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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  
This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the proposed Oakley Downtown Specific Plan (project). The 
Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences associated with development of the pro-
posed project, and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This 
Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides a response to comments on the Draft EIR and 
makes revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to those comments or to make clarifica-
tions to material in the Draft EIR. This document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final 
EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to consult 
with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public 
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 
 
On November 21, 2008 the City of Oakley circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to help identify 
the types of impacts that could result from the proposed project, as well as potential areas of contro-
versy. The NOP was mailed to public agencies (including the State Clearinghouse), organizations, 
and individuals considered likely to be interested in the proposed project and its potential impacts. 
Comments received by the City on the NOP were taken into account during the preparation of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public review on September 10, 2009. The Notice of 
Availability (NOA) was distributed to local and State responsible and trustee agencies and interested 
parties and published in the Contra Costa Times newspaper on September 10, 2009. The Draft EIR 
and an announcement of its availability were also posted electronically on the City’s website, and a 
hard copy was available for public review at the City of Oakley Department of Community 
Development and Oakley Library.  
 
The CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment period ended on October 28, 2009. The City held a 
hearing on the Draft EIR before the City Council on October 13, 2009. The City received a total of 
six comment letters from State, regional and local agencies during the public review period. Copies of 
all written comments received during the comment period and a transcript of the oral comments 
received at the public hearing are included in Chapter III of this document. 
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This RTC Document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC Docu-
ment, and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the project. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies. This chapter contains a list of agencies who submitted 
written comments during the public review period and comments made at the public hearing on 
the Draft EIR. 

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment let-
ters received on the Draft EIR as well as a summary of verbal comments provided at the public 
hearing. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public review 
period is provided. Each response is keyed to the corresponding comment. 

• Chapter IV: Draft EIR Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR that are necessary in light of the 
comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the 
Draft EIR, are contained in this chapter. Underlined text represents language that has been added 
to the Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR.   
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES 

This chapter presents a list of comment letters and oral testimony received during the public review 
period and describes the organization of the letters and comments that are provided in Chapter III, 
Comments and Responses, of this document. 
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III includes a reproduction of each comment letter received on the Draft EIR. The written 
comments are grouped by the affiliation of the commenter, as follows:  State, regional and local 
agencies (A) and public hearing comments (B).   
 
The letters are numbered and comments within each letter are numbered consecutively after the 
hyphen. Each speaker at the public hearing has been designated with a number as well. 
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The following comment letters were submitted to the City during the public review period. Following 
the letters are comments received at the public hearing held on the Draft EIR. 
 
State, Regional & Local Agencies 
 
A1 State of California, Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan, Acting Director, October 

29, 2009 
 
A2 California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, October 28, 

2009 
 
A3 Contra Costa County Flood Control, Jane Kao, Staff Engineer, October 28, 2009 
 
A4 Contra Costa Health Services, Joe Doser, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, 

October 15, 2009 
 
A5 Contra Costa Water District, Mark Seedall, Principal Planner, September 15, 2009 
 
A6 Ironhouse Sanitary District, Tom Williams, General Manager, October 28, 2009 
 
Public Hearing Comments, City Council Meeting, October 13, 2009 
 
B1 City Council Comments 
 
B2 Public Comments 
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. All 
letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each 
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, regional, and local agencies (A) and 
public hearing comments (B).  
 
Please note that text within individual letters that has not been numbered does not raise environmental 
issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR, and therefore no 
comment is enumerated or response required, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 
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A. STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL AGENCIES 



Letter
A1

1



Letter
A1

cont.
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LETTER A1 
State of California, Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
October 29, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A1-1: This letter indicates that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to eleven 

selected State agencies for review. One comment letter on the Draft EIR was 
received during the public review period. That letter was from Caltrans and is 
provided herein as letter A2. The State Clearinghouse letter notes that the City of 
Oakley has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 

 
 
 



Letter
A2

1



Letter
A2

cont.

1
cont.

2

3

4
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LETTER A2 
California Department of Transportation 
Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief 
October 28, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A2-1: The first paragraph under Highway Operations does not relate to analysis in the Draft 

EIR but is noted.  
 

The SR 4/SR 160/Main Street interchange was not included in the analysis because 
of its distance from the study area. As described in Chapter III, Project Description, 
of the Draft EIR, the proposed Specific Plan would encourage revitalization of the 
commercial opportunity sites in the area as local-serving, pedestrian oriented uses. It 
envisions higher density development and a mixture of commercial, governmental, 
and residential uses. Redevelopment that occurs within its boundaries is expected to 
generate few trips that would use the SR 4/SR 160/Main Street interchange.  

 
Furthermore, the recently completed traffic operations analysis report for the Main 
Street (SR 4) Widening (PM 31.1/32.3, EA-2A1700) accounted for the land uses and 
roadway improvements envisioned in the Specific Plan. Thus, it included traffic 
generated by the proposed Specific Plan that would use the SR 4/SR 160 interchange. 
Based on the Traffic Analysis Report completed for the Main Street Widening 
project, the intersections of Main Street with north and southbound SR 160 ramps are 
estimated to operate at LOS C or better under 2030 conditions during AM and PM 
peak hours.  

 
 As stated in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, Transportation Impact Analysis Report (p. 

17), since the development proposed in the Specific Plan is not confined to a specific 
location and the Specific Plan includes the Main Street Bypass, which would change 
traffic patterns in the study area, the CCTA Countywide Travel Demand model was 
selected as the most appropriate tool to estimate the Specific Plan’s trip making 
characteristics and changes in area-wide traffic patterns. Traditional trip distribution 
and assignment methods were not developed as they would not capture affects of the 
proposed Main Street Bypass or the interaction between various components of the 
Specific Plan and the surrounding areas. Peak hour intersection volumes under 
Cumulative (2030) No Project conditions are presented on Figure IV.B-3; 
Cumulative (2030) Plus Project conditions are presented on Figure IV.B-5 

 
A2-2: The proposed Specific Plan does not envision any encroachment on the railroad 

right-of-way. Thus, no cooperative agreement is needed. 
 
A2-3: The comment that conceptual approval of proposed Option #2 for the east end of the 

main street realignment would be required is noted.  
 
A2-4: The City and subsequent project applicant(s) will comply with all encroachment 

permit requirements of Caltrans. 



Letter
A3

1

2

3



Letter
A3

cont.

4

5
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LETTER A3 
Contra Costa County Flood Control 
Jane Kao, Staff Engineer 
October 28, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A3-1: While redevelopment of opportunity sites under the Specific Plan could lead to 

increased population and employment densities, it would be premature to conclude 
that the extent of impervious surface areas or the runoff volumes would increase once 
specific development projects are proposed. In fact, in some areas, there should be 
substantial opportunities for site planners and engineers to reduce the amount of 
impervious surface areas. It should also be noted that there isn’t a substantial 
difference in the build-out development densities identified in the 1987 Oakley Area 
General Plan and the City of Oakley 2020 General Plan. The District is a reviewing 
agency for development applications submitted to the City of Oakley. Therefore, 
once specific projects are proposed and drainage plans prepared, the City of Oakley 
will coordinate with the District to ensure that the drainage area plans for Areas 29C, 
29D, and 29E are appropriate to convey the runoff within those areas, and that new 
development pays any required fees collected by the District for drainage area 
improvements.  

 
A3-2: The City notes the District’s recommendation that a Drainage Master Plan should be 

prepared for Drainage Area 29E. See Response to Comment A3-1 above in regard to 
the timing of this effort.   

 
A3-3: The comment, that the Flood Control District should be included in the review of all 

drainage facilities that have a region-wide benefit, that impact region-wide facilities 
or that impact Flood Control District-owned facilities, is noted, but does not raise 
questions of the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.  

 
A3-4: The comment, that Drainage Area fees (of the amounts listed) are required for all 

new impervious surfaces, is noted. At the time that specific development projects are 
proposed, assignment and collection of these fees would be undertaken. 

 
A3-5: Please refer to Mitigation Measures HYD-2b, (page 33 of the Initial Study) which 

requires individual project applicants to demonstrate that post-project runoff rates for 
new development do not exceed estimated pre-project rates or durations. Line J 
within Drainage Area 29C/29D will be installed as development necessitates, and as 
required by the City of Oakley and/or the District. 

 
 
 
 
 



Letter
A4

1



Letter
A4

cont.

1
cont.



Letter
A4

cont.

2

3

1
cont.
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LETTER A4 
Contra Costa Health Services 
Joe Doser, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 
October 15, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A4-1: The City of Oakley notes the Contra Costa Health Services’ description of its various 

sections and their respective responsibilities. The comment and subsequent descrip-
tive text do not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is 
necessary.  

 
A4-2: The comment summarizes information from Appendix B of the Draft EIR, Initial 

Study (p. 51) and provides a small update to that information that “[t]he PHLF is 
[sic] has reportedly proposed to submit a permit application for the expansion of this 
landfill in 2010.” It then goes on to summarize the review and approval process for 
such an expansion and notes that the absence of approval could require an alternative 
disposal site. This updated information is noted, but does not change the finding of 
the Initial Study that potential impacts related to solid waste would be less than 
significant.  

 
A4-3: The comment that construction and demolition (C & D) waste could result from 

development envisioned under the Specific Plan is noted. This issue is addressed in 
Appendix B of the Draft EIR, Initial Study (pp. 25-30). Specifically, the response to 
question VII (b) includes the following analysis and mitigation measure:   

 
Additionally, older buildings constructed prior to the 1980s may contain lead-
based paint (LBP) and/or asbestos-containing materials (ACM). Demolition of 
these structures may have the potential to release lead particles and asbestos 
fibers into the air, where they could potentially pose a health risk to construction 
workers and the general public. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measure would reduce the potential impact of exposure to LBP and/or ACM to a 
less-than-significant level. 

 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: As a condition of approval for any demolition 
or permit for a structure known or suspected to have been constructed prior 
to 1980, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be performed. If 
asbestos-containing materials are determined to be present, the materials 
shall be abated by a certified asbestos abatement contractor in accordance 
with the regulations and notification requirements of the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District. If lead-based paint is identified, then federal 
and State construction worker health and safety regulations shall be 
followed during renovation or demolition activities. If loose or peeling lead-
based paint is identified, it shall be removed by a qualified lead abatement 
contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous waste 
regulations.  



Letter
A5

1

2



Letter
A5

cont.

2
cont.
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LETTER A5 
Contra Costa Water District 
Mark Seedall, Principal Planner 
September 15, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A5-1: The proposed Specific Plan does not envision any encroachment on the right of way 

for the Contra Costa Canal. Because the proposed “project” in CEQA terms is a 
Specific Plan, there are no drainage plans for subsequent specific development 
projects. Such plans would be prepared and subject to review and approval at the 
time that specific development is proposed. CCCWD is a reviewing agency for 
development applications submitted to the City of Oakley. 

 
A5-2: The District’s recommendations are noted. At the time that specific development 

projects are proposed, these recommendations will be considered.  



Letter
A6



Letter
A6

cont.



Letter
A6

cont.

1

2



Letter
A6

cont.

2
cont.

3



Letter
A6

cont.

3
cont.
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Letter
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Attach
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LETTER A6 
Ironhouse Sanitary District 
Tom Williams, General Manager 
October 28, 2009 
 
 
 
 
A6-1: As acknowledged in the comment letter, Districts Way was constructed after most of 

the analysis for the Oakley Downtown Specific Plan had been completed. At the time 
that the Draft EIR was circulated, commercially available aerial photographs and 
maps did not label Districts Way.  

 
 The following two figures (from November 2009) show Districts Way and its 

context. 
 

 
  

 Source:  Mapquest, November 2009                Source:  Google Maps, November 2009 
 
The driveway is located outside of the Specific Plan area and nothing about its 
construction raises the potential for significant environmental impacts that should be 
discussed in the EIR for the Specific Plan. The above maps may be referenced as 
updates to the base maps used in the Specific Plan and the Draft EIR.   

 
A6-2: As discussed in the previous comment, Districts Way did not exist at the time that the 

Specific Plan was prepared and was not labeled by that name at the time the Draft 
EIR was circulated for public review. Thus, neither document labeled Districts Way. 
Districts Way currently provides access for ISD and three adjacent special districts. 
The amount of traffic using the driveway is not expected to substantially increase in 
the future. Thus, the current configuration of Districts Way at Main Street should 
continue to provide adequate access. The City of Oakley intends to maintain safe 
access between Districts Way and Main Street as the Specific Plan area develops. As 
redevelopment along this section of East Main Street occurs, the City of Oakley is 
open to further discussions with ISD. 

 
A6-3: The necessary drainage infrastructure for the Specific Plan area is detailed in the 

Drainage Area Plans for Drainage Area 29D and 29E as prepared by the Contra 
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Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Consistent with other 
development in Oakley, developers in the Downtown Specific Plan area will be 
required to demonstrate that they can collect and convey drainage from their project 
to an adequate downstream facility and will be responsible for constructing the 
facilities necessary to make such a conveyance. The City has also voluntarily begun 
to address the drainage deficiencies in the Downtown area, specifically by recently 
constructing CIP #73, Downtown Drainage Relief where an upsized, redundant line 
was constructed in Jordan Lane to provide additional capacity for the system. 
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B. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS  
City Council Meeting  
October 13, 2009  
 
 
B1 City Council Comments 

 
Comment B1-1: Many of the structures are very old – what about hazardous materials releases 

during demolition?  How would air quality be affected? 
 
Response B1-1: Environmental consultant Theresa Bravo, Project Manager with LSA, pointed to 

the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the Initial Study (Appendix B to 
the Draft EIR) where, on pages 27 and 28, there is discussion of the potential for 
the presence of older buildings (constructed prior to the 1980s) is acknowledged 
and where the text points out that these buildings may contain lead-based paint 
(LBP) and/or asbestos-containing materials (ACM). Demolition of these struc-
tures may have the potential to release lead particles and asbestos fibers into the 
air, where they could potentially pose a health risk to construction workers and 
the general public.  

 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the potential 
impact of exposure to LBP and/or ACM to a less-than-significant level. 

 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: As a condition of approval for any demoli-
tion or permit for a structure known or suspected to have been construct-
ed prior to 1980, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be per-
formed. If asbestos-containing materials are determined to be present, the 
materials shall be abated by a certified asbestos abatement contractor in 
accordance with the regulations and notification requirements of the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District. If lead-based paint is identified, 
then federal and State construction worker health and safety regulations 
shall be followed during renovation or demolition activities. If loose or 
peeling lead-based paint is identified, it shall be removed by a qualified 
lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing 
hazardous waste regulations. 

 
Comment B1-2: What makes the roundabout option a significant unavoidable impact? 
 
Response B1-2: The proposed roundabout at the Main Street/Main Street Bypass/O’Hara Avenue 

intersection under Option #2 would cause the intersection to operate at a level of 
service (LOS) of F (with delay of > 120 seconds) during the PM peak hour.  The 
key issue appears to be the relatively high traffic volumes that are projected to 
occur along the Main Street Bypass and how they would provide few gaps for 
vehicles on the O’Hara Avenue and Main Street approaches of the intersection to 
turn into the Main Street Bypass.  
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Comment B1-3:  Does the traffic analysis assume that the West Cypress Road/O’Hara Avenue 
intersection is signalized? 

 
Response B1-3: The initial impact analysis (which leads to Impact TRANS-2, unacceptable LOS 

F conditions during the PM peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions) 
did not include the signalization of the currently all-way stop-controlled West 
Cypress Road/O’Hara Avenue intersection. Recommended Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-2 (installation of traffic signals there) would cause the intersection to 
operate at LOS B (v/c = 0.67) based on the CCTALOS method and LOS C (delay 
= 31 seconds) based on the HCM method during the PM peak hour  

 
B2 Public Comments 
 
Paul Seger, Resident 
 
Comment B2-1: Offered broad comments on the desirability of Oakley’s becoming a “green city” 

and suggested ways in which the Specific Plan could implement this vision. 
 
Response B2-1: These comments did not raise questions or offer comments about the analysis or 

findings of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.   
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IV. DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Chapter IV in a Response to Comments document is reserved to present specific changes to the text 
of the Draft EIR and Draft Initial Study that are being made to clarify any errors, omissions, or 
misinterpretation of materials in the Draft EIR and Draft Initial Study, in response to comments 
received during the public review period. 
 
In the case of the Draft EIR for the Oakley Downtown Specific Plan, no revisions are necessary. 
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