diablo WWTP. After secondary treatment, the effluent is either discharged through a deep-water outfall to New York Slough or further processed through the RWF. The WW...
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Table 4.12-28, on page 4.12-1222 of Chapter 4.12 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-3945 of the Partially Circulated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Construction of the project, including site preparation and construction, and delivery activities, would generate contractor employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions ...
	The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only and does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-56 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-60 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, as the significance standard at the affected intersections does not change across jurisdictions.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-83 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	 The northbound approach at the Avila Road and Willow Pass Road intersection shall be restriped to include one through lane and one right turn lane; and
	 The southbound approach at the Clayton Road and Bailey Road intersection shall be restriped to be a southbound left-turn lane, a shared southbound through/right-turn lane, and a southbound right-turn lane; and
	 The intersection timing splits at the following intersections shall be optimized: Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard (Intersection #39) and Concord Boulevard/Port Chicago Highway (Intersection #48).
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(d) on page 4.12-86 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(e) is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(e) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that a northbound right turn lane at the W. Leland Road and Bailey Road intersection would be striped and the shared northbound through-right lane would be ...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(f) on pages 4.12-88 and 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follow:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(g) on page 4.12-89 of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
	4.12-8(g) As part of future development applications, the project improvement plans shall show that the eastbound left turn phase and westbound left turn phase at the W. Leland and Crestview Drive intersection would be changed from protected to permit...
	If the required improvements are not included in the Pittsburg CIP prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall be responsible for the construction of the improvements. The improvements shall be completed prior to occupancy of the first pr...
	Or
	If, prior to issuance of building permits, the City’s then-current CIP includes the needed improvements, the project applicant shall pay the fair-share fee for the improvements planned in the Pittsburg CIP to the City of Pittsburg Community Developmen...
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(h) on page 4.12-90 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, this revision does not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-95 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
	Based on a comment received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, page 4.12-96 is hereby revised as follows:
	The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the technical analysis prepared for the project. Accordingly, the revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.




