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1.0-1 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR; FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). 

The City of Pittsburg (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed Mt. 

Diablo Resource Recovery Park project (proposed project; project) and has the principal 

responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts 

resulting from approval and implementation of the proposed project, as well as responds to 

comments received on the Draft EIR (DEIR). 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

The City, acting as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the public and 

responsible/trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of the 

proposed project. As described in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is a public 

informational document that assesses potential environmental effects of the proposed project 

and identifies alternatives and mitigation measures to the proposed project that could reduce or 

avoid its adverse environmental impacts. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any 

“project” which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, 

the term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a 

direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed project, the City has 

determined that the proposed action is a project within the definition of CEQA. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

The proposed project consists of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the physical and operational 

expansion and reorganization of the existing Mt. Diablo Recycling Facility (MDRF) and Recycling 

Center and Transfer Station (RCTS) and design review for the new building. The expanded facility 

will be called the Mt. Diablo Resource Recovery Park (MDRRP). The MDRRP will consist of the Mt. 

Diablo Recycling Facility, Transfer/Processing Facility, Mixed Construction and Demolition (C&D) 

Processing Facility, and Organics Processing Facility, which are existing facilities proposed for 

operational expansion. In addition, the project would include the relocation of the existing truck 

maintenance facility and yard currently located east of Loveridge Road to within the project 

boundaries and the construction of a new Biomass Gasification Unit.  

Please refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of the 

proposed project. 
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BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the proposed project that 

has led to the preparation of this FEIR. 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

The City of Pittsburg was identified as the lead agency for the proposed project and in 

accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared and released a 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) of this EIR. The NOP was circulated to the public, local, state and 

federal agencies, and other interested parties for 30 days to solicit comments on the proposed 

project (SCH No. 2011052053). The NOP and full text of responses to the NOP are presented in 

Appendix A of the Draft EIR. An Initial Study for the project was prepared and released for public 

review along with the NOP. Its conclusions supported preparation of an EIR for the project. The 

Initial Study is also included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. After releasing the NOP, a public 

scoping session was held, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised in response to the 

NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public and agency review on December 16, 2014, with 

the review period set to end on January 29, 2015. The DEIR contains a description of the project, 

description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and mitigation 

measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project alternatives. The 

DEIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public and was made available for 

review at City offices and on the City’s website. 

Final EIR  

The City received comment letters from public agencies, interest groups, and the public 

regarding the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required 

by CEQA. This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 

3.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. This document in conjunction with the Draft EIR, constitutes 

the Final EIR. 

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration  

The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the FEIR is “adequate and 

complete,” the City may certify the FEIR. Upon review and consideration of the FEIR, the City 

may act upon the proposed project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied 

by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and, if applicable, 

Section 15093. The City would also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP) for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into or imposed on the project to 

reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment. The MMRP will be designed to ensure 

that these measures are carried out during project implementation. 

1.2 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of adoption and implementation of 

the proposed project. This EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, should be 

used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all subsequent actions taken by the 

City with regard to the proposed project. 
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KNOWN RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

In CEQA, the term “responsible agency” includes all public agencies other than the lead 

agency that may have discretionary actions associated with the implementation of the 

proposed project or an aspect of the project. Known responsible agencies for the proposed 

project include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District  

 California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 State Water Resources Control Board 

 California Department of Resources, Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) 

For the purpose of CEQA, the term “trustee agency” means a state agency having jurisdiction 

by law over natural resources affected by a project, which are held in trust for the people of the 

State of California. The proposed project would have no effect on natural resources held in trust 

for the people of the State of California; therefore, no trustee agencies have been identified for 

the project. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to 

contain. 

Section 2.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 

and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  

Section 3.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the Draft EIR initiated by City staff or as a result 

of comments received.  
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2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 

comments on the DEIR.   

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Scott Wilson California Department of Fish and Wildlife January 28, 2015 

B Beatrice Poroli Cal Recycle January 28, 2015 

C Scott Morgan California State Clearinghouse January 30, 2015 

1 Mike Oliphant Chevron Environmental Management Company January 26, 2015 

2 Bruce Ohlson Bike East Bay, etc. January 27, 2015 

3 Michael Ziegler Contra Costa Industrial Park January 29, 2015 

4 Kevin Nesse Hall Equities Group January 30, 2015 

5 Patricia Curtin Wendel, Rosen, Black and Dean LLP January 30, 2015 

6 Brendan Beasley Hanergy USA Solar Solution Ltd. January 30, 2015 

7 Patricia Chapman Delta Diablo February 13, 2015 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 

environmental issues received on the DEIR and prepare a written response to each. The written 

response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed, 

especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not 

accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written response. 

However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues associated with 

the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters, as long as 

a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed 

comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible 

impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 

avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should 

provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 

substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments 

results in revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or 

as a separate section of the Final EIR. 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

Mt. Diablo Resource Recovery Park Project City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report April 2015 

2.0-2 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 

to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 

system is used: 

 Agency and service provider comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in 

the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is referred to 

as A-1). 

 Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue raised 

in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1 is referred 

to as 1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 

included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout 

for deleted text).   
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Letter A Scott Wilson, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response A-1: 

The commenter describes the conditions under which a Lake and Streambed Alteration 

Agreement (LSAA) would be required. Commenter states that an LSAA is subject to CEQA review 

and describes what is required in the DEIR to support the processing of an LSAA for the project. 

The requirements of Fish and Game Code Sections 1600–1607 (Streambed Alteration 

Agreements) are described on DEIR page 3.8-26. The commenter is referred to DEIR Impact 3.8.2 

on page 3.8-34 for an analysis of the project’s potential impacts on waters of the United States. It 

is unclear if the section of man-made ditch present in the western portion of the project site is 

considered waters of the state subject to the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW). However, the ditch is an ephemeral feature with little in-channel vegetation, 

and habitat values associated with the ditch are virtually indistinguishable from the surrounding 

grassland. Consequently, the project would not result in substantial adverse effects, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, to riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities. 

Nonetheless, if it is determined to be subject to Fish and Game Code Section 1600 and/or the 

Porter-Cologne Act, the project applicant would be required to obtain a permit prior to fill of or 

construction in the ditch (DEIR page 3.8-32).  
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Letter B Beatrice Poroli, California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
  (Cal Recycle) 

Response B-1: 

The commenter summarizes components of the project as described in the DEIR.  This is not a 
comment on the adequacy of the EIR, no response is required.  

Response B-2: 

The commenter provides a table that contains requests for additional information related to 
operations of components of the facility. In general, the information requested is required to 
process the Solid Waste Facility Permit by CalRecycle and the project applicant would be 
required to submit this information to CalRecycle’s satisfaction, prior to issuance of a permit.   

As noted on DEIR page 2.0-1, with regard to the level of detail in the project description, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124, which contains the requirements for the project description in an EIR, 
specifically states that the project description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.”  While the information 
requested by the commenter is required for permit processing by CalRecycle, the information 
would not add to a reviewer’s general understanding of the project or change the analysis in 
the EIR.  For instance, the precise dimensions of buildings or the location within the buildings 
where a particular process would take place – the commenter requests schematics for exterior 
and interior uses on the site - would not change the analysis in the EIR. The DEIR acknowledges 
these processes and analyzes the physical effects of those processes on the project site. To the 
extent that the location of a particular process is important to the potential for physical effects, 
such as drainage, those locations are considered in the DEIR.    

In addition to requests for additional detail on facility operations, the commenter provides 
requests to correct text in the DEIR. Those comments are addressed below.   

On page 2.0-34 (Project Description), the DEIR refers to California Code of Regulations Section 
17852(a)(2) for the definitions of food material.  The commenter requests that this reference be 
corrected.  The text in the third sentence in the paragraph under heading “Commercial Food 
Waste” on DEIR page 2.0-34 is amended as follows:  

Food material, as defined in Section 17852(a)(20) of Title 14, means any material that was 
acquired for animal or human consumption, that is separated from the municipal solid 
waste stream, and that does not meet the definition of agricultural material. 

Regarding vector control, the MDRRP project involves the expansion of an existing facility that 
has been operational since 1995 and has proven to be well designed and safely operated. In 
conjunction with the maintenance of their Solid Waste Facility Permit, the Local Enforcement 
Agency (LEA) has provided monthly inspections of the facility for nearly 20 years, which reveal a 
record of consistency in protecting the public health, safety, and the environment.  

Each operator of a Large Volume Transfer/Processing Facility that is required to obtain a Full 
Solid Waste Facility Permit, as set forth in Title 27, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 4, Subchapter 
3, Articles 2.0 - 3.2, (commencing with section 21570) shall, at the time of application, file a 
Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) with the Local Enforcement Agency as required in section 
17403.9 of Title 14. The TPR enables CalRecycle and the LEA to review all requirements of 
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California Code of Regulations - Title 14 to ensure they are fully addressed in conjunction with the 

issuance of a Solid Waste Facility Permit and its corresponding terms and conditions. 

The MDRRP was designed to minimize the propagation or attraction of flies, rodents, or other 

vectors and the creation of nuisances by reason of solid wastes being handled at the operation. 

Other factors that were taken into consideration were dust control, noise control, public safety, 

and other pertinent matters related to the protection of public health at the facility. The 

operational controls and design for each of the potential environmental impacts are provided in 

detail in the specific sections of the TPR. Some of the language from key sections of the TPR is 

provided below: 

8) Litter Control 

A daily site walk by facility personnel focuses on ensuring that wind-blown litter is picked up 

and a clean appearance maintained. The site is surrounded by fencing which limits litter 

from blowing from the facility onto public roads or neighboring property. Portable litter 

fences are used if required by the wind speed and direction.  

Each day a crew cleans litter from the public streets within 2,000 feet of the MDRRP and from 

the roadways inside the facility. Litter is cleaned more frequently under high-wind conditions. 

Site personnel remove windblown litter and residuals daily from the Transfer/Processing 

Facility (TPF), including from underneath equipment and other out-of-the-way locations, to 

prevent accumulated material from interfering with safe operation.   

The MDRF is located inside an enclosed building, so the potential for windblown litter is 

minimized. The street sweeper sweeps the MDRF when the facility is not operating and or is 

being maintained.  The tipping floor is clear of recyclables at that time and can be swept.  

Street sweepers are used to clean the paved roads within the MDRRP.  

The collection and transfer trucks delivering material are enclosed, minimizing the potential 

for dropping litter. The Pittsburg City Municipal Code and the operator require that all trucks 

be covered, including open-topped trucks and pickup trucks. 

The MPA and OPA are cleaned of litter during the daily site walk through and when needed 

during the day. 

12) Nuisance Control 

Odors, vectors, and litter are the most common nuisance conditions. The methods to 

manage vectors and litter are covered in the discussion of Methods to Comply with the State 

Minimum Standards. Control of odors is discussed here. 

The DEIR (Impact 3.1.5, pages 3.1-33 and -34) found that the distance to the nearest receptors 

results in odors being a less than significant environmental impact and no mitigation measures 

are needed. The closest receptors are operations staff and management who are onsite during 

operating hours to monitor the operation. The MDRRP is located in an industrial area with the 

nearest residential receptors located more than 2,000 feet from the MDRRP boundary.  
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The Conditional Use Permit (CUP) issued by the City of Pittsburg may establish requirements for 

controlling nuisances. If required, the requirements would be integrated into the MDRRP 

operating practices, if not already employed.   

The Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) includes protocols to identify and to minimize odor 

emissions and nuisances in the surrounding area. The OIMP is in Appendix C:  Odor Impact 

Minimization Plan. The OIMP identifies potential sensitive receptors and establishes odor 

monitoring and complaint response protocols. In addition, the OIMP provides design and 

operational considerations and procedures to minimize odor emissions associated with the 

operation. These procedures include proper drainage to prevent standing water, screening of 

incoming loads to eliminate unacceptable waste materials, strict enforcement of storage time 

limits, monitoring of stockpiles to ensure conditions are optimal to minimize odors, and worker 

education/awareness training. The OIMP also includes a contingency plan to control odors 

should they occur.  

To minimize odor releases, the project Operator imposes maximum holding times of less than the 

48 hours allowed by Title 14 for all municipal solid waste (MSW), green waste, and/or food waste. 

These holding times were established to avoid nuisance problems. If a nuisance is caused by 

holding these materials, the offending material would be removed more frequently than the 

specified holding time. Daily inspections of the operating areas also serve to identify conditions 

that could potentially cause nuisances so they can be addressed before a problem occurs. 

Odors related to breakdown of putrescible waste could occur in the MSW receiving and loadout 

area and the commercial food waste processing area of TPF. The area where residential food 

and green waste are processed at the OPA could also generate odors. The odors at the TPF are 

mitigated because the MSW and commercial food waste operations are inside the building and 

the materials are removed frequently for disposal (MSW) or further processing (food waste).  

Odors are possible in the Mt. Diablo Recycling Facility (MDRF), the Organics Processing Area 

(OPA), or the Materials Processing Area (MPA) if MSW is included with the materials to be 

processed in those operations. The project Operator follows a screening program to observe the 

contents of vehicles and debris boxes delivering materials to identify potentially odor-causing 

materials and remove them. Odorous materials observed in the incoming material are removed 

and placed in a 40-yard bin. When the bin is filled, it is taken to the TPF and the contents 

dumped in the MSW pile or the loading pit.  

The co-collected organic material in the OPA is usually ground on the day it is delivered and 

shipped out that night.  The project Operator uses a probe to determine the temperature in the 

interior of the piles of ground materials; if the pile is too warm, the Operator will move the 

material off site for further processing to reduce the possibility of the material generating odors. 

The expected holding time for each waste type of material is listed in TPR Table 29: Storage 

Times, below. These are expected holding times; the maximum holding time is 48 hours. 

Table 29: Storage Times 

Material Type Holding time (Hours) * 

MSW 24 

Commercial food waste 8 

Self-haul 12 

C&D 24 
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Material Type Holding time (Hours) * 

Green waste 24 

Co-collected food and green 

waste 
24 

*The maximum allowable holding time is 48 hours. 

25) Vector, Bird and Animal Control 

Birds are discouraged from entering the TPF and the MDRF because they are partially 

enclosed (the MDRF is nearly fully enclosed). Those that do enter fly out on their own or are 

trapped and removed. Materials are removed from the TPF tipping floors and it is cleaned 

daily, minimizing harboring of rodents and other vectors and minimizing the food available 

for the birds. The materials delivered to the MDRF are processed they day they arrive and are 

baled preventing attracting vectors.  

Vectors and birds are not typically attracted to the material handled at the MPA due to the 

lack of available food.  If a vector problem develops on site, control measures approved by 

the LEA will be implemented. The LEA and CCWS will devise the control measures at that 

time according to the scope of the problem.  

The OPA receives food waste and green waste. The food materials are mixed with the green 

waste on the day of delivery, reducing the possibility that it will draw birds and vectors. The 

schedule for shipping the mix of food and green waste was set to avoid attracting vectors.   

The Operator has a contract pest control firm that services the MDRRP monthly. They check 

traps, look for sign of vectors, and add needed controls.  

29) Firefighting Equipment 

Firefighting is described in the Appendix G:  Emergency Response Plan.  The Fire Department 

inspects the MDRRP annually and provides a certificate of compliance. 

Adequate water supply is provided.  The 3,000-gallon capacity water truck used for onsite 

dust suppression purposes is also available to suppress small fires. A fire hydrant is located 

adjacent to the MPA on the access road south of the processing equipment (shown on 

Figure 5: MPA Operations and Figurer 6: OPA operations).  The facility maintains a 100-foot 

hose at the MPA picking line that is used in an emergency. In addition, fire extinguishers are 

kept at several locations around the MDRRP.   

Front-end loaders and excavators are available to aid by removing materials to combat fire 

or prevent its spread.   

All firefighting equipment is maintained by a contractor and available on a continuous basis.   

The fire control measures used are summarized below:  

 Wood waste and wood chip piles do not exceed 20 feet in height, 80 feet in width, and 

80 feet length to limit the spread of fire. 

 Material-handling equipment (e.g., front loaders) is readily available for moving materials 

during firefighting operations. 
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 The Operator has a protocol for monitoring, controlling, and extinguishing spot fires. 

 Portable fire extinguishers with a minimum rating of 4A:60B:C are provided on vehicles 

and equipment operating on piles and at the picking lines. 

 Twenty-foot fire lanes are provided around combustible materials to allow for passage of 

fire trucks and minimize fire spread. 

33) Site Security 

A 6-foot slatted chain link fence with gated access points surrounds the MDRRP site. The 

entrance gate is closed and locked when the facility is not operating. Stadium lighting 

consisting of three 30-foot-high poles is installed to add to nighttime security and mitigate 

theft or damage. 

The commenter states that more detail regarding the rail haul option disclosed on DEIR page 

2.0-44 would be required if this option is analyzed in the EIR.  As discussed on page 2.0-44, the 

applicant is not proposing the rail haul option for implementation at this time and no information 

was available for analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, if this option is proposed in the future, further 

environmental review would be required at that time. 

The commenter states Table 2.1-1, referenced on page 3.0-1 was not included in the DEIR. The 

text in the last sentence in the first paragraph under heading “Baseline Environmental Conditions 

Assumed in the Draft EIR” on DEIR page 3.0-1 is amended as follows: 

The baseline analysis used in this EIR is based upon the existing operations of the facility 

(see Table 2.0-12.1-1). 

The commenter states that page 3.3-12 of the DEIR concludes that project would have no 

impact or a less than significant impact related to significance thresholds 3, 5, 6, and 8, but that 

the Initial Study listed items 3 and 8 with potential significant thresholds. Item 3 is related to 

emitting hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 

or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; item 8 is related to exposure 

to wildland fires.  The Initial Study is included in Appendix A of the DEIR.  The Initial Study 

determined that here would be no impact related to emissions of hazardous materials within 1/4 

–mile of a school and no impact due to risks from wildland fires (See Initial Study pages 3.0-13 

and -14).  No correction is required. 

The commenter states that the reference to the permitted capacity of the facility referenced in 

the discussion of Alternative 1 in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, is 1,500 tons per day (tpd), not 2,650 

tpd as noted in the DEIR.  However, as noted in the footnote on DEIR page 5.0-4, the total 

tonnage refers to all components of the facility, not just the Recycling Center and Transfer 

Station.  As noted in the footnote, the permitted capacities for the individual operations within 

the Mt. Diablo Resource Recovery Park (MDRRP) are as follows: Mt. Diablo Recycling Facility, 500 

TPD; Recycling Center and Transfer Station, 1,500 TPD; Green Material Processing, 200 TPD; Mixed 

Construction and Demolition Processing, 450 TPD.  

Response B-3: 

The commenter requests a more detailed description of the Biomass Gasification Unit (BGU) 

process and technology, which will assist CalRecycle in making the permit determinations. The 

commenter provides additional information regarding the definition of the gasification and 
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biomass conversion processes. As noted in Response B-2, the information provided in the EIR 

should not exceed the detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 

environmental impact.  While the specific processes used in the gasification process would be 

considered by CalRecycle as part of their permit processing, the DEIR calculated emissions 

generated by the BGU based upon the tonnage of material used in the process.  As noted 

above, as part of the permit process through CalRecycle, the project applicant will provide 

additional information regarding specific processes.    
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Letter C Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  

Response C-1:  

The letter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for the 

DEIR.  No response is required.   

For responses to the attached CalRecycle letter, please refer to responses to Letter B. 
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Letter 1 Mike Oliphant, Project Manager, Chevron Environmental Management Company 

Response 1-1:  

The commenter summarizes the history of Chevron’s former pipeline operations in the project 

area and discusses the potential for encountering decommissioned oil pipelines and associated 

hazardous materials during proposed subsurface construction activities. The commenter 

describes risk assessments that were conducted at numerous locations with known historical 

crude oil release points along the former pipelines. The risk assessments determined the soil in 

these areas to be non-hazardous. 

DEIR Impact 3.3.2 (see pages 3.3-15 through -17) acknowledges the potential for various 

hazardous materials to be encountered during subsurface construction activities. Mitigation 

measure MM 3.3.2a requires the applicant to either update the existing facility’s Construction 

Worker Site Health and Safety Plan or prepare a new plan to include the entire project site and 

proposed site preparation and construction activities and provide measures to ensure worker 

health and safety. The information provided by commenter is noted for consideration during 

preparation of this plan. 
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Letter 2 Bruce Ohlson, Bike East Bay, etc. 

Response 2-1:  

The commenter expresses support for the proposed project and states that the resulting increase 

in traffic would impact bicyclists and must be mitigated. The commenter also describes the 

importance of the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway as a bicycle route. 

With regard to increases in vehicle trips associated with the project, the DEIR determined that 

under typical operating conditions, the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway/Loveridge Road intersection 

would degrade from level of service (LOS) B to LOS high-D during the AM peak hour and would 

degrade from LOS E to LOS F (an increase in the volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) of more than 

0.01) during the PM peak hour (DEIR page 3.7-20). Under maximum operating conditions, the 

State Route (SR) 4 Eastbound Ramps/Loveridge Road intersection would degrade to LOS high-D 

(V/C of 0.85 to 0.90) during the PM peak hour, thus resulting in a significant impact. Additionally, 

the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway/Loveridge Road intersection would degrade from LOS B to LOS F 

during the AM peak hour and would degrade from LOS E to LOS F (an increase in V/C of more 

than 0.01) during the PM peak hour. Mitigation identified for the project, which includes 

payment of Capital Improvement Program (CIP) fees toward the identified improvements, 

would improve the level of service at impacted intersections to less than significant. However, 

while the improvements are listed in the CIP, no funding plan is identified. Since funding for the 

full improvement is not certain, this impact was found to remain significant and unavoidable. 

The proposed project would generate approximately 4,420 new daily trips under maximum 

operating conditions (see Table 3.7-4 on DEIR page 3.7-18). As shown on Figure 3.7-4, 

approximately 8 percent of project trips (354 trips) would travel the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway 

east of Loveridge Road and approximately 3 percent (133 trips) would travel west of Loveridge 

Road. Table 3.7-4 (Draft EIR page 3.7-18) shows there would be 96 new AM peak-hour trips and 

77 PM peak-hour trips generated by the project, which would equate to approximately 6 AM 

peak-hour trips on the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway east of Loveridge Road and approximately 2 

PM peak-hour trips west of Loveridge Road. The General Plan projects 28,900 daily vehicle trips 

on the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway by 2025 (City of Pittsburg 2001); the project’s contribution to 

total trips on this road would represent 1.7 percent of the total projected traffic. Thus, project 

traffic would not result in a significant impact on automobile traffic on this road segment or  

substantially increase safety risks to cyclists on this roadway and mitigation is not warranted. 

Response 2-2:  

The commenter states that the DEIR references an outdated bikeway plan. The text change is 

shown below. The revision does not result in any new analysis or change the impact 

determination of the water quality impacts of the DEIR. 

The text in the second to last paragraph on page 3.7-9 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

In the vicinity of the project site, there are Class II bike lanes along Loveridge Road, East 

Leland Road, and Buchanan Road. Additionally, there is a Class I bike path along the 

Delta De Anza Regional Trail, which is located south of the project site between East 

Leland Road and Buchanan Road. As part of the East County Bikeway Plan2009 Contra 

Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Class II bicycle facilities are planned 

along Auto Center Drive and Somersville Road the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway east of 

Loveridge Road and along California Avenue east of Loveridge Road. 
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Note that the route from California Avenue to Markstein Drive to N.Park Boulevard to Century 

Boulevard utilizes public roadways that are accessible to bicycles and can be used as an 

alternate to the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway route to travel between the Cities of Pittsburg and 

Antioch. 

Response 2-3:  

The commenter references the discussion of the project’s anticipated typical operating 

conditions provided on DEIR page 3.7-18 and states that the DEIR inappropriately evaluates 

impacts to bicycle traffic in terms of delay caused by additional project traffic because cyclists 

do not operate in the travel lane. The commenter states that the DEIR should evaluate impacts 

to cyclists in terms of safety and that separate space within the roadway must be provided for 

bicycle traffic. 

The referenced discussion on DEIR page 3.7-18 describes the methodology used to calculate the 

project’s vehicle trip generation. This discussion does not relate to the analysis of the project’s 

impacts to bicycle facilities. The thresholds of significance for impacts to the bicycle system are 

provided on DEIR page 3.7-15. A significant impact to the bicycle system would occur if (1) the 

project disrupts existing bicycle facilities; (2) the project interferes with planned bicycle facilities; 

or (3) the project conflicts or creates inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, 

guidelines, policies, or standards. The proposed project would add traffic to area roads but 

would not disrupt existing bicycle facilities or interfere with planned bicycle facilities. The 

roadway improvements to which the project would contribute pursuant to mitigation measures 

in the DEIR (see DEIR mitigation measures MM 3.7.1 and 3.7.2) would be designed and 

constructed in accordance with City standards, would maintain the existing Class II bicycle 

lanes located along Loveridge Road, and would provide accommodations for the future 

planned Class II bicycle lane along the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway east of Loveridge Road. 

Therefore, the project would not meet any of the significance criteria described above and 

would not result in a significant impact on bicycle facilities. The commenter is also referred to 

Response 2-1. 

Response 2-4:  

The commenter describes the anticipated distribution of project vehicle trips, which would occur 

primarily on Loveridge Road. The commenter states that the addition of project traffic on this 

roadway would be a significant impact that must be mitigated. 

Impacts to the roadway system from the addition of project traffic are evaluated in Impacts 

3.7.1 and 3.7.2 (see DEIR pages 3.7-20 through -35), which disclose that the addition of project 

traffic would result in unacceptable levels of service at multiple study intersections. As discussed 

in Response 2-1, mitigation identified for the project, which includes payment of CIP fees toward 

improvements at impacted intersections, would improve level of service at impacted 

intersections to less than significant. However, while the improvements are listed in the CIP, no 

funding plan is identified. Therefore, this impact was found to remain significant and 

unavoidable.   

Response 2-5:  

The commenter describes recent additions to the bicycle system in the project area and states 

that as a part of the permitting process for the proposed project, additional bicycle lanes must 

be installed on both sides of Loveridge Road between the project site and California Avenue 

East. 
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The General Plan identifies existing Class II bicycle lanes along both northbound and 

southbound Loveridge Road between the project site and California Avenue East. The 2009 

Contra Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan does not plan for any additional 

improvements to these existing facilities. The EIR cannot impose mitigation requiring 

improvements to the bicycle system, as there is no nexus between the project and the need for 

such improvements. 

Response 2-6:  

The commenter refers to DEIR Impact 3.7.2 (see pages 3.7-30 through -33), which concludes that 

under cumulative conditions, impacts to the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway would be cumulatively 

considerable. The commenter states that any improvements made to this roadway, in particular 

at its intersection with Loveridge Road, as part of the project must maintain access for bicyclists, 

both eastbound and westbound. 

Bicycle access through this intersection would be maintained by either Class 2 bicycle facilities 

or by a shared through lane with motor vehicles. All roadway improvements resulting from 

project implementation would be designed and constructed in accordance with City standards 

and would maintain existing bicycle facilities and provide accommodations for future planned 

bicycle facilities. See also Response 2-3. 

Response 2-7:  

The commenter describes the establishment and location of the Great Delta Trail. The 

commenter notes that the City’s General Plan was adopted prior to the establishment of this trail 

and thus does not identify or plan for the development of the trail. The commenter states that a 

solar project (Columbia Solar) in the vicinity of the project site was conditioned to construct a 

portion of the trail and states that the proposed project should similarly be conditioned to 

contribute to its construction. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted for the 

decision-makers. It should be noted that while the applicant for the Columbia Solar project 

voluntarily agreed to support the completion of the regional trail within the city to the extent 

feasible, construction of the trail or payment of fees was not a condition of approval for the 

project. There is no nexus to recognize this as mitigation to a project impact. See also Response 

2-5 regarding a nexus to project impacts. 

Response 2-8:  

The commenter states that the on-street mitigations must be completed prior to approval of a 

certificate of occupancy or operating permit for the proposed project. 

It is not clear as to which on-street mitigations the commenter refers. Regarding roadway 

improvements required by DEIR mitigation measures MM 3.7.1a, MM 3.7.1b, and MM 3.7.2, these 

are planned and programmed improvements to which the project would be required to 

contribute its fair share of the cost to complete. The project applicant is not required to 

construct the improvements. The timing of construction of these improvements is not yet known.  
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Letter 3 Michael Ziegler, Managing Agent, Contra Costa Industrial Park 

Response 3-1:  

The commenter describes the location of the Contra Costa Industrial Park (CCIP) and its 

proximity to the project site. 

The comment is noted. 

Response 3-2:  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the possible degradation of air quality and 

potential health impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed project. 

The commenter does not identify specific health impacts of concern. With regard to localized 

emissions, DEIR Impacts 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 evaluate the project’s potential to expose sensitive 

receptors to mobile-source carbon monoxide and toxic air contaminants, respectively. The DEIR 

concluded that project operation would not significantly increase health risks for sensitive 

receptors in the project area and that these impacts would be less than significant.  

Regarding regional air emissions, DEIR Impact 3.1.1 acknowledges that project construction 

would result in the emission of criteria air pollutants and precursors and that this impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable with the implementation of all available, feasible mitigation 

(see DEIR page 3.1-26). DEIR Impact 3.1.2 similarly acknowledges that project operation would 

result in the emission of criteria air pollutants and precursors but concludes that implementation 

of mitigation measures MM 3.1.2a through MM 3.1.2d would reduce this impact to less than 

significant. 

Response 3-3:  

The commenter describes how the current operations of the existing facility create large 

volumes of airborne particulate matter that accumulate on the CCIP property requiring removal 

by MDRRP staff. 

The commenter describes effects of the existing facility’s current operations. While the DEIR 

considers the existing conditions in the project area for the analysis in the DEIR, the existing 

conditions are not a result of the project. It should be noted that particulate matter differs from 

dust. Particulate matter is composed of inhalable particles with a diameter of 10 microns or less 

and is regulated by the USEPA due to the potential to cause adverse health effects. Dust and 

sand are made up of particles larger than 10 microns, are not inhalable, and are not regulated 

by USEPA (USEPA 2013).  

There is a misting system with deodorizer currently in place in the facility. In addition, the facility 

has purchased a truck with a brush and water system that is driven regularly in areas around the 

facility to suppress dust and other foreign materials in the cemented areas outside and inside 

the facility. This vehicle is made specifically for dust control in areas of the commercial/ public 

tipping areas. In addition to the misting system currently in place, the facility has purchased a 

moveable misting machine that can be placed in targeted areas while operating, for example 

the chipping and grinding areas to suppress dust from those operations. See also Response 3-4. 
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Response 3-4:  

The commenter describes adverse health effects and nuisances experienced by CCIP tenants 

and attributes them to dust generated at the existing MDRRP facility. The commenter states that 

multiple tenants and/or their employees have left as a result of these conditions. The commenter 

states that CCIP staff contacted MDRRP staff to resolve these issues but they have not been 

satisfactorily resolved and requests that the City require the project applicant to mitigate for all 

dust and debris blown from the site as part of the proposed project. 

The commenter describes effects of the existing facility’s current operations. While the DEIR 

considers the existing conditions in the project area for the analysis in the DEIR, the existing 

conditions are not a result of the project. With regard to the potential for the project to 

exacerbate these existing conditions, the commenter is referred to DEIR Appendix C, which 

contains the project’s proposed dust minimization plan. This plan includes several indoor and 

outdoor dust control measures in addition to those currently implemented at the existing facility. 

Current dust control measures are limited to the use of two street sweepers on paved surfaces 

and water trucks on unpaved surfaces as well as covering truck loads and limiting vehicle speed 

on site to 15 mile per hour (mph). These measures would continue to be implemented. Newly 

proposed measures include the following: 

 Pave access roads and equipment storage areas to reduce dust generated by vehicles. 

 Install misting systems in the tipping and transfer areas, over the food waste process area, 

and on grinding equipment to reduce dust generated as material is moved and processed. 

 Add a second water truck to reduce dust generated in unpaved areas. 

 Facility staff to monitor wind levels and inspect for dust migration and implement additional 

measures as necessary (use of water truck or suspension of specific activities) to reduce dust 

generation. 

 Provide training for facility staff and truck drivers and implement an awareness and 

enforcement program for facility users. 

 Suspend transferring and processing operations for construction/demolition and organic 

materials during periods of high winds when other methods are unsuccessful at preventing 

dust migration. 

 Investigate and respond to all concerns regarding dust. 

Implementation of these proposed measures would address existing dust generation as well as 

the potential to increase dust generation as a result of facility expansion.  

With respect to health effects from dust generated at the facility, the facility does not now nor 

does it propose in the future to handle or process hazardous materials. While small amounts of 

hazardous materials may be present in the waste stream received at the facility, those materials 

would be sorted and disposed of at a proper facility, depending on the particular substance. 

The potential for the proposed project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

concentrations of toxic air contaminants, specifically diesel particulates from diesel-powered 

equipment, is evaluated in DEIR Impact 3.1.4 (see DEIR pages 3.1-33 and -34). The DEIR 

determined that with implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.1.2a, the project would not 

exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) threshold of significance for 
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an increase in cancer risk resulting from exposure to toxic air contaminants in either the short or 

long term. 

Response 3-5: 

The commenter notes that the closest existing air quality monitoring station to the project site is 

located in Concord approximately 13 miles from the project site and requests that the City 

require installation of a similar air quality monitoring station on or immediately adjacent to the 

project site in order to obtain more accurate baseline air quality data in the project area and to 

record any changes in air quality as a result of the proposed project.  

The air quality monitoring station located in Concord is operated by the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB). CARB monitoring stations monitor regional ambient levels of air pollutants and do 

not monitor individual facilities or dust levels. Furthermore, the DEIR determined that, with 

mitigation, project operation would not result in the long-term emission of criteria air pollutants 

above applicable BAAQMD thresholds and further air quality monitoring is not warranted.  

Response 3-6: 

The commenter references CEQA Guidelines and BAAQMD threshold criteria, which state that a 

project would have a significant impact if it would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations. The commenter states that the current operation negatively affects 

people and that the proposed expansion would exacerbate these effects. The commenter 

suggests that dust blown from the project site could contain lead from household wood and 

recommends installation of an air quality monitoring station in order to identify the effects of the 

proposed project on air quality. 

The commenter is referred to Response 3-2 regarding the project’s potential air quality impacts 

evaluated in the DEIR. As discussed in Response 3-3, dust is considered a nuisance and is not a 

regulated air pollutant. Regarding lead from household wood waste, the removal of lead paint 

during building demolition and renovation is regulated at the federal and state levels to ensure 

worker safety. Therefore, construction and demolition materials accepted at the facility are not 

anticipated to contain lead-based paint. Furthermore, as discussed on DEIR page 2.0-8, 

construction and demolition materials entering the facility would be sorted and transported off-

site for disposal or further processing. No grinding of these materials would occur on-site or 

contribute to dust migrating off-site.  

Response 3-7:  

The commenter asks that the City monitor the MDRRP facility and project implementation to 

ensure compliance with all applicable environmental statutes. The commenter expects the City 

to require the project to result in no air quality degradation and to confine all dust, debris, and 

emissions to the project site. The commenter requests air quality monitoring on the site to 

establish baseline air pollutant levels and identify any impacts to air quality resulting from the 

project. 

The City would monitor implementation of air quality mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 (see DEIR 

page 3.1-25) and respond to dust complaints throughout project construction. Once 

operational, the City would continue to respond to dust complaints including through facility 

and equipment inspections to ensure proper implementation of proposed dust control 

measures. 
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The commenter is referred to Responses 3-2, 3-5, and 3-4. 
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Letter 4 Kevin Nesse, Senior Portfolio Manager – Industrial Properties, 

  Hall Equities Group 

Response 4-1:  

The commenter submitted a letter sent to the project applicant in April 2013 by another 

representative of Hall Equities Group regarding concerns of the existing facility and effects on 

the Contra Costa Industrial Park (CCIP).  

The comment references the conditions at the facility under existing conditions. See Response 

2-5. 

Response 4-2: 

The commenter references correspondence from Michael Ziegler from CCIP (Letter 4) and 

reiterates that the existing facility creates dust and debris and causes respiratory health 

concerns and possible heavy metal contamination at the CCIP located near the project site. 

The commenter describes possible effects of the existing facility’s current operations. While the 

DEIR considers the existing conditions in the project area for the analysis in the DEIR, the existing 

conditions are not a result of the project. 

The commenter is referred to Response 3-4 and DEIR page 2.0-39. The project proposes 

implementation of a dust minimization plan (see DEIR Appendix C), which includes specific 

measures to control dust during project construction and operation. The plan includes measures 

that are currently implemented at the existing facility such as the use of street sweepers and a 

water truck in addition to newly proposed measures such as the use of misting systems, the 

addition of a second water truck, paving of access roads, wind-level monitoring, and worker 

education/awareness training. In addition, mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 (see DEIR pages 3.1-26 

and -27) requires the project to implement BAAQMD-recommended best management 

practices for the control of fugitive dust during project construction including the posting of 

contact information for dust complaints. Compliance with these existing regulations would 

minimize dust generation during project construction and operation and provide an opportunity 

for neighboring property owners to address dust complaints. See Response 3-4 regarding health 

effects of facility operations. 

Response 4-3:  

The commenter states that operation of the existing Mt. Diablo Resource Recovery Park (MDRRP) 

facility has resulted in the loss of tenants and associated revenue. 

See Response 4-2. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the DEIR does not address the economic 

effects of the proposed project. The comment is noted for the decision-makers. 

Response 4-4:  

The commenter states that air quality testing should be performed on or in the vicinity of the 

project site. 

See Response 3-5.  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

Mt. Diablo Resource Recovery Park Project City of Pittsburg 

Final Environmental Impact Report April 2015 

2.0-56 

Response 4-5:  

The commenter includes a letter dated April 26, 2013, which precedes the Draft EIR. The letter 

describes existing conditions on the neighboring property and ongoing complaints by CCIP 

tenants regarding dust and debris being blown from the project site onto CCIP property. The 

commenter requests that Garaventa Enterprises install a system of nets to contain debris on its 

property. 

The commenter is referred to Response 2-2 regarding dust control. Generation of debris is 

addressed as a public nuisance under Pittsburg Municipal Code Chapter 1.20 (Public 

Nuisances). The comment is noted for the decision-makers. 
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Letter 5 Patricia Curtain, Wendel, Rosen, Black and Dean LLP 

Response 5-1:  

The commenter requests text revisions on DEIR page 3.4-15. The text changes are shown below. 

These revisions do not result in any new analysis or change the impact determination of the 

water quality impacts of the DEIR. 

The text in the first partial paragraph on page 3.4-15 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

With regard to drainage, existing stormwater from the 15-acre area flows north and east 

to west into an existing ditch near the northern property line that conveys drainage to a 

large depression on USS POSCO land. Drainage from the 15-acre expansion area would 

continue in accordance with existing conditions and would therefore be subject to the 

existing Industrial Discharge Permit on the site. 

The text in the last sentence in the last paragraph on page 3.4-15 of the DEIR is amended as 

follows: 

Stormwater discharges from the site would continue to be unregulated under the NPDES 

general permit (No. CAS000001) for discharges of stormwater associated with industrial 

activities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Letter 6 Brendan Beasley, Project Counsel, Hanergy USA Solar Solution Ltd. 

Response 6-1:  

The commenter states that it is not yet known if increased stormwater runoff from the project 

entering the existing drainage ditch on the USS-POSCO property west of the project site can be 

accommodated or if it would conform to a prior written agreement between Columbia and the 

project applicant. 

Project impacts to drainage systems are addressed in Impact 3.4.3 (see DEIR pages 3.4-13 and 

-14). The analysis was based on a drainage assessment prepared for the proposed project (CBG 

2013), which is available for review at the City of Pittsburg Community Development 

Department, Planning Division. As described in the DEIR, the project proposes to improve the 

drainage ditch and construct a detention facility to address the increased peak flows from the 

expanded site. The drainage assessment determined that these proposed facilities would have 

adequate capacity to convey peak flows, and the impact was determined to be less than 

significant.  
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Letter 7 Patricia Chapman, Acting Principal Engineer, Delta Diablo 

Response 7-1:  

The commenter states that the Delta Diablo Sanitation District has changed its name to Delta 

Diablo. The comment is noted; however, the change does not affect the adequacy of the 

analysis in the DEIR. 

Response 7-2: 

The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly summarizes a portion of the NOP comment letter 

submitted by Delta Diablo for the proposed project. The commenter notes that the original 

comment is now moot, as the project would result in no net increase of wastewater flows. The 

text in the sixth bullet in the table on DEIR page 1.0-4 is amended as follows: 

 The EIR should analyze the project’s potential contribution to projected wastewater 

flow increases as described in the District Conveyance System Master PlanCity of 

Pittsburg Collection System Master Plan to determine potential impacts to existing 

and planned district facilities. 

The revision does not result in the need for new analysis or change the impact determination of 

the water quality impacts of the DEIR. 

Response 7-3: 

The commenter states that, in 2011, a portion of the existing facility’s wastewater was 

discharged to Delta Diablo’s Stoneman Force Main. Subsequently, a private pump station and 

force main were installed to serve the entire facility. The commenter states that should the pump 

size need to be increased at any time, the project proponent must coordinate with Delta Diablo 

to ensure compliance with district regulations.  

This is not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted. 

Response 7-4: 

The commenter states that some of the information provided in Delta Diablo’s 2011 NOP 

comment letter and used to support preparation of the DEIR is now outdated or was incorrectly 

cited. The commenter provides updated information on the actual, permitted, and planned 

capacity of the wastewater treatment plant. The revision does not result in any new analysis or 

change the impact determination of the wastewater impacts of the DEIR.  

The text in the first two paragraphs on page 3.6-15 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

The DDSD treatment plant is located north of State Route (SR) 4, just east of the 

City of Pittsburg city limits. Existing DDSD wastewater treatment facilities have a 

capacity of 16.519.5 mgd. In 20102014, the DDSD treated an average of 13.412.9 

mgd. The treated effluent is discharged to New York Slough and the Sacramento-

San Joaquin Delta. The treated effluent is regulated under the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system, which is administered under 

the auspices of the USEPA. 
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An EIR for the expansion of the wastewater treatment plant capacity to an 

average dry weather flow of 22.7 mgd was completed in April 1988. In addition, 

Tthe DDSD has adopted a District Master Plan that includes a phased treatment 

plant expansion to ultimately provide 24 mgd capacity (average dry weather 

flow) in order to accommodate anticipated growth in the City of Pittsburg, City of 

Antioch, and unincorporated Bay Point (City of Pittsburg 2001). The anticipated 

growth included in the District Master Plan is at a more intense development 

scale than is proposed by the City of Pittsburg General Plan (2001; see Section 4.1, 

Land Use and Planning).   

Response 7-5: 

The commenter agrees with the less than cumulatively considerable conclusion of DEIR Impact 

3.6.3.4 (Cumulative Demand for Wastewater Services). However, the commenter states that the 

analysis supporting this conclusion is flawed because Delta Diablo’s planning documents do not 

assume a more intense scale of growth than the City’s General Plan, as stated in the DEIR. In 

fact, Delta Diablo’s planning documents are based on the growth assumptions in the City’s 

General Plan. The commenter states that the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is 

less than cumulatively considerable because it would result in no net increase in wastewater 

flows. 

The text in the last paragraph on 3.6-18 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

Future growth in the City of Pittsburg would increase demand for wastewater 

treatment. Existing DDSD wastewater treatment facilities have a capacity of 

16.519.5 mgd. In 20102014, the DDSD treated an average of 13.412.9 mgd. The 

DDSD has adopted a District Master Plan that includes a phased treatment plant 

expansion to ultimately provide 24 mgd capacity (average dry weather flow) in 

order to accommodate anticipated growth in the City of Pittsburg, City of 

Antioch, and unincorporated Bay Point (City of Pittsburg 2001. The anticipated 

growth included in the District Master Plan is at a more intense development 

scale than is proposed by the City of Pittsburg General Plan.based on the growth 

assumptions provided in the general plans for those municipalities served by the 

District. Consequently, the cumulative development in the city would be able to 

be accommodated by the expanded treatment plant. This would be a less than 

significant cumulative impact,. Furthermore, the proposed project would result in 

no net increase in wastewater flow. Therefore, and the project’s contribution 

would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

The revision does not result in any new analysis or change the impact determination of the 

wastewater impacts of the DEIR.  

Response 7-6: 

The commenter states Delta Diablo’s recycled water system has available capacity to serve the 

project and the project applicant is coordinating with Delta Diablo to extend recycled water 

service to the site. 

The comment is noted. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from responses to 

comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as staff-initiated changes. 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts and do not constitute 

significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. 

Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strikeout for deleted text). 

3.2 MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

No changes were made to this section. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The text in the sixth bullet in the table on DEIR page 1.0-4 is amended as follows: 

 The EIR should analyze the project’s potential contribution to projected wastewater 

flow increases as described in the District Conveyance System Master PlanCity of 

Pittsburg Collection System Master Plan to determine potential impacts to existing 

and planned district facilities. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The text in the third sentence in the paragraph under heading “Commercial Food Waste” on 

DEIR page 2.0-34 is amended as follows:  

Food material, as defined in Section 17852(a)(20) of Title 14, means any material that was 

acquired for animal or human consumption, that is separated from the municipal solid 

waste stream, and that does not meet the definition of agricultural material. 

3.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED 

The text in the last sentence in the first paragraph under heading “Baseline Environmental 

Conditions Assumed in the Draft EIR” on DEIR page 3.0-1 is amended as follows: 

The baseline analysis used in this EIR is based upon the existing operations of the facility 

(see Table 2.0-12.1-1). 

3.1 Air Quality 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.2 Climate Change and Energy 

No changes were made to this section. 
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3.3 Hazards 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.4 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The text in the first partial paragraph on page 3.4-15 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

With regard to drainage, drainage, existing stormwater from the 15-acre area flows north 

and east to west into an existing ditch near the northern property line that conveys 

drainage to a large depression on USS POSCO land. Drainage from the 15-acre 

expansion area would continue in accordance with existing conditions and would 

therefore be subject to the existing Industrial Discharge Permit on the site. 

The text in the last sentence in the last paragraph on page 3.4-15 of the DEIR is amended as 

follows: 

Stormwater discharges from the site would continue to be unregulated under the NPDES 

general permit (No. CAS000001) for discharges of stormwater associated with industrial 

activities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

3.5 Land Use 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.6 Public Services and Utilities 

The text in the first paragraph on page 3.6-10 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

In addition to the City’s water conservation efforts described above, the City also 

continually examines supply enhancement options, including additional water recycling, 

conjunctive use, water transfers, and additional imported water supplies through its 

participation in the East County Water Management Association and collaboration with 

its principal raw water suppliers. The City is working with the Delta Diablo Sanitation 

District (DDSD) to further develop irrigation and industrial recycled water uses. 

The text in the first two paragraphs on page 3.6-15 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

The DDSD treatment plant is located north of State Route (SR) 4, just east of the City of 

Pittsburg city limits. Existing DDSD wastewater treatment facilities have a capacity of 

16.519.5 mgd. In 20102014, the DDSD treated an average of 13.412.9 mgd. The treated 

effluent is discharged to New York Slough and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The 

treated effluent is regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit system, which is administered under the auspices of the USEPA. 

An EIR for the expansion of the wastewater treatment plant capacity to an average dry 

weather flow of 22.7 mgd was completed in April 1988. In addition, Tthe DDSD has 

adopted a District Master Plan that includes a phased treatment plant expansion to 

ultimately provide 24 mgd capacity (average dry weather flow) in order to 

accommodate anticipated growth in the City of Pittsburg, City of Antioch, and 

unincorporated Bay Point (City of Pittsburg 2001). The anticipated growth included in the 
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District Master Plan is at a more intense development scale than is proposed by the City 

of Pittsburg General Plan (2001; see Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning). 

The text in the last paragraph on 3.6-18 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

Future growth in the City of Pittsburg would increase demand for wastewater treatment. 

Existing DDSD wastewater treatment facilities have a capacity of 16.519.5 mgd. In 

20102014, the DDSD treated an average of 13.412.9 mgd. The DDSD has adopted a 

District Master Plan that includes a phased treatment plant expansion to ultimately 

provide 24 mgd capacity (average dry weather flow) in order to accommodate 

anticipated growth in the City of Pittsburg, City of Antioch, and unincorporated Bay Point 

(City of Pittsburg 2001. The anticipated growth included in the District Master Plan is at a 

more intense development scale than is proposed by the City of Pittsburg General 

Plan.based on the growth assumptions provided in the general plans for those 

municipalities served by the District. Consequently, the cumulative development in the 

city would be able to be accommodated by the expanded treatment plant. This would 

be a less than significant cumulative impact,. Furthermore, the proposed project would 

result in no net increase in wastewater flow. Therefore, and the project’s contribution 

would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

3.7 Transportation and Circulation 

The text in the second to last paragraph on page 3.7-9 of the DEIR is amended as follows: 

In the vicinity of the project site, there are Class II bike lanes along Loveridge Road, East 

Leland Road, and Buchanan Road. Additionally, there is a Class I bike path along the 

Delta De Anza Regional Trail, which is located south of the project site between East 

Leland Road and Buchanan Road. As part of the East County Bikeway Plan2009 Contra 

Costa Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Class II bicycle facilities are planned 

along Auto Center Drive and Somersville Road the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway east of 

Loveridge Road and along California Avenue east of Loveridge Road. 

3.8 Biological Resources 

No changes were made to this section. 

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

No changes were made to this section. 

5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

No changes were made to this section. 

6.0 CEQA-MANDATED SECTIONS 

No changes were made to this section. 

7.0 REPORT PREPARERS 

No changes were made to this section. 
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