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Response to Oral Comments 

22: Dick Kerr.  Comment noted. This is not a comment regarding CEQA or 
environmental analysis. 

23: Robert Chung. Comment noted. This is not a comment regarding CEQA or 
environmental analysis. 

24: Mary Lou Laubbscher. Refer to Response 16-A. 

25: Michael Kent. Refer to Responses 16 and 17-A to E. 

26.  Paul Choisser. Refer to Responses 21-A to E. 
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3 Corrections to the Draft EIR 

This section includes additional revisions and corrections to the Draft EIR that were not part 
of the above responses to comments. These minor revisions are based on EIR consultant 
review. Text additions appear in underline. These corrections do not change the meaning or 
intent of any of the text, nor do they change the overall analysis or findings of the Draft EIR. 

Any minor changes to the proposed General Plan, as identified by City Staff or the City’s EIR 
consultant, do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant 
environmental impacts or mitigation measures. 

All references to “project sponsor” in the Draft EIR are hereby revised as “project 
applicant”. 

3.1-1. Page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. As mitigation the following policies have been added to 
the General Plan and the Draft EIR: 

Proposed Policy S-1.3.5:  Prohibit installation of wood-burning fireplaces in new residential 
development, except for EPA-certified wood-burning devices, and seek grant funding for a 
wood-burning stove “changeout” program to encourage owners of word-burning fireplaces 
in existing residences to replace them with EPA-certified devices, and prepare homeowner 
information handouts describing low-emission alternatives to wood-burning fireplaces.  

Many homes are equipped with fireplaces, which are a growing source of localized air pollution. 
Smoke released from fireplaces and wood stoves contains carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 
volatile organic compounds, and inhalable particulate matter (PM). The changeout programs 
have been successful in areas of the State where emissions from wood-burning fireplaces cause 
significant air pollution. PG&E and the Hearth Products Association have offered incentives in 
the past in the form of cash rebates to encourage replacement of old wood-burning appliances with 
more efficient ones.  

 

Page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

As mitigation the following policies have been added to the General Plan and 
the Draft EIR: 

• Participate in car sharing demonstration programs at new high density, 
mixed-use developments initiated by the BAAQMD or other regional 
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agencies in support of Transportation Control Measures in BAAQMD’s 
Clean Air Plan. 

• Establish preferential parking provisions in the Zoning Ordinance for car 
sharing programs.” 

TCM 17 is clear that the BAAQMD and other regional agencies are 
ultimately responsible for supporting the car sharing programs. They and 
not the City would be expected to provide funding and incentives beyond 
the zoning changes necessary to facilitate that program.  

Page 3.1-19 is hereby revised and TCM-10 and a mitigation measure in support of TCM-10 
are added to Table 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR as follows: 

“Table 3.1-5: Clean Air Plan TCMs to be Implemented by Local 
Governments  

TCM in the 2005 Ozone 
Strategy Policies in the Proposed General Plan Consistent with the TCM 

TCM-10,  
Youth Transportation 

Work with the school district to implement the Safe 
Routes to Schools Program” 

 

Page 3.1-23 of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measures 

No programmatic mitigation measures are feasible and sSite-specific 
measures shall be identified during CEQA review of specific development 
proposals made to the City. As mitigation the following policies have been 
added to the General Plan and the Draft EIR: 

• Require project applicants to implement all feasible control measures to 
reduce combustion emissions from construction equipment. 

• “Require new residential developers to inform future residents of any 
potential health impacts resulting from nearby sources of dust, toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) or odors, and where mitigation cannot reduce these 
impacts.” 

Page 3.1-22 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows: 

“Impact 3.1-4: Reuse and intensification could expose existing and proposed sensitive 
receptors to objectionable odors and/or TACs. (Less than Significant)  

Development proposed under the Concord 2030 General Plan could place residential and 
other sensitive receptors in proximity to light industrial uses, which could result in odor and 
TAC impacts depending on the types of industries proposed. Additionally, sensitive receptors 
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proposed to be located close to freeways and major arterials are at risk of greater exposure to 
TACs, particularly diesel PM.” 

Page 3.1-23 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows: 

The following proposed policy in the Concord 2030 General Plan would reduce potential air 
pollution impacts, including odors and toxics: 

“Policy S-1.1.2:  Site projects in locations and/or in a manner that will reduce air pollution 
exposure of sensitive receptors and disapprove projects that expose sensitive receptors to 
unhealthy levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) without adequate mitigation.  

Policy LU-1.1.4: Mitigate residential uses from impacts of more intensive land uses through 
good site planning and/or appropriate operational measures. 

Mitigation Measures 

As mitigation the following policies have been added to the General Plan and the Draft EIR: 

Require new development to comply with all applicable dust control measures promulgated 
by the BAAQMD for new construction. 

The BAAQMD includes these in its CEQA Guidelines in the section addressing construction 
emissions. 

“Require new residential developers to inform future residents of any potential health impacts 
resulting from nearby sources of dust, toxic air contaminants (TACs) or odors, and where 
mitigation cannot reduce these impacts.” 

In addition, all new development under the proposed General Plan and within the Urban 
Limit Line would be subject to further CEQA review to evaluate project-level impacts of 
odors and toxics specific to their site, time and project description and to avoid potential 
conflicts in land uses. Analysis of potential odor impacts conducted would include both the 
following situations: 1) sources of odorous/toxic emissions locating near existing sensitive 
receptors, and 2) receptors locating near existing odor/toxics sources. Any significant impacts 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level.” 

Page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Open Space Action Plan 

Concord’s Open Space Action Plan consists of the goals, principles and policies presented in 
this element. These include policy direction for specific actions and programs which the City 
Council intends to pursue to implement the ideas for open space systems contained in this 
element. Additional detail on how the action plan will be implemented is in Volume III, 
Implementation Program; see Table 5, Implementation Actions for Parks, Open Space and 
Conservation Element.  Taken together, these initiatives specifically respond to and are 
consistent with the Government Code¹s requirements for an Open Space Action Plan, that is 
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to include “specific programs which the legislative body intends to pursue in implementing its 
open space plan” (Section 65564).” 

Page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to reflect the following: 

“San Francisco Bay Plan and San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) regulates new 
development and Bay fill within Bay waters up to the shoreline, and the land area between the 
shoreline and the line 100 feet upland and parallel to the shoreline which defines the BCDC’s 
100-foot “shoreline band” jurisdiction. The shoreline is located at the mean high tide line 
except in marsh areas, where the shoreline is located at five feet above means sea level. the 
first 100 feet inland from the San Francisco Bay shoreline—including Suisun Bay—in order 
This is to ensure as much public access to the Bay as possible and to protect port-priority 
lands and sensitive environments. It also regulates all filling and dredging of the San Francisco 
Bay system; has jurisdiction over substantial changes to land use, building construction or 
remodeling, and subdivision of property near the shoreline; and works to minimize pressures 
to fill the Bay system by reserving suitable areas for crucial water oriented uses. BCDC It also 
has jurisdiction over certain marshlands. The BCDC’s San Francisco Bay Plan designates 
priority use areas, which are to minimize the necessity for future bay fill to create new sites for 
these uses (McAteer-Petris Act). be reserved for a particular use in order to minimize the 
need for future waterfront development to accommodate certain uses.” 

Page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows: 

“State Lands Commission 

The State Lands Commission has jurisdiction over 4.5 million acres of land held in trust for 
California’s. The Commission’s jurisdiction includes a 3-mile wide section of tidal and 
submerged land adjacent to the coast of offshore island, including bays, estuaries, and 
lagoons. It also includes the waters and underlying beds of more than 120 rivers, lakes, 
streams and sloughs. The State holds these lands for the public trust purposes of water-related 
commerce, navigation, fisheries, recreation, and open space. The State Lands Commission 
may grant dredging permits and issue land use leases for actives within its jurisdiction. It does 
not have a comprehensive use plan for these lands but manages them according to State laws 
and regulations. While no development is planned under any such lands within Concord, 
such as Carquinez Straits or Pacheco Creek, coordination with the Commission would be 
required should development occur in any such areas.” 

Page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to include the specific text of this policy, 
following Policy GM-1.3.6: 

 “Further, TRANSPAC has developer-based mitigation programs, not a regional fee as other 
areas of the County have adopted. As part of the implementation of Measure J, local 
jurisdictions will be amending their General Plan growth management elements; however, 
this does not have to occur until March 31, 2009 and CCTA still has not promulgated 
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guidance documents for that effort. For these reasons, the 2030 General Plan and EIR do not 
reflect mitigation that may be adopted to respond to Measure J’s requirements, including 
regional mitigation programs. The City intends to do this before Measure J’s effective date -- 
April 1, 2009.” 

Mitigation Measures 

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce freeway impacts to a 
level that is less than significant. Increasing freeway capacity by adding lanes would not be 
feasible because of the high cost, the negative impacts on air quality, and other factors. 
Adding lanes is inconsistent with the policies of the responsible regional agencies. As noted 
previously, MTC’s regional transportation plan makes no commitments to widen freeway 
facilities in the Concord area county. The emphasis is on maintaining and enhancing the 
existing system and supporting multimodal solutions, and not founding for funding for 
freeway widening over the planning horizon for the General Plan Update.” 

Page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to include the proposed policy, S-1.2.7: 

Proposed S-1.2.7:  Endeavor to replace City gasoline powered vehicles with hybrid or clean-
fuel vehicles when vehicle replacement purchases are made. 

Page 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 

Proposed Policy LU-8.1.6: Establish guidelines and incentives such as streamlined 
development review for new development incorporating green building measures. 

Green building measures could include additional building insulation that exceeds the State’s 
Title 24 requirements or could include projects that achieve a “Silver” rating or better under the 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Certification (LEED) green building program. Details 
will be established in consultation with the development community.  

Proposed Policy LU-8.1.7:  Incorporate green building principles and practices into the 
planning, design, construction, management, renovation, operations, and demolition of all 
facilities that are constructed, owned, managed, or financed by the City.  

Page 3.7-16  of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows: 

Policy S-3.1.3:  Require geologic studies to be conducted on all structures, including 
those not for human occupancy, located above and below ground, 
whenever a project is located within an Earthquake Fault Zone as 
identified by the California Geological Survey Service. 

Figure 3.10-2, Trails Master Plan, will be incorporated into the Draft EIR. 
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Page 3.10-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

POS-1.1.7: Identify new park sites within the City limits to ensure that a minimum of 89 
acres of park and recreation facilities be set aside for Concord residents 
through the parkland dedication process under the City’s subdivision 
regulations or acquired by use of in lieu fees paid by subdividers.  

This action will meet the parkland standard set in the Growth Management 
Element of the General Plan. Additionally, as part of implementation of the 
City’s long-term policy for new parkland, as expressed Policy POS-1.1.1, the City 
intends to acquire a total of 217 acres of new parkland to meet the 6-acre 
standard by 2030 

Page 3.11-5 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows: 

“East Bay Municipal District - Mokelumne Aqueduct.  

Although East Bay Municipal District (EBMUD) does not provide water or wastewater 
services to the City of Concord, sections of the Mokelumne Aqueduct are located within the 
City limits. The Aqueduct right-of-way is parallel to the west of State Highway 242. It also 
crosses under State Highway 4 and continues north along the eastern toe of Contra Costa 
Water Districts Mallard Reservoir and parallel to the Port Chicago Highway.” 

Page 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows, to reflect the current status of serving 
station locations with Advanced Life Support personnel; the text is hereby corrected, as 
follows:  

“The CCCFPD’s rescue and advanced life support services are delivered through a combined 
response from CCCFPD and American Medical Response ambulance service. CCCFPD 
paramedic personnel are currently located at all fire stations, with the exception of Station 22. 
Station 22 does not currently have a full time on-staff paramedic fire fighter.” 

Page 3.11-10 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:  

The CCCFD attempts to establish 1.5 mile travel distance radii between development and the 
closest fire station. Currently, excluding the Naval Weapons Station, 85.2 percent of 
incorporated Concord is within 1.5 miles of a fully staffed fire station (Station 18 is a reserve 
station).  

Page 3.11-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

“Enrollment and Capacity 

In 2006, public school enrollment in Concord was approximately 7,510 7,310 elementary 
school students, 3,110 2,994 middle school students, and 7,280 7,249 high school students, for 
a total of approximately  17,900 17,614  students. On average, enrollment for all schools is 15 
17 percent below the capacity of existing school facilities. Table 3.11-1 shows the enrollment 
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and capacity of public school facilities. One elementary school and fFour high schools are 
currently over capacity.” 

Page 3.11-2, Table 3.11-1, o the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

Table 3.11-1: Existing Public Schools in Concord (20056-20076)     

Name Location 
Total Enrollment 
(20065-20076) 

Total Capacity 
(2004) 

% Above or 
Below 

Capacity 

Elementary Schools      

Ayers 5120 Myrtle Dr 429  403 510  -16% -21%

Cambridge 1135 Lacey Ln 695 705 702 750 -1% -36%

El Monte 1400 Dina Dr 522 473 678  -23% -30%

Highlands 1326 Pennsylvania Bl 669 665 774 810 -14% -18%

Holbrook 3333 Ronald Wy 493 461 546 570 -10% -19%

Meadow Homes 1371 Detroit Av 891 868 870 882  2% -2%

Monte Gardens 3841 Larkspur Dr 579 576 594 618  -3% -7%

Mountain View 1705 Thornwood Dr 442 443 666 702  -34% -37%

Silverwood 1649 Claycord Av 407 406 546 510  -25% -20%

Sun Terrace 2448 Floyd Ln 609 572 807 762  -25%

Westwood 1748 West St 375 391 486 474 -23% -18%

Woodside 761 San Simeon Dr  445 474 630  -29% -25%

Wren Avenue 3339 Wren Ave  410 407 606  -32% -33%

Ygnacio Valley 2217 Chalomar Rd  546 527 558 606 -2% -13%

   Total Elementary   7,512 7,371 8,973 9,108 -16% -19%

Middle Schools    

El Dorado 1750 West St 1,014 967 1,207 1,187 -16% -19%

Glenbrook 2351 Olivera Rd 676 669 926 937 -27% -29%

Oak Grove 2050 Minert Rd 658 635 1,091 1,101 -40% -42%

Pine Hollow 5522 Pine Hollow Rd 760 723 938 918  -19% -21%

   Total Middle School 3,108 2,994 4,162 4,143 -25% -28%

High Schools      

Clayton Valley  1101 Alberta Wy  1,874 1,894 1,939 1,975 -3%-4%

Concord 4200 Concord Bl  1,660 1,639 1,583  5%2%

Crossroads 1266 San Carlos Av 53 52 50 45 6%16%

Mt. Diablo 2450 Grant St 1,698 1,655 1,739 1,939  -2%-15%

Nueva Vista 1101 Alberta Wy 51 52 50 45 2%16%

Olympic   2730 Salvio Street 344 366 375  -8%-2%
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Table 3.11-1: Existing Public Schools in Concord (20056-20076)     

Name Location 
Total Enrollment 
(20065-20076) 

Total Capacity 
(2004) 

% Above or 
Below 

Capacity 

Summit 4200 Concord Bl 51 52 50 45 2%16%

Ygnacio Valley 755 Oak Grove Rd 1,551 1,539 2,026  -23%-24%

   Total High School   7,282 7,249 7,812 8,058 -7% -10%

Total All Schools   17,902 17,614 20,947 21,309 -15% -17%
Source: 2005-2006 Enrollment data from California Department of Education, 2006; Capacity data from Mt. Diablo Unified 

School District, Facilities Plan, 2007.4. 

 

Page 3.11-15 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:  

“The projected student population was calculated according to total single family and multi-
family housing units under buildout according to the proposed General Plan. The school 
facilities calculations were based on Mt. Diablo Unified School District’s assumption on 
student generation factors for single-family (0.6213 444) and multi-family (0.1896 1666) 
housing, as well as average breakdowns by level of education (K-5: 47 42 percent, 6-8: 27 17 
percent, and 9-12: 26 41 percent)….” 

Table 3.11-9: Student Generation Assumptions 

Household Type Student Generation Factors    

Single Family  0.6213444 

Multi-Family  0.1896166 

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 20075. 

 

Table 3.11-10: Education Level Breakdowns Assumptions 

School Type Education Breakdowns    

Elementary School (K-5) 4742% 

Middle School (6-8) 2717% 

High School (9-12) 2641% 

Total 100% 

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 20057. 
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Impact 

3.11-1.  New development under the proposed General Plan will increase the 
demand for school facilities.  (Less than Significant) 

In 2006, public school enrollment in Concord was approximately 17,90017,614 students. 
According to total housing unit projections at buildout, the proposed General Plan will result 
in approximately 6,585 new households and 1,090 1,248 new elementary, middle, and high 
school students. The generation of new students by household is detailed in Table 3.11-11. 

Table 3.11-11: Student Projections Based on Household Type 

Household Type New  Households Student Generation Factors1   New Students 

Single Family  - .6213 0.444 - 

Multi Family  6,584 .1896 0.166 1,248 1,093 

Total 6,584 N/A 1,248 1,093 
1 The generation factor is for public school students in the Mt. Diablo Unified School District.

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dyett and Bhatia, 20067. 

 

Using the Mt. Diablo Unified School District’s 2006-2007 student generation factors, this the 
total student population at buildout will result in approximately 9,533 elementary school 
students (K-5), 3,858 middle school students (6-8), and 9,306 high school students. The 
distribution of total students by school type at buildout is detailed in Table 3.11-12. 

 

Table 3.11-12: Student Population at Buildout 

Category (Grades) Number of Total Students 

Percent Change 
from 2006 
Enrollment Current Capacity 

Percent Capacity at 
Buildout 

K-5 8,026 9,533 29 9,039 9,108 
105 89% 

6 - 8 3,403 3,858 29 3,928 4,143 
93 82% 

9 - 12 7,566 9,306 28 7,654 8,058 
115 97% 

Total 18,995 22,697 29 20,621 21,309 
107 91% 

1 Assumes 1,000 students for a middle school (grades 6-8). 

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dyett and Bhatia, 20067. 
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This increase in student population represents an increase in demand for school facilities, an 
average of 29 percent increase in student enrollment from 2006 levels. Two new school 
facilities will be needed2 as the existing elementary, middle, and high school facilities would 
not be sufficient to accommodate the student population at buildout. At buildout, existing 
schools will be above capacity by an average of seven percent. 

However, policies in the proposed General Plan are aimed at coordinating an increase in 
demand with appropriate agencies in order to ensure that this new development is met with 
appropriate school capacity. Proposed General Plan policies that ensure that sufficient land is 
identified and reserved to accommodate projected growth in the community (PF-2.1.2) 
would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation is 
warranted because SB 50, specifically California Government Code section 65995(e) is the 
exclusive method for financing school facilities and preempts all measures, both financial and 
nonfinancial, to mitigate the impacts of land use approvals on school facilities. As a 
consequence, the City and other local responsible agencies are preempted by this state law 
from imposing any other mitigation. 

Page 3.12-2 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:   

“To evaluate potential impacts on hillside visual resources, a viewshed analysis was done, 
using three key “viewpoints” within the City of Concord: Downtown Concord, North 
Concord BART station, and the Sleep Train Concord Pavilion area.” 

Page 3.12-3 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected and the following policy was deleted.   

Policy LU-11.1.4: Continue to implement development and design standards related to 
development in hillside areas addressing viewshed protection, open space 
preservation, grading impacts, and height and massing of structures. 

Page 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:  

“Any development under the General Plan would be required to obtain an encroachment 
permit from the Department of Transportation for any work or traffic control within the 
State Right of Way.” 

Page 4-17, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised to add a table as 
follows: 

“Table 4.3-2 compares land use by acreage at buildout for each alternative, and Table 4.3-2A 
compares the land use buildout of vacant and underutilized land for the General Plan and 
alternatives.” 

                                                        

2 Or additional classroom space at existing schools. 
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Table 4.3-2A: Land Use Buildout for Vacant and Underutilized Land for General Plan and 
Alternatives (acres) 

  General Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Project 

Low Density  0 0 0 0 1 

Medium Density 13 66 15 15 5 

High Density 8 83 25 25 10 

Central Area Mixed Use 0 0 0 0 39 

Mixed Use         47 

Commercial Mixed Use 101 78 75 75 0 

Downtown Pedestrian 
District 9 8 8 8 0 

Downtown Mixed Use 191 67 15 15 0 

Neighborhood 
Community Commercial 29 16 44 44 185 

West Concord Mixed 
Use 99 0 156 156 0 

Industrial Mixed Use 24 0 0 0 0 

Service Commercial 59 59 102 102 0 

Regional Commercial 92 145 134 134 130 

Community Office 0 0 2 2 23 

Regional Office 0 52 10 10 53 

Office Business Park 11 73 11 11 195 

Industrial Business Park 48 27 68 68 0 
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