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1. INTRODUCTION 
On July 21, 2006, the City of San Ramon (City) distributed to public agencies and the general public a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that evaluated the potential environmental impacts of 
two different but related projects:  the City of San Ramon Northwest Specific Plan (NWSP) and the 
Faria Preserve Community (Faria Preserve), a mixed residential and community facilities project 
proposed for that portion of the NWSP Area east of Bollinger Canyon Road. The DEIR was 
prepared, pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to 
inform decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts related to the NWSP and Faria 
Preserve.  The City is the lead agency for the environmental review of the NWSP and Faria Preserve 
and has the principal responsibility for approving the projects. 

The NWSP provides a policy framework and implementation measures to guide future development 
of 354.1 acres within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. The NWSP provides a policy framework 
for the development of residential neighborhoods and community-serving facilities, as well as 
preservation of and access to natural resources and open space, in accordance with the City of San 
Ramon 2020 General Plan (General Plan). The NWSP does not propose specific development 
projects and, for this reason, the assessment of environmental consequences in the DEIR was 
performed at a programmatic level for the NWSP.   

A Vesting Tentative Map (VTM 8891) for the Faria Preserve Community was filed with the City of 
San Ramon in advance of the preparation of the DEIR.  A project-level analysis was conducted for 
the Faria Preserve. The Faria Preserve is proposed on 290.6 of the 354.1 acres within the NWSP 
area, and would include a total of 786 residential units comprised of single-family homes, town 
homes, condominiums, and senior housing units within four neighborhoods and 25 percent 
affordable housing. Public and community facilities include a community park, educational facility, 
house of worship and memorial rose garden. 

As mentioned above, the City circulated a DEIR for the NWSP and Faria Preserve for public review 
and comment in accordance with CEQA.  The DEIR is intended to inform decision-makers and the 
public of the possible environmental impacts of the project, to determine whether these impacts 
could be significant, to identify methods whereby significant impacts could be reduced to less-than-
significant levels, and to discuss possible alternatives to the proposed project.  CEQA Guidelines 
specify that the FEIR shall consist of the following: 

• The DEIR or a revision of that draft 
• Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR 
• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR 
• The response of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process 
• Any other information added by the lead agency 
 

All comments received during the public review period for the DEIR and responses thereto are 
presented in this document. .  In addition, this document lists text changes to the DEIR as a result of 
the CEQA review process.  This response to comments, together with the DEIR, constitutes the 
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Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the NWSP and Project.  To that end, the DEIR is 
hereby incorporated by reference into this report.    

1.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
The City has satisfied the CEQA public review period requirements, in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21091 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.  The DEIR was 
published on July 21, 2006 and circulated for the 45 day comment period.  The DEIR was available 
for public review at the Planning Division’s public counter, on the City’s website, and at the City 
Clerk’s office, Senior Center, Community Centers and libraries.  A public meeting to receive 
comments on the DEIR was held on September 5, 2006 at San Ramon City Hall.  A Notice of 
Availability (NOA) for the DEIR was sent to all property owners and occupants within 1,000 feet of 
the subject property, a contact person in each of the surrounding Homeowners Associations, the San 
Ramon Valley Times, and anyone who had requested to be on the mailing list for the project.  The 
NOA was also posted in all public facilities and on the City’s website.  Copies of the DEIR, along 
with the NOA, were provided to responsible and interested federal, state and local agencies, as well 
as City of San Ramon Planning Commissioners and City Council Members. 

Comment letters were received from 31 agencies, organizations and individuals, and 85 verbal 
comments were made at the public hearing.  Copies of all comment letters are provided in Chapter 4 
of this Response to Comments document.  The Response to Comments document will be circulated 
as described in Section 1.3.   

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
This Response to Comments document is organized into the following chapters: 

Chapter 1 Introduction gives background information on the program and DEIR and describes the 
organization of the document. 

Chapter 2 Comments Received on the DEIR contains a list of public agencies, organizations and 
persons commenting on the DEIR by written comment or verbally at the public hearing, along with 
a Comment Index indicating the number assigned to each comment, the commenter/agency that 
prepared the letter or presented the comment, and the number of the Master Response that 
addresses the comment.  It also provides a copy of each comment letter received during the DEIR 
public review period, coded with an identifier for each comment. 

Chapter 3 Responses to Comments provides “master responses” to address issues that were raised 
in a number of different comments or that required a lengthy response. 

Chapter 4 DEIR Revisions presents changes to the text of the DEIR made in response to a 
comment or to otherwise clarify the DEIR text.  The changes are presented in the form of a 
reproduction of portions of the DEIR with text revisions.  Textual deletions are indicated by 
strikeout (strikeout) and additions are indicated by double-underlined text (underline). 
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Chapter 5 New Appendices and References includes appendices and references for information 
introduced in the FEIR. 

1.3 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
The City has provided a copy of this Response to Comments document to all public agencies and 
individuals that commented on the DEIR, allowing for a minimum of 10 days prior to certification 
of the EIR by the San Ramon City Council.  Copies of this Response to Comments document have 
also been provided to individuals and organizations that requested copies.  This Response to 
Comments document is also available for review at the City of San Ramon Department of Planning 
Services, 2226 Camino Ramon, San Ramon, California, the San Ramon public libraries, community 
centers, and senior center.  It is also posted on the City’s website. 
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2. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR 
At the end of the comment period, the City received a total of 20 written comment letters, 10 form 
letters, 1 petition and 85 verbal comments at the public hearing, submitted by organizations, 
government agencies, and individuals.  All the written comments have been assigned codes starting 
with the letters “SA” for all state agencies, “LA” for all local agencies, “O” for organizations and 
groups, “I” for individuals, “FL” for individuals submitting form letters, and “P” for petition.  No 
letters from a federal agency were received.  Each written comment letter is assigned a number, and 
specific comments within each comment letter are individually marked.  For example, comments 
from a state agency are coded SA 1-1, SA 1-2, and so forth.  With respect to verbal comments made 
at the public hearing, all comments are marked with the letter “PH” followed by a number 
identifying the commenter, and a letter identifying the specific comment in the transcript.  Verbal 
comments, therefore, are coded PH 1-A, PH 1-B, and so forth. Below each of the comment codes is 
a master response code (MR) that directs the reader to the appropriate master response related to the 
comment. 

The comments are available for public inspection by request at the City of San Ramon Planning / 
Community Development Department.   

All attachments and enclosures to the written communications were reviewed and all environmental 
issues are responded to in the master responses, included in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. 

A list of all commenters is presented in Section 2.1, below.  A cross-referenced index of the 
comments by commenter, comment number and master response is provided in Section 2.2.  This 
index is included to assist the commenter in determining where the response to her or his specific 
comment is located in Chapter 3.  Section 2.3 contains the full text of each written communication 
and the full September 5, 2005 hearing transcript.   

2.1 LIST OF PUBLIC AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS 

COMMENTING ON THE DEIR BY WRITTEN COMMENT OR AT 

THE PUBLIC HEARING: 
1. California Department of Transportation (Letter dated September 1, 2006) 

2. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Letter dated September 11, 2006) 

3. Contra Costa County Community Development Department (Letter dated August 31, 2006) 

4. Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation District (Letters dated August 10 
and August 29, 2006) 

5. Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission (Letter dated September 4, 2006) 
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6. East Bay Municipal Utility District (Letter dated August 30, 2006) 

7. East Bay Regional Park District (Letter dated September 6, 2006) 

8. San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District (Letter dated September 6, 2006) 

9. San Ramon Valley Unified School District (Letter dated September 5, 2006) 

10. California Native Plant Society (Letter dated September 7, 2006) 

11. Greenbelt Alliance (Letter dated September 7, 2006) 

12. Ohlone Audubon Society, Inc. (Letter dated September 6, 2006) 

13. Sierra Club (Letters dated September 6 and September 7, 2006) 

14. Paul and Janis Desmarais (Letter dated July 25, 2006) 

15. Michael Jones (Letter dated September 7, 2006) 

16. Robert Klinger (Letter dated September 7, 2006) 

17. Meredith Kummell (Letter dated September 5, 2006) 

18. George Swallow (Letter dated July 26, 2006) 

19. Bryan Henderson, et al. (Letters dated August 31 through September 5, 2006) (10 letters total) 

20. Eileen M________ (Letter received by City of San Ramon on September 6, 2006) 

21. Community of Neighborhood Affected by the Northwest Specific Plan (Letter dated August 31, 
2006) 

22. Debbie Chamberlain, Planning Services Manager (Commenter 1 at Public Hearing of September 
5, 2006) 

23. Jim Blickenstaff, 2410 Talavera Drive, San Ramon (Commenter 2 at Public Hearing of 
September 5, 2006) 

24. Robert Klinger, 102 Claremont Crest Ct., San Ramon (Commenters 3 and 6 at Public Hearing of 
September 5, 2006) 

25. Michael Jones (Commenter 4 at Public Hearing of September 5, 2006) 

26. Zen Sabena, Housing Advisory Committee liaison for the Planning Commission (Commenter 5 
Public Hearing of September 5, 2006) 

27. Leslie Mague, 128 Claremont Crest, San Ramon (Commenter 7 at Public Hearing of September 
5, 2006) 
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28. Beverly Lane, Director East Bay Regional Park District (Commenter 8 at Public Hearing of 
September 5, 2006) 

29. Ben Mendoza, 1918 South Forest Hill, Danville (Commenter 9 at Public Hearing of September 
5, 2006) 

30. Lech Naumovich, California Native Plan Society (Commenter 10 at Public Hearing of 
September 5, 2006) 

31. John Ordway, 708 Daisy Lane, California, Sunridge (Commenter 10 at Public Hearing of 
September 5, 2006) 

2.2 COMMENT INDEX 
All comments received during the comment period have been assigned numbers, as noted on the 
copies of comment letters contained in Section D below.  Each comment is listed in the chart below.  
The commenter is directed to all Master Responses and Individual Responses (Master Response 15), 
which respond to all significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process.  
Master Responses with special relevance to the specific issues raised in a comment are listed in the 
chart below.   

COMMENTS KEY: 

Written: 

“SA” for all state agencies,  
“LA” for all local agencies,  
“O” for organizations and groups, and  
“I” for individuals. 
“FL” for form letters. 
“P” for Petitions. 

Each written comment letter is assigned a number, and specific comments within each comment 
letter are individually marked.  Therefore, individual comments are coded I-1, I-2, and so forth.   

Oral: 

With respect to verbal comments at the public hearing (the September 5, 2006, Planning 
Commission Hearing on Northwest Specific Plan and Faria Preserve Draft EIR), all comments are 
marked with the letter “PH” followed by a number identifying the commenter, and a letter 
identifying the specific comment in the transcript.  To further distinguish these verbal comments 
from the first public hearing from the written ones, they are coded PH 1-A, PH 1-B, and so forth. 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 SA 1-1 10 C 
 SA 1-2 10 C 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
 SA 2-0 15 
 SA 2-1 14 B 
 SA 2-2 14 B 
 SA 2-3 3 C 
 SA 2-4 13 D 
 SA 2-5 13 D 
 SA 2-6 3 C 
 SA 2-7 3 C 
 SA 2-8 3 C 
 SA 2-9 3 C 
 SA 2-10 3 C 
 SA 2-11 3 B 
 SA 2-12 3 E 
 SA 2-13 3 B 
 SA 2-14 7 A 
 SA 2-15 7 A 
 SA 2-16 3 F 
 SA 2-17 13 A 
 SA 2-18 13 B 
 SA 2-19 13 B 
 SA 2-20 3 C 
 SA 2-21 3 F 
 SA 2-22 7 A 
 SA 2-23 14 A 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 LA 1-1 8 G 
 LA 1-2 8 A 
 LA 1-3 8 G 
 LA 1-4 10 F 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

(August 10, 2006) LA 2-1 7 A 
(August 10, 2006) LA 2-2 7 B 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-3 5 D 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-4 7 B 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-5 7 B 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-6 7 B 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-7 7 B 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-8 7 A 
(August 29, 2006) LA 2-9 7 B 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY LAFCO 
 LA 3-1 8 G 
 LA 3-2 3 D 
 LA 3-3 8 F 
 LA 3-4 3 F 
 LA 3-5 11 A 
 LA 3-6 8 G 
 LA 3-7 8 G 
 LA 3-8 8 G 
 LA 3-9 11 F 
EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
 LA 4-1 11 B 
 LA 4-2 11 B 
 LA 4-3 11 A 
 LA 4-4 11 B 
 LA 4-5 1 A 
 LA 4-6 1 A 
 LA 4-7 11 A 
 LA 4-8 11 B 
 LA 4-9 11 A 
 LA 4-10 11 B 
 LA 4-11 11 B 
 LA 4-12 5 D 
 LA 4-13 5 D 
 LA 4-14 5 D 
 LA 4-15 11 B 
 LA 4-16 15 
 LA 4-17 11 B 
 LA 4-18 5 D 
 LA 4-19 14 A 
EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT 
 LA 5-1 8 A 
 LA 5-2 8 D 
 LA 5-3 3 C 
 LA 5-4 13 C 
 LA 5-5 13 C 
 LA 5-6 8 D 
 LA 5-7 3 F 
 LA 5-8 11 C 
 LA 5-9 11 C 
 LA 5-10 11 C 
 LA 5-11 3 E 
 LA 5-12 3 A 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 LA 5-13 3 A 
 LA 5-14 3 C 
 LA 5-15 3 C 
 LA 5-16 1 C 
 LA 5-17 8 C 
 LA 5-18 3 C 
 LA 5-19 8 A 
 LA 5-20 8 F 
 LA 5-21 8 C 
SAN RAMON VALLEY FIRE DISTRICT 
 LA 6-1 6 
 LA 6-2 6 
SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 LA 7-1 11 D 
 LA 7-2 10 C 
 LA 7-3 10 G 
 LA 7-4 11 D 
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
 O 1-1 8 C 
 O 1-2 3 C 
 O 1-3 3 E 
 O 1-4 3 E 
 O 1-5 3 E 
 O 1-6 1 A 
GREENBELT ALLIANCE 
 O 2-1 13 B 
 O 2-2 10 F 
 O 2-3 13 C 
 O 2-4 8 C 
 O 2-5 3 E 
OHLONE AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC. 
 O 3-1 5 D 
 O 3-1A 3 C, 3 D, 5 B 
 O 3-2 3 D 
 O 3-3 6 
 O 3-4 3 C 
 O 3-5 5 C 
 O 3-6 3 F 
SIERRA CLUB 
 O 4-1 14 B 
 O 4-2 7 A 
 O 4-3 10 C 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 O 4-4 10 C 
 O 4-5 10 C 
 O 4-6 5 A, 5 C 
 O 4-7 1 A 
 O 4-8 1 A 
 O 4-9 1 A 
 O 4-10 8 C 
 O 4-11 3 C, 14 B 
 O 4-12 3 C 
 O 4-13 3 C 
 O 4-14 3 C 
 O 4-14A 15 
 O 4-15 8 C 
 O 4-16 3 C 
 O 4-17 3 C 
 O 4-18 3 E 
 O 4-19 3 E 
 O 4-20 1 A 
PAUL and JANIS DESMARAIS 
 I 1-1 8 C 
 I 1-2 8 A 
 I 1-3 3 D 
 I 1-4 8 D 
 I 1-5 11 C 
 I 1-6 8 I 
 I 1-7 3 C 
 I 1-8 8 F 
MICHAEL JONES 
 I 2-1 13 B 
 I 2-2 2 A 
 I 2-3 3 E 
 I 2-4 3 E 
 I 2-5 8 C 
 I 2-6 8 A 
 I 2-7 11 D 
 I 2-8 9 B 
 I 2-9 9 A, 9 B 
 I 2-10 9 B 
 I 2-11 10 C 
 I 2-12 10 C 
 I 2-13 10 C 
 I 2-14 15 
 I 2-15 10 E 
 I 2-16 10 E 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 I 2-17 10 F 
 I 2-18 10 A 
 I 2-19 11 A, 11 E 
 I 2-20 11 E 
 I 2-21 11 E 
 I 2-22 13 B 
ROBERT KLINGER 
 I 3-1 10 C 
 I 3-2 10 C 
 I 3-3 10 C 
 I 3-4 10 C 
 I 3-5 10 C 
 I 3-6 10 C 
 I 3-7 10 C 
MEREDITH KUMMELL 
 I 4-1 14 A 
 I 4-2 1 B 
 I 4-3 9 A 
 I 4-4 1 B 
GEORGE SWALLOW 
 I 5-1 10 E 
BRYAN HENDERSON, ET AL. 
 FL 1-1 9 A 
 FL 1-2 13 B 
EILEEN [M____] 
 FL 1-3 10 B 
COMMUNITY OF NEIGHBORHOOD AFFECTED BY NWSP 
 P 1-1 13 B 
 P 1-2 8 C 
 P 1-3 13 C 
 P 1-4 8 D 
 P 1-5 11 D 
 P 1-6 10 C 
 P 1-7 10 E 
 P 1-8 11 D 
 P 1-9 11 A, 11 E 
 P 1-10 10 A 
 P 1-11 8 B 
 P 1-12 8 B 
 P 1-13 8 B 
 P 1-14 9 A 
 P 1-15 9 A 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 P 1-16 8 C 
 P 1-17 8 B 
 P 1-18 8 B 
 P 1-19 8 F 
 P 1-20 10 F 
DEBBIE CHAMBERLAIN, CITY STAFF 
 PH 1-A 14 B 
JIM BLICKENSTAFF 
 PH 2-A 14 B 
 PH 2-B 1 A 
 PH 2-C 8 E 
 PH 2-D 1 A 
 PH 2-E 8 C 
 PH 2-F 3 C 
 PH 2-G 10 C 
 PH 2-H 3 C 
ROBERT KLINGER 
 PH 3-A 14 A 
MICHAEL JONES 
 PH 4-A 14 A 
 PH 4-B 14 A 
 PH 4-C 8 A 
 PH 4-D 13 B 
 PH 4-E 14 A, 15 
 PH 4-F 13 B, 15 
 PH 4-G 10 A 
 PH 4-H 8 B 
 PH 4-I 13 B 
 PH 4-J 11 D 
 PH 4-K 14 B 
 PH 4-L 8 B 
 PH 4-M 8 F 
 PH 4-N 10 F 
 PH 4-O 8 C 
 PH 4-P 8 C 
 PH 4-Q 8 C 
 PH 4-R 1 A 
 PH 4-S 5 A 
 PH 4-T 1 A 
 PH 4-U 8 C 
 PH 4-V 2 A 
 PH 4-W 9 B 
 PH 4-X 2 B 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 PH 4-Y 3 E 
 PH 4-Z 8 C 
 PH 4-AA 11 C 
 PH 4-BB 11 D 
 PH 4-CC 10 C 
 PH 4-DD 10 B, 10 D 
 PH 4-EE 10 E 
 PH 4-FF 10 A 
 PH 4-GG 10 E 
 PH 4-HH 15 
 PH 4-II 11 E 
 PH 4-JJ 10 A 
 PH 4-KK 10 A 
 PH 4-LL 10 A 
 PH 4-MM 10 A 
 PH 4-NN 10 G 
 PH 4-OO 9 A 
 PH 4-PP 14 B 
 PH 4-QQ 11 D 
 PH 4-RR 8 B 
 PH 4-SS 8 F 
 PH 4-TT 10 F 
 PH 4-UU 13 B 
ZEN SABENA, Housing Advisory Committee liaison to the Planning Commission 
 PH 5-A 8 F 
ROBERT KLINGER, 102 Claremont Crest Ct. 
 PH 6-A 10 C 
LESLIE MAGUE, 128 Claremont Crest Ct. 
 PH 7-A 13 B 
 PH 7-B 15 
BEVERLY LANE, EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT DIRECTOR) 
 PH 8-A -- 
 PH 8-B 8 A 
 PH 8-C 8 C 
 PH 8-D 8 A 
 PH 8-E 8 C 
BEN MENDOZA, 1918 South Forest Hill, Danville 
 PH 9-A 1 B 
 PH 9-B 9 A 
 PH 9-C 3 E 
LECH NAUMOVICH, California Native Plant Society 
 PH 10-A 8 C 
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COMMENTERS COMMENT NO. MASTER RESPONSE  

 PH 10-B 3 E 
 PH 10-C 3 C 
 PH 10-D 1 B 
 PH 10-E 14 A 
JOHN ORDWAY, 708 Daisy Lane, Sunridge, California 
 PH 11-A 3 E 
 PH 11-B 1 B 
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2.3 FULL TEXT OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND TRANSCRIPT OF 

SEPTEMBER 5, 2006, PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING ON 

DRAFT EIR 
 
 
The full text of each written communication, including the petition, and the full September 5, 2005 
hearing transcript are presented in the following pages. 
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3. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
Multiple comments were received with respect to key issues analyzed in the DEIR.  In recognition of 
the need to provide agencies and the general public with comprehensive responses to the issues and 
concerns raised on the DEIR, the City decided to prepare master responses to address all substantive 
comments for each resource area.  To provide the appropriate context and clearly distinguish which 
comments are being addressed, the comments that the response addresses are identified at the 
beginning of each response section and the general themes of the comments are summarized.  
Following this summary, each of the master responses provides some background regarding the 
specific issue, how the issue was dealt with in the DEIR, and additional explanation as appropriate in 
response to the concerns raised in the comments.  Master responses to individual comments are 
presented according to the following outline.  

Aesthetics  
 1.A Long Range Views of the Faria Preserve Project 
 1.B Views of the Faria Preserve Project from Existing Neighborhoods 
 1.C Views of the Faria Preserve Project from Existing and Proposed East Bay Regional Park 

District Parklands 

Air Quality 
 2.A Consistency With BAAQMD Plans (Significant and Unavoidable Impact) 
 2.B Construction Period Emissions  

Biological Resources 
 3.A Wildlife Corridors / Habitat Fragmentation 
 3.B Quantification of Drainage and Wetland Impacts 
 3.C Riparian Corridor Mitigation 
 3.D Impacts to Vegetation Communities; Oak Tree Mitigation Plan 
 3.E Impacts to Other Species 
 3.F Other Concerns 

Cultural Resources  

Geology/Soils  
 5.A Soil Stability 
 5.B Scale of Grading & Proposed Fill 
 5.C Earthquake Hazards  
 5.D Other Concerns 

Hazards (Wildland Fires and Fire Protection)  
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Hydrology/Water Quality  
 7.A Downstream Pollution from Site Runoff 
 7.B Site Drainage, Detention Basins and Maintenance/Funding Issues 

Land Use Plan and Policy Consistency 
 8.A General Plan Consistency 

8.B Faria Site Design Issues 
8.C Ordinance 197 Compliance/ Ridgeline Protection 
8.D Adequacy of Open Space Protection 
8.E Urban Growth Boundary 
8.F Affordable Housing 
8.G Maintenance and Other Financial/Operational Responsibilities 
8.H Annexation Issues 
8.I Other Concerns 
 

Noise  
 9.A Construction Period Noise 
 9.B Noise Impacts on Adjacent Neighborhoods 

Traffic and Circulation  
 10.A Project Access and Circulation 
 10.B Existing Traffic Problems 
 10.C Traffic Analysis and Scope of Study 
 10.D Funding and Implementation of Improvements 
 10.E Adequacy of Parking 
 10.F Mass Transit / Alternative Transportation 
 10.G Other Concerns 
 
Utilities/Service Systems 
 11.A Water Supply Availability 
 11.B Water Supply Infrastructure 
 11.C Park and Recreation Facilities 
 11.D Need for Schools / Capacity 
 11.E Adequacy of Water Pressure 
 11.F Wet Weather Wastewater Flows  
 
Cumulative Impacts  
 12.A Ridgeline Impacts 
 12.B Impacts to Creeks 

Alternatives  
 13.A Generally 
 13.B Reduced Density or Unit Count Alternative 
 13.C Specific Reduced Project Alternatives  
 13.D  Relation to the Corps’ 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis  
 13.E Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative 
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Other Issues 
 14.A CEQA Process (Notices, etc.), Responses to Comments, and Merits of the Project 
 14.B Western Plan Area Evaluation 
 
Individual Comments not Addressed in Master Responses 
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3.1  AESTHETICS 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers LA 4-5, LA 4-6, LA 5-16, O 1-
6, O 4-7, O 4-8, O 4-9, O 4-20, I 4-2, I 4-4, PH 2-B, PH 2-D, PH 4-R, PH 4-T, PH 9-A, PH 10-D, 
and PH 11-B. 

1.A Long-Range Views of the Faria Preserve Project 
Comments:   

Commenters (PH 4-T, O 1-6, O 4-7, O 4-8, O 4-9, O 4-20, PH 11-B and PH 4-R) expressed concern 
over the Faria Preserve project’s impact on long-range views and the ability of the project to blend in 
with the surrounding natural landscape.  Commenters questioned the analysis of visual impacts from 
viewpoints characterized as “low points” in the landscape (PH 10-D). Several commenters also stated 
the opinion that visual impacts would be significant, and that further mitigation should be provided. 
One commenter (PH 2-D) questioned the appearance of grading and home placement, as viewed 
from Bollinger Canyon Road (DEIR, Figure 4.1-12: Viewpoint 5).  It was noted that some of the 
houses in the project may be visible below the ridgeline in the background, but above the existing 
homes in the foreground, which the commenter suggested would result in a somewhat “artificial” 
appearance. Another commenter (PH 2-B) expressed concern over the Faria Preserve project’s 
senior housing Neighborhood D impact on long-range views from San Ramon Valley Boulevard 
looking to the east.  The suggestion was made to consider additional mitigation, such as “berming,” 
“recessing,” or “more aggressive landscaping” to soften the perceived visibility of buildings as seen 
from San Ramon Valley Boulevard (DEIR, Figure 4.1-13:  Viewpoint 6).  EBMUD (LA 4-5, LA 4-6) 
also requested confirmation that the analysis and significance conclusions in the DEIR included 
visual impacts from the proposed pumping plant, realigned access road to the existing reservoir and 
new pipeline alignments. 

Response:    

The DEIR acknowledged that the assessment of visual impacts is highly subjective (p. 4.1-10).  The 
DEIR also recognized that the significance of visual impacts can be measured in part by the number 
of observers, and that the largest numbers of viewers of the Faria Preserve Project Site would be in 
vehicles passing the site, particularly on I-680 (DEIR, p. 4.1-9).  

The vantage points chosen for the visual simulations were selected in order to present views of the 
project site from representative locations within the City of San Ramon, particularly locations 
regularly accessed by substantial numbers of the general public.  These include views from I-680 (a 
designated State Scenic Highway) and views from several nearby roadways, as well as a local 
viewpoint immediately adjacent to the project site (Viewpoint 3).  The heights of the views were 
based on the vantage point of a typical viewer, either from a car or as a pedestrian. This approach 
reasonably depicts the aesthetics of the project from the standpoint of most likely viewers. 

Six vantage points were analyzed using computerized visual simulations.  In addition to the six 
specific computer simulations, the DEIR textually describes views to and from the project site 
throughout the San Ramon area (DEIR, pp. 4.1-2 through 4.1-10).  
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The simulation of the view from the first viewpoint (DEIR, Figure 4.1-8), from San Ramon Valley 
Blvd., demonstrates that most of the development would be blocked by the existing eucalyptus trees 
(DEIR, p. 4.1-20).  From the second viewpoint (DEIR, Figure 4.1-9) originating at Bollinger Canyon 
Road, the project would appear compatible with the existing development in the surrounding area.  
Although proposed grading would alter a portion of the hill form, it would not alter the adjoining 
ridgeline, and over time, these alterations would appear as a continuation of the existing 
development.  The proposed EBMUD water tank would also be visible from this viewpoint.  
However, the tank would not substantially disrupt the existing scenic vista any more than the existing 
home that is already located there. 

Viewpoint 3 (DEIR, Figure 4.1-10), from Deerwood Road at Deerwood Drive, shows a portion of 
the site’s hillform that would be removed.  This hill form is well below and separated from the major 
protected ridgeline.  These changes to the hill form therefore would be seen within the context of 
existing residential development and hillside landscaping and thus would not be highly noticeable 
(DEIR, p. 4.1-27).  Viewpoint 4 (DEIR, Figure 4.1-11) is an existing view of the project while 
traveling north on I-680.  A portion of landform inside of the protected ridgelines would be 
eliminated.  The introduction of new residential development in Neighborhood C and a portion of 
Neighborhood A would be noticeable from this vantage point.  However, a considerable amount of 
open undeveloped hillside and ridgeline would continue to be visible from this location.  Given the 
brief duration of this view and the fact that the proposed development is outside motorists’ primary 
cone of vision, the visual effect would be considered less than significant.  This same conclusion 
applies to most other views of the project from nearby roads, including views from Crow Canyon 
Road from the west of Bollinger Canyon, where viewing times are brief given the mobility of the 
viewer.  

Viewpoint 5 (DEIR, Figure 4.1-12) is from a location on Bollinger Canyon Road approximately one 
mile to the south.  As seen from this distant perspective, a portion of the homes in Neighborhood B 
(along with portions of the House of Worship and the Senior Center, if relocated) would be 
discernable immediately above the existing development in the foreground.  These homes and other 
structures, however, would be situated well below the protected ridgeline which extends north from 
Neighborhood B into the adjoining Las Trampas range.  Detailing of these structures at a distance of 
one mile would not be visible to the naked eye.  Further, these buildings would be substantially 
screened over time as planned landscape improvements and oak woodland revegetation situated 
between the Faria Preserve Parkway and the proposed development matures.  Also visible in the 
post-development simulation provided in Figure 4.1-12 is a small portion of Neighborhood A 
situated just above the existing neighborhood north of Deerwood Drive (in the foreground), and just 
below the protected easterly ridgeline which silhouettes against the skyline.  Those homes within the 
southerly portion of Neighborhood A visible in this simulation would be over one mile away.  They 
appear as an extension of existing visible urban development below and to the west of the existing 
EBMUD water storage tank (on the right-hand side of the picture).  Formal landscape improvements 
in the rear yards of homes in Neighborhood A, together with riparian forestation within the westerly 
drainage corridor located between Viewpoint 5 and the Neighborhood A homes, would, when 
mature, further screen these homes from public view. It should be noted that the scale of visible 
development reflected in the long-range simulation from Viewpoint 5 is very small in scale.  The 
relationship of the visible structures, below the dominant ridgelines and adjoining existing urban 
development, would result in a relatively minor effect on the viewshed.    
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The final viewpoint, Viewpoint 6 (DEIR, Figure 4.1-13), is a close-range “before” and an “after” 
view of the project, as seen from San Ramon Valley Boulevard, opposite Purdue Road.  Proposed 
grading would remove a portion of the existing landform, as seen from this viewpoint.  Commenters 
have made reference to the visibility of Neighborhood D (the senior housing component); however, 
existing vegetation and buildings block visibility of Neighborhood D, which is situated at an 
elevation well below the existing EBMUD water tank visible on the left-hand side of the simulation.  
Conversely, several of the Neighborhood C residential buildings would appear along the skyline, and 
portions of Neighborhood A homes would be visible on the skyline on the right.  While these 
buildings would alter the landscape from this view, any visual impact would decrease over time as 
hillside trees mature and provide additional screening (DEIR, pp. 4.1-27 through 4.1-28).  In 
addition, the proposed Faria Preserve project includes both formal landscaping within the developing 
portions of the site, as well as a native oak woodland revegetation program in open space areas.  The 
foreground in the simulation from Viewpoint 6 does not reflect the visual screening benefits of these 
proposed landscape and habitat restoration programs.  The silhouette of homes depicted above the 
commercial buildings in Figure 4.1-13 would actually become substantially screened, as landscape 
improvements and re-forestation of the open space area below Neighborhoods A and C occurs. 

The evaluation of the visual impacts of the proposed project, as described above and contained in 
the DEIR, satisfies the requirements of CEQA.  Nonetheless, an additional visual simulation (Figure 
A) has been prepared as discussed in response 1.B below, and is included in the Final EIR. 

The significance determinations provided in the DEIR are supported by mitigating policies approved 
by the voters to minimize adverse visual impacts associated with build out of the City’s 2020 General 
Plan.  The DEIR also describes 2020 General Plan policies and 2020 General Plan EIR mitigation 
measures, which would guide the architectural and other design features of the project in a way that 
would ensure that significant effects are avoided.  Based on these policies and measures, the 2020 
General Plan EIR concludes that aesthetics impacts of development under the General Plan, 
including in the NWSP area, would be less than significant.  The Faria Preserve project is consistent 
with the analysis in the 2020 General Plan EIR and the conclusion that aesthetics impacts would be 
less than significant remains valid.  Finally, the DEIR describes the NWSP policies that would reduce 
aesthetics impacts from the project consistent with the General Plan (DEIR, p. 4.1-16). 

It is recognized that sensitivities and opinions regarding aesthetics are subjective and can vary, and 
that some members of the public may object to the proposed changes in the visual landscape.  
However, under CEQA criteria, a significant aesthetics impact only occurs where the adverse effects 
are “substantial.”  The conclusion that aesthetics impacts from the project would be less than 
significant is adequately supported by the information presented. 

In response to EBMUD’s question about the consideration of the visual impacts of the water 
infrastructure facilities, the significance conclusions in the DEIR do take into account the aesthetics 
impacts of those facilities. 
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1.B Views of the Faria Preserve Project from Existing Neighborhoods 
Comments:    

One commenter at the September 5 public hearing on the DEIR (Comment PH 9-A), and several 
commenters at the public hearing on the NWSP held July 24 expressed concerns regarding views 
from particular vantage points of interest to them, generally the location of their residences.  These 
included views from residences that would be in the vicinity of proposed Neighborhood D, as well as 
views from the Claremont Crest neighborhood.   

Response:  

The DEIR acknowledged that the selected viewpoints were only representative, and that the project 
could be viewed from additional locations.  For example, page 4.1-2 of the DEIR recognizes that one 
home in Danville would have a partial view of the eastern portion of the NWSP Area.  Generally, 
limited private views are not considered significant under CEQA criteria, since they are not accessible 
to the general public (or, if accessible, they are not visited by substantial numbers of viewers).   

In order to respond to the concerns of the Claremont Crest residents, an additional visual simulation 
(Figure A) was prepared for the Final EIR.  It is included at the end of this master response.  Figure 
A depicts the view from the Claremont Crest neighborhood located immediately adjacent to the 
southern boundary of the Faria Preserve near the southeast corner of the project site.  These 
neighbors expressed concerns about the proximity of the spine roadway (Faria Preserve Parkway), 
which is shielded by a berm, as well as the house of worship site.  This vantage point reflects a more 
close-in view than the simulations that were prepared for the DEIR.  It is designed principally to 
show how the berming and landscaping would be anticipated to affect this northward view from the 
row of houses abutting the project boundary along the southeast corner.  As can be seen from this 
simulation, the principal view from the location would be of the landscaped berm, with some 
institutional and residential development being visible a moderate distance away on the top of the 
berm.  

As can be seen from the DEIR and Final EIR simulations, the general visual character and quality of 
the project is consistent with that of the adjacent areas of the City.  Although the visual character and 
quality of the project site would change from these viewpoints as a result of project development, 
under CEQA criteria these changes would be less than substantial and not represent a significant 
impact. 

The Final EIR also includes an additional alternative (Alternative 6 - Relocated Neighborhood D) 
that would move proposed Neighborhood D to a more central location on the Faria Preserve Project 
Site.  This alternative, in turn, would reduce the visual effects of the project from immediately 
adjacent areas to the southeast, further reducing the less than significant impacts.  For additional 
discussion of this Alternative, please see Response 13.E below. 
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1.C Views of the Faria Preserve Project from Existing and Proposed East 
Bay Regional Park District Parklands 

Comments:   

One commenter (LA 5-16) expressed concern about the visual impacts of the Faria Preserve project 
as seen from the proposed public open space including the proposed trail that would connect to East 
Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) lands to the north, as well as effects on views from Las 
Trampas Regional Wilderness.  The commenter is also concerned that the grading associated with 
developing Neighborhood A would be visible from Las Trampas until these areas can be successfully 
revegetated.   

Response:    

The DEIR textually describes the views anticipated from the proposed trail.  As hikers using the 
proposed trail that would connect to the EBRPD trail ascend the project’s westerly ridgeline, existing 
water tanks would dominate the foreground of views to the northwest until they reach approximately 
one-third of the way from the ridgeline’s peak.  At that point, proposed grading of the proposed 
tanks would begin to obstruct views of the tanks from the trail.  Once hikers reach the peak, the 
tanks would be visible in views to the southwest.  However, from the ridgeline’s peak, the tanks 
would be mostly obstructed by grading along the slope and, where visible, would be in the lower 
portions of viewers’ lines of site (DEIR, p. 4.1-28).  From the vantage of this new trail, the Faria 
Preserve project site also would generally be visible to the east, for a distance of approximately one-
third mile, after which the project would slowly recede into the distance.  It should be noted that 
neither the new trail on the Faria Preserve, nor any potential future trail segments to the north, are 
currently accessible to the public.  As a result, the project would increase public access to scenic areas 
to the north, which would indirectly result in a beneficial aesthetics impact by increasing the 
availability of natural landscapes for public enjoyment.  In addition, the specific trail alignment, as 
shown in DEIR Figure 3-7, has been aligned on the crest of the westerly ridgeline situated above the 
project site.  A minor adjustment of this alignment to the west of the ridgeline crest, within the 
boundary of the project site, would lessen visibility of the interior developed portions of the project 
site, as seen from the proposed trail.  

The simulation in Figure B (included at the end of this master response), depicts the view from a 
location approximately one-third of a mile to the north of the Faria Preserve site boundary, along the 
general alignment of the proposed future EBRPD trail.  From this location, the view is primarily of 
the undeveloped foreground, with the protected open space of the remainder parcel creating a visual 
connection to the relatively undeveloped hillsides to the southwest.  At this distance up the proposed 
trail, a portion of the Faria Preserve development would be visible, but it would have already begun 
to recede into the distance as the hiker proceeds, as discussed above.   

The closest accessible location in Las Trampas Regional Wilderness is the junction of Elderberry and 
Upper Trails, at the southeast corner of the current regional park.  From this vantage point, the 
predominant views are of the open ridgeline of Rocky Ridge, with oak woodlands on either side.  At 
this location, the project site is approximately 3 miles in the distance, and is viewed across Bollinger 
Canyon.  Presently, significant portions of the already developed areas of San Ramon can be seen in 
the distance.  With the project, some portions of Neighborhood A, as well as the public amenities in 
the southwest corner of the Faria Preserve Project Site, would also be viewed in the distance.  
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However, views of most of the project site would be blocked by intervening terrain.  Again, given the 
one to three story height of the proposed structures, and the distance from this vantage point, visual 
effects would be minor, and consist primarily of a slight enlargement and nearing of the developed 
area of San Ramon.  It should be noted that by preserving the approximately 144-acre offsite 
remainder parcel which are closer to the Las Trampas Regional Wilderness, these nearer range views 
from the regional park vantage point would be preserved in perpetuity.  Because of the distance to 
the proposed development from this location, and the relatively small size of the proposed 
development in comparison to the overall landscape, no simulation was considered necessary from 
this vantage point. 

In sum, the conclusions of the DEIR that aesthetics impacts are less than significant remain valid and 
well supported, and the new vantage points recommended by the commenters do not demonstrate a 
substantial adverse impact to the area’s visual character or quality. 
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FIGURE A:  Simulated View from Claremont Crest Court 
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FIGURE B:  Simulated View from Las Trampas Regional Wilderness 
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3.2  AIR QUALITY  
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers I 2-2 , PH 4-V, and PH 4-X. 

2.A Consistency With BAAQMD Plans (Significant and Unavoidable 
Impact) 

Comment: 

One commenter (I 2-2 and PH 4-V) noted that the NWSP is inconsistent with the 2005 Ozone 
Strategy and that it would exceed the threshold of emissions recommended to be considered 
significant in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines.  The 
commenter asserts that this would pose health concerns for vulnerable residents, including seniors 
and infants.  

Response:   

As identified on p. 4.2-12 of the DEIR, the City of San Ramon 2020 General Plan EIR identified a 
significant and unavoidable air quality impact as a result of growth in San Ramon.  This 
determination is based on the premise that the BAAQMD’s air quality plan assumed population 
projections less than those contemplated by the General Plan. The City adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations in connection with the adoption of the General Plan in light of this 
situation.  The significance conclusion in the General Plan EIR followed the recommendation of the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines that general plans of cities and counties be evaluated for consistency 
with the applicable air quality management plan, and that in order for a local plan to be considered 
consistent with the regional air quality plan it must include population growth rates that do not 
exceed the values included in the current air quality plan, as well as a rate of increase in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) that is equal to or lower than the rate of increase assumed in the current BAAQMD 
plan.  The 2020 General Plan would accommodate population growth at a rate somewhat higher than 
that set forth in the BAAQMD plan, which had been based on forecasts by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments that were available at the time of the most recent BAAQMD plan update, but 
which predated the adoption of the 2020 General Plan (DEIR, p. 4.2-24).  As expected, the project 
would result in a portion of that additional population growth under the General Plan; therefore the 
DEIR concluded that it would contribute to this significant and unavoidable impact.   

The NWSP is consistent with the BAAQMD air quality plan in all other respects, particularly with 
regard to transportation control measures (TCMs), consistency with the General Plan, and includes 
additional policies, specific to the NWSP area, to improve TCMs, e.g., pedestrian and bicycle friendly 
design standards (DEIR, p. 4.2-25). 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines also recommend that the operational emissions of projects such 
as the Faria Preserve be evaluated in relation to quantitative thresholds of 80 pounds per day for each 
pollutant, and that emissions in excess of those levels be considered significant.  As set forth in Table 
4.2-3 of the DEIR, operational emissions of the project are estimated to range from 61.1 pounds per 
day to 95.99 pounds per day, depending on the season and the pollutant, with emissions greater than 
80 pounds per day found to be significant and unavoidable. The DEIR also conservatively assumed 
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that all of the direct and indirect emissions from the project would be new and reflect an overall 
increase in regional emissions, even though some of the vehicular trips and other sources of 
emissions would simply shift from other possible development locations in the region. The DEIR 
included mitigation measures to reduce these emissions to the extent feasible, and the City would 
consult with the BAAQMD to identify applicable mitigation measures to help reduce emissions 
(DEIR, p. 4.2-27).  

These conclusions do not mean that the project would result in a violation of the health-based air 
quality standards in San Ramon.  Instead, they mean that the project would contribute to regional 
ozone levels similar to any other project that would accommodate growth in the greater Bay Area.  
As discussed in the DEIR, presently the Bay Area is only marginally exceeding the air quality 
standards at a few locations (that do not include San Ramon), and improving air pollution controls 
are predicted to reduce pollution levels substantially over the next decade (page 21 of BAAQMD 
2005 Ozone Strategy).  For example, Year 2005 the Bay Area of ozone-creating pollutant emissions 
were estimated to total 400 tons per day for reactive organic gases and 538 tons per day for oxides of 
nitrogen in the summer months (page 16 of BAAQMD 2005 Ozone Strategy).  In comparison, the 
Faria Project’s contribution to these regional emissions would be less than .05 tons per day.  Thus, 
while the Faria Preserve Project would contribute to regional ozone levels, it is not anticipated to 
result in a localized violation of the health-based air quality standards. 

2.B Construction Period Emissions  
Comment:   

Commenters expressed concern regarding construction period emissions, particularly dust.  
Specifically, commenters were concerned about the impacts of grading and other construction related 
activities and how to mitigate impacts on air quality (PH 4-X). 

Response:   

The DEIR identified construction-related air quality impacts as less than significant with the 
inclusion of mitigation measures recommended  by BAAQMD.  Pursuant to BAAQMD Guidelines, 
a number of feasible control measures can be implemented to significantly reduce construction 
period PM10 emissions.  The project would implement those measures as follows: all construction 
sites would implement BAAQMD basic measures; sites larger than four acres would implement 
BAAQMD enhanced measures; and, if deemed necessary by the city or BAAQMD, additional 
optional measures would be implemented (DEIR, pages 4.2-21 and 4.2-22).  Additionally, the City 
requires its contractors working in the City to consult with the BAAQMD to develop a list of dust 
abatement measures prior to beginning any project (DEIR, p. 4.2-22).  Under the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines, adoption of these measures is considered to reduce short-term construction emissions to 
a less than significant level, as reflected in the DEIR.   
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3.3  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 2-0, SA 2-3, SA 2-6, SA 2-7, 
SA 2-8, SA 2-9, SA 2-10, SA 2-11, SA 2-12, SA 2-13, SA 2-16, SA 2-20, SA 2-21, LA 3-2, LA 3-4, LA 
5-3, LA 5-7, LA 5-11, LA 5-12, LA 5-13, LA 5-14, LA 5-15, LA 5-18, O 1-2, O 1-3, O 1-4, O 1-5, O 
2-5, O 3-2, O 3-4, O3-6, O 4-11, O 4-12, O 4-13, O 4-14, O 4-16, O 4-17, O 4-18, O 4-19, I 1-3, I 2-
3, I 2-4, PH 2-F, PH 2-H, PH 4-Y, PH 9-C, PH 10-B, PH 10-C and PH 11-A. 

3.A Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation 
Comments:   

Commenters (LA 5-12, LA 5-13, LA 5-18) expressed concern with the Faria Preserve’s impact on a 
potential migratory corridor for animals, particularly along Las Trampas Ridge.  One commenter was 
concerned with minimizing fragmentation of open space (LA 5-13).  One comment expressed 
concern that the DEIR did not adequately consider the value of the riparian areas as a wildlife 
corridor (LA 5-14).  One commenter (LA 5-18) framed this issue as an inconsistency with the 
General Plan’s implementing policy 8.3-1-5, to "Provide wildlife corridors to allow movement of 
animals and minimize wildlife-urban conflicts.” 

Response:  

The DEIR acknowledged that implementing the NWSP would result in the minor fragmentation of 
existing wildlife corridors (DEIR, p. 4.3-70).  However, while the Faria Preserve project area 
currently accommodates the movement of wildlife within the site, particularly from the northwest 
corner down along the riparian drainages, most of the project area does not function as an important 
corridor between larger open space wildlife areas.  Instead, the proposed Faria development area 
would be an extension of the urban fringe.  As a result, this would be a less than significant impact in 
both the Faria Preserve and Western Plan Area as such fragmentation would not affect a substantial 
portion of the range or substantially restrict the movement of any species. 

There are three components of the Faria Preserve project that maintain habitat connectivity.  First, 
the protected off-site open space areas would provide an open space corridor between the developed 
areas of the Faria Preserve project site and the rural conservation uses further to the northwest 
within Bollinger Canyon.  Second, a riparian corridor of approximately 8.9 acres, located along the 
existing central drainage swale, would meander through Neighborhood A.  The restored riparian 
corridor would include a riparian drainage swale and a series of small wetland habitat areas and 
connecting ponds.  The riparian corridor would be protected by fencing, which would be an 
improved condition from the current cattle grazing.  Third, the easterly ridgeline and associated 
drainage would largely be preserved, maintaining connectivity within those areas.   

In addition, to address wildlife movement concerns within the Faria Preserve site, the two roadways 
proposed as part of the Faria Preserve project would span the corridor with a soft-bottom culvert 
that would maintain connectivity.  Under DEIR Mitigation Measure Biology-6b, the culvert would be 
required to maintain clearance for wildlife passage during periods of high flood flows (e.g., 50-year 
flood events), would consist of native vegetation/habitat cover, and would have at least ten feet of 
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vertical clearance (this is an increase from the six feet specified in the project sponsor’s proposed 
conceptual mitigation plan).  Presently this drainage empties into a pipe under the currently 
developed area of San Ramon, so the current condition provides minimal connectivity value and that 
value would be unaffected with the proposed mitigation.  

Off site, Bollinger Creek is an important wildlife corridor that connects wildlife corridors north of 
the area with important wildlife corridors to the south, such as San Ramon Creek.  Substantial 
development in Bollinger Creek is not anticipated and it is expected that the project design in those 
areas would avoid substantial impediments to those corridors. 

The Faria Preserve project site is surrounded on the south and east by fully developed areas of San 
Ramon, and to the north by lower density residential development in Danville.  The site is not in an 
area with high connectivity values, and those values are being preserved in the project design.   

Given the existing degraded condition of the riparian corridor as a result of usage by cattle and the 
presence of exotic species, the habitat values and functions of the drainages are reasonably 
anticipated to be improved as compared to existing conditions with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure Biology - 6b.  Since the impacts of the project are expected to be fully offset through 
creation of the riparian and wildlife corridor, additional or off-site mitigation is not expected to be 
necessary to compensate for project impacts on migration corridors. 

Since the project would not result in substantial impediment to wildlife corridors, there is no 
inconsistency with the referenced General Plan Policy 8.3 - 1-5.  

3.B Quantification of Drainage and Wetland Impacts 
Comments:   

One commenter (the RWQCB) expressed concern with the project sponsor’s calculation of wetlands 
in the Faria Preserve and the degree of project impacts on such wetlands (SA 2-11, SA 2-13).  
Specifically, the RWQCB requested further investigation of the wetlands on the site.  Generally, the 
RWQCB (SA 2-11) asserted that several areas beyond the Corps verified wetlands are potential 
waters of the State and must be included in the calculations of project impacts and mitigation 
requirements.   

Response:    

As stated in the DEIR, a wetlands delineation report with a delineation map verified by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers is included in Appendix F of the DEIR, and the letter conveying a minor 
amendment to the wetlands delineation is attached as Appendix G (DEIR, p. 4.3-20).  Figure 4.3-3 of 
the DEIR depicts delineated wetlands within the Faria Preserve and Figure 4.3-6 depicts impacts to 
wetlands and Waters of the United States on the Faria Preserve.  This delineation, and the on-site 
mitigation identified in the DEIR, are summarized in Table A. 
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Table A:  Verified Wetland Delineation and On-Site Mitigation Presented in the DEIR 

Verified Wetland Delineation Acreages On-Site Mitigation Presented in the DEIR

Habitat Type 
Total Verified 

Jurisdictional Area 
(acres) 

Impacted 
(acres) 

Creation On-
Site 

(acres) 

Preservation On-Site 
(acres) 

Wetlands/ 
Fresh 

Emergent 
Marsh 

0.23 0.17 1.02 0.07 

Intermittent 
Drainages 

0.26 (5,748 linear 
feet) 

0.23 (5055 
linear feet)

0.13(1,133 
linear feet) 0.03 (693 linear feet) 

Totals 0.49 (5,748 linear 
feet) 

0.40 (5055 
linear feet)

1.15 (1,133 
linear feet) 0.1(693 linear feet) 

 
To determine the extent of wetlands at the Faria Preserve project site, criteria set forth in the 1987 
“Corps Wetlands Delineation Manual” (1987 Manual) were used to determine the extent of wetlands 
at the site, which include: (a) the presence of inundated or saturated soil conditions resulting from 
permanent or periodic inundation by ground water or surface water; and (b) a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (i.e., hydrophytic vegetation) (DEIR, 
p. 4.3-20).   

The 1987 Manual is also relied upon by the RWQCB, as stated in the Basin Plan:  “The Regional 
Board would, in general, rely on the federal manual for wetlands delineation in this region for Section 
404 permits (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, 1987)” (Basin Plan, 
Chapter 2).  This is consistent with the August 23, 1993 “California Wetlands Conservation Policy” 
incorporated into the Basin Plan.  (“[T]he State would work toward the adoption of a single 
definition [of wetlands] for regulatory purposes.  The definition would, to the greatest extent 
possible, be consistent with the definition and wetlands delineation manual used by the Federal 
government.”)  (Wetlands Conservation Policy, page 3).  The Basin Plan also states that:  “It should 
be noted that while the Fish & Wildlife [Cowardin] wetlands classification system is a useful tool for 
helping to establish beneficial uses for a wetland site, it is not suggested that this system be used to 
identify or delineate wetlands” (Basin Plan, Chapter 4).  

During an August 7, 2006 site visit, RWQCB staff requested that additional study be performed on 
certain portions of the site to confirm, or potentially modify, the Corps-approved wetland 
delineation.  Following the site visit on August 7, Huffman-Broadway Group (HBG) performed 
additional work on the site to reevaluate the jurisdictional status of the several areas that RWQCB 
staff requested be considered further.  This additional work included a wetland delineation 
performed in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual, 
and a photographic record of drainages that were not considered Waters of the United States but that 
may be considered Waters of the State.   

The past two years have resulted in above normal rainfall that has also been concentrated in relatively 
large storms late in the season.  The Corps’ 1987 wetland delineation manual indicates that the 
evaluation of wetland hydrology should be based on an average year, defined as a level of 
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precipitation that would occur on average in at least 50 out of 100 years.  U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, August 1986; Clarification of “Normal Circumstances” in the Wetland Definition, 
Regulatory Guidance Letter No. 86-9; 33 CFR 323.2(c); 1987 Corps Manual at 80.  HBG performed 
the original site investigations in November of 2002 during earlier, more representative, years that 
resulted in the Corps-verified delineation that has served as the basis for both the 404 application, 
and the DEIR.   

This past rainy season included two large storm series at the end of December and during April, 
which deposited substantial amounts of water on the site.  This both affected the site hydrology and 
caused a number of landslide events.  The landslide events in some cases interrupted groundwater 
flows, reducing ground moisture in some areas of the Faria Preserve project site.  In other areas, 
particularly in one area adjacent to the central drainage, the landslides exposed groundwater flows 
and modified the site topography such that ground moisture was increased.  The net result is that, 
preliminarily, an additional 1.13 acres of potential wetlands and another 0.006 acres of potential 
intermittent drainages have been identified on the site, as summarized in Table B.   

The genesis of these additional potential wetlands complicates the formal jurisdictional delineation 
process, since that delineation is required to be based on the “normal circumstances” of the site.  To 
the extent that wetland characteristics on the site are a result of the significant storms of the past 
winter and the greater than normal rainfall of the past season, they do not reflect the site’s normal 
circumstances.  However, to the extent that permanent physical changes to the site (such as from the 
landslide events) have changed the site’s wetland characteristics, they may reflect a change in the 
normal circumstances of the site that can be considered in the formal delineation process.    

A technical meeting was conducted between HBG and RWQCB staff to discuss the results of this 
additional site work in the context of the applicable protocols for evaluating the geographic scope of 
the wetlands and the geographic extent of the drainages on the site.  Upon review of the preliminary 
delineation map, RWQCB staff indicated that an additional site visit would be required to verify the 
1.13 acres of potential wetlands and 0.006 acres of potential waters mapped.  Additionally, RWQCB 
staff reviewed the photographic record of drainages but was unable to make a determination as to 
whether or not the drainages met the definition of a Water of the State. 

Table B outlines the newly formed features that may be considered Waters of the United States 
and/or Waters of the State but have not yet been verified by either the Corps or the RWQCB.   

 
Table B:  Newly Formed Features that may be Considered Wetlands and Other 

Waters of the U.S. and State Potentially Subject to Regulation 

Habitat Type Total (acres) Total Impacted 
(acres) 

Total Preserved On-Site 
(acres) 

Wetlands/Fresh 
Emergent Marsh 1.13 0.59 0.54 

Intermittent 
Drainages 

0.006 (127 linear 
feet) 

0.006 (127 
linear feet) 0.0 

 
Although the formal status of these additional areas has not yet been determined by the regulatory 
agencies, for purposes of the FEIR they are assumed to reflect potential additional jurisdictional 
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wetlands that would be mitigated on at least a 1:1 ratio.  Accordingly, Mitigation Measure Biology-1a 
(DEIR, pp. 4.3-57 through 4.3-58) would be modified to include an additional bullet, as follows:   

• In the event that additional wetlands or other aquatic habitats are included in a verified 
delineation for the site, the mitigation areas set forth above shall be increased such that the 
additional areas are mitigated on at least a 1:1 acre-for-acre and value-for-value basis.   

 
There are sufficient opportunities for such mitigation on the Faria Ranch property, as discussed in 
Response 3.C below, to ensure that this impact would continue to be fully mitigated.  Review of the 
proposed mitigation by the Corps of Engineers and RWQCB under Sections 404 and 401 of the 
Clean Water Act would further ensure that no significant impacts to aquatic habitats would occur. 
The project will not be able to proceed until the permit requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and RWQCB are met. 

3.C Riparian Corridor Mitigation  
Comments:   

A number of commenters generally expressed the view that the filling of seasonal tributary creeks 
and seasonal wetlands on the site would result in significant impacts and questioned the ability of the 
proposed mitigation for the Faria Preserve project to fully address those impacts.  Specifically, 
commenters expressed concern with the adequacy of the proposed 8.9-acre riparian corridor as 
mitigation for the Faria Preserve’s impact on wildlife habitat and water resources, including seasonal 
wetlands and beneficial contributions from on-site tributary streams to downstream waters.  These 
concerns were expressed in comments SA 2-3, SA 2-6, SA 2-7, SA 2-8, SA 2-9, SA 2-10, SA 2-16, SA 
2-20, LA 5-3, LA 5-14, LA 5-15, LA 5-18, O 1-2, O 3-1A, O 3-4, I 1-7, O 4-11, O 4-12, O 4-13, O 4-
14, O 4-16, O 4-17, PH 2-F, PH 10-C, and PH 2-H.  Commenters generally questioned the 
assumption that the existing Riparian Corridor  can be replaced at another location or that the impact 
on the riparian corridor would be less than significant after mitigation. Specific issues raised included: 
clarification of the mitigation proposal; valuation of the existing baseline habitat conditions on the 
site: reliability of the proposed riparian corridor mitigation; consideration of additional on-site and 
off-site mitigation opportunities; and overall adequacy of the mitigation proposal and support for the 
conclusion of less than significant impacts.  

Response:   

Summary of the Mitigation Plan Proposed in the DEIR.  As outlined in the DEIR (pp. 4.3-57 
through 4.3-58), the project sponsor for the Faria Preserve project site has developed an extensive 
program referred to as the Faria Preserve Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan 
for the creation and enhancement of riparian and wetland habitat and the full mitigation of potential 
biological impacts.  The project sponsor’s plan includes the following riparian corridor 
mitigation/enhancement measures as well as other related measures: 

• Set aside 144 acres of a remainder parcel into an open space preserve subject to a 
conservation easement and managed by a third party. This area is referred to as the Adjacent 
Faria Off-site Preservation Area. 
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• Set aside an 8.9-acre Riparian and Wildlife Corridor with an average width of 200 feet that 
would allow creation of wetland and riparian habitats to compensate for habitat loss 
resulting from the project. This area would be preserved by conservation easements and 
managed by a third party.  Preserve 0.09 acres of wetlands and riverine intermittent 
streambed and 6.91 acres of valley foothill hardwood habitat not impacted by the proposed 
project. 

• Create 1.15 acres of palustrine emergent and palustrine scrub-shrub wetland habitat along 
the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor. 

• Create 6.06 acres of valley foothill riparian habitat along the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor.  
This includes 4.91 acres of forested habitat beyond the 1.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands.  
The riparian vegetation would consist of willows and California bay trees near the creek and 
coast live oak and valley oaks further up the riparian area slopes. 

• Develop a vegetated buffer within the 8.9-acre riparian corridor to maintain and enhance 
aquatic functions in the wetland mitigation/preservation area. The vegetated buffer would 
include a 4.91-acre planted riparian corridor adjacent to the stream and wetlands, and a 2.82-
acre, 30-foot wide area around the perimeter of the riparian canopy and beyond the rear of 
homes that would not be planted with trees, and would remain as a mowed or disked 
grassland area that would serve as a firebreak. 

• Create approximately 45 acres of valley foothill hardwood habitat within designated 
mitigation sites at various undisturbed locations within the property through planting of 
coast live oak and valley oak trees. 

• Plant coast live oak and valley oak trees within the 45 acres of tree replacement mitigation 
area to compensate for the 514 trees removed by construction of the project. Replacement 
trees would be primarily coast live oak and valley oak and would total 1,606 trees (accounts 
for expected survival of 80 percent of plantings).   

• Provide for long-term “in perpetuity” habitat/species protection through a conservation 
easement and funding of a long term protection program over approximately 152.9 acres 
(144 acres off-site and 8.9 acres on site). Similar riparian corridor mitigation measures have 
been successfully implemented elsewhere 

As discussed in Response 3.B above, a new bullet would be added to this mitigation measure to 
respond to any newly delineated jurisdictional areas on the project site and to help ensure that 
implementation of the mitigation measure would address the permit requirements of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and RWQCB: 

• In the event that additional wetlands or other aquatic habitats are included in a verified 
delineation for the site, the mitigation areas set forth above shall be increased such that the 
additional areas are mitigated on at least a 1:1 acre-for-acre and value-for-value basis.   
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In addition, Mitigation Measure Biology-4a requires that the project sponsor, prior to issuance of a 
grading permit, provide written evidence that approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
RWQCB, under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, respectively.  Mitigation Measure 
Biology 4-b requires the project sponsor to mitigate and monitor wetlands as required by the Section 
404 permit.  As a result, the biological mitigation plan described in the DEIR effectively sets 
minimum requirements for the Faria Preserve project that may be increased in connection with those 
other regulatory processes. 

The proposed riparian corridor has been designed by the Huffman-Broadway Group (HBG), at the 
direction of the Faria Preserve’s project sponsor, and is an integral component of the project.  
Generally, the Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, as currently proposed, 
would provide for the creation and maintenance of wetland and intermittent drainage features having 
a combined surface area of over 1.15 acres, which would replace the 0.40 acres of impacted Corps 
verified jurisdictional areas on approximately a 3:1 basis. These features are intended to provide for 
wildlife movement, as well as to enhance the proposed storm water filtration system.   

The on-site portion of the riparian and wetland mitigation is focused within the 8.9-acre Riparian and 
Wildlife Corridor in the general location of the existing western drainage through the site.  The 
mitigation corridor would measure a 200-foot average width in the central drainage and would 
include several detention basins designed to hold runoff and simultaneously remove sediment from 
surface water prior to release to the main channel of the stream.  The riparian corridor design 
includes rock energy dissipaters, stream bank restoration, vegetation planting, and three wetland 
areas.  These combined measures would reduce in-stream velocity, promote settling of suspended 
solids, and reduce sediment and nutrient transport to downstream locations.  As designed, the 
restored riparian corridor would support conditions conducive to wetland formation and the creation 
of riparian habitat.   

The restored riparian corridor would connect on- and off-site open space areas to the north of the 
Faria Preserve project with the community park and additional open space to the south, as well as 
existing Mill Creek Hollow Park further to the south.  A mix of riparian vegetation, including 
California bays, willows and oak trees and associated shrubs and groundcover would be planted 
throughout the corridor, and the enhanced drainage course would be designed to support wetland 
features while eliminating the presently occurring erosion. The 8.9-acre riparian corridor and the 
approximately 144-acre remainder parcel would be protected in perpetuity through conservation 
easements.  

Additional information was requested in the comments concerning the details of the proposed 
stream channel, to be located within the restored riparian corridor, including how the beginning and 
end of the stream would be integrated into the areas up and down stream of the mitigation area, and 
the degree to which rock would be used to enhance stability. As described in the mitigation plan, 
substantial use of rock in the riparian corridor is not anticipated to be necessary given the relatively 
low slope across the majority of the reach of this feature.  The beginning and end of the stream 
drainage would consist of ungrouted natural rock densely planted with willows in combination with 
willow wattles in order to dissipate flow energy.  Small groupings of natural rock planted densely with 
willows and willow wattles would be located at elevation transition points and high energy bank 
locations to provide physical interaction during high flow periods sufficient to dissipate stream 
energy.  In addition, a system of pools and adjacent wetlands would be created along the riparian 
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corridor to provide additional stormwater treatment through biological processes during low flow 
periods. 

Existing Baseline Conditions on the Project Site.  Several of the commenters characterized the 
existing habitat conditions of the site as providing substantial values for wildlife.  Specifically, the 
EBRPD (LA 5-13) questioned the statement in the DEIR that the riparian area to be destroyed is 
considered "degraded" as a result of cattle grazing and non-native vegetation, and therefore, is of 
little value to wildlife.   

As discussed in the DEIR and as recognized in several of the comments, the current habitat values of 
the on-site waters are degraded. These waters are biologically isolated to a substantial degree from 
downstream watercourses where they enter underground culverts that are part of the storm sewer 
system of the City of San Ramon.  This isolation, as well as the steep profile and intermittent flows, 
preclude the site from having any value as fish habitat, and the watercourses have been subjected to 
cattle grazing for nearly a century.  As a result of cattle grazing higher levels of sediment and 
nutrients are released into the drainage; in addition, existing riparian shrubs are heavily grazed and the 
ability for new growth of riparian species is significantly impacted.  As a result, only a few of the 
beneficial uses more generally served by wetlands and headwater tributaries are provided by the 
existing waters on the site.  

As recognized in the DEIR, the site does provide limited wildlife and warm water habitat for 
common species, such as terrestrial mammals and amphibians such as tree frogs, but even those 
functions are limited by the degraded condition of the site.  Waterfowl have not been documented as 
utilizing the project site.  No known fish spawning or migration occurs on the project site, and is 
precluded by the existing stream channels entering the City of San Ramon storm sewer system.  The 
streams on the project site support some wetland and riparian vegetation, amphibians, and aquatic 
insects, but there is no evidence of fishes (see Biological Assessment, Faria Preserve project, 
December 2005, Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc.).  Losses of these limited beneficial uses would be 
offset by on- and off-site mitigation measures, including on-site creation of the riparian corridor, and 
preservation of these resources on the 144-acre remainder parcel.  

One of the factors limiting habitat quality is the existing water quality of the on-site drainage 
corridors.  Nitrates, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), coliform, and sediment are all current water 
quality concerns in the project site drainages.  While no water quality data for these contaminants 
have been collected, it is reasonable to conclude that they are present within the Project area based 
on existing land uses and site visits.  There are several areas in the easternmost and central drainages 
where the creek beds appear to be incised and the hillsides are eroding.  These generally occur on the 
steepest slopes.  These observations imply that cattle grazing has caused substantial erosion and 
sediment delivery to San Ramon Creek.  In addition, grazing can cause elevated nitrate, BOD, and 
coliform concentrations in receiving waters, particularly when riparian buffers have not been 
established to prevent direct fecal deposition in stream beds or to reduce surface runoff and erosion.  
Groundwater contamination by nitrate from cattle grazing is also a concern in areas such as San 
Ramon, where groundwater is used for municipal and domestic water supply.  Thus, the current 
water quality of the site has been compromised, and without development would continue to be 
compromised. 
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The RWQCB (SA 2-3) indicates that the water resources on the site provide important functions and 
habitats that are becoming increasingly rare locally as well as around the State.  This concern over 
past cumulative losses of aquatic resources was also reflected in other comments.  The San Ramon 
2020 General Plan EIR evaluated these impacts in Section 4.12, specifically recognizing the aquatic 
habitats in the San Ramon Planning Area on page 4-131, and evaluating the impacts to those habitats 
from regional development.  Generally, since all projects affecting Waters of the United States 
require permits from the Corps of Engineers and RWQCB, which in turn require mitigation on at 
least a 1:1 acre-for-acre and value-for-value basis, cumulative impacts are not anticipated to be 
significant.  Furthermore, the mitigation program for the Faria Preserve would ensure that its 
contribution to these impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Reliability of the Proposed Mitigation.  As described in the DEIR, the proposed Faria Preserve 
Project includes several measures that would enhance habitat values and improve water quality 
runoff from open space areas.  These include the above-described restored riparian corridor.  

The effectiveness of creating the riparian mitigation area on engineered fill was questioned by several 
commenters (SA 2-6 and 2-7; O 3-4, 4-11, 4-12; PH 2-F).  The RWQCB asserted that the practice is 
experimental and not supported by the agency.  The RWQCB further asserted that the creation of 
water features on top of engineered fill would likely require a substantial amount of rock in the 
design to provide stability, and would not likely receive groundwater inflow as the existing drainage 
does at present.  Commenters asked for examples of how the proposed mitigation has worked in the 
past.  

In a July letter, the RWQCB clarified that it does not object to the creation of channels on fill, 
“providing that the design is stable, and will not result in violation of water quality standards.”  The 
project sponsor has developed a project mitigation design where the created drainage and wetland 
habitat are fed by pre-treated stormwater runoff generated during the annual rainy season from 
pretreated stormwater, from upslope undisturbed grassland areas and from groundwater sources.  
Depending on the year, water flows within the created drainage and wetlands would be intermittent 
to permanent.  In addition, seasonal wetlands would occur within the margins of some of the created 
wetland and creek drainages.  Flow down slope would move through a series of linear drainage runs 
situated in stair step fashion as the drainage progresses down slope in order to minimize erosion.  As 
described above, high flow energy points along the drainage would be treated with natural materials 
to include rock and vegetation to dissipate high energy flows.   

The restored riparian corridor also would support conditions conducive to wetland development and 
creation of riparian habitats.  Although the mitigation wetlands would be created on fill, the substrate 
would consist of soils of a similar nature transported from elsewhere on the site. Wetland hydrology 
would be supplied from pre-treated stormwater runoff. The planned topography of the new corridor 
with a central stream channel, soils, and a restricted outflow would allow surface inundation and/or 
soil saturation throughout the year and a subsequent predominance of hydrophytic riparian 
vegetation along the drainage corridor.  The proposed enhancement area would include three 
wetland pools within the stream that would create hydrologic conditions conducive to the 
development of additional vegetated wetland habitat.  The creation of an average 200-foot-wide 
vegetated buffer around the wetlands would maintain and provide protection of their aquatic 
functions from indirect impacts.   
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For these reasons, the compensatory wetland mitigation plan is expected to be  successful.  The 
project sponsor would continue to work with regulatory agencies to ensure that the mitigation plan is 
adequate.  Permits would not be issued until all agency requirements are met. 

Creation of wetland habitat situated along a man-made drainage is not a new or experimental concept 
nor is the planting of riparian shrubs and tree species.  This is a relatively common practice for urban 
areas where riparian drainages have been expanded or created to extend or relocate existing 
drainages.  The formation of riparian shrub and tree dominated wetland habitat on soils that were 
not previously associated with drainage, although typically inadvertently, also is a quite common 
association with man-made irrigation and drainage ditches.  Specific examples of the successful 
creation of creek/riparian habitat in the project vicinity are provided in Table C. 

Table C:  Examples of  Successful Creek/Riparian Habitat Creation 

Project Name Location 
Name of 
Impacted 
Drainage 

Commencement 
Date of Riparian 

Creation 

Length of 
Creek/Riparian 

Habitat Created (feet) 
West Branch 
Alamo Creek 
Restoration 
Project 

San 
Ramon, 
CA 

West Branch 
Alamo Creek 

1988 2000 feet 

East Branch 
Alamo Creek 
Restoration 
Project 

Contra 
Costa 
County, 
CA 

East Branch 
Alamo Creek 

2000 3000 feet 

 
A wetland scientist with substantial experience and expertise in wetlands mitigation would supervise 
the site preparation to ensure that the site is adequately graded to support wetland plants along the 
new stream corridor.  Based on similar revegetation efforts conducted by the Huffman-Broadway 
Group, it is anticipated that the revegetation would show quick progress toward established success 
criteria.  If the criteria are not met, seed would be collected from adjacent wetland areas and spread 
over the mitigation site.  Follow-up inspections would be made on an as-necessary basis to ensure 
proper plant growth.  As a result, the proposed mitigation program provides for reliable achievement 
of the success criteria set forth in the mitigation plan.  The riparian corridor would be designed to 
use pre-treated stormwater runoff from the site, which would serve as a reliable source of irrigation.  
If necessary, additional measures such as the piping of roof runoff into the corridor after appropriate 
water quality treatment may also be considered.  The soils to be used are the existing on-site soils and 
natural vegetation from the Faria Preserve project site, and are anticipated to support successful 
completion of the mitigation program.  

The mitigation measures described above would all be monitored in accordance with a monitoring 
and reporting program acceptable to the Army Corps of Engineers and RWQCB.  The proposed 
monitoring and reporting program is set forth in Sections 5 and 6 of the conceptual mitigation 
program, Appendix B to the DEIR. Should the mitigation program fail to meet the established 
success criteria, remedial measures would be undertaken in accordance with the contingency plan 
contained in Section 7.3 of the conceptual mitigation program, Appendix B to the DEIR.  
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The RWQCB has also suggested that the use of urban stormwater to provide water to the riparian 
corridor, and the use of the aquatic features within the mitigation area for treatment of stormwater 
might be problematic, since pollutants in urban runoff could degrade water quality in the creek and 
wetlands, making them potentially unsuitable as habitat for native plants and wildlife.  However, 
stormwater runoff from hard surfaces within the development would be treated to a level consistent 
with the County’s “C.3” NPDES Municipal stormwater permit “Low Impact Design” (LID) 
requirements, which include multiple on-site “natural” water detention, infiltration, and treatment 
features (DEIR, p. 4.7-18, Mitigation Measure Hydrology 2d).  This would include consideration of 
methods to reduce impervious surfaces in the developed areas of the site.  As revisions to the 
development plan may occur, flows and related BMP design/sizing are intended to be performed at 
an appropriate time.  The project sponsor intends to have its consultant ENGEO work 
collaboratively with the RWQCB to determine appropriate modeling and sizing to accomplish water 
treatment objectives for the project, and to ensure that the quality of the stormwater adequately 
serves mitigation purposes. 

Consideration of Additional On-site and Off-site Mitigation Opportunities.  Several 
commenters, in particular the RWQCB, requested additional consideration of on-site mitigation 
(including additional avoidance) and also consideration of off-site mitigation opportunities in the 
proposed Adjacent Faria Off-site Preservation Area and elsewhere downstream of the site.  In 
response to this request, the project sponsor has considered several additional options for enhancing 
the mitigation program, as described below.   

The project sponsor has undertaken additional engineering review of the potential for increasing the 
degree to which filling of the riparian corridors can be avoided on the site.  Substantial filling of the 
central drainage is generally dictated by the site’s topography, while avoidance of the riparian 
corridors in the eastern drainage would require complex and potentially expensive engineering 
solutions (i.e., retaining walls up to 50 feet in height).  Therefore, the avoidance of filling does not 
appear to be feasible.  

However, additional on-site and off-site mitigation opportunities have been identified. On-site 
mitigation opportunities may include the creation of additional riparian corridors and the 
enhancement of existing wetlands within the Faria Preserve project area.  Up to 1,000 linear feet of 
riparian corridor could be created along the upstream end of the northeastern Water of the United 
States.  Creation of a riparian corridor would involve the excavation of a defined channel, planting of 
riparian vegetation and placement of fencing to prevent cattle and people from entering the created 
riparian corridor.  The newly created riparian corridor would enhance the connectivity between the 
Faria Preserve project area and the wildlife areas north of the project boundary thus creating a 
wildlife corridor between the two areas.  Wetland enhancement opportunities could include the 
excavation of existing seasonally saturated wetlands to create deeper vegetated pools that could 
provide additional habitat for wetland plant species, invertebrates and foraging habitat for migrating 
avian species.  In addition, wetland habitat within the upstream end of the northeastern Water of the 
United States could be enhanced by constructing earth berms to capture storm water and create 
deeper pools and potentially create perennial wetlands within the created riparian corridor.   

As indicated on page 3-1 of the DEIR, the Faria Preserve project sponsor also owns a significant 
amount of land immediately to the west of the Faria Preserve but outside of the development area.  
As an amenity of the Faria Preserve, and to advance the City’s open space and resource conservation 
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goals, 144 acres of this property, called the Adjacent Faria Off-site Preservation Area, is proposed to 
be permanently preserved in its natural state through conservation easements.  At the time that the 
Corps Alternatives Analysis was submitted, and the DEIR released, it was not contemplated that 
there would be a need for additional mitigation on the Adjacent Faria Off-site Preservation Area, 
since as described in the DEIR sufficient mitigation was being offered through the on-site program 
which met the RWQCB’s Basin Plan policy of “no net loss of wetland acreage and no net loss of 
wetland value when a project and any proposed mitigation are evaluated together.”  (RWQCB Basin 
Plan, Chapter 4)  However, the project sponsor is now in the process of evaluating possible off-site 
mitigation options in this proposed preservation area, was well as the other on-site mitigation 
options, in an effort to expedite the permitting process and to compensate for any additional verified 
jurisdictional areas. 

Huffman-Broadway Group has evaluated the proposed 144-acre preservation parcel and has 
determined that it contains up to 6,500 feet of existing or previously existing riparian corridors.  Most 
of these corridors have been severely degraded by cattle grazing and although some riparian habitat 
values are present, significant opportunities for restoration are evident.  A substantial percentage of 
these areas could be restored to recreate at least a portion of the previously existing riparian values.  
In addition, there appear to be approximately ½ acre of wetlands on the remainder parcel, which 
could be expanded and/or enhanced as part of the mitigation program.   

Mitigation opportunities on the preservation parcel may include a conservation program that could 
restore previously existing riparian corridors and enhance existing riparian corridors, stabilize head-
cutting and erosion within and adjacent to existing drainages, enhance wildlife corridors and 
connectivity between adjacent properties, create and enhance wetlands and implement a grazing 
management plan.  Restoration of previously existing riparian corridors and enhancement along 
existing riparian corridors would involve the planting of riparian vegetation and placement of fencing 
along restored and enhanced riparian corridors.  The planting of riparian vegetation would create 
riparian habitat and reduce head-cutting and erosion along drainages and fencing along restored and 
enhanced riparian corridors would prevent cattle from entering and grazing along these areas.  
Restored and enhanced riparian corridors would significantly improve the connectivity and wildlife 
corridors between adjacent properties and Bollinger Canyon Creek.  In addition to the restoration 
and enhancement of riparian corridors, the conservation program could include the creation and 
enhancement of wetlands.  Wetlands could be created by constructing earth berms to capture 
stormwater and/or excavation to create depressional areas that would hold water for long durations.  
A grazing management plan could be implemented consistent with existing wildlife activities.  

All created, restored and enhanced riparian corridors and created and enhanced wetlands off site and 
on site would be preserved through a conservation easement and/or fee title transfer to an 
appropriate governmental agency and/or held in trust by an appropriate third party.  Together with 
adequate funding to successfully manage such lands in perpetuity, these actions would be beneficial 
to the long term protection and enhancement of the quality and diversity of habitat.   

The RWQCB (SA 2-9) also requested consideration of creek restoration and enhancement 
downstream in the watershed, suggesting that given limited opportunities for on-site creek 
restoration, the costs and feasibility off-site creek restoration should be evaluated.  However, suitable 
creeks that would qualify for such work within the area are limited in number and it may be difficult 
to obtain the rights to carry out the mitigation.  Another option would be for the City of San Ramon 
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to use its regulatory authority to require improvements to downstream creeks.  Possible options 
include: creek and riparian zone set backs; prohibitions regarding filling creek drainages; and 
development incentives for restoring creek and riparian zones.   

As discussed above, however, the proposed mitigation program, including potential enhancements, is 
anticipated to ensure that significant impacts would not result from the project.  As a result, while the 
City would continue to evaluate these broader programmatic suggestions of the RWQCB, they do 
not appear to be necessary to compensate for the impacts of the NWSP, including the Faria Preserve 
Project.   

Overall Adequacy of the Mitigation Proposal and Support for the Conclusion of Less Than 
Significant Impacts.  General comments regarding the adequacy of the proposed mitigation 
program for the Faria Preserve project were raised by several commenters, but the most detailed 
comments on the subject were raised by the RWQCB.  As discussed, the RWQCB has regulatory 
authority over the project under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, which generally requires 
consideration of water quality impacts in the context of the applicable Basin Plan. 

The Basin Plan for this region requires that, at minimum, habitat values be compensated on an 1:1 
acre-for-acre and value-for-value basis.  In the RWQCB’s July 2006 letter to the Army Corps of 
Engineers, the RWQCB indicated that it would be seeking a minimum mitigation ratio for in-kind 
mitigation of 2:1, which would exceed the minimum requirements of the Basin Plan.  In any event, 
the mitigation proposal in the DEIR provides for mitigation in excess of a 2:1 ratio, satisfying these 
requirements.  Additional mitigation on the remainder parcel may also be possible, further increasing 
the mitigation benefit as discussed above. 

The RWQCB also objected to using a single area to fulfill more than one requirement (i.e. 
stormwater quality control and wetland mitigation) (SA 2-6).  However, one of the functions of 
wetlands is stormwater quality control.  Consideration of the multiple benefits of the wetland 
mitigation program is appropriate.  The restored creek drainage and wetlands would not be used for 
water quality treatment.  Stormwater runoff from hard surfaces within the development could be 
treated to C.3 standards in treatment areas prior to release into created creek drainage and wetland 
habitats.  Treatment levels under the C.3 standard are set as a standard so as to avoid substantial 
degradation of water quality in the created creek drainage and wetlands.  Once water has been treated 
it would be allowed to flow into the restored creek drainage and wetland habitats. 

The RWQCB also indicated that the created ponds within the riparian habitat corridor mitigation 
area would not fully mitigate for the loss of the seasonal wetlands because the newly created ponds 
are “out-of-kind” SA 2-8).  The RWQCB indicated that new seasonal wetlands would have to be 
established or preserved on site at a minimum ratio of 2:1, while out-of-kind mitigation, acceptable as 
a “last resort,” would require “substantially higher ratios.”  However, the proposed created wetlands 
are not ponds, but depressional wetlands that would be dominated with the same type of vegetation 
which occurs in the wetland areas associated with the margin of the creek drainage and seasonal 
wetlands.  This would be accomplished through slope gradation and associated elevation variation 
when the wetlands are constructed adjacent to the created creek channel.  This is common practice in 
wetland creation and restoration and results in a hydrologic gradient where semi-permanently wet 
and seasonal wetlands can occur. 
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The RWQCB also suggests that the Faria Preserve project should mitigate the impacts to the 
drainage corridor on a linear foot as compared to acreage basis.  The use of an acreage measure in 
the DEIR was based in part on the Basin Plan’s reference to maintaining wetland “acreages and 
values.”  The restored riparian corridor would be approximately 1,800 feet in length, and 
approximately 700 feet of the on-site riparian corridors would be retained and preserved.  In 
addition, design changes to the onsite riparian corridor to increase the meander of the channel 
and/or add braided channels could also increase the linear foot metric.  As discussed above, the 
applicant’s initial estimate of the potential length of riparian corridors in the 144-acre preservation 
parcel is up to 6,500 feet, which can be created, restored or enhanced and preserved.  As a result, the 
Faria Preserve project likely would be able to achieve a net benefit in functioning stream habitat on a 
linear foot basis, as well as on an acreage basis.   

For CEQA purposes, the Faria Preserve mitigation program proposed in the DEIR is anticipated to 
reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level.  It is also recognized that the Corps of Engineers 
the and RWQCB would be reviewing the mitigation proposal and that enhancements to the 
mitigation program may be included in the project as a result of those processes, further reducing the 
impacts of the project and ensuring that those impacts would remain less-than-significant, and 
possibly have a net benefit on such resources.   

3.D Impacts to Vegetation Communities; Oak Tree Mitigation Plan 
Comments:   

Several commenters (LA 3-2, O 3-2, I 1-3, O 3-1A) expressed concern with the NWSP’s impacts  on 
the oak woodlands present in the area and whether there would be adequate mitigation for tree loss.  
Specifically, commenters (O 3-2) expressed concern that revegetated hillside oak tree plantings on 
the Faria Preserve project site may fail due to soil conditions and location of plantings.  The 
commenters also asked about the preservation of heritage trees and whether the project would 
remove dead or dying oak trees that provide bird nesting habitats.  Another commenter questioned 
the effect of transferring blue oak woodlands from Contra Costa County to the City upon annexation 
(LA 3-2).  The RWQCB requested an accounting of the impacts and mitigation relating to these 
vegetation communities. 

Response:   

As discussed in the DEIR (p. 4.3-57), site grading would affect a number of oak trees on the Faria 
Preserve site.  A total of 514 trees would be removed, and at least 190 trees would be retained (see 
DEIR Figure 4.3-4).  A substantial number of trees consisting of valley oaks, coast live oaks, and 
California buckeye would be removed in association with cut and fill grading required to prepare for 
residential development.  To mitigate for this removal, a total of 1,606 trees would be planted 
(assuming an expected survival rate of 80% for the plantings with a net replacement ratio of 2.5:1), as 
discussed in the Faria Preserve Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan.  The 
project sponsor’s plan, incorporated into the DEIR as Mitigation Measure  Biology-1a (DEIR, p. 4.3-
58) includes the following tree mitigation measures: 

• Create 6.06 acres of valley foothill riparian habitat along the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor.  
This includes 4.91 acres of forested habitat beyond the 1.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands 
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and 0.28 acres of intermittent drainage.  The riparian vegetation would consist of willows 
and California bay trees near the creek and coast live oak and valley oaks further up the 
riparian area slopes. 

 
• Create approximately 45 acres of valley foothill hardwood habitat within designated 

mitigation sites at various undisturbed locations within the property through planting of 
coast live oak and valley oak trees; and  
 

• Plant coast live oak and valley oak trees within the 45 acres of tree replacement mitigation 
area to compensate for the 514 trees removed by construction of the project. Replacement 
trees would be primarily coast live oak and valley oak and would total 1,606 trees (accounts 
for expected survival of 80 percent of plantings).  

 
Currently, the project site is used for cattle grazing, which is preventing the growth of any new trees 
on the site (all of the existing trees are old).  When the project is completed, cattle grazing would 
cease, benefiting the oak woodland habitat.  The planting locations for the new trees have been 
selected in order to maximize the likelihood of their survival; all plantings would be on natural soil 
rather that on cut or fill slopes or other graded areas within the project.  The oak tree mitigation plan 
is a preliminary plan at this time, and an arborist would review the final plan to ensure that the plan 
meets the standards set forth in the DEIR mitigation measures.  The final location of plantings 
would take into consideration the fact that oaks would do better on the north and east slopes; some 
plantings may be on the 144-acre preservation parcel to accommodate the large number of planted 
trees. 

Dead and dying trees within the vicinity of the development site would be removed for purposes of 
public health and safety, and these trees are included in the tree loss calculations.  In other areas 
where oak woodland habitats would remain after construction of the project (e.g., many oak trees in 
the eastern drainage would not be affected), and particularly in areas outside of the development 
footprint, the forest would go through a normal cycle of regeneration and death and decomposition, 
and it is expected that some dead trees would remain to be used by cavity-nesting birds and other 
wildlife as appropriate. 

As proposed and detailed in the project description, annexation of the project site to the City of San 
Ramon would be required as a condition of approval of development projects within the NWSP 
Area.  The oak woodlands mitigation contained in the DEIR (pp. 4.3-57 through 4.3-59) would 
reduce impacts to oak woodlands to less than significant levels and complies with City of San Ramon 
policies.   

The RWQCB requested a table depicting how many acres of each type of aquatic feature and habitat, 
including riparian vegetation that would be impacted and created as a result of the Faria Preserve 
project (SA 2-10).   Tables A and B above quantify impacts to wetlands and intermittent drainages 
and the proposed mitigation for such impacts.  The following table (Table D) summarizes the 
acreage of impacts to each type of vegetation community and the proposed acreage of on-site 
mitigation which includes creation/restoration and preservation of habitat within the Faria Preserve 
project site.   
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Table D:  Vegetation Communities Impacted by the Development Footprint and On-Site 
Mitigation 

Habitat Type Impacted 
(acres) 

Creation/Restoration 
On-Site (acres) 

Preservation 
On-Site 
(acres) 

Total 
Created/Restored/
Preserved On-Site 

(Acres) 
Annual Grassland 176.18 2.82 146.32 49.14 
Chaparral 0.08 0.0 0.0 0 
Eucalyptus 0.46 0.0 0.63 .63 
Valley Foothill 
Hardwood 11.06 45 6.91 51.91 

Valley Foothill 
Riparian 4.20 4.91 .06 4.97 

1 91.32 acres of annual grassland would not be impacted by development; however, 45 of the 91.32 acres would be 
converted to Valley Foothill Hardwood habitat 
 

3.E Impacts to Other Species 
Comments:   

Several commenters (LA 5-11, I 2-3, I 2-4, O 4-18, O 4-19, PH 4-Y, PH 9-C, PH 10-B, PH 11-A, SA 
2-12, O 2-5) were concerned with the NWSP’s impact on a variety of plant and animal species 
known to occur in this area.  Commenters asserted that the NWSP area is diverse and provides an 
abundance and variety of plant communities (coast live oak woodland, oak-bay riparian, mixed 
chapparal, non-native annual grassland, etc.) and wildlife habitats, including federally-threatened 
species, such as the Alameda whipsnake and California red legged frog, as well as golden eagles, red 
tail hawks and other protected raptors.  Two commenters (O 1-4, O 1-5; O 4-18, O 4-19) specifically 
requested additional surveys of the following plant species on the Faria Preserve project site:  Bent-
flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris); A. Diablo heliantehlla (Helianthella castanea); and c. Congdon’s 
tarplant (Centromadia parryi spp. congdonii).   

Response:   

As stated in the DEIR, rare, endangered, or threatened species are protected by the Federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as updated in 50 CFR § 17.11 and 17.12, January, 1982), the 
California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977, and the California Endangered Species Act of 1970 
(California Administrative Code Title 14, Section 670.2 and 670.51) (DEIR, p. 4.3-21).  The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (January, 1984) provides additional protection for 
unlisted species that meet the “rare” or “endangered” criteria defined in Section 15380 (DEIR, p. 
4.3-21). 

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) maintain records for the distribution and 
known occurrences of sensitive species and habitats in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). Sensitive species include those species listed by the federal and state governments as 
endangered, threatened, or rare or candidate species for these lists.  The CNDDB is organized into 
map areas based on 7.5-minute topographic maps produced by the U.S. Geological Survey.  
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All known occurrences of sensitive species and important natural communities are mapped onto the 
quadrangle map.  The database gives further detailed information on each occurrence, including 
specific location of the individual, population, or habitat (if possible) and the presumed current state 
of the population or habitat. 

The NWSP Area is located in the Diablo 7.5-minute quadrangle. A search of the CNDDB conducted 
for records of occurrence of special-status animals and plants and natural communities within this 
quadrangle indicated that no special-status species or natural communities are known to occur in the 
NWSP Area itself.  However, the absence of a special animal, plant or natural community from the 
report does not necessarily mean that they are absent from the area in question, only that no 
occurrence data are currently entered in the CNDDB inventory as recognized in the DEIR.  The 
occurrence of special-status species of plants and animals in the vicinity of the NWSP Area may be 
an indication that they also could occur in the NWSP Area.  Table 4.3-4 in the DEIR presents a list 
of special-status animals and plants that have been reported in the NWSP Area vicinity (i.e., Diablo 
7.5-minute quadrangle map and several nearby quadrangles: Las Trampas Ridge, Dublin and 
Hayward).  

A list of special-status plants with potential to occur within the NWSP Area was developed from the 
California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB, 2004), the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Office, the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS), and field knowledge of the individual investigators. A complete list of special-status plant 
species occurring in the vicinity of the NWSP Area is included in Table 4.3-4 in the DEIR. 

The Faria Preserve Project Site does not represent high-quality habitat for special-status plants 
(DEIR, p. 4.3-32, citing Virginia Dains surveys, March 2003).  Heavy continuous cattle grazing over a 
long period of time appears to have altered habitats making them less likely to support rare species. 
In addition, non-native species may compete with localized native plants.  

All of the potentially present special status species were evaluated on the Faria Project site during 
appropriately timed and scoped surveys as cited in the DEIR.  Specific species mentioned in the 
comments are discussed further below.  

California Red-Legged Frog.  The RWQCB (SA 2-12) suggested that the DEIR and other 
documents regarding the Faria Preserve project do not provide adequate support for the conclusion 
that the project would not adversely affect the California red-legged frog (CRLF) and has requested a 
reevaluation of the area as possible habitat for this species.   

The finding in the DEIR that the habitat at the Faria Preserve site was not suitable to support the 
federally-listed threatened CRLF was based on a Phase 1 Habitat Assessment prepared according to 
USFWS protocol by wildlife biologist Gary Beeman of Beeman & Associates in October of 2002.  
To further substantiate the nature of the habitat at the site with respect to CRLF, an additional Phase 
1 Habitat Assessment was recently conducted by Dr. Mark Jennings, noted herpetologist with the 
firm of Rana Resources.  Dr. Jennings visited the development site and the Faria remainder parcel on 
September 18, 2006 for purposes of completing the site assessment, and a letter report of his findings 
is included as Appendix A.   
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Dr. Jennings found that although the Faria study area has springs, seeps, intermittent drainages, and 
one drainage area with a 100-foot stretch of channel containing pools, the entire site has no suitable 
California red-legged frog habitat.  This finding is based on the intermittent nature of vast majority of 
the drainages, the large amount of sediment in the seeps and springs, the extensive grazing of riparian 
vegetation, and the lack of deep (>2-feet) pools of water in the spring fed areas.   

The 144-acre preservation parcel was found to contain suitable habitat for CRLF only along the 
riparian corridor of Bollinger Canyon Creek.  Dr. Jennings found CRLF habitat in the creek to be 
marginal, but suggested that the area probably functions as a movement corridor for juvenile and 
adult CRLF.  This existing dispersal corridor would remain to be protected as open space into 
perpetuity under the proposed conservation easement.   

Burrowing Owls.  Several commenters (I 2-3 and 2-4) suggested that because ground squirrels and 
Botta’s pocket gophers are present on the Faria Preserve project site, it creates a potential of 
burrowing owls being present.  However, burrowing owls were found not to be present within the 
development site for the Faria Preserve.  As the commenters point out from indications in the 
DEIR, this finding was based in part on the finding that burrows for California ground squirrel, used 
almost exclusively by burrowing owls in this part of California, were all but non-existent at the site.  
The finding that burrowing owl is not present at the site is also based on field reviews conducted by 
wildlife biologists with HBG who conducted field surveys at the site at times consistent with CDFG 
protocol for both winter and nesting surveys, with negative results (DEIR, p. 4.3-42). 

California Tiger Salamander.  Commenters also suggested that the presence of ground squirrels 
and pocket gophers could also lead to the presence of federally-listed threatened California tiger 
salamander (CTS).  In addition to conducting the habitat assessment for CRLF, Beeman & 
Associates conducted a habitat assessment for the CTS in October of 2002.  The nearest known 
location of CTS in the vicinity of the Faria Preserve is approximately three miles away near San 
Ramon Creek in Danville.  Although some burrows for Botta’s pocket gopher are present as noted 
by the comments, the habitat assessment conducted in 2002 revealed that breeding ponds were not 
present at the Faria Preserve site and that estivation sites were not present due to lack of ground 
squirrel burrows and a very limited number of other open rodent burrows.  During his review of the 
site on September 18, 2006, Dr. Jennings noted that because CTS were not known to have colonized 
the hills in the vicinity of the Faria Preserve and that known breeding populations were too far away 
to use the site for estivation, it can be conclusively stated that CTS also do not occur at the Faria 
Preserve site.  (Dr. Mark R. Jennings, personal communication with Gary Deghi, Huffman-Broadway 
Group, September 18, 2006).  

Raptors.  Commenters suggest that significant impacts could result to habitat for a number of 
special status species of raptors due to site development.  The species mentioned, golden eagle, 
white-tailed kite, Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, northern harrier, prairie falcon and peregrine 
falcon, are all species that could occur on the site.  In fact, HBG documented white-tailed kite, 
northern harrier, prairie falcon and peregrine falcon as having used the site during field reviews.  
Although peregrine falcon, a state-listed endangered species, was observed foraging at the site during 
the nesting season, this species is well-known as a nesting species in the Diablo Range and occasional 
use of the site is not surprising.  Sufficient open space to accommodate foraging by this species exists 
north of the project area, including the proposed 144-acre preservation site.  Nesting by species such 
as white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk or sharp-shinned hawk is certainly possible, but raptor nesting 
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surveys conducted by HBG wildlife biologists in the spring and summer of 2003 found red-tailed 
hawk as the only nesting raptor at the site.  Further, Mitigation Measure Biology-3b of the DEIR (p. 
4.3-65) would require a preconstruction raptor nesting surveys to determine if any of these raptor 
species are actively nesting during the construction year and buffering of active nests if they are 
found, as to ensure that any impacts to nesting raptors would be mitigated to levels of insignificance.  
The raptor species mentioned are designated species of either state or federal concern that could 
winter in the project area.  Winter use by these wide-ranging species is expected in any such mixed 
grassland/woodland site in this part of the state, and incidental use of the project site could occur.  
However, the development of the site as planned would not result in substantial reductions in the 
numbers or the range of these raptor species, and the DEIR appropriately lists this impact as one 
that would be considered less than significant.  

Other species of concern mentioned by the commenters included California horned lark and 
loggerhead shrike.  Nesting by California horned lark (a California species of special concern) was 
documented in grasslands on the property, and loggerhead shrike (a species of both state and federal 
concern) was observed in a riparian canyon during the nesting season.  The DEIR recognizes that 
direct impacts to nesting populations of these species of concern could occur through removal of 
habitat during construction, and recommends preconstruction surveys to ensure that impacts to 
either species do not occur during the nesting season.  The presence of nests of either species could 
require delay of construction until young have fledged. 

Alameda Whipsnake.  No comments specifically addressed the Alameda whipsnake.  As indicated 
in the DEIR, portions of the NWSP were proposed as critical habitat for the whipsnake at the time 
the DEIR was issued.   

The DEIR also recognized that the site had been designated as critical habitat previously and that the 
USFWS had issued a pending proposal to redesignate the site as critical habitat as of the date that the 
DEIR was circulated.  The final designation issued by the USFWS on October 2, 2006 adopted this 
proposal without change.  

The potential impacts of the project on the Alameda whipsnake and its critical habitat are the subject 
of a pending consultation proceeding before USFWS that would further ensure that no significant 
impacts on the Alameda whipsnake or its habitat would occur. 

Wild Turkeys and Other Species.  Other commenters registered concerns regarding wildlife 
including wild turkeys (PH 9-C), and lamented the loss of species like crows, deer, coyotes and quail 
(PH 11-A).  Wild turkeys are expanding their range within oak woodlands in places like the Diablo 
Range.  Wild turkeys occur in the project area, and, in fact, a small flock of about eight birds inhabits 
the oak woodland in the eastern drainage of the Faria Preserve project site.  As at least portions of 
this woodland would be preserved by the project, the turkeys at this location may continue to inhabit 
this area after implementation of the project.  Some areas of oak woodland are slated to be preserved 
on the site, other locations within the both the development site and the remainder parcel are 
proposed to be planted with oaks as part of the oak mitigation plan, and other areas of existing oak 
woodland within the remainder parcel would be preserved.  It is therefore expected that wild turkeys, 
though considered a pest species by some, may continue to inhabit the project area after construction 
of the project.  
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Other wildlife species deemed desirable by the commenter such as crows, deer, coyotes and quail 
may be temporarily displaced by construction but all except the most sensitive species are likely to 
occur within the development footprint.  Of the species mentioned, crows, deer and quail would be 
expected within the completed development, especially within the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor and 
other open areas of the site, and all species found at the Faria Ranch development site currently 
would be expected to occur now and in the future within the remainder parcel. 

Rare Plant Surveys.  Commenters recommended additional surveys for three special status species 
of plants, all included on CNPS list 1B, which are plants considered Rare, Threatened or Endangered 
in California or elsewhere.  These plants, Diablo helianthella, Congdon’s tarplant and bent-flowered 
fiddleneck, are all recognized as potential special status species of concern for the project area as they 
are listed in Table 4.3-4 of the DEIR.  Special status species surveys conducted by botanist Virginia 
Dains during March, May and June of 2003 considered these species, were conducted at times that 
encompass the flowering periods of the three species mentioned, and resulted in a negative finding 
for these species and all others listed in Table 4.3-4.  The text of the DEIR would be revised to 
acknowledge that systematic rare plant surveys were conducted in May and June of 2003, as well as 
those conducted in March of that year.  

3.F Other Concerns 
Several other concerns were raised regarding the biological resources section, as addressed below: 

Map Detail.  One commenter stated that a number of the maps in the DEIR are vague and difficult 
to interpret (SA 2-21).   Examples given include the lack of mapping of wetlands on Figure 3-3; and 
the maps in Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 which depict biological resources and do indicate where some 
seasonal wetlands are found and are at a different scale than the maps illustrating development 
related to the project.  However, Figure 3-3 is included in the Project Description chapter to provide 
an overview of natural phenomena related to the project area such as major creeks and woodlands as 
well as ridgelines and the 100-year floodplain, and is not intended to provide the kind of detail related 
to ecological constraints in the project area that are noted in figures contained within the biological 
resources section of the DEIR.  Note also that Figure 4.3-1 is intended to show vegetation 
communities by habitat type according to established classification schemes that do not necessarily 
provide the kind of detail required for evaluation of wetland resources.  An analogous figure is 
included in Figure 4.3-5 showing the project development footprint, with an indication of the acreage 
of impacts to the various habitat types, including the sensitive oak woodland and riparian 
communities.  Wetland constraints are shown in Figure 4.3-3 which displays the jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the U.S., and the analogous Figure 4.3-6 shows how these resources would be 
impacted by the development footprint.  These maps are at a level of detail adequate for the EIR.  
Additional maps would be prepared as requested by the RWQCB to support the 401 certification 
process.   

Identity of Conservation Easement Holder. Although not raised in the formal comment period, 
concerns have been raised regarding who would hold and manage the conservation easement 
proposed by the Faria Preserve project sponsors.  The specific entities that would hold the 
conservation easements associated with the Faria Preserve have not yet been determined.  It is 
anticipated that these entities would be identified during further development and review of the Faria 
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Preserve and conservation easement agreements would be consummated with the selected entities.  
State law requires that these easement holders either be a governmental entity or non-profit 
corporation.  Regardless of the entity that would be responsible for maintenance of the easement 
areas, adequate funding would be provided for such maintenance.  

Maintenance Funding and Responsibilities.  One commenter at the September 5 hearing 
expressed concern about providing adequate funding to enforce homeowner restrictions and to 
manage buffer, mitigation and open space areas (LA 5-7).  Maintenance of detention basins within 
the NWSP Area is proposed to be handled by a special assessment zone of a landscape and lighting 
district, homeowners’ association, or other special district, including a Geologic Hazard Abatement 
District (GHAD).  The entity would be funded by assessments against properties included in the 
district or entity.   This maintenance responsibility would also likely include the buffer, mitigation and 
open space areas.  Regardless of the entity that would be responsible for maintenance of the 
easement areas, adequate funding would be provided for such maintenance. 

Level of Grazing.  Another commenter (LA 3-4) requested more specific data regarding the level of 
grazing under Government Code Sections 56064 (c)-(e).  One commenter (LA 3-4) recommends that 
the EIR include more specific data regarding the level of grazing activity (e g., number of head per 
acre) pursuant to Government Code §56064 (c), (d) and (e).  The site has been used for annual 
livestock grazing for generations.  In recent years the site has been leased for grazing.  The lessee 
places approximately 100 cows and calves on the site annually.  Annual gross revenues from the 
grazing leases average $6,500 dollars per year (net revenues are below this level, and may be negative).  
Lands that are to be conserved as part of the project mitigation plan would be grazed as necessary in 
such a manner to promote suitable forage, reduce fuel load for fire control purposes and prevent 
erosion of the steep hill side terrain.  Where practicable grazing would be eliminated within the 
drainage corridors through fencing to support regrowth of native riparian shrub and tree species.  
Appropriate methods described in the July 1967 United States Department of Agriculture National 
Handbook on Range and Related Grazing Lands shall be used to determine the numbers of livestock 
allowed to graze on a per acre basis.   

Invasive Species.  Another commenter (O 3-6) suggests that since hay bales used for sediment 
control during construction may contain and spread the seeds of yellow star thistle and other noxious 
weed seeds, these should not be used.  The applicant intends to use 12- to 24-inch straw wattles in 
combination with loose straw or loose straw in combination with a tacifiber or biodegradable matting 
for erosion control purposes.  It would be ensured by the applicant that weed-free sterile straw would 
be used in these applications.  Hay bales would be used only if such bales were sterile, and assured 
not to have seeds of noxious weeds as mentioned in the comment.  

Off-site Impacts to Groundwater.  The RWQCB (SA 2-16) points out that the aquatic features of 
the site receive flows from groundwater and questions the DEIR’s statement that the project would 
not affect groundwater quality, substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table.  The RWQCB also registers concern that mass grading and installation 
of subdrains could result in impacts to wetlands and water features outside the development 
footprint.  Ground water would still move through the site.  Groundwater at existing grade elevations 
above the construction site would be directed to the created creek and wetlands habitats.  
Groundwater flows generated below this point received from unimpacted ground water sources 
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adjacent to graded and filled project areas would also be directed toward the created creek and 
wetlands habitats which would be constructed in similar geographical alignment with existing creek 
and wetlands habitat.  Groundwater from filled areas would also be directed toward the created creek 
and wetlands habitats.  All groundwater directed to the wetlands and creek would leave the site at the 
base of the drainage below the created stream and wetlands habitats at the same location where 
drainage currently flows to.  Given that down slope wetlands are primarily the result of rainy season 
stormwater runoff, impacts to wetlands and water features outside the development footprint would 
be insignificant. 
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3.4  CULTURAL RESOURCES  
No public comments on the DEIR were received regarding cultural resources.  

No response is necessary since no public comments were received on this topic.  Cultural resources 
issues are addressed on pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-10 in the DEIR. 
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3.5  GEOLOGY/SOILS 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers LA 2-3, LA 4-12, LA 4-13, LA 
4-14, LA 4-18, O 3-1, O 3-5, O 4-6, and PH 4-S.. 

5.A Soil Stability 
Comments:   

Commenters (PH 4-S, O 4-6) were concerned with hazards relating to soil stability, such as the 
presence of an active fault zone, soil erosion, surface soil expansion, liquefaction, and the placement 
of project facilities on unstable geologic units.  

Response:   

The DEIR reflects evaluation by several different expert geotechnical consultants of several relevant 
sources of current information regarding geologic conditions within the NWSP Area, including 
geology, soils and seismicity.  Earthsystems Consultants Northern California (ESCNC) reviewed 
information from the 2020 San Ramon General Plan relating to these geologic issues, as well as from 
the Environmental Impact Report prepared and certified by the City in connection with that 
document.  ESCNC also conducted a detailed geologic and geotechnical study of the Faria Preserve 
Project site (Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study (2002 & 2004)  as 
well as a detailed March 2005 Preliminary Geotechnical Feasibility Study - Faria Preserve Proposed Tank Site 
(2005) specifically addressing the geologic suitability of the location for the proposed EBMUD water 
tanks.  In addition, ESCNC conducted a report entitled Supplemental Fault Investigation Fault 
A/Calaveras Fault Western Traces based on additional trenching to further define westerly splays of the 
Calaveras Fault and related geotechnical conditions.   

The geotechnical work by ESCNC was independently peer reviewed by expert geotechnical 
consultants -- Treadwell & Rollo, Inc. and Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. -- working on behalf of the City.  
Treadwell & Rollo advised the City further on the suitability of proposed mitigation and the ultimate 
DEIR conclusions that geotechnical impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels 
following the proposed mitigation.  Gilpin Geosciences reviewed and commented on the 
supplemental fault investigation work and related mitigation.  Gilpin Geosciences also assisted in 
defining the scope of final fault investigation work to be performed at the time grading occurs, 
allowing for further refinement owing to greater access to deep soils.   

In addition to the peer review conducted in conjunction with the DEIR, ENGEO, Inc., has 
reviewed the geotechnical work performed by ESCNC and provided additional context for inclusion 
in this Final EIR relating to issues raised by commenters, including the size and scope of the planned 
grading operations for the project, as summarized below in Table E.  

This geotechnical analysis and peer review of seismicity, soil erosion risk, expansive soils, and 
liquefaction led to development of several mitigation measures designed to minimize risks associated 
with soil instability (including from the fault, erosion, expansive soils, and liquefaction).  These 
include removal and replacement of soils susceptible to seismic ground failure in accordance with 
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recommendations of ESCNC’s Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study 
(Mitigation Measure Geo 2-d) as well as technologies to address landslide potential, which may 
include buttressing or encapsulization of landslides by planned valley fills, corrective grading of and 
recompaction with engineered fill, installation of catchment basins, and installation of additional 
buttress fill at the toe of the large deep-seated landslide in the northwestern portion of the Faria 
Preserve (Mitigation Measure Geo 4-b).  As explained  on pages 4.5-28 through 4.5-29 of the DEIR, 
to minimize risks from erosion, the DEIR would require that water be removed before it daylights 
on the slope face during grading activities to minimize risks associated with erosion in accordance 
with methods recommended in the peer-reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study (Mitigation Measure Geo 5-d).  As explained on pages 4.5-32 through 
4.5-33 of the DEIR, the risks associated with surface soil expansion are addressed through 
implementation of mitigation measures that would include corrective grading procedures.  These 
procedures include placing expansion soils in deeper portions of engineered fills and slope faces, 
corrective slope grading procedures for drainage ditches, setback requirements from slopes in 
accordance with the Uniform Building Code, and removal of expansive soil and replacement with 
engineered fill, among others (Mitigation Measure Geo-7).  Methods for implementation of such 
measures are to be in accordance with the peer-reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study.  

The DEIR evaluated the risks associated with the placement of project facilities on soil that is 
unstable and could suffer lateral spreading, subsidence, or liquefaction.  The DEIR identified 
mitigation measures on pages 4.5-31 and 4.5-32 derived from the recommendations of the peer-
reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study. 

Detailed geologic and geotechnical investigations similar to that performed by ESCNC in its 
reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study for the Faria Preserve 
would be required to be performed in the Western Plan Area once development applications for that 
portion of the Plan Area are submitted.  Such detailed study would result in development of a site-
specific list of recommendations which would be required to be implemented by the mitigation 
measures identified in the DEIR, including Mitigation Measures Geo-2a, Geo-4a, Geo-6a, and Geo-
7a.  These measures would ensure that potential geology and soils impacts are reduced to a less-than-
significant level.   

5.B Scale of Grading & Proposed Fill 
Comments:   

A commenter expressed concern over the scale of the proposed grading for the Faria Preserve  (O 3-
1A).  In addition, though not raised during the formal comment period, several commenters at the 
July 24, 2006 hearing on the NWSP expressed concern about the length of the construction period, 
and the associated noise, dust and traffic.  Specific questions were raised about the depth and layout 
of the fill, and how the scale of the Faria Preserve compares to other projects in the vicinity of San 
Ramon.  Comments related to the stability of the proposed fill were also raised, as addressed in 
response 5.A above. 
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Response:   

As provided in the voter-approved 2020 General Plan, two of the three ridgelines on the property are 
proposed to be graded, with the resulting material used to fill portions of two drainages on the Faria 
Preserve project site.  As indicated on page 4.2-21 of the DEIR and elsewhere, the maximum depth 
of the fill is anticipated to be 110 feet.  The average fill depths would be approximately 40-60 feet.  
The grading is necessary to address slope stability issues on the site, and to provide the appropriate 
contours for the Faria Preserve.  The eastern ridgeline and much of the western ridgeline on the 
property provide visual separation and would be retained. 

The grading plans for the Faria Preserve were designed to balance safety concerns (landslide repair 
and stabilization, compaction, liquefaction related failures, and settlement) with competing 
environmental issues (the need to protect biotic features, drainages and riparian areas, and visual 
quality).  Recommendations of the peer-reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study for the Faria Preserve, which are implemented through mitigation 
measures described throughout Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR, are designed to stabilize slopes and ensure 
minimization of risks associated with landslides, subsidence, erosion, liquefaction or any other 
geologic condition on the site.  Similarly, mitigation measures identified in this chapter require that a 
geotechnical review similar in scope be prepared for the Western Plan Area at the time development 
applications are submitted for that area.  In addition, development of the grading plans for the Faria 
Preserve was also influenced by the desire to route storm water into the detention basin for both 
water quality enhancement (reduced velocity of runoff translated into less erosion) and mitigation of 
flooding potential.   

Another important objective in developing the grading plan for the Faria Preserve was to balance cut 
and fill onsite.  This measure is designed to avoid the import or export of cut or fill material on or off 
the site, which avoids the need for regular earth-moving truck traffic on area streets for the duration 
of project grading and construction, which avoids contributions to potential traffic, noise, and air 
quality impacts that may otherwise affect residents of surrounding areas.  

Table E provides a comparison of the total amount of grading -- calculated on a cubic yards per 
residential unit basis -- of the Faria Preserve project as compared to other recent development 
projects in surrounding areas.  It indicates that the scale of grading for the Faria Preserve project is 
actually significantly less than was required on a per unit basis for many other recent projects, despite 
the objectives of balancing cut and fill on-site so as to avoid impacts associated with off-haul as well 
as the extensive plans for slope stabilization and engineering on the site as described in the peer-
reviewed Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study.  
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Table E : Grading in Comparison to Other Projects 

 
   Source:  ENGEO, Inc. 

5.C Earthquake Hazards  
Comments:   

Several comments (O 4-6, O 3-5)  expressed concerns with hazards associated with earthquakes, 
including potential impacts from the location of project facilities on a potentially unstable geologic 
unit and from the existence of a fault zone and fault traces within the slide-prone NWSP Area.  

Response:   

The Calaveras Fault traverses the eastern portion of the Faria Preserve as it does much of currently 
developed San Ramon (see Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR).  The location of the fault and the study area 
for fault hazards are shown in the maps on pages 4.5-5 and 4.5-15 of the DEIR.  All buildings would 
be set back from the fault consistent with the requirements set forth in Chapter 4.5, including the 
mitigation measures identified therein. 

The Calaveras Fault is located within a State of California Special Studies Zone. California law 
requires that any development within a special studies zone undergo a thorough geologic hazards 
evaluation.  An extensive fault investigation has been performed by Earth Systems Consultants 
Northern California (ESCNC).  Exploratory trenches were excavated across the mapped traces of the 
fault.  The trenches extended approximately 200 feet beyond the mapped traces. The fault locations 
were identified in these trenches and the fault locations were surveyed to determine their precise 
location on the property. The trench excavations and subsequent reports were reviewed by an 
outside geological consultant (Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.) working for the City.  In addition, the 
project sponsor, Claremont Homes, hired an independent third party review consultant (ENGEO) 
to observe the trenches. Fault rupture usually occurs along lines of previous movement.  A 50 foot 
setback from the point of previous rupture has been established to provide a buffer between the 
identified fault and proposed development. No habitable structures are proposed to be developed 
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within this setback zone. The 50-foot setback zone is standard geological practice in the State of 
California. The fault investigation would also be submitted to the California Geological Survey. 

A comprehensive geological evaluation of the overall Faria Preserve property was undertaken by 
ESCNC in addition to the fault evaluation.  Landslides present on the site were mapped.  Sources of 
this mapping included published literature, mapping by previous consultants on the property, aerial 
photograph interpretation, field reconnaissance by a Certified Engineering Geologist licensed in the 
State of California, and subsurface exploration. These mapped landslides were evaluated in 
relationship to the proposed tentative map and grading scheme.  Recommendations for remediating 
the landslide hazards were presented in the ESCNC report “Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study” dated October 29, 2004.  This report was peer reviewed by Gilpin 
Geosciences, Inc. and geotechnical consultants Treadwell & Rollo on behalf of the City of San 
Ramon. 

Additional analyses and recommendations are expected to be made during the grading operations on 
the property and prior to construction of structures.  These would include final replotting of 
Calaveras Fault data from the Supplemental Fault Investigation, Fault A/Calaveras Fault Western Traces (as 
contemplated by Mitigation Measure Geo-1a), as well as follow-up mapping of the Fault A trace to 
confirm again the location of the setback zone relative to lots 60, 61, 62, and 83 of the Faria Preserve 
(as contemplated by Mitigation Measure Geo-1f).  Such detailed follow-up analysis would take 
advantage of more readily available access to soils at depth during the grading operation so as to 
ensure accuracy of conclusions identified in the DEIR, including setback locations. The findings, 
conclusions and determinations would be reviewed with the City of San Ramon during grading 
operations. As grading continues, subsurface conditions would be observed by the geotechnical 
consultant who would verify that the subsurface conditions are consistent with the conditions 
exposed in the subsurface exploration program and assumed in the preliminary geological 
engineering analyses. He would also verify that the remedial grading recommendations are being 
properly carried out by the grading contractor. The geotechnical consultant would also provide 
supplemental analyses and recommendations in the event that subsurface conditions are encountered 
that were not anticipated. 

The current standard of practice in the San Francisco Bay Area calls for a detailed evaluation by the 
geotechnical engineer, and peer review by the City Building Department, particularly for a project of 
this magnitude and complexity.  As described in this master response and in Master Response 5.A, 
the underlying geologic evaluation and peer review of geologic conclusions performed for this EIR 
exceed what is required to be performed, and that is customarily performed, at this stage of the 
development process on most projects of this type. The purpose of these detailed studies and 
reviews is to protect the health and safety of the public.  These measures would ensure that seismic 
impacts are less-than-significant. 

5.D Other Concerns 
Comments:   

Commenters were concerned with the design of the detention basins to mitigate for the increased 
peak flows both from the Faria Preserve project site and the Western Plan Area (LA 2-3).  One 
commenter was concerned with the structural design of the tank and requested a design-level 
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geotechnical study of the tank site(s), as stated in Mitigation Measures Geo-4c and Geo-7a of the 
DEIR (LA 4-12).  Further, this commenter requested a clarification that Boring B8 is approximately 
700 feet northeast of the tank site and should not affect the tank (LA 4-13).  One commenter was 
concerned with whether the DEIR assessed the geotechnical/soils impacts for the proposed new 
pumping plant and pipelines and the new alignments for the San Ramon Reservoir access road and 
I/O pipeline (LA 4-18).  Another commenter requested that the grading be done in stepped phases 
and revegetated accordingly before another phase of grading occurs (O 3-1). 

Response:   

Mitigation Measure Geo-2c (Faria Preserve) describes the March 2005 Preliminary Geotechnical 
Feasibility Study -- Faria Preserve Proposed Tank Site.   A design level geotechnical study of the proposed 
tank site has not been performed to date.  The purpose of the March 2005 “Preliminary Geotechnical 
Feasibility Study” by ESCNC was to characterize the geology and subsurface conditions at the three 
tank sites under consideration at the time.  ESCNC recommended that once the layout details of the 
tank site(s) have been finalized, a design level geotechnical study be performed.  As described in 
Mitigation Measure Geo-4c, a design level geotechnical study would be performed at the appropriate 
time that would satisfy the requirements of EBMUD.  

It is currently  proposed that the tank site would be located on the elevation 998.7 knoll on the west 
side of the property, with an anticipated tank base elevation on the order of 940 feet.    A potentially 
liquefiable layer of soil was encountered in Boring B8 at a depth of 19.5 to 24.5 feet by ESCNC as 
reported in their October 2004 Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study 
Report. The geologic mapping of ESCNC identifies the subsurface conditions at the tank site as non-
marine sedimentary rocks including the Orinda Formation.  Boring B8 is located approximately 750 
feet northeast of the proposed tank site at a ground surface elevation of approximately 800.  The 
near surface geology of the area is mapped as Qal/Qc, Quaternary alluvium and colluvium.  The 
western edge of this deposit is approximately 350 feet from the tank site.  This colluvium and 
alluvium is tentatively scheduled to be subexcavated and recompacted to mitigate the settlement 
potential of these soils.  The tank site is to be located on a bedrock site more than 350 feet from the 
nearest alluvial deposit and would not be adversely affected by potential liquefaction.  

The geotechnical analysis and evaluation described in Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR includes required 
information and mitigation to ensure that any geologic or soil-related impacts associated with the 
provision of utility infrastructure, including the proposed water pressure infrastructure (i.e. new 
pumping plant proposed to be located near the existing valve pit structure, relocated I/O line, and 
relocated access road), are reduced to less-than-significant levels.  EBMUD’s preferred location for 
the new pump station is within the grading footprint for the project adjacent to the existing San 
Ramon Reservoir tank site in the southeastern corner of the Faria Preserve.  Detailed, design-level 
geotechnical investigation would be performed in cooperation with EBMUD to precisely determine 
the location of pump station.  In addition, as described on page 4.5-23 of the DEIR,  proposed 
mitigation addresses the potential for geotechnical impacts from the relocation of the I/O line and 
the access road to the existing San Ramon Reservoir. In particular, Mitigation Measure Geo-1c 
requires that utilities that cross the Calaveras Fault, including both the I/O line and the relocated 
access road, are required to include protective features to reduce damage associated with fault 
rupture, including flexible and easily repairable connections to minimize the loss of service if utilities 
are disrupted by fault displacement.  This measure would also require that any other new line that 
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would cross the fault) be equipped with shut-off valves on each side of the fault crossing as deemed 
necessary by EBMUD.  However, EBMUD must still evaluate if the issues of non-conformity with 
standardized criteria are acceptable in light of the benefits afforded by the proposed alignment. The 
DEIR concludes that these measures would reduce impacts associated with geologic or seismic risks 
to utility infrastructure to a less-than-significant level.   

Similarly, other mitigation measures designed to minimize impacts relating to geologic conditions on 
the site extend to locations where all improvements are proposed, including water supply 
infrastructure, so as to ensure minimization of impacts to EBMUD’s proposed facilities.  For 
example, Mitigation Measure Geo-2d provides that the project sponsor shall “remove and replace 
soils that are susceptible to seismic-related ground failure (e.g. with engineered fill where proposed 
improvements would be located), in accordance with the recommendations of the Geologic Hazards 
Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study conducted for the site.”   

The project sponsor and EBMUD have jointly investigated a range of alternative alignments for the 
relocated pipeline and access roadway that would allow implementation of both the mitigation 
measures identified above as well as the results of design-level geotechnical observations that are 
expected to occur during grading. The project sponsor has identified an alignment along the 
southwesterly side of Neighborhood D that can be constructed in substantial accordance with 
EBMUD criteria.  EBMUD must still evaluate, however, if the issues of non-conformity with 
standardized criteria are acceptable in light of the benefits afforded by the proposed alignment. 

The Applicant has identified a project alternative -- the Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative -- 
that would eliminate the need for any relocation of either the existing EBMUD I/O line or the 
access road.  Should this alternative be adopted, there would be no potential for the project to create 
an impact relating to geology or soils from the I/O line or the access road and thus the mitigation 
identified above would not be required to be implemented as to either the I/O line or the access 
road. 

As discussed in the DEIR on pages 3-15 through 3-22, the Faria Preserve consists of four separate 
residential neighborhoods, along with a community park, educational use and other public and semi-
public facilities.  However, none of these facilities may be developed until site grading and pad 
certifications have been completed.  Site grading would involved cut and fill operations, which are 
specifically designed to “balance” on-site.  A number of landslides and locally unstable soil 
conditions would require remediation as part of the balanced on-site grading operations (as discussed 
in DEIR Chapter 4.5).  The DEIR identifies these operations as extending over a period of 24 
months; however grading operations must be suspended during the winter wet season.  In 
accordance with City ordinances and requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
other agencies, all disturbed slopes must be prepared for “winterization” prior to the onset of 
seasonal rains, and a detailed Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan must be prepared and 
maintained on the job site throughout all phases of site grading and improvement.  As planned, the 
oak woodland revegetation program would be initiated and completed concurrently with the 
subsequent development of public and private facilities.  Satisfactory performance of slope 
stabilization and erosion control measures is mandated by the City and other regulatory agencies 
prior to the onset of seasonal rains.  Verification is completed through the inspection process, and 
any remedial work is further assured through the posting of performance bonds.  Given the need to 
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grate the site in a unitary operation, it would be infeasible to undertake that operation in stepped 
phases.  The revegetation of the site would reliably be successful and such a measure is unnecessary. 
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3.6  HAZARDS (WILDLAND FIRES & FIRE PROTECTION)   
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers LA 6-1, LA 6-2, and O 3-3.. 

Comments:   

The San Ramon Valley Fire District (SRVFD) stated that the discussion of the consistency of the 
Project with the General Plan should ensure that it is consistent with implementing policies which 
would minimize risk to life and property and fire hazards.  The District also acknowledged that the 
impact of the project was not found to be significant with respect to the extension of fire protection 
services.  (LA 6-1, LA 6-2).  Another commenter requested consideration of the growth of the tree 
canopy and any other vegetation in the riparian corridor, and asked that the defensible space be 
widened to 100 feet for fire protection. (O 3-3). 

Response:   

Fire protection, in particular the risk of wildland fires, is addressed in Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR.  As 
required by Mitigation Measure Hazard-1, wildfire risks would be mitigated through development of 
an Open Space Fire Management Plan subject to the approval of the San Ramon Valley Fire 
Protection District (see DEIR, p. 4.6-6).  The Project is required to comply with all applicable 
regulations and development standards of the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District.  General 
Plan policies 9.4-I-1 through 9.4-I-5, including those referencing fire modeling, would be 
implemented for the open space area, as applicable, during preparation and approval of the Open 
Space Fire Management Plan. The modeling is required to include consideration of specific measures 
to reduce potential fire hazards, including construction of buffers between the homes, and regular 
maintenance and disking of the property lines. This would also include an evaluation of setbacks and 
vegetation maintenance in the riparian corridor.  Implementation of this planning, modeling and 
review process would ensure that wildland fire risks would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

With respect to areas other than open space, these General Plan policies would be imposed as 
conditions of the tentative map, and either implemented during the engineering and design process 
typically conducted in connection with preparation of a final subdivision map, or imposed as bonded 
obligations of a subdivision improvement agreement.  All proposed residential units within the 
NWSP are located within a 1.5 mile radius of the existing SRVFPD station located at the intersection 
of Bollinger Canyon Road and Crow Canyon Road.  There are no mixed use neighborhoods or 
buildings proposed within the NWSP and thus the increased fire risks associated with combination 
of such uses (per General Plan Policy 9.4-I-5) are not present.  The City would require as a condition 
of approval of development within the NWSP that an Open Space Fire Management Plan be 
prepared, which would include the fire modeling required by General Plan Policy 9.4-I-2.  The City 
continues to cooperate, as contemplated by General Plan Policy 9.4-I-3 with the SRVFPD on 
planning for a new training facility at an appropriate neighborhood location.  The NWSP does not 
include a suitable site.  Finally, the City would require building and design features consistent with 
current UBC standards for reduction of risk of fires within the City, consistent with General Plan 
Policy 9.4-I-1.   

The tree canopy in the riparian corridor would have a nearby water source, and would pose no 
greater fire risk than trees and vegetation typically found to surround the homes.  In addition, the 

3-48 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 3:  Responses to Comments 
 

riparian corridor would be the subject of the Open Space Fire Management Plan, and therefore fire 
protection practices would be subject to the standards for that plan and subject to approval of the 
fire district.   

Pages 11 and 15 of Appendix B to the DEIR do not exhaustively address fire protection in the 
riparian corridor, because Appendix B is a conceptual biological mitigation/enhancement and 
monitoring plan that addresses biological resources and is appended to the biological resources 
section of the DEIR.  The evaluation of fire hazards is addressed in section 4.6 of the DEIR, 
“Hazards,” not in section 4.3, “Biological Resources.”   
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3.7  HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 2-14, SA 2-15, SA 2-22, LA 
2-1, LA 2-2, LA 2-4, LA 2-5, LA 2-6, LA 2-7, LA 2-8, LA 2-9, and O 4-2. 

7.A Downstream Pollution from Site Runoff 
Comments:   

Commenters expressed concern with managing waste and stormwater discharges from the NWSP 
and the Faria Preserve project site.  Specifically, commenters were concerned with the four main 
surface drainages that flow into Bollinger Creek and any project activities affecting the creek’s water 
quality, such as lawn maintenance (O 4-2).  One commenter was specifically concerned with the 
project sponsor’s compliance with the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements under the City’s storm water management plan, discharge control ordinances 
and the C.3 Guidelines (LA 2-1).  Another commenter was concerned with the stormwater 
management through landscape based treatment techniques such as biofilters and vegetated swales 
(SA 2-14), post-construction best management practices (SA 2-15) and project compliance with the 
State Water Resources Control Board’s Low Impact Development approach (SA 2-22).   

Response:   

As stated in 4.17-14 of the DEIR, construction-related water quality impacts would be regulated 
under a Construction Activity NPDES Permit.  Such permit would require completing a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan, which plan must implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
prevent or reduce pollution into surface waters during construction at sites that disturb more than 
one acre or more (DEIR, p. 4.7-15).  The project sponsor proposes to implement BMPs which 
include use of water filters over storm drains; construction or installation of sediment retention or 
erosion control structures such as straw wattles, coconut fiber rolls, geofabric, and sand gravel bags; 
reseeding of areas where vegetation has been removed or new sediment has been used as fill; 
stockpiling of topsoil removed during construction; minimization and clear marking of grading and 
designated construction areas to prevent equipment and vehicles from causing unnecessary 
disturbance; and wetting of dry and dusty surfaces to prevent fugitive dust emissions (DEIR, p. 4.7-
15, outlining Mitigation Measure Hydro-1a). 

The measures described in the C.3 in the Countywide NPDES municipal stormwater permit would 
generally be applied, including submittal and approval of a stormwater control plan and a 
hydromodification plan, implementation of “Low Impact Design” (LID) features with multiple 
onsite “natural” water detention, infiltration, and treatment features, as well as inclusion of methods 
to reduce impervious surfaces in the developed areas of the site.  As set forth under Mitigation 
Measure Hydrology-2d in the DEIR, the following LID features would be included in the street, 
residential, and landscape design, and would include but not be limited to: 

• grassy swales, vegetated filter strips, and infiltration trenches along sidewalk alignments, in 
parking lots and parking lot drainages, and in divided road medians; 
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• pervious pavement and asphalt in parking lots, driveways, sidewalks, and other hard outdoor 
surfaces (necessary impervious surfaces should be disconnected from other impervious 
surfaces by open ground areas for infiltration); and 

• depressed curbs alongside roadways and in parking lots to allow water to run directly to 
swales and other LID features. 

The DEIR and underlying hydrology studies on which its conclusions are based identify the level of 
detail regarding components of the detention and filtration system appropriate at this stage of project 
development to ensure compliance with the BMPs to treat storm runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable, to implement Low Impact Development (“LID”) principles, and to avoid significant 
impacts to Bollinger Creek from the drainages through the NWSP Area.  Among the design 
components that would help the project meet certain requirements, such as those set forth by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, are water quality measures and features to address the 
potential for increases in sedimentation, fertilizers, and pesticides leaving the project boundaries.  For 
example, fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide use by residents within the NWSP Area would be limited 
to the dry season (April 1 - October 1) (DEIR, p. 4.7-17).  For the Faria Preserve and Western Plan 
areas, a pesticide and fertilizer application program would be prepared for all public space and open 
space areas, which would limit the types and amounts of chemicals allowed on the project site.  Id.   

As described in the DEIR (p. 3-17), the Faria Preserve project would be served by a system of storm 
water filtration, collection and detention facilities located on site.  This system would be integrated 
into the open space and park system designs, as well as designs for enhancement of the riparian area 
along the central drainage channel on the Faria Preserve project site.   

The stormwater runoff and detention system is described in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR, with the 
proposed detention basins shown in the map on page 4.7-5 and is described more fully below in 
Master Response 7.B.   

Also, the recommendations of the Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study for the Faria Preserve, which were reviewed by the City’s consultants and are implemented 
through the mitigation measures described throughout Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR, are designed to 
stabilize slopes and ensure minimization of risks associated with landslides, subsidence, and erosion, 
which would reduce sediment load in the downstream creeks. 

In addition, proposed wetland construction within the enhanced and recreated riparian corridor 
within the Faria Preserve project site would improve the quality of stormwater runoff from the 
surrounding developed area.  These detention/filtration features described above are anticipated to 
remove or retain nutrients, process organic wastes, and reduce sediment loads.  Surface water flowing 
through the constructed mitigation area would be intercepted and slowed down, allowing sediment 
particles and other contaminants to filter or settle out from the stormwater.  Wetland plants would 
be expected to play a role in nutrient removal and transformation.  Soils used in the corridor would 
encourage biological and chemical activity that supports degradation and transformation of 
contaminants in the water.  All of these processes are expected to work together to improve the 
quality of stormwater before flowing off-site to downstream receiving waters.  Additionally, 
following completion of the Faria Preserve project, cattle grazing would cease.  The current 
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commercial cattle grazing presently adds nitrates and suspended materials to the watercourse and 
with the Faria Preserve project this pollutant loading would be eliminated. 

As refinements to the final development plan may occur, specific design-level work relating to flows 
and BMP design/sizing would be performed at the later design phase to ensure effectiveness and 
conformity with ultimate project design.  In conjunction with NPDES permitting, stormwater quality 
control features may be altered prior to project approval, as this plan is intended to be conceptual.  
These technical factors can, and most likely would, be refined as the design process continues.   

The City, and the project sponsor’s consultant, ENGEO, would work collaboratively with the 
RWQCB to determine appropriate modeling and sizing to accomplish water treatment objectives for 
the subject property.  It is anticipated that additional evaluation would be performed as final designs 
are developed for the Faria Preserve project site. Incorporating these features would reduce scouring 
flows and pollutant loads (from residential and developed areas) into receiving water bodies.  LID 
features would also serve to reduce peak flow volumes and rates and would help to ensure that 
runoff from the project site does not increase due to implementation of the Faria Preserve project.   

The City and the Applicant’s geotechnical consultants concur with the recommendation that design-
level geotechnical investigation is appropriate at a later time – i.e. at the final design stage, once 
grading on the site has commenced – to support design and construction of the proposed detention 
basins.  In addition, more detailed, design-level analysis relating to sizing of the detention basins as 
well as a hydromodification study to assist in the design of these facilities to mimic predevelopment 
flow rates would be completed at the design phase as well.  An Operations and Maintenance Manual 
(OMM) is commonly prepared for detention basin facilities and related improvements.  An OMM 
would be prepared at the appropriate time once design-level details of the detention basins have been 
completed.  Because implementation of the detention and filtration system would control peak 
runoff flows to pre-development levels, excavation of existing material within San Ramon Creek is 
not required mitigate impacts from the project by increasing creek flow capacity.   

7.B Site Drainage, Detention Basins and Maintenance/Funding Issues 
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned with site drainage and detention basins in the NWSP and the 
Faria Preserve (LA 2-2, LA 2-6).  Specifically, commenters were concerned with mitigating adverse 
drainage impacts upon natural creeks (LA 2-2) and impacts from additional stormwater runoff (LA 
2-6).  Commenters were also concerned with the adequacy, operation, maintenance and funding of 
the detention basins relating to the potential increase in stormwater runoff (LA 2-7, LA 2-9).   

One commenter, the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, offered assistance in 
reviewing the NWSP Master Plan Hydrology report (LA 2-4) and its suggestions for conditions of 
approval to mitigate adverse drainage impact on natural creeks, particularly the San Ramon Creek 
Watershed, are noted.  (LA 2-5).  
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Response:   

The stormwater runoff and detention system is described in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR, with the 
proposed detention basins shown in the map on page 4.7-5 in the DEIR.  Mitigation measures for 
reducing impacts of additional surface stormwater runoff is also discussed at length in Response 5.A. 

As described on page 4.7-7 in the DEIR, nutrients, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), coliform, 
and sediment are all current water quality concerns in the project site drainages. While no water 
quality data for these contaminants have been collected, it is reasonable to assume that these 
constituents may be present within the Project area based on the existing cattle grazing use and site 
visits.  There are several areas in the easternmost and central drainages where the creek beds appear 
to be incised and the hillsides have eroded.  These generally occurred on the steepest slopes.  These 
observations imply that cattle grazing has caused substantial erosion and sediment delivery to San 
Ramon Creek.  In addition, grazing can cause elevated nutrient, BOD, and coliform concentrations 
in receiving waters, particularly when riparian buffers have not been established to prevent direct 
fecal deposition in stream beds or to reduce surface runoff and erosion.  Groundwater contamination 
by nitrate from cattle grazing is also a concern in areas such as San Ramon, where groundwater is 
used for municipal and domestic water supply.  Thus, the current water quality of the site is 
compromised, as characterized in the DEIR.  

The proposed Faria Preserve project includes several measures that would improve water quality 
runoff from open space areas.  These include a riparian corridor of 200-foot average width in the 
central drainage and several detention basins designed to hold runoff and simultaneously remove 
sediment from surface water.  The riparian corridor design includes rock energy dissipaters, stream 
bank restoration, vegetation planting, and three wetland areas.  These combined measures would 
reduce in-stream velocity, promote settling of suspended solids, and reduce sediment and nutrient 
transport to the stream.  For these reasons, and for those identified in Master Response 5.B above, 
runoff water quality from the central drainage is likely to improve with respect to sediment and 
nutrients.  

DEIR Figure 4.7-2 depicts the onsite drainage system.  The on-site storm water filtration, collection 
and detention facilities are identified on page 3-17 of the DEIR.  This system would be integrated 
into the open space and park system designs, as well as designs for enhancement of the riparian area 
along the central drainage channel on the Faria Preserve project site.  The system is proposed to 
include a series of bio swales, open riparian corridors, retention ponds, street filter strips, offline 
bioretention, and detention basins.  Stormwater runoff generated from the Faria Preserve may flow 
through bio swales and be conveyed through drainage channels and piped storm drain systems to 
three detention basins.  These basins would include an existing pond east of the community park and 
two ponds upstream of an existing intermittent drainage swale located near Purdue Road.  The 
completed facilities would reduce peak storm water discharge from the developed site to less than 
that experienced under current pre-development conditions. 

Maintenance of detention basins within the NWSP Area is proposed to be handled by a special 
assessment zone of a landscape and lighting district, homeowners’ association, or other special 
district, including a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD).  The entity would be funded by 
assessments against properties included in the district or entity.   
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DEIR Figure 4.7-2 illustrates the offsite connections of the detention/filtration system to Bollinger 
and San Ramon Creeks.  Some of the outfalls along the southern boundary of the site enter 
residential storm drains that discharge to San Ramon Creek.  There are however, two tributaries of 
San Ramon Creek that also accept site drainage.  There is also some discharge into Bollinger Creek 
both in the existing and proposed conditions from a small portion of the southwestern corner of the 
property.   
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3.8  LAND USE  
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers LA 1-1, LA 1-2, LA 1-3, LA 3-
1, LA 3-3, LA 3-6, LA 3-7, LA 3-8, LA 5-1, LA 5-2, LA 5-6, LA 5-17, LA 5-19, LA 5-20, LA 5-21, O 
1-1, O 2-4, O 4-10, O 4-15, I 1-1, I 1-2, I 1-4, I 1-6, I 1-8, I 2-5, I 2-6, P 1-2, P 1-4, P 1-11, P 1-12, P 
1-13, P 1-16, P 1-17, P 1-18, P 1-19, PH 2-C, PH 2-E, PH 4-C, PH 4-L, PH 4-M, PH 4-O, PH 4-P, 
PH 4-Q, PH 4-U, PH 4-Z, PH 4-RR, PH 4-SS, PH 5-A, PH 8-B, PH 8-C, PH 8-D, PH 8-E, and PH 
10-A.   

8.A General Plan Consistency 
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned with the NWSP’s consistency with the City’s General Plan.  
Specifically, some commenters are concerned with the NWSP’s conversion of agricultural land to 
suburban and open space uses with respect to the City’s General Plan and Contra Costa County’s 
existing land use policies in the unincorporated areas (LA 5-1, LA 1-2).  Comment LA 5-18 is 
specifically concerned with the NWSP’s consistency with the City’s General Plan implementing 
policy 8.3-1-5, “Provide wildlife corridors to allow movement of animals and minimize wildlife-urban 
conflicts.”  Comment LA 5-19 is concerned with the northwest layout of the Faria Preserve and its 
consistency with Measure G’s Open Space and Preservation Action Plan.  Another comment (I 2-6) 
is concerned with the NWSP’s consistency with the General Plan regarding park land requirements.  
Comment I 1-2 addressed the density bonus under the voter-approved General Plan.  Other 
comments were concerned with the NWSP and Faria Preserve’s development goals, including 
affordable housing (PH 8-B, PH 8-D, PH 4-C).  

Response:   

The NWSP and Faria Preserve projects are consistent with applicable General Plan policies as 
evaluated throughout the DEIR. 

The California Planning and Zoning Law recognizes that it is not possible for a project to support all 
General Plan goals and policies to the same degree.  For example, the City cannot preserve all 
remaining open space while concurrently creating housing opportunities to meet existing and 
projected housing needs as stated in the Housing Element of the General Plan.  The reconciliation of 
competing policies is within the legislative discretion of the City Council.  When evaluating the 
NWSP’s consistency with the General Plan, the DEIR did not merely determine whether the NWSP 
achieves one or two identified General Plan goals to the fullest extent possible.  Rather, the preparers 
included information that allows decision-makers to determine if the NWSP is consistent with the 
General Plan as a whole.   

Contra Costa County Agricultural Land Designations 

As noted by Contra Costa County, the County has identified land use designations for the Plan Area 
in its 2005 Contra Costa County General Plan designates the entirety of the Plan Area as Agricultural 
Lands (AL).  Pursuant to Contra Costa County’s zoning ordinance, the Faria Preserve Project Site is 
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zoned A-2 (General Agricultural District) and the Western Plan Area is zoned A-2 (Agricultural 
Preserve).  As noted by other commenters, cattle currently graze the Plan Area to manage grasses and 
suppress fire hazard on the site.   

Development of the Plan Area, including development of the Faria Preserve Community, is 
proposed pursuant to -- and consistent with -- the City of San Ramon’s 2002 voter-approved General 
Plan.  The entirety of the Plan Area is proposed to be annexed to the City of San Ramon prior to 
development.  Indeed, approval of development by the City of San Ramon within the Plan Area 
(including the Faria Preserve Vesting Tentative Map) would be conditioned upon annexation of the 
relevant area to the City, thus ensuring consistency of any development with applicable general plan 
and zoning designations.  

As explained above and at DEIR 1-3, none of the Plan Area is designated as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Nor is any of the Plan Area encumbered 
by a Williamson Act contract.  The City’s 2020 General Plan designated the Plan Area for 
development with the uses and at the intensities proposed by the NWSP (i.e. up to 830 residential 
units [including density bonus], community park, house of worship, educational use).  In addition, 
consistent with the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 2020 General Plan, grazing land 
is not considered important farmland.  In addition, the City’s voter-approved Urban Growth 
Boundary alleviates pressures to develop more valuable open space and agricultural lands to the 
northwest of the Plan Area in Bollinger Canyon.  In describing the Bollinger Canyon Planning Area, 
the 2020 General Plan specifically described development of the NWSP in accordance with specific 
policies set forth by the General Plan and then noted that the “remaining areas of Bollinger Canyon 
are to remain rural in character and subject to new zoning for Rural Conservation.”  The proposal by 
the Faria Preserve to dedicate approximately 144 acres immediately adjacent to and outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundary to be permanently protected as open space subject to a conservation 
easement further implements and reinforces this General Plan policy by ensuring that a change in the 
UGB or in the Rural Conservation zoning could not result in development of this area at the 
entrance of Bollinger Canyon.   

Northwest Specific Plan Unit Count (Market Rate & Affordable)  

The number of units proposed for the NWSP, as well as the number of affordable housing units (830 
total units, with 238 units of affordable housing), are consistent with the General Plan land use 
program.  Policy 4.7-I-1 of the General Plan provides that the NWSP shall include a workforce 
housing program providing that at least 25% of all units within the NWSP are affordable to Very 
Low, Low, and Moderate income households.  It also provides that as an incentive to provide such 
housing, the maximum number of units set in the land use program may be exceeded by up to 10% 
in order to accommodate an additional housing unit for each additional workforce unit provided in 
excess of the minimum requirement.  As a further incentive to establish workforce housing, Policy 
4.7-I-1 states that the development limit set forth in the land use program may be exceeded by up to 
10% in order to accommodate an additional housing unit for each additional workforce unit in 
excess of the minimum requirement.  Therefore, assuming at least 189 of the 755 base units are 
affordable to Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income households (755 x 25% = 188.75, rounded in 
favor of affordability to 189), a 10% bonus of 75 additional residential units are available as a result 
of the allowed density bonus (755 base units x. 10% = 75.5 units, conservatively rounded to 75 
units).  Of these 75 density bonus units available, one unit must be affordable to Very Low, Low, and 
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Moderate Income households for every market rate unit that is allowed.  Therefore, of these 75 
density bonus units, 38 units (75 x 0.5 = 37.5, conservatively rounded in favor of affordability to 38 
affordable units) must be affordable units.  The total number of affordable residential units within 
the NWSP that must be affordable to Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income households to fully 
realize the 10% density bonus is 227 (189 + 38 = 227).   

The NWSP would provide 238 residential units affordable to Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income 
households, above the number of affordable units actually required by the General Plan for full 
realization of the General Plan density bonus.  

Measure G Open Space & Preservation Action Plan 

Policy 8.4-I-5 of the San Ramon General Plan provides for the establishment of priorities for open 
space preservation and acquisition based on an evaluation of several factors, including ridgelines and 
viewsheds, wildlife habitats, creek environments, and land suitable for agricultural production.  
Against the backdrop of these broad objectives, San Ramon voters also approved through the 
General Plan a specific land use program and set of priorities for the NWSP.  These included 
development of 830 residential units (a total number that includes a density bonus) in “compact 
urban neighborhoods offering a mix of housing types, including workforce housing, public and 
semipublic uses, and significant park and open space areas.”  (General Plan Policy 4.7-I-1).  Voters 
also established specific open space policies for the NWSP requiring an “open space and trails 
program, including designation of at least 75 percent of the site for schools, parks, common and 
public open space uses, ownership and maintenance of public and private open space, and design of 
open space amenities, such as staging areas, trails, and connections, etc.”  (General Plan Policy 
4.7-I-1).  

The Faria Preserve accommodates the land use program set forth by voters for the NWSP Area, 
including the requirement for a mix of housing types and provision of significant park and open 
space areas.  The Faria Preserve also implements the General Plan open space policies applicable to 
the NWSP by clustering and sizing residential development such that at least 75% of the Plan Area 
be dedicated for public facilities and open space.  In addition, the Faria Preserve incorporates 
features designed to avoid fragmentation of open space and create wildlife corridors.  The Faria 
Preserve proposes creation of a 200-foot-average-width riparian corridor within Neighborhood A 
that will provide habitat connectivity between open space lands to the north of the Plan Area and 
existing riparian habitats along the southern portion of the Plan Area.  The features of this riparian 
corridor, including the nature of the habitat it will accommodate, are described in Chapter 4.3 
(Biological Resources) and Chapter 4.7 (Hydrology) of the DEIR.  Finally, the developer of the Faria 
Preserve project site proposes to permanently dedicate as protected open space an approximately 
144-acre site immediately adjacent to the Faria Preserve project site, which will establish a permanent 
open space buffer serving to protect the Bollinger Canyon corridor to the northwest of the City. 

Parkland Dedication Policies 

General Plan policies provide guidance for long range planning and improvement of park facilities, 
based on future growth within the City.  Chapter 6.1 of the City’s General Plan notes that since 
incorporation the City has successfully pursued an ambitious program of park development 
throughout the community.  Chapter 6.2 of the San Ramon General Plan provides standards for 
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“classification” of neighborhood and community park facilities to meet the long range needs of the 
community.  Chapter 6.2 of the General Plan establishes a goal of providing neighborhood parks of 
at least two acres in size to serve the needs of citizens living within a one-half mile radius of the park.  
It also provides that neighborhood parks be sized based on a standard of 4.5 acres per 1,000 
residents served.  Similarly, Chapter 6.2 classifies community parks as public facilities of between 10 
and 60 acres in size in order to meet the needs of residents living or working within a three-mile 
radius, and establishes a standard of 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents served.  The City of San Ramon 
utilizes these standards in the preparation and updating of its Parks Master Plan, and in refining the 
local planning requirements for individual neighborhoods.   

General Plan Policy 6.5 originally anticipated the reservation of a site totaling 17.0 acres for a 
combined school and park on the Faria property.  This policy was based on the expectation that the 
developer would be required to provide an elementary school site in tandem with a City park.  
However, based the School District’s determination not to include an additional public school facility 
on Faria Preserve project site, 3.8 acres were converted into a separate educational use facility and 
additional adjoining open space uses.  The current Faria Preserve plan allocates 13.2 acres of usable 
space to the community park; this figure includes approximately 12.7 acres of active park facilities 
and a 0.5 acre rose garden.  Together these facilities are designed to accommodate a range of active 
and passive recreational uses.  A master park plan has been prepared to delineate proposed facility 
improvements which will include soccer and baseball facilities, large grassy areas, a community 
services/maintenance building, and supporting parking facilities.  The project also includes a 
community swimming pool, dispersed tot lots and public trail improvements which are in addition to 
the 13.2-acre usable park site figure. 

General Plan Implementing Policy 6.5-I-1 calls for a combined total of 6.5 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents, based on “usable acreage”.  City Code Section C5-143 provides the specific formula 
for computing residential population to be used in determining the size of needed park facilities.  As 
shown in Table F, application of this formula to the mix of housing units in the Faria Preserve 
project results in a minimum ordinance requirement for 5.99 acres, and a desired parkland yield of 
12.99 acres. 

Table F:  Mix of Housing Units in the Faria Preserve 

Unit Type Average 
Persons Per 

Unit 

Number of 
Units 

Parkland Required 
Per Code at 3.0 acres 

/ 1,000 population 

Desired 
Parkland at 6.5 

acres / 1,000 
population 

SF Detached 3.30 200 1.98 4.29 
SF Attached 2.25 200 1.35 2.93 
Multi-Family 2.30 386 2.66 5.77 

Total:  786 5.99 12.99 
 

In summary, the Faria Preserve plan provides 13.2 acres of useable parkland and other additional 
public recreational facilities, or more than either the applicable City Code or specific General Plan 
policy requirements needed to serve the project population.  As noted above, the City’s parkland 
dedication requirement would call for approximately two acres of parkland to accommodate 
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approximately 200 residential, detached units.  With only 43 single-family residential units proposed 
on the Chang property, it is proposed that an additional neighborhood-serving park of at least one-
half acre will be required. 

Wildlife Corridors & Fragmentation 

As described in Chapter 4.3 of the DEIR and in Master Response 3.A above, several components of 
the Faria Preserve project work to maintain habitat value and connectivity.  As a result, the NWSP is 
consistent with the City’s General Plan Implementing Policy 8.3-I-5. 

8.B Faria Site Design Issues  
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned about the Faria Preserve’s project design.  Specifically, 
commenters proposed relocating the spine road and the proposed parking lot for Merrill Gardens 
and commented on sizes for the school site, house of worship and community facility (Comments P 
1-11, P 1-12, PH 4-H).  Other comments were concerned with the NWSP’s impact on safety in 
existing neighborhoods, school site size and uses and the size of other public amenities and uses 
including the house of worship and community facilities (Comments P 1-13, P 1-17, P 1-18, PH 4-L, 
PH 4-RR).   

Response:   

Each of the components of the Faria Preserve design that was raised by commenters is addressed 
separately below.  

House of Worship & Community Pool 

General Plan Policy 4.7-I-1 directs the inclusion of up to 786 housing units (including a 10% density 
bonus for inclusion of a defined affordable housing element), a school or park facility and a house of 
worship.  As explained in response to previous comments, the School District’s determination not to 
include a school facility has led to inclusion of an expanded community park, an educational use 
facility and additional public amenities.   A master park plan has been prepared to delineate proposed 
park facility improvements, which will include soccer and baseball facilities, large grassy areas, a 
community services/maintenance building, and supporting parking facilities, along with a memorial 
rose garden.  The project also includes a proposed community swimming pool, dispersed tot lots and 
public trail improvements. 

A proposed design refinement has been prepared in response to comments from members of the 
Planning Commission and City Council to address a possible relocation of Senior Housing 
Neighborhood D (see Master Response 13.E – Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative).  This 
option provides for down-scaling of the house of worship facility, in order to accommodate the 
relocation of the Senior Center from the southeast corner of the project site to a location west of the 
house of worship.  A community swimming pool would be constructed between the house of 
worship and Senior Center, providing additional recreational opportunities for residents of the 
project as well as the adjoining neighborhood.  Adequate parking facilities would be provided on this 
mixed use site south of Neighborhood B, with cross-easements to provide for joint use.   
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In addition, the foregoing design refinement would provide for relocation of the educational use 
facility to the site of the former Senior Center, at the southeast corner of the project site.  This 
modification would be accompanied by a further expansion of the community park and 
improvement of additional recreational facilities as detailed in the alternative park master plan. 

As explained in response to the preceding comments, the San Ramon 2020 General Plan specifically 
calls for inclusion of a site for a house of worship within the Faria Preserve project site.  As identified 
in Master Response 13.E, the applicant has identified a revised design alternative, under which the 
house of worship would be reduced in size in order to accommodate relocation of the 86-unit Senior 
Housing component (Neighborhood D) to a more central location immediately west of the house of 
worship.  This change is intended to improve accessibility of public and private recreational and 
cultural amenities to seniors in the project.  The alternative moves the Senior Housing facility further 
away from the existing residential uses immediately south of the originally planned Neighborhood D 
site, and replaces it with the proposed educational facility, which is smaller in size. 

The community swimming pool would be situated between the house of worship and the Senior 
Center, north of the Faria Preserve Parkway and immediately south of Neighborhood B.  The pool 
would be served by parking facilities some of which could be shared with the senior center and house 
of worship in order to more efficiently address the peak demand needs of each.   The community 
pool would be managed as a member-supported private facility, accessible to Faria Preserve 
residents, as well as residents of the adjoining Deerwood neighborhoods.  It would be conveniently 
accessible to all project neighborhoods, and connected to the existing Deerwood neighborhoods via 
a public park and trail system. 

School Site 

The San Ramon Valley School District has confirmed that it will be able to accommodate students 
generated by the Project in existing schools or through expansion of existing facilities using school 
fees imposed on the Project. (Letter LA 7).  Accordingly, there is no overcrowding projected.   

The General Plan provides, in Policy 4.7-I-1, that the NWSP shall include, “15-20 acres of land for a 
school site (to revert to parkland or permanent open space if a school is not provided)”  Policy 4.7-I-
1 further states that 75% of the site is to be designated for a combination of schools, public uses and 
open space.  The San Ramon Valley Unified School District, which has jurisdiction over 
determinations whether schools are needed and which is identified in the General Plan as the agency 
that determines the school need, has determined that a school is not needed in this area.  The Project 
accordingly includes more than 20 acres of open space, as part of the 75% of the site designated for 
public uses and open space.  There is no requirement of the General Plan that a site be designated 
for school use even if a school is not going to be provided because of existing excess capacity.  
Accordingly, this EIR evaluates the impacts of the Project as proposed, which includes open space 
rather than a 15-20 acre school site.   

The request of the School District to reserve a site for an Education Service Center addresses the 
merits of the Project, and not its impacts on the physical environment.  That request will be 
presented to decision-makers for their consideration.  The Project includes a site of approximately 
1.6 acres for an educational facility, located immediately southwest of the community park site.  
Under Alternative 6 (See Master Response 13.E), this use would be moved to the southeast corner of 
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the site in the location of currently proposed Neighborhood D.  That site is intended to 
accommodate an educational museum, educational outreach use, or similar facility intended to serve 
the residents of the Project and the surrounding community. 

Spine Road & Merrill Gardens Parking Lot 

The San Ramon 2020 General Plan calls for an east-west connector roadway to traverse the Plan 
Area.  Accordingly, the Faria Preserve Parkway is proposed to connect Bollinger Canyon Road at the 
west and Purdue Road in the East, serving the residential neighborhoods within the Plan Area and 
providing access for the surrounding community to the public facilities to be provided within the 
Plan Area, including the community park, rose garden, and educational facility site.  The alignment of 
the connector roadway – proposed to be called the Faria Preserve Parkway – has been dictated by the 
existing topography, the grading requirements to make way for the land use program set forth for the 
Northwest Specific Plan in the City’s 2020 General Plan, and the concerns of neighbors in the 
Deerwood neighborhoods located immediately to the south of the Plan Area along the western end 
of the Faria Preserve Project Site. 

A small number of parking spaces are currently planned to be relocated from the north to the east 
side of the existing Merrill Gardens facility, as part of planned parking lot modifications to 
accommodate the extension of the Faria Preserve Parkway.   An area of approximately 75 acres 
consisting of the community park as well as substantial passive open space areas on either side of the 
park serve as an open space buffer between the neighborhoods to the south and both the proposed 
Faria Preserve Parkway and the proposed Merrill Gardens relocated parking lot, thus reducing 
potential impacts associated with noise, glare or visual impacts to existing neighbors.  

If it is determined that the proposed Faria Preserve Parkway can be accommodated without 
relocation of the existing parking spaces, then the parking lot modifications would not be necessary.   
Figure A contains a supplemental visual simulation that the project sponsor presented at the October 
3, 2006, Planning Commission meeting, which has been peer reviewed by City staff..  This simulation 
shows the relationship between existing neighborhoods to the south and the proposed parking lot 
modifications, should they be required.  It is proposed that final landscaping plans would incorporate 
earth berming and massing of trees and shrubbery within the open space area between the homes 
and the Merrill Gardens parking area, in order to achieve screening as the landscape improvements 
mature.  These measures would result in less than significant visual impacts. 

8.C. Ordinance 197 Compliance/ Ridgeline Protection 
Comments:   

Numerous comments expressed concern regarding grading, the NWSP’s compliance with the City’s 
Ordinance 197 and protecting certain ridgelines and hills (Comments O 1-1, P 1-2, O 4-11-10, PH 2-
E, PH 4-O, PH 4-P, PH 4-U, PH 8-C, PH 8-E).  Specifically, commenters were concerned with 
maintaining the 80% open space commitment under the General Plan and addressing this issue in 
the DEIR (Comments O 2-4, I 2-5, I 1-1, O 4-15, PH 4-Z, PH 10-A).  In addition, one commenter 
was concerned with the visual impact on the rest of the City of grading ridgelines within the Plan 
Area (PH 4-Q). 
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Commenters requested additional information regarding the project’s compliance with the General 
Plan given the proposed grading scheme and the how the NWSP will comply with the 80/20 open 
space policy.  Other commenters were concerned with grading and development within the ridgeline 
protection zones and the impact of grading two ridgelines on San Ramon’s viewsheds (Comments 
LA 5-17, LA 5-21, I 2-1).  One commenter (Comment P 1-16) specifically commented on the 
Western Plan area being included in calculating the total open space as a percentage of the entire 
NWSP area.   

Response:   

This response provides general background regarding open space issues, including open space 
maintenance and management, ridgeline protection, and hillside development.  

Ordinance 197 and Resource Conservation Overlay District  

Ordinance 197 was adopted by the City Council in 1990 and amended the City’s prior General Plan 
(which had been approved in 1986) to incorporate various hillside protection policies and 
development standards.  As explained in the DEIR (p. 4.8-16), the fundamental purpose of 
Ordinance 197 was to permit residential development and growth in hill areas of San Ramon while 
preserving and protecting natural amenities.   

As explained in the DEIR, San Ramon voters carried forward several Ordinance 197 policies and 
incorporated them into their voter-approved 2020 General Plan.  These policies include a prohibition 
on structures on lands with a natural slope in excess of 20%, on crests of major and minor ridges, 
within 100 vertical feet of a major ridgeline, or within 100 feet of a protected creek or stream.  In 
addition, Ordinance 197 included certain development standards relevant to areas in excess of 500 
feet in elevation.  These include a slope density restriction allowing 1 unit per 5 acres on slopes 
between 15-20% and 1 unit/1 acre on slopes between 10-15%.  On slopes less than 10%, the slope-
density formula permits densities consistent with the underlying zoning and General Plan 
designations applicable to a site.  Alterations to existing grade and land forms are to be minimized.  
Street grades are to be kept to twelve (12) percent or less, and buildings in excess of 32 feet in height 
are prohibited absent a vote approving an exemption. 

In 2002, San Ramon voters approved the City’s 2020 General Plan.  The 2020 General Plan 
identified a specific land use program for the NWSP as well as certain site-specific policies to allow 
the program to be implemented in the NWSP Area.  This land use program provided for the 
development of up to 830 residential units (with a substantial workforce housing component), 
substantial community-serving facilities, including a park, house of worship, and school.  (As 
described above in Master Response 8.B, in the event the school site is not needed, as has been 
determined by the San Ramon Valley Unified School District, the school site acreage shall revert to 
open space.  Also required is a spine road connecting Bollinger Canyon Road and Purdue Road.  The 
2020 General Plan’s land use program for the NWSP also discussed “exemptions required from 
Ordinance 197, which will need voter approval.”  However, voter approval for an exemption from 
Ordinance 197 would only be required if that exemption is not provided for in the voter-approved 
2020 General Plan.   

Figure 8-2 to the 2020 General Plan identifies those creeks subject to protection by the 100-foot 
creek setback requirement carried forward from Ordinance 197 into the 2020 General Plan.  
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Bollinger Creek is the only creek identified as protected in Figure 8-2.  The NWSP, as proposed, 
requires a 100-foot setback from Bollinger Creek consistent with these policies as carried forward by 
the voters in the 2020 General Plan.  

Figure 8-3 of the General Plan identifies two major ridgelines within the Plan Area that may be 
altered by grading to make way for development of the NWSP land use program set forth in the 
voter approved 2020 General Plan.  Voter approval of grading on two of the major ridgelines within 
the NWSP and of the land use program set forth in the 2020 General Plan constitutes a site-specific 
exemption to Ordinance 197 policies relating to development on those ridgelines (including policies 
relating to crests of those ridges, 20% slopes surrounding them, and 100 foot vertical setbacks from 
those ridges).  As illustrated in Figure 8.3, the remaining Ridgeline Protection Zones on the northerly 
portion of the westerly ridgeline and the easterly ridgeline are to remain protected from grading 
within the Faria Preserve project site. 

In a memorandum explaining the relationship between Ordinance 197 and the 2020 General Plan, 
the City Attorney noted that a general plan amendment (or a new general plan) is an appropriate 
vehicle for exempting certain sites from some or all of the provisions of Ordinance 197 so long as 
the amendment (or new general plan) was approved by the voters.  The 2020 General Plan, including 
the site-specific provisions of Figures 8-2 and 8-3 described above, was approved by San Ramon 
voters.  The General Plan Land Use Map, Policy 4.7-I-1, and Figures 8-2 and 8-3 provide standards 
for development in the NWSP that do not require voter approval.  As proposed, the NWSP 
implements these General Plan standards and the other standards in Ordinance 197 as carried 
forward in the General Plan 2020.  

As explained in the DEIR (pp. 4.8-23 through 4.8-24) consistency with the slope-density formula 
carried forward from Ordinance 197 to the 2020 General Plan was determined by requiring the 
applicant to prepare a grid analysis pursuant to a City-mandated methodology.  That methodology 
requires application of a grid of 200’x 200’ squares across the property as parallel as possible to the 
natural grade contour lines of the site.  For each square on the resulting grid, the slope density 
formula described above was applied (i.e. 1 unit per 5 acres for slopes of 15-20%; 1 unit per acre for 
slopes of 10-15%; and 10.6 units per acre – an amount equivalent to the average underlying allowable 
density on the site – for slopes under 10%).  Once these densities were applied to each square of the 
grid, the resulting maximum allowable unit count was calculated by determining the sum of the 
allowable densities for the Faria Preserve and the Chang Properties.  The maximum allowable 
number of units permitted on the Faria Preserve pursuant to the City-mandated methodology for 
calculating allowable slope density pursuant to Ordinance 197 was 910 units.  For the Chang 
Property, it was 53 units.  These maximum allowable numbers are greater than those proposed by the 
NWSP.  Once the provision of Figure 8-3 is applied to allow grading to make way for development 
of the land use program set forth in the General Plan for the NWSP Area, other development 
standards of Ordinance 197 such as maximum 12 foot street grade and rounding and shaping of 
natural contours altered by grading are incorporated into design of the NWSP and the Faria Preserve 
to the extent they still apply in light of the site-specific policies set forth in the General Plan, 
including in Figures 8-2 and 8-3. 

As currently proposed, multi-family buildings within the Faria Preserve (which includes the senior 
apartments of Neighborhood D and the apartments of Neighborhood C) have been proposed with a 
flat-roof design that satisfies the 32-feet height limit set forth in Ordinance 197.  The Applicant has 
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also submitted alternate designs for these multi-family buildings that includes a pitched roof but 
slightly exceeds 32 feet in height.  Should the Applicant and the City determine that the pitched-roof 
design is preferable, an exemption to the 32-feet height requirement otherwise applicable to the Faria 
Preserve could be sought from voters to allow construction of the peaked-roof design.  Voter 
approval would be required for an exemption to the 32-feet height requirements because no 
program, policy, or diagram of the voter-approved 2020 General Plan provided for exceeding this 
height restriction.  

Chapter 4.8 of this Final EIR reflects certain revisions to Table 4.8-1 of the DEIR. 

Open Space Requirements & Ratios  

There are two distinct policies relating to the amount of residential development relative to open 
space and public facilities uses discussed in the DEIR.  One is the policy set forth in the voter-
approved General Plan to guide development in the NWSP.  The other may be relevant in the event 
the applicant determines it will seek voter approval of an exemption to the 32’ height limitation 
established by Ordinance 197.   

The first of these policies -- as discussed on page 3-18 of the DEIR -- is a requirement that the 
NWSP include an open space and trails system, including designation of at least 75 percent of the site 
for schools, parks, common and public open space uses, ownership and maintenance of public and 
private open space, and design of open space amenities such as staging areas, trails, and connections.  
In accordance with this policy and as explained in the DEIR at p. 4.8-22, approximately 217.6 acres 
within the Faria Preserve project site itself would be allocated to open space, park and public facility 
or community uses, and trails and connections serving those uses.  Residential housing uses are 
limited to the remaining 25 percent of the site (or approximately 72.36 acres).  Note that in the event 
the Relocated Neighborhood D alternative were selected by the City, the number of acres of public 
facilities would be increased and the acreage of residential development decreased, resulting in an 
even higher ratio of open space and public facilities than required in the General Plan.   

The second policy relating to residential development and open space applies only in the event the 
applicant determines it will pursue construction of Neighborhood C or D with peaked roofs in 
excess of the 32’ height limitation.  The City Attorney provided a memorandum to the Planning 
Commission dated October 12, 2006, in which it is explained that a separate exemption to Ordinance 
197 is not required where the contemplated development issue has affirmatively been addressed in 
the voter-approved General Plan: “Section 1(I) of Ordinance 197 expressly provides that a General 
Plan amendment approved by the voters overrides conflicting provisions in Ordinance 197 and 
General Plan 2020 was adopted by the voters subsequent to Ordinance 197.”  The Ordinance 197 
development standards which limit the height of buildings located within the Resource Conservation 
Overlay District (RCOD) were not, however, amended by the General Plan.  Consequently, since the 
subject property is located within the Resource Conservation Overlay District (RCOD), any building 
with a defined height of more than 32 feet would require an “exemption” from Ordinance 197.   

In the event that the applicant determines it will pursue building heights in excess of the 32-foot 
limitation as established under Ordinance 197, then an exemption to the provisions of Ordinance 
197 would be required, in accordance with the General Plan.  The General Plan’s Northwest Specific 
Plan Area Policy 4.7-I-1 requires that 75% of the planning area be set aside for “schools, parks, 
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common and public open space uses, ownership and maintenance of public and private open space, 
and design of open space amenities, such as staging areas, trails and connections, etc.”   The General 
Plan’s Measure G Open Space Preservation Action Plan Policy 8.4-I-15 provides that this standard 
for open space preservation must be expanded from 75% to 80%, where an exemption from 
Ordinance 197 is sought.  Policy 8.4-I-15 goes on to clarify that:  “A portion of this 80 percent open 
space commitment, not to exceed five percent of the total site area, may be provided by dedication of 
permanent open space off-site on a 2:1 basis (two acres of off-site open space = one acre of on-site 
open space).”   

In order to meet this higher standard of open space preservation to support an exemption under 
Ordinance 197, the Developer may provide for the commitment of additional land resources as 
permanent open space.  In the case of the Faria Preserve, an additional 144 acres of land within the 
Faria Remainder Parcel has been proposed for protection under a conservation easement, using 2 
acres of off-site open space to count as 1 additional acre of on-site open space.  This arrangement 
provides 144 gross acres of contiguous off-site open space, which is calculated in accordance with 
Policy 8.4-I-14 as 72 additional acres of project open space, for a total of 289.56 acres of total open 
space (217.56 + 72.00 = 289.56 open space acres).  The corresponding ratio of total open space to 
residential development area would concurrently increase from 75% to 80% (289.92 total open space 
acres + 72.0 residential acres = 361.92 total acres; 289.56 total open space acres / 361.92 total acres 
= 80.0% ratio).  

The additional off-site open space needed to achieve the 80/20 ratio identified in the San Ramon 
General Plan would be permanently protected through recordation of a conservation easement.   
Although outside the City’s adopted Urban Growth Boundary, this 144-acre conservation easement 
area is located within the San Ramon Sphere of Influence.  The San Ramon General Plan has 
classified this area as Rural Conservation.  As required by General Plan Policy 8.4-I-15, the 144-acre 
off-site open space area contains both Major and Minor Ridgeline Protection Zones, as identified in 
General Plan Figure 8-3.  Additionally, the off-site open space area is contiguous to the Faria 
Preserve’s westerly project boundary, and is within one-half mile of the project’s proposed residential 
development area.  

Ridgeline Protection / Hillside Development / Visual Character 

The City of San Ramon’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, along with the City’s 
Resource Conservation Overlay District (RCOD), contains policies and ordinance standards for the 
protection of Major and Minor Ridgelines, and limit where grading and development may take place 
within the planning area.  According to the City’s voter-approved General Plan, the entirety of the 
Faria Preserve project area is located within the RCOD, requiring the protection of ridgelines 
through the limiting of grading and development within 100 vertical feet of major ridgelines and 50 
feet of a minor ridge.  

The ridgeline protection requirements of the City’s current General Plan are illustrated in Figure 3.3 
of the DEIR, on page 3-7.  The General Plan recognizes that there are three major ridgelines that 
pass through the site, but similarly recognizes that avoiding grading on all of these ridgelines would 
preclude any feasible development of the site.  As a result, as illustrated in DEIR Figure 3.3, two of 
the three major ridgelines within the site are permitted to be graded to make way for development.  
Both the central ridgeline and a significant part of the westernmost ridgeline may be graded 
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consistent with policies set forth in the General Plan.  All of the easterly ridgeline and much of the 
westerly ridgeline are protected from grading or other alterations.   

The General Plan’s protection of the outer ridgeline areas (i.e. all of the eastern and much of the 
western ridgelines) serves to significantly shield the area that is proposed for development within the 
Faria Preserve project site, thus minimizing the visual impact on existing residents of San Ramon.  
Both Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR and earlier passages in this master response  describe the manner in 
which the protected ridges allow for development within the Faria Preserve to be concentrated in the 
shielded area and in which significant visual impacts are thereby avoided.  

Grading in Vicinity of Ridgeline Protection Zone 

General Plan Figure 8-3 identifies the location of Major Ridgeline Protection Zones which extend 
along the east and west sides of the Faria Preserve project site.  Figure 8-3 also delineates both a 
central ridgeline and southerly extension of the Protected Ridgeline on the west side of the site where 
grading may specifically be authorized pursuant to the Northwest Specific Plan.  The Land Use Map 
of the General Plan includes a corresponding policy authorization to accommodate housing, public 
facilities, and a spine roadway within the Faria Preserve portion of the specific plan area.  General 
Plan Policy 4.7-I-1 establishes a requirement for inclusion of up to 786 housing units, together with a 
school or park facility and a house of worship on this site. 

The two local cul-de-sac streets referenced by the commenter are situated on the interior “bowl” side 
of the westerly Protected Ridgeline, and are shown in the project grading plan as being developed at 
or near the base elevation of the valley floor in these areas.  The location of these streets and their 
associated grading is consistent with the protection zones identified in Figure 8-3 and the 
development footprint identified in the Draft Northwest Specific Plan.  As discussed in Chapters 3 
(Project Description) and 4.8 (Land Use Plan and Policy Consistency) of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the project requires over 5 million cubic yards of balanced earthwork.  The Draft 
Northwest Specific Plan authorizes this earthwork within the central portion of the project site, 
between the east and west Protected Ridgelines, including grading on the central ridgeline as shown 
in General Plan Figure 8-3 in order to implement the land use, public facilities and housing policies 
of the General Plan.   

Draft EIR Figure 3-3 (Natural Setting) provides a conceptual depiction of these ridgelines with 
reference to the Faria Preserve project boundaries.  However, the topography as shown on the 
Vesting Tentative Map for the Faria Preserve has been prepared at a considerably greater level of 
detail, accurately revealing the centerlines of the Protected Ridgelines and the extent of grading which 
may be authorized on the central ridgeline. 

A small amount of additional grading work, beyond the boundary of the Ridgeline Protection Zone, 
is identified within the open space parcel referenced by the commenter immediately to the north of 
Neighborhood B.  That grading which extends into the Ridgeline Protection Zone in this area is, 
however, exclusively associated with implementation of the Equestrian-Pedestrian Trail which has 
been offered to the City of San Ramon as a public improvement.  Such public facilities may be 
approved within the Ridgeline Protection Zone, where appropriate.  In this instance, the minor 
grading work needed to accommodate the trail is necessary in order to maintain adequate grade on 

3-66 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 3:  Responses to Comments 
 

the trail surface, consistent with City standards.  The grading work in question could be avoided if 
the trail alignment were adjusted slightly to the west of the centerline of the ridge. 

8.D Adequacy of Open Space Protection 
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned with protecting and preserving the open space in the NWSP 
(P 1-4).  Two primary themes of the comments regarding open space preservation are (1) the DEIR 
does not commit to an effective, enforceable and perpetual mitigation program; and (2) the DEIR 
does not set forth mechanisms to ensure permanent protection of the proposed Open Space.  
Additional comments were concerned with open space fragmentation (LA 5-2) and parks (I 1-4).  A 
specific concern was raised about protecting private properties that abut the public open space, 
including a managed buffer area between these two areas to prevent wildfires from spreading to 
residential areas (LA 5-6).  

Response:   

The DEIR does commit to an effective, enforceable and perpetual mitigation program.  In addition 
to the size and strategic location of the open space, it is important to note that the net long-term 
habitat value of the preserved open space also is discussed in the DEIR. The Faria Preserve is 
consistent with the General Plan regarding the maintenance of habitat value over the long term.  This 
policy anticipates maintaining net habitat value through creation of habitat reserves that include 
major habitat types within the planning area and protect habitat supporting listed and selected 
planning species and can be effectively managed.   

As described in the DEIR pp. 4.3-57 through 4.3-58, 3), the project sponsor for the Faria Preserve 
project site has developed an extensive program referred to as the Faria Preserve Biological 
Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan for the creation and enhancement of riparian and 
wetland habitat and the full mitigation of biological impacts.  The features of this mitigation and 
enhancement plan are described in detail in the DEIR (pp. 4.3-57 through 4.3-58).  They are further 
described in Master Response 3.C. 

The creation and enhancement of riparian and wetland habitat within the Faria Preserve project site 
will occur in areas that will be dedicated to permanent open space preservation through recordation 
of conservation easements pursuant to California Civil Code § 815 et seq.  Such conservation 
easements may be granted in favor of either the City of San Ramon, a city-controlled special district 
such as a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD), or qualified non-profit corporation.  Such 
conservation easement will require maintenance of the open space areas to preserve their natural 
features and their habitat value.  As described more fully in Master Response 8.G, an entity will be 
formed and funded for maintenance of passive open space areas.  Where there are geologic 
conditions to be monitored, a GHAD is proposed to physically maintain most passive open space 
areas within the Faria Preserve Project Site as well as the 144-acre Adjacent Offsite Faria 
Preservation Area.  Funding of the GHAD and requirements for preparation of open space 
management plans are described more fully in Master Response 8.G below.    
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The land use plan proposed in the NWSP implements several voter-approved General Plan open 
space policies, including the Urban Growth Boundary.  General Plan policy 8.4-I-7 calls for the use 
of open space in new developments to create greenbelts that delineate the edge of urban areas.  
Policy 8.4-I-6 provides that urban growth boundaries and specific plans, among other things, shall be 
used to shape the development of the City, including by buffering important open space, preventing 
urban sprawl, and promoting infill development within the urban growth boundaries.    

The residential land uses as public facilities proposed by the NWSP are all located within the voter-
approved Urban Growth Boundary, thus helping to reduce development pressures on those higher-
value open spaces that the City has determined should remain outside of the Urban Growth 
Boundary.  In addition, through proposed dedication of the 144-acre Adjacent Faria Offsite 
Preservation Area, which lies immediately outside of the Urban Growth Boundary, and placement of 
a permanent conservation easement on this property, the Urban Growth Boundary will be reinforced 
through permanent protection of a large amount of open space at the mouth of Bollinger Canyon.   

The potential visual impacts associated with development of the land use program set forth in the 
NWSP are described in Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR and are represented visually in a series of visual 
simulations included in the DEIR at pp. 4.1-23 to 4.1-35.  In addition, in response to questions 
regarding closer-in views of the project from immediately adjacent neighborhoods along Deerwood 
Road and from future trail areas between the Plan Area and the Las Trampas Regional Wilderness, 
two additional visual simulations have been prepared and included in this Final EIR as Figures A and 
B.  The full set of visual simulations establish that the NWSP will implement a land use program that 
was identified in the City’s voter-approved 2020 General Plan.  Visual impacts from development of 
that land use program were evaluated in the City’s 2002 Environmental Impact Report for the 2020 
General Plan and were found to be less than significant with mitigation.  With incorporation of such 
mitigation measures in the design of the project, and implementation of other 2020 General Plan 
policies and objectives, the NWSP ensures that visual impacts from development consistent with the 
NWSP land use program will  remain less than significant.  

Fencing of Private Property Adjacent to Open Space Areas 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Faria Preserve will preserve at least 75% of the entire project site 
for public, quasi-public and open space uses.  Alternative mechanisms have been identified for 
ownership and maintenance of the open space preserve areas.  The proposed project identifies 
placement of open wire fences along the boundaries of lots which adjoin these major open space 
parcels.  Management of the open space will be implemented through a combination of a 
homeowners association, a geologic hazard abatement district and/or dedication to the City or other 
acceptable alternative public entity.  Section 4.6.1 of the Draft EIR identifies applicable General Plan 
policies designed to minimize the risks associated with fire hazards, and establishes a set of 
comprehensive mitigation measures to implement these policies. 

8.E Urban Growth Boundary 
Comments:   

One commenter (PH 2-C) was concerned with developing in certain open space and permanently 
preserving open space through urban growth boundaries to contain development.   
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Response:    

As explained at DEIR 3-18, the NWSP provides for the development of only 25% of the Plan Area 
with residential uses.  The balance of the Plan Area is to be retained as permanently protected open 
space as well as public facilities including a community park, a rose garden, and an educational facility 
site.  As illustrated in Figure 3-7 of the DEIR, substantial amounts of the open space to be 
permanently preserved within the Plan Area are located along the northern and western portions of 
the Faria Preserve Project site and immediately adjacent to lands that are beyond the City’s Urban 
Growth Boundary and are not expected to develop with intense residential uses.  Indeed, a 
substantial amount of the open space to be permanently protected through implementation of the 
NWSP is immediately adjacent to the 144-acre Adjacent Offsite Faria Preservation Area, which is 
proposed to be dedicated to the City or another entity identified by the City such as the Geologic 
Hazard Abatement District (GHAD).  As described more fully in Master Response 8.G, below, both 
the 144-acre Adjacent Offsite Faria Preservation Area as well as the open space areas located within 
the Faria Preserve Project site will be subject to conservation easements to protect the open space 
character from development and from uses incompatible with preservation of the natural character 
of the land.   

8.F Affordable Housing  
Comments:   

Several comments addressed the affordable housing component of the Faria Preserve (I 1-8, PH 4-
M, PH 4-SS).  Concerns were raised that the NWSP is not consistent with the dwelling unit count of 
the General Plan because of the proposed affordable housing (LA 5-20).  Specific concerns were 
raised about including second units as part of the affordable housing (P 1-19).  One comment 
recommended Table 2-12 of the DEIR be more project specific and address the City’s requirement 
(LA 3-3). 

Response:   

This response includes information regarding the number, location and affordability of the affordable 
units in the Faria Preserve.  Among the 830 units proposed on the Faria Preserve project site, there 
are 238 affordable units proposed for very low, low and moderate income residents.   

Affordable Housing Policy For the Northwest Specific Plan 

Table G, below, shows the number of affordable housing units at various income levels that are 
proposed by the NWSP. 

Table G:  Allocation of Affordable Units 

 Total 
Housing 
Supply 

Total 
Affordable 

Units 

Very Low 
Income 

Low 
Income 

Moderate 
Income 

Faria Property 
Chang Property 

Panetta Property 

786 
43 
1 

226 
12 
0 

75 
4 
0 

82 
5 
0 

69 
3 
0 

Total Units: 830 238 79 87 72 
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The foregoing allocation of affordable housing units is consistent with the General Plan’s 
requirement for Northwest Specific Plan, that a minimum of 25% of the units in the Plan area be 
affordable.  The breakdown of affordable units by housing type, as reflected in the Northwest 
Specific Plan Inclusionary Housing Program, is as follows:  

Potential For Second Units on Faria Property.  On the Faria Property, it is anticipated that twenty 
eight of (28) of the two hundred (200) single family homes in Neighborhood A would be Primary 
Units that also include Second Units.  Of these 28 Second Units, 15 will be affordable to Very Low 
Income Households and 13 will be affordable to Low Income Households.  In the event it becomes 
necessary to secure financing for the multi-family apartment building in Neighborhood C, the 
Applicant retains the option of replacing these 28 Second Units with an additional 28 affordable 
units (15 Very Low and 13 Low) in Neighborhood C beyond the number currently proposed and 
described below.   (To ensure that environmental impacts are fully identified, for purposes of 
evaluating environmental impacts, including the potential for traffic impacts, the DEIR assumed that 
up to fifty (50) of the Primary Units may at some point accommodate Second Units.) 

Rental Apartments on Faria Property.  One hundred twelve (112) rental apartments among the three 
hundred (300) residential units within Neighborhood C will be Inclusionary Units, with 43 being 
affordable to Very Low Income Households and 69 being affordable to Moderate Income 
Households. 

Senior Apartments on Faria Property.  Eighty-six Senior Apartments located in the Multi-Family 
Senior Housing in Neighborhood D will be Inclusionary Units, with 17 of them being affordable to 
Very Low Income Households and 69 of them being affordable to Low Income Households. 

Second Units on Chang Property.  On the Chang Property, at least 12 of the 43 single family homes 
in Neighborhood E will be Primary Units that also include Second Units.  Of these 12 Second Units, 
four (4) will be affordable to Very Low Income Households, five (5) will be affordable to Low 
Income Households, and three (3) will be affordable to Moderate Income Households.  

The affordability factor for units in the project is based on the median income level for Contra Costa 
County, adjusted for household size, as periodically published in Title 25 California Code of 
Regulations at Section 6932.  The market value or sale price of the units is not a determining factor 
for rents charged in connection with the affordability program. 

Proposed Second Units on Faria & Chang Properties 

On the Faria Property, it is anticipated that at least fifteen (28) of the two hundred (200) single family 
homes in Neighborhood A will be Primary Units that also include Second Units.  Of these 28 Second 
Units, 15 will be affordable to Very Low Income Households and 13 will be affordable to Low 
Income Households.  On the Chang Property, at least 12 of the 43 single family homes in 
Neighborhood E will be Primary Units that also include Second Units.  Of these 12 Second Units, 
four (4) will be affordable to Very Low Income Households, five (5) will be affordable to Low 
Income Households, and three (3) will be affordable to Moderate Income Households. 

Affordable “second” units are regulated by the State of California and by City Ordinance.  A Second 
Unit is an auxiliary housing unit attached to or incorporated into the Primary Unit on the same parcel 
with separate entry.  A Second Unit constitutes a residential second unit in compliance with 
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Government Code Section 65852.2 and constitutes an Inclusionary Unit under the Northwest 
Specific Plan Inclusionary Housing Program. 

As noted above, in the event it becomes necessary to secure financing for the multi-family apartment 
building in Neighborhood C, the Applicant retains the option of replacing the 28 proposed Second 
Units with an additional 28 affordable units (15 Very Low and 13 Low) in Neighborhood C beyond 
the 112 affordable units already proposed for Neighborhood C.  

8.G Maintenance and Other Financial/Operational Responsibilities 
Comments:   

Though not raised during the formal comment period for the DEIR, some commenters who spoke 
on the Northwest Specific Plan at the July 24, 2006 public hearing on that document were concerned 
with the maintenance and management of open space areas and other public amenities provided 
under the NWSP.   

Response:   

It is proposed that both the open space parcels located within the 291-acre Faria Preserve Project 
Site as well as the 144-acre Adjacent Offsite Faria Preservation Area will be permanently preserved 
pursuant to conservation easements.  The project sponsor has proposed formation of a City-
controlled special district, such as a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD), to manage and 
protect open space areas established by the NWSP.  The entity would be funded by assessments 
against properties included in the district, which is anticipated to include all residential units within 
the Plan Area.  As required under California law, the proposal for a GHAD or other such entity 
would be accompanied by a Plan of Control prepared by a certified engineering geologist that 
describes in detail the criteria to ensure proper maintenance activities and intervals to ensure the 
detention basins would function as designed and do not contribute to any future geologic hazards.  
All open space areas, including both those within the Faria Preserve Project Site as well as the 
Adjacent Offsite Faria Preservation Area will be subject to conservation easements in favor of the 
City or a public agency or non-profit organization qualified pursuant to California Civil Code § 815 et 
seq. so as to ensure protection of the natural character and open space value of the land.   

The community park proposed within the Plan Area will be owned and maintained by the City for 
the benefit of not just residents within the Plan Area but residents in surrounding neighborhoods as 
well.   

8.H Annexation Issues 
Comments:   

Commenters noted that the DEIR and NWSP should address how the NWSP will be annexed into 
the City more thoroughly, including a discussion of the timeline and process for annexation and how 
the review and approval of subsequent development schedules will correspond with the annexation 
schedule (Comment LA 1-1).  A specific concern was raised about the NWSP is located partially or 
wholly within the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence and if a Sphere of 
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Influence amendment is needed (Comment LA 3-6).  Another concern was raised about grading in 
the unincorporated area under Contra Costa County’s grading ordinance (Comment LA 1-3).   

LAFCO requested that the FEIR specifically reference factors under Government Code Section 
56668 in reviewing a change of organization to facilitate the LAFCO application process (Comments 
LA 3-7, LA 3-8).   

Response:    

Process for Annexation of the Specific Plan Area 

As discussed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Specific Plan project 
contemplates application to and approval by the Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) of a boundary reorganization application.  This application would entail concurrent 
annexation of the entire Specific Plan Area to the City of San Ramon, the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District (EBMUD) and the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD).  The Draft EIR has 
been prepared as a program-level document with respect to the Northwest Specific Plan, and project-
level document with respect to the Faria Preserve project.  A Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) and 
related applications have been filed with the City of San Ramon for concurrent review and 
processing with the Specific Plan.  The City plans to initiate the boundary reorganization application 
following certification of the EIR and approval of the Specific Plan and VTM.  The Faria Preserve 
Vesting Tentative Map, if approved prior to annexation, will be conditioned on annexation of the 
property to the city within a period of time to be determined by the City Council and will not 
become effective until annexation is complete.  No construction or final map recordation may occur 
for any of the Specific Plan properties until the boundary reorganization is certified as complete. 

Relationship of the Specific Plan Area to Sanitary District Sphere of Influence 

As described in the DEIR at p. 4.11-4, a part of the Plan Area is presently within CCCSD’s SOI and 
CCCSD boundaries; a part is within the SOI, but outside the boundaries; and the remainder is 
outside both the SOI and the boundaries.  Therefore, at the time it processes the application for a 
boundary reorganization described above, the applicant will also request an amendment of the 
Sphere of Influence (SOI) of the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) to include all of 
the Plan Area.   

CCCSD has confirmed its agreement with the DEIR’s conclusions regarding sewage treatment and 
capacity.  No direct impacts would result from amending CCCSD’s SOI to include the entire Plan 
Area and annexing the Plan Area to CCCSD.  The necessary amendment and annexation are 
continuous and compact in relation to the existing SOI and CCCSD boundaries.  Secondly, the 
action would remove constraints to development and obtaining wastewater service, but also help 
implement the San Ramon General Plan land use objectives for the Plan Area.  Wastewater service 
impacts and mitigation measures relating to such impacts are described in the DEIR at Section 4.11.   

CCCSD has confirmed that it has sufficient capacity to accommodate dry and wet weather sewer 
flows from the proposed project and other cumulative development over the next several decades.  
No sewage overflows are expected.  CCCSD confirms that deficiencies in the existing system during 
extreme rain events are not expected to occur until CCCSD’s ultimate buildout horizon, which is 
anticipated to occur in 2035.  CCCSD has certified a an EIR for collection system improvements to 
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address this potential for deficiencies to occur at full system buildout.  In recognition of the fact that 
these deficiencies are not anticipated to occur until full CCCSD buildout which is not anticipated to 
occur until 2035, construction of these improvements has been planned for between 2016 and 2021.  

Limit of Grading Within the Faria Preserve 

Figure 3-8 of the Draft EIR is a copy of the Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) for the Faria Preserve.  
Consistent with the discussion of Grading in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIR, the project VTM 
identifies the limits of cut and fill operations for the Faria Preserve.  All such grading is contained 
within the project boundaries (and the Urban Growth Boundary).  As shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-
2, the Specific Plan boundary includes the Faria Preserve, as well as the Chang and Panetta properties 
located on the west side of Bollinger Canyon Road.  Several other smaller properties situated 
between the Faria Preserve and the Chang/Panetta properties (on both sides of Bollinger Canyon 
Road) are currently within the City of San Ramon boundaries.  These include the Merrill Gardens 
property, through which an easement has been provided to facilitate extension of the Faria Preserve 
Parkway.  Following annexation, some grading work associated with the Faria Preserve Parkway will 
occur outside of the Faria Preserve, but will remain within the City boundaries.   

Section 56668 

Government Code section 56668 sets forth factors to be considered in the review of a proposal for a 
change of organization or reorganization.  Such factors include:  

 (a)  Population and population density; land area and land use; per capita assessed valuation; 
topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other populated areas; the 
likelihood of significant growth in the area, and in adjacent incorporated and unincorporated areas, 
during the next 10 years. 

 (b)  Need for organized community services; the present cost and adequacy of governmental 
services and controls in the area; probably future needs for those services and controls; probable 
effect of the proposed incorporation, formation, annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses 
of action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in the area and adjacent areas.  
"Services," as used in this subdivision, refers to governmental services whether or not the services are 
services which would be provided by local agencies subject to this division, and includes the public 
facilities necessary to provide those services. 

 (c)  The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent area, on mutual 
social and economic interests, and on the local governmental structure of the county. 

 (d)  The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the adopted 
commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban development, and the 
policies and priorities set forth in Section 56377. 

 (e)  The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of 
agricultural lands, as defined by Section 56016. 
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 (f)  The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance of 
proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership,  the creation of islands or corridors of 
unincorporated territory, and other similar matters affecting the proposed boundaries. 

 (g)  Consistency with city or county general and specific plans. 

 (h)  The sphere of influence of any local agency which may be applicable to the proposal 
being reviewed. 

 (i)  The comments of any affected local agency. 

 (j)  The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services which are the 
subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for those services 
following the proposed boundary change. 

 (k)  Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified in Section 
65352.5. 

 (l)  The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving 
their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as determined by the appropriate council of 
governments consistent with Article 10.6 (commencing with Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 
1 of Title 7. 

 (m)  Any information or comments from the landowner or owners. 

 (n)  Any information relating to existing land use designations. 

Population and population density within the Plan Area as well as proposed land uses for various 
portions of the Plan Area are identified in the DEIR at pp. 4.8-7 to 4.8-8.  The land use program set 
forth in the NWSP is consistent with that established for the Plan Area in the City’s voter-approved 
2020 General Plan.  As described in the DEIR at pp. 4.8-1 to 4.8-2, the Plan Area is immediately 
adjacent to developed residential neighborhoods located to the south and the northeast.  The Plan 
Area is adjacent to industrial, office, and commercial uses to the east.  The northern and western 
boundaries of the Faria Preserve project site within the Plan Area are coterminus with the City’s 
voter-approved Urban Growth Boundary.  Lands beyond this boundary are outside both the City’s 
UGB and the County’s Urban Limit Line.  Thus, it is not anticipated that significant residential 
development will occur beyond the Plan Area during the next ten (10) years. 

Community services will be provided by the City of San Ramon.  Water service will be provided by 
EBMUD and wastewater services will be provided by Central Contra Costa Sanitary District.  As 
described more fully in Appendix B, EBMUD has determined that there is sufficient water supply to 
provide water to the land uses proposed within the NWSP without affecting its ability to continue to 
provide reliable service.  As noted above in Master Response 8H, Central Contra Costa Sanitary 
District concludes that it has sufficient capacity to accommodate dry and wet weather sewer flows 
from the proposed project and other cumulative development over the next several decades.  
Deficiencies in capacity would not be expected to occur until CCCSD buildout in 2035 and 
improvements to avoid such deficiencies have been environmentally reviewed and planned for 
construction between 2016 and 2021.  The City of San Ramon has completed a draft Fiscal Analysis 
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to compare revenue expected to be generated by development of the Plan Area against anticipated 
costs for City services and maintenance of certain facilities.  The City’s Fiscal Study reserves the right 
to require formation of a community facilities district in order to avoid affecting the quality of City 
services to existing residents in the event a more refined comparison of expected revenues to 
expenses demonstrates a shortfall in revenue.  

Annexation and development of the Plan Area is consistent with principles of planned, orderly, and 
efficient patterns of urban development.  The Plan Area falls entirely within the City’s voter-
approved Urban Growth Boundary and is immediately adjacent to substantial existing residential 
development (some of it multi-family) to the south of the Plan Area, low density residential 
development to the north, and light industrial and commercial development to the east.    
Development consistent with the UGB makes possible the protection of areas designated to remain 
as open space beyond such UGB.  In addition, by proposing to place a permanent conservation 
easement over approximately 144 acres immediately adjacent to the Faria Preserve project site -- and 
located outside of the City’s UGB -- the Faria Preserve project reinforces the voter-approved UGB.  
In addition, as described in the DEIR at pp. 1-3, there is no important farmland within the Plan 
Area.  Cattle grazing currently occurs on the property to control growth of wild grasses and reduce 
the risk of wildland fires.  The Plan Area does not qualify as important farmland  

As described throughout Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR, the NWSP as proposed is consistent with the 
General Plan.  Annexation of the Plan Area to the City, to EBMUD, and to Central Contra Costa 
Sanitary District (CCCSD) would not result in any unincorporated islands or corridors.  (For a 
discussion of the amendment to CCCSD’s Sphere of Influence, see Master Response 8H above.) 

Finally, The NWSP, as proposed, would include 238 units affordable to moderate, low, and very-low 
income households.  The City of San Ramon has relied on identification of the Faria and Chang 
properties as opportunity sites in demonstrating how the City proposes to provide housing 
affordable to moderate, low, and very-low income households in the amounts required under 
California law.  The City of San Ramon has not met required objectives for provision of units 
affordable to very-low income households.  The proposal for creation of very low income units in 
the NWSP is critical to the City’s ability to provide the required number of units at this level of 
affordability.   

Comments by all local agencies, including Contra Costa LAFCO, have been considered in the 
preparation of this Final EIR.  

8.I Other Concerns 
Comments:   

A concern was raised about preserving the historic house and enhancing the environmental vision (I 
1-6). 

Response: 

The old ranch house referenced by the commenter is located within the Faria Remainder Parcel, 
outside the San Ramon Urban Growth Boundary.  No development is proposed in this area in 
conjunction with the NWSP or the Faria Preserve project.  The ranch house would remain 
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unaffected by development of the Faria Preserve, which all occurs within the City’s Urban Growth 
Boundary.  As noted in response to Comment 8.C above, 144 acres of this Remainder Parcel are 
proposed to be encumbered by a permanent conservation easement. 

3-76 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 3:  Responses to Comments 
 

3.9  NOISE 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers I 2-8, I 2-9, I 2-10, I 4-3, FL 1-
1, P 1-14, P 1-15, PH 4-W, PH 4-OO, and PH 9-B.  

9.A Construction Period Noise 
Comments:   

Several commenters (I 4-3, FL 1-1, P 1-14, P 1-15, PH 4-OO, and PH 9-B) expressed concern about 
construction period noise impacts and the ability of the mitigation measures to reduce these impacts.  
These commenters were concerned with higher levels of noise over a period of time and the 
cumulative effect this would have on residents, particularly those who are at home during daytime 
construction hours (I 2-9). Specifically, commenters were concerned with the duration of the 
construction project and the quality of life for residents during this period.   

Response:  

The DEIR identified construction operations as resulting in potentially significant noise impact, due 
to noise generated by site grading, clearing, and excavation associated with the site preparation phase, 
as well as paving, building construction, and other miscellaneous construction operations (DEIR, p. 
4.9-10).  In addition, because the elevation of the project site is higher than the existing adjacent 
developments, the DEIR recognized that construction noise may be audible across long distances.  
Furthermore, it was acknowledged that construction operations occurring during the evening and 
nighttime hours may result in annoyance and/or sleep disruption to occupants of the nearby 
residential dwellings.  

The analysis in the DEIR follows the approach suggested by  Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
by looking to local noise standards to guide the significance determination.  The City of San Ramon 
Municipal Code exempts noise generated by construction operations that occur between the hours of 
7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays (excluding federal holidays), and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on weekend days from the applicable noise standards.   

However, if construction operations were to occur outside of the hours allowed by the City the 
applicable noise standards could potentially be exceeded at residential dwellings near the NWSP 
Area. This would particularly be the case for residents of the single-family homes in the existing 
neighborhood located north of Deerwood Drive during construction of Neighborhood B, the house 
of worship, community park, and educational facility.  Further, the DEIR recognized that 
construction operations occurring during the evening and nighttime hours may result in annoyance 
and/or sleep disruption to occupants of the nearby residential dwellings.  Thus, if construction 
operations are not limited to the hours permitted by the San Ramon Municipal Code, the temporary 
construction noise associated with onsite equipment could potentially expose sensitive receptors to 
noise levels in excess of the standards established in the City of San Ramon Noise Element  and/or 
result in significant ambient noise levels (DEIR, p. 4.9-16). 
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The DEIR provides various methods of mitigating construction noise.  To begin with, the City 
would require prime contractors to implement certain measures to mitigate the impact of 
construction noise, including but not limited to, restricting construction operations to the hours 
between 7:30 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays, and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekend days, and prohibited on 
federal holidays.  Additionally, the City would require all construction vehicles or equipment to be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and acoustical shields or shrouds; arrange 
construction equipment and truck routes to minimize travel adjacent to occupied residences; 
designate a disturbance coordinator who would receive all public complaints about construction-
related noise and shall be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement any 
feasible measures to alleviate the problem.  The DEIR’s proposed mitigation measures would ensure 
that nearby sensitive receptors are not exposed to construction noise during the more sensitive 
evening and nighttime hours (DEIR, pp. 4.9-16 and 4.9-17). 

Also, while anticipated to occur over a period of approximately five years, the construction of the 
project would not be continuous, and only a portion of the construction activity would be in 
locations proximate to existing residences.  For example, no grading would occur during the winter 
months.  Grading of the East-West collector road would occur only during the initial phases of 
construction, which would help block local effects from noise, visual and other construction impacts 
during the subsequent construction activities.   

9.B Noise Impacts on Adjacent Neighborhoods 
Comments:   

Commenters (PH 9-B, I 2-8, I 2-9, I 2-10, and PH 4-W) also expressed concerned with operational 
period noise impacts on adjacent neighborhoods resulting from increased traffic and mitigating that 
increased noise to an acceptable level.  Specific comments were raised regarding the noise generated 
by the East-West collector road of the NWSP and how the effects of reverberation from the hillsides 
of the NWSP area had been considered in the analysis.   

Response: 

The DEIR acknowledges that new development proposed under the NWSP would result in 
population increases and additional motor vehicle trips on area roadways. Increased traffic volumes 
would be the most noticeable on the access routes that directly serve the NWSP Area.  The existing 
noise environment within the NWSP Area is influenced small propeller-driven aircraft, generally on 
flight paths parallel to I-680, and noise generated by light industrial sources (DEIR, p. 4.9-9).  The 
primary noise, however, is caused by vehicle traffic on local roadways and freeway traffic on I-680, 
which is the greatest contributor to noise in the San Ramon Planning Area (DEIR, p. 4.9-7).  Because 
intervening terrain and buildings located along San Ramon Boulevard and in the Crow Canyon 
Industrial Area obstruct a direct line of site to/from the freeway, noise levels at many areas of the 
project sites are anticipated to be lower than indicated by the noise contours in the Noise Element of 
the General Plan.   

An established noise model, the FWHA Traffic Noise Prediction Model, was used to evaluate long 
term operational traffic noise from buildout of the NWSP.  This analysis included traffic on all 
affected roadways.  At no location would traffic noise increases exceed 1.8 dB (less than the 3 dB 
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standard of significance applied in the DEIR) and at most locations the increase would be 0.5 dB or 
less.  Although the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model does not specifically consider 
“reverberation” effects as requested by the commenter, it reflects an established methodology for 
determining traffic noise levels.  Consideration of complex terrain in traffic noise models can either 
increase or decrease the results depending upon the particular situation.  However, given that the 
impacts predicted from the FHWA model are substantially below the significance threshold, it is not 
anticipated that use of a different model would have produced a materially different result.  In 
addition, the acoustic reflection effects of the elevated terrain on the Faria Ranch already exist, as 
reflected in the comment.  The grading plan would continue to include retention of the eastern 
ridgeline, which would continue to serve as a noise barrier between I-680 and developed areas.   
Finally, if new Alternative 6 is selected and the senior apartments moved further away from I-680, 
the potential impact of the existing freeway noise on the new senior apartments would be reduced as 
compared to the analysis in the DEIR. 
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3.10  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 1-1, SA 1-2, LA 1-4, LA 7-
2, LA 7-3, O 2-2, O 4-3, O 4-4, O 4-5, I 2-11, I 2-12, I 2-13, I 2-15, I 2-16, I 2-17, I 2-18, I 3-1, I 3-2, 
I 3-3, I 3-4, I 3-5, I 3-6, I 3-7, I 5-1, P 1-6; P 1-7, P 1-10, P 1-20, PH 2-G, PH 4-G, PH 4-H, PH 4-N, 
PH 4-CC, PH 4-DD, PH 4-EE, PH 4-FF, PH 4-GG, PH 4-JJ, PH 4-KK, PH 4-LL, PH 4-MM, PH 
4-NN, PH 4-TT, and PH 6-A. 

10.A Project Access and Circulation 
Comments:   

Several commenters  were concerned with the ease of access within planned communities for 
emergency (I 2-18, P 1-10, PH 4-G, PH 4-FF, PH 4-JJ) and garbage services (PH 4-KK) and the 
location of the spine road (PH 4-LL, PH 4-MM).   

Response:   

These comments address issues internal to the Project.  As noted in the significance thresholds on 
page 4.10-30 of the DEIR, impacts related to these issues could cause significant impacts.  However, 
impacts would result only if these internal aspects of the Project cause effects on the existing or 
future physical environment outside the Project.  The EIR therefore determined whether internal 
circulation, safety and access issues would result in physical impacts that extend beyond those that 
would be experienced within the Project itself.   

The proposed circulation system for the Northwest Specific Plan is presented in Chapter 3 of the 
Plan, and evaluated in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR.  The San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District 
(SRVFPD) was consulted by the Specific Plan and EIR authors to determine the appropriateness of 
roadway widths in relationship to parking accommodations, the placement of buildings and special 
emergency access needs.   

The Faria Preserve Parkway (spine road) has been designed with a typical cross section which 
provides two 12-foot wide travel lanes, a raised center median with 11- to 12-foot turn lanes at 
intersections, two 4-foot bicycle lanes, and 8-foot bulb-outs for frontage parking in the vicinity of 
residential neighborhoods and public facilities.  Final street design will be reviewed and approved by 
the City of San Ramon and SRVFPD.  Each of the residential neighborhoods served by the Parkway 
is provided with at least two points of access and a looping internal circulation system.  In addition, 
the Parkway itself provides a continuous street connection, as called for in the General Plan, between 
Bollinger Canyon Road on the west and Purdue Road on the east.  A gated emergency vehicle access 
(EVA) connection is provided at Claremont Crest Way and at Deerwood Road.  As discussed in 
Chapter 3 of the Specific Plan, these EVA access points would be improved to accommodate a fire 
truck or other emergency equipment, but would be gated to permit pedestrian movement without 
regular vehicular traffic. 
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Neighborhood A is to be served by public streets with on-street parking adjoining developed lots, as 
well as garage and driveway parking for each home.  It would meet standard, public street 
requirements, which are designed to accommodate emergency, garbage and other services.   

Neighborhoods B and D include public roads, as detailed on page 3-29 of the DEIR.  
Neighborhoods B, C and D incorporate privately maintained roadways.,  Detailed specifications and 
cross-sections for each of the roadways in the Faria Preserve project are included in Chapter 3 of the 
Specific Plan.  As detailed in the Faria Preserve Vesting Tentative Map (DEIR Figure 3-8), internal 
circulation and roadway widths for Neighborhoods B, C and D provide for looped access and 
turning movement dimensions which comply with Fire District and City standards.  Although not 
required to comply with City standards, private streets will be designed with standard 11- and 12-foot 
wide travel lanes and do not permit on-street parking. Intersection curb return radii are 15 feet. 
Parking bays (with perpendicular parking stalls) will be provided on private streets. These design 
dimensions are adequate for emergency vehicle and utility vehicle access and circulation. It is 
common practice for a Homeowners Association to ensure enforcement of parking restrictions on 
private streets. Additionally, on-street parking is allowed on the public streets that serve each 
neighborhood. Public streets are designed to city standards and meet requirements for emergency 
and large vehicle access.  

The Plan requires that Neighborhood E (located in the Western Plan Area) provide at least one 
public street emergency access point and, if only one public street entry is provided, an EVA access 
from either Bollinger Canyon Road or Crow Canyon Road.  These requirements are sufficient to 
ensure adequate access to the relatively small number of homes proposed in that area. 

In summary, the daily and emergency access needs of the Faria Preserve project would be satisfied 
based on the foregoing detailed design standards, parking provisions and circulation system elements.  
Consequently, there is no indication that these aspects of the Project would trigger impacts external 
to the Project, and therefore no need to consider the elimination of housing units.  The traffic 
analysis did not analyze the possibility of relocating the internal spine road because that road is 
internal to the Project, and would not affect the impacts of the Project on the physical environment.   

10.B Existing Traffic Problems 
Comments:   

Though not raised during the formal comment period, one speaker at the July 24, 2006 hearing on 
the Northwest Specific Plan noted that many of the roads, such as San Ramon Valley Blvd, Crow 
Canyon Road, Bollinger Canyon Road, Deerwood Road, I-680 and all the surrounding neighborhood 
streets are already significantly impacted by increased traffic.  Comments (PH-4-DD, FL 1-3) also 
referenced existing traffic. 

Response:   

The DEIR explains in detail what the existing level of service is at the study intersections, and reveals 
the average daily trips on the area road system and the peak hour intersection level of service at the 
24 study intersections.  For example, see Figures 4.10-2 through 4.10-4 and Tables 4.10-4 and 4.10-7.  
As the DEIR notes (Table 4.10-4 and page 4.10-25), some intersections currently operate at Level of 
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Service (LOS) D, but most of the intersections operate at LOS A through C. This information is 
factored into the traffic analysis.  The impacts of the Project were assessed against this background.  
The existing traffic circumstances are factored into the evaluation of the Project in the Existing Plus 
Project analysis. 

10.C Traffic Analysis and Scope of Study 
Comments:   

Several commenters (I 2-11, I 3-1, P 1-6, I 2-11, PH 2-G, PH 4-CC, ) were concerned with traffic 
congestion and the DEIR’s analysis of the project’s impact on increasing vehicle trips on 
neighborhood streets surrounding the project.  Some comments (SA 1-1, SA 1-2, O 4-4) were 
specifically concerned with the increased number of vehicle trips on freeways, including I-680.  Some 
commenters (O 4-3, O 4-4, SA 1-2) claimed baseline traffic studies are outdated or additional traffic 
flow patterns should be addressed to cover additional streets and intersections (I 3-2, I 3-3, I 3-4, I 
3-5, I 3-6, I 3-7, PH 6-A).  One comment was concerned with the NWSP Main Artery Road running 
from Bollinger to Purdue (I-2-13).  One comment asked for clarification regarding comprehensive 
calming measures, as stated in the DEIR (I 2-12).   One comment (O 4-5) asked for mitigation of 
impacts to bicycle and pedestrian safety on Bollinger Canyon Road.  Comments were raised 
regarding safe travel routes for students to and from the Faria Preserve to school and the 
implementation of adequate sidewalks, crosswalks, signalization and funding for crossing guards to 
ensure student safety (LA 7-2, LA 7-3).   

Response:   

An extensive and comprehensive traffic analysis was undertaken for the EIR.  Computer modeling 
was used to project how Project traffic would affect the existing and cumulative scenarios.   

A computer model was developed to address Project-specific impacts. Modeling of the project 
impacts was performed in several steps. The first step used the Contra Costa Transportation 
Authority’s (CCTA) regional travel demand forecasting model to determine the spatial distribution of 
project traffic. The CCTA model forecasts the origins and destinations of project traffic. The 
distribution forecast by the CCTA model is shown in Figure 4.10-8 and in Table 4.10-6 in the Draft 
EIR.  The second step in the process determines how much traffic would be generated by 
development of the project. The primary source of information for this step was trip generation rates 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in its Trip Generation Manual (7th 
Edition). ITE’s trip generation rates are nationally accepted sources of land use traffic generation. 
For unique land uses within the project the source of trip generation rates is from local studies as 
referenced in Table 4.10-5. The third step in the modeling process  assigns project traffic to the study 
intersections and calculates intersection delay and level of service. Assignment of project traffic was 
based on the shortest route between origins and destinations. Cumulative background traffic 
(representing growth in traffic to the year 2020 without the project) was based on traffic projections 
used in the City’s General Plan 2020. Project traffic was then added to the 2020 background traffic to 
reflect future cumulative conditions. The General Plan 2020 traffic projections were derived from the 
CCTA’s regional travel demand forecasting model for the preparation of the General Plan 
environmental assessment.   
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The traffic engineers selected 24 intersections to study based upon discussions with City staff and 
identification of critical intersections on the routes determined to be utilized by project traffic. Most 
of the study intersections are consistent with the intersections studied in the General Plan and 
include additional intersections used to access the project.  The analysis did not study other 
intersections because it was determined that project traffic would contribute a negligible amount of 
traffic to the intersection. The study focused on intersections, rather than traffic volume on roadway 
segments, because intersections are the most critical points of conflict within the transportation 
system and the cause of traffic congestion and delay on roadways. Additionally, the City’s 
transportation performance measures and criteria for determining significant impacts are based on 
intersection delay and level of service.  There was no need to conduct a unique study of Deerwood 
because the roadway is constructed to City standards and meets all of the City’s criteria for safety 
including appropriate sight distance, design speed, and pedestrian crossings. Additionally, if an 
existing speeding problem is identified the City has a standard process to implement residential traffic 
calming measures and police enforcement to mitigate speeding and other traffic impacts in residential 
areas of the city.  See DEIR, p. 4.10-28.  

Additional modeling was not conducted for mainline I-680 because there was no need to repeat the 
analysis conducted for the General Plan EIR.  The General Plan EIR evaluated the impact of 
buildout of the entire General Plan on I-680 in the vicinity of San Ramon.  It compared the impacts 
of buildout to the existing 2000 traffic, and measured those impacts against the thresholds 
established by the Tri-Valley Transportation Plan and the Contra Costa Congestion Management 
Program.  The General Plan EIR concluded:  

The traffic conditions on I-680 in the San Ramon General Plan Planning Area are 
projected to meet the TSO established by the Tri-Valley Transportation Plan and the 
Contra Cost County Congestion Management Program.  No impact is therefore identified 
for freeway conditions.  The maintenance of acceptable Levels of Service (under the 
Congestion Management Program) and Transportation Service Objectives (under 
Measure C) are regional goals that depend on the combined efforts of each 
jurisdiction within the Tri-Valley area as well as the greater Bay Area.  The City of 
San Ramon’s travel demand management programs, collection of the Tri-Valley 
Transportation Development Fee, and pursuit of balanced jobs and housing all 
contribute to achieving the goals of managing congestion on I-680 and other 
regional facilities.  (General Plan DEIR, page 4-50)   

The NWSP is projected to produce a small amount of trips in excess of those studied in the General 
Plan EIR; however, the difference is not substantial enough to change the conclusions regarding 
traffic on I-680.  As explained in the DEIR, the NWSP would result in 332 more a.m. peak period 
trips, and 329 more p.m. peak period trips, than were studied in the General Plan EIR.  Of these 
trips, only 23% would reach I-680 north of the Project, and 22% would reach I-680 south of the 
Project.  In other words, 44% of these additional trips would end up on I-680 during peak periods.  
The Project would add less than 150 trips during peak commute hours, which is not enough to make 
a statistically significant difference in the traffic volume on I-680 and in the measures used to 
measure freeway performance.  Accordingly, the conclusions of the General Plan EIR remain valid, 
and there is no evidence triggering a need for supplemental review.  Also, because the Project, in 
combination with all other cumulative, General Plan buildout, is not projected to result in 
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exceedance of the traffic thresholds, the Project by itself could not cause significant impacts on 
mainline I-680.  Caltrans is currently constructing auxiliary lanes on I-680 from Diablo Road to 
Sycamore Road and from Crow Canyon Road to Bollinger Canyon Road.  Construction will be 
completed in 2007. 

The modeling conducted for the EIR traffic analysis did include a study of Bollinger Canyon Road 
between San Ramon Valley Boulevard and Crow Canyon Road.  Traffic counts for this area were 
factored into the analysis.  The existing counts are reflected in Figure 4.10-2.  In addition, the study 
intersections included study of intersections of Bollinger/San Ramon Valley Boulevard (intersection 
22), Bollinger/Norris Canyon Boulevard (Intersection 20), located in the middle of this segment of 
Bollinger Canyon Road, and Bollinger/ Crow Canyon Road (intersection 9) (see DEIR Figure 4.10-
1).  Intermediate intersections along Bollinger Canyon Road were not studied because the traffic 
volumes on Bollinger Canyon Road at intersections with local residential streets are very low and 
operate at high levels of service. The addition of project traffic on Bollinger Canyon Road would 
have a negligible effect on level of service at the local street intersections. 

The traffic study used reasonably available data to determine existing traffic.  As explained in the 
DEIR, the study used data from the City’s 2000 Citywide Traffic Monitoring Study and supplemental 
counts, which were taken in 2000, 2001 and 2002, to determine base data for City roads.  The 
average daily traffic of between 132,000 and 139,000 trips on I-680 in the vicinity of San Ramon is 
from Caltrans 2000 data to be consistent with the time period for the City data. The I-680 daily 
traffic data was used for informational purposes and was not used in any analysis of the freeway. 
Regardless, the use of year 2000 data published by Caltrans is considered reasonable for a project in 
which the Notice of Preparation was circulated in 2004. In addition, the 2000 data for I-680 is 
consistent with the 2001 and 2002 daily traffic counts used for city streets, as well as consistent with 
the baseline data used in the evaluation of the General Plan.   

It would not have been reasonable to use the 170,000 average daily traffic count for I-680, since that 
number is from Caltrans 2005 data.  That data post-dates the date of the 2004 NOP used to 
determine baseline.  Also, using 2005 data from Caltrans, while using 2000 and 2002 date for City 
streets would not have been reasonable because it would be inconsistent with the range of dates 
(2000 to 2002) used to establish the baseline for analysis. 

Once baseline traffic circumstances were established and projected by the model, data was input to 
represent Project traffic.  The amount of vehicle trips the Project is excepted to generate was 
determined by applying trip generation rates, which were based upon a detailed assessment of data 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (7th Edition of the Trip Generation Manual) 
and actual traffic counts obtained from similar facilities in Contra Costa County, to the land uses 
proposed in the NWSP.  The distribution of Project trips on the roadway system was determined 
with the use of the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s (CCTA) regional travel demand 
forecasting model.  These trip distributions, which reveal how much Project traffic is projected to use 
individual roadways and what direction the trips take, are reflected in Table 4.10-6 and on Figure 
4.10-8.  The trip distribution percentages are projected to apply throughout the day.  For example, 
23% of Project traffic is expected to be on I-680 north of Greenbrook in both the am and pm peak 
hours.  Applying a uniform trip distribution for both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours is reasonable 
because the CCTA model trip distribution shows an almost identical pattern between the morning 
and afternoon peak hours and factors in the trip generation rates account for the directional change 
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between the morning and afternoon peak hours (i.e., higher level of outbound travel in the a.m. and 
higher level of inbound travel in the p.m. peak hour). 

These Project trips were then added to the existing traffic scenario, and the model was used to 
project what impacts the Project would have.  The results were compared to the thresholds set forth 
in Section 4.10.2 of the DEIR.  The City’s General Plan  establishes intersection level of service 
thresholds in both the traffic and circulation element and the growth management element. The 
traffic and circulation element establishes a policy of maintaining a LOS D during no more than 
three peak periods of the day (a.m., p.m., and noon peaks) on Page 5-2. The growth management 
element further addresses the specific conditions under which LOS D is accepted, consistent with 
the requirements of the County’s Measure C. Measure C traffic standards are linked to types of land 
use ranging from rural to urban and Central Business District. The City of San Ramon further 
expresses the Measure C standards by roadway classification (arterial, collector and local streets). 
Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 and Policy 3.3-I-2 of the growth management element describe level of service 
thresholds based on San Ramon’s roadway classifications. The policies allow a LOS D (volume to 
capacity ratio of 0.85-0. 90) during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours on roadways classified as arterials or 
collectors.  

Further, Measure C standards allow higher volume to capacity ratios on Routes of Regional 
Significance. Specifically, 

• San Ramon Valley Boulevard (Standard: LOS D with V/C ratio < 0.91) 
• Crow Canyon Road (Standard: LOS D with V/C ratio < 0.91) 

 
However, since the General Plan does not incorporate the Measure C standards for Routes of 
Regional Significance the NWSP DEIR only presents these standards for information. 

The above volume-to-capacity ratio thresholds apply only to signalized intersections. The LOS for 
stop-controlled intersections are not measured by volume to capacity ratio but by average delay. 
However, the LOS D standard is applied to stop-controlled intersections evaluated in the NWSP 
DEIR (as measured in terms of average delay). Thresholds of significance for stop-controlled 
intersections are discussed below. 

These thresholds incorporate an analysis of the delay motorists are projected to experience.  LOS 
criteria are industry standards, as the amount of capacity traffic occupies at an intersection or 
movement is directly correlated to how long a motorist is projected to take to travel through an 
intersection.  For example, LOS D embodies tolerable delays, and acknowledges that drivers may 
have to wait though more than one red signal.  Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly (see DEIR 
Table 4.10-1).  The acceptability of the Level of Service, and therefore the level of delays, was 
determined when the voters approved General Plan 2020.  Additional study of the specific delays 
motorists may encounter during commute hours is not necessary to reach reasonable conclusions 
regarding impacts because delay is already accounted for in the LOS criteria.  The three hour 
requirements and the two hour requirement in the Bishop Ranch agreement were applied to the 
study intersections under Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project conditions to identify 
significant impacts. If the project caused a signalized intersection’s volume-to-capacity ratio to exceed 
the upper threshold of 0.90, or the project contributed traffic to an intersection that exceeded the 
threshold without the project, then it was considered a significant impact. At stop-controlled 
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intersections, if the project caused the level of service (based on average delay) to exceed the City’s 
level of service threshold of LOS D for arterials and collectors it would be considered a significant 
impact.  The determination of a significant impact at a stop-controlled intersection takes into account 
more than level of service. The City uses guidelines from the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD) for determining whether a traffic signal should be considered for installation, 
called “warrants.” These warrants include criteria such as traffic volume, pedestrian volume, presence 
of school children, and accident history. Typically, two or more warrants are met before a signal is 
considered. Warrant #3 is for Peak Hour Volumes. An intersection meets Warrant #3 when peak 
hourly volumes on the major street and the minor street exceed specified values for any one peak 
hour of an average day. When an intersection meets Warrant #3, there is a strong indication that a 
detailed signal warrant analysis covering all possible warrants is appropriate, as described in the 2003 
MUTCD and the California supplement to the 2003 MUTCD. Many of the warrants cannot be 
estimated or projected into the future and therefore require monitoring of actual conditions. 

Traffic signals are used to provide an orderly flow of traffic through an intersection. Many times they 
are needed to offer side street traffic an opportunity to access a major road where high volumes 
and/or high vehicle speeds block crossing or turning movements. Signals do not, however, increase 
the capacity of an intersection. In fact, they often slightly reduce the number of total vehicles that can 
pass through an intersection in a given period of time. Signals can also cause an increase in traffic 
accidents if installed at inappropriate locations. 

It is common that an unsignalized intersection would not meet signal warrants, even though one or 
more movements may experience LOS E or F operations. Although vehicles stopped on minor 
streets may experience delays of one minute or more, there would not be an overall benefit if the 
higher numbers of vehicles on the major street were stopped in favor of the few vehicles on the 
minor street. The signal warrant analysis balances major street and minor street delays, and may 
indicate that there is overall benefit if drivers for some turn movements from the minor street 
continue to experience long (LOS E or F) delays. 

Therefore the City assess the circumstances of each individual stop-controlled intersection to 
determine if a signal is warranted or in determining a significant impact. For example, while the 
intersection of San Ramon Valley Road/Hooper does not meet the signalization warrant that can be 
projected into the future (Warrant #3 – Peak Hour Volumes), it is located on a high-speed, multi-
lane arterial street with a downgrade approaching the intersection from both San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard and Hooper Drive. The circumstances of this intersection may meet other warrants for 
signalization such as eight hour volume or accident warrants requiring monitoring over time. 
Therefore, the circumstances of the intersection in combination with the level of service impact, was 
deemed to be significant even though the intersection did not meet one of the warrants for 
installation of a traffic signal.  

The Bishop Ranch agreement references roadway segments and is interpreted as the LOS for the 
intersections on the referenced roadway segments since the City measures roadway performance in 
terms of intersection performance. The NWSP DEIR evaluated intersections on the roadway 
segments identified in the Bishop Ranch agreement where project traffic would have potentially 
significant impacts. The listing of impacts includes all the circumstances under which traffic is 
projected to exceed these thresholds.  The intersection of San Ramon Valley  Blvd./Purdue Road 
was found to be exceed the level of service threshold under Existing Plus Project and cumulative 
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conditions and met warrants for the installation of a traffic signal. With installation of a traffic signal 
the intersection meets the thresholds requiring LOS C, with LOS D only at one hour each morning, 
noon and evening commute hours.  The mitigation measures require installation of a signal by the 
City, but each project that contributes toward the need for the signal, including the NWSP, would 
fund its fair share.  

The cumulative scenario was studied using the results of the traffic modeling conducted for the 2020 
General Plan.  That traffic analysis already included the impacts of development projected for the 
Crow Canyon Specific Plan, as well as all other growth projected in the General Plan.  It is not 
standard practice, and would be arbitrary, to assess the impacts of NWSP in combination with only 
the Crow Canyon Specific Plan, because it is only one of the other projects that contribute towards 
cumulative impacts.  Instead, the EIR assessed cumulative impacts by relying upon the development 
projected for General Plan buildout.  This constitutes an approach that is more likely to overstate 
cumulative impacts, since not all projects projected in the General Plan have reached the stage of 
processing.  Accordingly, had the EIR limited its analysis only to the impacts of the NWSP and the 
Crow Canyon Specific Plan, it would not have presented a comprehensive picture of the cumulative 
scenario.  Neither the NWSP nor the Crow Canyon Specific Plan were studied in isolation; each 
project was studied against the existing background traffic, and in the context of cumulative, general 
plan buildout traffic.  

The NWSP cumulative traffic analysis then assessed the impacts of the additional development 
proposed for the NWSP that had not been considered in the General Plan traffic modeling.  The 
analysis revealed that the additional development proposed in the NWSP would generate 332 more 
am peak period trips, and 329 more pm peak period trips, than were studied in the General Plan EIR 
traffic analysis.  These additional trips were distributed to the road system based upon the same 
factors used for the project-specific analysis, resulting in the same distribution of trips.  These 
distributed trips were then added to the trips identified during the prior General Plan EIR process.   

The resulting traffic was measured against the traffic thresholds listed on page 4.10-30 of the DEIR.  
The DEIR explains that, when this cumulative traffic is added to the existing, baseline scenario, the 
impacts would not exceed the thresholds except for three intersections, identified in page 4.10-41:  
San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Hooper Drive, San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Purdue Road and 
Bollinger Canyon Road/Norris Canyon Road.  To be conservative, the traffic analysis projected that 
any contribution the Project makes towards any of these three significant cumulative impacts is 
deemed cumulatively considerable (see DEIR, p. 4.10-30).    

The results are listed in Table 4.10-8, which show very large delays at intersection 3, at San Ramon 
Valley Blvd. And Purdue Road. The portrayal of delay presented in Table 4.10-8 is based on 
theoretical computations. When traffic volumes greatly exceed an intersections’ capacity the 
intersection reaches a point of “instability”, meaning that the intersection would breakdown and 
vehicle queuing is severe. This instability is reflected in the delay computations showing exponential 
increases in delay. In actuality such delays would not occur because drivers would not tolerate these 
conditions and find other routes. However, the large theoretical delays are indicative of the degree of  
impact experienced at the intersection.   The impacts of a lesser amount of homes, in both the 
project and the cumulative context, is presented in the study of alternatives.  Please see Master 
Response 13.  Traffic counts are not provided for each alternative because alternatives are not 
evaluated at the same level of specificity as the Project.  The discussion of alternatives indicates 
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whether the traffic impacts would result in any more significant impacts than the Project.  This 
information indicates whether there would be a worse level of service than is determined acceptable 
in the General Plan and therefore a worse delay.  

The traffic analysis also accounted for pedestrian and bicycle safety on roadways that would 
experience the traffic increases resulting from the Project and from cumulative development.   The 
DEIR further explains, at page 4.10-40, that, though the Plan would increase traffic volumes on 
roadways, the roadways would continue to accommodate both bicyclists and motorists, resulting in a 
less than significant impact on bicycle travel.  The mitigation measures the EIR identifies consist only 
of signalization, and not widening of roads. Widening of roads was not found to be required to 
mitigate impacts.  Signalization improves pedestrian and bicycle safety, and therefore would not have 
an adverse impact on pedestrian or bicycle safety.   

Students walking to and from the Faria Preserve would have safe passage along sidewalks and at 
intersections constructed to City safety standards.    While some streets within the study have gaps in 
the sidewalk system (including portions of Hooper, one segment of Old Crow Canyon, east side of 
San Ramon Valley Blvd and along most portions of Bollinger Canyon Road north of Crow Canyon 
Road) there are reasonable alternatives for pedestrians (i.e., sidewalks on the other side of the street). 
Additionally, the lack of sidewalks does not force pedestrians into the traveled way as the streets have 
shoulders (both paved and unpaved) that pedestrians can travel on.  

Moreover, there are existing facilities leading up to the Project boundaries that provide a safe passage 
route to schools.  Should it be determined that the elementary school serving the project is Twin 
Creeks Elementary School on Marsh Drive, it would be accessed along a number of routes::   From 
Neighborhoods A through D, pedestrians use the off-street path parallel to the spine road to access 
Bollinger Canyon Road. The off-street path directs pedestrians directly to a sidewalk on Bollinger 
Canyon Road. Alternatively, pedestrians may use the pedestrian link from the spine road to 
Claremont Crest Way to Deerwood Drive to Bollinger Canyon Road (all served by sidewalks). 
Pedestrians follow the sidewalk on Bollinger Canyon Road to a signalized crossing of Crow Canyon 
Road. Pedestrians follow sidewalks on Bollinger Canyon Road to Marsh Drive and the school. 
Yellow marked school crossings exist per state standards along the school route. At no time would a 
pedestrian be required to leave a standard pedestrian facility when walking to the school. 

Accordingly, crossing guards are not necessary to mitigate significant impacts of the Project.  Project-
specific funding of crossing guards is also not feasible, since there is no program by which funding of 
the Project’s fair share of any desired crossing guards could be combined with other funding to result 
in the desired operations.  The San Ramon Valley School District, if needed would provide crossing 
guard services.  The students generated by the Project can be accommodated on the existing 
pedestrian network, without impact safety of students from existing homes walking along existing 
routes.   

This analysis was comprehensive and complete, and accords with or exceeds industry standards, 
standard San Ramon traffic methodologies, General Plan requirements, and standard CMA 
methodologies.  The impacts reveal whether the Project is projected to cause an exceedence of traffic 
standards, which is the threshold used to determine environmental impacts.  What constitutes the 
“true impact” of the Project apart from application of these thresholds is a question relating to the 
merits of the Project beyond the scope of an environmental evaluation, and is a matter of subjective 
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judgment.  Likewise, the projections regarding the ability of the proposed mitigation measures to 
bring traffic back to an acceptable LOS is based upon this complex computer modeling.  The 
projections are as accurate as current science and methodologies allow, though no projection of 
future circumstances can possibly be judged completely accurate or “true,” as some commenters 
request.   

10.D Funding and Implementation of Improvements 
Comment:   

One comment (PH 4-DD) questioned whether improvements would be constructed, , and what 
those improvements would be.  

Response:   

The traffic analysis was based upon a projection that all improvements identified in the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program, which are listed on page 4.10-20 of the DEIR, would be built.  These 
improvements were projected to be implemented because they are part of an approved program.  
The program identifies specific improvements in sufficient detail to plan for them and estimate costs.  
The program also assures funding through collection of traffic fees and fair share contributions by 
developers.   

10.E Adequacy of Parking 
Comment:   

Concerns were raised regarding on-street parking and some of the other parking configurations 
proposed in the Faria Preserve project.  One comment (I 5-1) questioned the adequacy of parking as 
set forth in NWSP development standards.   

Response:   

The NWSP proposes specific parking standards for development of the project area.  The proposed 
standards are consistent with parking standards elsewhere in the City.  Due to the 25% residential 
development envelope, 54 guest parking spaces for Neighborhood C are provided on the spine road, 
and 30% compact parking will be allowed.  To further affordable housing objectives and ensure the 
potential for independent use of second units, parking for second units within Neighborhood A will 
be permitted within the front yard setback on a permeable surface 

In response to concerns regarding parking associated with trail usage, the project proponent is 
proposing to include “No Parking” signs in cul-de-sacs to discourage trail users from parking within 
the neighborhoods.  
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10.F Mass Transit/ Alternative Transportation 
Comments:   

A few commenters (LA 1-4, I 2-17, P 1-20, PH 4-N, PH 4-TT) expressed concern over the NWSP’s 
lack of connections to mass transit.  One comment (O 2-2) was specifically concerned with 
mitigation measures to reduce vehicle trip generation through the use of bicycle, pedestrian 
connections, transit and taxi vouchers and other means.  

Response:   

Chapter 4-10 of the DEIR includes a detailed analysis of public transit (bus) service, commuter rail 
service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking facilities, and transportation demand management 
strategies in place to address the needs of the project.  Specifically, the analysis concludes that 
additional transit ridership would be generated by the project, but that the existing transit agency bus 
service system currently in place has adequate capacity to meet this new demand. 

The City is already implementing city-wide programs to encourage use of mass transit and alternative 
transportation measures.  It is not practicable to mandate the use of bicycles or mass transit or taxi 
use in a single residential project.  Moreover, the traffic analysis projected that the residential units 
would generate trips according to established data, without deductions for extensive use of 
alternative transportation.  The traffic analysis determined that the significant traffic impacts would 
be reduced to levels less than significant through signalization.   Comprehensive traffic modeling 
documented that the signalization would feasibly avoid significant impacts.  Accordingly, measures 
such as vouchers and additional pedestrian connections, are not necessary to reduce traffic impacts 
to a level less than significant.  Measures such as bicycle lanes on Bollinger Canyon Road are likewise 
not necessary to reduce the significant impacts of the Project.   Please see Master Response 2 
regarding the relevance of transportation control measures to air quality impacts. 

Other comments regarding access to mass transit concern the merits of the Project rather than its 
impacts on the physical environment.  These comments will be presented to decision makers for 
their consideration in determining the merits of the Project. 

10.G Other Parking-related Concerns 
Comment:   

Another concerns was raised about the parking lot for Merrill Gardens as it relates to the perceived 
visibility of the parking.  (PH-4-NN). 

Response:   

A small number of parking spaces are currently planned to be relocated from the north to the east 
side of the existing Merrill Gardens facility, as part of planned parking lot modifications to 
accommodate the extension of the Faria Preserve Parkway.   If it is determined that the proposed 
Faria Preserve Parkway can be accommodated without relocation of the existing parking spaces, then 
the parking lot modifications would not be necessary.   Figure A contains a supplemental visual 
simulation that the project sponsor presented at the October 3, 2006, Planning Commission meeting, 
which has been peer reviewed by City staff.  This simulation shows the relationship between existing 
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neighborhoods to the south and the proposed parking lot modifications, should they be required.  It 
is proposed that final landscaping plans would incorporate earth berming and massing of trees and 
shrubbery within the open space area between the homes and the Merrill Gardens parking area, in 
order to achieve screening as the landscape improvements mature.  These measures would result in 
less than significant visual impacts. 
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3.11  UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers LA 3-5, LA 3-9, LA 4-1, LA 4-
2, LA 4-3, LA 4-4, LA 4-7, LA 4-8, LA 4-9, LA 4-10, LA 4-11, LA 4-15, LA 4-17, LA 5-8, LA 5-9, 
LA 5-10, LA 7-1, LA 7-4, I 1-5, I 2-7, I 2-19, I 2-20, I 2-21, P 1-5, P 1-8, P 1-9, PH 4-J, PH 4-AA, 
PH 4-BB, PH 4-II, and PH 4-QQ. 

11.A Water Supply Availability 
Comments:   

Several comments questioned the adequacy of water supplies for the development contemplated 
under the NWSP  in addition to raising other water supply issues (LA 3-5, LA 4-9, LA 4-7, LA 4-3, P 
1-9, I 2-19).   

An executed copy of the Water Supply Assessment from the East Bay Municipal Utility District, with 
enclosures, is included in this Final EIR as Appendix B.  EBMUD agrees that the water demands of 
the NWSP are accounted for in EBMUD’s Urban Water Management Plan.  EBMUD confirms that 
its entire service area would, in the future, require a supplemental supply.  EBMUD has already 
adopted a program to obtain supplemental water through several projects, including its Freeport 
Regional Water Project, and development of groundwater storage.  These programs are underway.  
More detailed information is provided on pages 4.11-1 through 4.1-3, and 4.11-13 through 4.11-14 in 
the DEIR.  The Project would not affect the water demand or supply projections of EBMUD’s 
Urban Water Management Plan, nor would it affect the efforts EBMUD is undertaking to obtain 
supplemental supplies.  EBMUD agrees that the water supply impact of the Project would be less 
than significant.   

Additionally, the City implements numerous policies to ensure the adequacy of water quality, quantity 
and distribution.  The General Plan contains several implementing policies regarding water 
conservation.  These policies apply to the Project.  Implementation of these policies would ensure 
that the Project’s impacts to water supply would be less than significant.  The project proponent has 
proposed the implementation of yet additional conservation measures, and anticipates working with 
EBMUD in identifying and implementing further feasible measures.  Further, EBMUD concurred 
with the water conservation approaches identified in the DEIR (LA 4-9).   

11.B Water Supply Infrastructure 
Comments:   

Commenters questioned the location, operation and impacts of the project’s water supply 
infrastructure.  (LA 4-1, LA 4-2, LA 4-4, LA 4-8, LA 4-10, LA 4-11, LA 4-15, LA 4-17 )   

Response:   

The impacts of the new access road connecting the existing San Ramon Reservoir to Purdue Road, 
realignment of the existing pipeline from the San Ramon Reservoir to Deerwood Road, and all other 
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water service facilities, were evaluated as part of the projects studied in the DEIR.  The access road is 
included as part of the Faria Preserve’s planned roadway system, and the relocation of the pipe would 
occur beneath the development footprint of the Faria Preserve, in an area already proposed for 
grading to accommodate Neighborhoods C and D.   

Other water supply facilities are likewise proposed within the grading footprint of the Faria Preserve.  
The impacts of construction and operation of water service facilities are addressed in the appropriate 
impact section of the DEIR.  For example, the biological impacts of these facilities are included in 
the impacts of the Project discussed in the biology section.  The EIR did not specifically identify 
which impacts would be caused by these particular components of the Project because it would not 
be practicable to identify impacts on a building-by-building or facility-by-facility basis, and attempting 
to do so would risk failing to identify impacts of the Project as a whole.   

All water supply infrastructure would be approved by EBMUD in conformance with EBMUD 
standards, and EIR mitigation measures, to ensure adequate flow capacity and pressure.   

The project sponsor and EBMUD have jointly investigated several alternative alignments for the 
relocated pipeline and access roadway, but EMBUD has not yet agreed on an acceptable alignment 
for either the access road or the pipeline.  It is proposed that the alignment would be within the 
grading footprint of the Faria Preserve that has already been studied in the DEIR.  It is 
acknowledged that EBMUD must still evaluate whether an alignment is acceptable in light of its 
benefits.  The precise alignment need not be resolved prior to certification of the Final EIR, since the 
EIR addresses the impacts of these aspects of the Project on the physical environment, as noted 
above.  As noted by EBMUD, water supply infrastructure is also proposed to include a water pump 
station.  EBMUD’s preferred location for the pump station is near the San Ramon Reservoir (the 
existing 5 million gallon above-ground tank on the Faria Preserve site.  As discussed in the DEIR (p. 
4.1-37), adherence to design-related General Plan policies and guidelines would ensure consistency 
with existing urban form and encourage the planting of vegetation around the site of the proposed 
pump station, as well as along the new access road to the existing water tank to reduce the visual 
contrast of each by screening them from nearby vantage points.  As described in Master Response 
5.D, detailed design-level geotechnical investigation would be performed in cooperation with 
EBMUD to precisely determine the location of the pump station.  Mitigation identified in the DEIR 
(Mitigation Measure Geo-1c, p. 4.5-23) addresses the potential for geotechnical impacts from 
relocation of EBMUD water supply facilities.    

The Final EIR also explores Alternative 6, which would relocate the Senior Facility from 
Neighborhood D to the area westerly of Neighborhood B on a portion of the House of Worship site  
(see Master Response 13.E.)  The proposed use and grading under Alternative 6 would not impact 
the access to the San Ramon Reservoir and would not require the relocation of the existing I/O 
pipeline.  There are no impacts to EBMUD’s existing operations at the San Ramon Reservoir 
resulting from Alternative 6. 

The water tank site shown on Figure 3-8, the Faria Preserve Vesting Tentative Map, on page 3-23 of 
the DEIR reflects the proposed site of the tanks, as it was originally conceived before detailed study 
was undertaken and it was determined that the site as originally proposed was not suitable.  
Alternative sites were also proposed and studied in the Draft EIR.  Figure 7-5 depicts sites A4 and 
A4 (buried) as they were studied in the Draft EIR.   However, Figure 7-5 contains a clerical error in 
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that it incorrectly reflects sites A2 and A3.  Figure 7-5A, included in Chapter 4 of this FEIR, shows 
the locations of sites A2 and A3 as those sites were studied by ESCNC.  Sites A2 and A3 are located 
within the building envelope determined by ESCNC.  Mitigation Measure Geo-4c requires that the 
tanks be sited within the building envelope delineated in the Preliminary Geotechnical Feasibility 
Study prepared by Earth Systems Consultants of Northern California, March 2005.  The Project, or 
any Alternative Project selected, would be mitigated by ensuring that the location of the water tanks 
is in the building envelope in the ESCNC report.  That building envelope is within the development 
footprint studied in the EIR.  EBMUD concurs that site A4 is the environmentally preferred 
alternative, and that it is located within the building envelope described by ESCNC. 

The cost of water service does not affect the physical environment and is therefore outside the scope 
of environmental review.  While homeowners may be charged on-going assessment fees to pay for 
costs of maintaining common open areas and facilities associated with the new development, the 
DEIR explains that approval of a proposed project is in part based on the developer’s ability to fund 
the improvements that would directly mitigate the impact of the new development.  In addition to 
direct project costs, the City requires developers to pay citywide fees for a variety of services and 
infrastructure based on the concept that future residents would directly benefit from those 
improvements. 

11.C Park and Recreation Facilities 
Comment:   

One commenter questioned whether the parks proposed in the Project meet General Plan 
requirements.  (PH 4-AA). Several commenters (LA 5-8, LA 5-9, LA 5-10, I 1-5) were concerned 
with the precise design, funding and maintenance of and access to the Project’s proposed trail system 
and how to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles.  Comment LA 5-10 specifically 
requested that the criteria for developing the trail management plan and forming an assessment 
district be included in the FEIR. 

Response:   

The General Plan includes the following park standards:  4.5 acres of Neighborhood Park per 1,000 
residents to serve the recreational needs of those living within a half mile radius; and 2.0 acres of 
Community Park per 1,000 residents to serve the recreational needs of those living or working within 
a three mile radius.  As the DEIR explains, at pages I-4 and I-5, the parkland proposed by the Project 
would be located within one-half mile of all homes in the NWSP, and would meet or exceed the park 
requirements of the General Plan.  There is no requirement that the parks proposed in the Project 
accommodate existing residents, or residents of other, proposed projects contemplated by the 
General Plan, within any radius.  The parkland needs of existing residents or residents of other 
projects contemplated in the General Plan are not an impact of the Project.  

Chapter 5 of the Specific Plan addresses the design and location of proposed public trail 
improvements, and the connection points for these new trails with existing facilities.  DEIR Chapter 
3 provides a corresponding analysis of these proposed facilities, and the remaining chapters of the 
DEIR analyze the potential environmental effects of developing and using these facilities as part of 
the integrated project impact analysis.  As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Specific plan, trails within the 
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project have been designed to facilitate connections between individual neighborhoods, internal 
public facilities, existing City parks and adjoining neighborhoods, while also providing linkages to 
regional trail and open space facilities owned or operated by the EBRPD.  The Specific Plan and 
DEIR have contemplated a variety of alternatives for ownership and maintenance of this hierarchy 
of trail improvements (and open space elements), including the City of San Ramon and/or other 
special districts and funding sources, including establishment of a Geologic Hazard Abatement 
District (GHAD), a homeowners association (HOA), a special assessment district, or through a 
partnership with the EBRPD.  The Implementation Chapter of the Specific Plan (Chapter 7) 
provides additional details of these contemplated alternatives. 

Trails that extend northerly from Claremont Crest Way and connect to Deerwood Road via the 
existing road, to be used by EBMUD to access its existing water tank, would accommodate 
emergency and maintenance vehicles.  The rest of the trails would not accommodate motor vehicles.  
There would be trails that link to open space, as depicted in Figure 5-1 in the NWSP.  However, the 
Project does not propose to construct trails beyond Project boundaries or otherwise develop within 
existing regional open space lands.  The public trail system within the NWSP would be developed to 
EBRPD standards.  Fire protection would be assured through development and implementation of 
the Open Space Fire Management Plan applicable to all the open space in the Project.  Maintenance 
sufficient to ensure that the Project trails would not cause impacts to the physical environment 
outside the Project would be assured through funding provided by one of the mechanisms identified 
above.   

Other comments regarding the desirability of certain uses, signage and engineering of trails concern 
the merits of the Project rather than its impacts on the physical environment.  These comments will 
be presented to decision makers for their consideration in determining the merits of the Project. 

11.D Need for Schools/Capacity 
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned about the NWSP’s impact on student populations in existing 
schools (P I-5, PH 4-J, PH 4-BB).  Another commenter stated that the school site requirements are 
not being met as required by the City’s General Plan (I 2-7).  Another commenter (P 1-5, P 1-8) was 
concerned that the NWSP would result in overcrowded schools.   

Response:   

The Planning and Zoning Law provides that payment of statutory school impact fees must be 
deemed full and complete mitigation of impacts on the need for school facilities, and that a project 
cannot be denied based upon the adequacy or inadequacy of school facilities.  (Gov’t Code sections 
65995-65998.)  Accordingly, all impacts of the Project on the need for school facilities are mitigated 
to a level less than significant through payment of school impact fees. 

The San Ramon Valley School District has confirmed that it would be able to accommodate students 
generated by the Project in existing schools or through expansion of existing facilities using school 
fees imposed on the Project. (Letter LA-7).  Accordingly, there is no overcrowding projected.   
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The General Plan provides, in Policy 4.7-I-1, that the NWSP shall include, “15-20 acres of land for a 
school site (to revert to parkland or permanent open space if a school is not provided).”  Policy 4.7-I-
1 further states that 75% of the site is to be designated for a combination of schools, public uses and 
open space.  The San Ramon Valley Unified School District, which has jurisdiction over 
determinations whether schools are needed and which is identified in the General Plan as the agency 
that determines the school need, has determined that a school is not needed in this area.  The Project 
accordingly includes more than 20 acres of open space, as part of the 75% of the site designated for 
public uses and open space.  There is no requirement of the General Plan that a site be designated 
for school use even if a school is not going to be provided because of existing excess capacity.  
Accordingly, this EIR evaluates the impacts of the Project as proposed, which includes open space 
rather than a 15-20 acre school site.   

The request of the School District to reserve a site for an Education Service Center addresses the 
merits of the Project, and not its impacts on the physical environment.  That request will be 
presented to decision-makers for their consideration.  The Project includes a site of approximately 
1.6 acres for an educational facility, located immediately southwest of the community park site.  
Under Alternative 6 (See Master Response 13.E), this use would be moved to the southeast corner of 
the site in the location of currently proposed Neighborhood D.  That site is intended to 
accommodate an educational museum, educational outreach use, or similar facility intended to serve 
the residents of the Project and the surrounding community. 

11.E Adequacy of Water Pressure 
Comments:   

Commenters expressed concern with the NWSP’s impact on water pressure (I 2-19, I 2-20, I 2-21, P 
1-9, PH 4-11). 

Response:  

The Project falls within two EBMUD pressure zones.  Neighborhood D is the only portion of the 
proposed project located in the lower pressure zone. The lower pressure zone is served by the same 
facilities as both the Deerwood Ridge and Deerwood Highlands developments. The balance of the 
project is located in a pressure zone above these two existing communities and would be serviced 
from entirely new and separate water storage, supply, and delivery facilities, in a new pressure zone.  
The water pressure for existing residences would not be affected by the creation of this new and 
separate zone.   

Water supply and delivery are under the jurisdiction of EBMUD.  EBMUD would perform the 
appropriate water system modeling to assess system capabilities as they relate to existing and 
proposed facilities and customers.  System master planning and system analysis performed by 
EBMUD indicates no adverse impacts associated with the development of proposed Neighborhood 
D.  EBMUD also determines the cost of providing water service, given the elevation, which is not an 
environmental issue and therefore outside the scope of an EIR.   
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11.F Wet Weather Wastewater Flows 
Comments:   

One comment (LA 3-9) recommended that the EIR provide additional information, including 
mitigation measures, to address wet weather sewage flows. 

Response:   

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) facilities have sufficient capacity to accommodate 
dry and wet weather sewer flows from the proposed project and other cumulative development over 
the next several decades.  This is stated in a letter to the City of San Ramon from Russell B. Leavitt, 
of CCCSD, dated October 10, 2006.  This letter is included in this FEIR as Appendix C.  The letter 
specifies that CCCSD agrees with the DEIR’s conclusions regarding sewage treatment and capacity.  
Further, reference in the DEIR to the possibility of future sewer system deficiency is clarified as 
referring to CCCSD’s ultimate buildout, ultimate sewer deterioration scenario (allowing maximum 
domestic flow and maximum groundwater and wet weather infiltration).  This is anticipated to occur 
in the year 2035, and CCCSD’s Board of Directors has already certified an EIR for the largest of the 
anticipated collection system improvements, construction of which is expected to take place between 
2016 and 2021.    
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3.12  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
No comments specifically addressed the cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIR. 

12.A Ridgeline Impacts  
Comment:   

While no comments specifically addressed the cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIRr, several 
commenters generally expressed concern with the overall impacts on open space and ridgelines 
resulting from the Faria Preserve project and other similar projects in San Ramon.  

Response:   

Cumulative impacts on open space and ridgelines have been minimized through the City’s General 
Plan as explained on page 4-16 of the  City of San Ramon General Plan DEIR, which establishes, 
among other things, an Urban Growth Boundary that limits urban development and services within 
the San Ramon Planning Area (page 4.5-I-1 of the General Plan), expansion of the ridgeline and 
hillside open space system through local interagency coordination (page 8.4-G-1 of the General Plan) 
and a secure funding source for open space acquisition and management sufficient to enable 
acquisition and preservation of a ridgeline and hillside open space system (General Plan DEIR, pp. 4-
16 through 4-18, 4-22 through 4-24, and 4-52 through 4-60.    The General Plan DEIR concluded 
that the purpose of General Plan policies 8.4-G-1, 8.4-I-1 to 8.4-I-15  is to plan for the acquisition of 
ridgeline lands contiguous to the City as open space in perpetuity and that these policies would 
minimize the impact of loss of ridgelines due to new development.  By implementing these General 
Plan policies, the General Plan DEIR concluded that cumulative impacts to ridgelines resulting from 
development within the City are less than significant (General Plan DEIR, p. 4-60).  

As provided in the City’s voter-approved 2020 General Plan, two of the three ridgelines on the Faria 
Preserve property are proposed to be graded, with the resulting material used to fill portions of two 
drainages on the Faria Preserve project site.  As indicated on page 4.2-21 of the DEIR and elsewhere, 
the maximum depth of the fill is anticipated to be 110 feet.  The average fill depths would be 
approximately 40-60 feet.  The grading is necessary to address slope stability issues on the site, and to 
provide the appropriate contours for the Faria Preserve project.  All of the eastern ridgeline and 
much of the western ridgeline on the property provide visual separation of the Faria Preserve from 
the surrounding community and would be retained. 

The Faria Preserve also satisfies several other General Plan policies designed to concentrate 
development in areas with maximum environmental carrying capacity while preserving visually 
sensitive ridgelines and open space areas.  Most notably, the Faria Preserve proposes to permanently 
preserve through transfer and dedication of a conservation easement approximately 144 acres of land 
immediately adjacent to and west of the Faria Preserve along Bollinger Canyon Road.  This Adjacent 
Faria Offsite Conservation Area is within the City’s Bollinger Canyon Planning Subarea and its 
permanent protection would both serve to implement General Plan policies calling for preservation 
of the Bollinger Canyon area in a relatively rural character as well as General Plan Policy 8.4-G-1 and 

3-98 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 3:  Responses to Comments 
 

8.4-I-1 et seq., providing for the acquisition and protection of hillside areas such as the Adjacent 
Faria Offsite Conservation Area.  

The Faria Preserve also proposes trail connections to existing and planned trails, habitat protection 
for sensitive species (including through creation of an enhanced riparian corridor), and provision of 
affordable housing in amounts greater than what is required by the San Ramon General Plan.  Each 
of these policies likewise ensures that development opportunities identified in the General Plan, 
including for the NWSP Area, are being maximized such that development pressures are lightened 
on those areas identified for protection by the General Plan, including highly visible protected major 
ridgelines (General Plan DEIR, p. 4-24, explaining General Plan policy 8.4-I-15). 

In evaluating cumulative impacts, including on resources such as ridgelines, the General Plan EIR 
assumed a land use program consistent with what is proposed by the NWSP and would be 
implemented by the Faria Preserve -- i.e. 830 residential units in the NWSP Area with a mix of 
housing types as well as significant community facilities, including a community park, house of 
worship, and educational facility.  In addition, pursuant to the General Plan and the General Plan 
EIR, it was contemplated that portions of two of the three major ridgelines within the NWSP Area 
could be altered by grading to accommodate this land use program and that compliance with other 
General Plan policies would ensure that resulting impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.  The General Plan DEIR concluded that, with implementation of the General Plan’s policies, 
less than significant impacts to visual resources would result from buildout consistent with the 
General Plan, including development as proposed by the NWSP and the Faria Preserve.  
Additionally, as analyzed in Section 4.1 of the DEIR, the aesthetics impacts of the NWSP and the 
Faria Preserve would not be considered significant, and would not make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to ridgeline impacts.    

12.B Impacts to Creeks  
Comment:   

No comments specifically addressed the cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIR.  However, the 
RWQCB generally expressed concern with the overall impacts on creeks in San Ramon and the 
region resulting from the Faria Preserve project and other similar projects in San Ramon. 

Response:   

As set forth on page 4-152 of the General Plan DEIR, new development under the General Plan 
would have a less than significant impact on offsite creeks or stream channels.  General Plan policies 
to mitigate the impact of development on the City’s creeks, include, among others, the City’s 
continued participation in the Contra Costa Clean Water Program (General Plan policy 8.7-I-6).  This 
program focuses on reducing stormwater pollution and protecting the water quality of the City’s 
waterways.  Further, the General Plan requires project sponsors of any new development to prepare 
hydrologic studies to assess storm runoff impacts on local and subregional creek corridors.  General 
Plan policies 8.3-I-3 and 8.3-I-4 require reserving significant creek corridors as open space (General 
Plan DEIR, p. 4-152). 
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In addition to complying with the General Plan policies set forth above, the Faria Preserve project 
proposes additional mitigation measures on the Adjacent Faria Offsite Preservation Area, which may 
include a conservation program that could restore previously existing riparian corridors and enhance 
existing riparian corridors, stabilize head-cutting and erosion within and adjacent to existing 
drainages, enhance wildlife corridors and connectivity between adjacent properties, create and 
enhance wetlands and implement a grazing management plan.  Restoration of previously existing 
riparian corridors and enhancement along existing riparian corridors would involve the planting of 
riparian vegetation and placement of fencing along restored and enhanced riparian corridors.  
Restored and enhanced riparian corridors would significantly improve the connectivity and wildlife 
corridors between adjacent properties and Bollinger Creek.  In addition to the restoration and 
enhancement of riparian corridors, the conservation program could include the creation and 
enhancement of wetlands.  Wetlands could be created by constructing reinforced earth berms to 
capture stormwater and/or excavation to create depressional areas that would hold water for long 
durations.  A grazing management plan could be implemented consistent with existing wildlife 
activities.   

All created, restored and enhanced riparian corridors and created and enhanced wetlands offsite and 
onsite would be preserved through a conservation easement and/or fee title transfer to an 
appropriate governmental agency and/or held in trust by an appropriate third party.  Together with 
adequate funding to successfully manage such lands in perpetuity, these actions would be beneficial 
to the long term protection and enhancement of the quality and diversity of habitat, and would avoid 
a cumulatively considerable contribution of the project on impacts to creeks.   

The RWQCB (SA 2-9) also requested consideration of creek restoration and enhancement 
downstream in the watershed, suggesting that given limited opportunities for on-site restoration of 
drainages, the costs and feasibility off-site creek restoration should be evaluated.  However, suitable 
creeks that would qualify for such work within the area are limited in number and it may be difficult 
to obtain the rights to carry out the mitigation.  

As discussed above, however, the proposed mitigation program, including potential enhancements, is 
anticipated to ensure that significant cumulative impacts to creeks would not result from the project, 
and that the project’s contribution to any such impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  As a 
result, while the City would continue to evaluate these broader programmatic suggestions of the 
RWQCB, they do not appear to be necessary to compensate for the impacts of the NWSP, including 
the Faria Preserve project.   
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3.13  ALTERNATIVES 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 2-4, SA 2-5, SA 2-17, SA 2-
18, SA 2-19, LA 5-4, LA 5-5, O 2-1, O 2-3, I 2-1, I 2-22, FL 1-2, P 1-1, P 1-3, PH 4-D, PH 4-F, PH 
4-I, PH 4-UU, and PH 7-A. 

13.A General Comments on Alternatives 
Comments:   

One commenter (SA 2-17) asserted that the DEIR did not provide sufficient detail regarding offsite 
and onsite options to meet the project’s objectives including satisfaction of regional housing needs.  
The comment also asserts that the DEIR did not sufficiently demonstrate that the permanent loss of 
creeks and wetlands on the Faria Preserve are necessary to accommodate new housing (including 
affordable housing).  The same commenter was concerned that the alternatives discussion and maps 
used to depict alternatives for the Faria Preserve project site were general in nature and did not 
provide the degree of detail needed to eliminate consideration of other alternatives.  

Response:  

These comments were made by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
which is recognized to have several roles in connection with the project.  For purposes of the CEQA 
process, the RWQCB is a responsible agency, and participates in the public review of the DEIR as 
described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086(c) and (d).1   In addition to this role under CEQA, 
the RWQCB has a role in the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) permitting program 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  Under Section 401 of the CWA, the RWQCB is 
responsible for certifying that water quality impacts of a proposed project are consistent with state 
water quality requirements, primarily as measured by the applicable Basin Plan.   

The CWA process has been proceeding in parallel with the CEQA process, and many of the issues 
raised in the RWQCB’s CEQA comments are also being addressed in the CWA process.  Specifically, 
an application to the Corps for a Section 404 permit was filed on December 28, 2005, and an 
application to the RWQCB for a Section 401 certification was filed on January 24, 2006.  A detailed 

                                                      
1 These Guidelines state: 

(c) A responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those activities 
involved in the project that are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried 
out or approved by the responsible agency. Those comments shall be supported by specific documentation. 

(d) Prior to the close of the public review period, a responsible agency or trustee agency which has identified what 
that agency considers to be significant environmental effects shall advise the lead agency of those effects. As 
to those effects relevant to its decision, if any, on the project, the responsible or trustee agency shall either 
submit to the lead agency complete and detailed performance objectives for mitigation measures addressing 
those effects or refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference documents 
concerning mitigation measures. If the responsible or trustee agency is not aware of mitigation measures that 
address identified effects, the responsible or trustee agency shall so state. 

Note:  The City’s ability to address the RWQCB’s concerns has been limited somewhat by the lack of more specific 
information and recommendations in their letter.  
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alternatives analysis was submitted to the Corps and the RWQCB in June 2006 (Corps Alternative 
Analysis).  The RWQCB commented on the issues raised in the CWA process in a letter dated July 7, 
2006, to which the applicant responded on September 6, 2006.  Copies of these letters are attached as 
Appendix D and Appendix E, respectively, and are incorporated by reference. 

Project objectives.  The seven major project objectives for the Faria Preserve project are described 
on page 3-31 of the DEIR.  As reflected in the comment, the first of these objectives is the provision 
of a range of housing available to mixed incomes, including a 25 percent affordable housing 
component.  Additional objectives include the prevention of urban sprawl by developing within the 
City’s Urban Growth Boundary; the provision of community facilities, including a community park, 
public trail system, and house of worship, consistent with the General Plan; development of a safe, 
reliable and adequate circulation and utilities system; restoration of habitat areas; provision of open 
space and public uses; and provision of geologic stability using a balanced (cuts to fills) onsite grading 
plan.  These objectives reflect the reasonable goals of the City and of the applicant, and many of 
them are required by terms of the General Plan.  The analysis in the DEIR is not based solely on the 
first objective of satisfying housing needs as implied in the comment.   

Scope of the offsite and onsite alternatives.  As cited in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,  
“There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other 
than the rule of reason.”  Generally speaking, a reasonable range of feasible alternatives must be 
considered, with an emphasis on alternatives that could reduce or eliminate the significant 
environmental impacts of the project as proposed.  

Alternatives can either be onsite or offsite.  An explanation of why no offsite alternatives were 
evaluated in detail is presented on pages 7-39 through 7-41 of the DEIR.  The principal reason for 
this is that there are no available parcels or groups of parcels not already slated for development that 
could feasibly satisfy the objectives of the project, and meet the requirements of the General Plan.  
This includes not only the ability to produce housing resources comparable to those offered by the 
proposed project, but also the ability to provide other critically needed community amenities such as 
additional community parklands.  Also, since the one significant and unavoidable impact of the 
project (air quality) is directly related to the overall size of the project, there are no offsite alternatives 
that could reduce or avoid this impact while still achieving the overall project objectives. 

The five onsite alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIR reflect a reasonable range as required by 
CEQA.  All of the potential alternatives are subject to a number of feasibility constraints, including 
three constraints that are particularly important.   

First, the site has a relatively rugged topography, and has unstable slopes with numerous existing 
slide areas.  In order to provide adequately flat slopes and site stability, the central ridgeline and a 
portion of the westerly ridgeline on the site need to be lowered and flattened.  This in turn would 
produce a large volume of excavated soil material that either would need to be hauled away from the 
site, or deposited in the lower areas of the site.  As evaluated in the DEIR, all variations of the first 
option would unavoidably result in substantial construction period impacts from the hauling of over 
3 million cubic yards of material through the City of San Ramon to an offsite disposal location.  The 
first option (hauling the excavated material offsite rather than using it onsite as fill) would also reduce 
the number of developable parcels in the filled areas since the resulting buildable area would be less.   
As evaluated in Alternative 5, reducing the grading even further to provide a balanced grading plan 
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that avoids the riparian corridor on the site would reduce the net developable acreage from 95 acres 
in the project as proposed to 38 acres.  A maximum 38 acre buildable footprint is a fixed feature of 
all potential variations of Alternative 5, since it is dictated by the topography of the site and the 
resulting grading options. 

Second, the development program needs to fit within the net development footprint.  If the available 
acreage is reduced, there is a corresponding reduction in the number of units that can be developed, 
and an unavoidable reduction or elimination of the public facilities such as the proposed community 
park, educational facility, affordable housing and house of worship.   

Third, the development program needs to be economically feasible.  The applicant has evaluated the 
development costs of the various alternatives.  Table 4 in the Corps Alternatives Analysis illustrates 
these costs and the resulting effects on economic feasibility.  The fixed costs of the proposed Project 
and DEIR Alternative 5 (which is considered as Alternative 6 in the Corps Alternatives Analysis), 
including land acquisition, site development, financing and construction, are essentially the same 
($131.4 million as compared to $130.1 million).  However, while the proposed Project would spread 
these costs over 786 units, for an average cost per unit of $167,299, CEQA Alternative 5 spreads 
these costs over just 255 units, for an average cost of $510,118.  The total market value of these 
finished lots is $150.7 million for the proposed Project, but just $60 million for CEQA Alternative 5.  
The proposed Project therefore has a net profit of $19.2 million as compared to a net loss of $70.1 
million for CEQA Alternative 5.  The return on investment for the proposed Project of 15% is at the 
lower margin of economic feasibility for this industry. A project such as CEQA Alternative 5 that 
pencils out at a substantial loss would be economically infeasible.  

As explained in greater detail in the applicant’s September 6 letter to the RWQCB, according to the 
information provided by the applicant there are no variations of CEQA Alternative 5 that are 
economically viable. This issue is discussed further under Response 13.B, below.  

These principal constraints serve as the backdrop for the evaluation of specific alternatives addressed 
in the comments below.  Given these constraints, the applicant has indicated that there are no other 
feasible reduced development alternatives. 

Level of Detail.   As cited in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(d), the evaluation of alternatives 
need only include “sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis and comparison with the proposed project.”  The discussion of the alternatives can be “in 
less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  Id.  The alternatives analysis in the 
DEIR satisfies these requirements.   

Substantial additional information about the alternatives is included in the Corps Alternatives 
Analysis and related correspondence as described above.  It is recognized that the requirements for 
an alternatives analysis under CEQA differ in several respects from those for an alternatives analysis 
under the CWA 404 permit program.  This topic is discussed further in Response 13.D, below. 
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13.B Reduced Density or Unit Count Alternatives 
Comments:   

Several commenters were concerned with the overall size of the Faria Preserve project and requested 
that an additional alternative be considered that reduced the Faria Preserve’s overall project footprint 
(O 2-1, I 2-22, FL 1-2, P 1-1, SA 2-19, PH 4-D, PH 7-A, PH 4-F). Several of these comments 
described the project as having excessive “density” from the commenter’s standpoint, but most of 
these comments actually request that alternatives be considered with a reduced number of units and a 
smaller development footprint.  Several specific unit count alternatives were suggested, including 
alternatives with 300 and 400 units, respectively. Generally, these commenters (FL 1-2, I 2-1, I 2-22, 
PH 4-I, PH 4-UU) asserted that the reduction in the number of units in turn would lessen the project 
effects on traffic, construction-related issues, and perceived over-crowding of local retail facilities. 

Response: 

The DEIR did consider several reduced unit count alternatives, including alternatives 2 and 5, and 
concluded that none of the alternatives could feasibly satisfy the project objectives, would not reduce 
the significant impacts of the project as proposed, would lead to new environmental impacts, and/or 
would be infeasible.  

Under Alternative 2, the resulting number of units was reduced on the Faria Preserve from 786 to 
609, and the number of affordable units was reduced by 57 units.  The analysis of Alternative 2 
showed the potential for grading quantity reduction; however, these savings were only possible if the 
spine roadway were not extended between Bollinger Canyon Road and Purdue Road.  Consequently, 
this alternative is dependent on completing a full street into the existing neighborhood to the south.  
This alternative was found to lead to potentially significant and unavoidable new traffic impacts, as 
well as the significant loss of both conventional and affordable housing, contrary to adopted General 
Plan policy. 

DEIR Alternative 5 evaluates a balanced cuts to fills grading plan that generally avoids the existing 
riparian corridor, and assumes construction of a single family product on the site with a total of 255 
units.  The development footprint under this alternative would be approximately 38 acres, as 
compared to approximately 95 acres for the Project as proposed.  The alternative eliminates all of the 
various public amenities from the Project, including the park, house of worship, and educational 
facility.  All possible development alternatives that would simultaneously avoid the riparian corridor 
on the site while still balancing the grading plan would need to fit within this 38 acre footprint.  In 
other words, the 38 acre alternative grading plan optimizes the resulting acreage within these 
assumed constraints.   

Since detached single family housing products offer the highest sales prices among all of the potential 
housing products that could be considered for the alternative, and therefore maximize project 
revenues while minimizing costs, a lower-density single family product was selected for analysis in 
this alternative.  Nonetheless, the economics of this alternative fall far short of being practicable, 
given the cost constraints described in the Corps Alternatives Analysis and summarized below.  

All of the potential reduced unit count alternatives suffer from the common problems of being 
economically infeasible and unable to satisfy the project objectives.   
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It has been suggested that a higher density alternative might improve the situation, thereby rendering 
a variation of this reduced development alternative cost-effective.  Generally, though, higher density 
products have significantly lower sales prices, minimizing this effect.  Given the substantial shortfall 
in necessary revenues for CEQA Alternative 5, and the minimal (if any) incremental economic 
benefit of shifting to a higher density product mix, there are no variations of CEQA Alternative 5 
that would be practicable.   

Specifically, as evaluated in the Corps Alternatives Analysis, the lot value for the proposed town 
home units is just $125,000 as compared to the $350,000 value for the “Neighborhood A” units 
assumed in CEQA Alternative 5.  In order to produce the same revenues, the number of town home 
units would need to be nearly triple the number of the single family units, or 714 units, just to catch 
up with the values of the single family product under Alternative 5.  In order to match the revenues 
of the proposed Project, over 1,200 units would be required.  Given the substantially smaller 
footprint of any balanced grading alternative that avoids the riparian corridor, this would require 
densities of approximately 32 units per acre.  However, this is well above the feasible density for 
town home units, which generally is considered to be approximately 21 units per acre.   
At that density, only 798 town home units could be built, with an aggregate lot value of $99.75 
million, which in turn would result in a loss of $30.35 million, according to the applicant’s figures.  
As a result, the maximum practicable number of town home units on a reduced footprint alternative 
would not produce sufficient revenues to make the alternative viable.  Such a change would also 
require a voter-approved amendment to the General Plan, which would be extremely unlikely or 
impossible to obtain.   

These calculations also assume the elimination of all of the public amenities from the proposed 
Project, such as the park, educational facility, and house of worship, which total approximately 21 
acres, or more than half of the available footprint under CEQA Alternative 5.  These amenities are 
mandated by the local General Plan, and could only be eliminated if approved by a four-fifths vote of 
the City Council after a recommendation in favor of such amendment is made by four-fifths of the 
Planning Commission, based on findings that the proposed amendment is consistent with the 
principles and objectives of the General Plan.  Given the importance of these public amenities to the 
voter-approved General Plan land use program, such a change would not likely be supported.  
Absent such a change, the available footprint under this alternative could be less than 20 acres, which 
in turn would require densities of 60 units per acre or more.  This product would be above the high 
end of an acceptable density for condominium or apartment units, which themselves have a per-unit 
value only a fraction of the town home units.  As a result, a practicable alternative would remain well 
out of reach for a reduced footprint alternative regardless of the assumed product mix. 

In addition to being economically infeasible, any reduction in the total unit count on the project site 
would eliminate planned housing resources that have been identified by California Department of 
Housing and Community Development as critical components of the City’s state-mandated regional 
fair share housing obligation, including for affordable housing, as identified in the Housing Element 
of the City’s General Plan.  As described in the Corps Alternatives Analysis, modifying the General 
Plan to shift this development elsewhere would be infeasible, and would simply shift environmental 
impacts to other locations. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a series of four separate alternatives to the proposed 
project (in addition to the No Project alternative) were developed and evaluated.  Other localized 
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alternatives to the proposed EBMUD water tank facility design were also evaluated.  Neither the 
“No Project” or any of the four design alternatives were found to meet the project objectives.  These 
objectives, as outlined in the Draft EIR, include economic feasibility and consistency with the voter-
approved San Ramon General Plan.  The grading, aesthetics, noise, traffic and circulation and utility 
system effects of each of the project alternatives were examined to the extent possible consistent 
with CEQA and engineering design constraints.  The analysis in Chapter 7 presents a reasoned and 
sufficiently detailed analysis of the design concepts, to permit analysis and conclusions as to 
feasibility and comparative levels of potentially significant effects. 

There are no variations of the project that substantially reduce the development footprint that would 
remain economically feasible and permit the project to satisfy the project objectives.  Under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c):  “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall 
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project . . . .”  As 
cited in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the EIR need only consider “a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that would foster informed decision making and public participation.”    
The addition of infeasible alternatives to the analysis would not serve this purpose.  

13.C Specific Reduced Project Alternatives 
Comments:   

Several of the commenters had specific suggestions about how they would like to see a reduced 
project alternative configured.  One commenter requested that proposed development in 
Neighborhood A in the Faria Preserve be eliminated, reduced or consolidated into Neighborhoods B 
and C to avoid impacts to the riparian area and to provide for a much larger, contiguous public open 
space (LA 5-4, LA 5-5, P I-3).  Another commenter (O 2-3) recommended an alternative that would 
avoid impacts to visual resources through preserving key hillsides (regardless of status).  

Response:   

As discussed in response 13.B above, all of the reduced project alternatives would be uneconomic 
and fail to achieve the project objectives.  In addition, none of the concerns raised in these specific 
comments relate to significant impact of the project as proposed.  The East Bay Regional Park 
District requested in its comment that development closest to existing EBRPD properties be 
eliminated for open space purposes.  However, given the distance between the EBRPD parklands to 
the north and the project site, and the contribution of the project to meeting the need for parks, the 
project as proposed would not have any significant impacts in this regard.  Likewise, the Greenbelt 
Alliance requested that further consideration of the preservation of hillsides be considered, but this 
consideration does not relate to a significant effect identified in the DEIR.  Specific consideration 
was given to project aesthetic effects, and it was found that neither the Northwest Specific Plan nor 
the alternatives would result in any significant impacts. 

As a result, these two alternatives meet neither of the preconditions for inclusion as an alternative in 
the EIR (feasibility and ability to reduce significant impacts). 
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13.D Relation to the Corps’ 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
Comments:   

One commenter (the RWQCB) asserted that the DEIR did not adequately demonstrate compliance 
with the Clean Water Act.  Specifically, the commenter was concerned that the DEIR did not 
adequately demonstrate that the Faria Preserve project  constitutes the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative as specified in the U.S. EPA’s CWA 404(b)(1) Guidelines, or that 
the applicant provided enough justification for a failure to avoid filling wetlands under the Clean 
Water Act (SA 2-4, SA 2-5, SA 2-18).   

Response:   

As discussed above, the RWQCB has a dual role in relation to the project, being a responsible agency 
for CEQA purposes, and having responsibility for water quality certification under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act.  The DEIR evaluated alternatives to the project in the manner directed by the 
CEQA Guidelines, which differ in several respects from the approach taken under the CWA.  As a 
result, the DEIR’s alternatives analysis was not intended to comprise the alternatives analysis for 
purposes of  Section 404 of the CWA.  Instead, the Corps Alternatives Analysis is intended too serve 
that purpose, and was prepared as required by the US EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines that govern the 
consideration of alternatives under the CWA. 

The RWQCB has incorporated the US EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines by reference into the applicable 
Basin Plan.  As a result, we understand that the RWQCB considers the 404(b)(1) guidelines in the 
water quality certification process under Section 401, although the guidelines address numerous 
issues in addition to water quality.  Generally, the 404(b)(1) Guidelines require the preparation of an 
alternatives analysis to determine the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA) for a project design. (Chapter 4 of Basin Plan).2  

The applicant’s June 2006 Corps Alternatives Analysis, and September 6, 2006 letter to the RWQCB, 
explain the reasons why the proposed project is considered to be the “LEDPA.”  Those materials are 
incorporated by reference into this response.   

The following discussion highlights the principal issues raised by the RWQCB regarding the 
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis.  Mitigation Measure Biology-4a requires that the applicant provide 

                                                      
2 Like the “rule of reason” under CEQA, regulatory agencies are directed to implement EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines at a 

level commensurate with project impacts.  The regulations include a provision entitled “Adaptability,” which 
states that:   

agencies responsible for implementing the Guidelines, must recognize the different levels of effort that 
should be associated with varying degrees of impact and require or prepare commensurate documentation.  
The level of documentation should reflect the significance and complexity of the discharge activity. 

33 CFR 230.6(b).  This guidance includes limiting the request for information and “conducting further evaluation only 
as needed.”  33 CFR 230.6(c). 

CEQA and 404 also generally share the requirement that alternatives be feasible and be able to satisfy the project 
objectives, although the 404 process uses somewhat different terms for these considerations (considering the 
“practicability” of the alternative rather than the “feasibility” and evaluating the “project purpose” as compared to 
the “objectives”).   
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evidence of approvals under CWA Sections 404 and 401 prior to issuance of a grading permit, and it 
is therefore anticipated that these issues would be more fully addressed in that context.  Compliance 
with this obligation to obtain the require permits would ensure that these impacts remain less than 
significant.  

Cost Impracticability.  For both CEQA and CWA purposes, the principal problem with CEQA 
Alternative 5, or any variation, is that the reduced number of units and/or reduced value of the units 
would not allow the alternative to be feasible from a cost standpoint.  According to the 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, if an alternative is “unreasonably expensive to the applicant, the alternative is not 
‘practicable.’”  (Guidelines Preamble, “Economic Factors”, 45 Fed. Reg. 85343, December 24, 1980).  
There are very few specific guidelines as to how to develop an appropriate cost analysis, but the costs 
must place the particular project applicant in a uniquely burdensome situation in order to be 
considered impracticable.  

As discussed in Responses 13.A and 13.B above, there are a variety of costs associated with the 
Project that grow exponentially per unit as the number of units decreases, primarily basic site 
development and infrastructure costs, rendering the alternative impracticable.   

Ability to Meet State Mandated Housing Obligations.  The 404(b)(1) Guidelines require that an 
alternative be “logistically” practicable before being considered the LEDPA.  One of these logistical 
constraints is the City of San Ramon’s obligation to meet regional housing needs.  By State mandate, 
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is charged with quantifying housing needs that 
are generated by the region as a whole.  These regional housing needs are then estimated for each 
jurisdiction in the Bay Area.  Housing needs are based primarily on projected growth in households 
and jobs.  For the period of January, 1999-June 2006, San Ramon’s share of the regional housing 
need is currently estimated to be 3,389 units, according to the recently updated Housing Element of 
the San Ramon 2020 General Plan (City of San Ramon, 2004).  The Housing Element identifies 
quantified objectives for housing development for the Project area during the timeframe of the 
Housing Element.  The Housing Element provides an estimate of the City’s production objectives by 
year 2006 based on a realistic pace of development, level of funding resources available, and other 
resources.  The Housing Element identifies the project site at its full development potential (715 
units, not counting the density bonus of 71 additional units) in identifying the project site as an 
“Opportunity Site.”  It is through identification of these Opportunity Sites, including the Faria 
Preserve Project, that the City demonstrates its ability to provide adequate sites to facilitate and 
encourage housing development that meets the City’s share of the regional housing needs.  
Accordingly, any reduction in the number of units at the Project site would need to be compensated 
through an increase elsewhere.   This represents a logistical constraint on any of the alternatives.    

Effect of Protected Ridgelines on the Consideration of Alternatives.   The RWQCB’s 
comments also suggest that the City’s ridgeline protection requirements have in effect forced 
development to lower elevations, thereby increasing impacts on watercourses.   

The protected ridgelines generally have steep slopes that would require substantial grading before 
they could be developed.  As with the areas of the site currently being proposed for grading and 
development, this grading would produce substantial quantities of fill that would either need to be 
placed on-site, or off-hauled.  Thus, directing housing to ridgelines instead of away from them would 
increase the quantity of fill generated, potentially resulting in increased filling of the riparian corridors 
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on the site..  As a result, eliminating the City’s ridgeline protection provisions would not materially 
affect the available alternatives, and could actually increase impacts to watercourses.  

It is not within the scope of the project objectives to consider an alternative to the proposed project 
which would seek to amend the General Plan by facilitating development on Major Protected 
Ridgelines.  Whereas such an alternative could add value to the homes, it is also likely to introduce 
new significant and unavoidable aesthetics, soils, and related impacts. 

The City of San Ramon has an extensive set of regulations restricting development on ridgelines, 
which were first promulgated through an initiative ordinance amending the City’s prior General Plan.  
Several of these policies were carried forward in the City’s 2020 General Plan and certain voter-
approved exemptions were included, allowing grading (see Master Response 8.C).  As required by 
Ordinance 197, a public vote would be required before the remaining protected ridgelines on the site 
could be graded.  Given the critical importance of ridgeline protection to the citizens of San Ramon 
and elected officials, such a proposal would not be supported.  As a result, the ridgeline protection 
provisions of the General Plan are a practicability constraint on the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. 

13.E Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative 
Comments:   

Several commenters at the public hearing on July 24, 2006 expressed concerns with the location of 
the senior housing proposed for Neighborhood D, in particular visual impacts on adjacent existing 
neighborhoods.  Several members of the Planning Commission and City Council expressed an 
interest at that hearing in the consideration of an alternative that would relocate Neighborhood D. 

Response:   

The applicant has analyzed the opportunities for relocating Neighborhood D, and determined that it 
would be possible to move the senior apartments to the house of worship/community center area.  
This change would help create a “Core Community Center,” enhance the community park, and 
expand the concept of a neighborhood green.  The Core Community Center would become a key 
component of supporting the entire plan, as well as its adjacent single-family-detached neighborhood 
by including together the senior apartments, the community pool and cabana, and the house of 
worship, with all of this being directly across the street from a community park.  The approach 
would also refine the “Neighborhood Green” concept by adding tennis courts and more community-
related picnic areas and the like to the community park.  In order to make this change, the site for the 
educational facility would be moved to where the senior apartments had previously been located.   

Given the substantial interest in this alternative and its apparent feasibility, it is being added to the 
final EIR as an additional alternative for consideration by the City.  This alternative is labeled:  
“Alternative 6: Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative”. An evaluation of Alternative 6, in 
comparison to the proposed project, is hereby included in the EIR, as presented in this FEIR in 
Chapter 4, DEIR Revisions. As with the proposed project, this alternative would permit a balanced 
grading plan.   The principal change in comparison to the proposed project is that the senior 
apartments of Neighborhood D would be relocated to a portion of the house of worship site, 
thereby making the house of worship facility smaller.  The educational facility site would be moved 
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to the location of currently proposed Neighborhood D in the southeastern portion of the Faria 
Preserve Project site. The educational facility is assumed to be a two story structure of up to 25,000 
sq. ft. Implementation of Project Alternative 6 for the Faria Preserve community would fully satisfy 
the project objectives. 
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3.14  OTHER ISSUES 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 2-1, SA 2-2, SA 2-23, LA 4-
19, O 4-1, I 4-1, FL 1-3, PH 1-A, PH 2-A, PH 3-A, PH 4-A, PH 4-B, PH 4-E, PH 4-K, PH 4-PP, 
and PH 10-E.. 

14.A CEQA Process (Notices, etc.), Responses To Comments, and Merits 
of the Project. 

Comments:   

Comments were raised about the CEQA process, particularly public comments and responses (PH 4-
A, PH 4-B), and recirculation (PH 10-E). One commenter questioned why the water quality 
permitting process for the Faria Preserve project was initiated prior to completing this CEQA 
process (SA 2-23).  Another commenter requested master responses (LA 4-19).  One concern was 
raised at the public hearing about commenters not receiving the agenda (PH-3-A).  Others 
questioned whether their comments were being considered appropriately, whether their “outcry” was 
being heard, and addressing the merits of the Project.  (PH 4-B, I 4-1, PH 4-E) 

Response:   

The DEIR was published on July 21, 2006 and circulated for the 45 day comment period.  The 
DEIR was available for public review at the Planning Division’s public counter, on the City’s 
website, and at the City Clerk’s office, Senior Center, Community Centers and libraries.  The City 
held a public hearing on September 5, 2006.  As required by open meetings law, the agendas were 
published and posted on August 30, 2006, and posted in the City’s normal locations for posting 
notices.  Copies were also made available at the hearing itself.  All persons who wished to submit oral 
comments on the EIR at that hearing were heard, regardless of whether they spoke on an agenda 
item referencing the EIR or not.  Their comments are addressed in this Response to Comments.  

The City is unaware of any person who wished to comment who was prevented from doing so by the 
agenda or any other matters.  All persons were free to submit written comments in any event.   

The EIR authors and City staff have given careful attention to each comment submitted, and ensured 
that this document responds to the environmental issues raised in all comments submitted during the 
comment period.  There are no comments that were not considered.   The responses do not contain 
significant new information that would trigger a need for recirculation.  The information provided in 
response to comments merely clarifies, amplifies and makes insignificant modifications to the 
adequate DEIR.   

Many comments were submitted concerning the merits of the Project, and whether the Project 
should be approved or denied.  These comments do not affect the impacts of the Project on the 
physical environment, and therefore are outside the scope of an EIR.  However, all comments 
submitted on the EIR, including these comments regarding the merits of the Project, are included in 
this Response to Comment document, which will be presented to decision makers for their review 
when they consider the merits of the Project.   
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An application can be submitted to any agency before environmental review is complete.  The 
application for water quality certification, as well as the applications presented to the City for the 
Project, are the basis for the respective agency to whom the application is submitted to conduct 
environmental review.  The Section 401 certification cannot be issued absent environmental review.  
It is anticipated that the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) will act as a 
responsible agency reviewing this EIR, after it is completed and certified by the City, when the 
Regional Board considers whether to issue a water quality certification.  See Master Responses 13.A 
and 13.D. 

14.B Western Plan Area Evaluation 
Comment:   

Several commenters referenced the DEIR’s analysis of impacts of developing the Western Plan Area, 
and asked how development applications might be processed in the future for that area (SA 2-1, SA 
2-2, O 4-1, PH 1-A, PH 2-A, PH 4-K, PH 4-PP).  Specifically, the RWQCB stated that given the lack 
of detail regarding projects in the Western Plan Area, it is not possible to evaluate potential impacts 
to waters of the State on this site (SA 2-1).   

Response:   

The NWSP includes both the Faria Preserve, and the Western Plan Area, so that both areas may be 
planned in a unified and compatible manner.  Developing a specific plan for the entire NWSP area 
avoids ad hoc, uncoordinated development in the area.  Because the NWSP covers both the Faria 
Preserve and the Western Plan Area, this EIR evaluates the impacts of development of both areas.  
The impacts of the Faria Preserve are studied at a project level, and no further environmental review 
of the Faria Preserve will be required unless circumstances or the project change, or information that 
could not have been discovered earlier is revealed, which shows a new or more significant impact 
than is studied in this EIR.  This is the case regardless of whether or not any development is pursued 
in the Western Plan Area. 

The Western Plan Area is analyzed at a level appropriate to the degree of specificity provided in the 
NWSP for that area.  Because the NWSP includes only a general description of development for the 
Western Plan Area, this EIR provides only a program level of analysis for the Western Area.  A 
project-level environmental analysis was not performed because the NWSP does not contain a 
detailed, project-level description of proposed development in the Western Plan Area.  A 
supplemental or subsequent EIR will be required when project-level applications for development 
approvals (such as an application for a tentative subdivision map) are presented for the Western 
Area.   

The creek and drainage area within the Western Area will likely be considered waters of the U.S.  
They will also likely be considered waters of the State, subject to RWQCB jurisdiction.  The RWQCB 
will exercise its jurisdiction over waters of the State when a water quality certification or other 
approval is sought.   

As noted in the DEIR (p. 4.3-21), a delineation of wetlands has not been completed for the Western 
Plan Area.  That delineation, and consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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regarding waters of the State, will occur in connection with evaluation of any project-level 
development applications for the Western Plan Area.  Specified, detailed development plans must be 
submitted at that point.  The design of the bridge across Bollinger Creek required to serve the 
Western Plan Area, avoidance of encroachment on the creek bed from the burying of utilities, and 
structural integrity of the bridge in spite of movement of the creek will be addressed at the time 
detailed development plans are submitted for the Western Plan Area.   

The amount of open space required in the Western Plan Area must meet the requirements of the 
General Plan, and the NWSP.  The NWSP provides for a ratio of 75% non-residential uses (schools, 
parks, common and public open space uses and open amenities such as staging areas, trails and 
connections), and includes a Land Use Program that includes approximately 88 acres of residential 
development and 265-acres of non-residential development and permanent open space (page 5-1 of 
the NWSP).  It includes a policy (Policy 1 under Objective B of the Parks and Open Space Chapter) 
that reflects the General Plan policy to ensure that at least a 75% ratio is maintained.   

The general contours of the land uses depicted in the NWSP for the Western Plan Area comply with 
these principles.  As explained on page 3-18 of the DEIR:  “Proposed development of up to 44 
homes and local street improvements on the Western Plan Area would provide for the permanent 
preservation of at least 75 percent of the 63.5 acres west of Bollinger Canyon Road for open space 
related uses.”  Compliance of the precise details of the development plan will be reviewed when a 
project-level application, such as a subdivision map, is presented.  

NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN / FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY 3-113 
FINAL EIR 



Chapter 3: Responses to Comments 

3.15  INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This master response is referenced in response to comment numbers SA 2-0, LA 4-16, O 3-1A, O 4-
14A, I 2-14, PH 4-E, PH 4-F, PH 4-HH, and PH 7-B. 

A few of the comments on the DEIR are not included within the comments addressed in the master 
responses above, and/or raise issues that include several separate areas addressed in the master 
responses.  Individual responses to these comments are included below. 

Comment SA 2-0:  This introductory portion of RWQCB’s comment letter briefly refers to certain 
comments that are then discussed in more detail later in the letter.  It also summarizes the proposed 
NWSP and Faria Preserve.   

Response to Comment SA 2-0: RWQCB’s substantive comments, including the comments 
introduced here, are addressed in Master Responses 3 B, 3 C, 3 E, 3 F, 7 A, 13 A, 13 B, and 13 D.  

Comment LA 4-16:  Section 7.7, page 7-41, first paragraph - The DEIR refers to "Figure 3-9" which 
is not included.  It appears that the reference should be to Figure 3-8.  Please confirm. 

Response to Comment LA 4-16:  The commenter is correct, and the reference should be to Figure 
3-8.  The water tanks site may be easier to see on Figure 3-7, on page 3-19 of the DEIR. 

Comment I 2-14:  Overcrowding in local retail centers 

• Parking is already becoming an issue at shopping centers. 
• The addition of thousands of residents in the surrounding area will stress the infrastructure 

beyond capacity. 
• It must be remembered that residents from Southern Danville utilize many of the same retail 

centers. 
• No retail districts in Windemere which further adds to the lack of sustainability. 

 
Response to Comment I 2-14: Implementation of the specific plan would introduce up to 830 new 
dwelling units in a City whose buildout population will nearly double to 34,280 units, according to 
the 2020 General Plan analysis.  These new specific plan units are already planned for as part of long-
term General Plan land use policy.  The Land Use Element of the General Plan identifies areas where 
new, remodeled and expanded commercial facilities may be provided, at a ratio determined 
acceptable by the voters when they approved the 2020 General Plan.  One such location is directly 
adjoining the project site, within the Crow Canyon Specific Plan Area.  There is no indication that 
the Project would cause degradation or other physical impacts on existing retail centers, or on the 
infrastructure that serves local retail centers.  Overcrowding of retail centers, the sufficiency of 
parking at existing retail locations, and the travel patterns to retail centers from existing development 
in Danville, are not related to impacts of the Project on the physical environment, and are therefore 
outside the scope of an EIR. 

Comment O 4-14A:  In conclusion, this project has many significant impacts that have been 
addressed in one form or another.  This DEIR attempts to reduce these impacts to a level of less 
than significant.  Upon careful examination, the mitigation measures proposed are adequate in some 

3-114 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 3:  Responses to Comments 
 

cases and inadequate in others.  As outlined in this letter, more research needs to be performed 
which will result in stronger mitigation measures that satisfy the requirements of CEQA, the FEIR, 
and the confidence of the public.  

Response to Comment O 4-14A:  The EIR comprehensively addresses impacts and mitigation 
measures, and demonstrates the adequacy of the measures to reduce impacts to levels less than 
significant.  To the extent the commenter has provided more detailed information about the claimed 
inadequacies, those comments have been addressed in the master responses set forth above.  Please 
see those master responses.   

Comment PH 4-E:  Removing ridges to fill in valleys that create leveled areas so we can, you know, 
plop down housing units as close together as possible doesn't seem reasonable.  It doesn't seem 
sustainable.  We are not seeing enough other infrastructure within the town, especially given all the 
other projects that are either underway, in the planning process, or are coming down the road in the 
future potentially, given this 2020 plan, this is going to be sustainable.  We are not seeing mitigating 
factors in other areas that are going to make quality of life for everyone, including the new people, be 
worthy of what we think this town should be. 

Response To Comment PH 4-E:  Please see Master Responses 3, 5.B, 8.D and 8.E.  Other than 
the subject matters addressed in these master responses, the subject matters addressed by this 
comment pertain either to the merits of this Project, or to offsite development proposals.  These 
issues are not relevant to the impacts of the Project on the physical environment.  These comments 
will be presented to decision makers for their consideration in determining the merits of the Project.  

Comment PH 4-F:  This slide gives an overview of what is on the petition that you have in your 
hand.  The main point here where we've talked about the number of units is excessive and need to be 
greatly reduced, then it has multiple subpoints, all of which would be affected by reducing the 
number of units. 

If you reduce the number of units, each one of those will have a positive impact.  It's all tied 
together.  It's all interlaced.  None of those can be separated out on their own.  If you reduce the 
number of units, each one of these grading ridgelines maybe doesn't have to happen. 

Environmental impact would be much better.  Mitigated open space requirements easier to achieve.  
Overcrowding of schools still an issue, but not as much.  Traffic, parking, both of those could be 
alleviated.  I'm not saying completely gone, but at least made better-.  Retail centers, they are starting 
to get crowded already.  Water supply and water pressure, I know where we live, we have a lot of 
issues to begin with.  Adding eight times as many homes into the area, it's making us nervous. 

Response to Comment PH 4-F:  Please see Master Responses 13 (Alternatives), 8 (Land Use Plan 
and Policy Consistency), and 11 (Utilities/Service Systems).  Please also see response to comment I-
2-14. 

Comment PH 4-HH:  Retail centers, again, all of this is tying in.  The congestion, the traffic, the 
parking.  We are not seeing additional build-out in the retail space.  Stores seem to have no retail 
aspect to it.  So all of that is going to come over to someone's way.  A lot of that is going to start 
coming our way and then stressing the infrastructure.    
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Keep in mind, the proximity of Danville, it's closer for people in the southern end of Danville to 
come to San Ramon than it is to go to downtown Danville.  So a lot of those people will be coming 
this way as well.  It's started to get a little crowded.  It's good for the shops owners, but eventually 
may be bad for the shoppers. 

Response to Comment PH 4-HH:  Please see response to comment I 2-14 above. 

Comment PH 7-B:  The other thing I wanted to share with you, just for some corrections, I had 
just gone into the office today to pick up the notes from the last meeting, the minutes from the 
special joint planning meeting.   

I just want to make sure that those get adopted by the City Planning and the Planning Commission.  
These weren't adopted yet.  These were just found today.  they weren't anywhere on the internet.  So 
I think Pat said Debbie would look into making sure that you guys -- 

MS. KERGER:  We have it.  We do have it. 

MS. MAGUE:  The only other corrections real quick is, in the notes for today's meeting, it says, 
Claremont Woods or something? Claremont -- I'm sorry.  I lost it.  Deerwood Ridge was the 
component that had a lot of concerns that you guys were answering questions on the staff report, 
and it has the wrong residences.  It's Claremont Woods, and it's Deerwood Ridge. 

I'd just like to give you this information on the Pittsburg landslide, and also a copy of the voter 
pamphlet.  There was never opposition on that, and I don't know why.  It was a lot different than 
what people voted for and what we received today. 

Response to  Comment PH 7-B:  The comments regarding street names referenced in the staff 
report are noted.  This information, and the materials on a slide in Pittsburg and the voter pamphlet, 
do not affect the analysis of the impacts of the Project on the physical environment.  Engineers 
conducting peer review on the San Marco slide confirmed that there were several circumstances that 
contributed to the San Marco slide, and that the situation is not comparable to circumstances of the 
Project site.   
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4. DEIR REVISIONS 
In some cases, responses to comments on the DEIR warrant changes to the text of the DEIR.  Also, 
changes in the DEIR may result from discovery of editorial errors during preparation of the Final 
EIR.  Revisions to the DEIR text are shown in Section 4.1, DEIR Text Changes, in the order they 
appear in the DEIR.  Text double-underlined (underlined) represents language that has been added 
to the EIR’s text.  Words with strikeout (strikeout) indicate text has been deleted from the EIR. 

Table 2-1 of the DEIR, Executive Summary, is reproduced in its entirety in Section 4.2 and contains 
all underlined and strikeout changes, additions, revisions, and corrections.   

4.1 DEIR TEXT CHANGES 

DEIR Chapter 1: Introduction 
There are no revisions to Chapter 1 of the DEIR.  

DEIR Chapter 2: Summary 
Page 2-4 of DEIR, the second sentence under Section 2.5 (Summary Table) is revised as follows: 

The level of significance - significant (SIG), significant and unavoidable (SU), potentially 
significant (PS) or less than significant (LTS) - for each impact provided… 

(Note: Changes to Table 2.1 in the DEIR are provided in section 4.2 of this document) 

DEIR Chapter 3: Project Description 
Page 3-28, after the first full paragraph, the following clarification is added as follows:  

Maintenance of detention basins within the NWSP Area is proposed to be handled by a 
special assessment zone of a landscape and lighting district, homeowners’ association, or 
other special district, including a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD).  The entity 
would be formed to address issues relating to geotechnical stability, including how such 
stability relates to stormwater runoff and the operation of the stormwater detention basins.  
The entity would be funded by assessments against properties included in the district, which 
is anticipated to include all residential units within the NWSP Area.  As required under 
California law, the proposal for a GHAD, or other such entity, would be accompanied by a 
Plan of Control prepared by a certified engineering geologist that describes in detail the 
criteria to ensure proper maintenance activities and intervals to ensure the detention basins 
would function as designed and do not contribute to any future geologic hazards. 
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Page 3-32 of DEIR, sixth bullet point, delete second parenthetical as follows: 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) annexation (project is currently within 
District’s Ultimate Service Boundary) and permits to connect to current District facilities for 
discharge of wastewater effluent. 

DEIR Chapter 4.1: Aesthetics 
There are no revisions to Chapter 4.1 of the DEIR. 

DEIR Chapter 4.2: Air Quality 
There are no revisions to Chapter 4.2 of the DEIR. 

DEIR Chapter 4.3: Biological Resources 
Page 4.3-2 of DEIR.  The following sentence is added at the end of the last paragraph on this page: 

Systematic rare plant surveys were conducted in May and June of 2003, as well as those 
conducted in March of that year. 

Page 4.3-53, Impact Biology-1, the second sentence of impact statement is revised as follows:   

Impact Biology-1: Loss of Sensitive Habitats.  Implementation of the Northwest 
Specific Plan would result in the loss of sensitive habitats.  The Faria Preserve would impact 
11.06 acres of valley foothill hardwood, 4.20 acres of valley foothill riparian, and 0.17 0.16 
acre of fresh emergent marsh.  

Page 4.3-58 of DEIR, Mitigation Measure Biology-1a is revised to include an additional bullet, as 
follows (see last new bullet, below):   

Mitigation Measure Biology-1a (The Faria Preserve Biological 
Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan): The project sponsor for the Faria 
Preserve Project Site has developed an extensive program referred to as the Faria Preserve 
Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring Plan for the creation and enhancement 
of riparian and wetland habitat and the full mitigation of potential biological impacts.  The 
project sponsor shall implement this plan, which includes the following: 

• Set aside 144 acres of a remainder parcel into an open space preserve subject to a 
conservation easement and managed by a third party.  This area is referred to in the 
Project Description as the Adjacent Faria Offsite Preservation Area. 

• Set aside an 8.9 acre Riparian and Wildlife Corridor with an average width of 200 
feet that will allow creation of wetland and riparian habitats to compensate for 
habitat loss resulting from the project.  This area would be preserved by 
conservation easements and managed by a third party. 
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• Preserve 0.09 acres of wetlands and riverine intermittent streambed and 6.91 acres 
of valley foothill hardwood habitat not impacted by the proposed project. 

• Create 1.15 acres of palustrine emergent and palustrine scrub-shrub wetland habitat 
along the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor. 

• Create 6.06 acres of valley foothill riparian habitat along the Riparian and Wildlife 
Corridor.  This includes 4.91 acres of forested habitat beyond the 1.15 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands.  The riparian vegetation would consist of willows and 
California bay trees near the creek and coast live oak and valley oaks further up the 
riparian area slopes. 

• Develop a vegetated buffer within the 8.9 acre riparian corridor to maintain and 
enhance aquatic functions in the wetland mitigation/preservation area.  The 
vegetated buffer would include a 4.91 acre planted riparian corridor adjacent to the 
stream and wetlands, and a 2.82 acre, 30-foot wide area around the perimeter of the 
riparian canopy and beyond the rear of homes that would not be planted with trees, 
and would remain as a mowed or disked grassland area that would serve as a 
firebreak. 

• Create approximately 45 acres of valley foothill hardwood habitat within designated 
mitigation sites at various undisturbed locations within the property through 
planting of coast live oak and valley oak trees. 

• Plant coast live oak and valley oak trees within the 45 acres of tree replacement 
mitigation area to compensate for the 514 trees removed by construction of the 
project.  Replacement trees would be primarily coast live oak and valley oak and 
would total 1,606 trees (accounts for expected survival of 80 percent of plantings). 

• Provide for long-term “in perpetuity” habitat/species protection through a 
conservation easement and funding of a long term protection program over 
approximately 152.9 acres (144 acres off-site and 8.9 acres on-site). 

• In the event that additional wetlands or other aquatic habitats are included in a 
verified delineation for the site, the mitigation areas set forth above shall be 
increased such that the additional areas are mitigated on at least a 1:1 acre-for-acre 
and value-for-value basis.   

Similar riparian corridor mitigation measures have been successfully implemented elsewhere.  
Given the existing degraded condition of the riparian corridor as a result of usage by cattle 
and the presence of exotic species, the habitat values and functions of the drainages are 
reasonably anticipated to be improved as compared to existing conditions with the 
implementation of this mitigation measure.  Since the impacts of the project are expected to 
be fully compensated through creation of the Riparian and Wildlife Corridor, additional or 
offsite mitigation is not expected to be necessary to compensate for project impacts. 

DEIR Chapter 4.4: Cultural Resources 
There are no revisions to Chapter 4.4 of the DEIR. 

NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN / FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY 4-3 
FINAL EIR 



Chapter 4: DEIR Revisions 

DEIR Chapter 4.5: Geology/Soils 
Page 4.5-24 of DEIR, Mitigation Measure Geo 1-f contains a typo and is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure Geo-1f (Faria Preserve):  The licensed geologist retained for the 
purposes described in Mitigation Measure Geo-1e shall also map the Fault A featured, and if 
necessary, conduct exploratory excavations to precisely locate the trace of Fault A on the as-
built plans. At the time of the grading, the setback zone location and width shall be 
considered with respect to Lots 60, 61, 62, and 83 in Neighborhood A.  

Page 4.5-30, Impact Geo-6, is revised as follows:   

The project facilities would could be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse.  

DEIR Chapter 4.6: Hazards 
There are no revisions to Chapter 4.6 of the DEIR. 

DEIR Chapter 4.7: Hydrology/Water Quality 
Page 4.7-16, Impact Hydrology-2, the impact statement is revised as follows: 

Impact Hydrology-2: Water Quality.  Once implemented, the Northwest Specific Plan 
and Faria Preserve could would introduce pollutants into the surface water or groundwater 
that could violate water quality standards or discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality (including sediment and other pollutants).  . 

DEIR Chapter 4.8: Land Use 
Page 4.8-1, last paragraph is revised as follows: 

However, the County General Plan does not specify a land use designation for the NWSP 
Area, and it is not within an adopted area Plan.  The County has indicated that its 2005 
General Plan designates the entirety of the NWSP Area as Agricultural Lands (AL).  
Pursuant to Contra Costa County Zoning Ordinance, the Faria Preserve project site is zoned 
A-2 (General Agricultural District) and the Western Plan Area is zoned A-4 (Agricultural 
Preserve District). 

Page 4.8-15, introduction to Policy 8.4-I-15 is revised as follows: 

With voter approval, allow exemptions from the provisions of Ordinance 197, specifically, 
the prohibitions of developer on or adjacent to Major and Minor ridgelines, only where: 
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Page 4.8-25, Table 4.8-1 is revised as follows: 

Provision of RCOD & Ordinance 197 NWSP Consistency  
A. Structures shall be prohibited in the following areas:  

1. Land with an existing natural slope in excess of 20% with a 
minimum elevation differential of 40 feet and a minimum contiguous 
area of 3 acres 

Consistent, in accordance 
with vote on the City of San 
Ramon’s General Plan 
(March 2002). 

2. Crests of Major and Minor Ridges Consistent, no exception 
required. in accordance with 
vote on City of San 
Ramon’s General Plan 
(March 2002).  

3. Within 100 feet, measured vertically of the centerline of a major 
ridge, or within 50 feet, measured vertically, of the centerline of a 
minor ridge 

Consistent, no exception 
required. in accordance with 
vote on City of San 
Ramon’s General Plan 
(March 2002). 

4. Within 100 feet of the centerline of a creek or stream channel 
identified on the RCPZ map 

Consistent, no exception 
required. in accordance with 
vote on City of San 
Ramon’s General Plan 
(March 2002).  

B. Density of lands on which structures may be built shall be limited to a 
maximum of 1 dwelling unit/5 acres on slopes between 15-20%, and 1 unit/1 
acre on slopes between 10-15%. Within these density ranges, units may be 
transferred so as to create a relatively even density gradient from higher 
density on 10% slopes to lower density on 20% slopes, without increasing the 
total number of units. Areas on which structures are prohibited shall be 
credited with a density of 1 unit/320 acres, which density may be exercised 
only upon transfer to a developable area.  

Consistent, no exception 
required. 

C. Where structures are proposed within 1000 feet of a major ridge, the 
building pad shall be graded and buildings designed and built so that the 
structure maintains a low profile appearance and conforms to the natural 
grade of the hillside.  

Consistent no exception 
required. where still 
applicable following 
application of grading 
provision of Fig. 8-3 of 
voter-approved 2020 
General Plan to create 
buildable site., 

D. Alterations of existing natural or artificial contours of land shall be 
minimized. Any natural contour altered by grading shall be rounded and 
shaped, and revegetated to simulate natural terrain, unless on an individual site 
where this would diminish open space or significant natural features of the 
site. Grading shall follow the natural topographic contours as much as 
possible.  

Consistent, no exception 
required. where still 
applicable after application 
of grading provision of Fig. 
8-3 of voter-approved 2020 
General Plan to create 
buildable site 
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Provision of RCOD & Ordinance 197 NWSP Consistency  
E. Structures within areas subject to this section of the Conservation Element 
shall be limited to a maximum height of 32 feet from the lowest to the highest 
points of the structure which are above ground.  

Exception required 
(dependent on the design of 
the housing units in 
Neighborhood C)  
Consistent as currently 
proposed, no exception 
required for buildings not 
exceeding 32 feet; will 
require a vote if buildings 
are proposed in excess of 32 
feet (in Neighborhoods C or 
D).   

F. Maximum street grades shall be 12%, and maximum driveway grades shall 
be 15%. Special streets such as one-way streets, split-level streets, and dead-
end streets, and minor variations from the grade standard may be acceptable 
when their use is justified by detailed engineering and traffic studies, upon 
finding that such streets and minor variations are necessary to achieve the 
purposes of this chapter.  

Consistent no exception 
required. where still 
applicable after application 
of grading provision of Fig. 
8-3 of voter-approved 2020 
General Plan to create 
buildable site. 

G. Building designs shall conform to the natural land form and enhance the 
character of the site, and should use the following techniques:  

1. The use of multi-level foundations (floor levels separated by a 
minimum of 4 feet) shall be permitted as a design for residential 
structures located on hillsides with slopes of 15-20%.  

2. Rooflines shall relate to the slope and topography, and shall be as 
inconspicuous as possible. Flat roofs may be used. 

3. Second story levels of structures, if any, shall incorporate a variety of 
bays, recesses, overhangs, or setbacks, on the downhill side of the 
structure, so that the appearance of vertical mass and the visual 
impact on the surrounding area are reduced.  

Consistent. Project 
consistency to be 
demonstrated through the 
development review 
process. where still 
applicable after application 
of grading provision of Fig. 
8-3 of voter-approved 2020 
General Plan to create 
buildable site. 

H. Where natural building pads do not exist on a parcel, limited grading shall 
be used to create building pads so that structures are low in profile and do not 
require retaining walls or support structures. Exterior structural supports and 
undersides of floors and decks shall not exceed 12 feet in height, and shall 
only be used where the Planning Commission finds that (1) no alternative type 
of construction is feasible; (2) grading to eliminate the need for such support 
structures would result in severe environmental damage and (3) no building 
area exists on the property which would eliminate or reduce the need for such 
supports. Where such support structures are used, the dwelling unit shall be 
limited to one standard story in height, above the support structure.  

Consistent. Project 
consistency to be 
demonstrated through the 
development review 
process.  where still 
applicable after application 
of grading provision of Fig. 
803 of voter-approved 2020 
General Plan to create 
buildable site.  

DEIR Chapter 4.9: Noise 
There are no revisions to Chapter 4.9 of the DEIR.  
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DEIR Chapter 4.10: Traffic 
Page 4.10-21 of the DEIR, on Figure 4.10-7, the text box at the bottom center of figure is revised as 
follows:  

Planned Alcosta Boulevard Interchange Reconstruction completed.  

Page 4.10-35, Impact Traffic-1, the last sentence of the first paragraph under impact statement is 
revised as follows:  

However, because it would operate at LOS E, the impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable until the intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Hooper Drive meets the 
traffic signal warrants and a signal is installed.  

DEIR Chapter 4.11: Utilities/Service Systems 
Page 7-41 of the DEIR, under Section 7.7, the first two paragraphs are revised as follows 

The Faria Preserve Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) identifies a proposed conceptual location 
(Tank Site A3) for a new East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) reservoir, which 
would consist of the two water tanks required to provide water to the homes on the upper 
elevations of the Faria Preserve Project Site).  Located on the western (Bollinger Canyon-
facing) slope of the ridgeline on the western edge of the Faria Preserve Project Site, these 
two above-ground, steel tanks would extend approximately 30 feet above grade, to an 
elevation of approximately 980 feet (see Figure 3-9 for water tank location proposed by Faria 
Preserve VTM).  The environmental impacts of the proposed water tank location, as shown 
on the Faria Preserve VTM, were assessed in the Chapter 4 as part of the Faria Preserve 
Subdivision. 
 
Alternate Three other tank sites (Tank Site A2, A3, and Site A4, and Tank Site A4 (Buried)) 
have been identified as alternate locations for construction of water tanks.  Tank sites A2 
and A3 are depicted on Figure 7-5A and sites A4 and A4 (Buried) are depicted on revised 
Figure 7-5. These alternate tank sites, and the tank site proposed with the Faria VTM, are 
depicted on Figure 7-5. 

Page 7-43 of the DEIR, Figure 7-5 is replaced with the revised Figure 7-5, included in this chapter, 
and Figure 7-5A, also included in this chapter, is hereby added to the DEIR 

There are no other revisions to Chapter 4.11 of the DEIR. However, it should be noted that with 
respect to water supply availability, an executed copy of the Water Supply Assessment from the East 
Bay Municipal Utility District, with enclosures, is included in this Final EIR as Appendix B.   
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DEIR Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts 
There are no revisions to Chapter 5 of the DEIR.  

DEIR Chapter 6: Other CEQA-Required Discussions 
There are no revisions to Chapter 6 of the DEIR.  

DEIR Chapter 7: Alternatives 
Page 7-1 of DEIR, the last sentence in second paragraph is revised as follows: 

With the exception of Impact Noise-8, tThe consideration of alternative sites for the 
proposed development would not avoid the significant unavoidable impacts (Air Quality) 
that would result from the project. 

Page 7-1 of DEIR, the first line of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows: 

The implementation of the proposed NWSP and Faria Preserve would result in significant 
impacts related to air quality and noise. 

Page 7-1, last paragraph, and page 7-2 of DEIR are revised to include reference to an additional 
alternative, Alternative 6: Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative, as follows: 

The six five alternatives that are discussed in this chapter are: 

• Alternative 6:  Relocated Neighborhood D 

Page 7-38 of DEIR, an additional alternative, Alternative 6: Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative, 
is included as follows: 

7.6 Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative 
 
Under Alternative 6, the “Relocated Neighborhood D Alternative”, the number of units on 
the Faria Preserve Project Site (Neighborhoods A-D) would remain unchanged at 786.   The 
alternative is illustrated in Figures C through E.  As with the proposed project, this 
alternative would permit a balanced grading plan that would occur entirely within the 
development envelope analyzed as part of the Faria Preserve.  The principal change in 
comparison to the proposed project is that the senior apartments of Neighborhood D would 
be relocated to a portion of the house of worship site, thereby making the house of worship 
facility smaller.  The educational facility site would be moved to the location of currently 
proposed Neighborhood D in the southeastern portion of the Faria Preserve Project site.  
The educational facility is assumed to be a two story structure of up to 25,000 sq. ft. (DEIR, 
p. 3-26), in comparison to the proposed three-story 83,550 sq. ft. senior apartment building 
(DEIR, p. 3-25). 
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7.6.1 Aesthetics 
 
Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to aesthetics. The project could have impacts related to a scenic vista and the visual 
character and quality of the site and its surroundings, but implementation of General Plan 
policies would ensure that these impacts are less than significant.  The NWSP could affect 
views from I-680, a State Scenic Highway, but the preservation of major ridge lines and 
prominent portions of the area in a natural state would ensure that these impacts are less 
than significant. Alternative 6 would shift a portion of the development from the 
southeastern periphery of the site to a more central location where it would not be as visible 
from neighboring residences, reducing this less than significant impact.  

7.6.2 Air Quality 
 
The project could result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts due to vehicular 
emissions of NOx that could exceed levels recommended by the BAAQMD to be 
considered significant for CEQA purposes.  Since Alternative 6 would have the same unit 
count and generally comparable traffic, this impact would remain unchanged, and would be 
significant and unavoidable for Alternative 6. 

7.6.3 Biological Resources 
 
Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to biological resources.  Both the project and Alternative 6 could result in less than 
significant impacts related to conversion of sensitive habitats to developed uses, impacts to 
special-status plant species, impacts to special-status animal species, impacts to wildlife 
corridors, colonization from invasive species used in landscaping, and impacts to 
jurisdictional waters of the United States and riparian habitat.  Alternative 6 would involve 
the same total amount of development on the project site, so these impacts would be the 
same as with the project as proposed. 

7.6.4 Cultural Resources 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to cultural resources.  Alternative 6 would involve the same grading and filling of the 
site.  As a result, the potential for encountering unanticipated cultural resources would be the 
same as with the project as proposed, and this impact would remain less than significant. 
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7.6.5 Geology/Soils 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
regard to geologic and soils resources. Because of the proximity to possible seismic events 
on the Calaveras Fault, regional seismic events, settlement, expansive soils, landslides and the 
erosion or loss of topsoil, the project could result in human exposure to these events or loss 
of property due to these events.  After mitigation, this is considered less than significant.  
Alternative 6 would simply relocate development within the project site, and these impacts 
would be comparable to the project as proposed.  Since the proposed development in the 
vicinity of the Calaveras Fault would be reduced in scale and would no longer include 
residential uses, potential seismic issues (and the associated design constraints) would be 
reduced.  

7.6.6 Hazards 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
regard to hazards issues.  Construction of the project in an area with flammable brush and 
grass could result in potentially significant impacts related to increased risk of fire, which 
would be reduced to a less than significant level through the adoption and implementation 
of an Open Space Management Plan including specific measures to reduce potential fire 
hazards, such as buffers between homes.  Alternative 6 would involve the same total amount 
of development on the project site. As a result, the potential for increasing exposure to fire 
hazards would be the same as with the proposed project. 

7.6.7 Hydrology/Water Quality 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to hydrology. Compliance with the construction-related NPDES discharge permit, 
including preparation and implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan, the 
design and construction of appropriately sized detention basins, streambed protection and 
other design measures, would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels for both the 
project and Alternative 6.  Alternative 6 would involve the same total amount of 
development on the project site. As a result, the potential for hydrology impacts would be 
the same as with the project as proposed.   

7.6.8 Land Use Plan and Policy Consistency 

The project would not result in significant unavoidable impacts with respect to land use plan 
and policy consistency.  Alternative 6 would involve the same total amount of development 
on the project site.  Impacts relating to land use plan and policy consistency would therefore 
be the same as with the project as proposed. 

7.6.9 Noise 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to noise, including from exposure of existing noise-sensitive land uses to short-term 
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construction noise, exposure of existing off-site noise-sensitive land uses to new stationary- 
and area-noise sources, increased noise generated by project-related traffic, exposure of 
existing land uses to noise levels in excess of normally acceptable standards, increased noise 
levels due to increased daily traffic volumes, and exposure of on-site land uses to noise levels 
generated by off-site commercial and industrial sources.  Limitations on the hours of 
construction and noise reduction features in the project design such as setbacks, noise 
barriers, and sound-reducing construction techniques would reduce these remaining impacts 
to a less than significant level for both the project and Alternative 6.  Moving the senior 
apartments further away from I-680 would also reduce the acoustic design issues associated 
with that residential use.  

7.6.10 Traffic and Circulation 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
with respect to traffic and circulation. Both the project and Alternative 6 would have less 
than significant impacts to traffic and circulation after mitigation, since otherwise 
unacceptable levels of service at certain unsignalized intersections would be mitigated 
through traffic improvements (primarily the construction of signals) under both the project 
and Alternative 6.  This alternative would  involve the same development level and product 
mix, which would have the same traffic generation characteristics as the project as proposed.  
The senior apartments are anticipated to generate only a small percentage of project traffic, 
contributing only 31 AM peak hour trips out of a total of 759 total AM peak hour trips, and 
35 PM peak hour trips out of a total of 833 total PM peak hour trips. DEIR 4.10-5, Table 
4.10-5.  The educational facility itself is anticipated to produce 10 AM peak hour trips and 20 
PM peak hour trips, so the net effect of shifting the two uses would be 21 AM peak hour 
trips and 15 PM peak hour trips. Id.  This traffic component will be moved from the 
southeasterly portion of the site to a central portion of the site, shifting the distribution of 
traffic somewhat.  None of these changes will cause any of the affected intersections to 
experience a new significant impact as a result of the change.  

7.6.11 Utilities/Service Systems 

Neither the project nor Alternative 6 would result in significant unavoidable impacts with 
respect to utilities and service systems.  The project would result in less than significant 
impacts related to increased demand for water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste 
disposal, which would be mitigated by implementation of water conservation measures, 
contributions to necessary wastewater infrastructure, and a recycling plan, respectively.  
Alternative 6 would involve the same total amount of development on the project site.  
Impacts relating to utilities and service systems would therefore be the same as with the 
project as proposed. 

Ability of Alternative 6 to Satisfy the Project Purpose 

Implementation of Project Alternative 6 for the Faria Preserve community would fully 
satisfy the project objectives. 
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Page 7-43 of DEIR, Figure 7-5.  This figure in the DEIR is revised and augmented by Figure 7-5A as 
presented earlier in this chapter, under DEIR Chapter 4.11. 

4.1.1 Revised Executive Summary Table 
Pages 2-39 through 2-45, Table 2-3 is revised to be consistent with text changes to impact statements 
and mitigation measures, as described above.  Note: the only revisions to this table relate to Impact 
Biology-1, Mitigation Measure Geo-1f, Impact Geology-6 and Impact Hydrology-1. However the 
table is reproduced in its entirety on the following pages. 
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AIR QUALITY 
X X Impact Air Quality-1: Short-Term Construction Emissions.  

Construction, grading, and excavation associated with new 
development under the Northwest Specific Plan could generate 
substantial amounts of fine particulate matter (PM10).  
 

SIG Mitigation Measure Air Quality-1 (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area):  The BAAQMD has identified a set 
of feasible PM10 control measures for construction 
activities. These measures are divided into three separate 
tiers: Basic Control Measures, Enhanced Measures, and 
Optional Measures.  
The following Basic Control Measures, as discussed in 
Section 4.2.3 shall be implemented at all construction sites 
in the Faria Preserve and Western Plan Area, regardless of 
size.  For construction sites greater than 4 acres, enhanced 
measures shall be implemented, as discussed in Section 
4.2.3. 

LTS 

    Additional “Optional Measures,” as discussed in Section 
4.2.3 shall be implemented if further emission reductions 
are deemed necessary by the City and/or the BAAQMD.  
The BAAQMD requirements could change between the 
time that this EIR is certified and the time when 
construction of the proposed project begins.  Therefore, 
the City shall require its contractors to consult with the 
BAAQMD to develop a list of appropriate dust abatement 
measures prior to beginning any construction project.  
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X X Impact Air Quality-2: Consistency with the 2005 Ozone 
Strategy.  The population and VMT projections used in the 
proposed Northwest Specific Plan are inconsistent with those of 
the 2005 Ozone Strategy.  

SU Since the existing population and projected population for 
San Ramon are both greater than those used for the 2000 
CAP, which were based on 1998 ABAG projections, the 
General Plan is inconsistent with the CAP (City of San 
Ramon 2001).  The 2005 Ozone Strategy superseded the 
CAP.  
Also, average peak hour VMT growth in San Ramon, with 
an annual increase of about 2.0 percent, is greater than the 
1.4 percent annual growth rate assumed for the entire Bay 
Area by the Clean Air Plan (City of San Ramon 2001). 
Thus, vehicle emissions resulting from development under 
the NWSP would be inconsistent with vehicle emissions 
projected by the 2005 Ozone Strategy.  
No additional feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified because development of the NWSP Area would 
contribute to the exceedance of the population assumptions 
of the 2005 Ozone Strategy. The annual rate of increase in 
population growth and VMT increase would exceed the 
assumptions of this most recent Clean Air Plan. 

SU 

X X Impact Air Quality-3: Long-Term Emissions of Criteria Air 
Pollutants.  Development under the Northwest Specific Plan 
would result in increased emissions of criteria air pollutants. 
Operational emissions of ROG and NOX would exceed the 
BAAQMD threshold of 80 pounds per day.  

SU Mitigation Measure Air Quality-3 (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area): During project review, the City shall 
consult with the BAAQMD for determination of applicable 
mitigation measures to be incorporated for future projects 
associated with implementation of the NWSP, including the 
Faria Preserve. Such measures may include, but are not 
limited to, the following measures recommended by the 
BAAQMD, which were obtained from the most current 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 1999), as 

SU 
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discussed in Section 4.2.3. 
Though these measures would help reduce emissions, their 
implementation would not reduce long-term emissions to a 
less-than-significant level. Due to the peripheral location of 
the NWSP Area, neither the proposed NWSP nor the Faria 
Preserve could be feasibly implemented without an increase 
in air emissions, particularly from mobile-sources, that 
exceeds the significance thresholds of 80 pounds per day 
for ROG and  NOX.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
X X Impact Biology-1: Loss of Sensitive Habitats.  

Implementation of the Northwest Specific Plan would result in 
the loss of sensitive habitats.  The Faria Preserve would impact 
11.06 acres of valley foothill hardwood, 4.20 acres of valley 
foothill riparian, and 0.17 0.16 acre of fresh emergent marsh. 

PS Mitigation Measure Biology-1a (The Faria Preserve 
Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring 
Plan): The project sponsor for the Faria Preserve Project 
Site has developed an extensive program referred to as the 
Faria Preserve Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and 
Monitoring Plan for the creation and enhancement of 
riparian and wetland habitat and the full mitigation of 
potential biological impacts, which the project sponsor shall 
implement, as discussed in Section 4.3 of the FEIR. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-1b (Western Plan Area):  
The following actions shall be implemented by developers 
of the Western Plan Area to ensure adequate protection of 
trees.  These measures implement mitigation in the Western 
Plan Area that is the same in scope to what is set forth in 
the Biological Mitigation/Enhancement and Monitoring 
Plan for the Faria Preserve Project Site.  
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    Mitigation Measure Biology-1c (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area):  Actions shall be implemented by 
developers to prevent pollution of streams and drainages, 
including wetlands, during construction. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-1d (Western Plan Area):  
Developers within the Western Plan Area to address 
impacts to sensitive habitats. 

 

 X Impact Biology-2: Special-Status Plant Species.  The 
Western Plan Area may contain special-status species that were 
not detected in field surveys and loss of such species in 
association with development could occur. 

PS Mitigation Measure Biology-2 (Western Plan Area):  
The developers on the Western Plan Area shall implement 
measures, as described in Section 4.3.3 to ensure that 
impacts to special-status plant species are avoided.   

LTS 

    If any special-status plant species are identified, their 
quantity and significance of the impact shall be assessed for 
review by the City of San Ramon and CDFG.  Depending 
on the legal protection afforded the particular species, 
identified plants would either a) be fenced off by a biologist 
and avoided by construction activities; b) be salvaged and 
relocated on-site following consultation with CDFG; or c) 
be removed without further consequence, if so allowed by 
CDFG. 
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X  Impact Biology-3(a) (Faria Preserve): Special-Status 
Animal Species.  Implementation of the Faria Preserve would 
result in a less than substantial reduction in the numbers and 
range of rare, endangered or threatened species.  

LTS Mitigation Measure Biology-3a (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area):  The following actions shall be 
implemented by developers of both the Faria Preserve and 
the Western Plan Area to further ensure that impacts to 
Alameda whipsnake are less than significant. 
Mitigation Measure Biology-3b (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area):  The developers of both the Faria 
Preserve and the Western Plan Area shall implement 
measures, as discussed in Section 4.3.3, to further ensure  
that impacts to nesting raptors and other special-status 
birds (e.g., horned lark, loggerhead shrike, yellow warbler) 
are less than significant:   

LTS 

 X Impact Biology-3(b)(Western Plan Area): Special-Status 
Animal Species.  Implementation of the Western Plan has the 
potential to result in the loss of habitat for special-status animal 
species that may reside or forage in the Western Plan Area, 
potentially resulting in a more than substantial reduction in the 
numbers and range of rare, endangered or threatened species.   

PS See Mitigation Measure Biology 3a, above. 
This measures applies to both the Faria Preserve and the 
Western Plan area in Section 4.3, but is listed separately 
here for ease of reference.  
See Mitigation Measure Biology 3b, above. 
This measures applies to both the Faria Preserve and the 
Western Plan area in Section 4.3, but is listed separately 
here for ease of reference. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-3c (Western Plan Area):  
The developer of the Western Plan Area shall implement 
measures, as discussed in Section 4.3.3 to ensure that 
potentially significant  impacts to California red-legged 
frogs do not occur:  
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X  Impact Biology-4: Jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States and Riparian Habitat.  Development of the Faria 
Preserve Project Site would result in the filling and replacement 
of 0.40 acre of wetlands and waters of the U.S.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Biology-4a (Faria Preserve):  The 
Faria Preserve developer shall be responsible for mitigation 
of impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters, pursuant 
to a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan approved by the 
Corps.   Further, prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
developer shall provide written evidence that the following 
approvals have been received: 
• A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit by the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers.  
• A Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-4b (Faria Preserve):  
Wetlands shall be mitigated and monitored as required by 
the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-4c (Faria Preserve):  
During construction and prior to any clearing, grading, or 
construction activities, temporary barriers shall be placed 
around all wetlands and riverine intermittent drainages that 
are to be avoided by the development plan. These 
barricades shall create at least a 20-foot buffer area around 
drainages and shall be consistent with the Best Management 
Practices implemented as part of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (see Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1b).  
No clearing, operation of heavy equipment, or storage of 
construction materials shall be permitted within this area.   
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 X Impact Biology-5: Jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States and Riparian Habitat.  Development of the Western 
Plan Area could result in the filling and replacement of wetlands 
and/or waters of the U.S.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Biology-5a (Western Plan Area):  
Developers of the Western Plan Area shall be responsible 
for conducting an on-site evaluation to determine whether 
any portion of the creek or drainage areas within the 
Western Plan Area would be subject to Corps jurisdiction 
as either wetlands or other “waters of the U.S.” 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-5b (Western Plan Area): If 
wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. under Corps 
jurisdiction are determined to be present within the 
Western Plan Area, the developer shall be responsible for 
mitigation of impacts to wetlands and/or jurisdictional 
waters, pursuant to a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
approved by the Corps.   Further, prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit, the developer shall provide written 
evidence that the following approvals have been received: 
• A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit by the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers.  
• A Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-5c (Western Plan Area):  
Wetlands shall be mitigated and monitored as required by 
the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Biology-5d (Western Plan Area):  
During construction and prior to any clearing, grading, or 
construction activities, temporary barriers shall be placed 
around all wetlands and riverine intermittent drainages that 
are to be avoided by the development plan. These 
barricades shall create at least a 20-foot buffer area around 
drainages and shall be consistent with the Best Management 
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Practices implemented as part of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (see Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1b).  
No clearing, operation of heavy equipment, or storage of 
construction materials shall be permitted within this area.   

X X Impact Biology-7: Colonization by Invasive Species. 
Invasive non-native plants used in Faria Preserve Project Site 
and Western Plan Area landscaping could be dispersed from 
development areas where they are to be planted and eventually 
displace native plants within natural and created wildlife habitat 
areas. 

PS Mitigation Measure Biology-7 (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area):  In order to ensure integrity of the 
restored riparian zone on the Faria Preserve and to reduce 
impacts in the Western Plan Area to less than significant, 
the following mitigation measure will be implemented by 
developers of the Faria Preserve and Western Plan Area: 
• Landscape plans and plant selections for any portion of 

the Plan Area shall not include any invasive exotic plants 
listed by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) 
in their Invasive Plant Inventory (Cal-IPC, 2006).  

LTS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
X X Impact Cultural-1:  Cultural Resources.  Implementation of 

the Northwest Specific Plan could adversely affect unidentified, 
potentially significant subsurface cultural resources in the NWSP 
Area as a result of project specific ground-disturbing 
construction activities.  

PS Mitigation Measure Cultural-1a (Western Plan Area): 
Prior to any project-related ground disturbing activities, the 
Western Plan Area shall be re-inventoried.  This survey 
shall incorporate a pedestrian survey of the site and a 
thorough recording and assessment of the sites presently 
known to exist within the area, in conformance with CEQA 
guidelines.  Implementation of this mitigation measure 
would identify known cultural resources and ensure that 
they would be avoided.  

LTS 
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    Mitigation Measure Cultural-1b (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve): The City of San Ramon shall require 
implementation of a monitoring and response procedure 
during construction of any proposed project within the 
NWSP Area in order to avoid adverse effects on potentially 
significant archaeological resources, as discussed in Section 
4.4.3.   

 

GEOLOGY/SOILS 
X  Impact Geo-1: Surface Fault Rupture.  People or structures 

would be exposed to an increased risk of substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death as a result of 
surface fault rupture.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-1a (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall require its geotechnical consultant to 
replot the Calaveras fault in the Final Supplemental Fault 
Investigation, Fault A/Calaveras Fault Western Traces based on 
its trenching data and reassess the setback distance between 
habitable structures in Neighborhoods A and D (lots 67 to 
74 and 86 units) and the Calaveras fault. In the geotechnical 
consultant's consideration of the western limit of the 
Calaveras fault setback zone below lots 67 and 74, the 
geotechnical consultant shall extend the western limit of the 
Calaveras fault setback zone in this area to coincide with 
the eastern ends of the exploratory trenches T7 and T9. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-1b (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall ensure the 50-foot setback separating 
all habitable structures from the known Calaveras fault 
zone would be incorporated in the Final Development 
Plan.  Implementation of this mitigation measure is 
required to reduce the level of risk associated with potential 
damage to structures or harm (risk of loss, injury or death) 
to people from fault rupture to an acceptable level.  

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-1c (Faria Preserve):  The  
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project sponsor shall design utilities and road facilities that 
cross the Calaveras Fault to include additional protective 
features to reduce damage associated with fault rupture, as 
discussed in Section 4.5.3.   

    Mitigation Measure Geo-1d (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall implement a minimum 25-foot 
setback separating all habitable structures (in lots 60, 61, 62, 
and 83) from Fault A.  Implementation of this mitigation 
measure is required to reduce the level of risk associated 
with potential damage to structures or harm (risk of loss, 
injury or death) to people from fault rupture to an 
acceptable level.  

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-1e (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall retain a licensed geologist on-site 
during grading activities. The licensed geologist shall map 
the landslide deposits along the western edge of the 
Calaveras Fault setback zone to more precisely locate the 
disturbed deposits and to assess the character of the 
shearing logged in two trenches. These features shall be 
shown on the as-built plans. Any changes in the nature of 
the shearing that might indicate they are related to active 
features of the Calaveras fault shall be addressed by the 
licensed geologist. Any changes made during grading to the 
precise location of active fault related features, the 
accompanying setback zone, or to the location of the 
residential units shall be updated in the Final Development 
Plan. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-1f (Faria Preserve):  The 
licensed geologist retained for the purposes described in 
Mitigation Measure Geo-1e shall also map the Fault A 
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featured, and if necessary, conduct exploratory excavations 
to precisely locate the trace of Fault A on the as-built plans. 
At the time of the grading, the setback zone location and 
width shall be considered with respect to Lots 60, 61, 62, 
and 83 in Neighborhood A.  

X X Impact Geo-2:  Seismic Event. People or structures would be 
exposed to an increased risk of substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury or death as a result of ground 
shaking associated with a seismic event.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-2a (Western Plan Area and 
Faria Preserve):  The project sponsors shall implement 
seismic design standards of the most recent Uniform 
Building Code (UBC) to reduce damage to structures and 
harm to people associated with groundshaking.  Structures 
shall be designed to accommodate seismic vibrations.  The 
project design engineer shall evaluate the adequacy of the 
seismic design criteria of the current UBC for the proposed 
development. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-2b (Western Plan Area and 
Faria Preserve):  The project sponsor shall ensure that 
construction is in strict accordance with approved plans 
and details, and recommendations contained in the geologic 
and geotechnical investigations. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-2c (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor has conducted a detailed geotechnical study 
of the EBMUD water tank site(s).. Recommendations of 
the geotechnical study shall be followed with respect to 
structural design of the tank foundations and the tanks to 
ensure minimization of ridgetop acceleration effects on the 
tanks. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-2d (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall remove and replace soils that are 
susceptible to seismic-related ground failure (e.g., with 
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engineered fill where proposed improvements would be 
located), in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical 
Engineering Study conducted for the site, as well as those 
identified for Mitigation Measures Geo-4b and Geo-6b, 
below.   

    Mitigation Measure Geo-2e (Western Plan Area):  The 
project sponsor shall, prior to development, conduct a 
geologic hazards evaluation and preliminary geotechnical 
engineering study for the Western Plan Area.  Removal and 
replacement of soils that are susceptible to seismic-related 
ground failure (e.g., with engineered fill where proposed 
improvements would be located), shall be conducted in 
accordance with the recommendations in the study. 

 

X X Impact Geo-3: People or structures could be exposed to 
substantial effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving liquefaction.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-3a (Western Plan Area and 
Faria Preserve):  The project sponsor shall implement 
Mitigation Measure Geo-6b.  In addition to the overburden 
pressure resulting from this fill, liquefaction potential would 
be mitigated by measures intended to mitigate soil that is 
unstable and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse (see 
Mitigation Measure Geo-6b).  Such measures would reduce 
soil settlement and mitigate liquefaction potential to less-
than-significant levels.   

LTS 
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X X Impact Geo-4: Landslides.  People or structures would be 
exposed to an increased risk of substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury or death as a result of landslides 
and/or rock falls and slides.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-4a (Western Plan Area): The 
project sponsor shall conduct a detailed geotechnical 
analysis (See Mitigation Measure Geo-2e), which shall 
include additional borings and deep trenches, for landslides 
identified in the Western Plan Area, as further described in 
Section 4.5.3. 
Analyses shall also include investigations of static and 
dynamic slope stability and identify specific mitigation to 
address the potential for landslide.  Methods to reduce 
landslide hazards shall be consistent with the 
recommendations of the detailed geotechnical studies and 
include, but are not limited to the recommendations set 
forth in Section 4.5.3. 

LTS 

    The northern landslide west of Bollinger Creek would 
require grading beyond the NWSP Area for stabilization. 
For those landslides in areas upslope or outside of 
proposed developments in the Western Plan Area, it is 
likely that grading would be required beyond the areas 
proposed to be developed in order to stabilize the landslide.  
In such an instance, mitigation measures shall include 
catchment and diversion structures to prevent landslides 
from entering developed areas.  

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-4b (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall implement specific mitigation 
techniques to address landslide potential, which shall be in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Geologic 
Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study conducted for the site, as set forth in Section 4.5.3.   
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    Mitigation Measure Geo-4c (Faria Preserve):  The 
EBMUD water tank site(s) shall be selected within the 
building envelope as delineated in the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Feasibility Study prepared for the proposed 
water tanks by ESCNC, March 2005. The building 
envelope was determined based on various factors, 
including the lack of landslides. The project sponsor shall 
conduct a design-level geotechnical study for the tank 
site(s) once details of the site(s) have been finalized. 
Recommendations of the geotechnical study shall be 
implemented to ensure minimization of landslide potential. 
Methods to reduce landslide potential include the 
techniques identified in Mitigation Measure Geo-4a, above. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-4d (Faria Preserve):  To 
address rock slide hazards associated with unfavorably-
oriented bedrock dip slopes (which are prone to landslides), 
the project sponsor shall construct retaining structures to 
hold bedrock slopes in place. Retaining structures could 
include retaining walls, rock bolts, and/or soil nailing.  

 

X X Impact Geo-5: Erosion.  Excavation and earthmoving 
activities would increase the risk of erosion or loss of topsoil.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-5a (Western Plan Area):  The 
project sponsor shall require protection of the toe of the 
stream bank from future stream erosion by setting back 
development beyond a 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) line 
extending up from the toe of the bank (or gully).  If the 
banks cannot be protected, a wider set back zone shall be 
maintained to allow for future erosion based on soil type 
and vegetation.  Set back zones shall be determined after a 
detailed geologic and geotechnical site investigation is 
performed at the site 

LTS 
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    Mitigation Measure Geo-5b (Western Plan Area):  
During repair of the existing landslide in the Western Plan 
Area, the project sponsor shall install subdrains beneath 
and upslope of the repaired landslide to collect 
groundwater and prevent it from saturating the engineered 
fill. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-5c (Faria Preserve):  The 
project sponsor shall implement best management practices 
for erosion control as specified on the Faria Preserve 
Vesting Tentative Map. 

 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-5d (Faria Preserve):  Within 
the Faria Preserve Project Site, the project sponsor shall 
collect groundwater within the slope and remove it before 
the water daylights on the slope face.  Methods to collect 
and remove the water shall be in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Geologic Hazards Evaluation and 
Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study conducted for the 
site, and could include any of the following: installation of 
finger drains, hydraugers, or gallery drains.  As necessary, 
pumping or dewatering shall be implemented during 
grading activities. 
Please also refer to Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1b (see 
Section 4.7). 

 

X X Impact Geo-6:   Project Facilities Located on an Unstable 
Geologic Unit.  The project facilities would could be located on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-6a (Western Plan Area):  For 
the Western Plan Area, detailed geologic and geotechnical 
investigations (including laboratory testing) shall be 
conducted to assess the strength and compressibility of 
colluvial and alluvial deposits.  In addition, onsite artificial 
fill shall be assessed for quality and surface and subsurface 

LTS 
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drainage details shall be verified.  Methods to reduce the 
potential for settlement are described in Section 4.5.3. 

    Mitigation Measure Geo-6b (Faria Preserve):  For the 
Faria Preserve Project Site, the project sponsor shall 
implement mitigation measures that would reduce 
settlement. Methods shall be in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Geologic Hazards Evaluation and 
Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study conducted for the 
site, as set forth in Section 4.5.3.  

 

X X Impact Geo-7:  Surface Soil Expansion.  Structures could be 
damaged from expansion of the near surface soils.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Geo-7a (Western Plan Area and 
Faria Preserve):  For the Western Plan Area and the water 
tank sites, the project sponsor shall conduct detailed 
geologic and geotechnical investigations (including 
laboratory testing) to assess the soils underlying the 
proposed structures.  Mitigation measures that would 
reduce adverse effects resulting from expansive soils within 
the NWSP Area (including the Faria Preserve Project Site) 
are described in Section 4.5.3.  
Methods implemented at the Faria Preserve Project Site 
shall be in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Geologic Hazards Evaluation and Preliminary Geotechnical 
Engineering Study conducted for the site. 

LTS 

HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
X X Impact Hazard-1: Construction of the 830 homes proposed 

for the NWSP Area would increase the risk of fire hazards 
since the proposed project is in an area with flammable 
brush and grass.   

SIG Mitigation Measure Hazard-1 (Western Plan Area and 
Faria Preserve):  An Open Space Management Plan shall 
be submitted to and approved by the San Ramon Valley 
Fire Protection District prior to filing the first final map for 
the Western Plan Area and the Faria Preserve.  The Open 
Space Fire Management Plan shall be based on the fire 

LTS 
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modeling required by General Plan Policy 9.4-I-2, and shall 
propose specific measures to reduce potential fire hazards, 
including construction of buffers between the homes, and 
regular maintenance and disking of the property lines.   

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
X X` Impact Hydrology-1: Construction-related water quality 

impacts.  Implementation of the Northwest Specific Plan and 
Faria Preserve could introduce pollutants (namely suspended 
sediments, along with fuels, oils, lead solder, solvents and glues) 
to surface water or groundwater that could violate water quality 
standards or discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality (including sediment and other pollutants).  
These activities will be regulated under a Construction Activity 
NPDES Permit. 

SIG Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1a (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve):  Construction Related NPDES 
Discharge Permit.  The San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board requires that any project with a 
combined disturbance area of over one acre acquire an 
NPDES Construction Activity Stormwater Permit.  
Discharge of surface runoff from the construction site to 
Bollinger Creek shall be subject to this permit.  Monitoring 
of the effluent and creek flow shall be required to ensure 
that water quality standards are not broken, and annual 
reports shall be prepared and submitted to the San 
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board.  While 
compliance with the NPDES Construction Activity 
Stormwater Permit would be required and is therefore 
assumed, it is nonetheless included here as a mitigation 
measure to ensure there is a mechanism for City 
monitoring of compliance. 

LTS 
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    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1b (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve):  Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan.  The NPDES Construction Activity Stormwater 
Permit shall also require the completion of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP shall 
require dischargers to implement Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that prevent or reduce pollution into 
surface waters during construction at sites that disturb one 
acre or more.  Types of BMPs include schedules of 
activities, prohibition of practices, maintenance procedures, 
management practices, or engineering controls, as further 
described in Section 4.7.3.   

 

    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1c (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve): Detention Basins.  Construction of 
the on-site detention basins shall occur prior to all other 
major construction activities such that these structures can 
be used to retain stormwater runoff and water from 
dewatering activities during the construction period.  This 
would help to reduce sediment in surface runoff leaving the 
site. 
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X X Impact Hydrology-2: Water Quality.  Once implemented, the 
Northwest Specific Plan and Faria Preserve could would 
introduce pollutants into the surface water or groundwater that 
could violate water quality standards or discharge requirements, 
or otherwise substantially degrade water quality (including 
sediment and other pollutants).   

SIG Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2a (Faria Preserve): 
Streambank Protection.  A streambank protection 
corridor, similar to the riparian corridor designed for the 
central watershed on the Faria Preserve shall be 
implemented in the easterly watershed of the Faria Preserve 
property.  This would improve both water quality and 
wildlife habitat in this drainage.  Fencing shall be installed 
approximately 100 feet from either side of the stream, and 
any major reparations (or re-seeding) to the stream bank 
shall be made to reduce sediment load. Well-maintained 
vegetated streambank corridors have the capacity to reduce 
sediment load in runoff up to 75 percent or more (NRCS 
2004).  These buffer strips intercept surface and subsurface 
flow while stabilizing streambank sediment material.  
Native riparian tree and shrub species shall be planted on 8-
foot centers throughout the streambank protection corridor 
creating a dense riparian corridor.  

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2b (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve):  Fertilizer and Pesticide 
limitations.  Fertilizer, herbicide, and pesticide applications 
within the NWSP Area shall be limited to the dry season 
(April 1 – October 1).  Residents shall be notified of these 
restrictions.  A pesticide and fertilizer application program 
shall be prepared for all public open space and landscaped 
areas.  This program shall include limitations on the types 
and amounts of chemicals allowed on the site.  The 
program shall be designed to minimize chemical and 
fertilizer use throughout the project site.  
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    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2c (Western Plan 
Area): Creek Crossings. Per Policy 8.1 N of the General 
Plan, creeks shall not be culverted or channelized where 
they cross roads.  Rather, a wildlife sensitive open/natural 
channel design shall be implemented where the project 
roads cross Bollinger Creek.  This would serve to maintain 
the integrity of the creek, reduce erosion often associated 
with culvert outlets, and create a contiguous wildlife 
corridor across the property.   

 

    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2d (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve): Low Impact Design.  In order to 
meet the new requirements of Provision “C.3” in the 
Countywide NPDES Municipal stormwater permit, “Low 
Impact Design” (LID) features with multiple on-site 
“natural” water detention, infiltration, and treatment 
features shall be incorporated to reduce scouring flows in 
the receiving water bodies, and to reduce pollutant loads 
entering those water bodies from residential and developed 
areas. LID features shall be included in the street, 
residential, and landscape design, as further described in 
Section 4.7.3. 
Utilization of the LID features as part of the 
implementation of the Faria Preserve may reduce the size 
of the detention.  Prior to implementation of the Faria 
Preserve, the required size of the detention basins shall be 
recalculated to account for the flood retention and 
reduction capacity of the LID features.  Such redesign 
would be expected only to decrease the size of the 
detention basins.   
The Contra Costa Clean Water Program has recently 
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released the Stormwater C.3 Guidebook (Contra Costa Clean 
Water Program, 2005) to aid developers in meeting the 
RWQCB C.3 requirements (see Section 4.7.2 Regulatory 
Framework) 

X X Impact Hydrology-3: Flooding.  Implementation of the 
Northwest Specific Plan and the Faria Preserve would alter 
existing drainage patterns within the NWSP Area and 
create/contribute runoff water such that flooding could occur or 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
could be exceeded.   

PS Mitigation Measure Hydrology-3a (Faria Preserve):  
Detention Basin Storage.  In order to reduce the peak 
outflows under project conditions and have no net increase 
in flows, detention basins shall be provided within the Faria 
Preserve Project Site.  The design and storage volumes of 
the detention basins shall be consistent with the design 
parameters contained in the drainage studies prepared by 
Bellecci and Associates (2005) and Kimley-Horn (2005a), 
and the recommendations contained in the Kimley-Horn 
(2005b). 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-3b (Western Plan 
Area):  Detention Basin Storage. In order to reduce the 
peak outflows under project conditions, stormwater 
detention facilities shall be provided within the Western 
Plan Area.  Retention requirements necessary to detain the 
volume associated with the difference in runoff volume 
between pre- and post-Project conditions is estimated to be 
a minimum 0.4 acre feet, based on preliminary lot layouts 
developed for the Western Plan Area Kimley-Horn (2005a).  
More detailed hydrology studies shall be required at the 
time a development application for the Western Plan Area 
is filed to ensure that water quality, retention requirements 
and flood control objectives are met. 

 

4-44 NORTHWEST SPECIFIC PLAN /FARIA PRESERVE COMMUNITY  
 FINAL EIR 



  Chapter 4:  DEIR Revisions 
 

Table 2-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts (Continued) 
FA

RI
A 

PR
ES

ER
VE

 

W
ES

TE
RN

 P
LA

N 
AR

EA
 

IMPACT 

SIGNIFICANCE 
BEFORE 

MITIGATION MITIGATION MEASURE 

SIGNIFICANCE 
AFTER 

MITIGATION 

    Mitigation Measure Hydrology-3c (Western Plan Area 
and Faria Preserve): Maintain Watershed Boundaries 
and Area.  The existing watershed boundaries and area 
shall be maintained.  Watershed areas shall not be altered 
and all existing discharge points shall be maintained as 
closely as possible.  Stormwater drainage from all 
developed areas shall be carefully designed such that runoff 
from streets, housing, and other impervious surfaces drains 
to the appropriate watershed based on pre-project drainage 
patterns (The Faria Preserve Project Site, as detailed in the 
Vesting Tentative Map, would do so).   
New developments are required under the Contra Costa 
Countywide NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit, 
Provision C.3.f, to manage impacts from changes to the 
volume and velocity of stormwater runoff from new 
development and significant redevelopment projects, where 
these changes can cause excessive erosion damage to 
downstream watercourses.  The LID actions proposed 
under Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2d would be 
considered as BMP’s designed to manage hydrograph 
modification impacts. 

 

 X Impact Hydrology-4: Flood Zones.  The proposed 
development within the Western Plan area could place within a 
100-year flood hazard area structures which could impede or 
redirect flood flows. 

PS Mitigation Measure Hydrology-4 (Western Plan 
Area): Low Impact Bridge Design.  The proposed 
bridge crossing Bollinger Creek shall be designed to avoid 
the 100-year flood hazard zone, or shall be engineered so as 
not to impede or redirect flows in Bollinger Creek. 

LTS 
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NOISE 
X X Impact Noise-1: Short-Term Construction Noise.  

Development under the NWSP, including the Faria Preserve, 
would expose existing noise-sensitive land uses to construction 
related noise.  Ambient noise levels in areas near the NWSP 
Area may temporarily increase.  

SIG Mitigation Measure Noise-1 (Faria Preserve and 
Western Plan Area): Short-Term Construction Noise.  
The City shall require prime contractors to implement 
measures to reduce temporary construction noise as 
described in Section 4.9.3. 
By requiring that project construction would comply with 
Chapter V, Article 2, B6-100 of the San Ramon Municipal 
Code, Mitigation Measure Noise-1 would ensure that 
nearby sensitive receptors are not exposed to construction 
noise during the more sensitive evening and nighttime 
hours.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-1 
would also reduce the level of noise exposure at sensitive 
receptors during daytime construction activity. 

LTS 

X X Impact Noise-2: Stationary- and Area-Noise Sources.  
Noise levels generated by new stationary- and area-noise sources 
developed under the NWSP, including the Faria Preserve, would 
not exceed the city’s “normally acceptable” land use 
compatibility standards at off-site sensitive receptors.  Single 
event noise levels generated by garbage dumpster collection at 
some of the proposed land uses could result in increased sleep 
disruption and interference to nearby off-site sensitive receptors. 

PS Mitigation Measure Noise-2:  The City shall ensure 
implementation of mitigation measures in the design and 
operation of the Faria Preserve to reduce exposure of 
nearby existing off-site sensitive receptors and proposed 
onsite receptors to noise levels that could potentially result 
in nighttime sleep disturbance, as discussed in Section 4.9.3. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures Noise-2 would 
prevent nighttime sleep disruption at nearby existing and 
proposed on-site residential land uses by limiting garbage 
collection to daytime hours.  Noise levels generated by 
garbage collection activity during daytime hours would also 
be reduced due to effective orientation of dumpster 
locations and on-site buildings. As a result, this impact 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

LTS 
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X X Impact Noise-4: Land Use Compatibility with Onsite 
Noise Levels.  Residential land uses developed under the 
NWSP, including the Faria Preserve, could be exposed to traffic 
noise levels that exceed both the City of San Ramon’s “normally 
acceptable” land use compatibility exterior noise standard of 60 
CNEL/Ldn and the Title 24 interior noise level standard of 45 
CNEL/Ldn.  In addition, some residential land uses proposed by 
the NWSP could be exposed to single-event noise levels 
generated by offsite commercial and industrial sources that 
result in sleep disturbance.  

PS Mitigation Measure Noise-4 (Faria Preserve):  The City 
shall implement measures to reduce the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to significant noise associated with 
traffic from I-680 and local roadways and nearby 
commercial/industrial activities as described in Section 
4.9.3.  

LTS 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
X  Impact Traffic-1: Decrease in LOS due to Traffic.  Traffic 

generated by buildout of the NWSP would increase traffic 
volumes and delays at area intersections, and would result in the 
City’s LOS standards being exceeded at three unsignalized 
intersections during peak hours. The three intersections are: San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard/Hooper Drive, San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard/Purdue Road and Bollinger Canyon Road/Norris 
Canyon Road.  

SIG Mitigation Measure Traffic-1a (Faria Preserve):  Traffic 
signal at the intersection of San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard/Hooper Drive when warranted. 
The City shall monitor the intersection of San Ramon 
Valley Boulevard/Hooper Drive to determine if it meets 
signalization warrants other than peak hour warrants (e.g. 
based on accident experience and daily traffic volumes) and 
install a signal at this intersection when it meets one of the 
warrants.   

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Traffic-1b (Faria Preserve):  Traffic 
signal at the intersection of San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard/Purdue Road. 
The City shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of 
San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Purdue Road. 
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    Mitigation Measure Traffic-1c (Faria Preserve):  Install 
a traffic signal at the intersection of Bollinger Canyon 
Road/Norris Canyon Road. 
The City shall monitor the intersection of Bollinger Canyon 
Road/Norris Canyon Road to determine if it meets 
signalization warrants other than peak hour warrants (e.g. 
based on accident experience and daily traffic volumes) and 
install a signal at this intersection when it meets one of the 
warrants. 

 

X X Impact Traffic-3 (Cumulative): Decrease in LOS due to 
Traffic.  Under the Cumulative-plus-Project Scenario, traffic 
generated by buildout of the NWSP, when combined with 
traffic generated by buildout of the General Plan, would increase 
traffic volumes and delays at area intersections, and would result 
in the City’s LOS standards being exceeded at four unsignalized 
intersections during peak hours. The four intersections are: San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard/Hooper Drive, San Ramon Valley 
Boulevard/ Purdue Road, Bollinger Canyon Road/Norris 
Canyon Road and Omega Road/Old Crow Canyon Road.  

SIG Mitigation Measure Traffic-3a (Faria Preserve):  
Implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1a. 
The City shall implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1a, 
which requires the City to monitor and install a signal at the 
intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Hooper 
Drive. 
Mitigation Measure Traffic-3b (Faria Preserve):  
Implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1b. 
The City shall implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1b, 
which requires the City to install a traffic signal at the 
intersection of San Ramon Valley Boulevard/Purdue Road. 

LTS 

    Mitigation Measure Traffic-3c (Faria Preserve):  
Implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1c. 
The City shall implement Mitigation Measure Traffic-1c, 
which requires the City to monitor the intersection of 
Bollinger Canyon Road/Norris Canyon Road to determine 
if it meets signalization warrants other than peak hour 
warrants (e.g. based on accident experience and daily traffic 
volumes) and install a signal at this intersection when it 
meets one of the warrants. 
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    Mitigation Measure Traffic-3d (Faria Preserve):  Install 
a traffic signal at the intersection of Old Crow Canyon 
Road/Deerwood Road/Omega Road. 
The City shall monitor the intersection of Old Crow 
Canyon Road/Deerwood Road/Omega Road to determine 
if it meets signalization warrants other than peak hour 
warrants (e.g. based on accident experience and daily traffic 
volumes) and install a signal at this intersection when it 
meets one of the warrants. 
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5. NEW APPENDICES AND REFERENCES 
5.1 APPENDICES 
The following appendices have been added to the EIR for the purpose of responding to comments 
or to update the DEIR.  

Appendix A:  Letter from Mark R. Jennings (Rana Resources) to Gary Deghi (Huffman and 
Associates), dated September 19, 2006, regarding California red-legged frog habitat  

Appendix B:  Executed Water Supply Assessment; letter from William Kirkpatrick (East Bay 
Municipal Utility District) to Debbie Chamberlain (City of San Ramon), dated October 12, 2004 

Appendix C:  Letter from Russell B. Leavitt (Central Contra Costa Sanitary District) to Deborah J. 
Chamberlain (City of San Ramon), dated October 10, 2006, regarding LAFCO’s comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Northwest Specific Plan and Faria Preserve 
Project. 

Appendix D:  Letter from Dale Bowyer (San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board) to 
Mike Conley (Claremont Homes, Inc.), dated July 7, 2006, regarding Notice of Incomplete 401 Water 
Quality Certification Application – Faria Ranch Project, Unincorporated Contra Costa County 

Appendix E:  Letter from Michael W. Conley (Claremont Homes, Inc.) to Dale Bowyer  (San 
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board), dated September 6, 2006, regarding supplemental 
information in support of water quality certification and alternatives analysis, Faria Preserve project, 
Corps Public Notice 29678S 
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Appendix B 

 

Executed Water Supply Assessment; letter from William Kirkpatrick (East Bay Municipal Utility 
District) to Debbie Chamberlain (City of San Ramon), dated October 12, 2004 
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Appendix C 

 

Letter from Russell B. Leavitt (Central Contra Costa Sanitary District) to Deborah J. Chamberlain 
(City of San Ramon), dated October 10, 2006, regarding LAFCO’s comments on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Northwest Specific Plan and Faria Preserve Project. 
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Appendix D 

Letter from Dale Bowyer (San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board) to Mike Conley 
(Claremont Homes, Inc.), dated July 7, 2006, regarding Notice of Incomplete 401 Water Quality 

Certification Application – Faria Ranch Project, Unincorporated Contra Costa County 
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Appendix E 

 

Letter from Michael W. Conley (Claremont Homes, Inc.) to Dale Bowyer  (San Francisco Regional 
Water Quality Control Board), dated September 6, 2006, regarding supplemental information in 

support of water quality certification and alternatives analysis, Faria Preserve project, Corps Public 
Notice 29678S 
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5.2 REFERENCES 
No new references have been added to the EIR reference list in this response to comments.  
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