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• Designating growth limits and clustering provisions for very low-density 
hillside residential development based on slope and elevation to ensure 
viewshed protection. 

Policy LU-10.1.4: Minimize cut-and-fill of natural hillsides. 

Policy POS-1.2.1: Implement strategies and actions associated with the design, development, 
and operation of multi-purpose trails as contained in the Trails Master Plan. 

Policy S-3.1.1: Require as part of the development review process a thorough evaluation of 
geologic-seismic and soils conditions and risks. 

Policy S-3.1.2: Require all new development to design structures and buildings pursuant to 
applicable State and local standards and codes. 

Policy S-3.2.1: Require all development on hillsides where the grade exceeds 15 percent to 
submit a hillside development plan that demonstrates contoured grading 
techniques to ensure that buildings, streets, and drives can be accommodated 
safely with a minimum amount of grading. 

Policy S-3.2.2: Do not allow development on hillsides with slopes over 30 percent. 

Policy S-3.2.3: Require soils and geologic hazards analysis and mitigation as part of 
development project review. 

Policy S-3.2.4: Regulate all development, including remodeling or structural rehabilitation, 
to assure adequate mitigation of safety hazards on sites having a history or 
threat of slope instability, erosion, subsidence, ground failure, ground 
rupture, and/or liquefaction. 

Policy S-3.2.5: Control erosion of graded areas with revegetation or other acceptable 
methods. 

Implementation of the policies listed above would ensure that potential Impact 3.7-2 is less than 
significant. 

Impact 

3.7-3 Development under the General Plan could restrict development of mineral 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

Mineral and aggregate resources exist throughout Concord, particularly in developed residential 
areas east of Clayton Road between Bailey and Kirker Pass, and along the southern city limits. 
Access to these mineral and aggregate resources is restricted by existing development in 
residential neighborhoods east of Clayton. However, identified resources along the southern city 
limits are in an undeveloped area and potential mineral resources within the CNWS have not 
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been assessed. Development under the proposed General Plan could occur in these areas, 
potentially restricting access to mineral resources. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential impacts to mineral resource availability: 

Policy POS-3.5.1: Encourage conservation of valuable mineral resources and provide substantial 
protection of significant mineral deposits, consistent with the City’s other 
land use goals. 

Policy POS-3.5.2: Regulate extraction and consumption of mineral resources in accordance with 
applicable State law. 

Policy POS-3.5.3: Prohibit residential land uses within the mineral resource impacts areas 
containing mineral deposits of state-wide or regional significance as 
determined by the California State Mining and Geology Board. 

Policy POS-3.5.4: Preserve significant mineral resource areas in open space areas. 

Policy POS-3.5.5: Require future development in the vicinity of significant mineral resources to 
be planned and designed to minimize conflict between mineral extraction 
activities and neighboring land uses. 

Implementation of the policies listed above would ensure that potential Impact 3.7-3 is less than 
significant. 

 



3.8-1 

3.8 Hazardous Materials  

This section discusses hazardous materials issues related to the implementation of the proposed 
General Plan and approval of the proposed ULL, including its consistency with applicable local, 
State, and Federal plans, policies, and regulations. Industrial or commercial operations that 
involve the use of hazardous materials are described, and potential public health and 
environmental issues related to these uses are assessed and analyzed. Additional information is 
contained in the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Environmental Assessment by 
the Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, prepared in March 2002. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

The City of Concord includes residential, commercial, industrial, mixed use, and open space 
areas, as well as the Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS), a 13,000-acre facility that spans 
portions of the Suisun Bay coastline and inland regions. Petroleum refineries are located along 
Pacheco Creek, within the Planning Area and the proposed Urban Limit Line, but outside city 
limits. Undeveloped hillsides of the Diablo Range physically separate Concord from the nearby 
towns of Clayton, and Pittsburg and Walnut Creek to the east and south. 

Within the City of Concord there are industrial and commercial areas where current or historical, 
industrial and commercial activities may pose potential environmental and health and safety 
risks. These risks include accidents involving vehicles transporting hazardous materials or 
hazardous wastes, particularly along the Highway 242 and 4 corridors, accidental spills or leaks 
associated with seismic events, and improper use, handling, storage, transport, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, including medical and biohazardous wastes. Incidents at the Tesoro 
Refinery in Martinez can also pose hazards to Concord residents should prevailing winds direct 
gas leaks into the City. In addition, improper disposal of household-generated hazardous waste, 
such as used motor oil, paints, and solvents can also impact water quality in local waterways. 
Response to hazardous materials spills is provided by the Contra Costa County Health Services 
Hazardous Materials Program, which in coordination with the Contra Costa County Fire 
Protection District provides emergency response services for the City. 

Releases, leaks, or disposal of chemical compounds, such as petroleum hydrocarbons, on or 
below the ground surface, can lead to contamination of underlying soil and groundwater. 
Disturbance of a previously contaminated area through grading or excavation operations could 
expose the public to health hazards from physical contact with contaminated materials or 
hazardous vapors. Improper handling or storage of contaminated soil and groundwater can 
further expose the public to these hazards, or potentially spread contamination through surface 
water runoff or air-borne dust. In addition, contaminated groundwater can spread down 
gradient, and potentially contaminate subsurface areas of surrounding properties. Areas in which 
historic or on-going activities have resulted in the known or suspected release of hazardous 
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materials into soil and groundwater, as identified by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Environmental Conditions Report for the CNWS and 
California Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC), are depicted on Figure 3.8-1. Sites with 
contamination are largely clustered around industrial/commercial areas of Clayton Road, 
Concord Avenue, Detroit Avenue, Monument Boulevard, and Willow Pass Road. This 
contamination may be the results of underground storage tank (UST) releases, spills, accidental 
releases, or other activities involving the use of hazardous materials. In general, although most of 
the areas highlighted are industrial and manufacturing areas, some represent gas stations, 
drycleaners, or other small businesses. For a complete listing of the addresses of all UST sites 
within Concord, refer to Appendix E. 

In addition to those areas identified in Figure 3.8-1, activities at the CNWS tidal and inland areas 
have impacted soil and groundwater in various locations. Founded in 1941, the CNWS has 
historically acted as an ammunition transfer center, receiving, storing, segregating, and supplying 
naval and Department of Defense activities in the San Francisco Bay Area and the greater U.S. 
West Coast. Military activities at CNWS have included handling a variety of hazardous materials 
and wastes which have impacted soil and groundwater (CDM, 2003). According to an 
Environmental Condition of Property Report completed in 2006, the CNWS contains numerous 
areas with identified hazardous materials or waste releases from solid waste management units, 
underground storage tanks and other activities. Some of these areas have been determined by 
either the RWQCB, DTSC, or the Contra Costa County Health Services Department to require 
no further action. However, numerous other areas are still in varying stages of the cleanup 
process through the Navy’s Installation Restoration Program (Department of the Navy, 2006). A 
former landfill in the tidal area is in the cleanup process for being impacted by petroleum, paints, 
pesticides, metals, PCBs, and munitions. A 2005 draft Preliminary Assessment for the CNWS 
identified nine areas of concern related to munitions, six of which potentially contain Munitions 
and Explosives of Concern or Munitions Constituents (Department of the Navy, 2006). A survey 
for Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) concluded that all transformers at CNWS were considered 
non-PCB under federal regulations, but some would be classified as a hazardous waste according 
to state regulations. Otherwise, the reduced base operations have resulted in the closure of all 
underground storage tanks, permitted hazardous waste facilities, and most all other industrial 
activities. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Definitions 

Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials are substances with certain physical properties that could pose a substantial 
present or future hazard to human health or the environment when improperly handled, 
disposed, or otherwise managed. Hazardous materials are grouped into the following four 
categories (Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 45, Chapter 11, Article 3), 
based on their properties: toxic (causes human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), 
corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), and reactive (causes explosions or 
generates toxic gases). Hazardous materials have been and are commonly used in commercial, 
agricultural, and industrial applications and, to a limited extent, in residential areas. 
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Hazardous Waste 

A hazardous waste is any hazardous material that is discarded, abandoned, or is to be recycled. 
The criteria that render a material hazardous also make a waste hazardous (California Health and 
Safety Code, Section 25151). Hazardous materials and wastes can result in public health hazards if 
released into the soil, groundwater, or air. 

Hazardous Materials Management 

Federal and State laws require detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly 
handled, used, stored, and disposed of, and in the event that such materials are accidentally 
released, to prevent or to mitigate injury to health or the environment. These laws require 
hazardous materials users to prepare written plans, such as Hazard Communication Plans and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plans. 

Hazardous Materials Management Plans 

Laws and regulations require hazardous materials users to store these materials appropriately and 
to train employees to manage them safely. A number of agencies participate in enforcing 
hazardous materials management requirements. The Federal Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), enacted as Title III of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA), requires facilities handling an excess of designated threshold 
quantities of hazardous materials to provide hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and emission 
information to public agencies, and to prepare emergency response plans for accidents or other 
unauthorized releases of designated threshold quantities of hazardous materials. In California, the 
requirements of SARA Title III are incorporated into the State’s Hazardous Materials Release 
Response Plans and Inventory Law (California Health and Safety Code Section 25500, et seq).  

Federal 

The primary Federal agencies with responsibility for hazardous materials management include 
the US EPA, U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), 
and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). The responsibilities of OSHA and DOT are 
further described below. US EPA was created to protect human health and to safeguard the 
natural environment — air, water, and land — and works closely with other Federal agencies, and 
state and local governments to develop and enforce regulations under existing environmental 
laws. Where national standards are not met, US EPA can issue sanctions and take other steps to 
assist the states in reaching the desired levels of environmental quality. US EPA also works with 
industries and all levels of government in a wide variety of voluntary pollution prevention 
programs and energy conservation efforts. As noted earlier, US EPA oversees remedial activities at 
the CNWS.  

State 

In many cases, California State law mirrors or is more restrictive than Federal law, and 
enforcement of these laws has been delegated to the state or a local agency. In January 1996, the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) adopted regulations implementing a 
Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program (Unified 



Chap te r  3 :  Se t t i ngs ,  Impac t s ,  and Mi t i ga t i on  Measures  

3.8-5 

Program). The program has six elements: hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste onsite 
treatment; underground storage tanks; aboveground storage tanks; hazardous materials release 
response plans and inventories; risk management and prevention programs; and Unified Fire 
Code hazardous materials management plans and inventories. The plan is implemented at the 
local level. The local agency responsible for implementation of the Unified Program is called the 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). In Concord, the Contra Costa County 
Environmental Health Department is the designated CUPA. 

The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 
(California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.95), administered by Cal EPA through CUPA, 
requires any business that handles hazardous materials above certain thresholds to prepare a 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan, which must include the following: 

• Details of the facility and business conducted at the site; 

• An inventory of hazardous materials that are handled or stored on site; 

• An emergency response plan; and 

• A safety and emergency response training program for new employees with annual 
refresher courses. 

Hazardous Waste Handling 

The Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) created a major new 
Federal hazardous waste “cradle-to-grave” regulatory program administered by US EPA. Under 
RCRA, US EPA regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, and disposal of hazardous 
waste, and the investigation and remediation of hazardous waste sites. Individual states may apply 
to US EPA to authorize them to implement their own hazardous waste programs in lieu of RCRA, 
as long as the state program is at least as stringent as Federal RCRA requirements. California has 
been authorized by US EPA to implement its own hazardous waste program, with certain 
exceptions. In California, the Cal EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates 
the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste, and the 
investigation and remediation of hazardous waste sites. DTSC has established criteria for 
identifying, packaging, labeling, treating, storing, and disposing of hazardous wastes. These are 
supplemented by Federal Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 requirements, which 
are not yet a part of the State’s authorized program. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation 

The DOT regulates the transportation of hazardous materials between states and foreign 
countries. DOT regulations govern all means of transportation, except packages sent by mail, 
which are governed by U.S. Postal Service regulations. The State of California has adopted DOT 
regulations for the intrastate movement of hazardous materials. In addition, the State of 
California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste originating in the State and passing 
through the State. State regulations are contained in Title 26 of the California Code of 
Regulations (26 CCR). Both regulatory programs apply in California. 
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The two State agencies that have primary responsibility for enforcing Federal and State 
regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

The CHP enforces hazardous material and hazardous waste labeling and packing regulations to 
prevent leakage and spills of material in transit and to provide detailed information to cleanup 
crews in the event of an accident. Vehicle and equipment inspection, shipment preparation, 
container identification, and shipping documentation are all part of the responsibility of the 
CHP, which conducts regular inspections of licensed transporters to assure regulatory 
compliance. Caltrans has emergency chemical spill identification teams at as many as 72 locations 
throughout the state that can respond quickly in the event of a spill. In addition, the State of 
California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste originating or passing through the 
State. 

Medical Waste 

The transportation and disposal of medical waste is regulated under the California Medical Waste 
Management Act (MWMA; Sections 117600 et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code). 
Within the statutory framework of the MWMA, the Medical Waste Management Program of the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS) ensures the proper handling and disposal of 
medical waste by permitting and inspecting medical waste generators, offsite treatment facilities, 
and transfer stations throughout the State. The DHS also oversees all medical waste transporters. 

Occupational Safety  

Occupational safety standards exist in Federal and State laws to minimize worker safety risks from 
both physical and chemical hazards in the workplace. The California Division of Occupational 
Safety and Health (Cal-OSHA) and the Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) are the agencies responsible for assuring worker safety in the workplace. OSHA 
regulations (29 CFR 1910 and 1926) contain requirements concerning the use of hazardous 
materials in the workplace and during construction that mandate employee safety training, safety 
equipment, accident and illness prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, 
emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation, and a hazard communication program. 
The hazard communication program regulations contain training and information requirements, 
including procedures for identifying and labeling hazardous substances, and communicating 
hazard information relating to hazardous substances and their handling. The hazard 
communication program also requires that Material Safety Data Sheets be available to employees, 
and that employee information and training programs be documented. These regulations require 
preparation of emergency action plans (escape and evacuation procedures, rescue and medical 
duties, alarm systems, and training in emergency evacuation). Cal-OSHA assumes primary 
responsibility for developing and enforcing standards for safe workplaces and work practices. 

Emergency Response 

The Federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 requires detailed 
planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of 
to prevent or minimize adverse effects to human health or the environment in the event such 
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materials are accidentally released. California has developed an emergency response plan to 
coordinate emergency services provided by federal, State, and local governments and private 
agencies. Responding to hazardous materials incidents is one part of this plan. The plan is 
administered by the State Office of Emergency Services, which coordinates the responses of other 
agencies, including Cal EPA, the CHP, the Department of Fish and Game, the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB, Contra Costa County Fire Department, and Contra Costa Health Services. Contra 
Costa County Health Services provides first response capabilities, if needed, for hazardous 
materials emergencies. 

Aboveground and Underground Storage Tanks 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers the aboveground storage tank 
(AST) program. The program covers facilities that store petroleum in a single tank, or multiple 
tanks with an aggregate capacity in excess of 1,320 gallons, and requires that tank owners or 
operators file a storage statement, pay a facility fee, and prepare and implement a Federal Soil 
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC). The SPCC Plan must identify 
procedures, methods, and equipment in place at the facility to prevent discharges of petroleum 
from reaching navigable waters. 

The SWRCB also administers the underground storage tank (UST) program. State laws governing 
USTs specify requirements for permitting, construction, installation, leak detection monitoring, 
repairs, release reporting requirements, corrective actions, cleanup, and closure. The Contra 
Costa County Fire Protection District enforces applicable regulations, which include permitting 
and inspection requirements. 

Local 

In Concord, investigation or remediation of contaminated sites is typically conducted under the 
direction of the local oversight program (LOP), which is the Contra Costa Environmental Health 
Department. The LOP oversees sites in cooperation with the California State Water Resources 
Control Board, RWQCB, and Cal EPA. Site remediation or development may also be subject to 
regulation by other agencies. For example, if dewatering of a site were required during 
construction, subsequent discharge to the storm water system or sewer system could require a 
permit from the City of Concord Public Works. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would have a potentially significant impact if it 
resulted in: 

• Creation of a potential public health hazard, or an increased risk of exposure to hazardous 
materials or wastes; or 

• Interference with hazardous materials emergency response plans or emergency evacuation 
plans. 
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METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

The analysis considered project plans, current conditions in the proposed General Plan area, and 
applicable regulations and guidelines. The proposed General Plan would promote development 
and growth within Concord and its associated Planning Area, while the proposed Urban Limit 
Line would limit development outside of its boundaries. Consideration is given to potential 
historic industrial activities affecting future construction workers and occupants, specifically from 
soil and groundwater conditions in the project area, in addition to an analysis of potential 
impacts to future occupants that may result from continuing nearby industrial activities that 
involve hazardous materials.  

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan and approval of the proposed Urban Limit Line 
could result in potential exposure of people or the environment to hazardous materials or 
hazardous waste associated with future development, and growth of the city’s population. 
However, because hazardous materials use and disposal is heavily regulated and the proposed 
General Plan contains additional policies regarding hazardous materials, potential impacts are 
less than significant. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.8-1 Development on land impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons or other chemical 
constituents, or demolition of existing buildings containing hazardous building materials, 
could expose people or the environment to hazardous conditions. (Less than Significant) 

Development of vacant or previously developed lots that have been impacted by petroleum 
hydrocarbons from leaking underground storage tanks or other chemical constituents could 
expose individuals to hazardous conditions resulting from ongoing or historical activities at the 
site or on neighboring properties such as the CNWS that involved the use of hazardous materials 
or hazardous wastes. In addition, removal of historic structures for redevelopment that contain 
hazardous business materials such as asbestos, lead-based paint, or PCBs could expose individuals 
to hazardous conditions during demolition. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential exposure of people and the environment 
to hazardous materials associated with development on impacted properties or demolition of 
older structures: 

Policy S-5.1.1:  Coordinate with the Contra Costa County Department of Environmental 
Health, and other appropriate regulatory agencies’ review of proposals at sites, 
which may have toxic contamination or include hazardous materials use. 
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Policy S-5.1.2:  Coordinate review with the appropriate water provider and/or water quality 
agency for proposals proximate to water canals, pipelines, or reservoirs that 
include handling potentially hazardous materials. 

Policy S-5.1.3:  Control the transport of hazardous materials to minimize potential hazards to 
the local population. 

Policy S-5.1.4: Require appropriate clean-up of all former commercial and industrial sites 
prior to reuse according to relevant State and Federal regulatory agencies. 

Policy  S-5.1.5 Coordinate with appropriate regulatory agencies during the review of any 
proposed General Plan Amendment that relates to the Concord Naval 
Weapons Station to ensure that potential hazards and safety issues are 
adequately addressed and any risks to existing and future residents are fully 
mitigated. 

Issues that may need to be evaluated include, but are not limited to the following: 
potential off-site ground water contamination, potential dust emissions from 
disturbance of soil containing elevated levels of arsenic , any munitions transport 
activities; potential exposure to chemical, biological, and/or radiological 
substances that could possibly have been released in the past from munitions 
activities; and the potential for a hazardous material or munitions release along 
routes which lead to or from the Concord Naval Weapons Station. 

Mitigation Measure 

3.8(a) General Plan Policy S-5.1.1, which requires coordination with the Contra Costa County 
Department of Environmental Health and other appropriate regulatory agencies for review of 
proposals at sites which may be contaminated or include hazardous materials use, shall be 
supported by a commentary to clarify that this policy also will apply to sites which may contain 
structures that contain hazardous building materials such as lead-based paint, asbestos, and 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8(a) and the policies listed above would reduce this 
potential impact to less-than-significant levels. 

Impact 

3.8-2 Business and industrial expansion under the proposed General Plan could increase the 
volume of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes used and generated in Concord. 
(Less than Significant) 

The proposed General Plan could increase hazardous material use in Concord through policies 
and principles that support development of office and industrial business parks (LU-1.1), and 
promote expansion and continued renewal of the John Muir Health Concord Campus (LU-
7.2.1). As well, the proposed General Plan encourages the relocation of existing auto repair and 
services to commercial areas of the City (LU-4.2.9). Hazardous materials that may be used during 
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typical business operations by hospitals, research and development centers, and other commercial 
and industrial businesses could result in increased employee or public exposure to hazardous 
materials and hazardous wastes. In addition, expanded hazardous material usage and potential 
generation of hazardous wastes would likely result in an incremental increase in the volume of 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes being transported within Concord. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential impacts associated with increased 
volumes of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes during future development: 

Policy LU-7.2.4:  Require new hospital facilities to be designed to assure that potential 
environmental hazards associated with medical care are managed properly. 

Policy T-1.1.8:  Designate specific truck routes to provide for movement of goods throughout 
the City. 

Policy S-5.1.1:  Coordinate with the Contra Costa County Department of Environmental 
Health, and other appropriate regulatory agencies’ review of proposals at sites, 
which may have toxic contamination or include hazardous materials use. 

Policy S-5.1.2:  Coordinate review with the appropriate water provider and/or water quality 
agency for proposals proximate to water canals, pipelines, or reservoirs that 
include handling potentially hazardous materials. 

Policy S-5.1.3:  Control the transport of hazardous materials to minimize potential hazards to 
the local population. 

Policy PF-1.5.3:  Prepare and distribute informational handouts to the public regarding 
opportunities to reduce waste at homes and businesses, as well as methods of 
safe disposal of hazardous materials. 

Implementation of the policies listed above would reduce this potential impact to less-than-
significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.8-3 The proposed General Plan, within the proposed Urban Limit Line, would increase the 
number of residents in Concord, likely resulting in an increased volume of hazardous 
materials being used and disposed of by households as a result of population expansion. 
(Less than Significant) 
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Buildout under the proposed General Plan, within the proposed Urban Limit Line, would 
increase the number of residents living in Concord. This rise in population would likely result in 
a larger number of individuals using hazardous materials, as the number of residents and 
households increase. Improper disposal of hazardous materials such as used oil, paints, solvents, 
and cleaning agents commonly used by households could increase the exposure of residents to 
hazardous materials through contact with improperly disposed substances or adversely affect soil, 
groundwater, or surface waters.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential impacts associated with increased 
populations and household hazardous material use: 

Policy PF-1.5.3:  Prepare and distribute informational handouts to the public regarding 
opportunities to reduce waste at homes and businesses, as well as methods of 
safe disposal of hazardous materials. 

Implementation of the policies listed above would reduce this potential impact to less-than-
significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.9 Noise 

This section presents the environmental setting and impact assessment for noise in the Concord 
Planning Area. Additional information on noise is contained in the proposed General Plan.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Noise is commonly defined as undesirable or unwanted sound. Noises vary widely in their scope, 
source, and volume, ranging from individual occurrences such as leaf blowers, to the intermittent 
disturbances of overhead aircraft, to the fairly constant noise generated by traffic on freeways. 
Noise can have real effects on human health, including hearing loss and the psychological effects 
or irritability from lack of sleep. Noise is primarily a concern with regard to noise–sensitive uses 
such as residences, schools, churches, and hospitals. 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

Measuring Sound 

Sound is generated by sound waves traveling outward from a source, which exert a sound 
pressure level (commonly called "sound level"), measured in decibels (dB). In general, people can 
perceive a two- to three-dB difference in noise levels; a difference of 10 dB is perceived as a 
doubling of loudness. Environmental noise is usually measured in A-weighted decibels; a metric 
corrected for the variation in frequency response of the human ear. The A-weighted scale is used 
to describe all noise levels (db) discussed in this section. Typical sound levels are depicted in 
Figure 3.9-1. 

Noise Sources in Concord 

The major existing noise source in Concord is related to vehicle traffic. Specifically, SR-242, SR-4, 
and I-680 generate the most continuous, high noise levels in Concord. Other noise sources 
include overhead aircraft related to the Buchanan Field Airport and rail noise associated with the 
BART tracks. Future noise sources include the planned helicopter usage at John Muir Health, 
Concord Campus. Noise produced by existing industry has a negligible effect on the city’s 
residential noise environment, as the major industrial noise emitters—Tesoro refinery in North 
Concord and the Kaiser Quarry to the south—are located away from sensitive receptors. 

Traffic Noise 

Traffic noise depends primarily on the speed of traffic and the percentage of truck traffic. 
Conversely, traffic volume does not have a major influence on traffic noise levels. The primary 
source of noise from automobiles is high frequency tire noise, which increases with speed. In 
addition, trucks and older automobiles produce engine and exhaust noise, and trucks also 
generate wind noise. While tire noise from autos is generally located at ground level, truck noise 
sources can be located as high as ten to fifteen feet above the roadbed due to tall exhaust stacks 
and higher engines; sound walls are not effective for mitigating such noise unless they are very 
tall.  
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Figure 3.9-1: Typical Sound Levels 
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Under the General Plan noise standards, maximum noise levels from 60 dB to 65 dB are 
considered “normally acceptable” for unshielded residential development. Noise levels from 60 
dB to 75 dB are considered within the “conditionally acceptable” range while noise levels above 
70 dB to 80 dB are considered “normally unacceptable.” Noise levels above 75 dB and 80 dB are 
considered “clearly unacceptable.” Overall, noise standards for mixed-use and medium and high 
density residential are slightly higher than those for low density residential. Table 3.9-1 depicts 
the range of typical sound levels for various land use activities. 

Helicopter Noise 

The John Muir Health, Concord Campus is planning to provide helicopter service for medical 
emergencies. Two alternative sites have been identified on the Center’s campus; ultimately, one 
site will be selected for development by the John Muir Health, Concord Campus. The anticipated 
flight paths would generally follow Port Chicago Highway and major freeways, although Salvio 
Street and Clayton Road also may be used for approaches from SR 242 from the south. Final 
flight paths will be approved by the California Department of Aeronautics, based on construction 
clearance considerations, wind directions, and minimizing impacts on nearby land use. 
Helicopter noise contours associated with these two sites are shown in Figure 3.9-2.  

Buchanan Field Airport Noise 

The City recognizes the importance of Buchanan Field Airport to the community and region, and 
aims to achieve compatibility between these uses and neighboring land uses. Contra Costa 
County, the agency that has jurisdictional authority over the airport, has developed projected 
noise contours for several different scenarios. Figure 3.9-3 illustrates projected noise contours and 
lists the associated activity assumptions. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal, State, and local agencies regulate different aspects of environmental noise. Generally, the 
federal government sets noise standards for transportation-related noise sources closely linked to 
interstate commerce. These include aircraft, locomotives, and trucks. The State government sets 
noise standards for those transportation noise sources such as automobiles, light trucks, and 
motorcycles. Noise sources associated with industrial, commercial, and construction activities are 
generally subject to local control through noise ordinances and General Plan policies. Local 
general plans identify general principles intended to guide and influence development plans. 

Contra Costa County regulates noise related to the Buchanan Field Airport. Ordinance 88-82 
restricts the older and noisier models of jet aircraft from operating at Buchanan Field Airport. 
Aircraft listed in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular 36-3 as being rated 
over 78 dBA on takeoff are prohibited from operating at Buchanan Field Airport. Between the 
hours of 10:00 pm and 7:00 am., aircraft listed in Advisory Circular 36-3 as being rated over 75.0 
dBA on takeoff are prohibited from operating at Buchanan Field Airport.1 

                                                        
1 Source: http://www.boeing.com/commercial/noise/buchanan.html 
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Figure 3.9-2: Future Noise contours w/Helipad 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

The EIR uses the following criteria to assess whether the proposed General Plan will have any 
significant adverse effects on the community noise environment: 

Expose persons within the following land use areas of the City to exterior noise levels in excess of:  

• 60 dB for low density single family, duplex, and mobile homes; 

• 65 dB for residential multi-family and high density residential, mixed use, motels, and hotels; 

• 70 dB for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, playgrounds, neighborhood 
parks, and office buildings, business, commercial and professional uses; and 

• 75 dB for golf courses, riding stables, water recreation, cemeteries, industrial, manufacturing 
utilities, and agriculture.  

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

Noise exposure contours for future traffic were modeled by applying the Federal Highway 
Administration’s noise modeling procedure (see Figure 3.9-1). These noise contours are 
conservative, meaning that the contours are modeled with minimal noise attenuation by natural 
barriers, buildings, etc. The noise level measured at a specific location may be lower than what is 
shown on the noise contour map.  

Helicopter noise related to the proposed hospital rooftop helipad was evaluated by using 
helicopter usage data provided by the John Muir Health, Concord Campus. These assumptions 
include: 

• Helicopter Types: Bell 222UT, Bell 412, Agusta 109, Boelkow 117 

• Operations: approximately 200 flights per year 

• Departure and Arrival Profile: A ten-degree slope with a cruising altitude of 700 feet 

• Day/Evening/Night Operations: 90% 7 AM – 7 PM; 5% 7 PM –10 PM, and 5% 10 PM – 7 AM 

Previously prepared Buchanan Field noise contours were used for the aircraft noise analysis.  

These mapped noise levels for noise-sensitive land use locations were then compared to the 
General Plan noise standards and the impacts evaluated using the significance criteria. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in increased traffic volumes and 
planned helicopter use, thus increasing noise levels in some areas. However, policies aimed at 
buffering noise levels and locating sensitive receptors away from noise sources help to reduce 
these impacts. Increases in traffic levels can be counteracted by the implementation of alternate 
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forms of transportation and land use design that factor in noise concerns. Locating noise-
sensitive uses away from high-noise areas (e.g. major transportation routes), buffering noise levels 
through design and landscaping features, and restricting emergency helicopter flight paths to the 
least disruptive approach and departure corridors will help minimize future noise-related land 
use conflicts. Policies in the proposed General Plan establish review criteria for certain land uses 
to ensure that future noise levels will not exceed acceptable levels near noise-sensitive land uses. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.9-1 New development under the proposed General Plan could expose persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of 60 dB for low density single family, duplex, and mobile homes; 65 
dB for residential multi-family and high density residential, mixed use, motels, and 
hotels; 70 dB for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, playgrounds, 
neighborhood parks, and office buildings, business, commercial and professional uses; 
and 75 dB for golf courses, riding stables, water recreation, cemeteries, industrial, 
manufacturing utilities, and agriculture. (Less than Significant) 

New development as proposed by the General Plan will consist of low, medium, and high-density 
infill development and mixed-use development of the Urban Area.  

Table 3.9-1 lists the General Plan land use acreages that would be affected by future noise levels 
over 60 dB and 65 dB. Overall, the geographic area affected is a relatively small percentage of the 
total land use under each category, with the greatest proportional impacts occurring in the 
Commercial Mixed Use and the Industrial Mixed Use areas where traffic volumes are highest.  

Table 3.9-2 lists the acreage of General Plan opportunity sites (vacant or underutilized land that 
may be developed over the next 24 years) by land use acreages and noise contours. On these sites, 
noise mitigation will be required as a condition of approval under the proposed General Plan. 
Implementation of the proposed General Plan policies would ensure that impacts are less than 
significant. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce Impact 3.9-1. 

Policy LU-1.1.5: Identify opportunities for public/private cooperation and City actions for the 
mitigation of noise, traffic, and other potential conflicts between commercial 
uses, multi-family residential, and single-family neighborhoods. 

Policy S-2.1.2: Require a noise study and mitigation measures for all projects that have noise 
exposure greater than “normally acceptable” levels. 
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Table 3.9-2 Opportunity Sites by Land Use Acreages and Noise Contour  

Planned Land Use  Acres within 65 dbA 

Medium Density Residential  1 

Downtown Mixed Use  17 

Industrial Mixed Use  5 

Commercial Mixed Use  31 

Total  92 
Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

 

Table 3.9-1: Proposed General Plan Land Use Acreages by Noise Contour 

Land Use Acres within 65 dB Percent of Planning Area 

Rural Residential 8 0.0% 

Low Density Residential 129 0.4% 

Medium Density Residential 60 0.2% 

High Density Residential 3 0.0% 

Downtown Pedestrian District 0 0.0% 

Commercial Mixed Use 35 0.1% 

West Concord Mixed Use 40 0.1% 

Downtown Mixed Use 18 0.1% 

Industrial Mixed Use 5 0.0% 

Service Commercial 3 0.0% 

Neighborhood Commercial 15 0.0% 

Community Office 3 0.0% 

Regional Commercial 22 0.1% 

Business Park 11 0.0% 

Public/Quasi Public 57 0.2% 

Parks 14 0.0% 

Open Space 58 0.2% 

Rural Conservation 2 0.0% 

CNWS - Inland 40 0.1% 

Total         482 1.5% 
Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 
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Policy S-2.1.4: Promote the use of noise attenuation measures to improve the acoustic 
environment inside residences where existing single-family residential 
development is located on an arterial street.  

Policy S-2.2.1: Provide for the mitigation of noise exposure in areas of the City exposed to 
noise levels in excess of the “normally acceptable” standards to the extent 
feasible.  

Policy S-2.2.4: Require new noise sources to use best available control technology (BACT) to 
minimize noise emissions.  

Policy S-2.2.5: Require developers to reduce the noise impacts of new development on 
adjacent properties through appropriate means. 

Policy LU-10.1.6: Ensure that any development between Evora Road and State Route 4 is 
setback from the edge of State Route 4 to mitigate visual and noise impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.9-2 The proposed General Plan would potentially expose existing noise-sensitive uses to 
construction-related noise levels of groundborne vibration and noise. (Less than 
Significant) 

Groundborne vibration may be incurred from construction of new development, transporting 
trucks, bulldozing, drilling etc. Ambient noise levels near areas of new development may 
temporarily increase. The General Plan proposes new development within the Urban Area and as 
infill development within the city. Surrounding land uses may be exposed to construction-related 
noise. Proposed General Plan policies require insulation in the form of soundproof materials, 
fences, walls, and landscaping that serve as noise buffers. Also, individual development projects 
will be subject to site-specific environmental review, which will necessitate identification of site-
level mitigation if significant noise impacts are identified.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce Impact 3.9-2. 

Policy S-2.2.5: Require developers to reduce the noise impacts of new development on 
adjacent properties through appropriate means. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 

3.9-3 The General Plan would potentially increase ambient noise because of increased traffic 
volumes. (Less than Significant) 

New development proposed by the General Plan would result in population and employment 
increases and more automobile and truck use. This activity will contribute to raising ambient 
noise levels to the levels shown on the future noise contours. However, use of noise attenuation 
measures, increased screening, sound-proofing and double-glazing windows will help buffer or 
mask increases in ambient noise, thereby reducing potential impacts to levels that are not 
significant.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce Impact 3.9-3. 

Policy S-2.1.4: Promote the use of noise attenuation measures to improve the acoustic 
environment inside residences where existing single-family residential 
development is located on an arterial street.  

Policy S-2.2.5: Require developers to reduce the noise impacts of new development on 
adjacent properties through appropriate means. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.9-4 Existing and new development located on neighboring land uses near the John Muir 
Health, Concord Campus’s proposed helipad facility will be subject to temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

As described above, the John Muir Health, Concord Campus is planning to provide medical 
emergency helicopter service and two potential sites have been identified on the Center’s campus. 
Residential and commercial land uses located near the flight paths of the helicopters providing 
emergency service to John Muir Health, Concord Campus would be exposed to increased noise, 
but these impacts would not exceed the General Plan’s community noise level standards because 
no urban land use would be subject to noise exceeding community noise exposure standards set 
by the General Plan (e.g. 65 CNEL for residential uses). Tables 3.9-3 and 3.9-4 show the acres of 
planned land use within each noise contour range for each of the two sites being considered by 
the John Muir Health, Concord Campus.  

Actual sound levels from the helipad will depend on the specific activities and the equipment 
proposed, and the facility will have to meet the compatibility standards set in the General Plan 
Safety and Noise Element (Figure 7-8 in the proposed General Plan). Additional standards and 
review procedures for helipads will be established in the zoning ordinance. These will allow for 
further evaluation of potential impacts based on additional information about approach and 
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departure paths, which will be developed for permitting under the California Department of 
Aeronautics. Thus, further noise analysis will be required at the time of the application for 
construction of a helipad at the John Muir Health, Concord Campus.  

Table 3.9-3: Alternative 1 Helipad Noise Contours - Acres of Planned Land Use within each 
Noise Contour Range 

 CNEL 50 Contour CNEL 55 Contour CNEL 60 Contour Total

Community Office 1 - - 1

Low Density Residential 2 - - 2

Public/Quasi Public 8 3 0 12

Total 11 3 0 15
Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2005. 

Table 3.9-4: Alternative 2 Helipad Noise Contours - Acres of Planned Land Use within each 
Noise Contour Range 

 CNEL 50 Contour CNEL 55 Contour CNEL 60 Contour Total

Community Office 0 - - 0

Low Density Residential 2 - - 2

Parks 0 - - 0

Public/Quasi Public 7 3 0 11

Total 11 3 0 18
Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2005. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce Impact 3.9-4. 

Policy S-2.1.2: Require a noise study and mitigation measures for all projects that have noise 
exposure greater than “normally acceptable” levels.  

Policy S-2.2.5: Require developers to reduce the noise impacts of new development on 
adjacent properties through appropriate means. 

Policy T-1.7.3: Allow helipads for emergency helicopter use at hospitals, and establish 
standards in the Zoning Ordinance for emergency helicopter landing and 
take-off facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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3.10 Parks, Open Space, & Recreation  

This chapter presents the environmental setting and impact analysis for parks, open space and 
recreation resources in Concord.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

Although Concord has a sizeable inventory of neighborhood parks, open space, and recreation 
facilities, the vast majority of this land is located in Lime Ridge Open Space and in Newhall 
Community Park. The recreation facilities, however, are dispersed throughout the city center and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

Existing Park, Open Space and Recreation Facilities 

The existing Concord parks and recreation system is comprised of 22 community and 
neighborhood parks and various specialized recreation facilities. These parks range in size from 
the 0.2-acre Iron Horse Park to the 126-acre Newhall Community Park, and all provide valuable 
recreation opportunities to Concord’s residents.  

In addition to the operation of the parks, seven community centers are distributed throughout 
the city. These offer recreational and educational services, as well as foster a sense of community 
identity and pride. The City also operates a Senior Center on the grounds of the John F. Baldwin 
Park and public swimming pools at Concord Community Park and Meadow Homes Park. In 
addition, specialized recreation facilities such as the Diablo Creek Golf Course and the Galindo 
House and Gardens provide unique opportunities for recreation within the city.  

Significant existing open spaces within the Planning Area include Lime Ridge Open Space, Los 
Medanos Hills, the Mt. Diablo Foothills, and the area north of Mallard Reservoir that is 
designated Wetlands/Resource Conservation. In total, open space lands constitute 40 percent of 
the total Planning Area. It should be noted that while the Concord Naval Weapons Station 
(CNWS) is largely open space, it is not publicly accessible open space land. 

In total, the City’s parks and recreation facilities offer a diverse range of recreation services to 
meet the needs of the community. Table 3.10-1 details existing public parks and recreation 
facilities by acreage. Figure 3.10-1 illustrates existing parks and recreation facilities. 
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 Table 3.10-1: Existing Public Parks and Recreation Facilities 

Name  Acres 

BART Linear Park       5.2

Bayview Circle Park 3.3 

Brazil Quarry Park 3.6 

Cambridge Park 6.4 

Dave Brubeck Park 7.1 

Concord Community Park 30.2 

Concord Skate Park 0.6 

El Dorado Middle School Park 11.8 

Ellis Lake Park 9.6 

Highlands Park 5.7

Hillcrest Park 28.4 

Iron Horse Park 0.2 

John F. Baldwin Park 17.8 

Krueger Fields 7.2 

Len Hester Park 3.9 

Meadow Homes Park 8.5 

Newhall Community Park 126.1 

Rick Seers Neighborhood Park 0.6 

Sun Terrace Park 2.6 

Todos Santos Plaza 2.0 

Willow Pass Community Park 40.4 

Ygnacio Valley Park 9.5 

  Neighborhood and Community Parks Subtotal 330.7 

Boatwright Sports Complex 9.4 

Diablo Creek Golf Course 189.9 

Galindo House and Gardens  1.6 

Lime Ridge (within Planning Area)1 90.0 

Markham Nature Park & Arboretum 14.2 

  Specialized Recreation Subtotal 305.1 

Total 635.8 
1 Although it is designated as open space land, staging areas, trails and parking areas located within Lime Ridge are included 

as parkland. 

Source: City of Concord, Dyett and Bhatia: 2006. 

 



!
! !

! !
!

! ! !

!
!

!
! ! !

!
!

!
! ! !

!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

! ! ! ! !!
!

!

!
!

! !
!

!

!
!

! ! !
!

!
!!

!
!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

! ! ! ! ! !

!
!

! ! !!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!!!!!!!!

!

!
!!

!!!

!
!

!
!

!

!!
!

!!!
!

!!

!
!

!!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! !!
!

!
!

!

!!!
!

!
!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
!

!
!

!

!!!!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!!!!!!
!

!

!!!!

!!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!
!
!

!
!
!
! !

!

!

!

!!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!!
!
!
!
!

!

!
!
!
!
!!!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!
!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!
!

!
!!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!!
!
!
!

!!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!

! !

!
!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!!
!

!
!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

! !

!
!

!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

! !
! !

!
!

!
!

!

!!

!
!!

! !
!
!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
! ! ! !

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

! !
! !

! ! ! !
!

!
!

! !
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
!

!
!

!
!

!!!
!

! ! ! ! ! ! !

!

!
! !

!
! !

!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!

!
!

!
!!

!

!
!
!

!!

!

!
!!

!
!
! !

!
!

!
! !

!

!
!

!

!
!

!!
!

!!
! ! !

!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!!!!!

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*#*

Port Chicago Hwy

Monsanto W
y

Mallard
Reservoir

#*
Boatwright Sports Complex

Highlands Park

Newhall
Community Park

Lime Ridge
Open Space

Ygnacio
Valley Park

Concord
Community

Park Markham Nature
Park & Aboretum

Dave Brubeck Park

Brazil Quarry Park

Cambridge
Park

Meadow
Homes Park

Ellis Lake Park

Todos Santos Plaza

Willow Pass
Community Park

John F. Baldwin Park
Hillcrest Park

Sun Terrace Park Bayview 
Circle Park

Waterworld USA

Chronicle Pavilion

Len Hester
Park

Concord 
Skate Park

Centre Concord

Krueger Fields

Rick Seers
Neighborhood Park

El Dorado
Middle School Park

Panoram
ic Drive

Galindo House & Gardens

BART 
Linear 

Park

Diablo Creek
Golf Course 

 
Concord Blvd

W
illo

w 
Pa

ss 
Rd

Clayton Rd

Bail
ey

 R
d

Cowell Rd

Olivera Rd

Po
rt 

Ch
ica

go
 H

wy

Oak Grove Rd

Trea
t B

lvd

Monument B
lvd

Salvio
 St

C
ontra    C

o sta    B
lvd

East St

Solano W
y

Ygnacio V al

le
y R

d

Kirk
er 

   P
as

s R
d

M
ar

ke
t S

t

Detroit Av

M
eadow Ln

Diam
ond Blvd

G
rant St

Figure 3.10-1
Existing Parks 
and Recreation Facilities

Sources: 
City of Concord, Dyett & Bhatia: 2006.
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Service Standards  

The City’s current goal for adequate public parkland is 6 acres per 1,000 residents. Currently, 
Concord’s 636 acres of neighborhood and community parks facilities and specialized recreation 
facilities serve a population of approximately 124,440 residents, resulting in 5.2 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 residents, which is 87 percent of the standard. Although Lime Ridge is not a typical 
community park, many of the staging area, trails and parking areas located within the park do 
serve residents’ open space needs and logically should be included in the calculations. In total, the 
City’s parks and recreation facilities offer a diverse range of recreation services to meet the needs 
of the community. Table 3.10-2 shows the total acreage by park type and the acreage per 1,000 
residents, as of 2006. 

Table 3.10-2: Summary of Existing Park & Recreation Facilities 

Park Type Total Acres  Acres per 1,000 residents 

Neighborhood and Community Parks 331            2.7 

Specialized Recreation1 305            2.5

Total 636           5.2 
1 Includes staging areas, trails and parking areas located within Lime Ridge as parkland. 

Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

The provision of parks and recreation services in the City of Concord and its Sphere of Influence 
is the responsibility of the City of Concord’s Community & Recreation Services Department. The 
current General Plan contain both a specific park performance standard (Growth Management 
Element Policy 2.1.1, Standard a.), which establishes a requirement for new park development at 
the ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 residents, and a broad parks goal (Parks, Open Space, and 
Conservation Element Policy 1.1.1), which calls for parks acquisition and development at a ratio 
of 6 acres of park land per 1,000 residents. The City’s policy is to maintain the higher ratio of 6 
acres of park land per 1,000 residents through a combination of new park land provided by new 
development at the ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 residents, plus additional park lands paid for 
through other funding sources such as park land bonds. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Level of Service Standards 

Impacts of the proposed General Plan would be significant if buildout resulted in: 

• A shortage of parks facilities for residents due to growth, by not meeting the General Plan 
standard of 5 acres per 1,000 new residents; or 
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• Increase in the use of existing parks such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated. 

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

This analysis considered the proposed General Plan policies, goals, and applicable regulations, as 
well as existing parks and recreation facilities within the city. Acres of park needed for the park 
standard were calculated by dividing the projected new population at buildout (17,770) by 1,000 
and then multiplying by 5 acres. Acres of park needed for the park goal were calculated by 
dividing the projected total population at buildout by 1,000 and then multiplying by 6 acres. The 
ratio of parkland at buildout with no new parks was calculated by dividing total existing parkland 
(636) by the total buildout population (142,210) divided by 1,000. It is assumed that a large 
decrease in the parkland ratio would increase park deterioration. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

According to population growth at buildout, new development will need to provide a total of 89 
acres of new parkland to meet the park standard while the City would need to provide an 
additional 217 acres of new parkland to meet the city-wide parkland goal. Although the proposed 
General Plan requires new development to acquire parks at a ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 new 
residents, it does not specifically designate new acres of parkland within the City to help meet this 
standard or goal. Furthermore, acquiring 89 acres of parkland would be difficult given the 
relatively built out character of Concord. Accordingly, it is possible that buildout of the proposed 
General Plan will result in a shortage of parks facilities for new residents by not meeting the 
General Plan standard of 5 acres per 1,000 residents as well as an increase in the use of existing 
parks such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 
Requiring a minimum of 89 acres of parkland to be developed as part of the Concord 
Community Reuse Project as a mitigation measure would reduce this impact to less than 
significant.1 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.10-1 Buildout of the proposed General Plan may result in up to 17,700 new residents, possibly 
resulting in a shortage of parks facilities by not meeting the General Plan standard of 5 
acres per 1,000 new residents and an increase in the use of existing parks such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Currently, with a population of 124,440, Concord has an a ratio of 5.2 acres of parkland 
(including Lime Ridge) per 1,000 resident. Buildout of the proposed General Plan would result in 
approximately 17,770 new residents in Concord. 

                                                        
1 For more information on the base reuse process refer to the City of Concord’s website:  

 http://www.ci.concord.ca.us/crp/index.htm. 
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According to the City’s park performance standard, new development will be required to provide 
a minimum of 89 acres of new parkland or a 14 percent increase from Concord’s existing park 
inventory. According to the City’s parkland goal, the City would need to provide an additional 
217 acres of new parkland or a 34 percent increase above the City’s existing park inventory.  

Table 3.10-3 summarizes the need for new parkland at buildout. 

Table 3.10-3: Summary of Park and Recreation Facilities at Buildout of General Plan 

 
Buildout 

Acres 
New 

Population 

Park Ratio at 
Buildout with No 

New Parks 

Acres Needed for Park 
Standard for New 

Development (5 acres per 
1,000 new residents) 

Acres Needed for 
Park City-wide Goal (6 

acres per 1,000 
residents 

Proposed GP 636 17,770  4.5 89 217 

Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

Although the proposed General Plan’s park standard establishes a requirement for new parkland 
to be development at the ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 residents, the relatively built-out nature of 
Concord limits the possibility of acquiring 89 to 217 acres of new parkland within the existing 
City Limits to serve existing and new residents. Furthermore, with the proposed General Plan 
locating much of the new mixed-use residential development proposed for the downtown area, 
acquiring new parkland near new residents is especially restricted. Without acquiring new 
parkland for buildout, the city-wide parkland ratio per 1,000 residents would decrease from 5.2 to 
4.5, or by 14 percent. This would be a significant impact. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Encourage Park Development 

Implementation on the following proposed General Plan policies would result in impacts that are 
less than significant. 

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through capital projects, 
for the following facilities and service: 

a. Parks. Five acres of park per 1,000 residents. See, also, Policy POS-1.1.1, 
Parks, Open Space, and Conservation Element.  

Policy GM-2.1.2: Require new development to contribute to or participate in the establishment 
and improvement of parks, fire, police, sanitary sewer, water and flood 
control systems in proportion to the demand generated by project occupants 
and users. The City will manage a development mitigation program that 
ensures new development pays its share of the costs associated with the 
provision of facilities for parks, fire, police, sanitary facilities, water, and flood 
control. 

Policy T-1.6.4: Encourage new development to provide bicycle access to parks, schools, and 
transit stops in the design of new residential neighborhoods. 
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Policy POS-1.1.1: Acquire and develop additional neighborhood and community parks to serve 
existing and future needs, at a ratio of 6 acres of park land per 1,000 residents. 

Policy POS-1.1.2: Provide a variety of recreation spaces and facilities to serve the needs of the 
community. 

Policy POS-1.1.3: Continue to acquire and/or redevelop new and innovative parklands as needs 
or opportunities arise. 

Policy POS-1.1.4: Secure and maintain parks and open space facilities consistent with the ability 
of the City to finance acquisition and their operation. 

Policy POS-1.1.6: Review infrastructure needs for existing and new recreational facilities, and 
where appropriate, identify required improvements in the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program.  

Policy POS-1.2.1: Implement strategies and actions associated with the design, development, 
and operation of multi-purpose trails as contained in the Trails Master Plan.  

Policy POS-1.2.2: Work with proposed development projects to provide new linkages to existing 
trails and create new trails where feasible. 

Policy POS-1.3.1: Utilize closed or under-used public school sites for community recreation 
when feasible. 

Policy POS-1.3.2: Work with the Mt. Diablo Unified School District to provide use of school 
facilities after school and during summer months for community recreation 
uses. 

Policy POS-1.4.1: Encourage developers to provide for-profit regional recreation facilities. 

Policy POS-2.1.1: Acquire, preserve, and maintain open space for future generations.  

Policy POS-2.1.2: Participate in joint planning and implementation with the State of California 
Parks and Recreation Department, and other appropriate agencies to establish 
connections to Mt. Diablo State Park. 

Policy POS-2.1.3: Utilize the Trails Master Plan and Map to develop connections between open 
space areas. 

Policy POS-2.2.1: Design structures and facilities located within parks and open space areas to 
complement the natural setting and values of each site and adjacent lands. 

Policy POS-2.2.2: Strive to preserve open space in southeast Concord in order to expand the 
Lime Ridge Open Space area. 

Policy POS-2.2.3: Use open space where feasible to delineate an urban edge. 
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Policy POS-2.2.4: Require degraded open space areas to be restored to an environmentally 
sustainable condition as part of development approval where these lands are 
proposed as permanent open space in new development. 

Policy POS-2.2.5: Protect the Mt. Diablo foothills, generally above 300 feet in elevation, and Los 
Medanos Hills as a valuable scenic asset, providing habitat for flora and fauna. 

Policy POS-2.2.6: Restore degraded open space owned by the City, including but not limited to 
habitat improvements and control of invasive plant species. 

Policy POS-2.3.1: Increase the regional trail, ridgeline, and hillside open space system in the 
City’s Planning Area through joint efforts with East Bay Regional Park 
District, Contra Costa County, the Navy, U.S. Government, and nonprofit 
trustee agencies. 

Policy POS-2.3.2: Establish priorities for open space preservation in the City’s Planning Area 
based on an evaluation of natural resources, viewsheds, wildlife habitats, and 
recreational opportunities. 

Mitigation 

As part of General Plan implementation, the City will 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 will meet the parkland 
standard set in the Growth Management Element of the General Plan. Additionally, as part of 
implement of the City’s long-term policy for new parkland, as expressed in the Parks and Open 
Space Element, the City intents to acquire a total of 217 acres of new parkland to meet the 6-acre 
standard by 2030 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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3.11 Public Services & Safety  

This chapter presents the environmental setting, and impact analysis for public services and safety 
resources in Concord. The public services included in this EIR include schools, water, wastewater, 
solid waste, and public safety services and facilities.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

The following sections describe the existing services and facilities for schools, water, wastewater, 
solid waste, and public safety services and facilities within the City of Concord.  

Schools 

Existing School Facilities 

The City of Concord contains elementary, middle school, and high school facilities to service local 
residents, as well as the Contra Costa campus of the California State University at Hayward (see 
Figure 3.11-1). Public schools (grade K-12) in the Planning Area are provided by the Mt. Diablo 
Unified School District. While the District serves all or part of several central Contra Costa 
communities, most of the District’s schools are in Concord.  

Within the Planning Area, the District currently operates 14 elementary schools, 4 middle 
schools, and 8 high schools. Concord is also home to a variety of private elementary and middle 
schools, two private high schools, one university, a number of trade and vocational schools, and 
several adult and special education schools.  

Several private and parochial schools also exist in Concord, including Calvary Temple Christian 
School, Concordia Montessori School, and Diablo Valley School. Currently, there are no charter 
schools within the City of Concord. Post-secondary educational opportunities in serving the City 
include the California State University Contra Costa Campus, Chapman University, as well as 
additional colleges which offer graduate and certificate degree programs in Concord. 

Enrollment and Capacity 

In 2006, public school enrollment in Concord was approximately 7,510 elementary school 
students, 3,110 middle school students, and 7,280 high school students, for a total of 
approximately 17,900 students. On average, enrollment for all schools is 15 percent below the 
capacity of existing school facilities. Table 3.11-1 shows the enrollment and capacity of public 
school facilities. One elementary school and four high schools are currently over capacity.  
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Table 3.11-1: Existing Public Schools in Concord (2005-2006)     

Name Location 
Total Enrollment 

(2005-2006)
Total Capacity 

(2004) 
% Above or 

Below Capacity

Elementary Schools    

Ayers 5120 Myrtle Dr 429 510  -16% 

Cambridge 1135 Lacey Ln 695 702  -1% 

El Monte 1400 Dina Dr 522 678  -23% 

Highlands 1326 Pennsylvania Bl 669 774  -14% 

Holbrook 3333 Ronald Wy 493 546  -10% 

Meadow Homes 1371 Detroit Av 891 870  2% 

Monte Gardens 3841 Larkspur Dr 579 594  -3% 

Mountain View 1705 Thornwood Dr 442 666  -34% 

Silverwood 1679 Claycord Av 407 546  -25% 

Sun Terrace 2448 Floyd Ln 609 807  -25% 

Westwood 1748 West St 375 486  -23% 

Woodside 761 San Simeon Dr 445 630  -29% 

Wren Avenue 3339 Wren Av 410 606  -32% 

Ygnacio Valley 2217 Chalomar Rd 546 558  -2% 

   Total Elementary   7,512 8,973  -16% 

Middle Schools    

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

Glenbrook 2351 Olivera Rd 676 926  -27% 

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

Pine Hollow 5522 Pine Hollow Rd 760 938  -19% 

   Total Middle School 3,108 4,162 -25% 

High Schools    

Concord 4200 Concord Bl 1,874 1,939  -3% 

Crossroads 1266 San Carlos Av 1,660 1,583  5% 

Clayton Valley 1101 Alberta Wy 53 50  6% 

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

Nueva Vista 1101 Alberta Wy 51 50  2% 

Olympic   2730 Salvio Street 344 375  -8% 

Summit 4200 Concord Bl 51 50  2% 

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

   Total High School   7,282 7,812  -7% 

Total All Schools  17,902 20,947  -15% 
Source: 2005-2006 Enrollment data from California Department of Education, 2006; Capacity data from Mt. Diablo Unified School 
District, Facilities Plan, 2004. 
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Water  

Water Provision 

The Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) acts as the City’s water supplier, providing water 
service to the City from the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta. CCWD serves treated and raw 
(untreated) water to approximately 500,000 people in a service area covering 137,127 acres in the 
central and eastern Contra Costa County. Formed in 1936 to provide water for irrigation and 
industry, CCWD is now one of the largest urban water districts in California. The District 
provides treated water to Concord as well as Clayton, Clyde, Pacheco, Port Costa and parts of 
Martinez, Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek. In addition, the District sells wholesale treated water 
to Antioch, the California Cities Water Company in Bay Point and Brentwood. 

CCWD operates the jointly-owned Randall Bold Water Treatment Plant, which provides treated 
water to Antioch, Diablo Water District (Oakley), and Brentwood as well as CCWD’s Treated 
Water Service Area (which includes the City of Concord). CCWD also owns and operates the 
Bollman Treatment Plant which supplies treated water to CCWD’s treated water service area. 
CCWD sells raw water to the cities of Antioch, Martinez, and Pittsburg, and the California Cities 
Water Company in Bay Point, as well as industrial and irrigation customers. The District’s intakes 
are located at Rock Slough and on Old River, both in eastern Contra Costa County, and Mallard 
Slough in central Contra Costa County. The backbone of the District’s water conveyance system 
is the 48-mile Contra Costa Canal, which extends from the Rock Slough intake to the Mallard 
Reservoir in central Contra Costa County. 

CCWD has a water supply contract, recently renewed to 2045, with the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, for water from the Central Valley Project that provides up to 195,000 acres per feet 
per year. Although the district’s annual water use has generally risen since 1999, annual water 
sales for the district fall significantly below what is permitted under contract. In 2003 water sales 
for the district  totaled 36,822 acres per feet. Table 3.11-2 shows CCWD’s treated water sales in 
various customer class categories over a five year period (these include the City of Concord as 
well as Clayton and portions of Martinez, Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek). 

According to assumptions provided by the CCWD, which estimates water demand at 1.18 cubic 
feet per person per year, Concord’s water demand is estimated at 22,480 acres per feet per year for 
2006.1  

CCCSD permits, inspects, and treats wastewater discharged by the businesses and residences of 
Concord as well as nine other municipalities in Contra Costa County. The CCCSD wastewater 
treatment plant, located northeast of the Interstate 680/SR 4 interchange in unincorporated 
Martinez, currently treats approximately 39 mgd of wastewater. Their effluent discharge limit is 
53.8 mgd. 

 

                                                        
1 Assumes 500 gallons per day per connection and 3.1 people per connection. Based on conversation with Jeff Quimby, Central 

Contra Costa Sanitary District, September 2006. 
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Table 3.11-2 Treated Water Sales by Customer Class (Ccf) 

Land Use 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Residential Single Family     8,495,528    8,710,965     9,268,631      9,116,382      9,152,774  

Residential Multi Family     2,610,984    2,646,686     2,824,285      2,624,156      2,632,861  

Residential Irrigation       672,809       697,610        756,756        705,269        729,747  

Commercial     1,807,752    1,865,903     1,911,285      1,827,191      1,857,760  

Commercial Irrigation       589,394       638,654        742,439        721,648        698,686  

Industrial       107,594         97,963        126,969          72,448          55,816  

Public Authorities       548,675       543,548        564,651        486,482        476,898  

Public Authorities Irrigation       375,036       355,001        400,491        358,324        380,498  

Private Fire Protection               -                 -                  -                  -                  -    

Temporary Service         70,502         37,934         61,807          20,019          54,833  

Total (CcF)   15,278,274  15,594,264  16,657,314   15,931,919    16,039,873 

Total (AF)         34,936        35,800        38,240         36,575          36,822 
11CcF=100 cubic feet per year, AF=Acre-feet per year 

Source: Contra Costa Water District, 2005. 

In recent years, demand for wastewater treatment has ranged from 10.3 mgd in 1994 to 14.2 mgd 
in 1998. According to land use wastewater generation rates provided by the CCCSD, existing land 
uses in Concord are estimated to generate a current average daily flow of approximately 11.8 
million gallons of wastewater, as shown in Table 3.11-3. 2  

Table 3.11-13 Existing Base Wastewater Flow for Concord 

Land Use Category Units 
Base Wastewater Flow 

Factor (GPD) Units 
Gallons Per Day 
(GPD) per Unit

Residential, Single Family du 225 30,594  6,883,650 

Residential, Multi Family du 150 15,695  2,354,250 

Mixed Use/ Commercial/ Industrial acre 1,000 2,221  2,220,793 

Schools acre 430 681 292,998 

Churches1 number 1,000 10  4,300 

Total   11,755,991 

1. Church buildout assumed for 1% of  Public/Quasi-Public land.  
Source: Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

 

                                                        
2 Personal communication with Russ Leavitt, Management Analyst, September 2006. 
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 Solid Waste 

Existing Solid Waste System  

Solid waste collection and disposal services in Concord are provided by Concord Disposal Service 
(CDS). In 2004, Concord disposed a total of 138,465 tons of solid waste of which 100,937 tons (or 
73 percent of the total amount disposed) was disposed at the Potrero Hills Landfill.3 Table 3.11-4 
demonstrates total solid waste disposal for the City of Concord from 2000 to 2004. These 
estimates are provided annually to the CIWMB in accordance with the California Integrated 
Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939).  

Table 3.11-4: Concord Solid Waste Disposal 

Year Total Annual Disposal (tons)

2000 97,931

2001 116,332

2002 133,454

2003 147,284

2004 138,465

Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board: Disposal Reporting System, 2006.

The Potrero Hills Landfill is located along Highway 12 in Suisun City, to the north of Concord. 
Its service area includes San Francisco, San Bruno, Sacramento, Alameda County, and many 
more communities. Concord residents also use the Central Contra Costa Household Hazardous 
Waste Collection Facility located in Martinez. Created in 1996, the Potrero Hills Landfill facility is 
a Class III facility and has a closure date of January 2058. The facility accepts municipal solid 
waste, industrial waste, construction waste, ash, tires and sludges. The facility has a permitted 
capacity of 21.5 million cubic yards (c.y.) and can accept up to 4,330 tons per day. The remaining 
capacity as of December of 2001 was 13.8 million cubic yards. 

Recycling Programs 

Residential, commercial, industrial, and office recycling is available through Concord Disposal 
Service.  Working with CDS, the City has several programs to encourage recycling and reuse in 
Concord. In addition to curbside recycling, the City provides options for recycling additional 
materials such as construction debris, household hazardous waste, electronic devices, and motor 
oil. Programs such as these have lead to an increase in the amount of City’s solid waste that is 
diverted from landfills (see Table 3.11-5). 

 

 

                                                        
3 Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board, 2005. 
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Table 3.11-5: Concord Solid Waste Diversion Rates 

Year Diversion Rate

1998 27% 

1999 N/A1 

2000 50%   

2001 N/A1  

2002 48%  

2003 40%2 

2004 44%2 
1. Diversion rate could not be accurately determined due to inaccurate base year data. 
2. Biennial review has not yet been completed and is based on preliminary data. 

Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board, 2006. 

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness 

Fire Hazards 

The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCCFPD) provides protection, suppression, 
emergency medical and rescue services within the City of Concord. In addition to services 
provided by CCCPFD personnel, the District also maintains mutual-aid agreements with the East 
Diablo Fire Protection District, East Bay Regional Park District, California Department of 
Forestry, and private industrial companies located within its jurisdiction. These agreements 
provide the CCFPD with emergency response assistance on an as-needed basis.   

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. 

Wildland fires usually pose the greatest risk to homes abutting open grasslands. Figure 3.11-2 
illustrates areas of Concord that may contain forest fire risk and hazard. 

Fire Protection Facilities 

The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District currently staffs seven fire stations  with a total 
of 21 personnel with jurisdiction over the City of Concord. Four of the seven stations are located 
within the City of Concord, while three are located outside city limits but also serve the City of 
Concord. Station 18 is a reserve station.4 Currently, the City has 542 square feet of fire facility 
space per 1,000 residents. Table 3.11-6 shows the distribution of personnel for each station 
serving Concord.  

                                                        
4 Indicates that station equipment and staff are used in case of emergency. Fire staff do not live on station grounds but within a 10 

minute radius. 
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Table 3.11-6: Fire Stations Serving Concord 

Station Location 24-Hour Personnel

Station 5  205 Boyd Road 3

Station 6* 2210 Willow Pass Rd. 3

Station 8* 4647 Clayton Rd. 3

Station 9  209 Center Avenue 3

Station 10* 2955 Treat Blvd. 3

Station 11 6500 Center St. 3

Station 22* 5050 Crystal Ranch Drive 3

Total  21
* Located within Concord City Limits. 

Source: Contra Costa County Fire Protection District, 2006. 

Fire Response Standard and ISO Rating 

The CCCFPD has set service level goals to the community based upon nationally recognized 
standards. The CCCFPD shall have the capability to deploy and initial full alarm assignment 
within a five minute response time to 90 percent of all emergency incidents. The CCCFPD has a 
Class 3 ISO Rating, which applies to the entire CCCFPD jurisdiction, with the exception of the 
rural areas.  In 2004, the CCCFD responded to 25 percent of all calls in under 5 minutes and 95 
percent of all calls in under 10 minutes in incorporated and unincorporated Concord. While the 
CCCFD does not have the ability to distinguish between calls in incorporated Concord and 
unincorporated Concord, they expect that response times would be somewhat better if filtered for 
calls only within Concord city limits. Table 3.11-7 shows the percentage of responses times for all 
Code 3 calls in Concord in the year 2004.  

Table 3.11-7: CCCFD Response Times (2004) 

Area Year <5 Min <6 Min <7 Min <8 Min <9 Min <10 Min 

Concord1 2004 24.84% 47.47% 68.33% 83.00% 91.02% 94.69% 

Entire District 2004 24.94% 45.88% 65.24% 79.11% 87.52% 92.23% 
1 Includes calls in incorporated Concord and unincorporated Concord.  
Source: Greg Littlehales, Contra Costa County Fire Protection District, 2005. 
 

The CCCFD attempts to establish 1.5 mile 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).5 Figure 3.11-3 shows the 1.5 
mile radii from fire stations demonstrating fire coverage for Concord residents.  

                                                        

 
5 Source: Greg Littlehales, Contra Costa County Fire Protection District, 2005. 
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The Insurance Service Office (ISO)—a private organization that surveys fire departments in cities 
and towns across the United States—awarded the CCCFPD a Class 3 rating (1 being highest and 
10 being lowest). This rating considers a community’s fire defense capacity versus fire potential, 
and then uses the score to set property insurance premiums for homeowners and commercial 
property owners. 

Fuel Reduction Methods & Techniques 

The proposed General Plan has policies aimed at reducing the risk of fire through promoting 
effective fire protection measures for homes adjacent to open space and lowering the risk of fire 
in these areas. The proposed General Plan encourages the use of the following fuel reduction 
techniques: firebreaks, fire resistant landscaping, and fire-resistant building materials. 

Police Services 

Law enforcement services in Concord are provided by the City of Concord Police Department. 
Additionally, the California Highway Patrol, the Contra Costa County Sheriff, and the CNWS 
have cooperative agreements with the Concord Police Department and provide law enforcement 
services in the Planning Area.  

In 2003, the Police Department had a total of 161 sworn police officers, 65 non-sworn personnel, 
and 47,000 hours of part-time personnel. The Concord Police Department facilities include a 
total of 69,000 square feet including the headquarters building and three district field offices (the 
Northern, Southern, and Valley districts), as illustrated in Figure 3.11-3. Table 3.11-8 lists the 
location and approximate square footage of existing police stations within the City of Concord.  

Table 3.11-8: Police Stations Located within Concord 

Type Location Approximate Square Footage

Headquarters 1350 Galindo Street 66,000

Field Office (Northern) 2166 Solano Way 1,000

Field Office(Valley) 5400 Ygnacio Valley Road #A-8B 1,890

Field Office (Southern) 1500 Monument Boulevard #F-16A 1,000

Total  69,000

Source: Concord Police Department, 2005. 

Police Response Standard 

In 2006, with a total population of 124,440, Concord had a ratio of 1.29 officers per 1,000 
population. This service ratio is between the nationally-accepted standard service ratio of 1.25 
officers per 1,000 residents and the California standard, which ranges from 1.4 – 1.7 per 1,000 
residents. Responses by the police to calls are prioritized by urgency. For Priority 1 calls, which 
include emergency and potentially life threatening calls for service, the department’s service goal 
is a response time of 5 to 6 minutes.6 

                                                        
6 Source: Jim Jennings, Police Administrative Service Division Commander, 2003 
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Emergency Response 

Mitigation planning is an effective method of reducing risk to life and property from natural 
disasters such as earthquakes or wildfires. The City of Concord undertook a policy initiative to 
adopt and implement a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), which was adopted by the City 
Council in July 2005.  

The initiative was undertaken in accordance with the federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 20007 
(DMA), which requires local agencies to adopt an approved Hazard Mitigation Plan to be eligible 
for pre-disaster hazard mitigation funding. The DMA establishes a national hazard mitigation 
program to reduce the loss of life and property, human suffering, economic disruption and 
disasters assistance costs resulting from natural disasters. The DMA also provides a source of pre-
disaster hazard mitigation funding to assist local governments in implementing effective hazard 
mitigation measures to ensure the continued functionality of critical services and facilities after a 
natural disaster.  

This first part of the City of Concord’s two-part LHMP is a Multi-jurisdictional Regional Hazard 
Mitigation Plan8 entitled, “Taming Natural Disasters,” which was developed in cooperation with 
other local agencies and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). The second part is a 
Local Annex to the regional plan, with priorities and strategies specific to the City of Concord. 
The LHMP has been reviewed and approved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA). FEMA requires the completion and adoption of LHMPs as a continuing condition for 
eligibility to receive FEMA grant assistance, particularly for pre-disaster planning and projects 
that prevent disasters.  

The City studied the hazard exposure of City urban land based on the information provided 
by ABAG.   

The San Francisco Bay Area contains both active and potentially active faults. Earthquakes pose 
especially high risks to Concord because of the city’s close proximity to active faults with 
relatively frequent past movements. Moderate Fire Hazard areas include the entire inland portion 
of the CNWS, Buchanan Field Airport, Lime Ridge, the Mallard Reservoir area, Cal State 
Hayward campus, and hillside neighborhoods surrounding the campus. 

                                                        
7 Additional information is available in the Federal Register (44 CFR Parts 201 and 206, Hazard Mitigation Planning and 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program) and at http://www.fema.gov/fima/hmgp 
8 The City participated in a multi-jurisdictional effort to develop a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan led by the Association of 

Bay Area Governments (ABAG). The Annex to the Plan also describes the city’s efforts during the development of the 

LHMP, including participation in workshops, staff training and public input; the Hazard and Risk assessment process and 

the result of the hazard assessment; the process for identifying mitigation activities and setting priorities; as well as the 

process for maintaining and updating the Plan. The City has adopted the list of mitigation strategies as the Implementation 

Appendix for this Safety Element in the areas of infrastructure, health, housing, economy, government, environment and 

land use. 
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REGULATORY SETTING 

The provision of public services and safety services in the City of Concord and its Sphere of 
Influence is the responsibility of several local, regional, and state agencies.  

The Mount Diablo Unified School District is the primary provider of K-12 public schools in the 
City of Concord as well as in Pleasant Hill, Clayton; portions of Walnut Creek and Martinez, and 
other unincorporated areas, including Lafayette, Pacheco, and Bay Point. The Contra Costa 
Water District (CCWD) acts as the City’s water supplier. The City is responsible for the 
wastewater collection system, while treatment service is provided by the Central Contra Costa 
County Sanitary District (CCCSD). The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCCFPD) 
provides fire and life safety services within the City of Concord as well as maintaining mutual-aid 
agreements with the East Diablo Fire Protection District, East Bay Regional Park District, 
California Department of Forestry, and private industrial companies located within its 
jurisdiction. Law enforcement services in Concord are provided by the City of Concord Police 
Department along with additional law enforcement services provided by the California Highway 
Patrol, the Contra Costa County Sheriff, and the Concord Naval Weapons Station. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

A significant impact would occur with full implementation of the proposed General Plan if the 
following negative impacts occur to level of service standards for school, water, solid waste, 
wastewater, fire hazard, and emergency response services: 

• Student levels in schools exceed available or planned school capacity; 

• Water demand exceeds available supply or distribution capacity; 

• Solid waste levels exceed available disposal capacity;   

• Solid waste levels are in non-compliance with federal, state, or local regulations related to 
solid waste (e.g., recycling requirements); 

• New development requires or results in the construction of new wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects; 

• There is an increased risk of exposure to fire hazards; 

• Demand for police or fire services exceeds standards mandated by General Plan performance 
standards; or  

• Need for emergency preparedness increases above the capacity of existing programs.  
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METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

Methodology 

This analysis considered current and proposed General Plan policies and goals, existing and 
proposed public and safety services within the city, and applicable regulations and guidelines.  

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 (0.444) and multi-family (0.1666) housing,  as well as average 
breakdowns by level of education (K-5: 47 percent, 6-8: 27 percent, and 9-12: 26 percent). Tables 
3.11-9 and Table 3.11-10 demonstrate the two assumptions provided by the Mt. Diablo Unified 
School District. This new student population and composition were compared with existing 
school facilities to determine the number and type of new facilities needed.  

The analysis of water demand, services, and facilities is based on discussions with the Contra 
Costa Water District. 

Concord’s base wastewater flow at buildout is calculated according to the number of single- and 
multi-family housing units, mixed-use/commercial/industrial-use acres, as well as the number 
schools and churches based on discussions with the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District. The 
analysis of solid waste demand, services, and facilities is based on information provided by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. 

Table 3.11-9: Student Generation Assumptions 

Household Type Student Generation Factors  

Single Family  0.444

Multi-Family  0.166

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 2005. 

Table 3.11-10: Education Level Breakdowns Assumptions 

School Type Education Breakdowns  

Elementary School (K-5) 47%

Middle School (6-8) 27%

High School (9-12) 26%

Total 100%

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 2005. 

To evaluate potential impacts on fire facilities and services, an analysis was done using 1.5 mile 
radii around existing fire stations in order to calculate the percentage of land within the City that 
is located outside of these fire station areas. The fire performance standard of 200 square feet of 
office space per 1,000 residents is based on the Measure J transportation sales tax initiative that 
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was approved by voters in Contra Costa County in 1988. The analysis of fire services is based on 
discussions with the Contra Costa Fire Protection District. 

To ensure that new development does not adversely affect the City’s current ability to provide  
police services, the total projected population under the proposed General Plan at buildout, 
142,210 residents, is divided by 1,000 and then multiplied by 1.3 to calculate the number of total 
police officers necessary to maintain the existing ratio of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents. The 
analysis of police services is based on discussions with the Concord Police Department. 

The analysis of emergency response is based on information provided by the City of Concord and 
the proposed General Plan, and applicable regulations and guidelines. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

While the proposed General Plan and alternatives would generate new students, this new demand 
is met by existing school facilities and does not require additional schools to be built. While the 
new development in the built city requires an estimated 6,900 acres feet per year increase in water 
demand, the city’s does not foresee any adverse impacts on water supply given that new 
development in the CNWS confirm with the Concord Water District prior to new development. 
Additional wastewater generated with buildout of the proposed General Plan can be accomodated 
without the need for additional treatment facilities. The proposed General Plan’s policies require 
that new development coordinate and plan for additional police and fire facilities to prevent 
adverse significant impacts on existing safety and emergency preparedness levels.  

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

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 17,900 students. According to 
total housing unit projections at buildout, the proposed General Plan will result in approximately 
6,585 new households and 1,090 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  - 0.444 - 

Multi Family  6,584 0.166 1,093 

Total 6,584 N/A 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, 2006. 
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Using the Mt. Diablo Unified School District’s generation factors, this total student population at 
buildout will result in approximately 8,025 elementary school students (K-5), 3,400 middle 
school students (6-8), and 7,565 high school students. The distribution of total students by school 
type at buildout is detailed in Table 3.1-12. 

Table 3.11-12: Student Population at Buildout 

Category (Grades) Number of Total Students Percent Increase Current Capacity Percent Capacity

K-5 8,026 7% 9,039 89%

6 - 8 3,403 9% 3,928 82%

9 - 12 7,566 4% 7,654 97%

Total 18,995 6% 20,621 91%
1 Assumes 1,000 students for a middle school (grades 6-8). 

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

This increase in student population represents a small increase in demand for school facilities, 
representing a 6 percent increase in student enrollment from 2006 levels. No new school facilities 
will be needed as the existing elementary, middle, and high school facilities are sufficient to 
accommodate the student population at buildout. At buildout, existing schools will remain below 
capacity, by nine percent. 

Furthermore, 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 new residential 
development does not exceed school capacity would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

Implementation on the following proposed General Plan policies would result in impacts that are 
less than significant. 

Policy PF-2.1.1: Maintain and improve educational opportunities in Concord through 
cooperation with the Mt. Diablo Unified School District (MDUSD), private 
schools, California State University, community organizations, and the 
Contra Costa County library system. 

Policy PF-2.1.2: Work cooperatively with the MDUSD to ensure that sufficient land is 
identified and reserved to accommodate projected growth in the community. 

Policy PF-2.1.3: Cooperate with the MDUSD in planning for new school sites and facilities 
and coordinate infrastructure improvements to ensure compatibility with 
City plans. 

Policy PF-2.1.4: Partner with the MDUSD to optimize the joint use of school facilities for 
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community use.  

Policy PF-2.1.5: Encourage the establishment of vocational school and other training 
programs to prepare Concord’s citizens for employment, in addition to 
traditional educational opportunities. 

Policy PF-2.1.6: Ensure that future planning for the Concord Naval Weapons Station reserves 
adequate land for schools, churches, and community centers.  

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through capital projects, 
for the following facilities and service: 

                                 g.      Public Education. Mount Diablo Unified School District provides public    
education services in Concord. The City supports the goals of the District 
pertaining to required instructional activities. 

Policy GM-2.1.2: Require new development to contribute to or participate in the establishment 
and improvement of parks, fire, police, sanitary sewer, water and flood 
control systems in proportion to the demand generated by project occupants 
and users. The City will manage a development mitigation program that 
ensures new development pays its share of the costs associated with the 
provision of facilities for parks, fire, police, sanitary facilities, water, and flood 
control.. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact  

3.11-2 New development under the proposed General Plan may increase the demand for water 
beyond available distribution capacity.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

According to assumptions provided by the CCWD, Concord’s current water demand is estimated  
at 22,480 acres per feet per year. At buildout, the proposed General Plan would increase water 
demand by 12 percent to 25,690 acres per feet per year. Table 3.11-13  compares existing water 
demand to buildout for Concord under the proposed General Plan. 

3.11-13 Estimated Water Demand for Concord  

Alternative Population
Estimated Water Demand 

(AFY)1 
Percent Increase from 

Existing Demand

Existing Conditions (2006) 124,440 22,480 -

Proposed General Plan (2030) 142,210 25,690 12%
1. Assumes 500 gallons per day per connection and 3.1 people per connection, provided by the CCWD. Buildout 
calculated using 1.18 cubic feet per person per year. Numbers rounded to the nearest tenth. 

Source: Contra Costa Water District, Dyett & Bhatia, 2006. 
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CCWD does not envision any constraints to providing water to infill developments proposed by 
the General Plan in the existing built-out parts of the City, as long as such developments are not 
anomalies in terms of typical water use.  

Current projections indicate that there is sufficient conveyance capacity to deliver the necessary 
water to the treatment facilities and into the distribution system. CCWD has some water 
treatment capacity available at its two water treatment plants, and the Randall-Bold Treatment 
plant is designed to expand to 80 mgd from the current 40 mgd.  

Proposed General Plan policies that ensure that new developments coordinate with the Contra 
Costa Water District (CCWD) and participate in the establishment and improvement of water 
and flood control systems in proportion to the demand generated by project occupants and users 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

While EBMUD does not provide water or wastewater services to Concord, EBMUD’s Mokelumne 
Aqueduct right-of-way are located within the City Limits. As such, any subsequent development 
projects within the right-of-way vicinity would be required to consult with EBMUD. 

Mitigation Measure 

All proposed activities resulting from subsequent projects in the vicinity of the Mokelumne 
Aqueduct right-of-way must be submitted to EBMUD for approval and which shall meet all 
EBMUD requirements regarding activities near the Aqueduct right-of-way. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

In addition to Policy GM-2.1.2 listed previously, implementation on the following proposed 
General Plan policies would result in impacts that are less than significant. 

Policy PF-1.1.1: Coordinate with the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) to provide an 
adequate and safe water supply. 

Policy PF-1.1.2: Encourage water conservation through City programs and cooperation with 
the CCWD. 

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through capital projects, 
for the following facilities and service: 

e. Water. The Contra Costa Water District provides water to Concord. 
The City supports the goals the District has adopted to meet federal 
and state standards. 

Mitigation Measure 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 

3.11-3 New development may exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). (Less than Significant)  

The Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) is currently permitted by the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) to discharge up to 53.8 million gallons 
per day (mgd) of average dry weather flow (ADWF) effluent to Suisun Bay for the district. 
Current flow for the district is approximately 39 mgd, well below the threshold limit. This 
discharge limit was based in part on growth anticipated under the City of Concord’s existing 
General Plan. According to land use wastewater generation rates provided by the CCCSD, 
buildout of the existing General Plan for the City of Concord is estimated to generate a base 
wastewater flow of 12.4 mgd.  

Using similar calculations for Concord under the proposed General Plan, base wastewater flow is 
estimated at 13.5 mgd. This flow would represent a 1.7 mgd increase over existing conditions or a 
1.0 mgd increase over that previously envisioned by the existing General Plan—which was used to 
set the effluent discharge limit at 53.8 mgd. Table 3.11-14 demonstrates Concord’s base 
wastewater flow by land use at buildout under the proposed General Plan and compares it to 
flows for existing conditions and the existing General Plan. 

Table 3.11-14 Concord’s Base Wastewater Flow at Buildout  

Land Use Category Units 
Base Wastewater Flow Factor 

GPD Units 
Gallons Per Day 

(GPD)

Single Family Residential du 225 30,594  6,883,650 

Multi Family Residential du 150 22,625  3,393,750 

Mixed Use acre 1,000 844  844,039 

Commercial acre 1,000 417  416,835 

Office acre 1,000 168  168,365 

Industrial acre 1,000 1,455  1,455,354 

Schools acre 430 681 292,998 

Churches number 1,000 19  8,170 

Total (Proposed General Plan)  13,463,161 

Total (Existing General Plan)            12,434,024 

Additional Flow Generated Compared to Existing General Plan             1,029,137 

Total (Existing Land Use)            11,755,991 

Additional Flow Generated Compared to Existing Land Use             1,707,170 

1. Churches estimated as 1% of  Public/Quasi-Public land.  
Source: Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

Since sewer connections are issued on a first come, first served basis, there may be room under 
CCCSD’s discharge limit at the time this additional development occurs. If all other wastewater 
flow projections used in the most recent discharge limit increase are realized, however, the 
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discharge limit would be reached a few years sooner than 2035. The worst-case groundwater 
conditions are not likely to be consistently sustained for a continuous number of years, but 
CCCSD is required to stay below its effluent discharge limit. 

If the effluent discharge limit is reach (or approached) substantially earlier than 2035, CCCSD’s 
ability to provide wastewater treatment service to yet-to-be developed projects already allowed in 
local General Plans (planned pre-2000) could necessitate obtaining another discharge limit 
increase. Such an increase would require a discretionary approval by the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. (RWQCB). 

If the subsequent effluent discharge limit increase is not granted by the RWQCB, a sewer 
connection moratorium would be triggered. A sewer moratorium would pose a barrier to growth.  
This barrier would be inconsistent with the adopted General Plans of service area jurisdictions, 
but would delay or substantially reduce growth-induced impacts associated with the projected 
level of growth. In response to an indefinite sewer moratorium, it is possible that developers 
would seek alternative wastewater services (on-site package treatment plants, community septic 
systems, other wastewater agencies) to meet the needs of their projects.  

As discussed above in the discussion of water supply, the General Plan contains a number of 
goals, policies, and actions that would reduce water consumption. These same provisions would 
also serve to reduce wastewater generation, since wastewater generation occur in a direct 
relationship to each other. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

Implementation on the following proposed General Plan policies would result in impacts that are 
less than significant. 

Policy PF-1.1.2: Encourage water conservation through City programs and cooperation with 
the CCWD. 

Policy PF-1.2.1: Operate and maintain the City-owned wastewater collection system, including 
transfer to Central Contra Costa Sanitary District for treatment and disposal. 

Policy PF-1.2.2: Reduce the need for sewer system improvements by requiring new 
development to incorporate water conservation measures. 

Policy PF-1.2.3: Cooperate with Central Contra Costa Sanitary District and other service 
providers to develop their wastewater reclamation program as a supplement 
to water supplies. 

Policy PF-1.4.1: Require new development to coordinate with all utility providers to assure 
quality services to all residents and businesses throughout the community. 

Policy PF-1.5.2:   Promote the importance of recycling industrial and construction wastes. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact  

3.11-4 Solid waste levels are in non-compliance with the California Public Resources Code 50 
percent diversion rates. (Less than Significant) 

In accordance with state mandates, cities and counties must achieve diversion rates of 50 percent 
through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities. The California Public Resources 
Code 41780A2 directs that cities and counties divert 50 percent of solid waste produced within 
their jurisdiction by January 1, 2000, through source reduction, recycling, and composting 
activities. In 2003, Concord achieved a 48 percent diversion rate with programs under its existing 
1993 Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE). 

Although the City has not met the 50 percent diversion requirement, it is making a “good faith 
effort” to implement its Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) to meet the diversion 
requirement. The City has addressed both the residential and commercial waste streams with 
several programs that divert a wide variety of materials.9  The Recycling Coordinator for Concord 
Disposal Service does not foresee any issues or concerns related to solid waste collection and 
recycling in the plans for development in Concord.10 

The City’s solid waste capacity is sufficient to meet the needs of projected growth until 2030. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

In addition to Policy PF-1.5.2 listed previously, implementation on the following proposed 
General Plan policies would result in impacts that are less than significant. 

Policy PF-1.5.1: Continue reduction and recycling efforts within the City to divert increasingly 
larger portions of the waste stream from local landfills. 

Policy PF-1.5.3: Prepare and distribute informational handouts to the public regarding 
opportunities to reduce waste at homes and businesses, as well as methods of 
safe disposal of hazardous materials. 

Policy PF-1.5.4: Require builders to incorporate adequate storage areas appropriately screened 
from the street for recyclables into new multifamily, commercial, and 
industrial structures. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 
                                                        
9 California Integrated Waste Management Board Meeting Notes, November 9-10, 2004. 
10 Source: Keith Nance, Recycling Coordinator for Concord Disposal Service, 2005. 
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Impact  

3.11-5 New development in the proposed General Plan requires police and fire protection 
services that exceed current staffing and facilities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Current police and fire protection is designed to meet the needs of the existing population and 
employment base. Implementation of the Concord 2030 General Plan would generate 
approximately 17,770 new residents and 27,910 new jobs to the city, increasing the long-term 
demand for police assistance and emergency fire response. 

In order to ensure that new development does not adversely affect existing police services, the 
Concord Police Department will need to hire new police officers in order to maintain the current 
ratio of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents. To maintain the existing ratio and accommodate these 
new residents, it will be necessary to hire an additional 24 police officers. Table 3.11-15 
demonstrates the additional police officers needed for buildout. 

Table 3.11-15 Additional Police Officers Needed for Buildout

Year Population Officers Ratio

2006 124,440 161 1.3

2030 142,210 185 1.3

Change 17,770 24 1.3
Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

Currently, 85.2 percent of Concord residents are located within 1.5 miles of a CCCFD fire station.  
Portions of the Planning Area located outside of 1.5 mile radius of a fire station and would have a 
higher than average response times than areas located within the radius. However, buildout of the 
proposed General Plan, which focuses growth in existing urban areas, and would likely not 
adversely affect CCCFPD’s capabilities to serve the Planning Area.11  

Furthermore, all projects developed under the proposed General Plan would be subject to all Fire 
and Building Code requirements and other applicable codes which are designed to minimize risks 
of fire hazards, such as Article 9, Appendixes III-A, III-B, III-C, and III-E of the 2001 California 
Fire Code. All projects shall also comply with CCCFPD’s Access and Water Supply Requirements. 

The applicable Growth Management and Public Services policies, GM-2.1.1 (c and d), GM-2.1.2, 
GM-2.1.3, PS-1.2.1, PS-1.2.2, and PS-1.2.3 contained in the General Plan will insure that new 
development not only adheres to new police and fire district performance standards, but also pays 
its share of the costs associated with the provision of additional fire and police facilities. As such, 
the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts on police and fire services.  

Mitigation 

                                                        
11 Concord Redevelopment Plan Amendment EIR, September 2006.  
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Project proponents shall comply with CCCFPD’s Access and Water Supply Requirements and 
with Article 9, Appendixes III-A, III-B, III-C, and III-E of the 2001 California Fire Code. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

In addition to Policy GM-2.1.2 listed previously, implementation on the following proposed 
General Plan policies would result in impacts that are less than significant. 

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through capital projects, 
for the following facilities and service: 

c. Police. 200 square feet of station per 1,000 residents. 

d. Fire. The Central Contra County Fire Protection District, which is 
governed by the County Board of Supervisors, provides fire protection 
for all residents and nonresidential developments in the Concord 
Planning Area. The City supports the county’s goals to provide fire 
safety to the community. 

Policy S-7.1.1: Evaluate the effects of new development on law enforcement service and take 
public safety issues into account when reviewing land use proposals. 

Policy S-7.1.2: Promote effective, community-oriented law enforcement. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact  

3.11-6 New development under the proposed General Plan requires additional emergency 
preparations in the event of an earthquake or other disaster. (Less than Significant) 

Additional population and employment under the proposed General Plan may require additional 
emergency preparations such as staffing, facilities, equipment, or supplies, in the event of an 
earthquake or other disaster. Updating and adopting the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) 
will ensure that the emergency preparations are updated along with the projected growth. 

The applicable Transportation, Safety, and Growth Management policies, T-1.7.1, S-7.1.3, S-8.1.4, 
and GM-2.1.1(b, c, and f) contained in the General Plan will insure that new development provide 
the necessary additional emergency preparations in the event of an earthquake or other disaster. 
As such, the proposed General Plan would result in less than significant impacts on emergency 
preparedness.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

In addition to Policy GM-2.1.1 (b and c) listed previously, implementation on the following 
proposed General Plan policies would result in impacts that are less than significant. 
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Policy T-1.7.1: Support Buchanan Field Airport use as a region and local serving airfield. 

Policy S-7.1.3: Establish public and private partnerships and cooperate with other emergency 
providers to deliver safe and effective emergency response.  

Policy S-8.1.4: Implement the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan, consistent with the 
guidelines of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the 
Disaster Act of 2000, and seek funding under FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program. 

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through capital projects, 
for the following facilities and service: 

f. Flood Control. Flood control/drainage system capacity sufficient for the 
50 year flood event (as determined by FEMA). 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.12 Visual Resources 

This section presents the environmental setting and impact analysis for visual resources in the 
Concord Planning Area. It evaluates how implementation of General Plan policies will affect the 
city’s visual and aesthetic character, including scenic views of Suisun Bay, Los Medanos Hills, and 
Mt. Diablo foothills.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

The most identifying feature lending Concord a sense of character is its location within two flat 
river valleys that include Ygnacio Valley and Clayton Valley (with Lime Ridge separating the two 
valleys) bordered by the rolling hillside of the Los Medanos Hills to the east, Mt. Diablo to the 
southeast, and the Suisun Bay to the north. The Los Medanos Hills have peak elevations ranging 
from 800 feet in the lower hills, near Suisun Bay, to greater than 1,400 feet in the hills southeast of 
Bailey Road. One prominent hilltop is Mulligan Hill, with an elevation of 1,438 feet. To the south, 
the Mt. Diablo foothills are taller than the Los Medanos hills, with peak elevations within the 
Planning Area ranging from 1,200 feet to over 1,700 feet. A prominent hilltop in this area is Mt. 
Zion, with an elevation of 1,635 feet. 

From the flatland areas of Concord, views of the surrounding hills are prominent. Some of the 
residential neighborhoods within Concord have views of the Suisun Bay and San Francisco Bay 
Delta to the north of the City. Mt Diablo State Park, located to the southwest, is visible from 
many locations throughout the City. In addition to these scenic vistas, Concord is traversed by 
several creek corridors with dense vegetation and mature trees that contribute to the city’s 
aesthetic quality. Visual connections to Suisun Bay are limited due to the historical development 
of the community as a military and industrial node within the County. Large-scale industrial and 
port-related facilities line the bayfront north of SR4, while wetlands and the tidal area of the 
Concord Naval Weapons Stations lie to the east. Views of the hills to the east and south create a 
sense of identity for city residents, local businesses, and visitors. No state scenic highways traverse 
the Planning Area. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Situated between the City of Concord and the City of Pittsburg, some of the Los Medanos Hills in 
the Planning Area are located within the jurisdictions of the City of Concord and subject to the 
City’s zoning and subdivision controls, though balance of the land is unincorporated and subject 
to the land use regulations of Contra Costa County. The Lime Ridge open space is publicly 
owned, as is Mt. Diablo State Park. Finally, visual resources in North Concord along Suisun Bay 
are subject to County land use regulations and, within a 100-foot shoreline boundary, the 
permitting regulations of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission.  
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Concord’s General Plan would have a significant adverse effect on visual resources if it would 
cause one of more of the following: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, which could be caused by blocking 
panoramic views or views of significant landscape features or landforms as seen from 
public viewing areas;  

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;  

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the study area and its 
surroundings; or 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

Generally, the greater the change from existing conditions, the more substantial the impact. For 
example, the construction of a new development on open rural land usually has a greater visual 
impact than redevelopment on infill land. Likewise, the construction of a new roadway generally 
has a greater visual impact than the widening of an existing one. New development and 
redevelopment can have significant local impacts where they would require the removal of trees 
and other important landscape buffers or other contrasting visual elements. 

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

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 Concord Pavilion area. Hillside viewsheds were identified with a digital elevation 
model and topographic data from the U.S. Geologic Survey to determine what hills and ridgelines 
were visible from each viewpoint. For purposes of this analysis, the 300-foot elevation was 
established as representing the base of the hills. These viewpoints were assumed to represent a 
reasonable range of potential viewpoints and so provide a basis for evaluating potential effects of 
Plan policies on visual resources in the Planning Area.  

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Within the built City, infill development or redevelopment of existing development will not have 
a significant effect on the visual character of the City because new development is likely to be 
similar in scale and character to existing development. This infill development likewise is not 
expected to have a substantial adverse impact on panoramic views or create incongruous visual 
elements because the height and massing of new development will be similar to existing 
developments. However, new development in the Urban Area could intrude on views of the Los 
Medanos Hills even though a substantial amount of open space will be preserved. Proposed 
General Plan Policies and site planning criteria will reduce any potentially significant impacts to 
levels that are not significant. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.12-1 Implementation of the General Plan has the potential to affect scenic vistas and views of 
Los Medanos hills. (Less than Significant) 

Almost 30 percent of the Los Medanos hillsides are visible from Todos Santa Plaza in Downtown, 
while views from the North Concord BART station are a bit more expansive and include almost 
one-third of the total hillsides within the Planning Area. The visible hillsides potentially affected 
by future development are illustrated in Figure 3.12-1, and the acreage of hillside that can be seen 
from each viewpoint is tabulated in Table 3.12-1.  

Table 3.12-1: Hillside Viewsheds in Concord Planning Area 

Viewpoint Description 
Visible Acres Greater than 300 

ft. in Elevation
Percent of all Land Greater than 

300 ft. in Elevation

Viewpoint 1 North Concord BART 248 32%

Viewpoint 2 Sleep Train Pavilion 91 12%

Viewpoint 3 Downtown  222 28%

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2005. 

The impacts of development on visible hillsides will be minimal because the General Plan policies 
call for protecting these ridgelines and visible hillsides from inappropriate development and 
preserving these viewsheds. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies reduce Impact 3.12-1: 

Policy E-5.1.2: Preserve an open space system that protects visual and natural resources. 

Policy LU-1.1.9: Preserve visible hillsides and open space areas through techniques such as 
cluster development or density transfers. 

Policy LU-4.2.6: Limit building heights for new structures in the blocks immediately adjacent 
to Todos Santos Plaza with an inclined daylight plane requiring upper-story 
setbacks to ensure sunlight access for public spaces. 

This is the preferred approach for height limits around downtown squares. The 
total amount of floor area will be governed by the floor area ratio. 

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. 
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Policy LU-10.1.1: Encourage the County and adjacent cities to prohibit new development on 
designated ridgelines and in protected viewsheds, but allow appropriate 
beneficial and reasonable open space uses in these areas, subject to standards 
for viewshed protection that will preserve the open space character of areas 
that are visible from Concord’s neighborhoods and commercial districts. 

Policy LU-10.1.2: On any land to be annexed to the City, require new development to be 
clustered to reduce both environmental and visual impacts of hillside 
development. 

Policy LU-10.1.3: Work with the County and adjacent jurisdictions to ensure that zoning and 
subdivision regulations applicable to all development visible from within the 
City’s Planning Area reflect General Plan Policy direction.  

Actions the City will request of the County and adjacent jurisdictions include:  

• Designating protected ridgelines, creeks, and other significant resource areas, 
along with daylight plane or setback standards;  

• Defining protected viewsheds; and  

• Designating growth limits and clustering provisions for very low-density 
hillside residential development based on slope and elevation to ensure 
viewshed protection. 

Policy LU-10.1.6: Ensure that any development between Evora Road and State Route 4 is 
setback from the edge of State Route 4 to mitigate visual and noise impacts. 

Policy LU-10.1.8: Encourage the provision of wildlife corridors to ensure the integrity of habitat 
linkages and preserve the character of visible hillsides and open space. 

Policy LU-10.1.9: Oppose any expansion of the Urban Limit Line (ULL) that would allow 
development in protected viewsheds or on visible hillsides located within the 
City’s Planning Area Boundary. 

While the City is not opposed to expansion of the County’s ULL per se, the City 
would raise objections to any new development that results in visible development 
on slopes and hillsides areas within the City’s Planning Area Boundary Area. The 
City will evaluate all development proposals by neighboring cities and the County 
within Concord’s Planning Area Boundary to determine if there are potential 
visual impacts. 

Policy S-3.2.1: Require all development on hillsides where the grade exceeds 15 percent to 
submit a hillside development plan that demonstrates contoured grading 
techniques to ensure that buildings, streets, and drives can be accommodated 
safely with a minimum amount of grading. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.12-2 Future development projects could be of different intensity, size, and character than 
existing development and which could degrade the existing visual character of Concord. 
(Less than Significant) 

The aesthetic resources of the city could potentially be impacted by new development unless it is 
thoughtfully designed. Redevelopment or new development proposed on vacant sites within the 
ULL could alter the surrounding visual character through increased densities and intensities. 
However, the proposed Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan contains several policies and 
programs specifically designed to minimize negative aesthetic impacts. Policies such as LU-1.1.3 
would ensure that the scale, operation, location, and other characteristics of community facilities 
enhance the character of neighborhoods, Policy LU-1.3.2 call for standards for height and setback 
requirements, screening, lighting, landscaping, and parking for transition areas between existing 
neighborhoods and new infill development. Policies as these, and those provided below help 
establish design standards that the City desires to achieve, including pedestrian connections, 
encouraging new development to be contiguous with existing development, and maintaining 
significant views of the surrounding hillsides. Implementation of the following Concord 2030 
Urban Area General Plan policies would reduce potential scale and character effects and ensure 
that existing visual quality is preserved. 

Policy LU-1.1.1 Support land use decisions that reinforce and capitalize on neighborhood 
strengths and benefit neighborhood identity and scale. 

Policy LU-1.1.2 Require new development in residential areas to preserve and enhance 
positive neighborhood characteristics. 

This will be done by standards and review procedures included in the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

Policy LU-1.1.3 Ensure that the scale, operation, location, and other characteristics of 
community facilities, including parks, schools, childcare facilities, religious 
institutions, and other public and quasi-public facilities, enhance the 
character and quality of neighborhoods. 

This will be done through neighborhood planning following adoption of the 
General Plan. 

Policy LU-1.1.4 Mitigate residential uses from impacts of more intensive land uses through 
good site planning and/or appropriate operational measures. 
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Screening, landscaping, restrictions on driveway access, and limitations on hours 
of operation can help minimize adverse impacts. 

Policy LU-1.1.6:  Prohibit conversion of residences backing onto roadways to commercial or         
office uses which would gain access or seek visibility from the roadways. 

Policy LU-1.1.7: Upgrade the quality of new and existing multi-family housing by requiring 
high-quality design. 

Specific standards will be included in the Zoning Ordinance. 

Policy LU-1.1.8: Continue to support and promote housing conservation and home 
remodeling, expansion, and updating to maintain the quality of the housing 
stock. 

Examples of the City programs that will be used are in the Housing Element.  

Policy LU-1.1.9:  Preserve visible hillsides and open space areas through techniques such as 
cluster development or density transfers. 

Policy LU-1.3.2: Establish standards to address the transition between existing neighborhoods 
and new infill development. 

These standards will be included in the Zoning Ordinance and include height 
and setback requirements and standards for screening, lighting, landscaping, 
refuse collection, and location of parking.  

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.12-3 Implementation of the Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan would protect Historic 
neighborhoods from incompatible development. (Beneficial) 

The City has a number of historic neighborhoods, including North Todos Santos, which 
contribute to the visual character of the community. The North Todos Santos Specific Plan is 
intended to protect the character of this historic neighborhood and its pre-World War II homes. 
This specific plan will continue to be the guiding policy document, and zoning regulations will 
ensure that new land uses, including offices and multi-family residences in this neighborhood, are 
compatible with existing uses. A portion of this area may be zoned for medium density residential 
uses - if the proposed housing is be compatible with the adjacent neighborhood and with the 
Specific Plan; however, the portion would not be allowed to exceed 10 percent or two acres - 
whichever is less. In addition, the proposed Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan seeks to 
preserve these resources by carrying forward existing policies and programs that are intended to 
protect them – such as Policy LU-4.2.6, which would Limit building heights for new structures in 
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the blocks immediately adjacent to Todos Santos Plaza – thereby further minimizing the potential 
for introducing modern elements and building forms that would be out-of-character and create 
aesthetic conflicts with areas such as North Todos Santos and Concord’s other valuable visual 
historic resources. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact: 

Policy LU-1.1.10:  Ensure that new development in historic neighborhoods is compatible in scale 
and style to the character of that neighborhood, and encourage retention of 
historic buildings through flexible reuse provisions. 

Policy LU-4.2.4: Encourage new and redevelopment projects to include amenities for public 
benefit, such as affordable housing, pedestrian-oriented facilities, and historic 
preservation. 

Policy LU-4.2.6: Limit building heights for new structures in the blocks immediately adjacent 
to Todos Santos Plaza with an inclined daylight plane requiring upper-story 
setbacks to ensure sunlight access for public spaces. 

Policy LU-4.2.8: Encourage preservation of historic buildings to the maximum extent feasible.  

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.12-4 Development under the proposed General Plan has the potential to adversely affect visual 
resources in the short-term during periods of construction by blocking or disrupting 
views. (Less than Significant) 

Short-term visual impacts resulting from development includes blockage or disruption of views 
by construction equipment and scaffolding, removal of vegetation, temporary route changes for 
transportation improvements, exposed excavation, and construction staging areas. Short-term 
visual impacts are less than significant because they are temporary in nature. In addition, there 
are proposed policies that would ensure long-term significant adverse impacts from new 
development would not occur. 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact: 

Policy LU-8.1.1: Establish design standards that achieve the highest quality of building design 
and materials.  

Policy LU-8.1.2: Establish design standards for mixed use projects that provide for a cohesive, 
well-integrated, functional development.  
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Policy LU-8.1.3: Require new commercial development to provide comprehensive 
landscaping, including within hardscapes and parking lot areas.  

Policy LU-9.1.2: Require new development to provide and maintain right-of-way 
improvements along project frontages such as landscaping, street trees, and 
other amenities that enhance the streetscape appearance. 

Policy POS-2.2.4: Require degraded open space areas to be restored to an environmentally 
sustainable condition as part of development approval where these lands are 
proposed as permanent open space in new development. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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3.13 Water Resources and Flooding 

This section discusses water resource issues related to the implementation of the proposed 
Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan and adoption of the proposed Urban Limit Line, 
including its consistency with applicable local, State, and Federal plans, policies, and regulations. 
Groundwater basins and surface water drainages within the City are described, and existing water 
quality and flooding issues associated with these water bodies are assessed. The potential for 
future development under the proposed Urban Area General Plan to affect water quality and 
flooding due to creation of impervious surface area, increase in storm water pollutant levels, 
increased rate or volume of storm water runoff, and other factors are analyzed.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PHYSICAL SETTING 

Surface Water 

Concord sits along the shoreline of the Suisun Bay. Surface water bodies within Concord include 
Mallard Reservoir, Walnut Creek, Pacheco Creek, Kirker Creek, Mt. Diablo Creek, Pine Creek, 
Galindo Creek, Grayson Creek, Clayton Canal, Contra Costa Canal, and sloughs and wetlands 
located along Suisun Bay. Drainage patterns within Concord are shaped by the region’s 
topography which consists of steeper areas located along the foothills of Mt. Diablo, which 
gradually flatten out onto an alluvial plain and eventually merge with the flat estuarine deposits 
along the Suisun Bay shoreline. 

Watersheds within the region are defined by creeks, streams, and other surface water drainages 
that originate in the upland areas near Mt. Diablo and flow downslope towards San Francisco 
Bay. The City of Concord lies within the Mount Diablo and Walnut Creek watersheds. The 
Walnut Creek watershed encompasses 93,556 acres in Contra Costa County and is composed of 
several sub-watersheds. The southeast portion of the City of Concord lies largely within the Pine 
Creek and Concord Area sub-watersheds, with small areas of the City extending into the Grayson 
Creek and San Ramon sub-watersheds. The remainder of the City and the majority of the 
Concord Naval Weapons Station lie within the Mt. Diablo watershed, which extends from the 
north slope of Mount Diablo to Suisun Bay. The Willow Creek watershed, located west of the 
City, encompasses the northwest corner of the Planning Area along the shoreline of Suisun Bay. 
Boundaries between these watersheds are created by the topographic features such as ridges and 
valleys, which shape surface water drainage patterns. 

Groundwater 

Concord is underlain by two groundwater basins, Clayton Valley and Ygnacio Valley, as defined 
by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). The Clayton Valley groundwater basin 
is bounded by Suisun Bay to the north, Mt. Diablo creek to the east, the Concord Fault to the 
west, and the foothills of Mt. Diablo to the south. The Clayton Valley is underlain by thick alluvial 
deposits, which cover faulted and folded older rocks. The water bearing units are Quaternary-age 
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and older alluvial deposits, which exceed 700 feet in depth. These units are hydraulically 
connected with Suisun Bay. The Ygnacio Valley groundwater basin is bounded by Suisun Bay to 
the north, Interstate 680 to the west, by the Concord Fault to the east and the basin extends south 
along the Walnut Creek channel and by the City of Walnut Creek to south. Walnut and Grayson 
creeks flow through the basin before draining into Pacheco Creek and then into Suisun Bay. The 
Ygnacio Valley groundwater basin is formed in a depression between the Berkeley Hills and the 
Mt. Diablo Range. Thick alluvial deposits cover folded and faulted older rocks. The water bearing 
units in the basin are from Quaternary deposits. The combined thickness of the water bearing 
deposits is over 700 feet. Aquifers in this basin are hydraulically connected to the Sacramento 
River (DWR, 2003). 

Information from DWR indicates that groundwater levels in both of the basins have declined 
gradually; groundwater levels are generally lowest during the summer months and highest during 
the winter months. Water quality testing conducted on samples collected from water supply wells 
in the Clayton and Ygnacio Valley basins indicate groundwater meets drinking water standards 
(DWR, 2003). 

Storm Water Collection and Flooding  

Storm water disposal capacity is a function of the volume of discharged water and the rate at 
which the water moves through a particular system. When the capacity of the creeks and/or 
pipelines of a drainage system are not sufficient or flow rates are low due to streambed conditions 
or stream length, drainage system efficiency is reduced and flooding can occur. 

The City of Concord storm water collection system is composed of 229 miles of storm drain 
pipes, 1140 manholes and almost 6000 catch basins, and is maintained by the City of Concord 
Public Works Maintenance Services Department. The storm drain pipes typically drain into 11 
miles of creeks and drainage channels, among them Mount Diablo Creek, Galindo Creek, Pine 
Creek, and their tributaries, and/or the Walnut Creek Flood Control Channel, which is 
maintained by the Contra Costa County Flood Control District. The City’s storm water is solely 
conveyed through gravity-flow; pump stations are not utilized to facilitate the flow.  

Flood-prone areas are generally located in topographic lows and in close proximity to shorelines, 
streams and creeks. Flood zone mapping by the Federal Emergency Management Authority 
(FEMA) indicates that the Concord area is most prone to flooding north of Mallard Reservoir to 
Suisun Bay, along Pacheco Creek, and near the Buchanan Field Airport, as shown on Figure  
3.13-1. In addition, there are many creeks and culverts in the Concord area that could flood 
locally during large storm events due to build-up of debris and other factors.  

FEMA maps are designed to supply information for public areas. Because access to Concord 
Naval Weapons Station is restricted, FEMA has not classified 100-year flood zones within this 
area. Although the majority of the Concord Naval Weapons Station is located on upland slopes, 
which would lessen the probability of flooding, the low-lying areas of the Concord Naval 
Weapons Station near Suisun Bay and the Contra Costa Canal may be susceptible to flooding. 
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Water Quality 

During periods of wet weather, rain carries pollutants and sediments from all parts of a watershed 
into surface water bodies such as storm drains, streams, rivers, reservoirs, or marshes. In an urban 
setting, natural drainage patterns have been altered and storm water runoff, as well as non-storm 
discharge (irrigation water, accidental spills, washdown water, etc.), picks up sediments and 
contaminants from land surfaces, and transports these pollutants into surface and ground water. 
The diffused sources of pollutants range from parking lots, bare earth at construction sites, 
agricultural sites, and a host of many other sources. Therefore, storm water discharged to surface 
waters may carry pollution from “nonpoint” sources. The total amount of pollutants entering 
aquatic systems from these diffused, non-point sources is now generally considered to be greater 
than that from any other source, such as pipe discharges (point source). The water quality in 
several surface water bodies within Concord has been identified as impaired. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Regulatory authorities exist on both the state and federal levels for the control of water quality in 
California. The major federal legislation governing the water quality aspects of the project is the 
Clean Water Act, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The objective of the act is “to 
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” The 
State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California 
Water Code) provides the basis for water quality regulation in California. The State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers water rights, water pollution control, and water 
quality functions throughout the State, while the Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs) conduct planning, permitting, and enforcement activities. 

State and Regional Water Quality Control Board 

The primary responsibility for the protection and enhancement of water quality in California has 
been assigned by the California legislature to the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB 
provides State-level coordination of the water quality control program by establishing statewide 
policies and plans for the implementation of State and Federal laws and regulations. The 
RWQCBs adopt and implement water quality control plans that recognize the unique 
characteristics of each region with regard to natural water quality, actual and potential beneficial 
uses, and water quality problems. 

The project area lies within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, which has adopted 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (Basin Plan) to implement 
plans, policies, and provisions for water quality management. Beneficial uses of surface waters 
within the San Francisco Bay Region are described in the Basin Plan and are designated for major 
surface waters and their tributaries. Beneficial uses of waterbodies in Suisun Basin are 
summarized in Table 3.13-1. 
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Table 3.13-1: Beneficial Uses of Waterbodies within Suisun Basin  

Beneficial Use Suisun Bay Mallard Reservoir Mt. Diablo Creek Pine Creek 

Agricultural Supply  X   
Cold Freshwater Habitat   X X 

Commercial Fishing X    

Estuarine Habitat X    

Industrial Service Supply X X   

Industrial Process Supply  X   

Fish Migration X  X  

Municipal Supply  X   

Navigation X    

Rare and Endangered Species X    

Water Recreation X X X X 

Fish Spawning X X X X 

Warm Water Habitat  X X X 

Wildlife Habitat X X X X 

Source: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. 

Both the SWRCB and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) Region IX have been 
in the process of developing new water quality objectives and numeric criteria for toxic pollutants 
for California surface waters since 1994, when a State court overturned the SWRCB’s water 
control plans containing water quality criteria for priority toxic pollutants. US EPA’s California 
Toxics Rule (CTR) was promulgated in 2000. The criteria largely reflect the existing criteria 
contained in US EPA’s 304(a) Gold Book (1986) and its National Toxics Rule (NTR) adopted in 
December 1992 [57 Federal Register 60848], and those of earlier state plans (the Inland Surface 
Waters Plan and the Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan of April 1991 has since been rescinded). 
With promulgation of the Final CTR, these federal criteria are legally applicable in the State of 
California for inland surface waters, enclosed bays and estuaries for all purposes and programs 
under the Clean Water Act. 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act - Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

California has identified waters that are polluted and need further attention to support their 
beneficial uses. These water bodies are listed pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d), which 
requires states to identify these polluted waters. Specifically, Section 303(d) requires that each 
state identify water bodies or segments of water bodies that are “impaired” (i.e., not meeting one 
or more of the water quality standards established by the state). Approximately 500 waterbodies 
or segments have been listed in California. Once the water body or segment is listed, the state is 
required to establish “Total Maximum Daily Load,” or TMDL, for the pollutant causing 
impairment. The TMDL is the quantity of a pollutant that can be safely assimilated by a water 
body without violating water quality standards. Listing a water body as impaired does not 
necessarily suggest that the pollutants are at levels considered hazardous to humans or aquatic life 
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or that the water body segment cannot support the beneficial uses. The intent of the 303(d) list is 
to identify the water body as requiring future development of a TMDL to maintain water quality 
and reduce the potential for continued water quality degradation. 

In accordance with Section 303(d) of the California Water Code, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
has identified impaired water bodies in its jurisdiction, identified the pollutant or stressor 
impairing water quality, and prioritized the urgency for developing a TMDL. Several waterbodies 
within or downstream of the City of Concord, including Suisun Bay, the Suisun Marsh Wetlands, 
and Walnut Creek are included on the Section 303(d) List. Pollutants or stressors identified for 
Suisun Bay include chlordane, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), diazinon, dieldren, 
dioxin compounds, exotic species, furan compounds, mercury, nickel, polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs), PCBs (dioxin like), and selenium. Identified pollutants or stressors for the Suisun Marsh 
Wetlands include metals, nutrients, organic enrichment/low dissolved oxygen, and salinity/total 
dissolved solids/chlorides, while in Pine and Walnut creeks, diazinon is the sole pollutant or 
stressor. 

Construction Activity Permitting 

The San Francisco Bay RWQCB monitors and enforces National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) storm water permitting, as required under the federal Clean Water Act, in the 
City of Concord. The SWRCB administers the NPDES Permit Program through its General 
NPDES Permit. Construction activities of one acre or more are subject to the permitting 
requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated 
with Construction Activity (General Construction Permit). A project sponsor must submit a 
Notice of Intent to the SWRCB in order to be covered by the General Permit prior to the 
commencement of construction. The General Construction Permit requires the preparation and 
implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which must be prepared 
before construction begins. Components of SWPPPs typically include specifications for best 
management practices (BMPs) that must be implemented during project construction in order to 
minimize the discharge of pollutants in storm water from the construction area. In addition, a 
SWPPP includes measures to minimize the amount of pollutants in runoff after construction is 
completed, and identifies a plan to inspect and maintain project BMPs and facilities. 

Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

The Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District maintains and 
oversees maintenance of surface water bodies within the County. The District ensures that 
adequate capacity exists to manage storm water runoff from development, and requires that 
storm channels be designed to a 25-year storm event. 

In Contra Costa County, storm water discharge from 21 participating agencies and cities, 
including the City of Concord, is regulated by the Contra Costa Clean Water Program (CCCWP) 
in accordance with a NPDES permit issued by the SWRCB and overseen jointly by the San 
Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The CCCWP is 
administered by the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and is 
intended to reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent possible 
and to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into municipal storm drain systems and 
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waterways. The CCCWP includes a number of management practices and control techniques to 
reduce discharge of pollutants in storm water in Contra Costa County and addresses municipal 
government activities, new development controls, and storm water treatment.  

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Implementation of the proposed Urban Area General Plan and establishment of the proposed 
ULL would have a potentially significant impact if it resulted in: 

• Violation of water quality standards;  

• Alteration of existing drainage patterns of the area, including alteration of a stream or 
river course, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or 
offsite or increase sediment loads thereby affecting water quality;  

• Substantial increase of nonpoint-source pollution entering storm water runoff and 
entering the regional storm drain system or surrounding water resources (from either 
construction or long-term development); 

• Substantial increase of construction-related erosion (including erosion from cut-and-fill 
slopes) and sedimentation into surface waters; 

• Disruption of a creek or stream channel;  

• Increased rates and amounts of runoff due to additional impervious surfaces, higher 
runoff values, or alterations to drainage systems that could cause potential flood hazards; 

• The construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

• Reduced rates of groundwater recharge due to the increased amount of impervious 
surfaces; 

• Inadequate storm drainage systems to accommodate 100- year flood flows; or 

• Development within the 100-year flood zone.  

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

The analysis considered proposed Urban Area General Plan policies and goals, hydrologic 
conditions within the City, the proposed Urban Limit Line and its associated Planning Area, and 
applicable regulations and guidelines. The proposed General Plan would facilitate development 
and growth in Concord’s Urban Area. Consideration is given to potential increases in hazardous 
material use, creation of new impervious surface area, erosion associated with future 
development related construction activities, and other results of growth, as well as proposed 
General Plan policies intended to minimize the impacts of growth on water resources. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Potential impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Urban Area General Plan and 
establishment of the proposed Urban Limit Line include increased rates of storm water runoff 
and subsequent flooding hazards, erosion, increases in nonpoint source pollutants and 
degradation of water quality in surface water resources, and a reduction in groundwater recharge. 
These impacts can be reduced to levels that are not significant, with implementation of proposed 
policies and/or additional mitigation measures. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

3.13-1 New urban land uses and increased intensity of urban land uses could alter existing 
drainage patterns or increase storm water runoff rates, overwhelming storm drain 
capacity, decreasing groundwater recharge, and causing flooding in downstream receiving 
waters. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Increased urban development, such as that proposed under the Urban Area General Plan, is 
generally accompanied by decreases in natural ground cover and an increase in impervious 
surfaces (such as paved areas and buildings). Increasing the area of imperious surface reduces the 
amount of rain that can be absorbed by the land, increases storm water runoff, and decreases 
groundwater recharge. Development may also cause erosion, such as when ground is cleared for 
construction or the integrity of stream banks is impaired, resulting in the siltation of creeks and 
reduction of their capacity to accommodate storm water. Changes in existing drainage patterns 
through grading or alterations to the creeks and sloughs can also alter sheetflow and surface water 
flow levels and patterns, potentially overwhelming downstream capacity and resulting in 
flooding. Additional improvements and expansion of the storm drain network would likely be 
necessary to provide services to new development in the city.  

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential impacts associated with increases in 
storm water runoff, flooding, and concurrent decreases in recharge of groundwater aquifers: 

Policy LU–8.2.3:  Apply site planning techniques that minimize the amount of impervious 
paving, promote pedestrian safety, and reduce urban runoff in commercial 
centers. 

All new development in California is required to follow Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that reduce erosion, sedimentation and other urban runoff 
from parking lots and commercial centers through the use of permeable surfaces, 
on-site detention, sediment trapping and filtering and landscaping. Permeable 
pavements, in particular, have tremendous potential for stormwater 
management. Pedestrian safety can be achieved through installing better security 
lighting and signage, creating grade-separated walkways, and marking pedestrian 
crossings. 
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Policy LU-10.1.5:   Ensure that developers incorporate natural creekways as open space amenities 
into the design of projects as a condition of approval. 

Policy POS-3.1.1:  Enhance and maintain the natural values of creeks and major drainage ways. 

Policy POS-3.1.3:  Require adequate building setbacks for development adjacent to creek banks 
and major drainage ways to protect neighboring properties from erosion and 
flooding. 

Policy POS-3.1.6:  To the extent practical, preserve creeks in a natural condition while providing 
the need to convey storm water. 

Policy S-4.1.1:  Manage development to ensure compliance with the City’s Flood 
Management Ordinance and the City’s Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control Ordinance. 

Policy S-4.1.2:  Establish engineering standards for constructing a storm drainage system to 
protect against loss of life and property and minimize risks of flooding. 

Policy S-4.1.3:  Coordinate storm drainage management with appropriate agencies, including 
the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish and 
Game, and with the Contra Costa Water District, in the vicinity of the Contra 
Costa Canal. 

Policy S-4.1.4:  Design storm drainage facilities to meet the Contra Costa County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District standards and ensure adequate and 
safe flow to minimize flooding. 

Policy PF-1.1.3:  Coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
to provide for the implementation of Storm Water Management Programs 
intended to protect receiving water sources from pollutants. 

Policy PF-1.3.5:  Require new development to provide any needed storm drains that are not 
part of the City’s master storm drain system and to incorporate features into 
site improvement plans to minimize surface runoff. 

Policy PF-1.3.6:  Schedule master drainage improvement projects in the Capital Improvements 
Program. 

Policy PF-1.3.7:  Maintain master storm drain system maps that identify locations where 
easements should be reserved for the eventual installation of pipes and 
structures to ensure appropriate storm drainage management. 
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Policy PF-1.3.8:  Continue the Drainage Area Fee Program to fund master storm drainage 
improvements. 

Policy PF-1.3.9:  Ensure that new development provides needed drainage improvements in 
proportion to a project’s impacts, to assure an equitable distribution of costs 
to construct and maintain the City’s master storm drainage system. 

Mitigation Measure 

In addition to these policies, in order to address hazards specifically posed by proposed 
development located within a 100-year floodplain, the following mitigation should be 
incorporated into the proposed Urban Area General Plan. With this measure and the above 
policies, impacts would be reduced to levels that are not significant. 

3.13(a) General Plan Policy S-4.1.2, which requires storm drainage systems be designed to protect 
against loss of life and property and minimize risks of flooding, shall be supported by 
commentary that explains that implementing regulations will need to incorporate specific 
adequate protection of structures located within a 100-year floodplain from flooding hazards. 

Impact 

3.13-2 New development within the proposed ULL may require the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant ) 

The City of Concord Capital Improvement Program has allocated approximately 3 million dollars 
for various pipeline improvements and repairs. However, improvements and expansion of the 
storm drain network beyond what is currently anticipated may be necessary to provide services to 
new development in the City within the proposed ULL. These improvements would require 
excavation and trenching, which could in turn result in significant environmental effects. The 
following policies of the proposed Urban Area General Plan address the potential construction or 
expansion of storm water drainage facilities: 

Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

Policy PF-1.1.3: Coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
to provide for the implementation of Storm Water Management Programs 
intended to protect receiving water sources from pollutants. 

Policy S-4.1.3: Coordinate storm drainage management with appropriate agencies, including 
the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish & 
Game and with the Contra Costa Water District, in the vicinity of the Contra 
Costa Canal. 
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Policy PF-1.3.5: Require new development to provide any needed storm drains that are not 
part of the City’s master storm drain system and to incorporate features into 
site improvement plans to minimize surface runoff. 

Policy PF-1.3.6: Schedule master drainage improvement projects in the Capital Improvement 
Program.  

Policy PF-1.3.7: Maintain master storm drain system maps that identify locations where 
easements should be reserved for the eventual installation of pipes and 
structures to ensure appropriate storm drainage management. 

Policy PF-1.3.8: Continue the Drainage Area Fee Program to fund master storm drainage 
improvements. 

Policy PF-1.3.9: Ensure that new development provides needed drainage improvements in 
proportion to a project’s impacts, to assure an equitable distribution of costs 
to construct and maintain the City’s master storm drainage system. 

Policy PF-1.4.1: Require new development to coordinate with all utility providers to assure 
quality services to all residents and businesses throughout the community. 

Implementation of the policies listed above would ensure that this potential impact is less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 

3.13-3 New and increased intensity of urban land uses could result in increased levels of 
nonpoint source pollutants in storm water runoff, adversely affecting water quality in 
receiving water bodies. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed in the environmental setting, nonpoint pollution includes oil and exhaust from cars 
that settles on city streets and parking lots and is then washed into local waterways during storm 
events. Pollutants also include sedimentation caused by erosion from such activities as ground 
clearing and grading for construction, erosion resulting from changes to existing drainage 
patterns, chemicals used for lawn and garden maintenance, improperly disposed hazardous 
materials, and litter. New and increased levels of urban land uses can increase the level of 
nonpoint pollution through creation of new impervious surface areas, intensification of 
hazardous material use, and other factors that could ultimately wash to area creeks, Suisun Marsh 
Wetlands, and the Suisun Bay, adversely affecting water quality and potentially leading to 
violations of applicable water quality standards.  

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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Proposed General Plan Policies that Reduce the Impact 

The following proposed policies would reduce potential water quality associated with increases in 
nonpoint source pollutant from growth under the General Plan: 

Policy LU–8.2.3:  Apply site planning techniques that minimize the amount of impervious 
paving, promote pedestrian safety, and reduce urban runoff in commercial 
centers. 

Policy POS-3.1.1:  Enhance and maintain the natural values of creeks and major drainage ways. 

Policy POS-3.1.2:  Preserve native riparian vegetation and wildlife, and establish riparian 
corridors along all creeks. 

Policy POS-3.1.3:  Require adequate building setbacks for development adjacent to creek banks 
and major drainage ways to protect neighboring properties from erosion and 
flooding. 

Policy POS-3.1.4:  Support improvements along creeks in consultation and cooperation with 
creek restoration and design professionals. 

Policy POS-3.1.6:  To the extent practical, preserve creeks in a natural condition while providing 
for the need to convey storm water. 

Policy POS-3.1.7:  Improve the quality of underground and surface waters in Concord through 
coordination with outside agencies. 

Policy POS-3.2.1:  Preserve bay marshes, wetlands, and tidal areas adjacent to Suisun Bay and 
other wetlands and creeks in the Planning Area as open space. 

Policy PF-1.1.3:  Coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
to provide for the implementation of Storm Water Management Programs 
intended to protect receiving water sources from pollutants. 

Policy S-4.1.3:  Coordinate storm drainage management with appropriate agencies, including 
the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Army Corps of Engineers, Department of Fish & 
Game and with the Contra Costa Water District, in the vicinity of the Contra 
Costa Canal. 

Implementation of these policies would ensure that the potential impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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4 Analysis of Alternatives 

CEQA mandates consideration and analysis of alternatives to the proposed General Plan. 
According to CEQA Guidelines, the range of alternatives “shall include those that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic purposes of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one 
or more of the significant impacts” (Section 15126(d)(2)). The alternatives may result in new 
impacts that do not result from the proposed General Plan.  

Case law suggests that the discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive and that alternatives 
be subject to a construction of reasonableness. The impacts of the alternatives may be discussed 
“in less detail than the significant effects of the project proposed” (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(d)). Also, the Guidelines permit analysis of alternatives at a less detailed level for general 
plans and other program EIRs, compared to project EIRs. The Guidelines do not specify what 
would be an adequate level of detail. Quantified information on the alternatives is presented 
where available; however, in some cases only partial quantification can be provided because of 
data or analytical limitations. 

4.1 BACKGROUND OF ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 

A lengthy planning process took place to develop the proposed General Plan. This process 
emphasized community needs and values, as developed from a variety of workshops which 
gathered comments from Concord residents, businesses, property owners, and other 
stakeholders, as well as City officials. Workshops were held with the Planning Commission in 
September 2003 and with the community in spring 2004, and updates were distributed by 
newspaper inserts, mailings, and on the City’s website. After an initial report on existing 
conditions, opportunities, and constraints in Concord, possible new plans known as Sketch Plans 
were created, based upon that report and public input. 

ALTERNATIVES INITIALLY CONSIDERED 

The Sketch Plan alternatives originally identified in the Sketch Plan Workbook were initially 
intended to respond to community needs and projected market demand for alternative land uses 
and to the analysis of environmental resources and constraints undertaken early in the General 
Plan update. The Sketch Plan Workbook was widely distributed and was presented at two 
workshops with the Planning Commission and the City Council and three community 
workshops. The Sketch Plans showed generalized depictions of future land use in the Planning 
Area and, more specifically, the opportunity areas identified in the Opportunities and Constraints 
Working Paper. The Sketch Plans were further refined during the public review process.  

The Sketch Plans represented two land use concepts; Plan A: Central Area and Housing Focus, 
and Plan B: Mixed-Use Districts and Shaping Our Future Growth Concepts. These two Sketch 
Plans differed in both the amount and the design of new development. Plan A had higher 
intensity development within the City and provided for very limited development in the Concord 
Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) planning area; it represented the “grow-in” plan. In contrast, 
Plan B illustrated Shaping Our Future’s growth concepts with mixed-use in the Central Area, the 



Concord  2030 Gene ra l  P l an Update  Draf t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

4-2 

Monument Boulevard and Clayton Road corridors, and development in the CNWS planning 
area—the “grow-out” plan. These plans provided a range of options for physical growth within 
the Concord Planning Area, and represented varying amounts of development capacity 
(according to the growth scenarios discussed previously).  

Sketch Plan A: Central Area and Housing Focus  

The development concepts proposed in Sketch Plan A focused on infill development, existing 
neighborhoods and commercial corridors, and the Central Area (Downtown) as the primary 
activity center. This Plan allowed for more intensive land uses in areas with underutilized or 
vacant parcels, but in general, new development would be consistent with established 
development patterns in the City. New commercial space would be accommodated in the more 
intensive Downtown core, as well as redevelopment or reuse of older commercial strip centers. 
Small-scale neighborhood commercial uses would also be allowed as part of mixed-use 
developments along commercial corridors.  

Plan A kept development largely within the existing urban area and proposed minimal 
development in the CNWS planning area. Within the built city, Sketch Plan A accommodated an 
estimated additional 7,620 housing units, by the year 2025. New commercial, office, and 
industrial development within the built city would accommodate an additional 16,530 jobs. 

Sketch Plan B: Mixed-Use Districts and Shaping our Future Growth Concepts 

The development concepts proposed in Sketch Plan B incorporated the principles and land use 
proposal outlined in the Shaping Our Future 2003 Vision Plan—the collaborative regional 
planning project of the cities in Contra Costa County.  

As the majority of buildout under Sketch Plan B had been proposed for the CNWS, Sketch Plan B 
accommodated significantly less new housing within the built city. Plan B allowed for an 
estimated additional 2,780 housing units and 15,570 new jobs from commercial, office, and 
industrial development to be developed within the built city.  

ALTERNATIVES NOT CARRIED FORWARD IN EIR ANALYSIS 

The EIR alternatives analysis includes all of the substantive proposals for sketch plan alternatives 
for the built city and concepts for alternative ULLs that emerged during the planning process. 
Although the Sketch Plans originally proposed new development in the CNWS, the proposed 
General Plan and alternatives do not accommodate any new development within the CNWS but 
limit new development within the built city. Several initial alternatives for the built city were 
identified that would have provided for more jobs or housing development than the proposed 
General Plan. These alternatives were eliminated from full analysis because they would not reduce 
impacts of the proposed Plan and would, in fact, have the potential to create greater impacts in 
regard to conversion of open space and loss of biological resources.  
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4.2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Four alternatives to the proposed General Plan are described and evaluated in this chapter: 

• Alternative 1: Jobs/Housing Balance; 

• Alternative 2: Environmental Balance; and 

• Alternative 3: Constrained Urban Limit Line and Transit Priority; and    

• No Project alternative. 

The alternatives described and evaluated in this EIR have been refined from concepts presented in 
the Sketch Plans Workbook for the built city and to include modifications that respond 
specifically to potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed General 
Plan, which are described in Chapter 3 of this EIR. Development within the built city proposed 
under Alternative 1 is similar to the concepts proposed under Sketch Plan A while Alternative 2 is 
similar to the concepts proposed under Sketch Plan B. Alternative 3 is similar to Sketch Plan B 
but with less land included in the City’s proposed Urban Limit Line. The proposed General Plan 
was prepared based on the responses of the community and on policy direction from the 
Planning Commission and City Council after reviewing the Sketch Plans. 

Table 4.2-1 summarizes buildout under the proposed General Plan and each of the alternatives, 
including the No Project alternative, and also includes a comparison of the ratio of jobs to 
employed residents. 

Table 4.2-1 Comparison of Buildout of Proposed General Plan and Alternatives  

Alternative Housing Units Jobs Households
Employed 
Residents 

Jobs/Emp. 
Residents Ratio

Proposed GP 53,220  88,800 50,560 75,840  1.17 

Alternative 1 53,250  78,360 50,590 75,890  1.03 

Alternative 2 49,220  81,180 46,760 70,140  1.16 

Alternative 3 49,220  81,180 46,760 70,140  1.16 

No Project 47,200  80,340 44,840 67,260  1.19 
Note: For projected buildouts, households equal 95% of the total housing units (assumes a 5% vacancy rate). Numbers 
rounded to the nearest tenth. 

Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

ALTERNATIVE 1: JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE 

The development concepts proposed in this alternative focus on infill development within 
existing neighborhoods and commercial corridors, and in the Central Area (Downtown) as the 
primary activity center. This alternative also would allow for more intensive land uses in areas 
with underutilized or vacant parcels. However, in general, new development would be consistent 
with established development patterns in the city. New commercial space would be 
accommodated in the more intensive Downtown core, as well as redevelopment or reuse of older 
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commercial strip centers. Small-scale neighborhood commercial uses would also be allowed as 
part of mixed-use developments along commercial corridors. Design standards would ensure new 
residential development does not compromise neighborhood preservation. This alternative would 
have the same Urban Limit Line (ULL) and planned transportation network as the proposed 
General Plan. Figure 4-1 shows the proposed land use for this alternative.  

ALTERNATIVE 2: ENVIRONMENTAL BALANCE 

The development concepts proposed in this alternative are intended to promote more compact 
development and foster more mixed-use development within the existing urban area. This 
alternative incorporates the principles and land use proposal outlined in the Shaping Our Future 
2003 Vision Plan—the collaborative regional planning project of the cities in Contra Costa 
County. This alternative would have the same Urban Limit Line (ULL) as in the proposed 
General Plan and the same planned transportation network. Figure 4-2 shows the proposed land 
use for this alternative.  

ALTERNATIVE 3: CONSTRAINED URBAN LIMIT LINE AND TRANSIT PRIORITY 

Under this alternative, the Urban Limit Line (ULL) within the inland portion of the CNWS 
would be established along Mt. Diablo Creek, thereby reducing the size of Concord’s planned 
urban area by 4,572 acres, or 20 percent, from 23,275 acres to 18703 acres. The objective would be 
to protect permanently the Los Medanos hills and adjacent land to the east of the creek from 
urbanization over the term of Measure J, the Transportation Expenditure Plan for the 
Countywide Transportation Plan and Growth Management Program approved by the voters in 
November 2004. The constrained ULL would be submitted for voter approval and would extend 
through March 2034, with only minor boundary adjustments not to exceed a total of 30 acres 
allowed over the life of the ULL. 

Within the existing urban area of Concord, Alternative 3 would be paired with the mixed-use and 
infill development concepts of Alternative 2. Compared to the proposed General Plan and other 
alternatives, this alternative would result in same growth as Alternative 2 but include improved 
transit services to reduce trips and support alternative modes of transportation. Daily vehicle trips 
would shift from auto to transit and non-motorized modes, such as walking and bicycling. Figure 
4-3 shows the planned land use and ULL for this alternative   

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Consideration of the No Project alternative is required by CEQA in all EIRs and represents the 
continuation of the current City of Concord General Plan land use designations. In the absence of 
the proposed General Plan, the existing General Plan and zoning would continue to guide 
development in the Planning Area. The No Project alternative would not include establishment of 
a ULL by Concord. The No Project alternative is illustrated in Figure 4-4.  
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1. du/acre = Dwelling units per gross acre.

2. FAR = Floor area to site area ratio.
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Sources: 
City of Concord, Dyett & Bhatia: September, 2006.
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Alternative 3
Urban Area Land Use Diagram
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WALNUT CREEK

Sources: 
City of Concord, Dyett & Bhatia: September 2006.
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Footnotes:

1. du/acre = Dwelling units per gross acre.

2. FAR = Floor area to site area ratio.

Regional Office  (Max 4.0 FAR)
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4.3 COMPARATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This comparative analysis of alternatives evaluates impacts in the same environmental issue areas 
analyzed in Chapter 3 for the proposed General Plan. Alternatives are generally compared to the 
proposed General Plan. Since all impacts identified for the proposed General Plan can be 
mitigated to levels that are not significant, the alternatives would serve to reduce adverse but not 
significant impacts. It is assumed that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would include the same policies 
providing protection for environmental resources as those defined for the proposed General Plan.    

AIR QUALITY 

Air pollutant emissions are a function of human activity and are directly related to population 
and consequently to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by the population. Development under all 
alternatives would result in increases in population and employment and consequently increases 
in traffic and air pollutant emissions. In 2000, Concord generates 528,915 vehicle trip ends. At 
buildout, the proposed General Plan would generate 17,770 new residents and 27,910 new jobs 
resulting in 728,607 vehicle trip ends. Each of the alternatives generates less overall development 
and vehicle trip ends at buildout than the proposed General Plan. Accordingly, of all the scenarios 
analyzed, the proposed General Plan would have the greatest air quality impact as population and 
vehicle trip ends numbers are highest for this scenario. The No Project alterative generates the 
least population and vehicle trip ends at buildout.  

• Alternative 1 would generate 17,850 new residents, 17,470 new jobs, and 721,785 vehicle trip 
ends at buildout. Air quality impacts under this alternative would be slightly less than the 
proposed General Plan but greater than Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and the No Project 
alternative. Proposed General Plan policies would also apply to this alternative and further 
reducing impacts. 

• Alternative 2 would generate 7,510 new residents, 20,290 new jobs, and 709,858 vehicle trip 
ends at buildout. Air quality impacts under this alternative would be less than the proposed 
General Plan but greater than Alternative 3 and the No Project alternative. Proposed General 
Plan policies would also apply to this alternative and further reducing impacts. 

• Alternative 3 would generate 7,510 new residents and 20,290 new jobs. With the increased 
transit services and walkable neighborhoods envisioned under alternative 3, a ten percent 
shift in daily vehicle trips to alternative modes would result in similar vehicle trips as the no 
project. Other than the No Project alternative, air quality impacts under Alternative 2 and 3 
have the least impacts on air quality. Proposed General Plan policies would also apply to this 
alternative and further reducing impacts. 

• The No Project alternative would generate 2,320 new residents, 19,450 new jobs, and 637,079 
vehicle trip ends at buildout. Other than the No Project alternative, air quality impacts under 
Alternative 2 and 3 have the least impacts on air quality. Proposed General Plan policies 
would also apply to this alternative and further reducing impacts. 
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Table 4.3-1 compares population, jobs, VMT, and vehicle trip ends for the alternatives. 

Table 4.3-1 Comparison of Population, Jobs, Vehicle Miles, and Vehicle Trip Ends 

Alternative New Population New Jobs
VMT (in Million 
Vehicle Miles) 1

 Vehicle Trip 
Ends 

Percent Decrease in 
Vehicle Trip Ends

Proposed GP       17,770  27,910 3.161 728,607                            -  

Alternative 1        17,850  17,470 3.153 721,785 0.94% 

Alternative 2          7,510  20,290 3.131 709,858 2.57% 

Alternative 3         7,510  20,290 na na1 na

No Project         2,320  19,450 3.112 637,079 12.56% 
1 With the increased transit services and walkable neighborhoods envisioned under alternative 3, a ten percent shift in 
daily vehicle trips to alternative modes would result in similar vehicle trips as the no project.   

Source: Dowling Associates, Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

LAND USE 

The alternatives differ in the amount of land dedicated to residential and non-residential uses. 
The proposed General Plan, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 all use the proposed Urban Limit 
Line, while Alternative 3 uses a constrained ULL. The proposed ULL contains 23,275 acres of land 
while the constrained ULL includes 18,703 acres—the 4,572 acre difference all occurs within the 
CNWS. Compared to the proposed General Plan, which designated 2.5 percent of the Planning 
Area as mixed use, each of the alternatives designates less than one percent of the Planning Area 
as mixed use.  

The comparison of alternatives with respect to land use is summarized below. None of the 
alternatives would result in conversion of substantial amounts of Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use; divide an established 
community; or conflict with existing land use plans and policies.  

• Alternative 1 devotes significantly more land to residential (medium and high density 
residential), office, and industrial than the proposed General Plan. This comes at a 
comparative loss of mixed-use, industrial, and some public/quasi public space than in the 
proposed Plan. 

• Alternative 2 devotes more land to residential (low and medium density residential), office 
and industrial uses than the proposed General Plan. Compared to the proposed General Plan, 
it devotes less than half as much land to mixed-uses, with the balance being distributed 
among commercial, office, and industrial uses.  

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 devotes more land to residential (low and medium 
density residential), office and industrial uses than the proposed General Plan. Compared to 
the proposed General Plan, it devotes less than half as much land to mixed-uses, with the 
balance being distributed among commercial, office, and industrial uses.  

• The No Project Alternative would build slightly more medium density housing but less high 
density housing than the proposed General Plan. It devotes a quarter of the amount of mixed- 
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Table 4.3-2 compares land use by acreage at buildout for each alternative. 

Table 4.3-2 Comparison of Land Use Buildout for Alternatives 

Land Use Proposed GP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Project

Rural Residential  740  740 740  740  749  

Low Density Residential 5,509  5,509 5,516  5,516  5,548  

Medium Density Residential  873  973 881  881  818  

High Density Residential  96  204 133  133  125  

Residential Land Subtotal 7,218 7,426 7,270  7,270  7,240 

Downtown Pedestrian District  24 16 16  16  -  

Central Area Multiple Use -   -   -   -   215  

Commercial Mixed Use  139 85 89  89  -  

West Concord Mixed Use  264 10 244  244  -  

Downtown Mixed Use  344 116 47  47  5  

Industrial Mixed Use  46 -   -   -   -  

Service Commercial  76 89 136  136  -  

Neighborhood Commercial  134 124 152  152  328  

Regional Commercial  204 340 352  352  256  

Mixed Use and Commercial Land Subtotal  1,231 780 1,036  1,036  804 

Community Office  27 27 31  31  64  

Regional Office -   132 39  39  153  

Business Park 737 830 795  795  925 

Heavy Industrial  860 860 860  860  766  

Office and Industrial Land Subtotal  1,624 1,849 1,725  1,725  1,908 

Public/Quasi-Public  1,872 1,896 1,904  1,904  1,843  

Wetlands/Resource Conservation  3,319 3,319 3,319  3,319  1,969  

Parks  546 546 546  546  546  

Open Space  1,735 1,729 1,742  1,742  1,651 

Rural Conservation  3,513 3,513 3,513  3,513  -  

Community Land Subtotal  10,985 11,003 11,024  11,024  6,009 

CNWS - Inland   5,057 5,057 5,057  5,057  5,057  

CNWS - Tidal  1,332 1,332 1,332  1,332  2,562  

Navy Lands Subtotal  6,389 6,389 6,388  6,388  7,619 

Suisin Bay  2,382 2,382 2,382  2,382  2,382 

Water, Rights-of-Way, or Undesignated  3,364 3,364 3,367  3,367  3,630 

Land Located Outside ULL -   -   -   -   3,601 

Other Subtotal  5,746 5,746 5,749  5,749  9,613 

Total  33,193  33,193  33,193  33,193  33,193  

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2006. 



Chap te r  4 :  Ana l y s i s  o f  A l t e rna t i ve s  

4-17 

use land, compared to the proposed General Plan.  Instead, more land would be devoted to 
single-use neighborhood/ community commercial, office, and business park developments. 
The development potential of this alternative does not meet the City’s long term housing and 
economic development needs. Compared to the proposed General Plan, this alternative 
designates a significantly less amount of land to wetlands/resource conservation and open 
space, and no land as rural conservation use. 

TRANSPORTATION 

All of the alternatives include planned transportation improvements to serve expected travel 
demand. The same procedures and methodologies used to evaluate existing conditions and the 
proposed General Plan were used to analyze the project alternatives, with the exception of 
Alternative 3. Alternative 3, which included the same growth projections as Alternative 2, but 
would include improved transit services to reduce trips and support alternative modes, was 
assessed in a qualitative manner. 

The selection of an environmentally superior alternative in transportation is complicated by 
several factors. On the one hand, the No Project alternative appears to be slightly superior with 
regard to freeway and freeway ramp operations; however, the No Project alternative would not 
alleviate congestion on existing roadway facilities. The proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3 include transportation improvements that would alleviate some congestion on existing 
roadways and at local intersections that would otherwise operate below standard.  

Trip Generation 

All of the alternatives would generate fewer total vehicle trips than the proposed General Plan 
while the No Project alternative would generate the fewest number of vehicle trips of all the 
alternatives (see Table 4.3-3). For Alternative 3, the daily vehicle trips would be reduced due to 
the shift from auto to transit and non-motorized modes, such as walking and bicycling. With the 
increased transit services and walkable neighborhoods envisioned under Alternative 3, a ten 
percent shift in daily vehicle trips to alternative modes would result in similar vehicle trips as the 
No Project.   

Table 4.3-3 Daily Vehicle-Trip Generation 

Alternative Vehicle Trips Decrease Percent Decrease

Proposed General Plan 728,607 -- --

Alternative 1 721,785 6,822 0.94%

Alternative 2 709,858 18,749 2.57%

No Project (Existing General Plan) 637,079 91,528 12.56%

Source: Dowling Associates, Inc. 2006. 
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Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 

Table 4.3-4 summarizes the number of the daily vehicle miles of travel (VMT) under buildout 
conditions for the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2. While there would be a 
decrease in total trips from the alternatives compared to the proposed General Plan, the number 
of vehicle miles traveled would not change significantly. The difference represents less than one 
percent of the daily VMT. 

Table 4.3-4 Daily Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles of Travel For Buildout Conditions 

Alternative Vehicle Trips VMT(in Million Vehicle Miles) 1 

Proposed General Plan 728,607 3.161 

Alternative 1 721,785 3.153 

Alternative 2 709,858 3.131 

No Project (Existing General Plan) 637,079 3.112 
1 Includes external trips 
Source: Dowling Associates, Inc. 2006. 

Roadway System Analysis Results 

Freeways 

Table 4.3-5 compares the freeway levels of service and volume-to-capacity ratios for the proposed 
General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2. The freeway segment operations during the peak hours 
along I-680, SR 242, and SR 4 would be substandard in 2030. On most analysis freeway segments, 
the LOS F would occur with No Project conditions. 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.  

The following significant differences occur relative to the impacts among the proposed General 
Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 (in comparison to No Project): 

1. On the southbound I-680 freeway segment north of Monument Boulevard, Alternative 1 and 
2 show a significant impact during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The proposed General Plan 
does not show a significant impact since the increase in the v/c ratio to less than 0.03. This 
difference may be attributed to oscillation between freeway and regional arterials in the model 
forecasts due to the congested corridors. The freeway segment would operate at a low LOS F 
condition for all the alternatives. 

2. On southbound I-680 north of SR 4 and on southbound SR 242 north of I-680, Alternatives 1 
and 2 are showing a slight increase in v/c during the p.m. peak hour, but lower v/c during the 
a.m. peak hour. This difference may be attributed to oscillation in the model forecasts. 

3. On southbound SR 242 north of Grant Avenue during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would cause the freeway to drop LOS F.  

4. On northbound SR 242 north of Olivera Road, Alternatives 1 and 2 would cause the freeway 
to drop to LOS F, while the proposed General Plan and the No Project would operate at LOS 
A. 
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5. Alternatives 1 and 2 would cause the westbound freeway segment of SR 4 east of Arnold 
Industrial Way to operate at LOS F during the a.m. peak hour, although the proposed General 
Plan and other alternatives would maintain freeway operations at LOS E. 

In addition, the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 through 3 would all cause significant 
impacts (in comparison to No Project) at the freeway locations listed below: 

• Southbound SR 242 north of I-680 during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour 
• Eastbound SR 4 east of I-680 during the p.m. peak hour 
 
In contrast, the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide significant 
improvement in freeway traffic operations (in comparison to No Project) at the locations listed 
below: 

• Westbound SR 4 east of SR 242 during the a.m. peak hour 
• Eastbound SR 4 east of Port Chicago Highway during the p.m. peak hour 
• Westbound SR 4 east of Port Chicago Highway during the a.m. peak hour 

These impacts are due to regional growth as well as the growth in Concord. The  proposed  
General Plan would contribute to these cumulative conditions. 

Freeway Ramp Operations 

Table 4.3-6 summarizes the peak hour levels of service, volumes and densities for the proposed 
General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 at freeway ramp junctions. Significant differences occur 
among the alternatives with regard to freeway ramp operations impacts. At the following 
locations, the proposed General Plan shows a significant impact during the p.m. peak hour, 
which would not occur with Alternatives 1 and 2: 

• Concord Avenue Burnett northbound on-ramp to I-680 
• Concord Avenue westbound on-ramp to northbound I-680 
• Clayton Road northbound off-ramp from SR 242.  
 
In addition, the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 would all cause significant 
impacts (in comparison to No Project) at the Clayton Road on-ramp to southbound SR 242, 
during the a.m. peak hour, where the ramp junction would operate at LOS F with the proposed 
General Plan, while Alternatives 1 and 2 would operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. This 
condition would be caused by congestion on the freeway mainline.   

Willow Pass Road northbound off-ramp from I-680 would operate at LOS F during the p.m. peak 
hour and the proposed General Plan and would increase the v/c by 0.03. Alternatives 1 and 2 
would result in LOS F conditions, however, the change in v/c would not be considered significant. 

Roadway Segment Operations 

Table 4.3-7 summarizes the peak hour volumes and levels of service for the proposed General 
Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 on roadway segments. The proposed General Plan and Alternatives 
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1 and 2 would all cause significant impacts (in comparison to No Project) at the roadway 
segments listed below: 

• Clayton Road east of Galindo Street 
• Galindo Street between Cowell Road and Clayton Road 
• Monument Boulevard west of Oak Grove Road  
• Willow Pass Road between Diamond Boulevard and SR 242 

The impacts are similar for the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 with the 
exception of Clayton Road east of Galindo Street. Alternative 2, with fewer daily trips would 
operate at LOS E.  

Intersections Operations 

Table 4.3-8 summarizes the peak hour levels of service for the proposed General Plan and 
Alternatives 1 and 2 for intersections. The following significant differences occur with regard to 
the traffic operations impacts at intersections among the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 
1 and 2 (in comparison to No Project): 

1. At the intersection of I-680 Northbound ramps and Willow Pass Road, Alternatives 1 and 2 
would operate at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour, while the proposed General Plan is just 
below the v/c threshold at LOS E.  

2. At the intersection of Farm Bureau Road and Willow Pass Road, the increased traffic of the 
proposed General Plan and Alternative 1 result in an increase in v/c of 0.03 or more during 
the a.m. peak hour. 

3. The proposed General Plan and Alternative 1 would cause a significant impact at the 
Monument Boulevard / Oak Grove Road intersection during the p.m. peak hour, while the 
No Project and Alternative 2 would be just below the LOS F threshold. 

4. Alternative 2 would cause a significant impact at the Bailey Road / Concord Boulevard 
intersection during the a.m. peak hour, and neither the proposed General Plan nor 
Alternative 1 would cause significant impacts at that intersection. 

In addition, the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 and 2 would all cause significant 
impacts (in comparison to No Project) at the intersection locations listed below: 

• Commerce Avenue / Concord Avenue during the a.m. peak hour 
• Oak Grove Road / Treat Boulevard during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

In contrast, the proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 through 3 would provide an 
improvement in traffic operations (in comparison to No Project) at the intersections listed below: 

• Market Street / Clayton Road during the a.m. peak hour 
• Cowell Road / Treat Boulevard during the a.m. peak hour 
• Cowell Road / Ygnacio Valley Road during the a.m. peak hour 
• Kirker Pass Road / Concord Boulevard during the a.m. peak hour  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impacts to biological resources can occur as a result of conversion of existing vegetated land and 
habitat to built areas that accommodate population and job growth. Expansion of urban areas 
into natural areas has the potential to result in loss or degradation of habitat for protected species, 
of wetlands, or of other sensitive habitat as building activities can result in direct mortality of 
protected species and temporary loss of wetlands or other habitat. However, the proposed 
General Plan and alternatives focus new development in currently built-up areas, resulting in 
little conversion of existing vegetated land and habitat into urban areas.  

Furthermore, the proposed General Plan and build alternatives redesignate 1,350 acres of land 
previously designated under the current General Plan as CNWS-tidal to wetlands/resource 
conservation. Also, the proposed General Plan and build alternatives include an additional 3,601 
acres located outside of the Urban Limit Line under the current General Plan as rural 
conservation. At buildout, the proposed General Plan and each of the “build” alternatives 
designate 26 percent of the Planning Area to wetlands/resource conservation use while the No 
Project alternative designates only 6 percent of the Planning Area as wetlands/resource 
conservation (the other 4 percent remaining CNWS-tidal). Table 4.3-2 compares 
wetlands/resource conservation, open space, or rural conservation land by alternative. 

• Under Alternative 1, a total of 8,561 acres or 26 percent of the Planning Area is designated as 
wetlands/resource conservation, open space, or rural conservation—similar to that in the 
proposed General Plan, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 but significantly more than the No 
Project alternative.  

• Alternative 2 designates a total of 8,574 acres or 26 percent of the Planning Area as 
wetlands/resource conservation, open space, or rural conservation—similar to that in the 
proposed General Plan, Alternative 1, and Alternative 3 but significantly more than the No 
Project alternative. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 designates a total of 8,574 acres or 26 percent of the 
Planning Area as wetlands/resource conservation, open space, or rural conservation—similar 
to that in the proposed General Plan, Alternative 1, and Alternative 3 but significantly more 
than the No Project alternative. 

• Under the No Project alternative, a total of 3,620 acres or 11 percent of the Planning Area is 
designated as wetlands/resource conservation or open space. This alternative does not include 
the 3,601 acres designated under the proposed General Plan as rural conservation because it is 
located outside of the Urban Limit Line established by the current General Plan.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The comparison of cultural impacts by alternatives is based on the degree and location of new 
development projected within each alternative. The proposed General Plan and the build 
alternatives 3 each propose increased intensification in Downtown and infill redevelopment in 
previously built-up areas. With many historical sites situated in downtown, new infill 
development located in close proximity has the potential to impact the historical resources in the 
area. On the other hand, concentrating new buildout in downtown and previously built-up areas 
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decreases the potential impact on archaeological resources in previously undeveloped areas—
where there is a greater risk of disturbing undiscovered Native American sites.  

Historical and archaeological resources are protected by existing national, state and local laws, 
proposed development would therefore not significantly threaten known sites. Additionally, the 
proposed General Plan and Alternatives 1 through 3 establish new policies aimed at protecting 
the historic character of Downtown from new development. However, future development could 
potentially lead to the disruption of undiscovered archaeological resources as well as potentially 
threaten historical structures that have not yet been deemed eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places, but are sites of local historical importance. Accordingly, alternatives with the 
highest degree of infill projects in Downtown have the highest potential to impact sites of local 
historical importance.  

Alternative 3 proposes a reduced Urban Limit Line (ULL) within the inland portion of the 
CNWS, thereby reducing the size of Concord’s planned urban area in order to permanently 
protect the Los Medanos hills and adjacent land to the east of the creek from urbanization— 
previously undeveloped areas where there is a potential risk of disturbing undiscovered Native 
American sites. Accordingly, Alternative 3 results in the least potential risk to archaeological 
resources.  

For all project alternatives, the General Plan policies as well as existing federal and state 
regulations would ensure that impacts are not significant. 

• Alternative 1 allows for more intensive land uses in areas with underutilized or vacant parcels 
around sites of local historical importance located near Downtown as the proposed General 
Plan. However, this alternative would contain similar policies aimed at preserving the historic 
character of Downtown would also apply to this alternative, thereby further reducing the 
impact on historic resources.  

• Alternative 2 allocates similar land uses and results in similar intensification around sites of 
local historical importance located near Downtown as the proposed General Plan. 
Furthermore, the historic preservation policies contained in this alternative aim at preserving 
the historic character of Downtown—thereby further reducing the impact on historic 
resources.  

• Alternative 3 allocates similar land uses and results in similar intensification around sites of 
local historical importance located near Downtown as the proposed General Plan. 
Furthermore, the historic preservation policies contained in this alternative aim at preserving 
the historic character of Downtown—thereby further reducing the impact on historic 
resources. The  also proposes reduced Urban Limit Line (ULL) reduces the size of Concord’s 
planned urban area, permanently protecting the Los Medanos hills and adjacent land to the 
east of the creek from urbanization and resulting in the least potential risk to undiscovered 
archaeological resources. With the new historic preservation policies and reduced ULL, this 
alternative posses the least threat on cultural resources.  

• The No Project alternative incorporates existing and approved development in the built city 
under the existing 1994 General Plan. Although this alternative allocates slightly less 
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intensification near Downtown around sites of local historical importance, it does not 
establish new policies that aim at protecting the historic character of Downtown from new 
development. 

ENERGY USE AND UTILITIES 

Energy use forecasts are based upon anticipated population and job growth. Typically, larger 
quantities of energy are consumed by larger populations and greater numbers of jobs than by 
smaller populations with fewer jobs. Likewise, energy expended on transportation is dependant 
upon vehicle miles traveled within the city. Table 4.3-1 compares population, jobs, vehicle miles, 
and vehicle trip ends for the proposed General Plan and alternatives. 

• Alternative 1 would result in slightly more new residents but significantly less jobs than the 
proposed General Plan. Also, the vehicle miles traveled within the City would be 3.153 
million under Alternative 1, as compared to 3.161 million under the proposed General Plan. 
Therefore, the demand for energy would be less that what it would be under the proposed 
General Plan. In addition, the energy-saving policies and mitigation measures implemented 
under the proposed General Plan would apply to Alternative 1, reducing the demand for 
energy further. 

• Alternative 2 would result in fewer new residents and jobs than the proposed General Plan. 
Likewise, the estimate of vehicle miles traveled under Alternative 2 would be 3.131 million, 
less than under Alternative 1 or the proposed General Plan. In addition, the energy-saving 
policies and mitigation measures implemented under the proposed General Plan would apply 
to Alternative 2, reducing the demand for energy further. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in fewer new residents and jobs than the 
proposed General Plan. With the exception of the No Project alternative, this scenario would 
result in the lowest VMT and associated energy usage.  

• The No Project alternative would result in fewer new residents and jobs as the proposed 
General Plan. With a smaller population and fewer additional jobs, vehicle miles traveled 
would be approximately 3.112 million, which is less than under the proposed General Plan or 
the other alternatives. Therefore, the No Project alternative would result in less overall 
demand for energy. 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY 

Potential seismic and geologic impacts are closely linked to growth projections. Construction of 
new housing, office buildings, commercial and industrial centers, roads, and other structures 
associated with the accommodation of population or job growth would increase the number of 
people and structures exposed to geologic or seismic hazards such as construction-related soil 
erosion, seismic ground shaking, or landslides. Although development activities can result in 
beneficial seismic impacts by replacing older structures with new buildings designed to meet 
current seismic codes, the overall growth increases the number of people residing or working in a 
seismically active region. 
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• Alternative 1 would proposed slightly more new housing but significantly less new jobs than 
the proposed General Plan. Therefore, the alternative would result in less overall development 
and potential exposure to geologic and seismic hazards associated with new—compared to 
the proposed General Plan. 

• Alternative 2 would propose significantly less new housing and jobs than the proposed the 
proposed General Plan. Therefore, the alternative would result in less potential exposure to 
geologic and seismic hazards associated with new development—compared to the proposed 
General Plan. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would propose significantly less new housing and jobs 
than the proposed the proposed General Plan. Therefore, the alternative would result in less 
potential exposure to geologic and seismic hazards associated with new development—
compared to the proposed General Plan. 

• The No Project alternative would proposed significantly less new housing and jobs than the 
proposed General Plan. This alternative would also result in less overall development 
compared to the alternatives. Therefore, compared to the proposed General Plan and 
alternatives, the No Project alternative would result in the least potential exposure to geologic 
and seismic hazards associated with new development. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Increases in hazardous material use or generation of hazardous waste associated with industrial or 
commercial use, as well as household hazardous material use, would likely occur with residential 
and job growth in Concord. Potential growth and development could be restricted by areas where 
soil or groundwater has been impacted by historical activities involving hazardous materials or 
wastes. Additionally, demolition of older buildings for redevelopment can expose people and the 
environment to hazardous materials historically used in such as asbestos and lead-based paint. 
Due to historic activities in the CNWS area, development adjacent to this area may require site-
specific soil or groundwater remediation. 

• Alternative 1 would introduce more housing development than the No Project alternative and 
Alternatives 2 or 3, and slightly more than what is estimated under the proposed General 
Plan. Alternative 1 provides the least amount of jobs of any alternative. With more residential 
growth and less industrial, commercial, and retail growth, potential hazardous materials 
impacts would be less than would occur under the proposed General Plan. 

• Under Alternative 2, there would be less growth than under Alternative 1 and under the 
proposed General Plan, with fewer growth-associated increases in hazardous material use, but 
more impacts than under the No Project alternative. 

• Alternative 3, similar to Alternative 2, would result in less growth, as the number of 
households and jobs at buildout would be lower than under Alternatives 1 and the proposed 
General Plan, with fewer growth-associated increases in hazardous material use. However, 
Alternative 3 maximizes preserved open space by intensifying land use on underutilized or 
vacant parcels; infill projects in urban areas may be more likely to result in demolition of 
older structures that require hazardous materials remediation or require management of 
impacted soil or groundwater than growth in historically undeveloped areas. 
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• At buildout, the No Project alternative would have fewer households than the proposed 
General Plan or under Alternatives 1, 2 or 3. The number of jobs under the No Project 
Alternative is less than the General Plan and comparable to Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. As smaller 
population and job increases would result in less construction and hazardous material use, 
the No Project alternative would result in the fewest hazardous materials impacts.  

NOISE 

The comparison of noise impacts under the alternatives is based on traffic modeling projections 
since streets and highways are the primary generators of noise in Concord. The Buchanan Field 
aircraft and John Muir Health, Concord Campus emergency helicopter usage would not differ 
among the alternatives. Noise levels will be highest at intersections with high traffic volumes, and 
alternatives with lower levels of development or development located further from noise 
corridors would provide the least exposure to high noise levels. Table 4.3-1 compares population, 
jobs, vehicle miles, and vehicle trip ends for the proposed General Plan and alternatives. 

• Under Alternative 1, the projected VMT is 0.25 percent lower than buildout of the proposed 
General Plan. Citywide noise levels associated with this alternative are likely to be less but the 
differences are not likely to be statistically significant. Furthermore, on major travel corridors 
where traffic volumes would be at or above operational capacity, the noise exposure would be 
approximately the same as with the proposed General Plan. Within the existing city, there 
would be more residential development at ground level along major travel corridors, which 
would expose residents of ground-level dwelling units to noise in outdoor living areas (patios 
and common areas) that may exceed the 65 CNEL level.  

• Alternative 2, with less development than the proposed General Plan, would result in a 
decrease of 0.95 percent VMT compared to the proposed Plan’s figure, so the noise levels 
would be marginally lower but on major travel corridors the traffic volumes would be at or 
above operational capacity. As a result, noise exposure would be about the same as with the 
proposed General Plan. In addition, this alternative proposes mixed-use development along 
major travel corridors, meaning that dwellings and associated outdoor living areas would be 
above the ground level, which would reduce noise impacts compared with Alternative 1. 

• Alternative 3 proposes similar new population and job growth as Alternative 2. However, as 
with the other alternatives, on the major travel routes in the city projected traffic volumes are 
about the same, so noise exposure also would be about the same.  

• The No Project alternative would not have as much development as the other alternatives and 
projected vehicle miles of travel (VMT) would decrease by 1.55 percent, compared to the  
proposed General Plan. This would mean the least exposure to excessive noise levels of all of 
the alternatives.  

PARKS, OPEN SPACE, AND RECREATION 

Currently, with a population of 124,440 and 636 acres of parkland, Concord has an average of 5.2 
acres of parkland (including Lime Ridge) per 1,000 resident. Although the proposed General Plan 
does not specially allocate new parkland for buildout it does contain a policy requiring new 
development to provide 5 acres of new parkland per 1,000 new resident for new development and 
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a goal for the City to provide parkland at a ratio of 6 acres per resident. Buildout of the proposed 
General Plan would result in approximately 17,770 new residents and demand for 89 acres of new 
parkland to meet the parkland standard for new residents. Total buildout of the proposed 
General Plan would result in a 142,210 residents and require a total of 853 acres or 217 additional 
acres of parkland to meet the citywide park goal of 6 acres of parkland per resident. Each 
alternative results in population growth and increased demand for new parkland. The No Project 
alternative has the least population growth and demand for new parkland. Of the “build” 
alternatives, Alternative 2 and 3 result in the least demand for new parkland.  

• Alternative 1 would result in approximately 17,850 new residents and demand for 89 acres of 
new parkland to meet the parkland standard for new residents. Total buildout of the would 
result in a 142,290 residents and require 218 additional acres of parkland to meet the citywide 
park goal of 6 acres of parkland per resident. 

• Alternative 2 would result in approximately 7,510 new residents and demand for 38 acres of 
new parkland to meet the parkland standard for new residents. Total buildout of the would 
result in a 131,950 residents and require 156 additional acres of parkland to meet the citywide 
park goal of 6 acres of parkland per resident. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in approximately 7,510 new residents and 
demand for 38 acres of new parkland to meet the parkland standard for new residents. Total 
buildout of the would result in a 131,950 residents and require 156 additional acres of 
parkland to meet the citywide park goal of 6 acres of parkland per resident. 

• The No Project would result in approximately 2,320 new residents and demand for 12 acres of 
new parkland to meet the parkland standard for new residents. Total buildout of the would 
result in a 126,760 residents and require 125 additional acres of parkland to meet the citywide 
park goal of 6 acres of parkland per resident. 

Table 4.3-9 compares parkland demand for each alternative.   

Table 4.3-9 Comparison of Parkland Demand at Buildout  

  Proposed GP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Project 

New Residents 17,770 17,850 7,510 7,510  2,320 

Parkland Needed for Standard 89 89 38 38  12 

Population at Buildout 142,210 142,290 131,950 131,950  126,760 

Parkland Acreage Needed for Goal 853 854 792 792  761 

Existing Parkland 636 636 636 636  636 

Parkland Needed for Goal 217 218 156 156  125 

Source: Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

 



Concord  Urban  Area  Genera l  P lan Update  Dra f t  Env i ronmenta l  Impac t  Repor t  

4-32 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND SAFETY 

The comparison of impacts on public facilities is based on the degree of increased demand on 
public school, water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste, and public safety and emergency 
preparedness facilities and services. The proposed General Plan, all three “build” alternatives, as 
well as the No Project alternative propose some increased demand on these public service 
facilities and services at buildout. With the least new population added and the least new demand 
for public services and facilities generated, the No Project alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative in this issue area. However, policies in the proposed General Plan and all 
alternatives would ensure that new development contributes its fair share towards public service 
improvements needed to accommodate increased demand. Therefore, the differences among 
alternatives would not be substantive. 

Schools 

The comparison of impacts on school facilities is based on the degree of increased student 
enrollment and demand for new school facilities. Both existing and proposed schools are critical 
in accommodating the new population growth from proposed residential development. Current 
enrollment figures are based upon 2005-2006 enrollment figures. Projected enrollment is based 
upon Mt. Diablo School District‘s projections, using total households at buildout. For each 
alternative, the Mt. Diablo School District would continue to operate their schools below capacity 
and not require the development of any additional schools. Table 4.3-10 shows the projected 
student enrollment and capacity characteristics for public schools under each alternative. 

•  Alternative 1 provides a similar increase in student population as the proposed General 
Plan—adding an additional 1,097 students or a six percent increase to existing student levels. 
With a similar generation of new students as the proposed General Plan, this alternative 
would have a similar potential impact on existing school facilities. 

• Alternative 2 generates less new households than the proposed General Plan, resulting in less 
new students and demand on existing school facilities. This alternative would add an 
additional 461 students or a three percent increase to existing student levels. Other than the 
No Project alternatives, this alternative and Alternative 3 result in the least potential impact 
on school facilities. 

• Alternative 3 would result a similar potential impact on schools facilities as Alternative 2. This 
alternative would add an additional 461 students or a three percent increase to existing 
student levels. Other than the No Project alternatives, this alternative and Alternative 2 result 
in the least potential impact on school facilities. 

• The No Project alternative generates the least amount of new households, thus generating the 
least amount of new students. This alternative would add an additional 143 students or a one 
percent increase to existing student levels. With the least generation of new students, this 
alternative would have the least potential impact on existing school facilities. 
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Water Supply 

Water usage would increase within the existing built city as a result of population growth. 
Assuming water demand projections provided by the Contra Costa Water District, annual water 
demand for Concord is determined using the projected population of each alternative at 
buildout. A comparison of estimated water demand for Concord for each alternative is shown in 
Table 4.3-11.  According to the Contra Costa Water District, no new water source is necessary for 
full implementation of the proposed General Plan or any of its alternatives.  

• Alternative 1, with a slightly higher population projected at buildout as the proposed General 
Plan, would result in an estimated water usage of 25,710 AFY or a 13 percent increase in water 
usage from existing conditions—one percent higher than the proposed General Plan. 

• Alternative 2, with a significantly smaller population projected at buildout as the proposed 
General Plan, would result in an estimated water usage of 23,840 AFY or a 6 percent increase 
in water usage from existing conditions—six percent higher than the proposed General Plan. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 results in significantly smaller population at buildout 
compared to the proposed General Plan. Accordingly, this alternative would result in an 
estimated water usage of 23,840 AFY or a 6 percent increase in water usage from existing 
conditions—six percent higher than the proposed General Plan. 

• The No Project alternative results in a buildout population of 126,760, resulting in an 
estimated water usage of 22,900 acres per feet per year or an increase of 2 percent from 
existing conditions. With the least population growth projected, this alternative is estimated 
to have the least impact on water supply and facilities for all of the alternatives. 

 

 

Table 4.3-10 New Demand for Public Schools at Buildout   

Alternative Total Students at Buildout New Students
Percent 

Increase 
Students Below 

Existing Capacity

Proposed GP 18,994 1,092 6% 1,627

Alternative 1 18,999 1,097 6% 1,622

Alternative 2 18,363 461 3% 2,258

Alternative 3 18,363 461 3% 2,258

No Project 18,045 143 1% 2,576
1 Assumes 600 students for K-5 school and 1,000 students for a middle school grades 6-8. 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2006. 
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Table 4.3-11 Estimated Water Demand for Concord at Buildout 

Alternative Buildout Population
Estimated Water Demand 

(AFY)1
Percent Increase from 

Existing Demand

Existing Conditions 124,440 22,480 -

Proposed GP 142,210 25,690 12%

Alternative 1 142,290 25,710 13%

Alternative 2 131,950 23,840 6%

Alternative 3 131,950 23,840 6%

No Project 126,760 22,900 2%
1. Assumes 500 gallons per day per connection and 3.1 people per connection, provided by the CCWD. Buildout 
calculated using 1.18 cubic feet per person per year. Numbers rounded to the nearest tenth. 

Source: Contra Costa Water District, Dyett & Bhatia, 2006. 

Wastewater Treatment 

The Contra Costa County Sanitation District has indicated that the development envisioned by 
the proposed General Plan and the “build” alternatives could cause wastewater treatment demand 
to increase such that the permitted effluent discharge limit could be reached sooner than the year 
2030. The comparison of impacts due to increases in wastewater treatment demand is based on 
estimated base wastewater flows at buildout for the proposed General Plan and alternatives—
based on land uses at buildout. Table 4.3-12 demonstrates total base wastewater flow for each 
alternatives. Typically, larger demand for wastewater treatment is produced by additional acres of 
mixed-use, commercial, and industrial development. Other than the No Project alternative, 
Alternative 1 and 2 generate the least additional base wastewater flow and risk of exceeding the 
CCCSD’s discharge limit.   

• Alternative 1 would generate an estimated base wastewater flow of 13.4 mgd adding an 
additional 1.0 mgd to the district total compared to what was anticipated under the existing 
General Plan. This alternative results in a similar discharge and potential risk as the proposed 
General Plan. 

• Alternative 2 would generate an estimated base wastewater flow of 12.9 mgd, adding an 
additional 0.5 mgd to the district total compared to what was anticipated under the existing 
General Plan. This alternative would result in a lower discharge and potential risk compared 
to the proposed General Plan. Other than the No Project alternative, this alternative and 
Alternative 3 generate the least additional base wastewater flow and risk of exceedance.   

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would generate an estimated base wastewater flow of 
12.9 mgd, adding an additional 0.5 mgd to the district total compared to what was anticipated 
under the existing General Plan. This alternative would result in a lower discharge and 
potential risk compared to the proposed General Plan. Other than the No Project alternative, 
this alternative and Alternative 2 generate the least additional base wastewater flow and risk of 
exceedance.   

• The No Project alternative would generate an estimated base wastewater flow of 12.4 mgd. 
Due to the fact that the CCCSD’s discharge limit was calculated based on the existing General 
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Plan—for which the No Project alternative is based—this alternative has the least  risk of 
exceeding the CCCSD’s discharge limit. 

Table 4.3-12 Concord Base Wastewater Flow at Buildout 

Alternative 
Million Gallons 
Per Day (mgd)  

Additional Flow Generated Compared to 
Existing Conditions (mgd)

Additional Flow Generated 
Compared to Existing GP (mgd)

Proposed GP 13.5  1.7 1.0 

Alternative 1 13.4  1.6 1.0 

Alternative 2 12.9  1.2 0.5 

Alternative 3 12.9  1.2 0.5 

No Project 12.4  0.7 -  

Source: Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, Dyett and Bhatia, 2006. 

Solid Waste 

The Concord Disposal Service does not foresee any issues or concerns related to solid waste 
collection and recycling in the proposed General Plan or in the alternatives for the City of 
Concord.  

• Alternative 1 results in slightly more new housing but significantly less new jobs than the 
proposed General Plan. Accordingly, this alternative places less new generation of solid waste 
and demand on facilities from residential development but more from non-residential 
development than the proposed General Plan.  

• Alternative 2 results in significantly less new housing units and jobs than the proposed 
General Plan, thus placing less demand on solid waste services and facilities. Other than the 
No Project alternative, this alternative and Alternative 3 result in the least new generation of 
solid waste and demand on facilities.  

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 results in significantly less new housing units and jobs 
than the proposed General Plan, thus placing less demand on solid waste services and 
facilities. Other than the No Project alternative, this alternative and Alternative 2 result in the 
least new generation of solid waste and demand on facilities. 

• The No Project alternative does not identify new growth areas other than those already 
identified by the existing 1994 General Plan, and therefore would produce the least new 
generation of solid waste and demand on facilities.  

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness  

Public safety and emergency preparedness services are expected to expand in order to serve new 
residents. The need for new police officers and stations would be based upon maintaining the 
ratio of 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents and creating 200 square feet of police facilities per 1,000 
new residents according to the service standard proposed by the General Plan. Table 4.3-13 shows 
the new demand for police officers and facilities at buildout for each alternative. The need for new 
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fire stations would be based upon development locations within the 1.5-mile response radii from 
existing stations.  

• Alternative 1 would require a total of 14 new officers to maintain the City’s current ratio of 
police officers and an additional 3,554 square feet of space to comply with the proposed 
General Plan’s police standards. This alternative results in a similar level of population growth 
and new demand for these services as the proposed General Plan but a higher demand than 
the other alternatives. As this alternative as well as the other built alternatives focus new 
population growth in built-up areas of the City, the majority of this new growth would be 
within the 1.5-mile response radii of an existing fire station. Growth management policies 
under the proposed General Plan would ensure that this new demand would remain less than 
significant. 

• Alternative 2 would result in significantly less new population growth than the proposed 
General Plan. This alternative would require a total of 6 new officers to maintain the City’s 
current ratio of police officers and an additional 1,502 square feet of space for new police 
facilities. Other than the No Project alternative, this alternative and Alternative 3 result in the 
least new population growth and demand for police, fire, and emergency services. Similar to 
the other build alternatives, the majority of new growth under this alternative would be 
within the 1.5-mile response radii of an existing fire station. Growth management policies 
under the proposed General Plan would ensure that this new demand would remain less than 
significant. 

• Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3, would result in significantly less new population 
growth than the proposed General Plan. This alternative would require a total of 6 new 
officers to maintain the City’s current ratio of police officers and an additional 1,502 square 
feet of space for new police facilities. Similar to the other build alternatives, the majority of 
new growth under this alternative would be within the 1.5-mile response radii of an existing 
fire station. Other than the No Project alternative, this alternative and Alternative 2 result in 
the least new population growth and demand for police, fire, and emergency services. Growth 
management policies under the proposed General Plan would ensure that this new demand 
would remain less than significant. 

• Under the No Project alternative, existing police, fire, and emergency services and facilities 
would accommodate existing and approved growth according to the existing 1994 General 
Plan. In order to maintain the existing ratio of police officers, this alternative would require 
an additional two police officers at buildout. This alternative does not identify new growth 
areas other than those already identified by the existing 1994 General Plan, and therefore 
would produce the least new demand on fire facilities.  
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Table 4.3-13 New Demand for Police Facilities at Buildout  

Alternative 
New 

Residents 
Additional 

Officers Needed1 
Additional Square Footage Projected 

for Police Facilities2 

Proposed GP 17,770 14 3,554 

Alternative 1 17,850 14 3,570 

Alternative 2 7,510 6 1,502 

Alternative 3 7,510 6 1,502 

No Project 2,320 2 n/a 
1 Buildout of police officers was calculated in order to maintain the existing ratio of 1.3 officers per 1,000 new residents. 
2 Buildout of square footage was calculated according to the 200 square feet per officer, according to the standard set by 
the proposed General Plan. The 1994 General Plan does not include square footage service standard for new facilities. 

Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2006. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Differences in impacts on visual resources relate primarily to the level and geographic extent of 
development under each of the alternatives and secondarily to the streetscape character.  

• Alternative 1 focus on infill development within existing neighborhoods and commercial 
corridors, and in the Central Area (Downtown) as the primary activity center. This alternative 
would result in more ground floor residential units located along major roadways—
accompanied by walls and screening for outdoor living areas—so the character of the 
streetscape would have fewer miles of active ground-floor retail space than under the 
proposed General Plan. Protection of historic neighborhoods would be the same as with the 
proposed General Plan, and the short-term impacts would be marginally less because the 
overall level of development would be less than under the proposed General Plan.  

• Alternative 2 promotes more compact development and fosters more mixed-use development 
within the existing urban area. Compared to the proposed General Plan, this alternative 
locates the same total street-miles of mixed-use residential housing and active ground-floor 
retail space as under the proposed General Plan. Protection of historic neighborhoods would 
be the same as with the proposed General Plan, and the short-term impacts would be 
marginally less because the overall level of development would be less than under the 
proposed General Plan. 

• Alternative 3 results in similar impacts on visual resources as Alternative 2 because the 
planned land uses are the same. However, unlike the proposed General Plan or any of the 
alternatives, this alternative would further ensure the long-term protection of visible hillsides 
due to the reduced ULL. Protection of historic neighborhoods would be the same as with the 
proposed General Plan, and the short-term impacts would be marginally less because the 
overall level of development would be less than under the proposed General Plan.  

• The No Project alternative would not have as much development as the build alternatives, so it 
would have less short-term impacts on visual resources. However, it would not afford any 
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long-term protection of visible hillsides as it would not establish a ULL nor would it support 
initiatives with the County and adjacent jurisdictions to reduce visual impacts of hillside 
development. This, the visible development in the Los Medanos Hills, proposed by the City of 
Pittsburg General Plan would not be subject to any additional requirements or design 
standards. This would be a significant impact.  

WATER RESOURCES AND FLOODING 

Construction to accommodate population and job growth can impact hydrologic resources in the 
Concord region. Urban expansion can increase impervious surface areas, resulting in higher levels 
of non-point source pollution, increased run-off rates, and potential flooding of downstream 
areas. The proposed General Plan and alternatives focus new development in currently built-up 
areas thus limiting the impacts due to increasing impervious surface areas. However, the level of 
new construction within previously built-up areas can also result in erosion and use of hazardous 
materials which can also result in the pollution of storm water run-off. For the proposed General 
Plan and “build” alternatives, the mitigation measures would apply and further reduce potential 
impacts. 

• Alternative 1 would result in slightly more housing but significantly less jobs than the 
proposed General Plan— resulting in an overall decreased level of development. Accordingly, 
this alternative would result in less new construction and potential impacts on hydrology and 
water quality associated with this growth than would occur under the proposed General Plan.  

• Alternative 2 would result in significantly less housing and jobs than the proposed General 
Plan—resulting in significantly less overall new development. Accordingly, this alternative 
results in less potential impacts on hydrology and water quality associated with this growth 
than would occur under the proposed General Plan.  

• Alternative 3 would result in significantly less housing and jobs than the proposed General 
Plan—resulting in significantly less overall new development. Accordingly, this alternative 
results in less potential impacts on hydrology and water quality associated with this growth 
than would occur under the proposed General Plan.  

• The No Project alternative would result in significantly less housing and jobs than the 
proposed General Plan—resulting in significantly less overall new development. Accordingly, 
this alternative results in less potential impacts on hydrology and water quality associated 
with this growth than would occur under the proposed General Plan. However, the 
mitigation measures would not apply under this alternative and would not further reduce 
potential impacts. 

4.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative among the 
alternatives analyzed. The Guidelines also require that if the No Project alternative is identified as 
the environmentally superior alternative, then another environmentally superior alternative must 
be identified. Because of the overall significantly lower numbers of new housing and jobs and 
reduced ULL, buildout of Alternative 3 would avoid or lessen the generation of adverse impacts 
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created by the other alternatives. This EIR identifies the Alternative 3 as the environmentally 
superior alternative.  

Alternative 3 would result in lower population and job growth—and consequently reduced 
impacts—in most resource areas, such as air quality, biological resources, energy use, noise, and 
water resources. According to CEQA, impacts on those resource areas are largely judged by the 
amount of likely development under each plan scenario, along with the subsequent demands on 
resources and the generation of related negative externalities such as the amount of noise created 
by vehicle miles traveled. Furthermore, the lesser development under the Alternative 3 means 
fewer people and buildings will be at risk from geologic and flooding hazards. This alternative  
updated policies to provide protection from geologic and fire hazards and preserve key historic 
and visual assets. A summary of the environmental impact of each evaluated plan scenario for all 
of the impact areas is provided in Table 4.4-1.  

However, there are tradeoffs associated with the Alternative 3. The development potential of 
Alternative 3 does not meet the city’s long term housing and economic development needs nor 
achieve the proposed General Plan objectives related to the mix and balance of land uses or the 
urban form. The proposed General Plan would double the acreage of mixed-use developments 
which can increase the potential to create the following:  

• A livelier urban form that allows residents and visitors to easily walk between residential, 
commercial, and office uses rather than strictly separating them;  

• A safer city with fewer areas that are unpopulated after business hours;  

• A finer texture to structures with a complex and engaging mix of appearances and uses; and  

• A more comprehensive community where businesses and jobs more directly serve the 
residents and workers of Concord, and smaller-scale shops and human-scale storefronts 
dominate over big box stores.  

Also, by constraining Concord’s development to the west of Mt. Diablo Creek in the CNWS, the 
ULL of Alternative 3 limits opportunities for open space and environmental conservation within 
the ULL; the demand for growth may result in a denser urban form that would leave less 
undeveloped land in Concord. Yet, while the Alternative 3 ULL will be in place until 2034, it can 
be expanded after that time to allow development of the Los Medanos hillsides, which Alternative 
3 does not permanently protect. Meanwhile, the proposed General Plan would directly prevent 
excessive hillside development and permanently conserve land through its larger ULL, with 
jurisdiction over the entire CNWS.  
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5 CEQA Required Conclusions 

This section summarizes significant unavoidable, irreversible, growth-inducing, and cumulative 
impacts, as required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  

5.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

According to CEQA Guidelines 15126(b), an EIR must discuss any significant environmental im-
pacts that cannot be avoided under full implementation of the proposed program. Also, this EIR 
must discuss why the program is being proposed, not withstanding such impacts. The proposed 
policies of the General Plan described in Chapter 3, would avoid or eliminate most potentially 
significant impacts. However, several impacts classified as significant unavoidable have been iden-
tified in the issue area of transportation: 

• Implementation of the proposed General Plan would contribute to substandard freeway seg-
ment operations during the peak hours along I-680, SR 242, and SR 4; and  

• Implementation of the proposed Urban Area General Plan would contribute to substandard 
freeway ramp operations during the peak hours at freeway ramps on I-680.  

• Implementation of the proposed Urban Area General Plan would result in freeway speeds and 
delays on several segments that are below the Action Plan TSOs.  

No feasible mitigation measures for physical improvements have been identified that would re-
duce freeways, freeway ramps or roadway segments impacts to a level that is less than significant.  

Several freeway segments operate at LOS F under existing conditions, in particular, SR-4 in the 
westbound direction during the morning commute and I-680 northbound during the evening 
commute. In the future (2030), freeway congestion increases during both morning and evening 
peak hours, particularly on SR-4 and I-680. Congestion along freeway segments would largely be 
attributed to regional growth in Contra Costa County and adjacent counties. 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 re-
gional agencies. As noted previously, MTC’s regional transportation plan makes no commitments 
to widen freeway facilities in the county. The emphasis is on maintaining an enhancing the exit-
ing and supporting multimodal solutions, and no founding for funding for freeway widening 
over the planning horizon for this General Plan. 

5.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

The EIR must also examine irreversible changes to the environment. More specifically, CEQA 
Guidelines require the EIR to consider whether “uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial 
and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such re-
sources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(c)). “Nonre-
newable resource” refers to the physical features of the natural environment, such as land, water-
ways, etc. 
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WATER CONSUMPTION 

New development under the proposed General Plan will increase the demand for public water. 
The pace of the City of Concord’s growth is in large part dependent on its ability to provide ade-
quate public facilities and services. Additional development and the resulting population and em-
ployment increases will result in a permanent increase of water consumption, which represents an 
irreversible environmental change. 

ENERGY SOURCES 

New development under the proposed Urban Area General Plan would result in the commitment 
of existing and planned sources of energy, which would be necessary for the construction and dai-
ly use of new buildings and for transportation. Both residential and nonresidential development 
use electricity, natural gas, and petroleum products for power, lighting, heating, and other indoor 
and outdoor services, while cars use both oil and gas. Use of these types of energy for new devel-
opment would result in the overall increased use of nonrenewable energy resources. This 
represents an irreversible environmental change. 

CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS 

Irreversible environmental changes could also occur during the course of constructing develop-
ment projects made possible by the proposed General Plan. New construction would result in the 
consumption of building materials, many of which are made from nonrenewable resources. Con-
struction equipment running on fossil fuels would be needed for excavation and the shipping of 
building materials. Electricity and water would be used during the construction process for a va-
riety of purposes.  

5.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

The EIR must examine the potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed General Plan. 
More specifically, CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR “discuss the ways in which the proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(d)). This analysis must also consider the 
removal of obstacles to population growth, such as improvements in the regional transportation 
system. 

PROJECTED GROWTH 

The Concord Planning Area, under the proposed Urban Area General Plan, will accommodate a 
population of approximately 142,210 people at buildout, an increase of about 14 percent over the 
2006 estimated population of 124,440.1 This represents an average annual growth rate of 0.6 per-
cent, which is lower than the rate of 0.7 percent experienced in the City over the last 25 years.  

The Urban Area General Plan would allow for a maximum buildout of 50,560 households, com-
pared to 56,610 households projected for the year 2030 by ABAG (ABAG, Projections 2005). This 
difference represents a 11 percent decrease below ABAG projections. Concord would accommo-

                                                        
1
 ABAG Estimates and Projections, 2005. 
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date approximately 88,880 new or 27,910 additional jobs at buildout, which is 2.7 percent more 
than ABAG’s 2005 projections for 2030 (86,470 jobs).  

In Contra Costa County, all cities are participating in CCTA’s growth management program 
which currently includes performance criteria and level of service standards and requires these 
cities to adopt growth management elements in their General Plans. These growth management 
elements must include goals and policies for managing growth and requirements for achieving 
these goals in order to be approved by CCTA. This countywide planning and regulatory frame-
work overrides any growth-inducing effect that may be attributable to Concord's General Plan. 
As a consequence, the physical growth inducing effects of the proposed General Plan on other 
jurisdictions are likely to be minimal  

Furthermore, each jurisdiction in the County will need to have in place a voter-approved Urban 
Limit Line (ULL) by March 2009 to qualify for transportation improvement funding under the 
“return to source” provisions of Measure J and the intent of Measure J is to have such lines in 
force through the life of the measure, that is through 2034.  

Indirect growth-inducing impacts such as those associated with job increases within the City’s 
urban area that might affect housing and retail demand in other jurisdictions over an extended 
time period are difficult to assess with precision, since future economic and population trends 
may be influenced by unforeseeable events, such as natural disasters and business and develop-
ment cycles. Moreover, long-term changes in economic and population growth are often regional 
in scope; they are not influenced solely by changes or policies in Concord. Business trends are in-
fluenced by economic conditions throughout the state and country, as well as around the world. 
Despite these limitations on the analysis, it is still possible to assess the general potential growth-
inducing impacts of the proposed Urban Area General Plan. 

INCREASE IN REGIONAL HOUSING DEMAND 

As the employment base in Contra Costa County continues to increase, more population may be 
drawn to the City of Concord who work in other nearby cities as people grow more comfortable 
with living further from their place of work. As a result, housing demand may increase in both the 
City of Concord and other adjacent areas. The City’s recently adopted Housing Element, which 
has been certified by the State Department of Housing and Community Development includes 
programs to address regional housing needs of the near term, and subsequent revisions will ex-
tend, modify, or add to these programs as needed to continue to respond to the City’s “fair share” 
of regional housing needs, as required by law.  

JOBS/EMPLOYMENT BALANCE 

A city’s jobs/employment ratio (jobs to employed residents) would be 1:1 if the number of jobs in 
the city equaled the number of employed residents. In theory, such a balance would eliminate the 
need for commuting. More realistically, a balance means that in-commuting and out-commuting 
are matched, leading to efficient use of the transportation system, particularly during peak hours. 
The current jobs/employment ratio in Concord is 0.92:1, which means that the number of jobs in 
the City is lower than the number of employed residents by about 8 percent. As buildout under 
the proposed Urban Area General Plan will add more jobs than it will population, the 
jobs/employment balance should increase to 1.17:1, thereby reducing the growth in peak-hour 



Concord 2030 Urban Area Genera l  P lan :  Draft  Env i ronmenta l  Impact  Repor t  

5-4 

traffic congestion in the City and regionally. Table 5.1 displays existing and projected jobs per 
employed residents ratios. 

Table 5-1 Jobs per Employed Residents Ratios 

 Existing Buildout 

Jobs   60,890     22,800 

Employed Residents     65,970      75,840 

Ratio        0.92    1.17 

1. All numbers rounded to the nearest tenth. 
2. Employed residents at buildout were calculated using the ratio assumed by ABAG 

for Contra Costa County for 2030: 1.5 employed residents per household. 
Source: ABAG 2005 Projections; Dyett and Bhatia, 2006.

5.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CEQA requires that the EIR examine cumulative impacts. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines § 
15130(a)(1), a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combi-
nation of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” 
The analysis of cumulative impacts need not provide the level of detail required of the analysis of 
impacts from the project itself, but shall “reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 
occurrence” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)). 

In order to assess cumulative impacts, the EIR must analyze either a list of past, present, and 
probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document. In conducting the analysis for this EIR, ABAG population and em-
ployment projections for both the City of Concord and the adjacent unincorporated areas were 
reviewed.  

It is important to note that the proposed General Plan is essentially a set of projects, representing 
the cumulative development scenario for the reasonably foreseeable future in the City of Concord 
Planning Area, which includes the City and surrounding areas that would be affected by the pro-
posed General Plan. Therefore, the analysis presented in Chapter 3 represents a cumulative analy-
sis of the Planning Area as a whole, over the next 20 years.  

Both the air quality and transportation analyses evaluate the future development scenario as a 
whole, with the proposed General Plan development and transportation system applied to pro-
jected future growth in the region. Therefore, for these two issue areas, analysis of the proposed 
General Plan represents both the project impacts and cumulative effects. As a result of adding the 
proposed General Plan to the regional land use and transportation baseline, the travel demand, 
level of service operations and associated air emissions produced for the proposed project condi-
tions is considered identical to the cumulative condition for CEQA purposes.  
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Other cumulative impacts would include: 

• Concurrent implementation of the proposed General Plan and forecast development of resi-
dential and employment land uses in the region would result in expansion of urban areas and 
changes in land use and the character of neighborhoods and districts in the region.  

• Forecast population and employment growth would result in increased traffic volumes and 
could, in turn, increase noise levels along some of the travel corridors in the region. 

• The projected population increase in the area will result in increased travel on all modes of 
transportation. This would result in an increased risk of exposure of people and property to 
the potentially damaging effects of strong seismic shaking, fault rupture, seismically-induced 
ground failure and slope instability.  

• Forecast urban development combined with new public and private infrastructure improve-
ments to accommodate future planned urban development, could degrade regional water 
quality, reduce groundwater recharge, or result in increased flooding.  

• Forecast urban development could change the visual character of many areas in the region, 
especially where development would occur on visually prominent hillsides or in existing rural 
or open space lands.  

• Forecast urban development could contribute to the conversion of open space and undeve-
loped land to urban uses, resulting in the removal or fragmentation of habitat area.  

• Forecast urban development could contribute to the conversion of important agricultural 
lands. However, the proposed General Plan and ULL would not contribute to the conversion 
of prime agricultural lands and would accommodate growth within a relatively compact ur-
ban area, thereby reducing the potential for sprawl and additional conversion in outer rural 
areas. Therefore, the Plan will not contribute to cumulative loss of agricultural land outside of 
the planning area.  

These types of impacts are not limited to the planning area but are characteristic of any area that 
is experiencing population and employment growth. 

5.5 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

CEQA requires that an EIR provide a brief statement indicating why various possible significant 
impacts were determined to be not significant. Chapter 3 of this EIR discusses all potential im-
pacts, regardless of their magnitude. A similar level of analysis is provided for impacts found to be 
less than significant as impacts found to be significant. Significance of an impact is assessed in 
relation to the significance criteria provided in each section in Chapter 3. A summary of all im-
pacts is provided in the Executive Summary of this EIR. 
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DESCRIPTION OF MAP UNITS 

af Artificial Fill (Historic). Man made deposit of various materials and ages. Some are 
compacted and quite firm, but fills made before 1965 are nearly everywhere not 
compacted and consist simply of dumped materials.  

alf Artificial Levee Fill (Historic). Man made deposit of various materials and ages, 
forming artificial levees as much as 20 feet (6.5 meters) high. Some are compacted and 
quite firm, but fills made before 1965 are almost everywhere not compacted and consist 
simply of dumped materials. The distribution of levee fill conforms to levees shown on 
the most recent U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute quadrangle maps. 

Qhasc Artificial Stream Channels (Historic). Modified stream channels, usually where streams 
have been straightened and realigned, but also including those channels in the San 
Joaquin Valley and delta that are confined within artificial dikes and levees.  

Qhbm  Bay Mud (Holocene). Water saturated estuarine mud, predominantly gray, green and 
blue clay and silty clay underlying marshlands and tidal mud flats of San Francisco Bay 
and Carquinez Strait. The upper surface is covered with cordgrass (Spartina sp.) and 
pickleweed (Salicornia sp.). The mud also contains a few lenses of well-sorted, fine sand 
and silt, a few shelly layers (oysters), and peat. The mud interfingers with and grades 
into fine-grained deposits at the distal edge of Holocene fans, and was deposited during 
the post-Wisconsin rise in sea-level, about 12 ka to present (Imbrie and others, 1984). 
Estimated thickness: 0-40 m. In places it rests unconformably on bedrock. 

Qhaf Alluvial Fan and Fluvial Deposits (Holocene). Alluvial fan deposits are brown or tan, 
medium dense to dense, gravely sand or sandy gravel that generally grades upward, to 
sandy or silty clay. Near the distal fan edges, the fluvial deposits are typically brown, 
never reddish, medium dense sand that fines upward to sandy or silty clay. The best 
developed Holocene alluvial fans in Contra Costa County are on the Richmond Bay 
Plain and the fans of Sand and Deer Creeks in the Brentwood Area. All other alluvial 
fans and fluvial deposits are confined to narrow valley floors. Several Holocene fans 
along the south shore of the Carquinez Strait have bulbous surface morphology, are 
short, overlap older Pleistocene surfaces, and may be debris flows. 

Qhb Basin Deposits (Holocene). Very fine silty clay to clay deposits occupying flat-floored 
basins at the distal edge of alluvial fans adjacent to the bay mud (Qhbm). 

Qhbr Beach Ridge Deposits (Holocense). Long narrow ridge of probably well-sorted sand 
inferred from 1939 imary. Observed between Emeryville and Berkeley, these deposits 
are now beneath the Interstate 80 roadbed. 

Qhfp Floodplain deposits (Holocene). Medium to dark gray, dense, sandy to silty clay. Lenses 
of coarser material (silt, sand, and pebbles) may be locally present. Flood plain deposits 
usually occur between levee deposits (Qhl) and basin deposits (Qhb), 
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Qhsc  Stream Channel Deposits (Holocene). Poorly to well-sorted sand, silt, silty sand, or 
sandy gravel with minor cobbles. Cobbles are more common in the mountainous 
valleys. Many stream channels are presently lined with concrete or rip rap. Engineering 
works such as diversion dams, drop structures, energy dissipaters and percolation 
ponds also modify the original channel. Many stream channels have been straightened, 
and these are labeled Qhasc. This straightening is especially prevalent in the lower 
reaches of streams entering the estuary. The mapped distribution of stream channel 
deposits is controlled by the depiction of major creeks on the most recent U.S. 
Geological Survey 7.5 minute quadrangles. Only those deposits related to major creeks 
are mapped. In some places these deposits are under shallow water for some or all of the 
year, as a result of reservoir release and annual variation in rainfall. 

Qls Landslide Deposits (Pleistocene and/or Holocene). Poorly sorted clay, silt, sand, and 
gravel. Only a few very large landslides have been mapped. For a more complete map of 
landslide deposits, see Nilsen and others (1979). 

Qpaf Alluvial Fans and Fluvial Deposits (Pleistocene). Brown dense gravely and clayey sand 
or clayey gravel that fines upward to sandy clay. These deposits display various sorting 
and are located along most stream channels in the county. All Qpaf deposits can be 
related to modern stream courses. They are distinguished from younger alluvial fans 
and fluvial deposits by higher topographic position, greater degree of dissection, and 
stronger soil profile development. They are less permeable than Holocene deposits, and 
locally contain fresh water mollusks and extinct late Pleistocene vertebrate fossils. They 
are overlain by Holocene deposits on lower parts of the alluvial plain, and incised by 
channels that are partly filled with Holocene alluvium on higher parts of the alluvial 
plain. Maximum thickness is unknown but at least 50 m. 

Qtu Undifferentiated Continental Gravels (Plio-Pleistocene). Semi-consolidated to 
unconsolidated poorly sorted gravel, sand, silt and clay distributed in isolated patches 
throughout the country. These deposits are unrelated to modern drainages, and are 
most abundant in the Walnut Creek-Concord Valley and in patches that appear to 
represent an ancestral drainage emanating from the north face of Mt. Diablo flowing 
northwesterly down the Clayton-Concord valley, finally entering Carquinez Strait just 
west of the Concord Naval Weapons Depot. Their main distinction is not being related 
to modern drainage or Pleistocene drainage. Thickness varies but most outcrop areas 
exceed 50 m. No soil profile development is preserved at most localities due to erosion. 
These deposits probably represent the late Cenozoic uplift of the Coast Range. 
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SPECIES LISTED OR PROPOSED FOR LISTING 

Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Invertebrates   

Lange’s metalmark butterfly 
   Apodemia mormo langei 

FE/-- Stabilized dunes, primary host plant is Eriogonum nudum var. 
auriculatum 

Longhorn fairy shrimp 
   Branchinecta longiantenna 
Critical habitat designated 

FE/-- Endemic to small, rain-filled grassland pools of the Central 
Valley 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
   Branchinecta lynchi 
Critical habitat designated 

FT/-- Grassland vernal pools 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
   Desmocerus californicus dimorphus 
 

FT/-- Occurs only in the California Central Valley in association 
with blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana);  eggs laid in 1” plus 
diameter elderberry trees with a preference shown for 
“stressed” plants 

Bay checkerspot butterfly 
   Euphydryas editha bayensis 

FT/-- Serpentine bunchgrass grassland with healthy populations of 
larval host, Plantago erecta 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
   Lepidurus packardi 

FE/-- Vernal pools 

Callippe silverspot butterfly 
   Speyeria callippe  
   callippe 

FE/-- Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food 
plant  

Fish   

Green sturgeon 
   Acipenser medirostris 

FPT/-- Estuaries, lower reaches of large rivers, and salt or brackish 
water off river mouths. Ascends far up Trinity and Klamath 
rivers, CA. 

Tidewater goby 
   Eucyclogobius newberryi 

FE/CSC Shallow waters of bays and estuaries, in lower stream reaches 

Delta smelt 
   Hypomesus transpacificus 
Critical Habitat designated 

FT/CT Restricted to the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, including 
Suisun and San Pablo Bays and the Carquinez Strait. 

Steelhead – Central California Coast 
ESU 
   Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FT/CSC Unblocked Bay Area and coastal rivers and streams 

Steelhead-Central Valley ESU 
   Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FT/-- Spawn in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their 
tributaries, migrate through San Francisco and Suisun Bays, as 
well as the Delta region 

Chinook salmon—Central Valley 
spring-run   
   Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FT/CT Spawning and rearing restricted to Sacramento River basin, 
migrate through San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-
SanJoaquin Delta 

Chinook salmon—Central Valley 
fall/late fall-run  
   Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FC/CSC Spawning and rearing restricted to Sacramento River basin, 
migrate through San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-
SanJoaquin Delta, require clean, cold water and gravel beds 
for spawning 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Chinook salmon—winter run 
   Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Critical Habitat designated 

FE/CE Spawning restricted to the Sacramento River. Requires clean, 
cold water with gravel beds. 

Amphibians   

California tiger salamander 
   Ambystoma californiense 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FT/CSC Seasonal freshwater ponds with little or no emergent vegeta-
tion. Utilizes mammal burrows in upland habitat for aestiva-
tion during the dry season. 

California red-legged frog 
   Rana aurora draytonii 
Critical Habitat proposed 

FT/CSC  Breed in stock ponds, pools, and slow-moving streams with 
emergent vegetation for escape cover and egg attachment. 
Where water is seasonal often utilizes mammal burrows in 
upland habitat for aestivation 

Reptiles   

Alameda whipsnake 
Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus 

FT/CT Preferred habitat a mosaic of open coastal scrub or chaparral 
and grassland with rocky outcrops 

Giant garter snake 
   Thamnophis gigas 

FT/CT Freshwater marsh and slow streams 

Birds   

Swainson’s hawk 
   Buteo swansoni 

FSC/CT Breeds in riparian areas and oak savannah, requires adjacent 
foraging habitat such as grasslands or fields supporting rodent 
populations 

Bald eagle 
   Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

FT/CE Nests and forages on inland lakes, reservoirs, and rivers; win-
ter foraging at lakes and along major rivers. 

California black rail 
   Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus 

FSC/CT Nests and forages in tidal emergent wetland with pickleweed 
and cordgrass 

California clapper rail 
   Rallus longirostris obsoletus 

FE/CE Nests and forages in emergent wetlands with pickleweed, 
cordgrass, and bulrush 

California least tern 
   Sterna antillarum browni 

FE/CE Colonial breeder on bare or sparsely vegetated flat substrates 
including sand beaches, alkali flats, land fills, or paved areas 

Mammals   

Salt marsh harvest mouse 
   Reithrodontomys raviventris 

FE/CE Saline emergent marsh with dense pickleweed 

San Joaquin kit fox 
   Vulpes macrotis mutica 

FE/CT Annual grasslands or open scrublands with loose textures 
soils for burrowing and suitable prey base 

Plants   

Large-flowered fiddleneck 
    Amsinckia grandiflora 

FE/CE/List 1B Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland 

Pallid manzanita 
   Arctostaphylos pallida 

FT/CE/List 1B Occurs on siliceous shale or thin chert in broadleafed upland 
forest, chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub 

Soft bird’s beak 
   Cordylanthus mollis ssp. mollis 

FE/CR/List 1B Coastal salt marsh 

Mt. Diablo bird’s beak 
   Cordylanthus nidularis 

FSC/CR/List 1B Grassy or rocky areas within serpentine chaparral 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Delta button celery 
   Eryngium racemosum 

--/CE/1B Riparian scrub, in vernally wet clay depressions 

Contra Costa wallflower 
   Erysimum capitatum ssp. angustatum 
Critical Habitat designated 

FE/CE/List 1B Inland, stabilized dunes of sand and clay  

Santa Cruz tarplant 
   Holocarpha macradenia 
Critical Habitat designated 

FT/CE/List 1B Coastal scrub, coastal sand dunes, openings in oak woodlands 
with sandy or gravelly soil 

Contra Costa goldfields  
Lasthenia conjugens 

FE/--/List 1B Moist grasslands, vernal pools, cismontane woodlands, alkaline 
playas 

Mason’s lilaeopsis 
   Lilaeopsis masonii 

FSC/CR/List 1B Brackish or freshwater marshes and swamps, riparian scrub 

Antioch dunes evening 
primrose 
   Oenothera deltoides ssp howelii 
Critical Habitat designated 

FE/CE/List 1B Interior dunes and river bluffs 

Rock sanicle 
   Sanicula saxitilis 

FSC/CR/List 1B Rocky areas in valley and foothill grassland, broadleafed upland 
forest, chaparral 

FEDERAL OR STATE SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 

Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Invertebrates   

Ciervo aegialian scarab beetle 
   Aegialia concinna 

FSC/-- Lives only in loose sands (i.e. sand dunes); associated with 
Delta and inland dune systems and sandy substrates. Distribu-
tion: four localities in Contra Costa, Fresno, San Benito, and 

San Joaquin counties. 

Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle 
   Anthicus antiochensis 

FSC/-- Sandy beach habitat within a few hundred yards of water.  

Sacramento anthicid beetle 
   Anthicus sacramento 

FSC/-- Well-developed riparian habitat. 

Midvalley fairy shrimp 
   Branchinecta mesovallensis 

FSC/-- Vernal pools in Sacramento, Solano, Merced, Madera, San 
Joaquin, Fresno, and Contra Costa Counties.  

San Joaquin dune beetle 
   Coelus gracilis 

FSC/-- Inhabits fossil dunes and sites with other sandy substrates 
along the western edge of the San Joaquin valley 

Monarch butterfly 
   Danaus plexippus 

--/* Winter in California. Roost in wind protected eucalyptus,) 
Monterey pine, and cypress groves, with water and nectar 
sources nearby. 

Antioch cophuran robberfly 
   Cophura hurdi 

FSC/-- Antioch dunes  

Antioch efferian robberfly 
   Efferia antiochi 

FSC/-- Known only from Contra Costa County (Antioch) and Fresno 
County (Fresno). 

Bridge’s coast range shoulderband  
   Helminthoglypta nickliniana bridgesi 

FSC/-- Found in tall grasses and weeds on open grassy hillsides 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Ricksecker’s water scavenger beetle 
    Hydrochara rickseckeri 

FSC/-- Aquatic 

Curved-foot hygrotus  
diving beetle 
   Hygrotus curvipes 

FSC/-- Found in vernal pools and alkali flats 

Middlekauf’s shieldback katydid 
   Idiostatus middlekaufi 

FSC/-- Antioch Dunes 

Fish   
Sacramento perch 
  Archoplites interruptus 

FSC/CSC Slow moving sloughs, streams, rivers, and lakes 

River lamprey 
   Lampetra ayresi 

FSC/-- Pacific Ocean and estuaries; spawning in coastal streams from 
Alaska to San Francisco Bay 

Pacific lamprey  
   Lampetra tridentata 

FSC/-- Pacific Ocean and estuaries; spawning in coastal streams from 
Alaska to Baja California 

Sacramento splittail 
   Pogonichthys macrolepidotus 

FSC/CSC Slow moving rivers, dead end sloughs, require flooded vegeta-
tion for spawning and foraging for young 

Longfin smelt 
   Spirinchus thaleichthys 

FSC/-- Nearshore; bays and estuaries. Ascends coastal streams from 
October to December to spawn. 

Amphibians   

Foothill yellow-legged frog 
   Rana boylii 

FSC/CSC Partly shaded streams with riffles and quiet pools absent of 
predatory fish 

Western spadefoot toad 
   Spea hammondii 
 

FSC/CSC Floodplains and grassland pools 

Reptiles   

Silvery legless lizard 
   Aniella pulchra pulchra 

FSC/-- Sandy or loose loamy soils in areas with sparse vegetation 

Northwestern pond turtle 
   Emys (=Clemmys) marmorata marmo-
rata 

FSC/CSC 
  

Freshwater ponds and slow streams, marshes, rivers, and 
irrigation ditches with upland sandy soils for laying eggs 

San Joaquin coachwhip 
   Masticophis flagellum ruddocki 

FSC/CSC Open dry vegetative associations with little or no tree cover; 
occurs in valley grassland and saltbush scrub in western San 
Joaquin Valley. 

California horned lizard 
   Phrynosoma coronatum frontale 

FSC/CSC Patchy open areas with sandy soils 

Birds   

Cooper’s hawk 
  Accipiter cooperi 

--/CSC Nests in riparian growths of deciduous trees and live oak 
woodlands 

Tricolored blackbird 
  Agelaius tricolor 

FSC/CSC Riparian thickets and emergent vegetation near open water 

Golden eagle 
  Aquila chrysaetos 

CSC/3511 Open hills with grassland, open scrub, adequate prey base, 
large trees or cliffs for nesting 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Short-eared owl 
  Asio flammeus 

--/CSC Fresh water and salt marshes and swamps, lowland meadows, 
irrigated fields 

Western burrowing owl  
Athene cunicularia hypugea 

FSC/CSC Nests in mammal burrows in open, sloping grasslands 

Aleutian Canada goose 
   Branta canadensis 
   leucopareia 

Delisted Winters in marshes, meadows, and on small islands 

Ferruginous hawk 
   Buteo regalis 

FSC/CSC Dry open country with a variety of habitats 

Costa’s hummingbird 
   Calypte costae 

FSC/-- Dry chaparral, desert washes 

Lawrence’s goldfinch 
   Carduelis lawrencei 

FSC/-- Dry grassy slopes and chaparral 

Vaux’s swift 
   Chaetura vauxi 

FSC/-- Riparian woodlands and woodlands near lakes 

Mountain plover 
   Charadrius montanus 

FSC/CSC Winters in areas with short-grassed or plowed fields with 
bare ground and flat topography. Prefer grazed areas and 
those with burrowing rodents. 

Northern harrier 
  Circus cyaneus 

--/CSC Mostly nests in emergent vegetation, wet meadows or near 
rivers and lakes, but may nest in grasslands away from water. 

White-tailed kite 
   Elanus leucurus 

--/3511 Nests near wet meadows and open grasslands dense oak, 
willow or other large tree stands. 

Snowy egret 
   Egretta thula 

--/* Marshes, tidal flats, lakes, streams 

Little willow flycatcher 
   Empidonax traillii brewsteri 

FSC/CSC Willow riparian habitat, dry, brushy upland pastures, orchards 

California horned lark 
   Eremophila alpestris actia 

--/CSC Short grass prairie, fallow grain fields, open areas with short 
vegetation  

American peregrine falcon 
   Falco peregrinus anatum 

Delisted Nests near wetlands, lakes, rivers, or other water on cliffs, 
banks, human structures 

Saltmarsh common  
yellowthroat 
   Geothlypis trichas sinuosa 

FSC/CSC Saline and freshwater marshes 

Loggerhead shrike 
   Lanius ludovicianus   

FSC/CSC Nests in shrublands and forages in open grasslands 

Lewis’s woodpecker 
   Melanerpes lewis 

FSC/-- Open woodlands in interior foothills and valleys 

Suisun song sparrow 
   Melospiza melodia maxillaris 

FSC/CSC Brackish water marshes and sloughs with cattails, tules, and 
pickleweed 

San Pablo song sparrow 
   Melospiza melodia samuelis 

FSC/CSC Tidal sloughs in salt marshes with pickleweed, restricted to 
north side of San Francisco Bay and Suisun Bay 

Long-billed curlew 
   Numenius americanus 

FSC/-- Lake beaches, nests in both dry and wet uplands 



 D-8 

Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Black-crowned night heron 
   Nycticorax nycticorax 

--/* Lake margins, mud bordered bays, marshy areas 

White-faced ibis 
   Pelgadis chihi 

FSC/-- Marshes, swamps, ponds, and rivers; mostly freshwater habi-
tats. 

Rufous hummingbird 
   Selasphorus rufus 

FSC/-- Coniferous forest, thickets, and brushy slopes; foraging adja-
cent meadows. 

Allen’s hummingbird 
   Selasphorus sasin 

FSC/-- Chapparal, thickets, brushy slopes, open coniferous forest. 

Caspian tern 
   Sterna caspia 

--/* Inland fresh water lakes and marshes, brackish or salt waters 
of estuaries and bays 

California thrasher 
   Toxostoma redivivum 

FSC/-- Chaparral covered foothills and brushy parklands where there 
is open ground under a dense shrub layer45 

Mammals   

Townsend’s western big-eared bat 
   Corynorhinus townsendi townsendii 

FSC/CSC The distribution of this bat is correlated largely with rocky 
situations where caves or abandoned mine tunnels are avail-
able. They do not to utilize crevices in such sites, and may 
occasionally inhabit old buildings. 

Berkeley kangaroo rat 
   Dipodomys heermanni berkeleyensis 

FSC/--  Open grasslands and open spaces in chaparral with fine, deep, 
weeldrained soil for burrowing 

Greater western mastiff bat 
   Eumops perotis californicus 

FSC/CSC Open arid to semi-arid habitats, including woodlands, coastal 
scrub, chaparral, and grasslands. Roosts in trees, cliffs, dwell-
ings 

San Pablo vole 
   Microtus californicus sanpabloensis 

--/CSC Salt-marshes 

Small-footed myotis 
   Myotis ciliolabrum 

FSC/-- Brush, woodland, and forest habitats, prefers coniferous habi-
tat types. Nursery colonies in buildings, crevices, spaces under 
tree bark, and snags. 

Long-eared myotis 
   Myotis evotis 

FSC/-- Most common in woodland and forest habitats above 4000 
feet. Use trees and caves for roosting, hollow trees or spaces 
under tree bark for nursery colonies. 

Fringed myotis 
   Myotis thysanodes 

FSC/-- A wide variety of habitats. Optimal  habitats are valley-foothill 
hardwood and hardwood-conifer types. Uses caves, buildings, 
or crevices for roosting and nursery colonies. 

Long-legged myotis  
   Myotis volans 

FSC/-- Most common in woodland and forest habitats above 4000 
feet. Use trees and caves for roosting, hollow trees or spaces 
under tree bark for nursery colonies. 

Yuma myotis 
   Myotis yumanensis 

FSC/-- Optimal habitat is open forests or woodlands with sources of 
water and flying insects. Nursery colonies in caves, buildings, 
or crevices. 

San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat 
   Neotoma fuscipes annectens 

FSC/CSC Hardwood forests and scrub communities 

San Joaquin pocket mouse 
   Perognathus inornatus inornatus 

FSC/-- Grasslands and blue oak savanna with friable soils 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Suisun shrew 
   Sorex ornatus sinuosus 

FSC/CSC Tidal marshes, require dense low cover above the mean tide 
line for nesting and foraging 

Salt marsh wandering shrew 
   Sorex vagrans halicoetes 

FSC/CSC Salt-marshes 

Plants   

Bent-flowered fiddleneck 
   Amsinckia lunaris 

--/--List 1B Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grasland 

Mt. Diablo manzanita 
Arctostaphylos auriculata 

--/--/List 1B On sandstone in chaparral 

Contra Costa manzanita 
Arctostaphylos manzanita ssp. laevigata 

--/--/List 1B Rocky slopes in chaparral 

Suisun marsh aster 
Aster lentus 

FSC/--/List 1B Brackish and freshwater marshes, sloughs 

Alkali milk-vetch 
   Astragalus tener var. tener 

--/--/List 1B Alkali flats, valley grasslands 

Heartscale 
   Atriplex cordulata 

FSC/--/List 1B Chenopod scrub, alkaline meadows, sandy soils in valley and 
foothill grassland 

Brittlescale 
   Atriplex depressa 

--/--/List 1B Chenopod scrub, meadows, playas, valley and foothill grass-
land, vernal pools, often in alkaline situations 

San Joaquin spearscale 
   Atriplex joaquiniana 

FSC/--List 1B Alkaline soils in chenopod scrub, meadows, playas, valley and 
foothill grassland 

Big tarplant 
   Blepharizonia plumosa var. plumosa 

--/--/List 1B Sometime on serpentine soils in chaparral, cismontane wood-
land, valley and foothill grassland 

Mt. Diablo fairy lantern 
   Calochortus pulchellus 

--/--/List 1B Chaparral, cismontane woodland, riparian woodland, valley 
and foothill grassland 

Butte County morning-glory Calystegia 
atriplicifolia ssp. buttensis 

FSC/--/1B  

Chaparral harebell 
   Campanula exigua 

--/--/List 1B Rocky areas in chaparral, usually on serpentinite derived soils 

Salt marsh owl’s clover 
   Castilleja ambigua ssp. ambigua 

FSLC/--List 1B Salt marshes 

Congdon’s tarplant 
  Centromadia parryi ssp. 
  congdonii 

FSC/CSC/List 1B Alkaline areas in valley and foothill grassland 

San Francisco Bay spineflower  
  Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata 

FSC/--/List 1B Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal prairie, on sandy 
soils 

Franciscan thistle  
  Cirsium andrewsii 

--/--/List 1B Mesic locales in broadleafed upland forests, coastal bluff scrub, 
coastal prairie, sometimes on serpentine soils 

California croton 
    Croton californica 

FSLC/--/-- Sandy soils, dunes, and washes 

Hoover’s cryptantha 
   Cryptantha hooveri 

--/--/List 1B Sandy soils in valley and foothill grassland 



 D-10 

Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Hospital Canyon larkspur 
   Delphinium californicum ssp. interius 

FSC/--/List 1B Opening in chaparral, cismontane woodland 

Western leatherwood  
   Dirca occidentalis 

--/--/List 1B Broadleafed upland forests, closed-cone coniferous forests, 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, North coast coniferous for-
ests, riparian forests, riparian woodland; mesic sites 

Mt. Diablo buckwheat 
   Eriogonum truncatum 

--/--/List 1A1 Sandy soils in chaparral, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill 
grassland 

Round-leaved filaree 
   Erodium macrophyllum 

--/--/List 2 Clay soils in cismontane woodland and valley and foothill 
grassland 

Diamond-petaled poppy 
   Eschscholzia rhombipetala 

FSC/--/List 1B Alkaline areas  and clay soils in valley and foothill grassland 

Fragrant fritillary  
  Fritillaria liliacea 

FSC/--/List 1B Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, coastal prairie; on 
heavy clay soils, often on ultramafic soils 

Diablo helianthella  
  Helianthella castanea 

FSC/--/List 1B Openings in chaparral and broadleaved upland forest 

Brewer’s western flax 
   Hesperolinon breweri 

FSC/--/List 1B Often in rocky serpentine soils in chaparral and grasslands, 
also cismontane woodland 

Rose-mallow 
   Hibiscus lasiocarpus 

--/--/List2 Freshwater marshes and swamps, sloughs 

Carquinez goldenbush 
   Isocoma arguta 

FSC/--/List 1B Valley and foothill grassland, alkaline soils, flats 

Northern California black walnut 
   Juglans hindsii 

FSC/--/List 1B Riparian forest and woodland 

Delta tule pea 
   Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii 

FSC/--/List 1B Freshwater and brackish marshes and swamps, usually on 
marsh and slough edges 

Delta mudwort 
   Limosella subulata 

--/--/List 2 On mud banks in freshwater and brackish marshes and 
swamps, riparian scrub 

Showy madia 
   Madia radiata 

--/--/List 1B Often on adobe clay in cismontane woodland, valley and foot-
hill grassland 

Hall’s bush mallow 
   Malacothamnus hallii 

--/--/List 1B Chaparral, sometimes on serpentine soils 

Oregon meconella 
   Meconella oregana 

FSC/--/List 1B Coastal prairie, coastal scrub 

Robust monardella  
  Monardella villosa ssp. globosa 

--/--/List 1B Cismontane woodland, openings in chaparral 

Mt. Diablo phacelia 
   Phacelia phacelioides 

FSC/--/List 1B Rocky substrates in chaparral, cismontane woodland 

Bearded popcorn-flower 
   Plagiobothrys hystriculus 

--/--/1A Vernal pools, mesic areas in valley and foothill grassland 

Slender-leaved pondweed 
   Potemogeton filiformis 

--/--/List 2 Shallow areas in freshwater marhes and swamps 

                                                      
1 Thought be be extinct, recently rediscovered on Mt. Diablo 
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Common name 
   Scientific name 

Listing Status 
USFWS/ CDFG/CNPS 

Habitat 
Requirements 

Eel-grass pondweed 
   Potemogeton zosteriformis 

--/--/List 2 Freshwater swamps and marshes 

Blue skullcap 
   Scutellaria lateriflora 

--/--/List 1B Mesic meadows, marshes, and swamps 

Rayless ragwort 
   Senecio aphanactis 

--/--/List 2 Alkaline flats in coastal scrub, chaparral, cismontane woodland

Pacific cordgrass 
   Spartina foliosa 

FSLC/--/-- Salt marshes 

Most beautiful jewelflower  
Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus 

FSC/--/List 1B Serpentine grassland, chaparral 

Mt. Diablo jewelflower 
    Streptanthus hispidus 

FSC/--/List 1B Talus or rocky outcrops in chaparral, valley and foothill grass-
land 

California triquetrella moss 
Triquetrella californica 

--/--/List 1B Coast bluff scrub, coastal scrub 

Caper-fruited tropidocarpum  
Tropidocarpum capparideum 

FSC/--/List 1B Alkaline hills, grasslands 

Oval-leaved viburnum  
Viburnum ellipticum 

--/--/List 2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower montane coniferous 
forest. 

STATUS CODES: 

Federal Categories (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service) 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

FE = Listed as Endangered by the Federal Government 

FT = Listed as Threatened by the Federal Government 

List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California 

FPE = Proposed for Listing as Endangered 

FPT = Proposed for Listing as Threatened 

List 1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in Cali-
fornia and elsewhere 

FC = Candidate for Federal Listing List 2 = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in CA  

FSC = Federal Species of Concern  

FSLC = Federal Species of Local Concern 

BPA = Federal Bald Eagle Protection Act 

 

State Categories (California Department of Fish and Game) 

CE = Listed as Endangered by the State of California 3511 = Fully Protected Species 

CT = Listed as Threatened by the State of California * = Special Animals 

CR = Listed as Rare by the State of California CSC = California Species of Special Concern 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) – Global 
Heritage Program rarity ranks (for sensitive 
plant communities) Threat Ranks 
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Appendix E: Location of Leaking  
Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) 



 



 

 

 Appendix E: Location of Leaking Underground Fuel Tanks (LUFT) 

All Star Gas 1791 Pine Street, Concord 

Arco Foodmart & Carwash 2799 Clayton Road, Concord 

Arco Independent 2490 Monument Blvd, Concord 

AT & SF – Concord NVL Weapons Depot (no address given in database) 

Chevron 2001 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Chevron #9-5657 2380 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Concord City of Corporation Yard 1455 Gasoline Alley, Concord 

Concord City of Equipment Maintenance  2360 Bisso Lane, Concord 

Concord NWS – 5AT Magazine Area, Concord 

Concord NWS – 6LC98 15th St, Concord 

Concord NWS – 79 Kula Golf St., Concord 

Concord NWS – 97A T Street, Concord 

Concord NWS – 97B,C,D T Street, Concord 

Concord NWS – A-16 White Road Tidal Area, Concord  

Concord NWS – A-26 Allen Road, Concord 

Concord NWS – Christenbury Pipeline/AST T-2 Christenbury RD, Concord 

Concord NWS – E-104 Christenbury RD, Concord 

Concord NWS – E-108 Born Road, Concord 

Concord NWS – 1A-12A Shops Area, Concord 

Concord NWS – 1A-18 Pearl Ave., Concord 

Concord NWS – 1A-19 L Street, Concord 

Concord NWS – 1A-1B Pearl Ave., Concord 

Concord NWS – PCMSGS TT-10-18 Main St., Concord 

Concord NWS – PCMSGS TT-19 Mereen, Concord 

Concord NWS – PCMSGS Unidentified Source Mereen St., Concord 

Concord NWS – 350 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – 351 10 Delta St., Concord 

Concord NWS – 395 Bldg 395 SE of Bldg 395, Concord 

Concord NWS – 7SH14 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – 7SH4 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – 7SH5 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – 83/86 Between Bldgs  83 and 86, Concord 

Concord NWS – A20 NW Corner of Bldg A20, Concord 

Concord NWS – A30 (A) and (B) None, Concord 

Concord NWS – IA10 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – IA17 None, Concord 

Concord NWS – IA24A None, Concord 

Concord NWS – IA36 None, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg, Concord 
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 Appendix E: Location of Leaking Underground Fuel Tanks (LUFT) 
Concord PFC Bacciglieri Armed Forces Reserve 
Center 3225 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Deluxe Check Printers Inc. 2550 Stanwell Drive, Concord 

Food & Liquor 3598 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Former Exxon 7-3606 605 Contra Costa Blvd, Concord 

Jack's Patio Company Inc. 2225 Via de Mercados, Concord 

Kilpatrick's Bakery Inc. 2454 Vista del Monte, Concord 

MMM Carpets 1240 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Mobil 4300 Clayton Road, Concord 

Olympic Service Station 4323 Clayton Road, Concord 

Redding Petroleum 2560 Bates Avenue, Concord 

Redding Petroleum 2807 Port Chicago Hwy, Concord 

Rotten Robbie #37 1090 Contra Costa Blvd, Concord 

San Jose AMSA 12SUB 3225 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

SEG Trucking  4050 Mallard Dr., Concord 

Shell 1500 Concord Avenue, Concord 

Shell 1500 Kirker Pass Road, Concord 

Shell Branded Service Station 800 Oak Grove Rd, Concord 

Shell Gas Station 1990 Monument Blvd, Concord 

Solano Beacon  2200 Solano Way, Concord 

Super Liquor Food & Gas 2714 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Superstation 1650 Monument, Concord 

Tesoro Petroleum 4321 Clayton, Concord 

Unocal 2025 Monument Blvd, Concord 

US Naval Weapons Station 1A-6 Kinne Blvd, Concord 

World Oil #26 2211 Monument Blvd, Concord 

World Oil #30 3550 Clayton Road, Concord 

Note: This listing is accurate at a point in time (mid-2006) and includes only sites listed as open cases.  

Source: Environmental Science Associates, 2006 
 

Location of Spills, Leaks, Investigative Cleanup (SLIC) 

Concord naval Weapons Station 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Etch-Tek Electronics 2455 Bates, Concord 

Kinder Morgan (SFPP) Concord Terminal None, Concord 

Monument Auto Center 2655 Monument Blvd., Concord 

Nicholson Development Properties 2240-2290 Salvio, Concord 

Redding/Phillips 1551 Monument Blvd, Concord 

SFPP Concord Terminal None, Concord 

SP Concord Naval Weapons Depot None, Concord 
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Location of Spills, Leaks, Investigative Cleanup (SLIC) 

Winton Jones Development Co 1923 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-1 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Note: This listing is accurate at a point in time (mid-2006) and includes only sites listed as open cases.  

Source: Environmental Science Associates, 2006 
 

Location of DOD sites from Geotracker Database 

Concord Naval Weapons Station - 13 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station - 18 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – F&P 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-1 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-1 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-2 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-
25 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-
26 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-
29 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-3 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-4 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-5 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Litigation Area-6 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – SWMU 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – SWMUS – Site 
18- Locaomotive Turntable 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – SWMUS – Site 2 
– Fire Station 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – SWMUS – Site 5 
– Locomotive Repair & Steam Cleaning 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – SWMUS – Site 7 
– Metal Fabrication 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station –Site 1 - Landfill 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Site 13 – Burn 
Area 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station  – Site 17 – Fork 
Lift Maintenance Area 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Site 22 – Missile 
Wing & Fin Repair 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station  – Site 27 – 
Weapons Engineering & Chemical Lab 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Site 29 – 
Explosive Testing 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station – Site 30 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
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Location of DOD sites from Geotracker Database 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Site 31 – Area of 
Concern 1 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station - Tanks 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Tidal Area Sites -
9 & 11 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Tidal Area Sites 
– Sites 2 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Tidal Area Sites 
– Site 11 Wood Hogger 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Tidal Area Sites 
– Site 2 R Area 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Tidal Area Sites 
– Site 9 Froid & Taylor Rd 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord Naval Weapons Station – Paint Spray 
Septic Tank 10 Delta St. Code 092 Bldg 1A-15, Concord 
Concord PFC Bacciglieri Armed Forces Reserve 
Center 3225 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Note: This listing is accurate at a point in time (mid-2006) and includes only sites listed as open cases.  

Source: Environmental Science Associates, 2006 
 

Location of Brownfields Reuse Site from EnviroStor Database 

CD Medical 2450 Bisso Lane, Concord 

Concord Naval Weapons Station 12,922 Acres; 30 mi NE of San Francisco 

Willow Pass Road School 2701 Willow Pass Road, Concord 

Note: This listing is accurate at a point in time (mid-2006) and includes all sites listed on the database.  

Source: Environmental Science Associates, 2006 
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