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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
City of San Ramon, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the San Ramon 
General Plan 2030 Draft EIR.  The responses to the comments and other documents, which are 
included in this document, together with the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, comprise 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for use by the San Ramon Planning Commission 
and the San Ramon City Council in their review. 

This document is organized into these sections:  

• Section 1 – Introduction. 
 

• Section 2 – Master Responses. 
 

• Section 3 – Responses to Written Comments.   
 

• Section 4 – Responses to Oral Comments.   
 

• Section 5 – Errata.   
 
Because of its length, the text of the Draft EIR is not included with these written responses; however, 
it is included by reference in this Final EIR.  None of the corrections or clarifications to the Draft EIR 
identified in this document constitutes “significant new information” pursuant to Section 15088.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines.  As a result, a recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
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SECTION 2: MASTER RESPONSES 

2.1 - Introduction 

Master responses address similar comments made by multiple persons through both written 
comments submitted to the City of San Ramon and oral comments made at the May 4, 2010 Planning 
Commission meeting.  One master response is provided below. 

2.2 - Master Responses 

Master Response 1 –Tassajara Valley/Eastside Specific Plan 
Multiple authors and speakers referenced the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental effects associated 
with the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments in the Tassajara 
Valley.  These individuals claimed that the Draft EIR did not adequately evaluate the environmental 
impacts of potential new development that could occur as a result of these adjustments, including 
effects associated with aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology, hydrology and water quality, noise, public services, recreation, transportation, and 
utility systems.  Several individuals noted that the Draft EIR indicated that future development and 
land use activities in the Tassajara Valley would be evaluated as part of the Eastside Specific Plan and 
associated environmental review, and they asserted that this constituted deferred analysis.  At least 
one commenter alleged that the text of two project objectives indicate that General Plan 2030 
contemplates development in the Tassajara Valley, which conflicts with various statements in the EIR 
about no additional development being contemplated in the Tassajara Valley. 

Analysis of Potential Future Impacts Within the Eastside Specific Plan Area 
At a programmatic level, CEQA does not require specificity in the analysis of possible future 
development, particularly where such development has not been proposed and is uncertain.  Rather, 
where future development is possible, but not defined, an EIR should focus on the reasonably 
foreseeable secondary effects of such development.  With regard to growth inducing impacts, 
“[n]othing in the [CEQA] Guidelines, or in the cases, requires more than a general analysis of 
projected growth” (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors [2001] 
91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 369). 

Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines counsel that “[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR will 
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 
EIR.  (a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of 
the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning 
ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.  (b) An EIR 
on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 
general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption, 
or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that 
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might follow” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146).  In addition, “[a]n EIR should be prepared with a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to 
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR 
is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15151). 

As explained on page 2-9 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of 
Influence adjustments constitute the next logical step in establishing the City’s future physical 
boundary and serve to provide a systematic approach to land use controls associated with future 
development processes.  As set forth in General Plan 2030 Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3, any future 
land use and development activities proposed for the Tassajara Valley would be guided by the 
Eastside Specific Plan.  Furthermore, General Plan 2030 maintains the existing land use designation 
of “Open Space” for all parcels within the Tassajara Valley and, therefore, does not confer any 
development rights or entitlements that would permit or otherwise facilitate urban development 
within the Tassajara Valley.  Any proposed General Plan land use map changes for parcels within the 
Tassajara Valley would be addressed as part of the Eastside Specific Plan process, which would 
assess the change in land use from Open Space to any proposed developed use, if and when such 
process is initiated. 

Since the Tassajara Valley is currently within the County’s Sphere of Influence, the County has 
approval authority over project applications in that area.  Inclusion of the Tassajara Valley within 
City’s Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence allows the City to have control over 
development applications in the affected area.  Thus, extension of the Urban Growth Boundary is 
necessary now to ensure that development that is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan is not 
approved prior to initiation of the Eastside Specific Plan area.   

Notably, the Tassajara Valley was included in the City’s Planning Area in its 2020 General Plan.  
Further, Policy 4.7-I-3 in the General Plan 2030, which calls for the preparation of an Eastside 
Specific Plan, is nearly identical to Policy 4.7-I-3 in the City’s existing General Plan.   

Contrary to some commenter’s claims, the EIR does not defer analysis of the potential environmental 
effects that might occur if portions of the Tassajara Valley are developed in accordance with a future 
Eastside Specific Plan.  Indeed, the Draft EIR does consider the potential for some development of 
the Tassajara Valley in accordance with a future Eastside Specific Plan and discloses existing 
conditions and related potential environmental impacts, particularly secondary effects, to the extent 
such conditions and impacts can be identified at this stage of the planning process.  Table 2-1 sets 
forth the EIR’s disclosures of those environmental effects that have the potential to result from any 
future development within the Eastside Specific Plan planning area: 
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Table 2-1: EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Impact AES-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not have substantial adverse 
impacts on scenic vistas. 

Page 3.1-9 discloses that the slopes of the Tassajara 
Valley contain scenic resources.   
Page 3.1-10 discloses that Tassajara Valley and its 
associated slopes contain ridgeline resource conservation 
zones as defined by Ordinance 197 policies and as shown 
on Exhibit 3.1-1.   
Page 3.1-10 also discloses that development within 
Tassajara Valley has the potential for adverse effects on a 
scenic vista.   

Impact AES-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not degrade scenic resources 
within the viewshed of a State Scenic 
Highway. 

Page 3.1-11 explains that the only Scenic Highway in the 
planning area is I-680 and that Tassajara Valley is not 
within view of I-680; therefore, any potential/future 
development and land use activities in this area would not 
have any adverse impacts on Scenic Highway viewsheds. 

Impact AES-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not degrade the visual character of 
the Planning Area or its surroundings. 

Page 3.1-12 discloses that ridgelines and creek corridors 
are designated as visual resources by the General Plan 
2030 and that some of these visual resources are located 
along the slopes of the Tassajara Valley, which may be 
subject to future land use changes. 
Page 3.1-13 discloses that Tassajara Valley and its 
associated slopes contain ridgeline resource conservation 
zones as defined by Ordinance 197, and that any 
potential/future development within Tassajara Valley has 
the potential for adverse effects on these resources. 

Impact AES-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not create new sources of light and 
glare that may adversely affect views. 

Page 3.1-14 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses with very low levels 
of light and glare, and that any potential/future 
development within Tassajara Valley has the potential for 
adverse effects related to light and glare levels and 
compatibility with surrounding land uses. 

Agricultural Resources 

Impact AG-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in the loss of Important 
Farmland. 

Exhibit 3.2-1 discloses those portions of Tassajara Valley 
that qualify as “Important Farmland.” 
Exhibit 3.2-2 discloses those Prime Farmland and Non-
Prime farmland portions of Tassajara Valley that are 
subject to Williamson Act contracts. 
Page 3.2-9 discloses that, within Tassajara Valley, Prime 
Farmland totals 127 acres, Unique Farmland occupies 10 
acres, and Farmland of Local Importance occupies 1,022 
acres. 
Page 3.2-9 also discloses that any potential/future 
development within Tassajara Valley has the potential to 
result in the loss of Important Farmland. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Impact AG-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not conflict with existing 
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act 
contract. 

Exhibit 3.2-2 discloses those Prime Farmland and Non-
Prime farmland portions of Tassajara Valley that are 
subject to Williamson Act contracts. 
Page 3.2-10 discloses that Tassajara Valley includes 
agricultural land that is designated as Open Space, Rural 
Conservation, or Parks by the General Plan 2030. 
Page 3.2-10 discloses that development activities in the 
Tassajara Valley could convert agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses. 
Page 3.2-10 discloses that 1,312 acres in the Tassajara 
Valley are encumbered by active Williamson Act 
contracts and that Policy 8.7-I-2 prohibits the City from 
processing development applications involving such land, 
unless there are 3 years or less remaining on the life of 
the contract. 

Impact AG-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use. 

Exhibit 3.2-1 discloses those portions of Tassajara Valley 
that qualify as “Important Farmland.” 
Exhibit 3.2-2 discloses those Prime Farmland and Non-
Prime farmland portions of Tassajara Valley that are 
subject to Williamson Act contracts. 
Page 3.2-11 discloses that there are 127 acres of Prime 
Farmland and 35 acres of Unique Farmland within the 
Planning Area, with most of the acreage being located in 
the Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.2-11 discloses that a concern with future 
development and land activities in the Tassajara Valley is 
that pressures may be created to prematurely convert 
viable agricultural land as a result of land use conflicts 
posed by nearby urban uses. 
Page 3.2-11 discloses that Implementing Policy 8.7-I-2 
establishes that the City can only process development 
applications involving land encumbered by Williamson 
Act contracts if there are 3 years or less remaining on the 
life of the contract, and that this policy will ensure that 
agricultural land uses in Tassajara Valley are not 
prematurely converted to non-agricultural use. 
Page 3.2-11 discloses that Implementing Policy 8.7-I-3 
requires that land use conflicts between agricultural and 
any potential/future urban uses in Tassajara Valley would 
be minimized through site planning techniques that avoid 
potential complaints associated with noise, odors, or early 
morning operations by using buffers and screening 
measures. 

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact AIR-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 may conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan. 

Page 3.3-32 discloses that future development under the 
General Plan 2030 would affect emissions of ozone 
precursor pollutants and particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10), both of which affect regional air quality. 
Page 3.3-32 discloses that, while future changes in 
development patterns that affect regional air quality are 



City of San Ramon - City of San Ramon General Plan 2030 
Final EIR Master Responses 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 2-5 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2491\24910012\EIR\6 - Final EIR\24910012 FEIR Section 2 Master Responses.doc 

Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

accounted for in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, 
increased development under the General Plan 2030 
could lead to greater vehicle use than assumed in the 
2010 Clean Air Plan. 
Table 3.3-9 and page 3.3-33 disclose ABAG’s projections 
through 2030 for City population, households, jobs, and 
vehicle miles traveled. 
Table 3.3-10 and page 3.3-33 disclose projected 
population, household, and jobs under the General Plan 
2030 and disclose that such projections are greater than 
ABAG’s projections. 
Page 3.3-34 discloses that, although vehicle miles 
traveled would decline from 18.5 miles per day per capita 
in 2005 to 17.4 miles per day per capita by 2030 (a 5.6-
percent decrease) through the implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 Implementing Policies, the 
discrepancy between the General Plan 2030 growth 
projections and ABAG’s growth projection is considered 
a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Impact AIR-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. 

Page 3.3-34 discloses that construction associated with 
development activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would include grading, demolition, building 
construction, and grading and that such activity would 
generate pollutants intermittently.   
Page 3.3-34 and Page 3.3-35 disclose that, if left 
uncontrolled, air pollutant emissions associated with 
development activities could lead to both health and 
nuisance impacts, and temporarily create emissions of 
equipment exhaust and other pollutants.  The EIR’s 
discussion of Impact AIR-2 concludes that these impacts 
will be reduced to acceptable levels by requiring future 
development to comply with General Plan 2030 
Implementing Policies 11.5-I-3 and 11.3-I-3. 
Page 3.3-35 discloses that operation emissions 
association with building out of the General Plan 2030 
planning area would be reduced to acceptable levels by 
requiring such development to comply with the General 
Plan 2030 Implementing Policies described in Table 3.3-
8, as well as the policies of the Climate Action Plan 
prepared concurrently and as an implementation tool of 
the General Plan 2030. 
 
Pages 3.3-36 through 3.3-38 disclose that buildout under 
the General Plan 2030 would meet the BAAQMD 
Guidelines screening criteria for localized carbon 
monoxide (CO) and thus project impacts related to the 
emission of CO would be less than significant. 

Impact AIR-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 may result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 

Pages 3.3-38 through 3.3-39 disclose that buildout under 
the General Plan 2030 would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of one or more criteria 
pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors). 

under an applicable notional or state ambient air quality 
standard.  Specifically, the EIR discloses that the buildout 
under the General Plan 2030 would not be consistent with 
the BAAQMD Clean Air Plan and thus would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

Impact AIR-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Page 3.3-40 and Exhibit 3.3-1 disclose the toxic air 
contaminant (TAC) sources in the City and discloses the 
main source of TAC in the City is traffic traveling along 
the I-680 freeway. 
Page 3.3-45 discloses that compliance with General Plan 
3020 Air Quality Element Policy 11.5.I.1 will ensure that 
sources of hazardous emissions will be located an 
adequate distance from sensitive receptors to ensure that 
this potential impact is less than significant. 
Pages 3.3-45 through 3.3-46 disclose that construction in 
areas of rock formations or soils that contain naturally 
occurring asbestos could release asbestos into the air and 
pose a health hazard, but that compliance with 
BAAQMD’s Air Quality Guidelines and General Plan 
2030 Policy 11.5.I.3 would reduce such exposure.   
Page 3.3-46 discloses that review of the Department of 
Conservation’s map containing areas more likely to have 
rock formations containing naturally occurring asbestos 
in California indicates that the Planning Area is not in an 
area that is likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos, 
that the nearest location of naturally occurring asbestos is 
east of Alamo, and that it therefore can be reasonably 
concluded that naturally occurring asbestos is not present 
at large quantities in the City. 
Pages 3.3-46 through 3.3-47 disclose that structures to be 
demolished sometimes contain asbestos, but that 
demolition of existing buildings and structures would be 
subject to BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 (Asbestos 
Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing), which are 
intended to limit asbestos emissions from demolition or 
renovation of structures and the associated disturbance of 
asbestos-containing waste material generated or handled 
during these activities.  By complying with BAAQMD 
Regulation 11, Rule 2, thereby minimizing the release of 
airborne asbestos emissions, demolition activity would 
not result in a significant impact to air quality.  
Page 3.3-47 discloses that renovation activities, such as 
sanding, cutting, and demolition, can create hazardous 
lead dust and chips by disturbing lead-based paint, which 
can be harmful to adults and children, but that 
compliance with all regulatory requirements and the 
policies contained within the proposed General Plan 2030 
will ensure that future development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 2030 would 
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations or result in significant impacts. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Impact AIR-5:   Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. 

Pages 3.3-47 through 3.3-52 and Exhibit 3.3-2 disclose 
the odor overlay zones within the City, none of which are 
located in Tassajara Valley, and disclose those regulatory 
requirements that will be imposed on all future 
development to ensure that such development will not 
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people or result in significant impacts. 

Impact AIR-6:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the 
environment.  The project would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Pages 3.3-52 through 3.3-55 disclose that greenhouse gas 
emissions impacts associated with future development 
under the General Plan 2030 would be less than 
significant because such development must comply with 
the policies and regulations set forth in the General Plan 
2030 and its related Clean Air Plan. 

Impact AIR-7: Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not be significantly affected by 
climate change impacts, including increased 
wildfires, increase flooding, decreased water 
supply, and sea level rise. 

Pages 3.3-55 and 3.3-57 disclose that climate change 
could result in increased wildfires in California, and that 
Tassajara Valley is among the areas in San Ramon that 
poses the greatest risk of increased wildfires. 
Page 3.3-58 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is 
associated with “very high” fire threat and a “very high” 
fire threat to people, but that San Ramon Valley Fire 
Protection District already provides fire protection for the 
City as well as the Tassajara Valley; therefore, the 
General Plan 2030 would not alter existing fire protection 
responsibilities or increase susceptibility to wildfires. 
Page 3.3-59 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
undeveloped areas; thus, any future development 
activities have the potential to contribute downstream 
flooding and that any changes in the land use 
designations within the Eastside Specific Plan area that 
would be exposed to potential to potential flooding would 
be addressed as part of a future environmental review 
process. 
Page 3.3-59 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is not 
served by an urban water supplier, that land uses within 
Tassajara Valley rely on groundwater or surface water 
impoundments.  

Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on special status plant or wildlife 
species. 

Exhibit 3.4-1a discloses the sensitive habitat areas 
potentially in the Tassajara Valley. 
Exhibit 3.4-1b discloses the sensitive habitat areas and 
special status wildlife species in potentially in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-11 discloses that special-status plant and 
wildlife species have occurred throughout the Planning 
Area, with the most reported occurrences associated with 
creek corridors and within the Tassajara Valley, among 
other areas. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Page 3.4-11 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.2-I-1, 8.2-I-2, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact BIO-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on sensitive natural communities or 
riparian habitat. 

Exhibit 3.4-1a discloses the sensitive habitat areas 
potentially in the Tassajara Valley. 
Exhibit 3.4-1b discloses the sensitive habitat areas and 
special status wildlife species in potentially in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-12 discloses that sensitive natural communities 
consist of oak woodland and riparian habitat, and that oak 
woodland areas and riparian habitats are located in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-12 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.4-I-1, 8.4-I-2, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact BIO-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected wetlands. 

Exhibit 3.4-1a discloses the sensitive habitat areas 
potentially in the Tassajara Valley. 
Exhibit 3.4-1b discloses the sensitive habitat areas and 
special status wildlife species in potentially in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-13 discloses that wetland areas are located along 
the various creek corridors and drainages in the Tassajara 
Valley, and that the Tassajara Valley contains riparian 
corridors and undeveloped land and, thus, likely contains 
wetlands eligible for protection under the Federal Clean 
Water Act. 
Page 3.4-13 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.4-I-2, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact BIO-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on wildlife movement. 

Exhibit 3.4-1a discloses the sensitive habitat areas 
potentially in the Tassajara Valley. 
Exhibit 3.4-1b discloses the sensitive habitat areas and 
special status wildlife species in potentially in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-14 discloses that the undeveloped and open 
space areas of the Tassajara Valley allow for substantial 
wildlife movement, including creek corridors, ridgelines, 
and undeveloped land. 
Page 3.4-14 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.4-I-1, 8.4-I-2, 8.4-I-5, 8.4-I-6, and 4.7-I-3. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Impact BIO-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances. 

Exhibit 3.4-1a discloses the sensitive habitat areas 
potentially in the Tassajara Valley. 
Exhibit 3.4-1b discloses the sensitive habitat areas and 
special status wildlife species in potentially in the 
Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.4-15 discloses that the proposed General Plan 
2030 establishes a number of policies that concern 
protection of biological resources, and that the General 
Plan sits atop the hierarchy of planning documents used 
by the City, thus requiring subsequent specific plans and 
Municipal Code updates to be consistent with the policies 
established in the General Plan.  As such, the proposed 
General Plan 2030 would be internally consistent with the 
City’s existing and proposed local policies protecting 
biological resources.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CUL-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in §15064.5. 

Page 3.5-9 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses, including structures 
that may be at least 45 years or older. 
Page 3.5-9 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.9-I-1, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact CUL-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5. 

Page 3.5-10 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is 
undeveloped land that may contain undiscovered 
archaeological resources. 
Page 3.5-10 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.9-I-1, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact CUL-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature. 

Page 3.5-11 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is 
undeveloped land that may contain undiscovered 
paleontological resources. 
Page 3.5-11 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.9-I-1, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact CUL-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

Page 3.5-12 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is 
undeveloped land and may contain undiscovered burial 
sites. 
Page 3.5-12 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 8.9-I-1, and 4.7-I-3, requiring an Eastside 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Specific Plan process, including necessary environmental 
review, to address the presence of any undiscovered 
burial sites associated with these undeveloped lands. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Impact GEO-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects associated 
with seismic hazards. 

Exhibit 3.6-1 discloses the location of geological hazards 
within Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.6-12 discloses that the Planning Area, including 
Tassajara Valley, is susceptible to strong ground shaking 
and contains an active earthquake fault, areas susceptible 
to liquefaction, and areas susceptible to landsliding, but 
that compliance with applicable General Plan 2030 
policies would reduce this risk to acceptable levels. 

Impact GEO-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

Exhibit 3.6-1 discloses the location of geological hazards 
within Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.6-13 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
undeveloped areas with steep slopes, and that future 
development activities would need to address related 
seismic hazards. 
Page 3.6-13 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 9.2-I-6 through 9.2-I-11, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact GEO-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons or property to 
hazards associated with unstable geologic units 
or soils. 

Exhibit 3.6-1 discloses the location of geological hazards 
within Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.6-14 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
undeveloped areas with steep slopes, and that future 
development activities would need to address related soil 
hazards. 
Page 3.6-14 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 9.2-I-1 through 9.2-I-11, and 4.7-I-3. 

Impact GEO-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not be exposed to unacceptable 
risks associated with expansive soils. 

Exhibit 3.6-1 discloses the location of geological hazards 
within Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.6-15 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
native soils and, thus, any future development activities 
would need to address potential expansive soil hazards. 
Page 3.6-15 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policies 9.2-I-1, 9.2-I-6, 9.2-I-10, and 4.7-I-3. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HAZ-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

Page 3.7-9 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses, with little to no 
reported hazardous materials usage, but that the Eastside 
Specific Plan process and related environmental review is 
required to evaluate and address potential sources of 
hazardous materials and mitigated where necessary. 

Impact HAZ-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not be exposed to undue risk as a 
result of prior contamination from past uses. 

Page 3.7-10 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses, with little to no 
reported clean-up sites, but that the Eastside Specific Plan 
process and related environmental review is required to 
evaluate and address potential sources of hazardous 
materials and mitigated where necessary. 

Impact HAZ-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

Page 3.7-12 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses, with no existing 
schools, but that the Eastside Specific Plan process and 
related environmental review is required to evaluate and 
address compatibility of future school sites. 

Impact HAZ-4: Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

Page 3.7-12 discloses that the City’s existing Emergency 
Operations Plan addresses emergency response and 
evacuation procedures during events such as earthquakes, 
hazardous materials incidents, floods, national security 
emergencies, wildfires, and landslides, that  
Implementing Policy 9.1-I-1 requires the City to maintain 
and update the Emergency Operations Plan in order to 
minimize the risk to life and property, and, as such, any 
potential/future development and land use activities 
contemplated by the General Plan 2030 would not impair 
or interfere with emergency response and evacuation.  
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact HAZ-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose people or structures to 
a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires. 

Exhibit 3.7-1 discloses areas within Tassajara Valley that 
are exposed to wildfire hazards. 
Page 3.7-13 discloses that Tassajara Valley is a “very 
high” wildfire risk area and that it contains agricultural 
and rural residential uses. 
Page 3.7-13 discloses that, while no additional 
development is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at 
this time, any potential/future development and land use 
activities are subject to General Plan 2030 Implementing 
Policy 4.7-I-3. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYD-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements. 

Page 3.8-11 discloses that any potential/future 
development contemplated by the implementation of the 
proposed General Plan 2030 may result in construction 
activities that could have the potential to create polluted 
runoff.  These pollutants could be conveyed offsite 
potentially affect the water quality within the local 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

streams and the San Francisco Bay.  Generally, 
construction activities and possibly an increase in 
impervious surfaces could generate pollutants such as 
increased silts, ground rubber, oils from automobiles, 
debris, litter, chemicals, dust, and dissolved solids related 
to grading, excavating, dredging, building construction, 
and painting. 
Page 3.8-11 also states that Implementing Policies 
8.4-I-11, 8.4-I-12, and 8.8-I-6 require participation in 
clean water programs, monitoring waterways to prevent 
degradation, and the continued implementation of the 
City of San Ramon Stormwater Management Program, 
and therefore the impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact HYD-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge. 

Page 3.8-13 explains that the Tassajara Valley is not 
served by an urban water supplier and that land uses 
within the area rely on groundwater or surface water 
impoundments (stock ponds).  

Impact HYD-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation. 

Page 3.8-14 discloses that Tassajara Valley contains 
undeveloped areas and, thus, any potential/future 
development activities have the potential to cause erosion 
and siltation to occur in downstream waterways. 

Impact HYD-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in flooding. 

Page 3.8-3 discloses that outside of the city limits (e.g., in 
Bollinger Canyon and the Tassajara Valley), the 100-year 
flood hazard area often extends beyond the stream 
channels, reflecting the unimproved or minimally 
improved nature of the drainages. 
Page 3.8-15 states that the proposed Urban Growth 
Boundary adjustments would encompass a portion of the 
Tassajara Valley. 

Impact HYD-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not create or contribute runoff 
water, which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. 

Page 3.8-16 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
undeveloped areas and, thus, any potential/future 
development activities would require storm drainage 
infrastructure. 

Land Use 

Impact LU-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not divide an established 
community. 

Page 3.9-8 discloses that the Tassajara Valley contains 
agricultural and rural residential uses.  The Urban Growth 
Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments are the 
first steps in a comprehensive land use planning process 
for this area; they would not divide an established 
community. 

Impact LU-2:  Implementation of the San 
Ramon General Plan would not conflict with 
applicable plans adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Page 3.9-9 notes that the provisions of Ordinance 197 
only apply to areas within the City limits or lands that are 
proposed to be annexed into the City of San Ramon.  As 
such, Ordinance 197 does not apply to the portion of the 
Tassajara Valley that is subject to the proposed Urban 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments 
because these areas would remain unincorporated; 
however, it will be used to evaluate future development 
that might occur.   

Impact LU-3:  The proposed Sphere of 
Influence adjustment contemplated by the 
General Plan 2030 is consistent with the 
factors LAFCo must use is reviewing the 
proposal. 

Table 3.9-1 provides a consistency analysis with the 
factors set forth in Gov. Code Section 56425 that concern 
Sphere of Influence adjustments. 
Page 3.9-9 and 3.9-10 discloses that the proposed General 
Plan 2030 contemplates the adjustment of the Sphere of 
Influence to encompass 1,626 acres of the Tassajara 
Valley. 
Page 3.9-10 discloses that the City of San Ramon, the 
County of Contra Costa, and the Town of Danville have 
had discussions regarding future jurisdictional boundaries 
in the Tassajara Valley.  At the time of this writing, no 
formal agreement has been entered into between the three 
agencies.  However, such an agreement may be entered 
into in the near future.  Thus, a good faith effort has been 
made by all affected agencies regarding the provisions of 
Gov. Code Section 56425 that concern collaboration 
among agencies. 

Noise 

Impact NOI-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons to excessive 
noise levels. 

Page 3.10-23 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 would generate noise during 
construction activities. 
Table 3.10-1 discloses the typical noise levels associated 
with the operation of construction equipment at a distance 
of 50 feet, and Page 3.10-23 discloses that construction 
activities would result in a substantial noise increase in 
such locations on a short-term basis. 
Page 3.10-23 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 would allow for new development that 
would generate additional ambient noise levels caused by 
additional traffic. 
Page 3.10-33 discloses that existing and future traffic 
noise levels have the potential to expose persons to 
excessive noise levels. 

Impact NOI-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons to excessive 
vibration levels. 

Page 3.10-34 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 could result in construction activities 
that result in substantial vibration levels if used in the 
vicinity of sensitive land uses that may expose persons to 
excessive vibration levels and cause damage to buildings. 
Page 3.10-35 discloses that implementation the General 
Plan 2030 has the potential for vibration impacts when 
heavy trucks are operating on private loading areas that 
are located next to sensitive land uses. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Impact NOI-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons to a permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels. 

Page 3.10-36 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 would allow for new development 
within the City that would generate additional traffic or 
change traffic patterns that may create a permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels for existing land uses 
next to the affected roadways. 

Impact NOI-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons to temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels. 

Page 3.10-37 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 could result in construction activities 
that could exposes sensitive land uses adjacent to such 
activities to a substantial noise increase. 

Impact NOI-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not expose persons to excessive 
aviation noise levels. 

Page 3.10-38 discloses that helicopter noise may be 
perceived in various parts of the Planning Area near 
Camp Parks. 

Population and Housing 

Impact POP-1:  The proposed General Plan 
2030 may induce substantial population 
growth. 

Page 3.11-6 states that the Tassajara Valley Urban 
Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments 
are the first steps in a comprehensive land use planning 
process for this area; they would not in themselves induce 
growth.  Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3 requires the 
preparation of the Eastside Specific Plan to guide any 
future land use and development activities in this area.  
As part of this process, buildout potential of this area will 
be evaluated, including population growth.  Furthermore, 
the Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments would not be considered indirect forms of 
growth inducement, as they consist of simply adjusting 
political boundaries.   
Page 3.11-6 explains that existing land use designations 
and entitlements would not be altered by these 
adjustments; therefore, no additional growth beyond what 
is currently allowed by the Contra Costa County General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance would be able to occur. 

Public Services and Recreation 

Impact PSR-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for new or 
expanded fire facilities or adverse impacts on 
fire protection. 

Page 3.12-21 and 3.12-22 states that the Tassajara Valley 
is currently within the Fire Protection District boundaries; 
therefore, the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and 
Sphere of Influence adjustments would not change the 
status of fire protection.  While no development is 
contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at this time under 
the General Plan buildout scenario, any future 
development and land use activities in the Tassajara 
Valley would be subject to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3. 

Impact PSR-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for new or 
expanded police facilities or adverse impacts 
on police protection. 

Page 3.12-23 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is within 
the unincorporated County and is served by the Sheriff’s 
Department.  The proposed Urban Growth Boundary and 
Sphere of Influence adjustments would not alter the status 
of police protection for this area.  While no development 
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Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

is contemplated in the Tassajara Valley at this time under 
the General Plan buildout scenario, any future 
development and land use activities in the Tassajara 
Valley would be subject to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3. 

Impact PSR-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for new or 
expanded school facilities or adverse impacts 
on education. 

Page 3.12-24 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is 
currently within the School District boundaries; the 
proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of 
Influence adjustments would not change the status of 
school services.  While no development is contemplated 
in the Tassajara Valley at this time under the General 
Plan buildout scenario, any potential/future development 
and land use activities in the Tassajara Valley would be 
subject to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3. 

Impact PSR-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for new or 
expanded park, trail, or community facilities or 
have adverse impacts on related services. 

Page 3.12-25 discloses that the proposed Tassajara Valley 
Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments would not alter the status of parks, trails, or 
community facilities available to residents and employees 
of this area. 

Impact PSR-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for new or 
expanded library facilities or adverse impacts 
on related services. 

Pages 3.12-26 and 3.12-27 discloses that the proposed 
Tassajara Valley Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of 
Influence adjustments would not alter the status of library 
services available to residents and employees of this area. 

Transportation 

Impact TRANS-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not increase traffic volumes or 
cause transportation facilities to degrade below 
the City’s level of service standards. 

Table 3.13-6 discloses the results of the intersection LOS 
analysis representing the AM and PM peak hours for 
buildout of the General Plan 2030 cumulatively with 
regional development to the year 2030. 

Impact TRANS-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not cause transportation facilities 
to degrade below the Congestion Management 
Agency’s Transportation Service Objectives 
for routes of regional significance. 

Table 3.13-7 discloses the results of the cumulative 
conditions freeway performance compared with existing 
MTSOs. 

Impact TRANS-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not conflict with plans for or 
access to public transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. 

Page 3.13-62 discloses that the land uses allowed under 
the General Plan 2030 will create demand for public 
transportation. 

Impact TRANS-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not adversely affect response time 
for emergency service providers. 

Page 3.13-62 discloses that land uses allowed under the 
General Plan 2030 would increase traffic and associated 
delays at intersections that may impact the response time 
for emergency service providers. 
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Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Impact TRANS-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in non-standard or 
hazardous designs or land uses that are 
incompatible with public facilities and 
adjoining land uses. 

Page 3.13-63 discloses that implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 could allow the development of land 
uses of the implementation of transportation facility 
designs that could potentially create hazards to various 
modes of transportation. 

Utility Systems 

Impact US-1:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in a need for additional 
water supplies. 

Page 3.14-15 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is not 
served by an urban water supplier and land uses within 
the area rely on groundwater or surface water 
impoundments (stock ponds).  The proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments 
will not alter existing groundwater use characteristics in 
the Tassajara Valley. 

Impact US-2:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not require or result in the 
construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities. 

Page 3.14-16 discloses that the Tassajara Valley is not 
served by a wastewater treatment provider and land uses 
within the area rely on septic or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems.  The proposed Urban Growth Boundary 
and Sphere of Influence adjustments will not alter 
existing wastewater disposal characteristics in the 
Tassajara Valley. 

Impact US-3:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not require or result in the 
construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 

Pages 3.14-17 and 3.14-18 disclose that the Tassajara 
Valley contains undeveloped areas and, thus, any 
potential/future development activities would require 
storm drainage infrastructure. 

Impact US-4:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would be served by landfills with 
sufficient permitted capacity and would 
comply with applicable regulations. 

Page 3.14-19 discloses that land uses within the Tassajara 
Valley currently generate solid waste.  The proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments will not alter existing solid waste generation 
characteristics in the Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.14-19 discloses that any potential/future 
development within Tassajara Valley may generate need 
for additional sold waste and recycling services. 

Impact US-5:  Development and land use 
activities contemplated by the General Plan 
2030 would not result in the unnecessary, 
wasteful, or inefficient use of energy. 

Page 3.14-20 discloses that land uses within the Tassajara 
Valley are currently served by PG&E.  The proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments will not alter existing energy use 
characteristics in the Tassajara Valley. 
Page 3.14-20 also discloses that any potential/future 
development within Tassajara Valley may generate 
additional energy use. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Aesthetics, Light, and Glare Page 4-2 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley, have the 
potential to result in cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, 
state scenic highway viewsheds, and visual character.   
Page 4-2 also states that any potential/future development 
and land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley, also have the 
potential to introduce new sources of light and glare. 

Agricultural Resources Page 4-3 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley, have the 
potential to result in the conversion of agricultural land to 
non-agricultural use, conflict with Williamson Act 
contracts, and create pressures that cause the premature 
conversion of agricultural land. 

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions Page 4-3 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and the East 
Bay region, including Tassajara Valley would result air 
emissions from construction and operational activities.  
Growth contemplated by the General Plan 2030 would 
exceed ABAG population and employment projections 
for the City of San Ramon; therefore, this represents a 
significant unavoidable impact associated with air quality 
planning inconsistency and cumulative criteria pollutant 
emissions. 

Biological Resources Page 4-3 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley, have the 
potential to result in cumulative impacts to special-status 
plant and animal species, sensitive natural habitat, 
federally protected wetlands, and wildlife movement. 

Cultural Resources Page 4-4 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley, have the 
potential to result in impacts to documented and 
undiscovered cultural resources such as artifacts, fossils, 
and burial sites. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Page 4-4 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both the Planning Area and 
nearby areas, including Tassajara Valley,  have the 
potential to result in impacts to seismic hazards (e.g., 
fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, landsliding), 
erosion, unstable soils and geologic units, and expansive 
soils. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.): EIR Analysis of Tassajara Valley 

Environmental Impact EIR Analysis Regarding Tassajara Valley 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Pages 4-4 and 4-5 states that any potential/future 
development and land use activities within both the 
Planning Area and nearby areas, including Tassajara 
Valley, have the potential to result in impacts associated 
with hazardous materials usage, risk of upset, exposure of 
schools, emergency evacuation, and wildfires. 

Hydrology and Water Quality Page 4-5 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within both watersheds have the 
potential to create adverse impacts associated with water 
quality, groundwater, flooding, and drainage.  

Land Use Page 4-5 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and 
neighboring jurisdictions, including Tassajara Valley, 
have the potential to create adverse impacts associated 
with division of an established community and 
inconsistency with adopted land use plans.  

Noise Page 4-6 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and 
neighboring jurisdictions have the potential to create 
adverse impacts associated with noise level increases that 
expose receptors to unacceptable ambient noise levels.   

Population and Housing Page 4-6 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and the East 
Bay region, including Tassajara Valley, would result in 
population and employment growth. 

Public Services and Recreation Page 4-6 states that development and land use activities 
within the Planning Area and neighboring jurisdictions, 
including the Tassajara Valley, have the potential to 
increase demands for public services including fire 
protection, emergency medical response, police 
protection, schools, parks, libraries, and recreational 
facilities. 

Transportation Page 4-7 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and 
neighboring jurisdictions, including the Tassajara Valley, 
would increase for various modes of transportation.  

Utility Systems Page 4-7 states that any potential/future development and 
land use activities within the Planning Area and 
neighboring jurisdictions, including the Tassajara Valley, 
have the potential to increase demands for utilities 
including water, wastewater, storm drainage, solid waste, 
and energy.  

 
In addition to disclosing those potential environmental effects associated with future development 
under an Eastside Specific Plan that can be reasonably identified at this stage of the planning process, 
the EIR concludes that, with the exception of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the 
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EIR, those reasonably foreseeable environmental effects will be mitigated through the 
implementation of the self-mitigating General Plan 2030 Implementing Policies that apply throughout 
the General Plan area (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(2)).  Accordingly, the EIR provides 
sufficient information to make a decision on the project, which accounts for environmental 
consequences based on reasonably available information. 

At this stage of the planning process, however, no specific information—such as the type, mix, 
density, intensity, and location of proposed land uses—exists that would enable a more precise 
analysis of the potential environmental effects of buildout under any potential Eastside Specific Plan  
Without a concrete proposal to focus the environmental analysis,  The Draft EIR cannot quantify the 
impacts of Eastside Specific Plan buildout without also engaging in arbitrary speculation.  Indeed, 
CEQA does not permit the EIR to engage in such speculation.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15145, if a lead agency finds that particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency 
should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.  If the EIR were to assume some 
range of development under the as-yet undetermined Eastside Specific Plan, as some comments 
suggest, such assumptions would be entirely arbitrary, would not be supported by substantial 
evidence, and, thus, would not inform the public or decision makers of the project’s potential 
environmental effects.   

Significance of Project Objectives 
Finally, regarding the claim that the text of two project objectives conflict indicate that General Plan 
2030 contemplates development in the Tassajara Valley, the full text of each objective is reprinted 
below: 

• Review and adjust the Urban Growth Boundary to include areas that are currently developed or 
anticipated to develop over the planning horizon. 

 

• Review and adjust the Sphere of Influence to encompass a portion of the Tassajara Valley as a 
first step of initiating the Eastside Specific Plan Process 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) establishes that project objectives are intended to reflect the 
“underlying purpose” of the project and are to be used in the development of EIR alternatives, as well 
as the findings of fact and statement of overriding consideration.  As such, the objectives reflect the 
self-evident, fundamental attributes and characteristics of General Plan 2030.  Furthermore, the 
project objectives are not “project characteristics” (land use activities proposed by the General Plan 
2030), nor do they appear anywhere in the text of General Plan 2030 itself.  Rather, the project 
objectives are part of the EIR and fulfill the specific purposes outlined by the CEQA Guidelines.  

The text of both objectives reflects the intent of Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3, which is for the 
Eastside Specific Plan process to guide future development and land use activities in the Tassajara 
Valley if and when such specific plan is adopted.  Neither objective commits or obligates the City of 
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San Ramon to pursue the development of urban uses in the Tassajara Valley.  For these reasons, there 
is no legal basis for interpreting project objectives to be equivalent to or otherwise interchangeable 
with “project characteristics.” 

Again, as discussed above, the Draft EIR analyses the environmental impacts of development activity 
on Tassajara Valley to the extent feasible.  Any further analysis would be pure speculation 
unsupportable by substantial evidence, as no proposals for development currently exist. 
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

3.1 - List of Authors 

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is presented below.  Each comment has been assigned a 
code.  Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so comments can be 
crossed-referenced with responses.  Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and 
followed by the corresponding response. 

Author Author Code 

State Agencies 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit................... OPR 
California Energy Commission ........................................................................................................ CEC 
California Department of Transportation ............................................................................ CALTRANS 

Local Agencies 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District ........................................................................................ CCCSD 
Contra Costa Flood Control and Water Conservation District ....................................................FLOOD 
Dublin San Ramon Services District ........................................................................................... DSRSD 
East Bay Municipal Utility District ............................................................................................EBMUD 

Organizations 
Greenbelt Alliance.............................................................................................................GREENBELT 
San Ramon for Open Government .................................................................................................SROG 
Save Mt. Diablo......................................................................................................................... DIABLO 

Individuals 
Jim Gibbon ................................................................................................................................GIBBON 
 

3.2 - Responses to Comments 

3.2.1 - Introduction 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
City of San Ramon, as the lead agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2000082002) for the City of San Ramon General Plan 2030, and has prepared the 
following responses to the comments received.  This Responses to Comments document becomes part 
of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 
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3.2.2 - Comment Letters and Responses 
The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization as used in the 
List of Authors. 

 



OPR-1

OPR
Page 1 of 2



OPR

-2

OPR
Page 2 of 2
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State Agencies 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (OPR) 
Response to OPR-1 
The comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit confirming that the Draft EIR was distributed to various state 
agencies, and that the City of San Ramon has complied with review requirements for draft 
environmental review documents pursuant to CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to OPR-2 
This comment consists of the “Document Details Report” provided in the State Clearinghouse 
database.  No response is necessary. 

 





CEC-1

CEC
Page 1 of 2



CEC-2

CEC
Page 2 of 2
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California Energy Commission (CEC) 
Response to CEC-1 
The author referenced Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, which concerns energy conservation, 
and advised that it provides information regarding reducing energy usage.  The author also noted that 
the CEC’s publication “Energy Aware Planning Guide” also provides information regarding energy 
conservation.  The author did not provide any project-specific comments. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the proposed General Plan 2030’s consistency with Appendix F in Section 
6.3, Energy Conservation.  As such, the Draft EIR provided the requested analysis. 

Regarding the author’s reference to the “Energy Aware Planning Guide,” many of the strategies 
identified in that document are contained as guiding or implementing policies in the proposed General 
Plan 2030.  Examples include infill development; transit-oriented development; incorporating 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities into new development; parking supply management; 
transportation demand management; building energy conservation; water conservation; and solid 
waste reduction.  For further discussion, refer to the following elements of General Plan 2030: 
Growth Management, Land Use, Traffic Circulation, Public Facilities and Utilities, Open Space and 
Conservation, and Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases. 

Response to CEC-2 
The author attached an excerpt of Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.  No response is necessary.   

 





CALTRANS-1

CALTRANS-2

CALTRANS-3

CALTRANS
Page 1 of 2



CALTRANS
Page 2 of 2

CALTRANS-4
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California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 
Response to CALTRANS-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to CALTRANS-2 
The author cited a statement on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR about General Plan 2030 allowing 2.9 
million additional square feet of non-residential uses and requested explanation of how this additional 
development would affect the State Highway system.  The author specifically requested trip 
generation and distribution figures for intersections on state facilities within the Planning Area.  The 
author also requested that the Norris Canyon Estates and planned Bollinger Canyon Road widening 
be accounted for in the analysis.  Additionally, the author requested that trip generation and 
distribution associated with the 1,436-acre area being proposed for annexation into the Town of 
Danville be accounted for, provided that Danville has an adopted plan for which trip generation can 
be estimated. 

The Draft EIR described the evaluation of traffic impacts in Section 3.13 beginning on page 3.13-1.  
Potential impacts to the state highway system are addressed through the analysis of the three 
interchanges serving the City of San Ramon (I-680 at Crow Canyon Road, Bollinger Canyon Road, 
and Alcosta Road) and analysis of I-680 mainline segments located north of Crow Canyon Road, 
between Crow Canyon and Bollinger Canyon roads, and south of Bollinger Canyon Road.  The 
analysis methodologies are described beginning on page 3.13-8.  

Traffic impacts of the General Plan 2030 are based on forecasts developed from the Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority (CCTA) Regional Travel Demand Forecasting Model.  The year 2030 
model land use database was updated so that the San Ramon Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) 
contained population, housing, and employment totals that matched the City of San Ramon’s 
projections (within City limits and in the sphere of influence) at buildout.  These projections included 
traffic associated with Norris Canyon Estates.  Furthermore, the land use update included specific 
proposed development within the Town of Danville and unincorporated Contra Costa County 
surrounding San Ramon, including the 1,436-acre area within Danville’s Sphere of Influence.  In 
addition, the planned widening of Bollinger Canyon Road was included in the 2030 cumulative 
analysis. 

Unlike traffic impact studies for individual development projects, the Draft EIR is based on model 
forecasts of cumulative development regionally.  Therefore, the Draft EIR does not contain specific 
trip generation rates or resulting trip generation.  The Draft EIR analysis does present the growth in 
traffic between today and 2030 representing the cumulative growth in traffic generated by new 
development in San Ramon, Danville, unincorporated Contra Costa County, and neighboring 
jurisdictions.  Traffic growth at surface street intersections at the three interchanges (see Table 3-1) 
represents the trip generation and distribution primarily of new development in San Ramon and to 
some extent the Town of Danville.  Table 3-1 presents the traffic growth between existing and year 
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2030 at the interchange intersections.  As a self-mitigating plan, improvements that mitigate impacts 
at intersections are included in the General Plan’s policies.  The General Plan 2030 policies were 
updated to include improvements at the Alcosta Road ramp intersections. 

Mainline I-680 traffic projections, a combination of growth in San Ramon and regionally, are 
analyzed using the Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives (MTSOs) as established in the Tri-
Valley Transportation and Action Plan.  The Draft EIR does not isolate mainline traffic generated 
exclusively by growth in the City.  Table 3-2 shows the total cumulative growth in traffic as projected 
using the CCTA model. 

As identified in the DEIR, the I-680 mainline through San Ramon is projected to exceed established 
MTSOs under cumulative conditions (see Table 3.13-7 in the Draft EIR).  Growth allowed under 
General Plan 2030 contributes to these impacts.  A less than significant impact was determined 
because growth allowed under the General Plan 2030 itself does not cause I-680 to degrade from an 
acceptable MTSO to an unacceptable MTCO, as I-680 fails to meet MTSO standards under existing 
conditions. 

The General Plan 2030 includes policies requiring San Ramon to cooperate with regional agencies to 
plan and implement improvements to the state highway system jointly with other Tri-Valley 
municipalities, including the payment of impact fees by new development. 

Table 3-1: Existing Peak Hour Traffic Growth at I-680 Interchange Intersections 

AM Peak 

NB SB EB WB Intersection Analysis 
Scenario 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

Existing 0 0 0 752 0 642 0 1145 452 0 778 1007 

Cumulative 
(2030) 0 0 0 1125 0 939 0 1425 745 0 1403 1007 

Net Change 0 0 0 373 0 297 0 280 293 0 625 0 

Net Change  
(by approach) 0 670 573 625 

Crow Canyon 
Road/I-680 SB 

Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1868 

Existing 529 0 771 0 0 0 0 1691 228 0 1122 617 

Cumulative 
(2030) 596 0 1218 0 0 0 0 1819 731 0 1814 834 

Net Change 67 0 447 0 0 0 0 128 503 0 692 217 

Net Change (by 
approach) 514 0 631 909 

Crow Canyon 
Road/I-680 NB 

Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

2054 
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Table 3-1 (cont.): Existing Peak Hour Traffic Growth at I-680 Interchange Intersections 

AM Peak 

NB SB EB WB Intersection Analysis 
Scenario 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

Existing 3 0 72 1156 18 180 0 1015 227 0 488 920 

Cumulative 
(2030) 3 0 101 1240 21 435 0 1550 410 0 794 1080 

Net Change 0 0 29 84 3 255 0 535 183 0 306 160 

Net Change (by 
approach) 29 342 718 466 

Bollinger 
Canyon Road/ 

I-680 SB Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1555 

Existing 333 0 1972 0 0 0 0 1294 839 0 1174 633 

Cumulative 
(2030) 332 0 2099 0 0 0 0 2060 831 0 1542 791 

Net Change -1 0 127 0 0 0 0 766 -8 0 368 158 

Net Change (by 
approach) 126 0 758 526 

Bollinger 
Canyon Road/ 

I-680 SB Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1410 

Existing 38 245 357 649 241 42 14 25 12 274 42 24 

Cumulative 
(2030) 45 449 654 950 729 50 14 25 12 346 53 30 

Net Change 7 204 297 301 488 8 0 0 0 72 11 6 

Net Change (by 
approach) 508 797 0 89 

San Ramon 
Valley Blvd/ 

I-680 SB Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1394 

Existing 233 0 112 0 0 0 383 445 0 0 1300 150 

Cumulative 
(2030) 265 0 127 0 0 0 515 598 0 0 1558 180 

Net Change 32 0 15 0 0 0 132 153 0 0 258 30 

Net Change (by 
approach) 47 0 285 288 

Alcosta Blvd/ 
I-680 NB Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

620 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2010. 

 
 



 City of San Ramon - City of San Ramon General Plan 2030 
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR 
 

 
3-16 Michael Brandman Associates 

H:\Client (PN-JN)\2491\24910012\EIR\6 - Final EIR\24910012 FEIR Section 3 Written Comments.doc 

Table 3-2: Projected Peak Hour Traffic Growth at I-680 Interchange Intersections 

PM Peak 

NB SB EB WB Intersection Analysis 
Scenario 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

Existing 0 0 0 1024 0 988 0 1601 718 0 1595 933 

Cumulative 
(2030) 0 0 0 903 0 1175 0 1958 744 0 1629 983 

Net Change 0 0 0 -121 0 187 0 357 26 0 34 50 

Net Change (by 
approach) 0 66 383 84 

Crow Canyon 
Road/I-680 SB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

533 

Existing 921 0 1192 0 0 0 0 2211 326 0 1662 807 

Cumulative 
(2030) 1001 0 1288 0 0 0 0 1991 870 0 1611 1431 

Net Change 80 0 96 0 0 0 0 -220 544 0 -51 624 

Net Change (by 
approach) 176 0 324 573 

Crow Canyon 
Road/I-680 NB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1073 

Existing 2 0 114 940 33 312 0 854 196 0 1150 1418 

Cumulative 
(2030) 5 0 101 1175 32 450 0 1254 253 0 1545 1990 

Net Change 3 0 -13 235 -1 138 0 400 57 0 395 572 

Net Change (by 
approach) -10 372 457 967 

Bollinger 
Canyon Road/ 
I-680 SB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1786 

Existing 708 0 1366 0 0 0 0 1361 437 0 1913 651 

Cumulative 
(2030) 528 0 1357 0 0 0 0 2071 458 0 3007 1276 

Net Change -180 0 -9 0 0 0 0 710 21 0 1094 625 

Net Change (by 
approach) -189 0 731 1719 

Bollinger 
Canyon Road/ 
I-680 SB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

2261 
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Table 3-2 (cont.): Projected Peak Hour Traffic Growth at I-680 Interchange Intersections 

PM Peak 

NB SB EB WB Intersection Analysis 
Scenario 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

Existing 38 475 168 214 184 44 94 24 11 578 57 21 

Cumulative 
(2030) 45 1037 367 475 533 50 94 24 11 630 62 23 

Net Change 7 562 199 261 349 6 0 0 0 52 5 2 

Net Change (by 
approach) 768 616 0 59 

San Ramon 
Valley Blvd/ 
I-680 SB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

1443 

Existing 922 1 691 0 0 0 365 768 0 0 620 245 

Cumulative 
(2030) 992 0 743 0 0 0 381 802 0 0 936 370 

Net Change 70 -1 52 0 0 0 16 34 0 0 316 125 

Net Change (by 
approach) 121 0 50 441 

Alcosta Blvd/ 
I-680 NB 
Ramps 

Net Change 
(total 
intersection) 

612 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2010. 

 
 

Table 3-3: Existing and Projected I-680 Traffic Volumes (Peak Hour) 

NB South of 
Bollinger 

Interchange 

SB South of 
Bollinger 

Interchange 

NB North of 
Bollinger 

Interchange 

SB North of 
Bollinger 

Interchange 

NB North of 
Crow 

Canyon 
Interchange 

SB North of 
Crow 

Canyon 
Interchange 

 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Existing 2008  
(Including HOV) 

6,027 6,765 6,550 6,296 5,686 6,382 6,179 5,940 6,065 6,808 6,591 6,336 

Projected 2030  
(Including HOV) 

7,102 8,202 8,597 7,353 7,266 8,402 8,890 7,735 8,122 9,135 9,199 8,326 

Growth  
(2008 to 2030) 

1,075 1,437 2,047 1,057 1,580 2,020 2,711 1,795 2,057 2,327 2,608 1,990 

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2010. 

 
Response to CALTRANS-3 
The author provided standard language about procedures for applying for and obtaining 
encroachment permits from Caltrans. 



 City of San Ramon - City of San Ramon General Plan 2030 
Responses to Written Comments Final EIR 
 

 
3-18 Michael Brandman Associates 

H:\Client (PN-JN)\2491\24910012\EIR\6 - Final EIR\24910012 FEIR Section 3 Written Comments.doc 

The proposed General Plan 2030 is intended to guide future land use and development activities 
within the San Ramon city limits; it does not propose any construction activities within the state right-
of-way.  Future development projects that occur after the adoption of General Plan 2030 that involve 
work within the state right-of-way would be required to obtain encroachment permits from Caltrans. 

Response to CALTRANS-4 
The author provided closing remarks to conclude the letter.  No response is necessary. 

 



CCCSD-1

CCCSD-2

CCCSD-3

CCCSD-4

CCCSD
Page 1 of 3
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Local Agencies 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) 
Response to CCCSD-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to CCCSD-2 
The author indicated that a statement on page 11-73 of General Plan 2030 concerning the San Ramon 
Interceptor was incorrect and provided correct information. 

The correct information will be incorporated into the final version of General Plan 2030, which is 
scheduled to be released following its adoption by the San Ramon City Council. 

Response to CCCSD-3 
The author indicated that a statement on page 11-73 of General Plan 2030 concerning the wastewater 
provider for the Valley Vista and Old Ranch Summit developments was incorrect and provided 
correct information. 

The correct information will be incorporated into the final version of General Plan 2030. 

Response to CCCSD-4 
The author indicated that page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR incorrect states that Dublin San Ramon 
Services District (DSRSD) provides wastewater service to the Dougherty Valley.  The author noted 
that CCCSD provides wastewater service to this area. 

The correction has been made and is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Response to CCCSD-5 
The author indicated that page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR incorrect states that CCCSD has 23 pumping 
stations.  The author noted that CCCSD has 18 pumping stations. 

The correction has been made and is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Response to CCCSD-6 
The author indicated that pages 3.14-6 and 3.14-7 of the Draft EIR incorrect state that CCCSD 
initiated a capacity expansion for the San Ramon Interceptor in 2003.  The author indicated that no 
capacity expansion was initiated that year and the next capacity expansion is scheduled for the end of 
the decade. 

The correction has been made and is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Response to CCCSD-7 
The author referenced the description of CCCSD’s wastewater treatment plant on page 3.14-7 and 
provided updated information about average dry weather flow.  The author also provided information 
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about the plant’s capacity and its ability to accommodate planned growth during the next two 
decades.  The author indicated that a statement about the plant obtaining electricity through a methane 
cogeneration system was incorrect and should be deleted. 

The requested changes have been made and are noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Response to CCCSD-8 
The author referenced the wastewater impact analysis on page 3.14-16 and stated that CCCSD is a 
wastewater agency and not a water agency.  The author stated that CCCSD’s sewers within and 
downstream of San Ramon do not have adequate flow carrying capacity under current design criteria 
for ultimate buildout of currently planned growth.  The author stated that improvements to correct the 
deficiencies are or will be included in CCCSD’s Capital Improvement Program and will be funded 
from fees and charges assessed to new development projects.   

The correction referenced by the author has been made and is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Regarding the statement about sewers lacking capacity for ultimate buildout of currently planned 
growth, the Draft EIR acknowledged the need for additional wastewater collection capacity in Impact 
UD-2.  For example, the impact discussion notes that the North Camino Ramon Specific Plan, which 
contemplates higher density mixed uses within an existing 250-acre developed area, will need to 
evaluate impacts on wastewater collection and treatment capacity.  In addition, the impact discussion 
acknowledged that wastewater collection and treatment will need to be addressed during the Eastside 
Specific Plan process.  Finally, the impact discussion noted that water conservation practices can 
partially alleviate collection system capacity constraints by reducing the amount of water entering the 
sewer system.  As such, the Draft EIR appropriately addressed the issue of wastewater conveyance 
capacity.  

Response to CCCSD-9 
The author stated that CCCSD’s current permitted effluent discharge limit of 53.8 million gallons per 
day (average dry weather flow) was obtained in 2002 and was based upon the buildout of the then-
current land use plans of jurisdictions within the agency’s service area through 2035.  The author 
stated that subsequent increases in planned growth within the service area may result in CCCSD 
reaching the permitted effluent discharge limit 8 to 10 years sooner than expected.  The author noted 
that the proposed North Camino Ramon Specific Plan and Eastside Specific Plan are not factored into 
the agency’s long-term wastewater projections and would further increase wastewater treatment 
demand.  The author stated that this may result in a need for CCCSD to seek approval from the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board to increase its permitted effluent discharge 
limit.  The author also noted that “further, unforeseen circumstances” or additional requirements 
imposed by federal, state, or regional regulator agencies may affect the future availability of sewer 
connection permits. 
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The Draft EIR acknowledged in Impact UD-2 that both the North Camino Ramon Specific Plan and 
Eastside Specific Plan would need to evaluate wastewater collection and treatment issues.  As part of 
this process, the appropriate wastewater agency will be consulted about collection and treatment 
capacity.  At the time of this writing, neither specific plan process has advanced to the point where 
definitive statements can be made about potential impacts to wastewater collection and treatment 
capacity, and it would be speculative to do so.  See Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

Response to CCCSD-10 
The author indicated that page 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR incorrectly states that Norris Canyon Estates 
and the Laborer’s Property are served with potable water service provided by CCCSD.  The author 
noted that CCCSD is a wastewater collection and treatment agency and does not provide potable 
water. 

The correction has been made and is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

Response to CCCSD-11 
The author provided concluding remarks to close the letter.  No response is necessary. 
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Contra Costa Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FLOOD) 
Response to FLOOD-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to FLOOD-2 
The author stated that the EIR should quantify the amount of runoff that would be generated by the 
Urban Growth Boundary adjustments and land use map amendments.  The author stated that the EIR 
should discuss how the runoff entering and originating from these areas will be distributed between 
the natural watercourses and to any man-made facilities.  The author stated that the Eastside Specific 
Plan and associated environmental review documents should include these items as well. 

As explained in Impact US-3, none of the Urban Growth Boundary adjustments or land use map 
amendments would allow new construction or alter existing drainage patterns or facilities.  Thus, 
there would be no change in runoff volumes or patterns relative to existing conditions.   

As stated in Impact US-3, future land use and development activities in the Tassajara Valley would be 
guided by the Eastside Specific Plan process.  Pursuant to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3, the Eastside 
Specific Plan process will identify necessary drainage infrastructure.  The environmental 
documentation prepared for the Eastside Specific Plan will consider the environmental impacts 
associated with storm drainage, including increase in runoff rates, changes in drainage patterns, and 
effects on natural waterways. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to FLOOD-3 
The author stated that the EIR should discuss the adverse impacts of runoff from the Urban Growth 
Boundary adjustments and land use map amendments.  The author stated that the EIR acknowledged 
the possibility of impacts in the Tassajara Valley and indicated that policies are in place to counteract 
those impacts.  The author stated that no further detail or in-depth analysis was provided to indicate 
the extent to which impacts will occur as the Tassajara Valley is transformed from rural to urban.  
The author stated that, at a minimum, more detailed analysis needs to occur within the Eastside 
Specific Plan and associated environmental documents. 

Refer to Response FLOOD-2 and Master Response 1. 

Response to FLOOD-4 
The author stated that the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
recommends that the EIR stipulate that future developments design and construct drainage facilities to 
adequately collect and convey runoff without diversion of the watershed to the nearest natural 
watercourse or adequate man-made drainage facility.  The author noted that Implementing Policy 9.4-
I-2 requires that hydrological studies be prepared for future development and asserted that none of the 
policies requires future development to take action in response to the assessments. 
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The text of Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2 has been amended to address the author’s comment.  The 
added text is shown in underline and the change is noted in Section 5, Errata. 

• Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2: Require new development to prepare hydrologic studies to 
assess storm runoff impacts on the local and subregional storm drainage systems and/or creek 
corridors.  New development shall implement all applicable and feasible recommendations 
from the studies. 

Response to FLOOD-5 
The author stated that Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
recommends that the adequacy and stability of the drainage facilities within the project area be 
studied to determine if local drainage design criteria are met.  The author stated that if such criteria 
are not met, the Draft EIR should discuss the potential impacts and propose mitigation measures to 
address those impacts.  The author stated that the discussion should include an analysis of the 
capacity and erosional potential of existing watercourses. 

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of General Plan 2030.  The key aspects of General 
Plan 2030 that have the potential to affect storm drainage facilities are discussed in Impact US-3, 
specifically, the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments.  As 
explained in Impact US-3 (as well as Response to FLOOD-2), the adjustments do not have the 
potential to increase runoff volumes or alter drainage patterns.  Therefore, they would not have the 
potential to create a need for new or improved downstream drainage facilities. 

Regarding the author’s comment about evaluating the adequacy and stability of the drainage facilities, 
again, the key issue is how General Plan 2030 affects these facilities.  As explained in Impact US-3, 
General Plan 2030 does not increase runoff or alter drainage patters and, therefore, would not have 
any adverse impacts on adequacy or stability of drainage facilities.   

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to FLOOD-6 
The author stated that Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
recommends that the City or future developers draft and implement a Drainage Master Plan in 
conjunction with the Eastside Specific Plan. 

As indicated in Response to FLOOD-2, Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3 requires that the Eastside 
Specific Plan identify necessary drainage infrastructure.  Such drainage infrastructure will be planned 
at a program level and may be in the form of a Drainage Master Plan.  Refer to Master Response 1 for 
further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 
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Response to FLOOD-7 
The author stated that the Drainage Master Plan should closely analyze any stormwater flowrate and 
volume increases caused by the project and the Eastside Specific Plan.  The author asserted that the 
Drainage Master Plan should address necessary infrastructure, compliance with discharge 
requirements, cost estimates, schedule.  The author indicated that Contra Costa County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District would like to review the Drainage Master Plan when it becomes 
available. 

Refer to Response to FLOOD-6 and Master Response 1. 

Response to FLOOD-8 
The author stated that Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
recommends that a Maintenance Benefit District be created for maintenance of Tassajara Creek, 
which is unimproved and unstable. 

Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3 requires that the Eastside Specific Plan include an infrastructure 
improvement program, open space protection program, natural area habitat protection plan, and 
hazards protection program.  It would be expected that maintenance of Tassajara Creek will be 
addressed by all of the aforelisted programs.   

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to FLOOD-9 
The author stated that the EIR should note that portions of the proposed project area may affect 
Drainage Areas 75, 75A, 101, and 101A, as well as unformed drainage areas.  The author noted that 
there are no fees due at this time for unformed drainage areas. 

The Draft EIR stated on page 3.14-7 that Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District maintains drainage facilities within the Planning Area and collects special assessments to 
finance drainage improvements in areas with adopted drainage plans.  Thus, the agency’s jurisdiction 
and responsibilities were appropriately acknowledged in the EIR.  There is no need to specifically 
reference the drainage areas by name, particularly given the broad scope of General Plan 2030. 

Response to FLOOD-10 
The author stated that the Draft EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring that fees be 
collected for any new impervious surfaces with Drainage Area 101A in accordance with Flood 
Control Ordinance No. 88-36.  The author noted that the current fee in this drainage area is $0.20 per 
square foot of newly created impervious surface. 

As stated in Response to FLOOD-5, General Plan 2030 does not result in any changes in runoff 
volume or drainage patters, including within Drainage Area 101A.  Additionally, General Plan 2030 
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does not itself propose any new impervious surfaces within this drainage area.  As such, there is no 
legal basis to require this mitigation measure. 

Response to FLOOD-11 
The author noted that the Eastside Specific Plan boundaries overlap with portions of Drainage Area 
95, Drainage Area 102, and unformed drainage areas.  The author noted that no fees are due at this 
time for unformed drainage area. 

Refer to Response to FLOOD-2, Response to FLOOD-8, and Master Response 1. 

Response to FLOOD-12 
The author stated that Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
recommends that all development projects within the San Ramon Creek watershed be required to 
mitigate their adverse drainage impacts.  The author proposed two methods for mitigating impacts: 
(1) remove 1 cubic yard of channel excavation material from the inadequate portion of the creek for 
each 50 square feet of new impervious surface; or (2) provide a cash payment to the agency in lieu of 
channel excavation. 

The City of San Ramon respectfully disagrees with the basis for this recommended mitigation 
measure.  Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7 establishes that all new developments shall not increase runoff 
to the 100-year peak flow in the City’s flood control channels or to local creeks.  This policy will 
require new development projects to retain or detain runoff onsite and prevent release into 
downstream waterways (including San Ramon Creek) during peak storm events when flooding is of 
most concern.  This is considered a more effective way to prevent flooding, as it controls runoff 
release at the source. 

Response to FLOOD-13 
The author provided concluding remarks to close the letter.  No response is necessary. 
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Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) 
Response to DSRSD-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to DSRSD-2 
The author noted that the Draft EIR identifies DSRSD as a responsible or trustee agency and 
acknowledged that the agency may be involved with the possible expansion of services to areas 
within the City’s sphere of influence.  The author stated that DSRSD may need to conduct service 
studies as the City of San Ramon impalements General Plan 2030.  No response is necessary. 

Response to DSRSD-3 
The author stated that DSRSD concurs with the Impact US-1 conclusion that development and land 
use activities contemplated by General Plan 2030 would not result in a need for additional water 
supplies.  No response is necessary. 

Response to DSRSD-4 
The author stated that DSRSD concurs with the Impact US-2 conclusion that development and land 
use activities contemplated by General Plan 2030 would not result in a need for additional water or 
wastewater treatment facilities.  No response is necessary. 

Response to DSRSD-5 
The author provided concluding remarks to close the letter.  No response is necessary. 
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East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 
Response to EBMUD-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to EBMUD-2 
The author attached EBMUD’s February 9, 2010 Notice of Preparation response letter and indicated 
that the comments contained in that letter still apply. 

The February 9, 2010 letter comments are addressed in Response to EBMUD-8 through Response to 
EBMUD-12. 

Response to EBMUD-3 
The author stated that General Plan 2030 appears to have contradicting descriptions of the land use 
for the Tassajara Valley.  The author noted that both Exhibit 2-2 (Existing General Plan Land Use 
Map) and Exhibit 2-4 (Proposed General Plan Land Use Map) depict the Tassajara Valley as “Open 
Space,” while Exhibit 2-3 (Specific Plan Areas) shows the valley as being within the “Future Eastside 
Specific Plan Area.”  The author noted that General Plan 2030 describes the Eastside Specific Plan as 
having a land use program that includes the type, characteristics, and location of rural and urban land 
uses. 

As discussed in Master Response 1, the current General Plan 2030 and proposed General Plan 2030 
land use designation for the Tassajara Valley is “Open Space.”  The contemplated Eastside Specific 
Plan (which has not been initiated at the time of this writing) would address future land use and 
development activities within the Tassajara Valley, pursuant to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3.  Again, 
the Eastside Specific Plan has not been initiated; therefore, the “Open Space” designation is and will 
be the land use designation for the Tassajara Valley until, and if, the specific plan is adopted.  Thus, 
there is no contradiction in land use designations for the Tassajara Valley.  See Master Response 1 for 
further discussion of Tassajara Valley. 

Response to EBMUD-4 
The author referenced the Draft EIR’s discussion of the proposed adjustment of the City of San 
Ramon’s Sphere of Influence to include a portion of the Tassajara Valley and advised that this area is 
outside of EBMUD’s current service area and Ultimate Service Boundary.  The author stated that 
EBMUD does not have surplus water supply to serve areas outside its Ultimate Service Boundary and 
indicated that the agency will oppose annexation of properties outside the boundary in accordance 
with three of its adopted policies (3.01, 3.05, and 3.08; refer to Comment EBMUD-12 for the full text 
of the policies). 

There are no statements in General Plan 2030 or the Draft EIR indicating or implying that EBMUD is 
expected to alter its service boundaries to serve the Tassajara Valley.  Additionally, the Draft EIR 
does not identify adjustment of EBMUD’s service boundary as a discretionary approval that is being 
sought by the City of San Ramon in conjunction with adoption of General Plan 2030.  Rather, the 
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Draft EIR clearly states in Impact US-1 that the Tassajara Valley is not served by an urban water 
supplier and that the Eastside Specific Plan would address the provision of potable water service and 
infrastructure to this area.  EBMUD’s comments will be considered during the Eastside Specific Plan 
preparation process.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion regarding the Tassajara 
Valley. 

Response to EBMUD-5 
The author referenced a statement on page 3.14-5 that any future development and land use activities 
in the Tassajara Valley will be guided by the Eastside Specific Plan process (including associated 
environmental review to address water supply sources) and stated that EBMUD would like to 
emphasize that the specific plan must analyze potential impacts on water supply associated with new 
urban development. 

Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3 clearly states that the Eastside Specific Plan is required to contain an 
infrastructure improvement program that addresses water improvements.  Additionally, the Eastside 
Specific Plan would be expected to be subject to California Water Code Sections 10910 through 
10915, which require detailed assessment of water supply.  Thus, there is certainty that the Eastside 
Specific Plan process will thoroughly analyze water supply issues.  Refer to Master Response 1 for 
further discussion regarding the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to EBMUD-6 
The author referenced the cumulative analysis of water supply in Section 4, Cumulative Effects, 
which found that the cumulative effects would not be significant, and stated that this conclusion is 
problematic for the Eastside Specific Plan area. 

As indicated in Response to EBMUD-3, the Eastside Specific Plan process has not been initiated at 
the time of this writing, and General Plan 2030 will continue to designate this area as “Open Space” 
until the specific plan is adopted.  Thus, the Draft EIR appropriately concluded that the proposed 
boundary adjustments in the Tassajara Valley would not have a cumulative effect on water supply 
because no changes in water demand would occur relative to existing conditions. 

Furthermore, as stated in Response to EBMUD-4 and Response to EBMUD-5, the Eastside Specific 
Plan process will evaluate water supply pursuant to both Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3 and state 
requirements.  Because the Eastside Specific Plan process has yet to commence at the time of this 
writing, it would be premature and speculative to conclude that water supply is “problematic.”  Refer 
to Master Response 1 for further discussion regarding the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to EBMUD-7 
The author provided concluding remarks to close the letter.  No response is necessary. 
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Response to EBMUD-8 
The author provided introductory remarks to open EBMUD’s February 9, 2010 Notice of Preparation 
response letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to EBMUD-9 
The author stated that the Notice of Preparation does not reference specific development projects and 
indicated that future development projects associated with General Plan 2030 will be subject to 
EBMUD requirements for domestic water supply, fire flows, and system redundancy.  The author 
recited standard language about regulatory requirements and the process for obtaining EBMUD 
approvals. 

The proposed General Plan 2030 is programmatic land use plan and is not a “development project.”  
Thus, the standard language recited by the author does not apply to General Plan 2030.  Future 
development projects within the EBMUD service area that are pursued following adoption of General 
Plan 2030 will be subject to the applicable requirements referenced by the author. 

Response to EBMUD-10 
The author noted that the General Plan 2030 Planning Area is within the EBMUD recycled water 
service boundaries and provided background on the agency’s joint venture with DSRSD to expand 
the use of recycled water in the Planning Area.  The author requested that the City of San Ramon 
require developers of new or redevelopment projects to coordinate and consult with EBMUD 
regarding the feasibility of providing recycled water for appropriate non-potable uses. 

The Draft EIR discussed EBMUD–DSRSD’s recycled water service efforts on pages 3.14-5 and 
3 14-6.   

General Plan 2030 Implementing Policy 8.8-I-3 requires new development in areas where recycled 
water service exists or is planned to be plumbed with “purple pipe” and other measures necessary to 
accommodate non-potable water service.  This policy is consistent with EMBUD’s request.  Refer to 
Response EBMUD-11 for the text of Implementing Policy 8.8-I-3. 

Response to EBMUD-11 
The author requested that the City of San Ramon include in its conditions of approval a requirement 
that the project sponsor comply with the City’s Efficient Landscape Requirements and Water 
Conservation Ordinance.  The author noted that project sponsors should be aware that water service 
will not be furnished for new or expanded service unless all the applicable water efficiency measures 
described in EBMUD’s Water Service Regulations are installed. 

As stated in Response to EBMUD-9, the proposed General Plan 2030 is not a “development project” 
and, therefore, is not subject to project-level water conservation requirements. 
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Nonetheless, General Plan 2030 sets forth a number of policies intended to promote water 
conservation in accordance with EBMUD’s Water Service Regulations.  Examples are listed below: 

• Guiding Policy 8.8-G-1: Promote the implementation of water quality and conservation 
programs and measures by San Ramon employers, residents, and public agencies. 

• Implementing Policy 8.8-I-1: Require new development projects to implement indoor water 
conservation and demand management measures. 

• Implementing Policy 8.8-I-2: Require new development projects to implement outdoor water 
conservation and demand management measures. 

• Implementing Policy 8.8-I-3: New development in areas where recycled water service exists 
or is planned shall be plumbed with “purple pipe” and other measures necessary to 
accommodate non-potable water service. 

• Implementing Policy 8.8-I-4: Require new development to meet the State Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). 

• Implementing Policy 8.8-I-5: Collaborate with DERWA (Dublin San Ramon Services District 
and East Bay Municipal Utility District Recycled Water Authorities) to expand the recycled 
water distribution system in an efficient and timely manner. 

 
Thus, it would be expected that future development projects within the EBMUD service area that are 
pursued after adoption of General Plan 2030 will comply with the agency’s Water Service 
Regulations. 

Response to EBMUD-12 
The author attached copies of EBMUD Policies 3.01, 3.05, and 3.08.  These policies are addressed in 
Response to EBMUD-4. 
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Organizations 
Greenbelt Alliance (GREENBELT) 
Response to GREENBELT-1 
The author provided introductory remarks and summarized his organization’s position that the Draft 
EIR did not adequately analyze the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments and failed to considered feasible mitigation measures.  The author stated that the Draft 
EIR violates CEQA requirements and requested that the City of San Ramon revise the EIR to address 
the concerns outlined in the letter. 

The author’s specific comments on the Draft EIR’s adequacy are addressed in Response to 
GREENBELT-2 through Response to GREENBELT-10.  As explained in those responses, the Draft 
EIR adequately evaluates the environmental impacts of General Plan 2030 and there is no legal 
requirement to revise the document. 

Response to GREENBELT-2 
The author stated that the Draft EIR failed to analyze potential development within the expanded 
Sphere of Influence and Urban Growth Boundary.  The author referenced a project objective that 
established reviewing and adjusting the Urban Growth Boundary to include areas that are currently 
developed or are anticipated to develop over the course of the planning horizon of the General Plan 
and noted that the Draft EIR inappropriately postpones assessment of development within the 
Tassajara Valley.  The author stated that the Draft EIR should be revised to clarify what development 
is anticipated in this area and include a reasonable range of development scenarios.  The author 
indicated that the Greenbelt Alliance conducted an analysis of potential development within the 
Tassajara Valley and summarized the findings in a chart.  The chart indicated that the Tassajara 
Valley could support as much as 2,991 dwelling units and 7,887 residents. 

As explained in Master Response 1, the proposed General Plan 2030 land use designation for the 
Tassajara Valley is “Open Space.”  The contemplated Eastside Specific Plan (which has not been 
initiated at the time of this writing) would address future land use and development activities within 
the Tassajara Valley, pursuant to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3.  Since the Eastside Specific Plan has 
not been initiated, the “Open Space” designation continues to be the land use designation for the 
Tassajara Valley until the specific plan is adopted.  Thus, it would be speculative for the Draft EIR to 
evaluate a higher level of development in this area. 

Regarding the author’s projections of 2,991 dwelling units and 7,887 residents in the Tassajara 
Valley, for the reasons provided above, this level of development is not permitted by the “Open 
Space” land use designation and such figures represent an arbitrary calculation of future land use 
patterns that may never occur.  Thus, it would be speculative for the Draft EIR to evaluate this level 
of development.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 
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Response to GREENBELT-3 
The author stated that the Draft EIR failed to identify and analyze the environmental effects of 
potential development within the expanded Sphere of Influence and Urban Growth Boundary.  The 
author reiterated previous comments about the Draft EIR failing to disclose the environmental effects 
of future development in the Tassajara Valley, specifically, growth-inducing effects.  The author’s 
comments prefaced more detailed comments set forth in Comment GREENBELT-4 through 
Comment GREENBELT-7. 

Growth inducement was evaluated in Impact POP-1 and Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to those 
sections and Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

The author’s detailed comments on the environmental effects of the Tassajara Valley boundary 
adjustments will be addressed in Response to GREENBELT-4 through Response to GREENBELT-7. 

Response to GREENBELT-4 
The author recited a statement from page 3.3-54 of the Draft EIR that General Plan 2030 would not 
generate greenhouse gas emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment and alleged 
that conclusion was inappropriate because the Draft EIR failed to consider development in the 
Tassajara Valley.  The author referenced Greenbelt Alliance’s own build-out estimates for the 
Tassajara Valley and indicated that Greenbelt Alliance had used such estimates as the basis for an 
URBEMIS model run that indicated that new development in this area would generate 48,364 tons of 
annual carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and 284,748 additional annual vehicle miles traveled.  The 
author claimed that this would have a significant impact on local air quality and contribute to climate 
change, as well as negatively impact the region’s ability to comply with AB 32, SB 375, and 
Executive Order S-03-05.  The author noted that the California Attorney General has filed numerous 
comment letters with agencies whose analysis under CEQA has failed to properly analyze greenhouse 
gas emissions and referenced a settlement agreement with the City of Stockton concerning the 
evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions in its General Plan.  The author asserted that those documents 
are incorporated by reference. 

As discussed in Response to GREENBELT-2 and Master Response 1, the author’s development 
projections for the Tassajara Valley are not based on the permitted development allowed for the 
“Open Space” land use designation in General Plan 2030 and are, in fact, arbitrary and speculative 
figures that are not supported by substantial evidence.  Thus, Greenbelt Alliance’s projections for air 
emissions and vehicle miles traveled are not representative of General Plan 2030’s potential 
environmental effects. 

Regarding the author’s reference to the California Attorney General’s letters, note that the Attorney 
General Office has not submitted a letter to the City of San Ramon.  If (and when) a letter is 
submitted by the Attorney General’s Office on General Plan 2030, the City of San Ramon will 
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respond.  However, it would be inappropriate to address the Attorney General’s Office letters to and 
settlement agreements with other jurisdictions that have no bearing on General Plan 2030. 

The author’s attempt to incorporate unidentified Attorney General’s letters and settlement agreements 
that were not provided in the comment letter fails, at least, to the extent the author intends such 
incorporation to establish the lead agency’s duty to respond to comments or analysis that may be set 
forth in such unidentified documents.  Since the author failed to identify the referenced documents 
with reasonable specificity, the City of San Ramon was not provided sufficient notice of their content 
to intelligently respond thereto.  In any case, the lead agency is not obligated under CEQA to respond 
to such documents as they apparently pertain to unrelated projects beyond the jurisdiction of the City 
of San Ramon and, therefore, are not comments on the project that is the subject of this EIR. 

Response to GREENBELT-5 
The author claimed, without any supporting evidence, that new development in the Tassajara Valley 
would significantly impact local and regional water supplies, groundwater, water recharge capacity, 
water quality, and riparian and aquatic habitat.  The author stated, without any supporting evidence, 
that these environmental services are already in high demand and projected to be at increasing risk 
because of climate change.  The author stated that demands on wastewater treatment systems could 
also be significant. 

As stated in Response to GREENBELT-2 and Master Response 1, the proposed General Plan 2030 
maintains the current land use designation of “Open Space” for the Tassajara Valley.  Therefore, no 
changes to land use in the Tassajara Valley would occur and no impacts to the resources listed by the 
author would occur.  

The Eastside Specific Plan process will address future development and land use activities in the 
Tassajara Valley.  Pursuant to Implementing Policy 4.7-I-3, an infrastructure improvement program, 
an open space protection program, and a natural area habitat protection program will be contained in 
the specific plan.  Additionally, the Eastside Specific Plan process will be subject to environmental 
review requirements, which would include assessment of impacts to biological resources, hydrology 
and water quality, and utility systems.  Therefore, certainty exists that the Eastside Specific Plan 
process will address these issues.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for additional discussion of 
Tassajara Valley. 

Response to GREENBELT-6 
The author asserted that new development in the Tassajara Valley would significantly impact 
biological and agricultural resources.  The author cited data from the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program and listed 10 special-status species that have the potential to occur in the area.  
The author claimed that the conversion of habitat and agricultural land for development would impact 
aesthetic resources, cultural and historic resources, and recreational opportunities. 
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Refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of Tassajara Valley. 

Response to GREENBELT-7 
The author claimed that new development within the Tassajara Valley would require the considerable 
expansion of local infrastructure and city services, including schools, libraries, fire stations, police 
stations, water systems, sewage systems, roads, parks, sidewalks, street cleaning, solid waste, and 
emergency medical services.  The author noted that the construction, installation, and maintenance of 
these items would have significant environment impacts and result in additional financial costs.  The 
author provided various cost estimate projections for these services and cited various studies that 
purport to demonstrate that “sprawl style” development increases public service deficits. 

The author’s comments regarding the economic costs associated with land development are not 
comments on the environmental impacts of General Plan 2030.  Refer to Master Response 1 for 
additional discussion of Tassajara Valley. 

Response to GREENBELT-8 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR failed to adequate analyze the effects of climate change on the 
project area.  The author acknowledged the analysis in Impact AIR-7 considered the potential for 
increased wildfires, flooding, and decreased water supply, but asserted that the analysis did not 
adequately address the project in light of the “substantial body of research on these and other 
impacts.”  The author stated the analysis should be revised to include an analysis of all documents 
related to the Natural Resources Agency “2009 California Climate Adaption Strategy” and 
specifically identified changes to water supply and quality, public health risks from increased 
temperatures, threats to local agriculture from invasive species and other stressors, and impacts on 
habitats and species.  The author claimed the analysis should address the extent to which the effects 
of the project are more severe under changing climatic conditions such as increased health impacts of 
air pollution and the higher vulnerability of listed species under increased temperatures. 

To preface the response, the Impact AIR-7 analysis assessed the proposed General Plan 2030’s 
susceptibility to climate change effects.  As such, it evaluated impacts relevant to the Planning Area 
and those that would be affected by the implementation of General Plan 2030, specifically, wildfires, 
flooding, and decreased water supply.  The analysis cited published literature issued by the California 
Climate Change Center and information provided by the California Department of Water Resources, 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, EBMUD, and DSRSD.  This approach has 
been widely used in other EIRs and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2.  Note that 
the author does not dispute any of the conclusions concerning wildfires, flooding, or decreased water 
supply. 

Regarding the author’s statement that the analysis should be revised to include an analysis of all 
documents related to the Natural Resources Agency “2009 California Climate Adaption Strategy,” 
there is no legal basis for doing so.  First, there is no legal requirement that mandates that specific 
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documents be used in the climate change effects analysis, including the documents referenced in the 
“2009 California Climate Adaption Strategy.”  Furthermore, revising the analysis to consider all 
documents related to the “2009 California Climate Adaption Strategy” would be an unnecessary and 
time-consuming exercise that would be contrary to the CEQA Guidelines objective of timely 
environmental review.  Rather, as previously stated, the climate change analysis referenced 
appropriate scientific literature and agency information that were applicable and relevant to Planning 
Area.  Finally, a lead agency need not respond to non-project-specific scientific articles and other 
reference materials that are submitted or referenced in support of comments on an EIR. 

Regarding the other climate change effects listed by the author (e.g., public health risks from 
increased temperatures, threats to local agriculture from invasive species and other stressors, and 
impacts on habitats and species), there is no evidence that such effects are applicable to the Planning 
Area or would be significantly affected by General Plan 2030.   See Master Response 1 for further 
discussion of Tassajara Valley. 

Response to GREENBELT-9 
The author stated that the Draft EIR concluded that the project would not result in significant 
environmental effects from expansion of the Sphere of Influence and Urban Growth Boundary and 
failed to analyze and impose feasible and enforceable measures to mitigate the environmental effects 
of the project.  The author claimed that the Draft EIR did not consider measures to prevent or limit 
development in “affected areas,” such as the establishment of an agricultural preserve or pre-zoning 
for open space.  The author asserted that the Draft EIR did not consider measures to mitigate the 
environmental effects of additional car trips in these areas such as expanded transportation options or 
funding air quality reduction programs. 

Contrary to the author’s characterization, the EIR does not conclude that no mitigation is necessary to 
mitigate the potentially significant environmental effects from expansion of the Sphere of Influence 
and Urban Growth Boundary.  Instead, the EIR concludes that, with the exception of those significant 
and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR, General Plan 2030’s potentially significant 
environmental effects will be reduced to less than significant levels through implementation of the 
General Plan 2030 Implementation Policies discussed for each impact identified in the EIR and, 
therefore, no additional mitigation is required beyond that required under the General Plan 2030. 

With respect to the two examples cited by the author (impacts to agricultural resources and additional 
vehicle trips) were evaluated at length in the EIR (refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, 
Section 3.3, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 3.13, Transportation) and the EIR 
determined that implementation of the General Plan 2030 policies would reduce related impacts to 
acceptable levels.  Notably, the author does not provide any evidence disputing the conclusions 
contained in the Draft EIR about these two impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 
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Response to GREENBELT-10 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR failed to adequately analyze and impose mitigation measures 
for the significant unavoidable impacts associated with air quality attainment plan consistency and 
growth inducement.  The author asserted that numerous feasible mitigation measures are available to 
mitigate these impacts and cited measures identified by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD).  The author stated that although the Draft EIR does include some mitigation 
measures identified by the BAAQMD, the vast majority are “vague, unenforceable, and difficult to 
monitor.”  The author specifically cited language that uses the term “encourage” as an example.  The 
author stated that the Drat EIR should be revised to include full mitigation of the project’s impacts, 
with particular attention to ensuring that population growth is accommodated in existing urbanized 
areas within the City’s boundaries. 

The two significant unavoidable impacts cited by the author are a result of a fundamental 
inconsistency between the growth projections issued by Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) and those contained in General Plan 2030.  ABAG projections are used in regional planning 
initiatives, such as the BAAQMD air quality management plans.  As explained in Impact AIR-1 and 
POP-1, General Plan 2030 contemplates more growth than ABAG over the planning horizon of the 
General Plan; thus, it would be considered to have a significant growth-inducement impact.  This is 
an irreconcilable inconsistency because the City of San Ramon cannot legally compel ABAG to 
revise its population projections.  Thus, the Draft EIR appropriately concluded that this impact was 
significant and unavoidable and no feasible mitigation was available to mitigate either impact. 

The author’s statement that several mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are “vague, unenforceable, 
and difficult to monitor” is factually incorrect.  The 2030 General Plan is self-mitigating, as it 
incorporates Implementing Policies with which all future development projects are legally required to 
be consistent.  Rather than being unenforceable, the 2030 General Plan Implementing Policies are 
regulatory requirements imposed on all future development within the planning area. 

Finally, regarding the author’s statement that the Drat EIR should be revised to include mitigation 
that would ensure that population growth is accommodated in existing urbanized areas within the 
City’s boundaries, this would not in any way rectify the inconsistency between ABAG growth 
projections and General Plan 2030’s growth projections, which inconsistency is the basis for the 
EIR’s determination that related impacts are significant and unavoidable.   Eliminating the proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments in the Tassajara Valley (as suggested 
by the author) would not change any of the population growth projections contained in General Plan 
2030 and, therefore, would not mitigate either of significant unavoidable impacts.  Refer to Master 
Response 1 for additional discussion regarding the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to GREENBELT-11 
The author summarized his previous claims about the Draft EIR being inadequate and in need of 
revision. 
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As explained in Response to GREENBELT-2 through Response to GREENBELT-10, the Draft EIR 
adequately evaluates the environmental impacts of General Plan 2030; therefore, no legal basis exists 
to revise the document. 

Response to GREENBELT-12 
The author attached the URBEMIS modeling data referenced in Comment GREENBELT-4.  Refer to 
Response to GREENBELT-4 for further discussion. 

 





 

SROG 
SAN RAMON for OPEN GOVERNMENT 
 
 
 

UNEXAMINED GROWTH INDUCING CONSEQUENCES OF MOVING U.G.B. TO 
INCLUDE WESTERN PORTION OF TASSAJARA VALLEY; 
 
 
 
San Ramon will induce growth into Tassajara Valley in two different, but fundamental and significant 
ways. 
 
First; in the more common way, where a City expands its growth planning area to include significant 
acreage of rural/farm land areas. In this case, the DEIR is deficient in not properly expanding on the 
inevitable consequences for such areas in Tassajara Valley. Wrongly deferring to Project EIR's the 
responsibility for appropriate anticipation of severe negative growth based changes. At the 'fata-
comple' stage of Project Plan, It is too late to present the issues surrounding fundamental land use 
change for these green/open space areas. And, should the preparers of the EIR still feel justified in 
their "hands-off" approach to such examination; they should at least present examples where Cities 
have acted to expand sphere of influence/planning/annexation boundaries, and the result has not been 
serious degradation of green space for the "benefit" of suburban growth. 
 
Second; by their action of expanding the UGB into Western Tassajara, the City will cause the County 
to also expand their ULL into exactly the same area -- this, by-way of County Policy of making their 
line "co-terminus" with Cities. So, ironically, the City will cause both City and County jurisdictional 
influence to expand to include the 1626 acre Western portion of Tassajara Valley. Do the preparers of 
the EIR have examples of expansion of planning/development zones into the same specific area, by 
two separate, and sometimes competing development oriented jurisdictions, where the rural lands 
involved did not suffer significant degradation of their green space/open space attributes? 
 
We've seen with the North-West Specific Plan that a City/County growth line put even more pressure 
on the City to aggressively plan for development of the area in question. In this case [as would occur 
with Tassajara Valley], the City and others were made aware that County Zoning and Planning Policy 
was more 'generous' - allowing, in this case, for up to 2200 residential units. The influence, i.e., 
pressure, of such an option [that in the case of Tassajara, does not presently exist], was clear and 
profound; and resulted in a Plan for over 800 units in an environmentally sensitive hillside view shed. 
 
Were the City to move both lines in its effort to “control" this rural acreage; and then attempt to 
preserve such status, one could reasonably expect the proponents to legally challenge - with credible 
merit – that they had a right for a 'higher and better' purpose for their property through the competing 
[County] jurisdiction. Preservation for Western Tassajara, by way of the current General Plan Update 
scenarios turns out not to be a viable option. 
 
The EIR has yet to acknowledge and then present appropriate evaluation, the clear and obvious 
conclusion that Tassajara Valley will, short term -starting with the Western Portion-- then, long term, 
further eastward; by City actions now proposed, proceed from a pastoral, rural status to a 
urban/suburban/sprawl status, with all the still to be examined negative environmental consequences. 
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The DEIR has not presented the proper setting for the Tassajara Valley. For example: 
 
The curious and "creative" New Farms Development Plan in western Tassajara proposed with the 
County. 
 
 
The legal and political viability of said plan. 
 
The influence on the City, of this plan. 
 
The impact contrasts between a City oriented development plans for the Western Portion of Tassajara 
Valley and those of the 'New Farm: with its limit of under 200 residential units for this area [that is; 
were the plans eventually able to overcome the considerable legal/political hurdles in the County]. 
 
The DEIR makes a significantly false statement when stating, that not expanding growth boundaries to 
include a western 1600+ acres of Tassajara Valley would not comply with the San Ramon General 
Plan. Such statements contribute to, and are reflective of, a Report that comes up short in presenting an 
unbiased, and legally thorough, document, compliant with CEQA Program EIR obligations. 
 
 
 

ACTIONS TO INDUCE DEVELOPMENT IN TASSAJARA VALLEY PREMATURE 
 
 
 
There are already thousands of residential units entitled by the City which are still to be built. This 
includes l00's of units approved in the Crow Canyon Specific Plan, in the North West Specific Plan, 
and in the latest City Center Plan. It appears likely that full realization of just these already entitled 
units will not come to pass for several years - maybe even for as much as another decade. So the 
question arises as to what would be the compelling reason for pushing so hard, now, for a process to 
transform a rural Tassajara Valley to a significant urban/suburban/sprawl residential unit development. 
Does the EIR have a legitimate rationale for such action? 
 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
The DEIR explains its very limited exploration of likely impacts and necessary mitigations in 
Tassajara Valley by an overly deferential interpretation of its responsibilities under CEQA as a 
Program EIR. Often "justifying" such a stance with numerous qualifying statements like; “..... while 
no additional development in Tassajara Valley is contemplated at this time ..”; quoting pertinent 
General Plan Policies; then deferring further evaluation to Project EIRs; where it will be far too late to 
appreciate the consequences that need to be understood now - before irrevocable decisions are made. 
It's a little like watching a freight train [sprawl development planning) barreling down the tracks just 
moments away from an intersection where a vehicle (green space and local quality of life) is stalled, 
and saying since it hasn't, as of this second, hit the vehicle, we can not speculate further on what might 
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be the outcome. But were we to 'speculate’ not to worry since the vehicle has air bags [reassuring, 
applicable General Plan Policies] .... disingenuous logic, at best. 
 
As a result of the afore mentioned approach to growth inducement and its consequences, and an 
overall limited view of its duties as a Program EIR; the CEQA compliance status for certain additional 
impact categories; particularly as it pertains to Tassajara Valley, will remain as follows: 
 
1] Agricultural Resources - Inadequate. 
 
2] Biological Resources -Inadequate. 
 
3] Geology, Including wildlife habitat - inadequate. 
 
4] Hydrology. Including wetlands - inadequate. 
 
5] Visual Impacts [transformation]-inadequate. 
 
6] Transportation -inadequate. 
 
7] Utility Systems [In particular, water suppliers; such as; EBMUD] - inadequate. 
 
8] Alternatives [none examined that leave Just the Eastside Growth Line in place] - inadequate. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Jim Gibbon.  
 
 
Jim Blickenstaff 

 
SAN RAMON FOR OPEN GOVERNMENT 

 
 
cc. Interested Parties. 
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San Ramon for Open Government (SROG) 
Response to SROG-1 
The author stated that the Draft EIR is deficient because it does not properly evaluate the 
environmental consequences of expanding the “growth planning area” to encompass the Tassajara 
Valley.  The author asserted the Draft EIR deferred analysis of the consequences.  The author stated 
that the EIR preparers should present examples of cities that have expanded planning boundaries, 
which have not resulted in degradation of the environment or suburban sprawl.  The author claimed 
that the City of San Ramon’s past approval of the Northwest Specific Plan was an example of how 
the City has expanded its planning boundaries with the intent of facilitating new urban development.  
The author asserted that property owners within the Tassajara Valley could make a legal claim that 
the Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments confer a right to develop their 
property to a higher and better use if the development contemplated by General Plan 2030 does not 
come to fruition. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Regarding the author’s statement that the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustments may allow Tassajara Valley property owners to make a legal claim to develop their 
property to a higher and better use in an unintended, unplanned manner, this is unsupported by fact.  
The proposed adjustments would not confer any development rights or entitlements to property 
owners in the Tassajara Valley.  Rather, the adjustments simply signify that the City of San Ramon 
anticipates that these properties may ultimately be annexed into the city limits at some undetermined 
future date.  Furthermore, the Tassajara Valley is in unincorporated Contra Costa County; therefore, 
the County’s land use regulations apply to all property owners in this area.  The City of San Ramon’s 
land use regulations are non-binding for all parcels located in unincorporated portions of the Planning 
Area.  For these reasons, the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments 
do not have the potential to create legal challenge opportunities that indirectly result in unintended, 
unplanned urban development in the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to SROG-2 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR did not present the proper setting for the Tassajara Valley by 
not addressing the New Farm proposal.  The author stated that the Draft EIR failed to address the 
legal and political viability of this proposal or its “influence on the City.”  The author stated that the 
Draft EIR makes a “significantly false statement” that “not expanding growth boundaries to include a 
western 1,600 acres of the Tassajara Valley would not comply with the San Ramon General Plan.”  
The author alleged that such statements illustrate that the Draft EIR is not legally adequate. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 establishes that EIRs must include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions that exist at the time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  
These physical environmental conditions constitute the “baseline” against which environmental 
impacts of the proposed project or plan are assessed. 
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In this case, at the time of NOP issuance (January 14, 2010), the New Farm proposal was pending 
before the County of Contra Costa.  (The New Farm proposal is still pending at the time of the Final 
EIR release in June 2010).  It was not an approved or entitled project.  Thus, the Draft EIR’s 
description of the existing conditions of the San Ramon Planning Area (including the Tassajara 
Valley) appropriately did not identify this project as an “existing condition.” 

Furthermore, the purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed 
General Plan 2030.  As explained in Master Response 1, General Plan 2030 maintains the existing 
land use designation of “Open Space” for the Tassajara Valley, including the portions that overlap 
with the proposed New Farm site.  Because of its pending status, General Plan 2030 does not assume 
buildout of the New Farm project in its land use or population growth projections.  (Note that the 
New Farm proposal is undergoing environmental review through the County of Contra Costa; 
therefore, no legal basis exists for evaluating that project in the General Plan 2030 Draft EIR.)  
Lastly, it would not be appropriate to make any statements about “legal and political viability” of the 
New Farm proposal in the General Plan 2030 Draft EIR. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 

Finally, regarding the author’s allegation that the Draft EIR contains “a significantly false statement 
when stating that not expanding” the Urban Growth Boundary would violate the General Plan, there 
are no such statements in the document.  Rather, the Draft EIR merely states on page 2-2 that 
“General Plan Policy 4.6-I-3 requires voter review of the Urban Growth Boundary in 2010.” 

Response to SROG-3 
The author asserted that it is premature to develop the Tassajara Valley because of the unbuilt 
dwelling units associated with the Crow Canyon Specific Plan and City Center project.  The author 
questioned whether the Draft EIR has a “legitimate rationale” for inducing development into the 
Tassajara Valley. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the 
development and land use activities contemplated by General Plan 2030.  The activities evaluated in 
the Draft EIR are those identified in General Plan 2030.  As such, the Draft EIR is not intended to 
provide a “legitimate rationale” or otherwise justify why a certain activity should be pursued; 
therefore, no legal basis exists for the document to do so. 

Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion of the Tassajara Valley. 

Response to SROG-4 
The author stated that the Draft EIR provides a very limited exploration of likely impacts and 
necessary mitigations in the Tassajara Valley.  The author summarized the analytical approach used 
in the document and asserted that this constitutes deferred evaluation.  The author listed several 
topical areas in which the analysis was alleged to be deficient, including agricultural resources, 
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biological resources, geology (including wildlife habitat), hydrology, visual impacts, transportation, 
utility systems, and alternatives. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 
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Save Mt. Diablo (DIABLO) 
Response to DIABLO-1 
The author provided introductory remarks to open the letter.  No response is necessary. 

Response to DIABLO-2 
The author referenced an attachment consisting of Save Mt. Diablo’s February 12, 2010 letter 
prepared in response to the General Plan 2030 NOP.  The author requested that the Final EIR address 
the comments provided in that written response. 

Save Mt. Diablo’s letter in response to the NOP is addressed in Response to DIABLO-23. 

Response to DIABLO-3 
The author stated that Save Mt. Diablo’s primary concern with General Plan 2030 is the proposed 
expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence in the Tassajara Valley.  The 
author referenced the Draft EIR’s identification of the two significant unavoidable impacts associated 
with air management plan consistency and growth inducement and asserted that there is a “fair 
argument” that there are significant impacts in other areas.  The author referenced the Executive 
Summary matrix (Table ES-1) and indicated that his organization disagrees with the conclusions that 
impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is necessary for aesthetics, agricultural, biological, 
cultural, geology, hydrology, land use, noise, population and housing, public services, transportation, 
and utility systems.   

As indicated in Master Response 1, the proposed General Plan 2030 maintains the existing land use 
designation of “Open Space” for all parcels within the Tassajara Valley.  General Plan 2030 does not 
change any existing land use patterns or designations within the Tassajara Valley or confer any 
development rights or entitlements that would allow for new construction to take place in this area.  
Because General Plan 2030 does not allow urban levels of development in the Tassajara Valley, it 
would be speculative to assess this type of development in the Draft EIR.  CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to evaluate potentially significant environmental effects that are too speculative to assess.  
Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

Contrary to the author’s characterization, the EIR does not conclude that no mitigation is necessary to 
mitigate the potentially significant environmental effects discussed therein and identified in each of 
the topical areas addressed in Table ES-1.  Instead, Table ES-1 and the EIR conclude that, with the 
exception of those significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR, the Project’s potentially 
significant environmental effects will be reduced to less than significant levels through 
implementation of the General Plan 2030 Implementation Policies discussed for each impact 
identified in the EIR and, therefore, no additional mitigation is required beyond that required under 
the General Plan 2030.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 
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Response to DIABLO-4 
The author alleged that the EIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate because, while it considered a 
variety of changes to the proposed Urban Growth Boundary, it does not include a detail of a range of 
development types and their relative impacts. 

As indicated in Master Response 1, the proposed General Plan 2030 maintains the existing land use 
designation of “Open Space” for all parcels within the Tassajara Valley.  General Plan 2030 does not 
change any existing land use patterns or designations within the Tassajara Valley or confer any 
development rights or entitlements that would allow new construction to take place in this area.  

General Plan 2030 merely proposed two boundary adjustments in the Tassajara Valley.  As such, the 
four alternatives evaluated in the EIR considered various modifications to the boundary adjustments.  
Under all four alternatives, the land use designation for the Tassajara Valley would be maintained as 
“Open Space.”  The rationale for each alternative is provided in Section 5, Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project and reflects the project objectives set forth in Section 2, Project Description.  None 
of the project objectives states or implies that the outcome of General Plan 2030 is to facilitate higher 
density uses in the Tassajara Valley; therefore, the alternatives considered in the EIR appropriately 
did not contemplate such levels of development. 

For these reasons, the author’s claims that the EIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate are incorrect.  
In compliance with CEQA Guideline 15126.6, the EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives: 
(1) the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative; (2) the Infill Intensification With Tassajara 
Valley Adjustments Alternative; (3) the Infill Intensification Without Tassajara Valley Adjustments 
Alternative; and (4) the Expanded Tassajara Valley Adjustments Alternative.  Refer to Master 
Response 1 for further discussion. 

Response to DIABLO-5 
The author asserted that the EIR did not consider previous environmental studies or development 
proposals that concern in the Tassajara Valley.  The author specifically referenced the 1997 Tassajara 
Valley Project, biotic surveys for the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan, and biotic 
and geotechnical studies for the Creekside Cemetery Project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 establishes that an EIR for a construction project will necessarily be 
more detailed in the specific effects of the project than an EIR that concerns the adoption of a local 
general plan or zoning ordinance, because the effects of construction can be predicted with greater 
accuracy.   

The General Plan 2030 EIR provides program-level analysis of the environmental effects of General 
Plan 2030.  As acknowledged by CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, program-level analysis is more 
general in nature than project-level analysis; thus, the General Plan 2030 EIR evaluates impacts at a 
broader level than will occur when specific projects are proposed under the General Plan 2030.  In the 
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context of biological resources, the EIR included review of agency databases for special-status 
species and habitat types within the Planning Area and provided exhibits depicting the results of these 
queries (Exhibit 3.4-1a and Exhibit 3.4-1b).  This level of analysis is appropriate for a long-range 
development plan such as a General Plan that covers a broad area. 

Regarding the author’s claims that the General Plan 2030 EIR should have considered previous 
environmental studies for unrelated projects and proposals, there is no requirement in the CEQA 
Guidelines that it do so.  Furthermore, the City of San Ramon is not the lead agency that oversaw the 
preparation of any of the studies listed by the author, and the General Plan 2030 EIR does “tier off” or 
incorporate by reference any of those documents.  In addition, the relevance of several of the 
documents is in question, particularly given the age of the studies associated with the 1997 Tassajara 
Valley Project and the fact that the Tassajara Valley is not within the boundaries of the East Contra 
Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan.  For these reasons, there is no evidence that these studies 
accurately reflect existing conditions in the Tassajara Valley. 

In summary, General Plan 2030 EIR appropriately evaluated environmental impacts at a program 
level, and there is no need to reference studies from unrelated projects that have little to no relevance 
to General Plan 2030.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

Response to DIABLO-6 
The author referenced the project objective that states “Review and adjust the Urban Growth 
Boundary to include areas that are currently developed or anticipated to develop over the planning 
horizon,” and alleged that this conflicts with various statements in the EIR about no additional 
development being contemplated in the Tassajara Valley.  The author asserted that this serves as 
evidence that the EIR is deferring study of the impacts of development in the Tassajara Valley to a 
future environmental review process. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1.  

Response to DIABLO-7 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR improperly deferred analysis of development in the Tassajara 
Valley, citing the project objective listed in comment DIABLO-7.  The author stated that deferred 
analysis is improper and cited various excerpts from the CEQA Guidelines and case line. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-8 
The author referenced the project objective that states “Review and adjust the Sphere of Influence to 
encompass a portion of the Tassajara Valley as a first step of initiating the Eastside Specific Plan 
Process,” and claimed that the General Plan 2030 is the first step towards development in the 
Tassajara Valley.  The author asserted that the EIR should forecast a range of development levels that 
would potentially occur under the Eastside Specific Plan.  
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The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-9 
The author described the history of voter-approved urban growth limits in San Ramon and Contra 
Costa County and noted that there are no statements in General Plan 2020 Implementing Policy 
4.6-I-3 requiring the urban growth boundary to be expanded outward.  The author inquired why the 
City is proposing to adjust the urban growth boundary outward when majorities of San Ramon voters 
have previously supported urban growth boundary proposals in past elections.  The author stated that 
EIR should include a discussion of why the City has decided to propose an expansion of the urban 
growth boundary. 

The rationale underlying the proposed adjustments of the Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of 
Influence is provided on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the Draft EIR.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2, the EIR evaluated the significant environmental effects of activities contemplated by 
General Plan 2030, which include the aforementioned boundary adjustments.  Refer to Master 
Response 1 for further discussion.  

Response to DIABLO-10 
The author summarized the points made in the letter.  Refer to Master Response 1, and Response to 
DIABLO-2 through Response to DIABLO-9, for further discussion.  

Response to DIABLO-11 
The comment consists of an opening statement to a six-page document that evaluates specific 
portions of the EIR’s analysis.  The comment summarizes Save Mt. Diablo’s position that the 
environmental effects of development in the Tassajara Valley have not been properly evaluated in the 
EIR.  This comment also asserts that the EIR argues that the General Plan Update would not have 
significant impacts on sensitive resources within the Tassajara Valley because such impacts would be 
analyzed in the future as part of the Eastside Specific Plan. 

The EIR does not argue that the General Plan Update would not have significant impacts on sensitive 
resources within the Tassajara Valley because such impacts would be analyzed in the future as part of 
the Eastside Specific Plan.  As discussed in Master Response 1, the EIR discloses potential impacts 
that may occur if portions of Tassajara Valley are ever developed, and that such development would 
first require approval of the Eastside Specific Plan, which itself will undergo environmental review in 
accordance with CEQA.  The EIR also explains that any future development must be consistent with 
the General Plan 2030 Implementing Policies, which the EIR concludes will reduce related impacts to 
acceptable levels. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 
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Response to DIABLO-12 
The author referenced the aesthetics analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary adjustment 
would significantly impact visual resources and create new sources of glare in the Tassajara Valley.  
The author stated that the EIR should forecast development impacts from adjustment of the Urban 
Growth Boundary. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-13 
The author referenced the agricultural resources analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary 
adjustment would convert farmland to non-agricultural use.  The author asserted that the adjustment 
would impact open space areas.  The author stated that the EIR should forecast development impacts 
from adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-14 
The author referenced the air quality analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary adjustment 
would result in additional air pollution for new development in the Tassajara Valley.  The author 
stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the proposed adjustment of the 
Urban Growth Boundary would impact air quality and climate change. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-15 
The author referenced the biological resources analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary 
adjustment would impact special-status species, sensitive habitat, and wildlife movement.  The author 
quoted Comment DIABLO-5 verbatim.  The author listed special-status species that were identified 
as potentially occurring in the Tassajara Valley in the studies referenced in Comment DIABLO-5.  
The author stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the proposed 
adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary would impact biological resources. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1.  In addition, refer to Response to 
DIABLO-5. 

Response to DIABLO-16 
The author referenced the cultural resources analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary 
adjustment would impact historic, archaeological, paleontological, and human remains.  The author 
stated that the EIR should evaluate the potential presence of cultural resources in the Tassajara Valley 
before the Urban Growth Boundary expansion opens the door for development. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 
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Response to DIABLO-17 
The author referenced the geology, soils, and seismicity analysis and stated that the urban growth 
boundary adjustment may expose future urban development to hazards such as landslides and 
unstable slopes.  The author stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the 
proposed adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary affects geologic hazards. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-18 
The author referenced the hydrology and water quality analysis and stated that the urban growth 
boundary adjustment would impact water quality, groundwater drainage patterns, and flood hazard 
areas.  The author stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the proposed 
adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary would impact water resources and wildlife. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-19 
The author referenced the parks and recreation analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary 
adjustment would facilitate population growth that would increase the use of neighborhood and 
regional parks.  The author stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the 
proposed adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary would degrade parks. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-20 
The author referenced the utility systems analysis and stated that the urban growth boundary 
adjustment would facilitate new development that would impact utilities and service systems.  The 
author stated that the EIR should evaluate how development associated with the proposed adjustment 
of the Urban Growth Boundary would impact water, wastewater, and solid waste systems. 

The Tassajara Valley is addressed in Master Response 1. 

Response to DIABLO-21 
This comment quoted Comment DIABLO-4 verbatim.  Refer to Response to DIABLO-4. 

Response to DIABLO-22 
This comment consists of Save Mt. Diablo’s February 12, 2010 letter prepared in response to the 
General Plan 2030 NOP.  Most of the statements in this document are quoted either verbatim or 
nearly verbatim in Comments DIABLO-11 through DIABLO-20.  Refer to Response to DIABLO-11 
or DIABLO-20. 

The remaining comments consist of Save Mt. Diablo’s commentary on the purpose and need for 
future development in the Tassajara Valley.  Refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion. 
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Individuals 
Jim Gibbon (GIBBON) 
Response to GIBBON-1 
The author noted that the Draft EIR was to analyze the following aspects of General Plan 2030: 
Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence Adjustments; land use designation changes; 
revisions of existing and additions to the general plan policies; addition of an Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Element; and review and extension of Ordinance 197.  No response is necessary. 

Response to GIBBON-2 
The author noted that the EIR analysis was to include everything with the 38.77-square-mile Planning 
Area, including the Tassajara Valley.  No response is necessary. 

Response to GIBBON-3 
The author noted that the EIR analysis was to include the proposed Urban Growth Boundary 
adjustments that would encompass Norris Canyon Estates and the Laborer’s Property.  No response is 
necessary. 

Response to GIBBON-4 
The author asserted that the Draft EIR was deficient in that it did not analyze the effect of changing 
the zoning and development contemplated by General Plan 2030 as a result of the Urban Growth 
Boundary adjustments.  The author asserted that there was no analysis of the effect of Ordinance 197 
on the added areas.  The author alleged that the Draft EIR did not address the requirements of 
Implementation Policies 4.6-I-1 through 4.6-I-5, which he claimed requires urban development to 
occur and the extension of services to areas within the Urban Growth Boundary. 

As explained in Master Response 1, the proposed Urban Growth Boundary and Sphere of Influence 
adjustment in the Tassajara Valley do not change existing land use activities in this area.  
Furthermore, as explained in the Draft EIR, the purpose of the Norris Canyon Estates and the 
Laborer’s Property Urban Growth Boundary adjustments is to reconcile the boundary with these 
existing developed areas.  None of the proposed adjustments confer development rights or 
entitlements; therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately concluded that no significant impacts with respect 
to existing land uses or conflicts with Ordinance 197 would occur.  Refer to Master Response 1 for 
further discussion of Tassajara Valley. 

Regarding the author’s claim that Implementation Policies 4.6-I-1 through 4.6-I-5 require urban 
development to occur and the extension of services to areas within the Urban Growth Boundary, this 
is a misrepresentation of these policies.  There is no language in any of the policies stating that 
properties within the Urban Growth Boundary must or should provide urban levels of development 
and receive public services.  Rather, all of these policies emphasize that urban development should 
occur within the Urban Growth Boundary and do not contain any prohibitions against agricultural or 
rural uses existing within the boundary.  For these reasons, the author’s claims that Implementation 
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Policies 4.6-I-1 through 4.6-I-5 mandate urban development within the areas encompassed by the 
Urban Growth Boundary adjustments are incorrect. 

Response to GIBBON-5 
The author claimed that the Draft EIR was deficient in that it did not analyze any possible 
modifications to the current Ordinance 197. 

As stated on page 3.9-9, the existing Ordinance 197 policies are proposed to be retained until 2015 
and a measure will be placed on the November 2010 ballot concerning the extension of these policies 
pursuant to General Plan 2020 Implementing Policy 8.4-I-7.  Thus, no changes are proposed to the 
existing Ordinance 197 policies.  As such, the author’s claims that the Draft EIR did not evaluate 
Ordinance 197 are incorrect. 

Furthermore, Ordinance 197 applies only to development and land use activities within the San 
Ramon city limits.  As such, there is no legal basis to evaluate the consistency of existing 
development in unincorporated areas of the Planning Areas with Ordinance 197, as no annexations 
are contemplated as part of the discretionary actions associated with the adoption of General Plan 
2030.  

Response to GIBBON-6 
The author stated that the Draft EIR discussed the changes to the North Camino Ramon Specific Plan 
Area, but did not evaluate the air quality or traffic congestion impacts associated with the specific 
plan.  The author claimed that the specific plan is part of the EIR analysis. 

General Plan 2030 is proposing to re-designate approximately 200 acres of land within the proposed 
North Camino Ramon Specific Plan to “Mixed Use.”  The Draft EIR evaluated the environmental 
effects of the re-designation in various sections, including Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare; 
Section 3.3, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 3.5, Cultural Resources; Section 3.6, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Section 3.9, Land Use; Section 3.12, Public Services and 
Recreation; and Section 3.13, Transportation.  The traffic analysis accounted for the increased trips 
that would be generated by the additional increment of development allowed by the re-designation.  
Additionally, the increased population and employment growth projections anticipated by the North 
Camino Ramon Specific Plan are reflected in the General Plan 2030 buildout projections. 

The North Camino Ramon Specific Plan itself is currently in the development stages and is not yet 
complete.  Once a draft plan is available, a separate EIR will be prepared that evaluates the 
environmental effects of the specific plan.  The North Camino Ramon Specific Plan EIR will tier off 
the General Plan 2030 EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15152, thereby acknowledging and 
incorporating the conclusions of the General Plan 2030 EIR to the extent they are relevant.  Again, 
this process is not yet complete (and is scheduled to follow adoption of General Plan 2030); therefore, 
it was not possible to evaluate the specific plan in the General Plan 2030 EIR. 
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In summary, the General Plan 2030 EIR evaluated those aspects of the North Camino Ramon Specific 
Plan that can be identified at this stage of the planning process.  More detailed environmental review 
will occur in the North Camino Ramon Specific Plan EIR once the specific plan process has 
established the prerequisite information—e.g., the type, mix, density, intensity, and location of 
proposed land uses—needed to analyze with any more precision the potential environmental effects 
of buildout under a specific plan that does not yet exist. 

Response to GIBBON-7 
The author stated that the EIR is deficient in “only stating that the environmental impacts are 
significant but unavoidable.”  The author claimed that the EIR states that “development and land use 
changes included in the 2030 General Plan Update are “inherently planned growth” and OK because 
they are in the update.”  The author asserted that “they are not studied or analyzed for their effect on 
the environment or impact but assumed to be adverse but OK.” 

The author appears to have taken a statement from the Impact POP-1 analysis out of context.  The 
statement in question referred to the growth-inducing potential of the proposed North Camino Ramon 
Specific Plan Area and El Nido Property land use designation changes.  As stated on page 3.11-6, the 
North Camino Ramon and El Nido land use designation changes would not have significant growth-
inducement potential because these re-designations are part of the changes included in General Plan 
2030 and, therefore, are accounted for in the plan’s growth projections.  Thus, they constitute 
“planned growth” and would not be considered growth-inducing. 

As explained in Response to GIBBON-6, other aspects of the proposed North Camino Ramon re-
designation were evaluated elsewhere in the Draft EIR.  In addition, the proposed El Nido re-
designation was evaluated in various sections of the Draft EIR, notably Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources. 

For these reasons, the author’s claims are not supported by evidence. 
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SECTION 4: RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS 

4.1 - Introduction 

The City of San Ramon solicited public comments on the San Ramon General Plan 2030 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2000082002) on Tuesday, May 
4, 2010 at a Planning Commission hearing in the San Ramon City Council Chambers.  Comments 
were provided in oral form and summarized in the meeting minutes.  Although the City of San 
Ramon is not obligated to respond to oral comments by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the City has nonetheless elected to respond to the comments made at the meeting in order to 
address concerns and questions related to the evaluation of the proposed project’s environmental 
impacts in the Draft EIR.  These written responses become part of the Final EIR for the project in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

This section is organized as follows:  

• Section 4.1 – Introduction: Provides an overview of the section. 
 

• Section 4.2 – List of Speakers: Provides the list of individuals who provided comments at the 
Planning Commission hearing. 

 

• Section 4.3 – May 4, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.  
 

• Section 4.4 – Responses to Planning Commission Hearing Comments: Provides responses 
to all applicable comments on the Draft EIR.   

 

4.2 - List of Speakers 

A list of the speakers who provided comments on the Draft EIR at the Planning Commission hearing 
is presented below.  Each speaker has been assigned a code.  Note that speakers are listed in the order 
of their comments. 

Speaker Speaker Code 
Jim Gibbon (San Ramon for Open Government) .................................................................................JG 
Troy Bristol (Save Mt. Diablo) ........................................................................................................... TB 

4.3 - May 4, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

The May 4, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes are reproduced on the following pages. 
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 DRAFT MINUTES OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 

 
May 4, 2010 

 
 

   A regular meeting of the Planning Commission, City of San Ramon was called to  
   order by Chair O’Loane at 7:00 p.m., Tuesday, May 4, 2010 in the Council   
   Chambers 2222 Camino Ramon, San Ramon.  

ROLL CALL 
 
Present:   Comms. Kerger, Viers, Wallis, Vice Chair Sachs, and Chair O’Loane  
 
Absent              None 
  
Staff:  Phil Wong, Planning Director; Debbie Chamberlain, Planning   

Services Manager; Roger Peters, Interim City Attorney; Lauren 
Barr, Senior Planner; Cindy Yee, Associate Planner; Ryan Driscoll,  
Assistant Planner; Lieutenant Gresham; Luisa Willnecker, 
Recording Secretary 

 
Audience:     13 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER  
   
 2. ROLL CALL 
 
 3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 4. PUBLIC COMMENTS OR WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 
 
 5. ADDITIONS AND REVISIONS 
  
 6. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
 6.1 Minutes from April 6, 2010 meeting approved.   
 
 7. CONTINUED ITEMS AFTER CLOSING OF PUBLIC HEARING  

-None- 
 
 8.  CONTINUED ITEMS – OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 

-None-  
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9. PUBLIC HEARING – NEW ITEMS  - Verbatim Minutes  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Debbie Chamberlain  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair O’Loane  
 
 
 

Grant Gruber  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Planning the 
City’s Future – The General Plan 2030 (GPA 09-400-001); General 
Plan Amendment (GPA 09-400-002) to re-designate the El Nido 
Property from Parks to Multi-Family High Density Residential and 
the Draft Climate Action Plan. Staff Report by:  Debbie Chamberlain; 
Planning Manager. 
 
I will start you out tonight.  Thank you Chair members of the Commission. 
Tonight is the public hearing on the accuracy and adequacy of the EIR. 
This public hearing is so that public comment only on the EIR where it is 
not meant to provide dialogue for response or a conversation on the 
document. All comments that are provided tonight and those that are 
received until the close of the comment period on May 19, 2010 will be 
responded to in the final EIR. We ask speakers when they do speak on the 
EIR tonight that they focus if the EIR adequately identifies and analyzes 
the potential impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant 
effect of the project might be avoided or mitigated. We ask that when you 
do speak that they focus on the comments at hand and do not make general 
statements that provide better analysis response in the document itself. So 
tonight Grant Gruber  from Michael Brandman Associates is going to walk 
you through a little bit of CEQA 101 just as a refresher course for the 
Commission as we had at our League of Cities conference. That refresher 
is always great. For the members of the public who might not be familiar 
with the process and then after that, we will open up the public hearing, 
take all those comments, close, and we will continue to take written 
comments until Wednesday, May 19, at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Okay there are speaker cards in the back. If anyone would like to fill one 
out, and go ahead.  
 
 
Good Evening Chair members of the Planning Commission. My name is 
Grant Gruber. I’m with the firm of Michael Brandman Associates. We 
prepare the Environmental Impact Report under contract to the City for the 
General Plan 2030. We also assisted with city staff for the preparation of 
the General Plan. Just a few basics here about CEQA. California 
Environmental Quality Act, known as CEQA, requires lead agencies to 
identify, evaluate, and disclose to the public, mitigate to the extent feasible 
the environmental impacts of proposed land use activities. In this case, the 
City of San Ramon is the lead agency for the General Plan 2030 EIR.  
 
In CEQA, there are two types of review. One is the project level, which is 
a specific type of land use activity. It is typically done at a detailed level. 
An example would be a new shopping center. And the second kind of 
review is the program level review, which is for a broader plan such as a 
General Plan update or a regional plan like a regional transportation plan. 
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It is typically done at a broader level and of course, the CEQA guidelines 
acknowledge that program EIR are going to be more general in scope then 
a project level EIR. Giving you an overview of the CEQA process today 
the Notice of Preparation which is the first milestone in the process. This 
is the formal announcement that lead agencies are preparing an 
Environmental Impact Report was issued January 14, of this year. There’s 
a 30-day review period associated with the issuance of the NOP and in the 
middle of that, a scoping meeting was held on January 28, here in these 
very chambers. Purpose of the scoping meeting was to solicit public input 
about the scope of the Environmental Review process. On April 5, the 
draft EIR was released. There ‘s a 45-day review period associated with 
that which ends on May 19 and tonight, here on May 4,we have holding a 
public hearing on the draft EIR to solicit public testimony on the adequacy 
of the document.  
  
Draft EIR is available in print form at six different locations in San 
Ramon, including here at the City’s offices, all the community centers, and 
the two libraries. The draft EIR is also posted on the City’s website 
available for down load. The City sent Notices of Availability to Agencies, 
Organizations and individuals on the City’s standard distribution list. Two 
weeks ago, there was a public for the joint hearing or ahh joint session of 
the City Council and the Planning Commission about the General Plan 
2030. We will give you just a brief overview of the topics covered at that 
meeting.  
 
There are five main components to it the Urban Growth Boundary 
Adjustment that would occur at three locations. Two on the left side of San 
Ramon and one in the Tassajara Valley. The Sphere of Influence 
adjustment, which would be coterminous with the Tassajara Valley 
adjustment; Review of the Ordinance 197 polices; Land Use Map 
Amendments; and the two big ones are the North Camino Ramon 
redesignation of approximately two hundred acres of mixed use, and the 
other one is the redesignation of the umm 0.7 of an acre El Nido Property 
from parks to.  I believe it is medium density residential which is on San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard and, then finally General Plan Elements. Plans 
and Revisions so policies are revised polices are added the mapping and 
what not containing in the General Plan is updated. And then in the 
separate document, a Climate Action Plan was prepared. This is the 
vehicle by which the City will seek to implement greenhouse gas reduction 
measures in accordance with State law. Give you an overview on our 
approach as we prepare the EIR for General Plan 2030. Our objective was 
to develop a self-mitigated General Plan. In other words, the General Plan 
would fully mitigated impacts on the environment.  
 
 
 
The method by which we saw sought to do this was to establish and 
develop polices to ensure that future land use activities would either avoid 
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creating significant impacts on the environment, or the polices would have 
language requiring various procedures and methods and what not to 
implemented to mitigate these impacts on the environment. We worked 
with City staff collaboratively to identify potential CEQA impacts and 
revise or add policies to the General Plan with specific intent of mitigating 
those impacts. So we have three examples up there on the screen.  
 
The first is the Air Quality Greenhouse Element and this is intended to 
address all the changes that have occurred to the air quality in Greenhouse 
Gas legislation in California and also at the Federal level, and also locally 
with the BAAQMD. This isn’t just your Greenhouse Gas Emissions but 
also addresses criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants which is like 
diesel particulate matter, odors, and siting of sensitive receptors such as 
residential uses or nursing homes and what not in proximity to sources of 
air pollution and what not.  
 
Second example is a revision to an existing General Plan Element, which 
is the Open Space and Conservation Element. We looked at the existing 
policies that addressed issues such as agricultural resources, biological 
resources, and cultural resources. We found that there is a need really to 
revise them and also augment with new policies to really address changes 
that have occurred in the regulatory framework during the past ten years or 
so, also just address potential future activates which are contemplated by 
the General Plan.  
 
The third example is the Noise Element, which is also an existing element. 
But we really saw to revise it to address some issues that really weren’t 
fully addressed in the General Plan 2020. Such as military activities at 
Camp Parks and also to address recent developments both in CEQA case 
law and just our experiences with practitioners with noise, construction 
noise, pure tones which has come up and roadway nose which has come up 
and what not.  
 
The summary of the EIR there is 14 topical sections in the EIR that 
included the Air Quality section, Biological Resources section, Noise, 
Public Services, Transportation. The EIR evaluated four alternatives to the 
General Plan. The cumulate effects of the General Plan were assessed  and 
then other CEQA consideration these are things such as the Appendix F 
Energy Conservation requirements which has taken more of a prominent 
role here as a result of Greenhouse Gas legislation in California. Ahh, 
other things such as growth inducing impacts follow under that category. 
And so the General Plan 2030 what we concluded was that they can totally 
mitigate all impacts on the environment with the exception of three 
significant unavoidable impacts and the first two are really co- linked to 
each other because it’s essentially the same reason they have the 
significant unavoidable impact findings. So essentially because what we 
found is that the General Plan’s growth projections are inconsistent with 
those contained in the Air Quality Management plan. Not only does that 
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Chair O’Loane  
 

Comm. Viers 

trigger significant unavoidable impact with that impact but also it triggers 
significant unavoidable cumulative air quality impact.  
 
The second is growth inducement which I will get to in a minute in more 
detail and that is also a function of population growth. Again, the key issue 
here is that all three significant unavoidable impacts are based on the fact 
that the General Plan projects higher levels of employment and population 
growth than the Association of Bay Area Governments. The reason this is 
a significant impact is because, ABAG is responsible for regional planning 
efforts and population projections. So their population numbers are used in 
a variety of different regional planning efforts such as affordable housing, 
air quality management, and what not. And so anytime there is an 
inconsistency with them it constitutes a significant impact. In just ahh, 
make this point there is no feasible way to rectify this impact other than 
when ABAG updates their numbers and reflects the growth projections in 
here that’s about the only time the impact can be rectified. Unfortunately 
it’s ABAG more, less has a long-standing disagreement, or they used 
different numbers for San Ramon’s growth projections than San Ramon 
has done. So it is kind of inheriting inconsistency with San Ramon’s 
growth projections between the two entitles. 
 
Going back to growth inducement that term has been used a lot. It was 
used a lot about two weeks ago at the public hearing we just want to 
clarify what that means in the context of CEQA. Growth inducement in 
CEQA is essentially unplanned growth that exceeds population growth 
projections. Ahh and the CEQA guidelines use the example of removing a 
physical barrier to growth such as extending a sewer main into unserved 
area that allows new development, but the key issue here is if that was 
planned development in other words a General Plan had contemplated 
future development in that area, in that sewer may facilitated growth in 
that area. That in itself does not mean it’s a significant growth inducing 
impact. So the point here is just population growth in itself does not mean 
it is growth inducing. It has to be growth that is beyond what is 
contemplated by a plan. So that’s what were we come back to this finding 
here. So the next steps in the CEQA were here tonight to solicit comments 
in the draft EIR analysis. At the end of the public review period, which is, 
about two weeks from now City and us will get together and prepare 
responses to all comments received on the draft EIR. Reponses will be 
published in a final EIR and made available for public review. And finally, 
the Planning Commission will take up whether they will recommend 
certification of the EIR to the City Council and untimely the City Council 
will consider certification of the document. That concludes my 
presentation.  
 
 
 
Any questions? 
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Grant Gruber  
 

Comm. Viers  
 

Grant Gruber  
 
 
 
 

Vice Chair Sachs  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grant Gruber  
 
 

Vice Chair Sachs  
 
 
 
 
 

Grant Gruber  
 
 

Vice Chair Sachs  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grant Gruber  
 
 
 

Ahh yeah I know it is in here. I just, just to clarify for me again, what is 
the cut of date for input in the EIR the draft EIR. 
 
May 19th.  
 
May 19th  after that if anything comes in is it ignored or. 
 
Typically, we will accept late comments. We also not encourage the public 
to submit them but from a legal defensibility standpoint, we make a point 
addressing all comments received essentially up until the public hearing. 
 
 
Umm I’ll like to ask you a question about the growth inducement that 
which you were speaking about. You said its unavoidable impact and you 
mentioned the population projections for the City of San Ramon going 
forward in those of ABAG. I just want to clarify because I did not hear you 
quite correctly in the General Plan 2030 that we are proposing can you 
again restate the populations. It, it am I to understand that the City of San 
Ramon populations are for higher numbers than what ABAG or was it visa 
versa.  
 
 
No, San Ramon has higher projections than ABAG. That’s longstanding 
too.  
 
Okay, in terms of General Plan purposes, from your experience, doesn’t 
that tend to benefit the municipalities so that you are planning your 
housing stock, or workforce housing, your senior housing needs. Umm in 
kind of a more proactive way I guess that just trying to keep up with the 
ABAG numbers.  
 
I really can’t speak to that. I understand that the Regional Housing 
allocation process can be very byzantine at times.  
 
I wanna talk about this unplanned growth. You, you gave a definition, 
which was interesting. You said unplanned growth that exceeds population 
exceptions umm would be a growth inducement. Is there, I am imagining 
that there is case law about this because people would say well we growth 
inducement is this it kind of, if you were obviously trying to expand our 
boundaries not because there is a development in the pipeline just because 
there are population expectations of growth. But in what you’re, saying 
here is that if you’re not planning for it and you go out further. I just need 
you to clarify that and is there a legal definition about that that has been 
used in case law.  
 
I can’t speak to the case law issue; what I can say is that our conclusion 
about growth inducement is based on that ABAG is regional planning 
authority in terms of population forecast.  



Page 7 of 18 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair O’Loane  
 
 
 

Grant Gruber  
 

Chair O’Loane  
 

Grant Gruber  
 

 Chair O’Loane  
 

Comm. Viers  
 

Chair O’Loane  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jim Gibbon  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
They are just projecting lower population employment growth for San 
Ramon then what San Ramon’s General Plan does. Again, it has been this 
way for quite some time it is not new and, to rectify that inconsistency you 
can’t really arrive at any conclusion other than it is a significant impact. So 
that’s what the distinction of plan growth and unplanned growth is. 
ABAG’s what they are contemplating for San Ramon is lower than what 
San Ramon is contemplating that’s the distinction.  
 
 
Any there any other municipalities that have the ABAG projections umm 
higher than San Ramon.  
 
 
I don’t have that information off hand.  
 
Could you find it out? 
 
Sure. 
 
Thanks. Other questions?  
 
Maybe later but not now. 
 
Okay. We will. Thank you Grant. With that, we will open the public 
hearing portion. I have two speaker cards at this point I don’t know if 
anyone else cares to speak. Um just, want to um make a point of basically 
emphasize what Ms. Chamberlain was saying that um they are looking for 
specific comments and areas that the staff and the consultants are capable 
of responding to in some material fashion. So um, ahh I can’t necessary 
limit what people say at all but please keep that in mind in the course of all 
of this. So I have two speakers cards here um so were going to lead off 
with Jim Gibbon 
 
Good evening Planning Commissioners. My name is Jim Gibbon I live at 
410 Greg Place. I have two subjects one is the content of the General Plan 
and the second is the issue of growth inducing. Um, at the last meeting 
joint meeting I spoke in there was a question posed to me that I would like 
to give you a list. I mentioned there were four items that were included in 
the General Plan update from which the EIR is um based on. And um in 
fact there are 18. We are creating a General Plan update, which is 
massively changing everything in the City including the size of the City.
 
 
 
And then writing an EIR recommending changing the General Plan so that 
it makes it legal to do that. So it is not a General Plan to follow for the 
growth of the City but create the growth of the City projections and then 
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change the EIR and the General Plan to cover for it. And then say that the 
three main elements that will govern urban sprawl and lead to the ahh the 
new urbanism, we gonna violate them. There are not attainable. One is 
growing like the devil, the other is corrupting the air, and the third is 
making a hell of a lot of noise.  
 
In the General Plan it says don’t do that your saying that is an exception 
because guess what? Were gonna expand, were gonna grow, and were 
gonna double the size of the City and to hell with the General Plan. Except 
that were writing the General Plan. So you cannot come up with three 
things that your gonna violate while you’re writing it. You should be 
writing something that says this is how were gonna mitigate not how were 
gonna get around it. I’m not gonna mention the various different things of 
the 18 items except for one which really gulls me and is that your actually 
extending the General Plan. This is a General Plan update it is not a 10 or 
20-year extension of the General Plan that was a twenty-year plan.  
 
And um somebody ought to call you on it you can ignore it you can say 
that it does not matter that you had the right to do anything and as a charter 
City Council you do have the right to be undemocratic and that’s exactly 
what I consider this extension of the General Plan. Its one thing to update 
it it’s another thing to extend it for another 10 years as if you had the right 
to do that. This issue of expanding the City’s urban boundary lines ahh 
which by passing this General Plan update you basically authorizing 
putting on the ballot to elements. One is the expansion of the urban growth 
boundary and other is the extension of Ordinance 197.  
 
Then the General Plan says that is not growth inducing because that is not 
planning. You’re not it could that ahh covering Tassajara and covering the 
hills on the Westside could be protecting those for future preservation not 
growth inducing. The problem is that in your own General Plan and Dave 
Hudson  is likes  to speak of this it requires you to develop any property 
that becomes part of the City’s Urban Growth Boundary.  
 
In the General Plan it says that um that allow the growth develop only 
within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary and only in accordance with the 
plan for full urban services police, fire, parks, water, sanitary, street, storm 
drains, that sounds like urbanism that your basically expanding and 
mandated by the General Plan policy as Dave Hudson likes to speak to 
develop it. You are not protecting something that you are mandated to 
develop. And to say that we are going to expand into the hills or expand 
into Tassajara Valley and were protecting it from the County violates  the 
General Plan because it mandates that you develop it, put in services put in 
roads, put in fire, and put in houses. If you want to do that then you should 
recognize it in the EIR. If you are basically mandating by your approval of 
the General Plan update that your gonna move the Urban Growth 
Boundary then that should be reflected in the EIR by mandate of policy of 
the General Plan.  
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You cannot ignore the fact that you are growth inducing and causing um, 
um greenhouse gas increases, air quality increases, noise increases. You 
cannot just say that it is beyond your control because guess what if you 
don’t move the Urban Growth Boundary that is your control. That is your 
control mechanism not to violate the General Plan, or any of these other 
things.  
 
These are the sections that mandate you to develop those sections require 
you to develop anything that comes in to the Urban Growth Boundary so 
don’t move it and low and behold, we do not violate anything. You don’t 
have to violate anything you don’t have to violate anything. But your 
gonna do what you wanna do and we will have to react to that. You have 
to put these two items on the ballot in November otherwise, you violate 
the General Plan. Um, I am suggesting to you that will be battle because 
you are violating the General Plan in order to expand the Urban Boundary, 
um the Urban Growth Boundary.  By expanding it by not including that 
development in the General, in the EIR and the effects of the quality of the 
environment thank you.  
 
Troy Bristol. Anybody else? Are there any other cards? 
 
Good Evening. My name is Troy Bristol.  I am the Land Conservationist 
for Save Mount Diablo and I appreciate the opportunity to speak this 
evening. Umm, as I stated a few weeks back when I spoke before City 
Council and Planning Commission save Mount Diablo primary concern is 
the General Plan update, ahh the proposed Sphere of Influence and Urban 
Growth Boundary expansion into a little bit over 1,600 hundred acres of 
the Tassajara Valley to include the Eastside Specific Plan. The EIR does 
not indentify specific impacts to natural resources, sensitive habit, and 
agricultural resources. The EIR defers analysis in the Tassajara Valley 
until such time as a specific plan is developed. Deferral of environmental 
analysis under CEQA is inappropriate. The Policy requires San Ramon to 
propose an expansion rather than maintaining or contracting the UGB. 
Save Mount Diablo is only concerned with the Tassajara Valley. 
 
If you have 100 acres and you build 2 homes verse, 100 homes one is, 
unsure what is going to happen and how can you analyze this. 
 
Save Mount Diablo recognizes programmatic Urban Growth Boundary is 
at project level and some see it as development.   
 
It is not at project level.  
 
 
Some foresee development will occur and should be examined in detail. 
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Expanding the General Plan to 2030 is a requirement by the State. 
 
 
State law requires each California city and county to prepare a General 
Plan. The General Plan needs to address changes attitudes and any changes 
in the State law.  
 
 
State law requires each California city and county to prepare a General 
Plan. In addition to the General Plan we have formed these governments, 
agencies, ABAG, we have one in the south, and they are all over. We all 
know what ABAG does. They give us our housing numbers and 
population numbers. If you think they do not hold a heavy hammer just 
visit our friendly city to the south and see what they are going through for 
ignoring this. And so we have the State telling us to do a General Plan and 
we have ABAG telling us we have to plan for “x” amount of housing. In 
addition to that, we have business that support the housing so it is 
incumbent upon City Council, the Planning Commission all the support 
committees and of course the planning staff to work in unison with the 
citizens in this community and develop a General Plan. That’s what we did 
with Measure “G” we had thirty-two commissioners and had the City 
input. So umm, ahh, I am quite offended when someone tells me that what 
where’re doing is illegal. What we’re doing is exactly what were supposed 
to be doing. Now you might disagree with the direction but vote against it 
when it comes out on the ballot.  
 
Because that’s what we’re going to do is put it on the ballot and if it gets 
voted down, ahh just like last time it got voted in we will be more than 
happy to follow the direction. But we’re actually doing what were 
supposed to be doing and, planning takes so long to do and you don’t 
really understand it until you worked in it as a consultant or as in our 
position after years and years. You know I sat back the other day and was 
speaking to my wife and I said look at this stuff I can remember planning 
this over 10 years ago. The same thing is going to happen 10 years down 
the line so we need to plan for everything that is going on around us. As 
far as Tassajara Valley goes, I enjoyed your comments I am sure that 
Mount Diablo would prefer that nothing ever get built there. And I wish 
that we had the resources to just rope it off and say okay no more building 
for eternally and that is going to be a green strip to look at the mountain. 
 
 
But unfortunately, there are private property owners there. At some point 
when they get to be my age they want to cash in and sell it out and develop 
it and they have every right to do so. If they are going to do that that’s 
when a Specific Plan comes in and that’s when your group, you can work 
with us and we can say what do we want out there so it does not look like 
Los Angeles. But if you think that it is never gonna get developed I mean 
just picture 50 years from now. I want you to project 50 years and that’s 
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Tassajara Valley out there. Do you think it is going to look exactly the 
same in 50 years as it looks today? 
 
 It’s not we have to plan for something to go out there even if it is nothing 
which would please everyone so. I think as far as Sphere of Influence go 
San Ramon has been burnt enough. I agree I disagree with Jim 
Blickenstaff, ahh, we’ve seen what has happened when we let the County 
overrule us. So simply what we are trying to do in this instance and the 
voters can vote on it we need to plan out there 20-30 years. I love to see it 
all be a Napa Valley vineyard but that’s a pipe dream. But the point I am 
making is you cannot turn a blind eye when you doing a General Plan, and 
this is general it’s not specific. And that’s where I disagree with you only 
in that I understand your point of view and agree with some of the points 
you did make. However, we’re looking at a programmable a program not a 
project. The projects will come later and the projects might never get 
passed first base.  
 
They might be so distasteful they might never get there. But um, I think 
that at this point you know the General Plan is called the General Plan for 
a reason and I have been involved in a lot of them that is why I am 
speaking my peace tonight. Because I cut my teeth on the General Plan so 
with this Chair, Commissioner here and we have one of our newest 
member I believe is on the thirty-two Commission ahh General Plan 
update. So there is a lot of experience up here that has been this way and 
you know, this isn’t asking for skyscrapers down Tassajara Valley,  or 
whatever um we pleaded, we pleaded, we pleaded with on that Norris 
Canyon to move that line so it would be in the City of San Ramon so we 
can control it and no, they fought and fought and fought and we lost that 
battle. 
 
 Okay so what happened the same thing as Dougherty Valley, they built 
under the auspicious of the County much higher, and steeper and denser 
than we would of permitted. And now they are draining us for our facilities 
to control them up their and we might as well bring them into the City and 
make them part of the City. And it just seems like we go around and 
around with the same problem.  
 
 
 
 
We have a problem we can address it and fix it but because people do not 
want to move a line this way or that way they actually allow a worse 
development to go in just to win the battle of a line. And, I am quite tired 
of it I am fed up with losing the battle of a line and inheriting a project that 
we could of developed at a much less dense pace. And I think that is the 
motivation in this Tassajara urban  development line is if it is gonna get 
developed  at some point in the next 20 or 30 years we wanna have a say. 
That’s it.  
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Our principal purpose tonight was to take testimony is that correct.  And 
um I think we’ve succeeded in taking the testimony that we intended to. 
We want to thank the members and the public in participating and I think 
we are ready to Ms. Chamberlain make a comment.  
 
 
We have um, as the Commission told staff many times; the City likes to 
issue adequate opportunities for the public to provide comments on all of 
our projects. Um, if it is the desire of the Commission to hold a second 
hearing just on the EIR only, just to receive comments, not to respond to 
comments on the General Plan, just to solicit additional testimony on the 
accuracy and adequacy of the EIR, we can schedule a meeting for Monday 
May 17 at 7:00 p.m. in these chambers. We will mail notice to those folks 
who are on our list for this update. That is an option for the Commission. 
We are still accepting written comments until Wednesday May 19, at 5:00 
p.m. but it is an option we would like to present to the Commission at this 
time for consideration.  You do not have to do it the hearing was noticed 
on April 5 when the EIR was released with the Notice of Availability and 
Completion but we always like to provide the additional opportunity if it is 
the desire of the Commission.  
 
 
I am a firm believer in having as many as necessary and um again, you 
look in the audience and you have two people. Well, I am willing to come 
here again on the 17th if it is two different people. Not that I don’t you two 
but in addition to you two, I am a saying, I am sorry. But the real problem 
is that we keep addressing the same people and um, I say okay lets do one 
more before the 19th um, actually it would be two more correct?  
 
No, the Joint Public Hearing on the 18th is on the General Plan only and 
Climate Action Plan it is not on the EIR.  
 
 
Alright, well I am available on the 17th.  
 
 
 
What’s the ahh you have a comment?  
 
Yeah, I do. The purpose of the meeting tonight was to discuss specific 
issues with the EIR not the General Plan. It’s been noticed we have two 
people show up that gave their comments ahh, the written period is opened 
up until May 19th. I think that is an adequate time for anyone to say his or 
her peace to do so. I do not think we need to have or should have another 
meeting on the 17 and two more people in the audience. I think that is a 
waste of everyone’s time. 
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I prefer it only so that it could be said that we did not do it. And you know, 
and maybe that is a poor reason but we are giving the opportunity. We 
have really been dealing with this since last summer going forward on 
each of these.  
 
How many people are there on our list? 
 
Yeah, how many people are on our list? 
 
About 225  
 
225 I mean.  
 
I am available 
 
I am available 
 
I know people are available. The question is, is there a point in having it if 
people can put written comments in for the next two weeks right? I mean 
that is basically, what it boils down to. So ahh, I agree with Eric I don’t 
really see the point. Given that people were not closing, were not closing 
the opportunity to comment. We just ahh, not having people coming up to 
the dais but there words are written down anyways so I don’t see what 
difference it makes on that level. Points have been well taken and ahh need 
to be considered and we will continue to consider things for the next 
couple of weeks.  
 
I absolutely agree with Comm. Wallis and the Chair and the only reason 
why I said I am available is because so of the much of a concern out their 
in the public is to have public hearings. Not written testimony but public 
hearings so ahh, I, I, and I don’t this to sound bad I never think it is a 
waste of time if we are convincing one more person out there in our 
community that what were doing is listening to them. And, ahh taking their 
option very seriously. Ahh, if I have a passion for it I would be here at 
every meeting. I am concerned that there not, so I leave it up to the rest of 
you to decide.  
 
 
So you agree with us but you disagree with us.  
 
Either you wanna have the meeting or you don’t, You wanna be a 
tiebreaker Dennis?  
 
I’ll be the tiebreaker. No, I don’t. And I will tell you why because I have 
seen those quarter page or 1/8 page ad or whatever in the paper because I 
read it religiously. , um I have seen them in public places, I have talked to 
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people, and you know it is the old adage like the City Center. If they don’t 
want it they show up and if they do want it they don’t show up. I don’t see 
them breaking down the door, lining the signs out there going this EIR 
stinks. They have had plenty of opportunity we have done the mailers we 
have done our due diligence and I just think in a recession. 
 
Are you referring to the Air Quality portion?  
 
I want you to know that Harry and I commuted to this meeting tonight. I 
vote no.  
 
Well then, that is the direction we are going to give and we will ahh, love 
to hear public comments within the next couple of week. Appreciate it and 
we will continue to meet with people to hear what their comments are as 
well. With that we will 
 
Ahh, we need a motion.  
 
Look for a motion. 
 
Can I make the motion? I move that we accept all written and oral 
comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report received to 
date, and direct staff and the City’s Consultant to prepare the Reponses to 
Comments document, and close the public hearing regarding said Draft 
Environmental Impact Report and accept written comments until 5:00 p.m. 
on May 19, 2010. 
 
Is there a second?  
 
I’ll second. 
 
All in favor, ahh do we need to do a roll call? All in favor  
 
Opposed? Motion passes.  

 
 

10. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ACTION ITEMS 
10.1 Review of the City of San Ramon’s Draft Fiscal Year 2010/11 through 
Fiscal Year 2014/15 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for General Plan 
Conformance.  Staff Report: Amy Amiri; Senior CIP Administrative Analyst. 

 
Amy Amiri Senior Analyst gave a brief background on the Capital Improvement Program. 
Ms. Amiri stated that the Capital Improvement Program projects are grouped in nine 
categories that consist of Circulation; Signal; Parks; Landscaping; Drainage; Facilities; 
Other; Developer and Planning. Ms. Amiri stated that the 5-year Capital Improvement 
Program was reviewed by the Finance Committee, Parks & Community Services, and 
Transportation Advisory Committee. 
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Vice Chair Sachs expressed his concerns about the traffic, signage, parking, and 
widening of the sidewalk at Country Club Elementary School. Vice Chair Sachs asked 
if the sidewalk is owned by the City or School District and if it’s maintained by the 
City or School District. 
 
Ms. Amiri stated that the Fiscal Year 2009/2010 Report includes as a long-term goal 
the widening of the sidewalk along Blue Fox Way in front of the school. The sidewalk 
is owned by the City. Staff is coordinating the sidewalk widening with the School 
District and through grants.  
 
 Comm. Kerger stated that the school board needs to realize the safety issues 
associated with the parking, traffic, and signage.   
  
Vice Chair Sachs asked Ms. Amiri for clarification about Henry Ranch Park and its 
funding and timing of construction.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the developer to date has paid $80,000.00 specifically for the 
design of Henry Ranch Park. The project is scheduled beyond five years due to lack 
of funding availability.  Ms. Amiri added that the City collects Parkland Dedication 
Fees which fund the Park Development Fund and are used for improvements and 
additions to the Parks with the City.  
 
Vice Chair Sachs asked for clarification on the size of the park.  
 
Comm. Kerger replied 15 acres.  
 
Vice Chair Sachs asked if the projection of building the park would be five million 
dollars.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied yes.  
 
Vice Chair Sachs commented that the developer paid $80,000.00 and no work has 
been done.  
 
 
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the City collects Parkland Dedication fees which fund the Park 
Development Fund and are used for improvements and additions to the Parks with the 
City. The developer has paid more than just the $80,000.00  
 
Vice Chair Sachs asked if it is the City’s would be responsible to develop the park.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied yes and currently is unfunded because there are not enough funds in 
this particular Park Development Fund to construct the park.  
 
Comm. Viers asked for clarification on page eight in the Funding Sources 
Landscaping and Lighting District section and if these figures are actual funds the 
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City has.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied yes and the City Council will be adopting the budget in May.  
 
Comm. Viers asked if the projects are based on projected revenue sources and was the 
current recession factored into these projections.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied yes and it needs to be a balanced five-year projection.  
 
Comm. Kerger asked about projects and how they are valued as a priority and 
programmed.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied that this year seven new projects have been added to the Capital 
Improvement Program. The projects are evaluated and prioritized by City staff.  The 
projects are reviewed with regards to safety, the need and funding, availability and 
programmed accordingly within the Five Year Capital Improvement Program.  
 
Comm. Kerger stated that she was glad to see that the Park Restroom Renovation 
Project is scheduled for Fiscal Year 2010/2011 and would like to see that Athan 
Downs Park be the first park completed. 
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the parks scheduled for restroom renovation work during fiscal 
year 2010/2011 include Athan Downs, Boone Acres, Mill Creek Hollow, Village 
Green and Old Ranch Parks.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked about the Bollinger Canyon Pedestrian traffic signal project.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the city staff will be modifying the timing of the signal so it 
provides more time to cross Bollinger Canyon Road.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked for clarification on the Bollinger Canyon Road Widening 
project.  
 
 
 
 
Ms. Amiri replied that staff was able to receive a $382,000 Highway Safety 
Improvement Program grant to provide intersection pedestrian modification 
improvements. Ms. Amiri added that staff will continue to look at other funding  
sources to complete the remaining portion of the project limits. The work will be 
coordinated with the widening of Bollinger Canyon Road, which will begin this 
summer.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked what was requested and spent in fiscal year 2009/2010 and 
where are we for the current year.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied that 17 million dollars was requested for the 2009/2010 Capital 
Budget and 75% of that has been spent to date.  
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Chair O’Loane asked where the remaining of funds go.  
 
Ms. Amiri replied it remains encumbered or will be spent within the next few months. 
  
Comm. Kerger asked what would happen if the State takes the Redevelopment 
Agency Funds from the City. 
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the projects funded by the Redevelopment Agency fund have 
already been allocated and appropriated with bond proceeds and would not be 
affected.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked Ms. Amiri what does the $200,000 for Stop Gap Repairs 
provide.  Chair O’Loane further asked what is the City’s current Pavement Condition 
Index (PCI).  
 
Ms. Amiri replied that the Stop Gap Repairs project provides local repairs to 
pavement sections until full pavement rehabilitation occurs with the Annual Pavement 
Management Program.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked what is the anticipated Pavement Condition Index (PCI) for the 
end of 2010/2011  
 
Ms. Amiri replied 76 
 
Ms. Amiri replied 73.  
 
Chair O’Loane asked what is the target the City is trying achieving.  
 
Maria Robinson Engineering Services Director  replied that the City’s overall target is 
75 but with all the work being done, scheduled and completed we are at 76.  
 
 
 
 
Chair O’Loane asked if these are the City’s standards.  
 
Ms. Robinson replied yes.  
 

 It was moved by Commissioner Viers and seconded by Commissioner Sachs that the 
Planning Commission adopts Resolution No. 07-10 finding the Five-Year FY 
2010/2011 through FY 2014/2015 Capital Improvement Program in conformance with 
the City’s General Plan.  
 

   AYES:             Comms. Viers, Sachs, Wallis, Kerger, and Chair O’Loane  

  NOES:  None  

  ABSTAIN: None    
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 ABSENT: None 
 
 

11. STUDY SESSION/COMMISSIONER LIAISON REPORT AND INTEREST 
ITEMS/STAFF REPORTS.  

 
 12. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further discussion, Chair O’Loane adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m.  
 
  Respectively Submitted, Luisa Willnecker  
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4.4 - Responses to Planning Commission Hearing Comments 

4.4.1 - Introduction 
Responses to comments made at the May 4, 2010 Planning Commission hearing are addressed 
through both master responses and individual responses.  Master responses are provided in Section 2 
of this document. 

4.4.2 - Responses to Comments 
Individual Responses 
Responses have been prepared for all comments pertaining to the Draft EIR.  In cases where multiple 
speakers made a similar or related comment, the response is addressed in a master response provided 
in Section 2 of this document.  In all other cases, an individualized response has been provided. 

Jim Gibbon (San Ramon for Open Government 
Summary of Testimony 
Mr. Gibbon asserted that General Plan 2030 is “massively changing everything in the City.”  He 
stated that the Draft EIR recommends changing the General Plan “so that it makes it legal to do that.”  
Mr. Gibbon stated that General Plan 2030 will lead to urban sprawl, resulting in adverse impacts to 
air quality and noise. 

Mr. Gibbon provided commentary on various aspects of General Plan 2030, including the planning 
horizon, the proposed boundary adjustments, and the Ordinance 197 modifications.  Mr. Gibbon 
alleged that the proposed Urban Growth Boundary adjustments would lead to increased population 
growth and associated greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and noise impacts, none of which were 
disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Mr. Gibbon asserted that the City was violating the General Plan with the 
proposed General Plan 2030. 

Response 
There are no statements in the Draft EIR recommending approval of General Plan 2030.  Rather, the 
purpose of the Draft EIR was to impartially evaluate the environmental effects of General Plan 2030 
and mitigate impacts where necessary. 

The Draft EIR fully evaluated all relevant aspects of General Plan 2030, including the proposed 
boundary adjustments, and the continuation of the existing Ordinance 197 policies.  Contrary to Mr. 
Gibbon’s assertions, the boundary adjustments themselves do not allow additional population growth, 
as they do not change the underlying land use designation or confer entitlements that allow for new 
construction.  Therefore, no undisclosed impacts associated with population growth would occur. 

Finally, the City of San Ramon is not violating any aspects of the current General Plan 2020 by 
considering adoption of General Plan 2030.  State law requires local governments to maintain and 
regularly update their General Plans.  Furthermore, General Plan 2020 contains Implementing Policy 
4.6-I-3, which requires voter review of the City’s Urban Growth Boundary in 2010.  The proposed 
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General Plan 2030 is the means by which the Urban Growth Boundary is being reviewed, and the 
City intends to place the proposed adjustments to the boundary on the November 2010 ballot.  
Finally, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) provided a letter to the City of San 
Ramon, dated May 12, 2010, advising the City that Government Code 65040.5(a) requires OPR to 
notify agencies when their General Plans have not been revised within the last 8 years.  This letter 
serves to confirm that the City is obligated to update its General Plan on a regular basis; therefore, the 
proposed General Plan 2030 is consistent with this requirement.  As such, the City is in compliance 
with both state law and the existing General Plan 2020. 

Troy Bristol (Save Mt. Diablo) 
Summary of Testimony 
Mr. Bristol expressed concern about the Draft EIR’s evaluation of the proposed Urban Growth 
Boundary and Sphere of Influence adjustments in the Tassajara Valley.  Mr. Bristol stated that the 
Draft EIR does not identify specific impacts to natural resources, sensitive habitat, and agricultural 
resources and asserted that the document defers analysis to the Eastside Specific Plan, which he stated 
is inappropriate under CEQA.  Mr. Bristol indicated that his organization is only concerned with the 
Tassajara Valley. 

Response 
The Draft EIR evaluated General Plan 2030 at a program level.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 
acknowledges that program-level review will not be as detailed as project-level review because the 
effects of construction cannot be predicted at the same level of accuracy.  Accordingly, the Draft EIR 
evaluated impacts on agricultural resources and biological resources at a broad level and identified 
geographical areas where such resources were likely to be present.  Consistent with the standards for 
program-level review, the Draft EIR identified General Plan 2030 policies that would mitigate 
impacts on these resources and concluded that these policies provided reasonable certainty that 
impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. 

Master Response 1 provides responses to Mr. Bristol’s claims regarding analysis of agricultural 
resources and biological resources in the Tassajara Valley, as well as the allegation of “deferred 
analysis.” 
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SECTION 5: ERRATA 

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR.  These revisions are minor modifications and 
clarifications to this document and do not change the significance of any of the environmental issue 
conclusions within the Draft EIR.  The revisions are listed by page number.  All additions to the text 
are underlined (underline) and all deletions from the text are stricken (stricken). 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 
Pages 3.1-5 and 3.1-6, Implementing Policy 4.6-I-8 
The text of Implementing Policy 4.6-I-8 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030. 

• Implementing Policy 4.6-I-8: Continue to pursue interagency coordination with the County to: 

- Require that development applications for projects within the City’s Sphere of Influence 
conform to the Implementing Policies derived from Ordinance 197 (1990) that have been 
incorporated into this General Plan standards of Ordinance 197, where applicable; and 

- Notify the City regarding County development applications within the City’s Sphere of 
Influence; and 

- Allow the City up to 180 days or until environmental review is completed, whichever 
occurs later, to negotiate the protection of land outside the City limits designated as priority 
open space. 

 
Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 
Page 3.8-9, Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2 
The text of Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030. 

• Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2: Require new development to prepare hydrologic studies to 
assess storm runoff impacts on the local and subregional storm drainage systems and/or creek 
corridors.  New development shall implement all applicable and feasible recommendations 
from the studies. 

 

Page 3.8-10, Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7 
The text of Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030. 

• Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7: All new developments shall not increase runoff to the 100-year 
peak flow in the City’s flood control channels or to local creeks and shall be substantially equal 
to pre-development conditions.  All new storm water systems shall be in compliance with the 
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requirements of the City’s Stormwater Municipal Regional Permit issued by the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Page 3.8-12, Last Paragraph 
The last paragraph has been revised to add a missing word. 

The proposed Urban Growth Boundary adjustments would encompass a portion of the 
Tassajara Valley, Norris Canyon Estates, and the Laborer’s Property.  Both Norris Canyon 
Estates and the Laborer’s Property are existing developed land uses served with potable water 
and the intent of these adjustments is to reconcile the Urban Growth Boundary with the limits 
of existing urban development.  Thus, Norris Canyon Estates and Laborer’s adjustments 
would not have any adverse impacts on groundwater supplies. 

 

Section 3.10, Noise 
Page 3.10-19, Implementing Policy 10.1-I-2 
The text of Implementing Policy 10.1-I-2 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030 

• Implementing Policy 10.1-I-3: Acoustical and vibration studies shall be prepared by qualified 
professionals in accordance with industry-accepted methodology.  All applicable and feasible 
vibration reduction measures shall be incorporated into project plans. 

 

Section 3.14, Utility Systems 
Pages 3.14-6 and 3.14-7, Wastewater 
The description of the wastewater providers has been corrected based on comments provided by 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District. 

Wastewater 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (Central San) provides wastewater collection and 
treatment to the northern and central portions of the City of San Ramon, as well as the 
Dougherty Valley.  DSRSD provides wastewater collection and treatment to South San 
Ramon and the Dougherty Valley.  Exhibit 3.14-1 provides a map of each agency’sies service 
area.  Each agency is discussed below. 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District 
Collection System 
Central San’s sewer collection infrastructure consists of approximately 1,500 miles of 
underground pipe ranging from 4 to 102 inches in diameter and 18 23 lift stations.  
Wastewater flows from San Ramon are conveyed north to Central San’s wastewater 
treatment plant via the San Ramon Interceptor located within the Iron Horse Trail corridor.  
In 2003, Central San initiated a capacity improvement project for the interceptor between 



City of San Ramon - City of San Ramon General Plan 2030 
Final EIR Errata 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 5-3 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2491\24910012\EIR\6 - Final EIR\24910012 FEIR Section 5 Errata.doc 

Norris Canyon Road in San Ramon and St. James Place in Danville in anticipation of 
increased wastewater flows from planned growth in San Ramon.  Central San is scheduled to 
finish the interceptor capacity improvement project in mid-2008. 

Central San indicates that a planned capacity expansion of the interceptor is scheduled to 
occur at the end of the decade.  This capacity expansion would be designed to accommodate 
planned growth at the time design occurs, which the agency anticipates to be 2018. 

Treatment Plant 
Central San treats sewage at its treatment plant in Martinez.  The treatment plant has a dry 
weather effluent discharge limit of 53.8 million gallons per day (mgd).  In 2009 2006, the 
average daily dry weather flow at treatment plant was 32.5 39.1 mgd.  The treatment plant 
uses ultraviolet disinfection and has secondary treatment capabilities.  A portion of the treated 
effluent receives additional treatment and is used as recycled water; the remaining effluent is 
released into Suisun Bay via an outfall.  The treatment plant is in compliance with all 
applicable federal and state environmental health and safety standards for treated wastewater.  
The plant obtains 90 percent of its electricity through a methane cogeneration system with a 
nearby landfill. 

Central San indicates that the treatment plant’s capacity is expected to be sufficient to 
accommodate effluent generated from current planned growth within its service area during 
the next 15 to 20 years.   

Page 3.14-13, Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2 
The text of Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030. 

• Implementing Policy 9.4-I-2: Require new development to prepare hydrologic studies to 
assess storm runoff impacts on the local and subregional storm drainage systems and/or creek 
corridors.  New development shall implement all applicable and feasible recommendations 
from the studies. 

 

Page 3.14-13, Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7 
The text of Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7 has been revised for consistency with revisions contained in 
General Plan 2030. 

• Implementing Policy 9.4-I-7: All new developments shall not increase runoff to the 100-year 
peak flow in the City’s flood control channels or to local creeks and shall be substantially equal 
to pre-development conditions.  All new storm water systems shall be in compliance with the 
requirements of the City’s Stormwater Municipal Regional Permit issued by the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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Page 3.14-16, First Through Third Paragraphs 
Two incorrect statements regarding the services provided by Central Contra Costa Sanitary District 
and Dublin San Ramon Services District have been corrected. 

Land uses within the San Ramon City limits and certain land uses outside the City limits are 
served with wastewater collection and treatment service provided by either Central San or 
DSRSD.  As discussed previously, both wastewater water agencies have adequate collection 
and treatment capacity serve development with their service areas. 

The General Plan Update would largely maintain existing land use patterns and designations.  
One significant change is the re-designation of parcels within the North Camino Ramon 
Specific Plan boundaries to “Mixed Use.”  All properties within the specific plan boundaries 
are currently served by Central San.  The specific plan is intended to facilitate the 
development of higher density mixed uses within this area.  Implementing Policy 4.7-I-4 
requires the preparation of the North Camino Ramon Specific Plan to guide future land use 
and development activities in this area.  The Specific Plan process and related environmental 
review are required to evaluate and address wastewater collection and treatment 

The proposed Urban Growth Boundary adjustments would encompass a portion of the 
Tassajara Valley, Norris Canyon Estates, and the Laborer’s Property.  Both Norris Canyon 
Estates and the Laborer’s Property are existing developed land uses served with wastewater 
service provided potable water by Central San and DSRSD, respectively, and the intent of 
these adjustments is to reconcile the Urban Growth Boundary with the limits of existing 
urban development.  Thus, Norris Canyon Estates and Laborer’s adjustments would not have 
any adverse impacts on wastewater collection and treatment. 
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