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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Response to Comments document, together with the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR), constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR) for the New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented project for Contra Costa County
(County) for review and consideration for certification by the County as complete 
and adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Draft EIR 
was circulated to affected public agencies and interested parties and made available 
to the general public for a 59-day public review period extending from March 29, 
2011 to May 27, 2011.

The purposes of the Response to Comments document are to respond to all 
significant environmental issues raised in comments received on the Draft EIR and 
to incorporate appropriate changes, additions, or corrections to the information 
presented in the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  All written comments 
received during the comment period are included in this document, as well as oral 
comments received at the April 18, 2011 Zoning Administrator hearing. This chapter 
provides a summary of certification and project selection procedures, public 
involvement, the requirements for consideration of recirculation, and an overview 
of the response to comment process.

1.1 EIR CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT SELECTION 
PROCESS
The Contra Costa County Zoning Administrator will review the Final EIR for adequacy 
and will recommend to the Planning Commission whether to certify the EIR.  Prior to 
approving a project, the County must certify that: (1) the Final EIR has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the County has reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the Final EIR; and (3) the Final EIR reflects the County’s
independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). Once it is 
certified, the Final EIR will be used by responsible agencies in deciding whether, or 
under what conditions, to approve the required entitlements.
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Certification of the EIR is not approval of the project.  If the Zoning Administrator 
recommends certification of the Final EIR, the Planning Commission will then 
consider the Zoning Administrator’s recommendations and decide, based on its 
independent judgment and analysis, whether to certify the Final EIR.  If it certifies 
the EIR, it will then decide whether to approve the project. 

As part of the approval of either the project or an alternative, the County must 
make written findings for each significant effect identified in the EIR.  These findings 
will state whether the identified significant effect can be avoided or substantially 
decreased through feasible mitigation measures or a feasible alternative, whether 
the effect can only be mitigated by the action of some agency other than the 
County, or whether the identified mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible 
and cannot be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. [a]). To ensure 
implementation of all adopted mitigation measures, the County must adopt a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097). This is 
included within 4.0 Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Programof this document. 

If the County approves the project, a Notice of Determination (NOD) will be 
prepared and filed with the State Clearinghouse.  The NOD will include a description 
of the project, the date of approval, an indication of whether Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations were prepared, and the address where the 
Final EIR and record of project approval are available for public review. 

1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
On March 29, 2011, the County released the Draft EIR for public review and 
comment; the public comment period was from March 29, 2011 through May 27, 
2011 (59 days in length). Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to state agencies, 
local governments, elected officials, groups, and individuals on the County’s mailing 
list.  

The County Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on the Draft EIR for the New 
Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented.  The public hearing was held on April 18, 2011.  

1.3 REQUIREMENTS FOR AND CONSIDERATION OF 
RECIRCULATION
If significant new information is added to an EIR after the public review, the lead 
agency is required to recirculate the EIR or a portion of it for additional public 
review and comments.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.)  “[N]ew information to 
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an EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of 
a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to 
implement…[R]ecirculation is not required where the new information added to the 
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies…or makes insignificant modification in…an 
adequate EIR” ((CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)) and (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association of San Francisco., Inc. v. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112,1129–1130)).

Examples of significant new information requiring recirculation include information 
showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the Project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact 
to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
impacts of the Project, but the Project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.

(See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5(a))

An EIR is adequate as long as it addresses all questions about significant 
environmental issues, and as long as the EIR, as a whole, reflects a good faith effort 
at full disclosure.   

The County has reviewed the comments received on the Draft EIR and determined 
that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not necessary. No new significant or 
substantially more severe environmental impacts have been identified that would 
result from the project or from an alternative or a new mitigation measure 
proposed as part of the project. Moreover, no new feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives have been identified that are considerably different from others 
previously analyzed and would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts 
of the project that the County and the applicant have declined to implement. All of 
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the responses to comments contained in Chapter 2.0 Master Responses in Volume 
II of this Final EIR merely provide information that clarifies and amplifies the 
evaluation of impacts contained in the Draft EIR.

Volume I contains minor clarifying revisions, which do not change any of the Draft 
EIR impact conclusions.

1.4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND CHANGES TO 
DRAFT EIR
Under CEQA, the County must address all significant environmental issues raised in 
comments on the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  Responses to all 
written and oral comments received within the comment period are contained in 
this Response to Comments document. Chapter 3.0 Individual Responses
reproduces all written comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review 
period.  This chapter includes written responses to all comments relating to 
environmental issues evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

Volume I of this Final EIR includes changes to the Draft EIR text and figures made 
after the close of the public review period. Changes in the text are signified by 
strikeouts (e.g., strikeouts) where text is removed and by underlined bold text (e.g., 
underlined bold) where text is added.  
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2.0 MASTER RESPONSES

The County received 89 comments from individuals and organizations and one 
public agency (see Table 3-1).  Many of these comments expressed similar thoughts 
and concerns.  Rather than repeat the same response to each of those comments, 
the County prepared the following “Master Responses,” each of which addresses 
broad issue areas considered by the County in preparing the Draft EIR:  

Master Response 
Number Topic

1 Procedural Issues Related to the Draft EIR

2 Range of Alternatives Evaluated in the Draft EIR

3 Size of the Proposed Facility

4 Compatibility of the Project with the Neighborhood

5 Visual Simulation Methodology

6 Traffic and Pedestrian Movement within the Project Area

7 The Proposed Arrangement for Off-Street Parking and the 
Proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Program and Future Use of the Facility

8 Construction Period Air Quality, Traffic, Vibration and Noise 
Impacts 

9 Proposed Tree Removal

10 Geotechnical Issues (construction/post construction)

11 Hydrological/Drainage Issues (above/below ground)

12 Regulations/Merits of the Project and the Scope of the 
Environmental Impact Report  
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Master Response 1: Procedural Issues Related to the 
Draft EIR

Extension of public comment period 

Numerous commenters requested that the County extend the comment period for 
public review of the Draft EIR.  

Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines1 sets forth a 45-day public review period for a 
Draft EIR.  Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the County posted a Notice of 
Completion and Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR on March 29, 2011, stipulating 
a 45-day public review period from March 29, 2011 through May 13, 2011.

Following several requests articulated in oral comments at the April 18, 2011 public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, the County issued a notice extending the comment period 
by 14 days (to end on May 27, 2011), thereby granting the commenters’ request, 
and exceeding the requirements of Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Story pole requests 

Numerous commenters requested that the County direct the applicant to erect 
story poles intended to depict the height and outline of the proposed building.  
Some of these commenters indicated that the visual impact of the proposed 
building could not be fully understood without the installation of story poles.  With 
regard to questions regarding the visual impact of the project, please see Master 
Response 5 below.  

The County acknowledges that some other Bay Area communities either require or 
request the placement of story poles or other physical indicators (such as flagged 
ropes) to depict the outline of certain proposed new buildings or additions thereto.  
However, there is no County regulation or any aspect of CEQA requiring the 
installation of story poles in the evaluation of development proposals.   

Photo simulations were adequate for assessing the project’s visual effects without
the use of story poles.  The County concludes that the simulations it prepared and 
included in the Draft EIR provide a technically reliable and broadly accessible means 
for the public to understand the potential visual effects of the project.  See Master 
Response 5.  These simulations thus form a reasonable and sound basis for the 
conclusions in the Final EIR regarding the project’s visual effects. 

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 14 Chapter 3
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Possible recirculation of Draft EIR

Several commenters cited purported deficiencies with the Draft EIR and requested 
that the County revise and recirculate the Draft EIR.  

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation when “significant new 
information” is added to the EIR.  The Guidelines define “significant new 
information” as any of the following:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The County has not identified any significant environmental impact of the project 
that was not previously identified and evaluated in the Draft EIR.  Although several 
existing mitigation measures have been refined or expanded as part of this Final EIR, 
none of the refinements or expansions meets the qualifications above.  Moreover, 
although several commenters noted that additional alternatives should have been 
considered, the County finds that the range of alternatives studied in the Draft EIR is 
reasonable; for more discussion regarding alternatives, please see Master Response 
2.  Finally, all conclusions within the Draft EIR were well-supported by facts.  In 
summary, none of the above-cited conditions constituting “significant new 
information” were met, so there is no reason to recirculate the Draft EIR.  
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Master Response 2: Range of Alternatives Evaluated in 
the Draft EIR 
Several commenters questioned whether the range of alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIR was adequate.  Specifically, commenters suggested that the Draft EIR 
should have analyzed additional alternatives including a reduced size project, an 
alternate location, an alternative requiring less tree removal, and a campus layout 
that would not require excavation. 

CEQA Section 15126.6 provides guidance for the selection of a reasonable range of 
alternatives. The CEQA guidelines note that the rule of reason applies to the 
selection of alternatives and notes that the key factors include the ability of the 
alternative to meet the project objectives, the ability of the alternative to reduce 
significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and feasibility of the alternative.  In 
section 15126.6(a) CEQA explicitly states that “an EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public 
participation.”

Range of alternatives considered in the Draft EIR is reasonable

The Draft EIR evaluates the No-Build Alternative, in which the project is not 
approved and no further development occurs on the site.

The Draft EIR also considers the Existing General Plan and Zoning Alternative.  This 
alternative is certainly feasible and its potential impacts relative to the project as 
proposed is important for decision-makers to understand.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, a reduced size alternative was considered 
and rejected.  As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR includes the reasons for the 
rejection of this alternative, namely that it does not meet the project objectives, and 
all of the potentially significant impacts—with the exception of construction-period 
air quality—are independent of the size of the project.  

The air quality impacts would be reduced proportionately in accordance to the 
amount of excavation eliminated as a result of any reduction in size.  However, a 
new reduced-sized facility would not meet project objectives.  Accordingly, the only 
feasible reduced-sized option would be one of the No Project alternatives, in which 
the applicant remained at the existing, smaller facility at 1300 Boulevard Way with 
certain uses continuing in disparate locations or forfeited entirely due to lack of 
suitable space.  Please also see Master Response 3, which reiterates that a smaller 
facility would not meet key objectives of the project, including the consolidation of 
current disparate activities in a single location.  
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An alternative location in the same neighborhood, namely expansion of the existing 
facility at 1300 Boulevard Way, was considered and rejected.  Redeveloping 1300 
Boulevard Way is not feasible as the site is not large enough for a building that 
meets project objectives.  No other alternative locations in the neighborhood are 
feasible because there are no properties available for purchase that would achieve 
project objectives.  Other properties in the neighborhood are not available for sale 
or are too small.  

An alternative location for the project outside this neighborhood was also 
considered and rejected.  As the Draft EIR notes, the location of the project was 
chosen specifically to take advantage of the fact that a majority of members of 
Sufism Reoriented live in close proximity to the site.  A central objective of the 
project is to develop a sanctuary that allows all activities to be conducted at one 
facility that is within walking distance of a majority of its members.  A site outside 
Saranap (including at The Meher Schools, as suggested by some commenters) would 
not be able to take advantage of the unique opportunity afforded by the members’ 
home ownership in this specific area, and would potentially require more car travel 
as walking could become less feasible with greater distance from the homes of 
members.  

The Campus Alternative was also considered and rejected, as discussed in the Draft 
EIR. The Campus Alternative would continue use of the existing site while also 
developing other properties to accommodate additional activities and services.  This 
alternative was rejected as it replicates the current operations of Sufism Reoriented, 
and would not achieve a central objective of the project, which is to consolidate 
operations at a single facility.  

An alternative contemplating less tree removal would require implementation of a 
reduced size alternative or an off-site alternative, which are not feasible for the 
reasons set forth above.  The project requires removal of all trees on the project 
site, rather than only those trees currently located where buildings are proposed, 
because the entire site must be graded to install Grasspave2 and pervious pavers, to 
achieve the required elevations, and to allow for excavation for the underground 
portions of the sanctuary building.  

Under CEQA, the range of alternatives is determined by the County.  The project 
objectives reflect the applicant’s purposes in pursuing the project.  The situation 
presented for this project is that the applicant has an existing facility that remains 
serviceable and the applicant would not build a new facility simply to replicate 
functions at levels similar to those that could be served by the existing facility.  
Moreover, a majority of local members of Sufism Reoriented have relocated to the 



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
2.0 Master Responses Final EIR - Volume II

2-6

neighborhood to be near the facility.  These factors dictate project objectives that
are specific and well-defined, and therefore appropriately constrain the alternatives 
analysis.  
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Master Response 3: Size of the Proposed Facility
Several commenters questioned whether the project would operate as presented in 
the project description.  The commenters cite the size of rooms and the number of 
restroom facilities to suggest that the facility, once constructed, would be used to 
accommodate more activities beyond those listed in Table 3-1, Program of 
Activities, in Volume I of this Final EIR.

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the project based on the 
program of uses presented in Table 3-1.  Based upon historical use of the existing 
facility at 1300 Boulevard Way as well as uses in the surrounding neighborhood, this 
program of activities represents a reasonable forecast of the use of the new facility.  
The project does not include a large outdoor spring event.  Such events, if proposed, 
would be subject to the County’s Temporary Events Ordinance (Chapter 82-44).

The comments proposing that activities may change or that membership may 
increase are not relevant to the significance of the environmental impacts of this 
project.  The streets have sufficient capacity that even a theoretical, several-fold 
increase in membership would not cause traffic to exceed the established Level of 
Service standard.  Such a theoretical event would affect the need for parking, but as 
explained below, the need for parking is not an impact under CEQA.  Accordingly, 
the issue presents only regulatory concerns.  To address those regulatory concerns, 
the Land Use Permit will incorporate monitoring and reporting requirements, which 
will serve as an ongoing mechanism to ensure compliance with the TDM program.  
See Master Response 7. 

Several commenters stated that the facility appeared to have an unusually high 
number of toilets, and speculated that a larger use than proposed is ultimately 
desired.  There is no County ordinance or regulation limiting the maximum number 
of toilets a facility may have.  This matter would thus be beyond the scope of CEQA 
except for the potential for the number of toilets to result in secondary 
environmental effects, such as downstream effects to the wastewater collection 
system.  With regard to the question of whether the receiving sewer main would 
have adequate capacity to accommodate a scenario in which all toilets in the 
proposed facility were flushed simultaneously or in succession, the County 
Department of Conservation and Development (DCD) followed up with the Central 
Contra Costa Sanitary District (Central Sanitary).  According to Central Sanitary, the 
main sewer line currently serving the area would have capacity for the project, even 
in the unlikely event that all proposed toilets were flushed either simultaneously or 
successively.  In the former scenario, as the toilets would be located different
distances from the main sewer line, the flushed water would reach the main line at 
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different times.  In the latter scenario, if each toilet was flushed in succession as the 
water from one toilet reaches the next, the main sewer line would still have 
adequate capacity. 2

2 Russell Leavitt, Planner/Environmental Coordinator for Central Contra Costa Sanitary District;
Personal Communication, June 17, 2011.
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Master Response 4: Compatibility of the Project with the 
Neighborhood
Several commenters raised the issue of compatibility of the project with the 
surrounding neighborhood, noting that the size of the facility and its architectural 
style differs from surrounding development.  In addition to the discussion below, 
these issues are also addressed in Master Response 12, which discusses the 
relationship between the CEQA analysis and the findings required for the granting of 
a conditional land use permit. 

Size of the facility

The allowable size of a structure is governed first by the provisions of the zoning 
ordinance, which includes requirements for setbacks and height limitations. As 
discussed in the land use section of the Draft EIR, the project would adhere to all 
zoning requirements and is not seeking any variance from the required setbacks or 
height limits of the R-10 zoning district.  County Code does not prescribe any specific 
size limit for a building in the R-10 district, such as through a maximum allowable 
floor area ratio (FAR) or an outright square footage cap.  Rather, building size is 
regulated only indirectly -- via the height limit, minimum lot size, and requirements 
for yards (setbacks) and for off-street parking spaces, based on the type of land use 
proposed.  

The relationship of the size of the proposed facility to the provision of parking 
spaces will be addressed by the County through consideration of the applicant’s 
proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.  CEQA does not 
recognize the adequacy of parking as an environmental impact in and of itself.  
Therefore, the Draft EIR does not include a discussion of this issue beyond noting 
that the TDM program is being evaluated. If the County does not adopt the TDM
program, the project description would necessarily change, possibly entailing 
supplemental environmental review.  Please see Master Response 7 for further
discussion of the proposed TDM program and Master Response 3 regarding the 
consideration of alternatives to the proposed project.  

Compatibility of the architectural style 

As a land use, religious institutions are typically deemed compatible with residential 
uses. This inherent compatibility is formalized and institutionalized in the zoning 
provisions of the County Code, which allows churches and religious institutions to 
be located within any of the County’s single-family residential districts with the 
issuance of a land use permit.  The compatibility of the Sufism Reoriented religious 
use with the Saranap area is further enhanced by the fact that a majority of the 
members live in close proximity to the project site.   
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The distinction of the architectural style from the surrounding single family 
residential developments is noted.  The fabric of a community includes many types 
of uses, with a variety of architectural expressions for residential, retail, commercial, 
office, and religious uses. Neither CEQA nor the County seeks to unnecessarily limit 
the expression of individual architectural style. Under CEQA, the compatibility of a 
project with its surroundings is analyzed to determine whether a proposed use 
would affect scenic vistas, whether it would degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings, or whether the use would result in new 
sources of light or glare.  

As noted in the Draft EIR, the project would not affect any scenic vistas.  
Furthermore, as the sanctuary building was designed by a qualified architectural
firm, the proposed project embodies high-quality design and materials and would 
not degrade the visual quality of the site or its surroundings.  The Draft EIR does 
identify a potential impact related to night-time lighting, and includes a mitigation 
requirement that a photometric plan demonstrate the prevention of light spillover 
beyond the intensity of existing public and private right-of-way lighting in the 
vicinity.

Several commenters noted the proposed 6-foot-high perimeter wall, which they feel 
will create a stark contrast to the neighborhood. The parsonage property currently 
includes a 6-foot-high wall along the Boulevard Way frontage, and this same style of 
wall would be extended along the property line of the merged lots. The project
plans also include landscaping in front of the wall along the Boulevard Way 
frontage.
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Master Response 5: Visual Simulation Methodology
Commenters raised questions regarding the accuracy and reliability of the use of 
visual simulations in evaluating visual effects of the proposed project. The CEQA 
Guidelines compel a lead agency to examine whether a project will result in a 
significant aesthetic impact.  The CEQA Guidelines provide specific thresholds to.

assist a lead agency in making this determination.  One of these thresholds asks 
whether a project would “substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings.”  

Neither CEQA nor County regulations prescribe a manner in which visual impacts of 
a project should be assessed.  In its discretion as the lead agency under CEQA, the 
County directed the preparation of its own visual simulations for the project (please 
see the discussion in Draft EIR page 4.1-1 as well as the discussion regarding story 
poles in Master Response 1).  

Commenters living in the neighborhood of the project are likely to have seen 
simulations of the project prepared by the applicant as part of an informational 
campaign led exclusively by the applicant with no involvement whatsoever from the 
County.  (See comment letter 15).  The County determined at the outset of the 
environmental review that it would not use any visual simulations prepared by the 
applicant to provide a high degree of objectivity and independence in the 
determination of the project’s visual effects.  Further, the County determined that it 
wished to evaluate some different viewpoints than those shown in visual 
simulations prepared by the applicant.  

For numerous other environmental reviews, the County has used visual simulations
to determine how a particular project would affect visual character.  The technology 
to produce photo-realistic visual simulations is not new; countless local, state, and 
federal agencies have conducted visual impact assessments using photorealistic 
visual simulations.  Several firms in the San Francisco Bay Area specialize in the 
preparation of visual simulations for development review, including assessment of 
visual impacts under both CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

The County’s visual simulation preparer was Square One Productions, a company 
that has prepared visual simulations for public and private clients for more than 30 
years.   Acting under the County’s exclusive direction, Square One Productions 
employed the following standard architectural simulation practices in preparation of 
the visual simulations used in the Draft EIR.  
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Square One Productions received a three-dimension computer model of the 
proposed building (the “Sketchup” model, named for the computer software used
to create the model).  Square One Productions verified the accuracy of the Sketchup 
model by comparing the model to the specifications indicated on submitted 
architectural plans.  

Using an engineering survey in CAD format, Square One Productions created a
computer model of existing structures and roads.  The model integrated topological 
information, including details of proposed building features.  The model placed the 
finished ground-level floor of the proposed building at a topological elevation of 
236.5 feet; the top of the proposed main dome was placed at 270 feet.  Using the 
property lines and grading information, the model of the proposed project was 
placed in relation to the existing structures.  

Photography of the project site was taken from public vantage points, with final 
view selection being made by the County.  Selected photo viewpoints were aligned 
with this model of the existing.  Buildings, trees, sidewalks and poles slated for 
removal were removed in PhotoShop.  The proposed building, sidewalks, and wall 
were rendered at scale and composited with the selected photographs.  Tree 
markers were modeled using the tree plan as specifications for species, height and 
canopy diameter.  Finally, trees were placed in PhotoShop using these modeled tree
markers. 

Given the sound methodology employed by Square One Productions, the County 
concludes that the visual simulations developed for the environmental review of the 
project are technically sound and provide a reasonable and adequate foundation on 
which to make determinations of visual effects under CEQA. 
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Master Response 6: Traffic and Pedestrian Movement 
within the Project Area
Several commenters asserted deficiencies in the County’s review of the project’s 
potential operational period impacts to traffic and pedestrian movement in the 
vicinity.  This master response addresses numerous topics related to comments 
raised about this review.  Please see Master Response 8 for a discussion of potential 
traffic impacts during the construction period for the project.  

What was the County’s approach to traffic analysis?

Please see Final EIR Section 4.13, which discusses the County’s initial approach.  As 
part of its application material, the project applicant submitted a memorandum 
from a qualified traffic engineer, stating that the anticipated levels of traffic 
associated with the proposed project would not meet the relevant thresholds of the 
Contra Costa Transportation Agency (CCTA) wherein a quantitative traffic study was 
needed.  The memorandum demonstrated that the project would result in the 
addition of fewer than 100 peak hour trips.  CCTA Guidelines stipulate that no 
quantitative traffic study is required for projects anticipated to add fewer than 100 
peak hour trips.  This memorandum was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix O.2.

While not disputing the findings of the memorandum, the County nonetheless 
directed the preparation of its own quantitative traffic study, given public 
comments expressing concern regarding traffic that the County received during the 
Draft EIR scoping process.  This study, prepared in compliance with CCTA Guidelines, 
was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix O.1.

Traffic study methodology

As a baseline measure, the traffic study identified existing traffic levels at nearby 
intersections and on nearby roadways.  No deductions were made for traffic 
associated with the existing Sufism Reoriented facility at 1300 Boulevard Way; thus 
all traffic associated with the existing facility was included in the baseline.  Starting 
from this baseline, the analysis added the expected near-term traffic3 as well as 

3 In accordance with CCTA Guidelines for the preparation of transportation impact analyses, the project 
traffic study identified computed project impacts relative to existing plus near-term projects.  The 
project traffic study noted that near-term projects were comprised of additional development projects 
either approved or anticipated to be approved that would add trips to local roadway networks.  
Including near-term projects in the consideration of traffic impacts thus presents a conservative basis 
for analysis.  Exclusion of such projects would result in an artificially low baseline.  Notwithstanding, as 
shown in the project traffic study, the addition of project trips to existing plus near-term conditions 
results in no change in level of service and thus no significant traffic effect related to intersection 
operation or roadway capacity.  
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projected traffic based on Sufism Reoriented’s proposed program of activities (see 
Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR4).  As noted elsewhere in this document, the proposed 
program of activities formed the basis for analysis in the Final EIR because it 
represents a reasonably foreseeable use of the facility.  Should other events be 
contemplated in the future, consideration of such would be governed by the 
County’s Temporary Events Ordinance (Chapter 82-44). 

In all scenarios evaluated, the addition of project traffic to existing plus near term 
traffic showed no substantial degradation of the peak-hour level of service at study 
intersections or along studied roadway segments.   Level of service, measured in 
letter grades from “A” (meaning free-flow) to “F” (heavily obstructed flow) would 
remain at “A” or “B” at all studied locations.  The project was thus found to result in 
no significant traffic impact.  

Why does the EIR consider multiple project variants? 

Comments received during the scoping period indicated substantial concern 
regarding traffic and pedestrian movement in the area following construction of the 
project given particular existing conditions.  The project site is at a transitional point 
along Boulevard Way between primarily single-family residential areas to the south 
(Warren Road and points south and west) and more urbanized, single- and multiple-
family, mixed-character uses to the east. 

Given the transitional nature of the project area, as well as concerns expressed in 
scoping comments, a variety of concepts for right-of-way improvements in the 
project area emerged during the environmental review process.  Please see Draft 
EIR Table 3-2, which summarizes the key differences between the two Project 
Variants analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

In addition to the two Project Variants, a third concept plan emerged during the 
environmental review process.  This plan, analyzed in the Draft EIR as Alternative 3 
or the Modified Right-of-Way Alternative, was presented to the County by the 
applicant as another potential means the County might employ to improve the safe 
operations of the Boulevard Way/Kinney Drive/Garden Court intersection for both 
cars and pedestrians by substantial modifications to the intersection.  

4 Several commenters asserted that the traffic study for the proposed project was based merely on 
field observations of traffic at the existing facility (1300 Boulevard Way).  As stated in Appendix O, 
“Existing driveway counts and parking surveys were also conducted during the peak Sufism special 
event of the year (Annual Celebration) to obtain a ‘worse case’ scenario.”  Traffic counts were also 
taken along Boulevard Way.  The traffic study also evaluated the program of activities submitted by the
applicant in its application for a land use permit.  
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The County Department of Conservation and Development (DCD) concluded it was 
in the public’s best interest that the Draft EIR identify and analyze various right-of-
way concept plans so that considerations regarding the pros, cons, and trade-offs 
associated with the different plans could be viewed and understood by all 
interested parties. 

When the County Planning Commission considers the project, County DCD will
recommend a “preferred alternative” within its staff report.  County DCD structured 
the Draft EIR to allow the Planning Commission (and, if appealed, the County Board 
of Supervisors) wide latitude and flexibility in the identification of a “preferred 
alternative.”    

In many cases, the Variants and Alternative 3 contemplate different solutions to 
several of the issues raised during scoping and comments in response to the Draft 
EIR. These are summarized below.   

Safe pedestrian movement

Numerous commenters asked questions about how safe pedestrian access could be 
provided, noting that implementation of the Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program included with the project application is contingent upon a
substantial component of Sufism Reoriented members walking or riding a bicycle to 
the proposed new sanctuary.  Commenters stated that such pedestrian and bicycle 
activity would occur in the vicinity of the Boulevard Way curve and along streets 
lacking sidewalks, leading to potential safety concerns. In fact, there is already 
bicycle and pedestrian activity occurring now, including that associated with area 
residents traveling to the current facility at 1300 Boulevard Way (0.25-miles from 
the project site).  

Evidence available does not support certain commenters’ assertions that the 
immediate area has a higher-than-average accident rate.  The California Highway 
Patrol (CHP) has an online database called the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records 
System (SWITRS) which can generate custom traffic incident reports relevant to 
specific criteria including date and jurisdiction.  In the previous five years (2006 
through 2010, inclusive), SWITRS records just one reported traffic incident on 
Kinney Drive at Boulevard Way between 2006 and 2010.  The accident occurred in 
2007 and involved a vehicle and a fixed object and was concluded to be the result of 
an improper turn.  

During the same time period, SWITRS reported two other traffic incidents in the 
vicinity of the Project but outside the immediate project area.  There was a reported 
incident on Boulevard Way at Flora Avenue in 2007 involving two motor vehicles 
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and unsafe speed; and one reported incident on Boulevard Way at Saranap Avenue 
in 2008 involving two motor vehicles, and found to be the result of an improper 
turn.  

Notwithstanding, the project includes the creation or enhancement of pedestrian 
amenities to support the TDM program and provide further assurance of safe 
movement through the neighborhood. No sidewalks currently exist along the
frontage of Boulevard Way between Warren Road and the existing project driveway. 
Project Variants A and B each include sidewalks along the Boulevard Way project 
frontage and extending beyond the project frontage south to Warren Road.  All 
crosswalks would be added at locations specifically approved by County PWD, which 
would ensure their safe location.  In all locations, the sidewalk would be constructed 
within the existing public right-of-way, not requiring the use of any private land.  
The sidewalks would provide a safe, off-street area for pedestrians.

As shown in Draft EIR Figure 5-2, Alternative 3 would add sidewalks to both the 
project frontage as well as across Boulevard Way, to the immediate south of the 
Kinney Drive/ Boulevard Way intersection. In addition, Alternative 3 would provide 
three new crosswalks at the Boulevard Way/Kinney Drive/Garden Court 
intersection.  One crosswalk would span Kinney Drive, interspersed by a pedestrian 
“refuge” (a raised area of concrete in between travel lanes). Alternative 3 would 
alter the existing stop controls at this intersection.  At present, stop signs are
located at southbound Garden Court and eastbound Kinney Drive.  Alternative 3 
would remove the eastbound Kinney Drive stop sign and add a stop sign at 
northbound Boulevard Way, south of the apex of the Boulevard Way curve.  

County DCD acknowledges that the volume of traffic at the Boulevard Way/Kinney 
Drive/Garden Court intersection does not meet the warrants established in County 
policy for installation of a new stop sign.  Warrant criteria include traffic volumes, 
accident rates, and related factors.  County DCD further acknowledges that any 
request for a stop sign to be placed at a location at which warrants are not met 
requires approval by the County Board of Supervisors.  Notwithstanding, County 
DCD contends that the CEQA process for this project has been strengthened by the 
public release and review of both Project Variants as well as of Alternative 3.  

Safe movement of vehicles along Boulevard Way

Many commenters expressed concern about the safe and efficient movement of 
vehicles into and out of the proposed main project driveway and along Boulevard 
Way. As discussed below, both of the Project Variants and Alternative 3 would 
provide for safe vehicle movement into and out of the project driveway.  
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Project Variants A and B

Please see the discussion of Impact 4.13-2 in the Draft EIR, which discussed the 
concept of providing for adequate “stopping sight distance” for vehicles moving on 
Boulevard Way. As set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 in the Draft EIR, both 
Project Variant A and B would provide adequate stopping sight distance.  This would 
also benefit vehicles traveling northbound on Boulevard Way wishing to turn left 
onto Kinney Drive.  

One key difference is that Project Variant B would expand the paved width of 
Boulevard Way by 5 feet along the project frontage.  County DCD believes that that 
the widening of Boulevard Way could potentially increase vehicle speeds.  
Numerous studies have shown that vehicle speeds increase when paved roadway 
widths are increased.5

At present, posted speed limits in the immediate project area range from 20 mph 
(northbound, as indicated on a curve warning sign just south of Warren Road) to 25 
mph (west/south bound).  

To account for the possibility of vehicle speeds over the posted limits, the amount 
of stopping sight distance was calculated based on an assumed vehicle speed of 35 
miles per hour.  Therefore, even if Project Variant B is selected and the paved width 
of Boulevard Way is increased, no significant safety impact would occur insofar as 
potential visual obstructions along Boulevard Way have been removed to create 
adequate stopping sight distance for vehicles traveling at 35 mph – 75% higher than 
the posted northbound speed.  

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would add a northbound stop sign at Boulevard Way and Kinney Drive 
for northeast bound traffic, approximately 175 feet west of the project driveway.  
Therefore, in approaching the project driveway, vehicles coming from the south 
would be accelerating from a stop, and would thus be moving at speeds lower than 
those associated with Project Variant A or B. The stop sign thus considerably 
shortens the needed stopping sight distance.  Drivers on Boulevard Way would thus 
have much more reaction time to see and respond to vehicles entering or exiting 
the project driveway.  Whether Alternative 3 represents a desirable modification is a 
policy question regarding the merits of the project, properly considered by the
Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors.  See Master Response 12.

5 Please see, among other sources, the Federal Highway Administration’s “Context Sensitive Solutions” website 
(contextsensitivesolutions.org); “Myths of Traditional Traffic Planning.”
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In summary, both of the Project Variants and Alternative 3 would provide for safe 
vehicle movement into and out of the project driveway as well as along Boulevard 
Way.  There would be an increased setback of the wall to allow for greater sight 
distance in both Project Variants, and conditions of approval would ensure that no 
vegetation could obstruct drivers’ views along that setback.  The project would not 
exacerbate any sight distance issues relevant to a right turn from Kinney Drive on to 
Boulevard Way, and therefore does not cause any significant impacts that would 
trigger a need for mitigation relating to that turn.  

Bus pull-outs

Although raised by relatively few commenters, the Project Variants and Alternative 
3 would each provide for new bus pullout areas on the project’s northern Boulevard 
Way frontage, at a location to be approved by the Central Contra Costa Transit 
Authority, which operates the County Connection bus system.

No change in bus service or frequency is contemplated nor warranted by any 
identified project effect, but by providing a more formal area for pullout and 
passenger waiting the project would result in better integration of the existing bus 
service, offering an enhanced experience for bus riders and less restriction of 
automobile traffic. Alternative 3 would add one more bus pull-out area opposite 
the project site on Boulevard Way, south of Kinney Drive, and immediately south of 
where Alternative 3 proposes new crosswalks.  

As noted in Section V.B of the Conceptual TDM Program (Appendix P), the only bus 
line serving the project area is County Connection Route 101.  This route provides 
service weekdays and Saturdays only.  Service on this route terminates in the 
project area between 6:49 and 7:33 PM on weekdays.  As these hours of service do 
not coincide with the program of activities set forth in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the 
TDM program notes that very little if any transportation demand related to the 
project would be satisfied through bus service, particularly for high-attendance 
events held evenings and weekends.  As the number of expected bus users related 
to the project would be minimal, no special additional provisions are warranted 
beyond the inclusion of enhanced bus pullouts at locations directed by the County 
Public Works Department and associated review of proposed crossing areas. 
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Master Response 7: The Proposed Arrangement for Off-
Street Parking and the Proposed Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Program and Future Use of the 
Facility
Numerous commenters opined on the TDM, including its parking provisions. The 
TDM Program reduces vehicle trips, but as noted, the surrounding streets could 
accommodate additional traffic volume in excess of what the project is projected to 
generate and thus the TDM is not needed to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  The TDM Program also reduces the need for parking, but, as also 
noted elsewhere in this Draft EIR, the adequacy of parking is no longer analyzed 
under CEQA.  

Accordingly, the only relevance of the TDM Program, and its enforceability, is from a 
regulatory perspective.  Ordinarily, an issue not relevant to the environmental 
analysis would be addressed in staff reports rather than the Draft EIR.  However, 
given the extent of public interest in the TDM Program, the County decided, for ease 
of reference, to include information about the TDM in the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR 
includes one additional appendix: the conceptual Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program submitted by the applicant with its development 
application.  (Appendix P).

Parking reduction request through Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Program

The County’s TDM Ordinance was developed in order to “encourage the use of 
creative and effective ways to reduce motor vehicle trips and their associated 
impacts.”6 The County developed the TDM ordinance as a means of implementing 
and furthering the transportation goals of the County General Plan and County 
Growth Management Program, the Measure C Growth Management Program, and 
the Bay Area Clean Air Plan.  

In striving to achieve the County’s goal of traffic reduction through wider use of 
pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit facilities, the TDM Ordinance allows for 
requests to reduce off-street parking requirements for non-residential projects that 
submit a conceptual TDM program. This provision is within Section 82-32.008 of the 
County Zoning Code.  Section 82-32.008(b) also states that the conceptual TDM 
program submitted with a development application should identify the “measures 
that can be demonstrated to attain the trip reductions necessary to qualify for the 

6 Transportation Demand Management Ordinance Guide, Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and 
Development, December 2009.  
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requested parking reductions.”  The TDM Ordinance Guide requires all conceptual 
TDM programs to contain components governing monitoring, evaluation, and 
enforcement.  The purpose of the evaluation provision is in part to recognize that 
TDM programs “are not static, but must change as the needs of commuters change 
or as transportation services available to a project change.” 7 Moreover, provisions 
for evaluation and monitoring ensure long-term adherence to the TDM provisions, 
including in such contingencies as inclement weather and external changes that 
could potentially affect area traffic flow (e.g., a construction related detour).  This 
dynamism allows the County to impose additional conditions in the future if 
demand patterns should change.  Ultimately, TDM program requirements would be 
enforced through the use permit, which runs with the land.  Therefore, there is no 
“variance” process requested, as implied by several commenters.  Nor is the 
proposed parking plan via the TDM a “mitigation measure” as stated in other 
comments.

The applicant has submitted a conceptual TDM program pursuant to Section 82-
32.008(b) with its land use permit request.  Under County Code Section 82-
32.008(e), approval of a conceptual TDM program is to be followed by review of a 
Final TDM program, which would be incorporated as a condition of project approval.  
The conditions of approval will include a Final TDM program setting forth the 
demand management measures, and the monitoring and reporting activities the 
applicant must undertake.  It will also include enforcement measures and 
acknowledge the County’s ability to modify the condition for failure to comply.  This 
condition will be presented by staff to County decision-makers for their 
consideration in the staff reports prepared for the hearing on this matter.

In considering the land use permit request, County DCD staff carefully reviewed the 
conceptual TDM program.  County DCD noted that the applicant, acting on its own 
volition, imposed several of the TDM program provisions at its current site 

Beginning in October 2007 as a means of testing the effectiveness of the overall 
program, particularly during times when all or more than half of the membership 
attends events.  

As indicated in Section F of the conceptual TDM program (Appendix P), the 
applicant reported that during these times of peak attendance, parking monitors 
indicated that parking demand consistently averaged below 60 spaces.8 The County 

7 Transportation Demand Management Ordinance Guide, Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and 
Development, December 2009.  
8 The current facility at 1300 Boulevard Way has 27 parking spaces, but also has use of a larger parking lot behind a 
neighboring office building with 86 spaces.  
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independently investigated these findings, as documented in the project traffic 
study (Appendix O.2). The County’s traffic consultants observed parking at the 
annual celebration in March 2009 – when all members plus guests attend; up to 400 
people in all.  The County’s consultants observed a total of 70 parking spaces in use 
during this event.  For such large events at the proposed facility, overflow parking 
and a shuttle service to a remote lot would be provided.  The lot is located at The 
Meher Schools, located at 999 Leland Drive in the City of Lafayette, approximately 
one-half mile west of the proposed project site.  The spaces available at The Meher 
Schools would primarily serve participants traveling from the greatest distance away 
from the project site.  The applicant reports that the satellite lot has been used in 
association with large events at its current facility to test and ultimately 
demonstrate the feasibility of its use as overflow parking.  The satellite lot and 
shuttle service would be needed for high attendance events, such as the annual 
celebration.  If parking demands exceeded the amount available at the project site, 
use of this satellite lot would likely reduce parking demand at the project site.  

An EIR is required to evaluate what impacts would occur if the project – including 
the associated TDM program – were approved.  Accordingly, the Draft EIR assumes 
that the parking reduction request included in the conceptual TDM program would 
ultimately be approved.  In the event the Final TDM program is not approved, no 
reduction in off-street parking requirements would be permitted.9 In this 
circumstance, if the applicant determined to continue to pursue the project, the 
applicant would need to revise the project description to propose different TDM 
measures or other parking solutions.  Such revisions could potentially rise to the 
level of project changes requiring additional environmental review.  

TDM and future use of the project site

Several commenters correctly noted that if approved, the TDM program would run 
with the property, not with the applicant. This is because the TDM plan would be a 
condition of approval of the land use permit, which runs with the land.  Several 
commenters further questioned whether any other possible future user of the site 
would be able to comply with/adhere to the proposed TDM measures in the event 
that Sufism Reoriented chooses to sell or lease the proposed new building to 
another user.  

9 Transportation Demand Management Ordinance Guide, Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and 
Development, December 2009.  
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County DCD notes that speculative considerations like these are beyond the scope 
of CEQA.  However, in reviewing the land use permit and the associated TDM 
program – both discretionary permits –County staff may consider other factors, 
including those raised by commenters regarding the long-term disposition of the 
TDM program.  Ultimately, staff will make a recommendation regarding the project 
including the TDM program.  On this issue, County DCD further notes that the 
applicant has operated its religious programs in the immediate area for over 30 
years.  As demonstrated in the TDM program, a large majority of the organization’s 
members made the decision to move to the area. These individual members have 
each made substantial personal investments in the long-term viability of the 
organization remaining in the Saranap neighborhood.  Moreover, the organization 
itself would be making a substantial investment in its proposed new facility if the 
application is approved.  For these reasons, the County concludes that the long-
term, ongoing use of the facility by Sufism Reoriented is reasonably foreseeable.  

Separately, TDM programs are encouraged throughout California and are becoming 
more common.  The County’s TDM program is generally flexible and allows 
substitution of measures that reduce trips.  These factors make it likely that a 
theoretical future buyer would not find the TDM requirements infeasible.  

The applicant has not historically allowed its facility to be used for concerts, 
weddings, or other events.  The County concludes, based on evidence of past use, 
the lack of neighborhood complaints about church activities at the existing facility, 
the evidence regarding stable membership numbers presented by the applicant, 
and the descriptions of activities set forth in Appendix B, that the uses described by 
the applicant are reasonably likely to continue in the future.  As noted above, 
changes in the use patterns would not affect the significance of traffic impacts and 
could not create a CEQA parking impact as CEQA does not recognize the adequacy 
of parking as a physical environmental impact. 

Parking at The Meher Schools  

Several commenters raised questions about the TDM program’s proposal to offer a 
shuttle service to the off-site parking lot at The Meher Schools.

As noted on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, The Meher Schools (White Pony pre-school 
and Meher School (K-5)) were founded by Sufism Reoriented and are now operated 
by a related non-profit corporation.  Since 1979, the schools have been located at 
999 Leland Drive in the City of Lafayette on a property leased from the Lafayette 
Unified School District (LUSD).  
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The Meher Schools parking lot would be used for overflow in the event parking 
demand at the proposed facility exceeded the available 71 spaces. The conceptual 
TDM plan proposed the use of up to 40 spaces at The Meher Schools.  The lot at The 
Meher Schools has 63 spaces.  Therefore, the combined proposed parking at the 
proposed facility (71 spaces) plus those available at The Meher Schools (up to 63 
spaces) would exceed the parking requirement for the facility under County Code 
(125 spaces - see discussion below regarding County Code parking requirements).  

Commenters questioned the potential for traffic and safety concerns in the route 
from The Meher Schools to the proposed project site and noted possible competing 
demands for parking between school uses and proposed Sufism overflow parking 
uses.  Per the conceptual TDM program and a letter from The Meher Schools 
(included within Appendix Q), parking at The Meher Schools would be used only 
during nighttime events when school is not in session. Moreover, the potential use 
of the parking spaces at The Meher Schools would not produce any significant traffic 
effects.  In the event that all 63 parking spaces were utilized for a special event (an 
amount not directly proposed but analyzed here to consider a worst-case scenario), 
this would mean 63 trips by cars into the site and 63 trips out over a 2 to 3 hour 
period.  In addition to these trips, several shuttle trips would be made.  Assuming a 
total of 8 shuttle round trips (16 ins and outs total) on top of the 126 vehicle trips, 
this would total 144 trips in and out of the site over a 2 to 3 hour period.  Even if 
compressed to just a two hour period, the total number of trips per hour would fall 
below the County Congestion Management Agency threshold for a quantitative 
traffic study, since that threshold is 100 trips during peak hours.  None of the 
proposed use of The Meher Schools site is during peak travel periods, as high 
attendance events are held exclusively on evenings and weekends.  Peak travel
periods are associated with morning and afternoon commute patterns, neither of 
which coincides with the hours of the most intense activities at the proposed 
project site.  Given this proposed low volume and infrequent, off-peak period use, 
the County found no reason for any quantitative analysis of traffic to and from The 
Meher Schools and concluded that the proposed shuttle service would have 
minimal impact on traffic and safety conditions in the area.  

Commenters also questioned the legal viability of the use of The Meher Schools site 
for satellite parking usage.  Noting that the site has been leased to The Meher 
Schools since 1979, commenters speculated whether express permission from the 
Lafayette Unified School District is required in order to consider the TDM program 
viable and also stated that the long-term viability of satellite parking here could not 
be assured to a satisfactory level.  
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The applicant has presented letters from The Meher Schools and the Lafayette 
School District confirming continued permission for Sufism Reoriented to make use 
of the parking lot.  In addition, on June 22, 2011, the Lafayette School District Board 
of Directors extended The Meher Schools’ lease of the current school facility 
through the year 2021.  These letters are presented in new Appendix Q. 

Moreover, as noted in the County’s TDM Ordinance Guide, the required monitoring 
and evaluation aspects of a TDM program help provide assurance over the long 
term that provisions are adhered to.  The TDM Ordinance Guide states that the 
County include such ongoing monitoring and evaluation in recognition of the 
dynamic nature of urbanized areas, where changing conditions are common.  Given 
the long-standing presence of The Meher Schools in the neighborhood (over 30 
years), County DCD believes it is reasonable to anticipate no foreseeable 
impediment to the ongoing use of the parking lot at this facility.  The ongoing 
monitoring and enforcement provisions inherent in the TDM program would 
provide assurance that in the event of a change in the availability of satellite parking 
at The Meher Schools, appropriate alternate off-site parking arrangements would be 
identified and formalized.  

Parking and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

In 2010, the CEQA Guidelines were revised extensively.  One revision was the 
deletion of a stated threshold of significance related to parking adequacy.  By 
deleting the stated threshold, the CEQA Guidelines confirmed that the need for 
parking in and of itself is not a potential physical environmental effect.  The 
adequacy of parking would thus be a matter of physical environmental concern only 
if parking levels had the ability to cause secondary environmental effects.  For 
example, the extent of surface parking or structured parking proposed in a project 
could have secondary effects related to stormwater drainage, visual effects, or any 
other effects associated with urbanized, hardscape development.  Conversely, too 
few parking spaces for a given use could result in drivers queued or circling an area 
to await or find a parking space which could become significant if the queuing 
significantly and adversely affected traffic levels, or if cars idled to such an extent 
that they created carbon monoxide hot spots.  Such secondary effects related to 
parking supply remain valid topics of consideration under CEQA, but it is now clear 
that the adequacy of parking alone is not a potential physical environmental effect.

The County does not find that the proposed level of parking as set forth in the TDM 
program would lead to these or any other foreseeable secondary effects related to 
the amount of parking provided. 
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First, the County notes that the current facility at 1300 Boulevard Way has a total of 
27 dedicated off-street parking spaces.  The County has not observed excessive 
queuing or circling at the current facility.

The County acknowledges that the proposed program of activities for the proposed 
facility differs from existing uses at the current facility because the new facility 
incorporates all activities under one roof but does not include the outdoor spring 
event.  However, the County also notes that the periods of greatest parking demand
(evening and weekends), which would invoke the strongest of the TDM provisions, 
remain the same.  As recounted in the project traffic study, the County observed 
automobile and pedestrian traffic during Sufism Reoriented’s 2009 annual 
celebration at its current facility.  The annual celebration includes the entire 
membership and some guests.  The annual celebration therefore represents the 
highest parking demand for any potential program at the site, regardless of date or 
time of activity, or nature of the activity. A substantial complement of participants 
were observed walking or carpooling to the current project site; the County did not 
observe parking queues or circling, and has thus concluded that with the parking 
management practices set forth in the TDM program, no secondary effects would 
occur at the proposed facility.  Therefore, assuming the continuation and expansion 
of parking management practices as would be formalized through the TDM 
program, the County does not see the potential for the proposed amount of parking 
spaces at the proposed new facility to result in substantial secondary environmental 
effects.  

Clarification of parking requirements under county code and other regulations

As noted, the need for parking is not a CEQA impact.  Accordingly, whether the 
project complies with regulations regarding parking would normally be addressed 
outside the EIR, in staff reports.  Given the level of interest in parking issues, 
however, the County decided to include information about this issue in the Draft 
and Final EIRs, for ease of reference.  Notwithstanding, the issue remains a 
regulatory one, and not a consideration relating to a possible physical impact on the 
environment.  

In assessing compliance with parking regulations, staff and decision makers will 
consider parking in the following context.  Page 3-9 of the Draft EIR discussed how 
much off-street parking would be required under County Code (specifically, County 
Code Section 82-16.018). Several comments disagreed that the amount of parking 
stated on Draft EIR page 3-9 represented what County Code would actually require.  
In addition, some commenters stated that the effective size of the prayer hall 
should have included adjacent foyer areas and that any parking spaces associated 
with the parsonage should be excluded from total parking counts.  



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
2.0 Master Responses Final EIR - Volume II

2-26

Section 82-16.018 of the County Code provides parking requirements for numerous 
land use types.  For churches, Section 82-16.018 states that 1 parking space is 
required for every 3 seats.  The prayer hall for the proposed project does not have 
any fixed seats, however.  Therefore, in calculating parking requirements under 
Section 82-16.018 of the County Code, another reasonably affiliated land use 
category was identified:  assembly halls.  Assembly halls require 1 parking space per 
40 square feet of area.  The parking requirement for assembly halls without fixed 
seating is not dependent upon the number of portable chairs or other seating 
devices. At about 5,000 square feet in area (including the space between pillars as 
well as the space encompassed by the pillars), the prayer hall would thus trigger a 
requirement of 125 parking spaces under County Code Section 82-16.018. This 
application of County standards represents the manner in which the County 
typically applies and interprets its requirements, including the interpretation of 
“gross floor area” to encompass only the prayer hall space.  County practice is not to 
include space that does not comprise part of the assembly area, such as hallways, 
foyers, or the ambulatory surrounding the prayer hall.  

Many commenters stated that the total parking demand also needs to take into 
account the proposed ancillary uses, including the classroom, office, library, and 
other spaces.  However, the potential users of the proposed ancillary uses would all 
exclusively be members or invited guests of Sufism Reoriented.  These member-
users could only occupy one use at a time:  they would be either in the high-
attendance devotional gatherings and related events or participating in the ancillary 
uses. Therefore, County DCD concluded that parking demand under Section 
82.16.018 of the County Code should be related to the high-attendance events, 
which exceed the aggregated demand of all ancillary uses.  County DCD also 
concluded that the proposed project is not a “mixed use”; therefore, the provisions 
at County Code Section 82.16.008 are not applicable and the aggregated parking 
demand for all uses does not represent required parking.   

Per the TDM program, some of the 71 parking spaces proposed for the sanctuary 
would be reserved for carpools.  Carpools increase the capacity of the parking lot by 
allowing more of those members who must drive to attend events within fewer 
vehicles.  Accordingly, carpool spaces do not reduce the amount of parking.  

There would be three parking spaces for the parsonage, but all three of those 
spaces would be used only by residents of the parsonage and would not be counted 
as being available for sanctuary use.  There would be no through access from 
Boulevard Way to the parsonage parking spaces – and no access from Warren Road 
to the main parking lot.  Since these three spaces would be accessible only via a 
private driveway off of Warren Road, commenters questioned whether such use 
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would comply with the terms of the current access easement.  The applicant 
submitted information indicating its agreement that the parsonage easement does 
not provide access to the sanctuary.  Accordingly, the parsonage spaces are not 
counted as parking spaces available for general use by visitors to the sanctuary.  The 
County Public Works Department and the Contra Costa County Fire Protection 
District will determine if accessibility and road construction are adequate.  The 
terms of the non-exclusive or exclusive easements would be granted to the specific 
properties; therefore, issues relating to use are civil matters.  

Other commenters questioned whether the proposed reduction in parking 
requirements associated with the TDM plan would conflict with provisions of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  According to the United States Department 
of Justice (USDOJ) Standards for Accessible Design (2010), the number of parking 
spaces accessible to people with disabilities is to be provided in proportion to the 
total number of spaces in a given parking facility.  The standards note that 
accessible spaces may be provided in a different location if equivalent or greater 
accessibility can be ensured, such as through a shuttle service or other 
conveyance.10

Under these standards, a parking facility with 51 to 75 parking spaces is required to 
have at least 3 parking spaces accessible to people with disabilities. Project plans 
show that two accessible spaces would be provided on the project site.  

Compliance with ADA standards is typically ensured through the building 
permit/plan check process.  To the extent this review process determines that an 
additional accessible space is required to ensure ADA compliance, County DCD
observes there is ample space within the proposed parking area to provide at least 
one such additional accessible space complying with ADA standards or convert a 
regular parking spot to an accessible space. During plan check review, the County 
Building Official will review all project plans for ADA compliance.  

Other commenters claimed that the parking calculations should correlate with the 
trip generation figures or at least the observations of traffic in and out of the 
existing facility, such as Tables 4.13-4 and 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR.  These tables 
reflect the number of trips, with an entrance being one trip and an exit being a 
second trip.  At most, one parking spot would be needed to accommodate these 
two trips.  For example, Table 4.13-4 indicates that between 7 PM and 8 PM on 
March 20, 2009, 80 vehicles entered and 23 exited.  This means that the increase in 

10 Section 208.3,1, exception 2, US DOJ Standards for Accessible Design.  Americans with Disabilities 
Act Guidelines. 
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parked vehicles during that time period was 57, while the trips for that time period 
totaled 103.  Not all vehicles that enter and exit the facility park at the facility.  
Many trips are drop-offs or pick-ups, including shuttle trips.  Accordingly, the 
number of trips does not necessarily correlate directly to the parking demand.  

Parking demand was calculated according to the program of activities included in 
Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR and based upon the parking counts provided by traffic 
consultants.  Several commenters cited the building size and/or parking space 
availability at religious facilities elsewhere in the vicinity.  Because other religious 
organizations and businesses have not instituted similar TDM programs and do not 
engage in a similarly broad range of activities, information regarding other religious 
organizations or comparable size buildings would not be useful for the parking 
demand analysis for this project. 
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Master Response 8: Construction Period Air Quality, 
Traffic, Vibration and Noise Impacts  

Clarification of proposed truck haul route

Construction of the project requires a substantial amount of excavation to allow for 
the proposed below-grade level.  As stated on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, excavated 
materials would be hauled from the project site for disposal (and potential eventual 
reuse) at the Acme Landfill in Martinez.  To minimize disruption to surrounding 
areas, the project application included a truck haul route identifying the roads heavy 
equipment would use to reach the project site if the Acme Landfill remains the 
destination point.  If another acceptable receiving destination were selected to 
achieve the air quality performance standard referenced below, then the trucks 
would still need to follow an approved haul route, which would include the same 
path of traveling northeasterly on Boulevard Way to access Highway 24.  

Several commenters noted that the truck haul route depicted in Figure 3-14 of the 
Draft EIR did not depict a feasible route from the project site to I-680 north. Due to 
an editing error, Figure 3-14 in the Draft EIR inaccurately depicted the haul route.  
Figure 3-14 has been revised to show the accurate route proposed by the applicant.  
The revised figure is shown below and is also inserted into the Final EIR on page 3-
36.

Trucks would leave the project site and would travel northeasterly on Boulevard 
Way (toward Walnut Creek) and merge onto State Route 24 (SR24) west (toward 
San Francisco).  Trucks would exit about 1 mile later, at Pleasant Hill Road, to turn 
around to get onto SR 24 east.  From here, trucks would merge on to I-680 north, 
exiting in Martinez at the Waterfront Road exit.  From here, trucks would turn right 
onto Waterbird Way and arrive at the Acme Landfill.  

The erroneous figure showed trucks traveling from the project site northeasterly on 
Boulevard Way, connecting through downtown Walnut Creek to I-680 north.  There 
is no such direct connection from Boulevard Way to I-680 north.  The applicant’s 
actual proposed haul route properly show “backtracking” on SR 24 westbound, 
turning around at Pleasant Hill Road, and taking SR 24 east to the direct connection 
to I-680 north, consistent with the discussion above and with revised Figure 3-14.

The clarification of the haul route affects calculations of construction period air 
quality impacts, insofar as some emissions stem only from the transport of 
excavated materials offsite.  The Draft EIR based the construction period air quality 
evaluation on a haul route to the landfill assumed to be 24 miles round trip. Taking 
the clarified haul route into account yields somewhat higher roundtrip mileage –
approximately 31.2 miles per round trip.  The total vehicle miles traveled to the
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landfill would thus be revised proportionately.  Accordingly, the air quality analysis 
under Impact 4.2-2 has been revised.  The increase in VMT directly increases 
emissions of nitrogen oxide.  About 90 percent of nitrogen oxide emissions from 
project construction stem from the hauling of materials to an off-site landfill.  Such 
emissions are in effect not generated at the project site, but instead dispersed over 
the distance between the project site and the landfill.  

As stated in Draft EIR Table 4.2-6, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) has established a threshold within its own CEQA Guidelines for the daily 
emission of nitrogen oxide during a project’s construction period.  The threshold is 
54 pounds per day. Nitrogen oxide emissions above this threshold are considered 
significant environmental effects.  BAAQMD’s threshold is a per-day threshold, 
regardless of how many days the emissions continue, as construction periods may 
range from a just few days to several years.  Based on the foregoing, Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-2 has also been revised.  The change in haul route distance translates 
to a greater estimate of vehicle miles traveled for the given number of round trips 
per day.  

In response, the Mitigation Measure has been recalibrated to maintain daily 
emission levels below the 54 pounds per day threshold by reducing the number of 
allowable round trips to the landfill each day.   Consequently, the mitigation extends 
the period of excavation from 45 days to 55 days so that daily emissions of nitrogen 
oxide would fall beneath the threshold amount.  As previously stated, BAAQMD’s 
threshold focuses only on daily emissions levels and is not evaluated over any 
aggregated period longer than one day.  

In the Draft EIR, assumption of the incorrect mileage to the landfill yielded a total 
VMT of 1,764 (following mitigation).  This in turn resulted in emissions of 51 pounds 
per day of nitrogen oxide (NOx).  The revisions to the mitigation measure cap VMT 
at a slightly higher number (1,872 miles) but associated nitrogen oxide emissions (53 
pounds per day) remain would below the daily threshold of 54 pounds per day. 
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The text of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Impact 4.2-2:  Emissions of diesel exhaust during construction would 
exceed BAAQMD thresholds for NOX.  (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation)

Construction of the sanctuary building and development of the surrounding 
site would generate emissions of criteria pollutants from the operation of
equipment and combustion of vehicle fuel (both on- and off-site) and 
application of architectural coatings including paint and sealants.  

Worst-case average daily air quality construction emissions were calculated 
using the URBEMIS2007 model.  Because construction of the sanctuary 
building requires substantial excavation, it would require a number of truck
haul trips from the project site to deliver excavated soils to a suitable landfill.  
The applicant has identified the Acme Landfill in Martinez as a suitable site to 
receive excavated materials.  

The URBEMIS2007 model assumes that construction would involve a total of 
12 trucks with a 13 cubic yard capacity, each making 8 trips per day and 
travelling an average of 24 31.2 miles per round trip to the Acme Landfill for 
an estimated total of 35 days.  Nearly all NOX emissions are associated with 
vehicle exhaust emitted during the 24 31.2-mile round trip to the Acme 
Landfill, as opposed to being concentrated on the project site.  

As shown in Table 4.2-6, the URBEMIS2007 model estimates that 
construction activities would exceed the BAAQMD threshold for NOX.  (The 
estimated emissions in Table 4.2-6 assume implementation of all Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) listed in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1.)  
Appendix F includes a description of the URBEMIS2007 model assumptions 
and the air quality emissions calculations.  Therefore, additional mitigation 
will be required.  
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Table 4.2-6 Estimated Construction Emissions – With Best Management 
Practices

Criteria Emissions BAAQMD Threshold 
(lb/day)

Peak Emissions 
(lb/day)

Significant?

ROG 54 44a NO

NOX 54 62 77 YES

Combustion Particulates (C-PM10) 82b 3 NO

Combustion Particulates (C-PM2.5) 54b 2 3 NO

Notes to Table 4.2-6:
a The majority of ROG emissions would come from the sanctuary building’s architectural coatings (i.e., paint, sealants, 
glues, and similar substances typically used in new construction).  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, over two-
thirds of the sanctuary building would be below grade.  Accordingly, this portion of the building would not require any 
decorative exterior architectural coating, such as paint.  Additionally, the sanctuary building includes several domes which 
would be covered in a pre-fabricated solid membrane that would not require further painting. 

The inputs to the URBEMIS2007 model were adjusted to account for the lack of exterior painting on the underground 
portion of the sanctuary and the domes.  The inputs assumed a 46,000 square foot building.  The actual above ground 
portion of the sanctuary building is about 20,000 square feet, and as noted above, the domed portions would not require 
paint.  Therefore, the assumption of 46,000 square feet is conservative and likely overestimates the potential total ROG 
emissions. 
b Only applies to construction equipment exhaust, therefore fugitive dust and combustion particulates are determined 
exclusively.

Bold text indicates levels that exceed thresholds
Source: Circlepoint, 2011. 

Modifying the construction schedule, as described in Mitigation Measure 
4.2-2, would reduce emissions of NOX below the significance threshold.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-2:  Emissions of NOx from construction 
activities shall be limited to less than 54 pounds per day.  This 
performance standard would be achieved by limiting vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) for standard hauling trucks to 1,764 1,872 VMT per day.  

Assuming 13 cubic-yard-trucks and delivery to the Acme landfill, and 
assuming a round trip of 31.2 miles, this would mean that soil hauling 
would be capped at 74 60 round trips per day, which would extend the 
excavation schedule from an earlier projection by the applicant of 35 
working days to 45 55 working days.  If other sites at a different 
distance were identified to accept the fill, the schedule could be revised 
accordingly to fit within the same VMT limitation. However, all hauling 
trucks must use a haul route that leaves the project site, heads east on 
Boulevard Way, and enters Highway 24 near Mt. Diablo and Boulevard 
Way.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. Table 4.2-7 shows 
the estimated change in emissions following implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure 4.2-2. As indicated in Table 4.2-7, with the 
implementation of an extended excavation phase, construction-related 
emissions of NOx would fall below the BAAQMD threshold. 

However, cConstruction emissions could potentially be reduced even 
further below operative thresholds through any extraordinary measures 
the project applicant may wish to develop.   Should the applicant 
propose any such alternative and/or additional measures, the applicant 
shall engage the preparation of an air quality study prepared by a 
qualified professional.  The study shall demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of the Director of County DCD that emissions are lower than relevant 
BAAQMD thresholds and also lower than those shown in Table 4.2-7.

Table 4.2-7 Estimated Construction Emissions, With Mitigation

Criteria Emissions BAAQMD Threshold 
(lb/day)

Peak Emissions With 
Mitigation (lb/day) Significant?

ROG 54 44 NO

NOX 54 51 53 NO

Combustion Particulates (C-PM10) 82a 2 NO

Combustion Particulates (C-PM2.5) 54a 2 NO

Notes to Table 4.2-7: 
a Only applies to construction equipment exhaust, therefore fugitive dust and combustion particulates are 
determined exclusively.

Bold text indicates levels that exceed thresholds
Source: Circlepoint, 2011. 

Construction noise

Several commenters expressed concerns about noise during the construction 
period, specifically inquiring regarding several mitigation measures included in the 
Draft EIR to minimize construction period noise. 

In addressing these comments it is important to consider how Contra Costa County 
regulates noise.  As set forth on page 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR, the County General 
Plan policy regarding construction noise stipulates that construction activities are to 
be concentrated during hours of the day that are generally not noise-sensitive for 
adjacent land uses and should coincide with normal work hours so as to provide 
relative quiet during more sensitive evening and early morning periods.  Normal 
work hours are considered less noise sensitive because of the level of activity 
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generally associated with those hours and general expectations of most jurisdictions 
that night-time hours will be quieter, and not due to the specific activity of specific 
individuals such as retired individuals.  

There is no specific guidance or threshold within the General Plan to determine the 
significance of a construction noise impact.  Moreover, the County Code does not 
include an ordinance specifically addressing construction noise.  Noise complaints 
within the unincorporated area of the county are addressed through application of 
peace disturbance sections of the County Code and application of generic nuisance 
ordinances of the County Code.

Given this regulatory framework, the Draft EIR acknowledged the potential for the 
project to result in noise impacts during construction and duly provided mitigation 
consistent with the County General Plan to limit construction activity to daytime 
hours – 8:00 AM until 5:00 PM on weekdays, excluding state and federal holidays, 
unless an exception is granted by the Zoning Administrator.  An exception would be 
allowed only for special circumstances, such as the need to complete a concrete 
pour in one day. 11

In addition to setting forth construction hour limits, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 in 
the Draft EIR established several other best-practices intended to ensure the use of 
feasible physical noise controls on construction equipment, the installation of a 
temporary noise barrier, and the designation of a project noise coordinator to 
oversee compliance with all stated measures.  

Commenters questioned the efficacy of the proposed temporary noise barriers 
called for in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.  The inclusion of a temporary noise barrier
was developed in acknowledgement of nearby residential uses.  Collectively, other 
aspects of the mitigation, including mufflers, enclosures, and the like, coupled with 
the use of noise barriers would reduce the intensity of sound by people at adjacent 
and nearby properties.  The mitigation measure specifically called for the 
installation of the barriers to be overseen by a qualified acoustician to ensure the 
least noise impacts feasible.  

11 These are the hour limitations typically imposed by the County on a project in a residential 
neighborhood, and are more stringent than those of many neighboring jurisdictions.  For reference, 
the cities of Walnut Creek and Lafayette generally restrict grading noise within residential areas to the 
hours of 7am to 5:30pm weekdays.  (Walnut Creek Municipal Code § 9-9.07; Lafayette Municipal Code 
§ 716-8.1004 )  The City of Pleasant hill generally limits grading operations in residential areas to the 
hours between 7:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. daily, with Sunday operations prohibited.  (Pleasant Hill 
Municipal Code § 15.10.200). Orinda limits construction noise to 8am to 6pm weekdays and 10am to 
5pm Saturdays.  (Orinda Municipal Code § 17.39.3). These other jurisdictions also generally allow 
exceptions to their hours requirements.  
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Commenters also questioned the use of the term “extreme noise” within Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-1. For context, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 requires the applicant to 
provide advance notice to neighboring properties within 300 feet of the 
construction area.  The measure also stipulates that any extra-hours and weekend 
construction is forbidden without prior authorization of the Zoning Administrator; 
even in the event such authorization is provided, the mitigation measure would not 
permit any “extreme noise generating activities” then.  Thus, any exceptional extra-
hours or weekend activities, which would need to be justified by the applicant to 
the Zoning Administrator,  could include only activities that do not generate 
“extreme” noise. 

As there is no County standard for what constitutes an “extreme” level of 
construction noise, the Mitigation Measure needs to be revised to incorporate other 
more objective terminology.  For clarification purposes, the table below indicates 
typical unmitigated noise levels associated with the construction activities 
associated with the project at a distance of 50 feet from where such activities are 
occurring.  The 50 foot distance represents the shortest expected distance between 
existing residences and the construction area.   As shown in Table 2-2, excavation 
and grading activities have the highest potential typical noise levels at a distance of 
50 feet.  

Table 2-2 Maximum Noise Levels for Construction Activities

Activity Unmitigated Maximum Noise Level at 50 
Feet from Noise Source (dBA)

Excavation and Grading 70-90

Construction of Buildings 65-85

Typical Hourly Average Construction-Generated 
Noise Levels

75-85

Source: Personal communication, Illingworth and Rodkin, 2011.  

With the mitigation measures included in the Final EIR, mechanical implements 
(such as mufflers) were identified as having the potential to reduce noise levels by 5 
to 10 dBA.  The construction of a temporary noise barrier would further reduce 
noise.  It should also be noted that construction generated noise levels drop off at a 
rate of about 6 dBA for every doubling of distance away from the source.  As noise is 
measured on a logarithmic scale, increased distance would provide for substantial 
noise reduction.  Moreover, shielding by intervening buildings or terrain also 
reduces sound levels.     
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An additional consideration with regard to noise relates to mitigation related to air 
quality.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 includes a provision requiring construction 
equipment to be shut off when not in use and reducing the maximum idling time to 
two minutes.  

Taking all of the above into account, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 is revised as shown 
below to replace all uses of the term “extreme noise generating activities” with 
“excavation and grading activities.”  The mitigation measure also now makes explicit 
the previously implicit requirement that the mitigation be feasible, indicates that a 
new sound wall need not be constructed if a wall adequate to mitigate noise 
impacts is already in place, and recognizes the potential for the zoning administrator 
to grant certain exceptions as permitted by County Code.  Moreover, given technical 
considerations, the County stands by the provisions of Mitigation Measure 4-10.1
as revised.  Collectively, these measures would limit the timing, duration, and 
intensity of noise in a manner consistent with applicable County policies, practices, 
and regulations. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1: The DCD shall ensure that applicant adheres to the 
following mitigation measures in order to generate the least noise impacts 
feasible during construction: 

All construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 AM to 5:00 
PM, Monday through Friday, and shall be prohibited on state and federal 
holidays, except as provided below:

The applicant shall hold a pre-construction meeting with the job inspectors 
and the general contractor/onsite manager to confirm that all noise 
mitigation measures and practices (including construction hours, 
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed prior to 
beginning construction;

The applicant shall notify neighbors within 300 feet of the construction 
area, at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise excavation and grading
activities, about the estimated duration of the activity;

The applicant shall designate a construction noise coordinator who will be 
responsible for implementing the noise control measures and responding to 
complaints.  This person’s name and contact information shall be posted 
clearly around the project site and shall also be distributed to properties 
within 200 feet of the site boundaries. The construction noise coordinator 
shall be available during all times during construction activities and shall 
maintain a log of complaints.  A copy of the log shall be provided to the DCD 
monthly on the 30th day of each month;
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The applicant shall require construction contractors to limit noise 
generating construction activities as required by the DCD.  No construction 
activities shall be allowed before 8 AM or after 5 PM, or on weekends 
without prior authorization of the Zoning Administrator, and no extreme 
noise generating excavation and grading activities shall be allowed after 
hours or on weekends and holidays;

The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement the 
following measures to reduce daytime noise due to construction activities:

Equipment and trucks used for construction shall utilize the best 
available noise control techniques wherever feasible (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine 
enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever 
feasible). 

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) 
used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered 
wherever feasible possible to avoid noise associated with compressed 
air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of 
pneumatic tools is not feasible unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels 
from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a 
reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills 
rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors 
as feasible possible, and shall be muffled and enclosed within 
temporary sheds, insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent 
feasible.

Prior to the start of construction, the applicant shall construct a temporary 
sound barrier along those portions of the northern and southern property 
lines that do not, at the time of grading and construction, already have a 
wall that meets the following standards, to provide the maximum 
protection feasible for the residential uses to the north and south.  The 
barriers can be constructed out of wood or other materials as long as they 
have a minimum surface weight of approximately 2.5 pounds per square 
foot.  Possible materials include 1-1/8-inch-thick plywood or fully 
overlapping 1x redwood boards (1.5-inch-thick total).  The barriers would 
likely be 6 to 8 feet tall but this would be refined and approved by a 
qualified acoustician prior to the issuance of grading permits.  Issues to 
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consider when determining the ultimate height, length, and location of the 
barriers are the actual construction practices, including equipment to be 
used and the location and duration of noisier activities.  The topography will 
also need to be considered in the final determination of barrier heights and 
effectiveness.

Construction traffic

Several commenters expressed concern about the potential for construction-related 
vehicle trips to worsen traffic on local streets.  

The County notes that all construction traffic would be temporary and would be 
limited to allowable construction period hours.   

As described in Section 4.2 of the Final EIR, (revised) Mitigation Measure 4.2-2
would cap truck haul trips at the number required to achieve the stated air quality 
threshold.  The identified landfill and haul route indicate that this standard would be 
achieved with 60 roundtrips per day, which equates to approximately 13 to 14 truck 
trips in or out per hour over a 9-hour workday.  This equates to one truck entering 
or leaving the project site approximately every four minutes.  This is by far the most 
traffic-intensive aspect of project construction.  There is potential flexibility to this 
mitigation measure.  It is possible that the applicant could substitute more frequent 
but shorter trips (or longer but less frequent trips) while still achieving the air quality 
performance standard if a different landfill location is identified in place of the Acme 
Landfill in Martinez.  However, the truck frequency could be doubled and still 
equate to only one truck entering or leaving the site approximately every two 
minutes. This theoretical doubling of excavation trucks would still not result in any 
substantial traffic operational impact – one trip every two minutes would not have 
the ability to substantially alter traffic level of service.  Taking into consideration 
other projected construction traffic, and the existing capacity of the streets, the 
trips would not significantly affect the existing level-of-service and would not cause 
a backlog of traffic.  During excavation work, delivery of materials would be 
extremely limited – such deliveries would reasonably be expected to occur only 
after excavation is complete and construction commences.  

Moreover, all heavy construction vehicles would follow the truck haul route (please 
see Figure 3-14, as revised).  Heavy construction vehicles would not access the site 
from the south nor otherwise travel west beyond the proposed Boulevard Way 
project driveway.  

Commenters also questioned what measures could ensure against any potential 
damage to Boulevard Way or other local streets from use by heavy construction 
vehicles.   
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Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a, as revised and expanded from the Draft EIR, requires 
the applicant or its contractor to inspect Boulevard Way for any damage, cracking, 
deterioration, stress, or overloading prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  Any 
existing damage will be documented to determine if construction results in any new 
damage. The mitigation measure requires the applicant to resolve any damage 
attributed to project activities prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, by agreeing 
prior to issuance of the permit to fund or perform the necessary repair work within 
a reasonable time as determined by the County.

Based on all of the foregoing considerations, the County fully and properly 
considered temporary construction period impacts with regard to air quality, noise, 
and traffic, providing appropriate mitigation measures to mitigate all identified 
effects below a level of significance.  
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Master Response 9: Proposed Tree Removal
Several commenters raised concerns related to the number of trees proposed for 
removal, including the loss of habitat, potential effects to nesting species, and the 
length of time required for newly planted trees to reach maturity.  Several 
comments erroneously assert that the project includes removal of Heritage trees.

The Draft EIR discusses tree removal in several locations. Table 3-3, Agency Permits 
and Approvals, includes the request for a tree removal permit.  In Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, pages 4.3-13 and 4.3-14 reprint relevant portions of the 
General Plan and County Code, and clearly explain that the site does not include any 
Heritage trees.  

The discussion on page 4.3-14 acknowledges that many trees on the project site are 
protected trees, and that the applicant is requesting a tree removal permit for these 
trees. Impact 4.3-1 includes a discussion of the coast live oak and valley oak trees 
proposed for removal, noting that these trees are considered protected, and that 
the applicant has requested a tree removal permit in accordance with County policy.  

The project requires removal of all trees on the project site, rather than only those 
trees currently located where above-ground portions of the building are proposed, 
because the entire site must be graded to install Grasspave2 and pervious pavers, to 
achieve the required elevations and to allow for excavation for the underground 
portions of the sanctuary building.  See Master Response 2 regarding the 
infeasibility of a reduced size alternative, which would avoid some tree removal and 
the infeasibility of an offsite alternative, which would avoid removal of these trees 
but which might entail removal of other trees.  

Section 816-6.8010 of the County Code governs the evaluation of requests for tree 
removal. It is the regulation by which the County has chosen to implement its 
General Plan policies and provisions encouraging protection of trees, and is 
intended by the County to address all beneficial impacts of trees, including 
biological values and visual effects. 

In granting or denying the tree permit, Section 816-6.8010 directs that the following 
factors shall be considered: 

(1) General 

(A) The proximity and number of other trees in the vicinity;

(B)  The relationship of the subject property to general plan open space or 
open space plans and policies.

(2) For Approval.
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(A) The arborist report indicates that the tree is in poor health and cannot be 
saved;

(B) The tree is a public nuisance and is causing damage to public utilities or 
streets and sidewalks that cannot be mitigated by some other means 
(such as root barriers etc.); 

(C) The tree is in danger of falling and cannot be saved by some other means 
(such as pruning);

(D) The tree is damaging existing private improvements on the lot such as a 
building foundation, walls, patios, decks, roofs, retaining walls, etc.; 

(E) The tree is a species known to be highly combustible and is determined to 
be a fire hazard;

(F) The proposed tree species or the form of the tree does not merit saving 
(i.e., a tree stunted in growth, poorly formed, etc.);

(G) Reasonable development of the property would require the alteration or 
removal of the tree and this development could not be reasonably 
accommodated on another area of the lot; 

(H) The tree is a species known to develop weaknesses that affect the health 
of the tree or the safety of people and property. These species 
characteristics include but are not limited to short lived, weak wooded 
and subject to limb breakage, shallow rooted and subject to toppling. 

(I) Where the arborist or forester report has been required, and the director 
is satisfied that the issuance of a permit will not negatively affect the 
sustainability of the resource. 

(3) For Denial.

(A) The applicant seeks permission for the alteration or removal of a healthy 
tree that can be avoided by reasonable redesign of the site plan prior to 
project approval (for nondiscretionary permits);

(B) It is reasonably likely that alteration or removal of the tree will cause 
problems with drainage, erosion control, land stability, windscreen, visual 
screening, and/or privacy and said problems cannot be mitigated as part 
of the proposed removal of the tree; 

(C) The tree to be removed is a member of a group of trees in which each 
tree is dependent upon the others for survival;
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(D) The value of the tree to the neighborhood in terms of visual effect, wind 
screening, privacy and neighboring vegetation is greater than the hardship 
to the owner; 

(E) If the permit involves trenching or grading and there are other reasonable 
alternatives including an alternate route, use of retaining walls, use of pier 
and grade beam foundations and/or relocating site improvements; 

(F) Any other reasonable and relevant factors specified by the director.

816-6.8012 - Decision. 

The director shall grant or deny tree permits in accordance with this chapter 
and code. If a permit is granted, the director may attach conditions to insure 
compliance with this chapter and code. These conditions may include a 

requirement to replace any or all trees on a comparable ratio of either size or 
quantity. Single tree permits shall be valid for a period of ninety days and may 
be renewed for additional periods by the director upon request by the 
applicant. Collective tree permits shall be valid for a period of time to be 
determined by the director based upon individual circumstances. If a permit is 
denied, the director shall state the reason for denial. Notice of decision shall be 
mailed to the applicant. 

The effects of tree removal on other species are clearly documented in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources. The figures in the Draft EIR (including Figure 4.3-1) identify 
only protected trees proposed for removal, not all trees proposed for removal, as 
just the protected trees are subject to the County ordinance requiring a permit for 
removal.  Protected trees include any species (native, exotic, ornamental, etc.) with 
a circumference of 20 inches or larger measured four and one-half feet from ground 
level.  The Draft EIR did not state the exact number of protected trees whose 
removal is required by the project but noted that 36 mature trees would be

removed, none of which are considered heritage trees.  Trees not designated as at 
least protected by the County ordinance can typically be removed in any number 
without permit at the discretion of the property owner.  

As stated in the Draft EIR, the request for and granting of a permit for tree removal 
completely fulfills County Code requirements with regard to protected trees.  This 
conclusion does not vary with the total number of trees removed.  Provided a 
permit is requested and issued, the removal of protected trees would be conducted 
in concert with County regulations, would not conflict with pertinent regulations, 
and thus would not result in a significant environmental effect.  
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In July 2011, the project arborist completed a supplemental tree survey to update 
the information in the Draft EIR, to ensure accuracy in the evaluation, and to ensure 
that tree growth since the completion of studies is fully addressed.  This July 2011 
arborist report is included with this Final EIR in Appendix G.  In this July 2011 report, 
the arborist identified sixteen additional trees that have grown to reach protected
status.  The July 2011 report confirms that no trees on the project site have been 
given heritage status by the County, consistent with conclusions in the Draft EIR.  

The July 2011 tree survey identified that the project would require the removal of a 
total of 58 protected trees:  51 protected trees on the project site, 1 protected tree 
at the northern end of the Warren Road access (tree 6612), and 6 protected trees in 
the adjacent public right-of-way.  None of these trees are on the Odell property; at 
present, none of the trees on the Odell property are proposed for removal.  Figure 
4.3-1 has been revised accordingly.  

Ten of the trees that reached protected status since the earlier arborist reports are 
ornamental pear trees inside the courtyard of the parsonage building on White 
Horse Court.  As these trees are atop the footprint of the proposed new sanctuary 
building, these trees were previously proposed for removal; all that has changed 
since the previous arborist report is that these trees have grown to a size where 
they are considered protected by County ordinance.  Their removal now requires a 
tree removal permit in order to comply with County regulations.   

Many of the trees identified for removal in Appendix G are ornamental trees, but 
they are considered protected trees under the County’s ordinance because smaller 
trees are not listed in Appendix G, as smaller trees are not protected by County 
ordinance.  The County requires a permit for removal of any protected trees. 

The threshold of significance for tree removal in the Draft EIR is restated verbatim 
from the CEQA checklist in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines.  It asked whether 
the project would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  The County determined 
that because the project could be fully approved and developed only if a tree permit 
were granted, the project would not conflict with the tree ordinance and that no 
mitigation was therefore required.  This impact conclusion remains applicable, even 
with the increase in the number of protected trees as reflected in the July 2011 
supplemental arborist report.  The Draft EIR also noted that the project planned to 
replace the protected trees with 165 new trees, which will be a minimum 24-inch 
box size.  The preliminary landscaping plan, which depicts these replacement trees, 
will be refined to accommodate the final site and development plans, but will 
substantially conform to the preliminary plan.  The perimeter of the project site will
be lined with non-deciduous (i.e., evergreen) trees.
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The project site does not contain any sensitive habitats and no sensitive species 
were observed during field surveys of the property.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b 
provides clear protection for nesting raptors that may occupy the site during 
construction. The mitigation requires a pre-construction survey by a qualified 
biologist and establishment of a buffer around any trees found to contain an active 
nest.  These measures are a standard in the industry and provide effective 
protection of any nesting species. 

Page 4.1-16 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that it will require 6 years for the trees to 
reach a height that would provide substantial shielding between the sanctuary 
property and adjacent properties. The landscaping for the perimeter of the 
property calls for non-deciduous trees with heights at 6 years of 16 to 20 feet and 
heights at maturity of up to 40 feet.  The sanctuary would be screened at ground 
level by the wall and to some extent by the trees as they grow to achieve these 
sizes.  The remaining visual impact during the initial six years is less-than-significant 
in light of the nature of the neighborhood, the existing development, the quality of 
the building design, and the temporary nature of the impact.
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Master Response 10: Geotechnical Issues
Note:  Information in Master Responses 10 and 11 has been drawn from several 
sources, including the project geotechnical report (Appendix I), the project drainage 
report (Appendix L), and several supplemental studies and memoranda submitted 
to the County.  These supplemental studies and memoranda are compiled within 
Final EIR Appendix R.   

Pre-project and post-project assessment of existing off-site structures

Several commenters stated that during construction, the project poses potential for 
damage to nearby buildings and other improvements.  The Draft EIR identifies the 
potential for construction of the project to cause settlement or cracking of 
improvements on the perimeter of the site and identifies measures to ensure all 
such risks are reduced to a less-than-significant level (See Mitigation Measures 4.5-
2a and 4.5--2b).  Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a stipulates that the pre-construction 
surveys would be performed prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  The 
County does not find that such surveys are needed prior to consideration or 
certification of the EIR.  The applicant may request a final building inspection prior 
to completion of the post-construction surveys.  Both the pre- and post-
construction reports would be reviewed for adequacy by the Department of 
Conservation and Development (DCD); DCD would allow opportunity for review and 
comment by the Public Works Department (PWD) to ensure that any issues of 
concern identified can be resolved successfully.

Some commenters have suggested that potential sources of damage are related to 
the volume of earthwork/depth of excavation.  Others have suggested that vibration 
associated with the operation of earth-moving equipment is a potential hazard, and 
some have indicated that changes in the groundwater regime would be a possible 
source of construction-related damage.  Additionally, construction traffic is a 
potential source of damage to Boulevard Way.  None of the comment letters 
provided technical data, facts, or evidence to support such conclusions.  Although 
the risks of damage appear to be relatively low, the County finds no justification to 
dismiss any of these potential sources of damage.  The pre- and post-construction 
surveys are the best means to determine if any change in conditions occurred 
during project construction.

One commenter suggested that a bond be posted by the developer and used to 
assuage neighbor’s concerns regarding potential for property damage.  This 
comment fails to recognize that the County uses its bonding requirements as a 
means of ensuring completion of project’s required improvements in the event that 
the applicant cannot or does not complete the work.  The dollar amount of the bond 
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is based on the value of the improvement work required by the Conditions of 
Approval (e.g. road and drainage improvements) and permit requirements (e.g. 
erosion control).  The bond must be provided to the County prior to the issuance of 
the grading permit.  In summary, construction bonds are not used as a means to 
provide insurance against health or property hazards; notwithstanding, the County 
will require the applicant to provide evidence of liability and other insurance (e.g. 
Workman’s Comp.) 

The request for bonding stems from concerns of adjacent property owners about a 
perceived potential for construction operations to trigger damage, such as from 
vibration associated with earth-moving equipment.  Additionally, there is a long 
history of drainage problems in the neighborhood.  These potential problems have 
been addressed by the Draft EIR through the pre- and post-construction monitoring 
and other mitigation measures. 

The County cannot order the applicant to perform corrective work on off-site 
parcels.  This is because a) the County does not have authority to grant access to the 
nearby private properties, b) the County cannot assume that distress to off-site 
properties is associated with the applicant’s on-site construction (for example,  if 
there are a dozen cracks in a neighbor’s flatwork –walkways, driveway, patio—and a 
new crack forms during the construction period, is it due to the construction or is it 
an unrelated problem?), and c) the remedy that the County recommends would 
likely not be acceptable to one or both parties (e.g. put epoxy on the 13th crack, or 
saw cut the area encompassed by the crack and install new concrete in that small 
area, or replace all flatwork).  These appear to be matters best resolved by the 
applicant and private property owners without County intervention. 

Finally, the County notes that any provisions regarding the contractor’s liability must 
comply with provisions of Section 832 of the California Civil Code. To clarify the 
language used in the DEIR and bring it into conformance with the law, the following 
revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a are recommended:

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit Where 
permitted by the owner or tenant in possession, the County Building Official 
shall direct the applicant or their contractor to complete the following actions:
inspect existing structures/utilities to document any evidence of then-existing 
damage, cracking, distortion, weaknesses in structural elements, deterioration, 
corrosion, excessive stress, overloading, or use of the structure in a manner 
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which may not have been intended by its design prior to issuance of any 
construction permits. The inspection shall include an assessment of the 
condition of the following structures and facilities:

the parsonage

structures on neighboring properties adjacent to the project site 

Boulevard Way 

potentially affected utilities within the project site, as determined by a 
qualified engineer

All inspections and notations of pre-existing damages shall be thoroughly 
documented, to the extent permitted by the relevant owner or tenant in 
possession, prior to the issuance of a demolition or grading permit by 
photographs and mapping, and reference markings or measurement points shall 
be established on critical or previously damaged structures/utilities to assist in 
determining whether any damage or movement has occurred as a result of 
construction.

Such inspections shall be completed before issuance of the grading permit and 
again, after construction of the building shell is substantially complete. To the 
extent required by Civil Code Section 832, the applicant shall be responsible to 
repair or compensate for damage caused by the project. The County Building 
Official shall, prior to issuance of an occupancy permit: (a) confirm that the 
applicant has undertaken a written obligation to repair or compensate for 
damage caused by the construction of the project as recommended by the 
architect of record, or has established procedures that assure such repairs will 
be made or such compensation will be paid; and (2) confirm that any such 
repairs or payment of compensation is planned to be completed within a time 
frame the Official deems reasonable under the circumstances.

Where existing structures are in close proximity to the excavation, additional 
measures beyond pre-construction inspection, such as building underpinning, 
shall be required as determined by the geotechnical consultant.

Viability of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2b

One commenter has challenged the viability of MM 4.5-2b, stating that it was 
merely a performance standard and not a discrete mitigation. In response, the 
intent of the mitigation measure is to recognize that the importance of technical 
review of plans and other documents submitted by the applicant (e.g. pre-
construction survey) prior to the issuance of construction permits or installation of 
utilities.  During construction, the role of the County is to ensure conformance of 
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the project with provisions of the California Building Code, grading ordinance and 
conditions of approval.  This task routinely involves review of plans and calculations 
prior to issuance of permits.  The mitigation measure calls for a specific review to 
also ensure that there is effective implementation of the Mitigation Measures.  This 
review will ensure that provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring Program are 
enforced prior to and throughout the construction period.  The fact that there is a 
review implies that technical documents submitted by the applicant will be 
reviewed and rejected if they are generalized or incomplete, and that additional 
documentation would be required from the project proponent where warranted.

Foundation Design 

A commenter suggests that the project utilize a “bath tub” foundation system that 
would not require control of groundwater beneath the foundation. In response, the 
County does not select foundation systems for private projects or provide design 
recommendations for foundations. The role of the County is properly limited to 
review of building plans/ foundation plans and the associated calculations to ensure 
that the design is compliant with the provisions of the California Building Code.
With that said, a letter from the project geotechnical engineers (GeoEngineers, 
dated August 9, 2011; see Appendix R) indicates that the design of the building is to 
be waterproofed and would in effect serve as a “bath tub” foundation.  Use of 
waterproofing and a bathtub foundation would allow the project to address 
groundwater without the need for dewatering once construction is complete.
Within Appendix R, the applicant has clarified to the County that no operational 
dewatering is proposed and further provided evidence that no such dewatering is 
needed. 

With regard to the “bath tub” foundation, an August 22, 2007 addendum to the 
geotechnical report states that the design groundwater elevation for the project is 
+222.5 feet.  In other words, the project design assumes that groundwater would be 
at this level. Based on borings and groundwater monitoring wells, water levels on 
the site range on the site have been confirmed to range from 7.5 feet below to 1.5
feet above the proposed elevation of the basement floor (proposed for an elevation
of +220.5 feet)

The structural engineers for the project, Thornton Tomasetti, Inc., have issued a 
letter-report dated August 21, 2011 (included within Appendix R) with calculations 
that analyze hydrostatic forces acting on the building for the scenario where the 
groundwater level is at elevation +222.5 feet (in other words, 1.5 feet above the 
level of the basement floor).  The structural engineer concludes that the proposed 
sanctuary building can resist hydrostatic uplift (or “floating”) assuming no 
dewatering. The engineer’s calculations include a safety factor of 1.5. The design 
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recommended by the structural engineer includes 18-inches of gravel and a topping 
slab over the mat foundation. The purpose of the gravel and topping slab is to add 
additional ballast that will further resist hydrostatic uplift or floating. The structural 
engineers calculations indicate that the analysis is based on a concourse floor level 
at elev. +217.5 feet and the mech./ electrical room at elev. +215.67 feet. In its final 
plan check prior to clearance of the building permit, County DCD will verify that 
project plans reflect these changes and that the overall building height above 
ground is not increased over the proposed 35 feet. 

Support of Excavations/ Vibrations Associated with Construction

Some comments have been received suggesting that supportive measures 
associated with the proposed excavation should be to a higher standard than those 
which would normally be required due to the history of drainage and stability 
problems in the neighborhood.  Additionally, there have been several comments 
expressing concern about the possible effect of vibrations during the construction 
period on the adjacent homes. 

With regard to the support of excavations, the applicant must comply with all
applicable requirements of the California Building Code and the California 
Occupational Safety & Health standards.  The County has no separate standards that 
address the support of excavations.  In an August 9, 2011 memorandum included 
within Appendix R, the applicant’s geotechnical engineer indicates that the shoring 
system is anticipated to be a soil nail wall that is constructed in segments as the 
excavation is made.  The County finds that equipment utilized for construction of 
the soil nail wall would be relatively small and would thus generate minimal 
vibration during construction. In addition the building foundation will be a poured 
in place reinforced mat foundation.

The project does not involve pile driving foundation.  That type of foundation would 
generate substantial vibration.  However, removal of soils from the site is expected 
to be accomplished by use of excavators, dozers, and dump trucks. The excavation 
of the sanctuary will be completed early during the construction period, and the 
types of equipment that are anticipated would result in vibrations that are distinctly 
perceptible to people within 15 feet of the vibration source and barely perceptible 
to people at distances greater than 15 feet.

Table 3 of the August 9, 2011 GeoEngineers memorandum (included in Appendix R)
indicates that the acoustical experts classify vibrations in terms of peak particle 
velocity (PPV).  A PPV of 0.24 is “distinctly perceptible” to people.  A  PPV of 0.035 is 
“barely perceptible” to people.  The County has not adopted any regulations 
regarding vibration intensity.  Nonetheless, Table 4 within the August 9, 2011 
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GeoEngineers memorandum presents vibration thresholds used by the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  Based on the 
vibration estimates for the range of equipment that is anticipated to be used on the 
site during project construction, buildings set back 15 feet (or more) from a 
vibration source would not be exposed to vibration capable of resulting in damage.  
As two buildings are approximately 20 feet or less from the area to be excavated, 
the pre-construction survey conducted by the geotechnical engineer may require 
additional measures to avoid any damage to existing structure.  As for potential 
vibration effects at Las Trampas Creek, the shortest  distance from the project site 
to the creek is approximately 250 feet, well beyond a distance in which project site 
ground vibration could have any effect on creek bank stability.  
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Master Response 11: Hydrology and Drainage Issues

Potential for Project to Alter Groundwater Flow and Negatively Affect Nearby 
Properties

The geotechnical investigation for the project included the logging and sampling of 
six (6) exploratory borings that were drilled to depths of 33 to 40.5 feet.  These 
borings penetrated fill underlain by clayey deposits.  The clayey deposits were 
irregularly interbedded with clayey sand, and clayey sand with gravel.  There was no 
clean sand or gravel layers within the clayey deposits.  Groundwater moves most 
quickly through clean sand and gravel.  The clayey deposits are underlain by bedrock 
at depths of 23 to 30 feet below the ground surface (bgs) at elevations of 212 feet 
to 203.5 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  The bedrock consists of weathered 
claystone and siltstone. 

A memorandum issued by GeoEngineers (dated November 4, 2009) presented the 
results of infiltration tests, which show the clayey deposits and weathered bedrock 
to have very low permeability.  Technical data on the groundwater conditions are 
presented in a memorandum from GeoEngineers dated August 9, 2011, included 
within Appendix R:

Groundwater levels were measured in the borings in June 2007 at the end of a 
winter rainy season that was heavier than normal.  Groundwater was 
encountered in the borings at depths ranging from 15 to 24 feet bgs. 

Three monitoring wells were installed on site in January 2011.  In monitoring 
well MW-1, the water level has ranged from 19.5 -20 feet bgs.  In MW-2 the 
water level has ranged from 25.5 -26 feet bg ; and in MW-3 the water level has 
ranged from 20- 28 feet bgs.  The groundwater levels in the monitoring wells 
have been equal to or lower that the water levels measured in the borings.

The groundwater levels in the borings have ranged from 1.5 to 7.5 feet below 
the level of the proposed basement floor, with the exception of Boring B-5.  
That boring encountered groundwater 1.5 ft. higher than the level of the 
proposed basement floor.

GeoEngineers have recommended a design groundwater elevation of 222.5 feet 
amsl for permanent subsurface structures (per a memorandum dated December 
21, 2010 included within Appendix R).  The highest groundwater level measured 
on the site was elevation 219 feet amsl (in boring B-5).

In summary, the lowest reach of the proposed sanctuary building would be above 
the expected groundwater level.  As detailed within Appendix R, GeoEngineeers has 
analyzed the potential need for dewatering (in other words, extracting 
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groundwater), both during the construction period and following construction.  The 
August 9, 2011 memorandum within Appendix R provides the technical data and 
assumptions used in the analysis.  

The results of the analysis indicate that during the construction period, pumping is 
expected to be 2 gallons per minute (gpm).  If clean, highly permeable sand is 
encountered in the walls of the excavation and amounts to at least 5% of the soils 
profile (a worst case assumption), the estimated flow rate could be as high as 25 
gpm.   After the construction period the estimated flow rate is projected at 0.7 gpm.  
If clean sands are exposed on the perimeter of the exterior of the walls (worst case 
5% of soil profile), the flow rate would be expected to reach 3.5 gpm.  The analysis 
also examines a scenario (“Case 3”) where the groundwater level is higher than 
encountered in any of the borings or monitoring wells.  The flow rate associated 
with this worst case scenario is 46 gpm.  

As noted above, test borings on the project site did not encounter any clean sands 
or gravel layers that would be associated with a higher groundwater flow rate.  
Based on the technical data and engineering analysis presented in the geotechnical 
and structural engineering reports of the applicant, it is reasonable to conclude that 
the project can be completed relying on a “bath tub” foundation and avoid the need 
for pumping of groundwater. Only one area of seepage was noted above the 
project’s design water level of +222.5 feet (precisely, a seepage zone in Boring B-5).  
This seepage area is logically interpreted as “perched” groundwater that is elevated 
above the water table.  During the construction period, this perched water can be 
expected to flow of a period of days to a few weeks until it is drained.  In summary, 
the risk of damage to nearby properties from the project can be deemed to be less-
than-significant.

Potential for use of Pervious Pavers to Contribute to Groundwater Contamination

Some commenters have suggested that pervious pavers, which are intended to 
allow surface runoff on the site to be detained and allowed to permeate the ground, 
may result in groundwater contamination.  This comment fails to recognize that the 
Contra Costa County Clean Water Program (CCCWP) is intended to protect water 
quality and control runoff.  The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) issued NPDES Permit #CAS612008, revised Order #R2-2003-022 to 
the CCCWP.  It contains requirements to prevent stormwater pollution and to 
protect and restore creek and wetland habitat.  Consequently, the NPDES permit 
regulates new construction in the County.  Specifically, the regulations impose new, 
more stringent requirements to control runoff from land development projects.  The 
RWQCB added provision C.3 in the permit requiring that, as a condition of 
development approvals, project drainage plans must include specific stormwater 
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treatment measures, as well as implement treatment features to reduce pollutants 
in stormwater discharges.  Provision C.3 establishes thresholds and criteria for 
implementation of stormwater treatment measures.  The C.3 requirements are not 
only intended to reduce short-term construction-related runoff and resultant 
pollution, but are also intended to reduce the long-term adverse effects by requiring 
runoff control measures as a part of project approvals.  The applicant has not 
requested any exceptions to the C.3 requirements of the County. 

The Stormwater Control Plan (SCP)and associated hydrologic analysis and 
calculations have been reviewed by the County Public Works Department (PWD).  
After initial review by PWD, the applicant made a series of revisions to the SCP to 
bring into conformance with the regulations administered by PWD.  Ultimately the 
SCP was considered adequate and the project was deemed to be complete and 
ready for (a) environmental analysis and for the purposes of (b) taking the project to 
hearing.  For projects that are approved by the County, PWD will review the 
specifics of the final design of the project and may require additional adjustments in 
the SCP. 

In summary, a project that is designed in accordance with the C.3 requirements and 
other provisions of the CCCWP is not expected to create significant short-term or 
long-term water quality impacts.  Typically, drainage design of new projects requires 
some type of detention facility to allow for infiltration of runoff into the ground.  
Pollutants are captured by plant materials and by the natural filtering of surface 
waters as it percolates through soils.

Potential for the project to adversely affect water wells lower in the watershed

One commenter questioned whether there are any existing potable water wells in 
the project’s downstream watershed that could be adversely affected by any 
degradation of water quality that results from the project.  In response to that 
question, staff contacted the County Health Services Department, Environmental 
Health Division.  That division administers regulations pertaining to groundwater 
wells, along with issuing permits for geotechnical exploration wells and monitoring 
wells.  According to Ed Diaz, Environmental Health Specialist II, the County has no 
record of potable water wells within the watershed that includes the Sufism 
Reoriented project site.  Mr. Diaz did confirm that the applicant for the Sufism 
Reoriented project drilled two unsuccessful water wells on their project site in 2008.  
Those wells were properly abandoned.  Additionally, the applicant secured permits 
for the geotechnical exploration wells and for the three monitoring wells.
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In summary, the commenters did not identify any potable water wells in the 
project’s watershed, and the County agency that regulates potable water wells has 
not issued permits for potable water wells in this portion of the Saranap area.  
Furthermore, no technical data or engineering analysis has been provided by 
commenters relevant to the issue of degradation of groundwater quality.  The 
applicant has not requested any exceptions to the standards of the County’s Clean 
Water Program.  There is no reason to believe that a project that complies with 
those regulations will adversely affect water quality.

Compatibility of proposed pervious parking areas with County Ordinance 82-16

Some commenters have questioned whether the use of open, pervious pavers can 
be consistent with the County’s Ordinance Code, which specifies use of concrete or 
asphalt for off-street parking.  Commenters state that there has been no discussion 
of stripping the pavers to define parking spaces. Other comments have suggested 
that the proposed design does not promote optimum conditions to support the 
growth of grasses between the pavers. 

In this regard, it should be noted that the compliance of a project with off-street 
parking standards associated with impervious and pervious design is reviewed by 
the Public Works Department.  The County has approved land development projects 
in the unincorporated area where similar pervious pavers have been employed to 
comply with C.3 requirements.  In those cases PWD had determined that the pavers 
provide an appropriate surface to support the planned transportation-related use.  
PWD review of the Sufism Reoriented project has not identified the use of pavers to 
be inappropriate for the on-site parking areas.

The parking areas on the site will require a striping plan.  Those details are not 
needed to complete the environmental review of the project, but will be needed 
prior to construction of the parking areas on site.  These details of a project are 
routinely addressed by the recommended Conditions of Approval.  With regard to 
the ability of the narrow areas between pavers to support adequate plant growth, 
the County can be expected to require the project proponent to submit a landscape 
plan for the project, prepared by a licensed landscape architect.  That plan will 
identify both suitable plants for use on the site, along with an efficient irrigation 
system.

Compliance of the Stormwater Control Plan with the prevailing regulations and 
expectations of County’s Clean Water Program

One commenter has noted that the clean water requirements of the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board are evolving rapidly, and the commenter 
questions if the Stormwater Control Plan for the project adequately addresses 
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current standards.  Additionally, several commenters have expressed concerns 
regarding the importance of control of erosion and sedimentation, and the effect of 
the project on drainage facilities that link the site with La Trampas Creek.

Consultation with the staff of the Clean Water Program (David Swartz, Watershed 
Management Planning Specialist) indicates that the SCP submitted by the project 
proponent is unusually thorough.  With regard to changes in the regulations, under 
the old standards, C.3 compliance was required where a project created 10,000 
square feet (or more) of impervious surface.  For certain land uses that threshold 
has been lowered to 5,000 square feet.  Under the old permit standard, projects 
that were required to install permanent stormwater management facilities, were 
generally able to utilize landscaped-based “bioretential facilities.”  The new permit 
requires projects to capture runoff on site and manage it through such measures as 
infiltration and/or evapotransporation.  The SCP for the Sufism Reoriented project 
includes these measures.

As a Condition of Approval, the County process requires that the applicant submit a 
final Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) and a stormwater Control Operation and 
Maintenance Plan to the Public Works Department (PWD).  These submittals are 
then reviewed by PWD staff engineers for compliance with the County’s NPDES 
permit, and shall be deemed consistent with the County’s “Stormwater 
Management and Discharge Control” Ordinance prior to issuance of the first 
building permit.  Additionally, improvement plans shall be reviewed to verify 
consistence with the final SCP and compliance with Provision C.3 of the County’s 
NPDES Permit and the County’s Stormwater Management and Discharge Control 
Ordinance.  

Finally, PWD routinely requires as a Condition of Approval that the property owner 
enter into a standard Stormwater Management Facility Operation and Maintenance 
Agreement with the County. In that agreement, (a) the property owner accepts 
responsibility for and related to operation and maintenance of the stormwater 
facilities, and (b) formally grants access to relevant public agencies for inspection of 
stormwater management facilities.
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Master Response 12: Regulations/Merits of the Project 
and the Scope of the Environmental Impact Report
Several commenters state that the proposed religious land use is inconsistent with 
County regulations and requires some form of variance approval for the building 
itself or the proposed reduction of required off-street parking spaces.  Other 
commenters have stated that the EIR should review the project in terms of all 
findings a County legislative body must make in approving a land use permit, 
particularly in terms of the projected long-term usage of the property by the 
applicant.  

This EIR addresses the question whether a likely consequence of project approval 
would be eventual abandonment of the building, leaving it vacant, not maintained
and comprising a blighted presence in the neighborhood.  The County has 
considered evidence of the applicant’s long-term presence in the neighborhood 
(more than 30 years) and the related investment by approximately 224 individual 
members to move to the Saranap community in an effort to live close to the current 
(and proposed) facility.  These represent substantial institutional and personal 
investments in the community.  Based on these factors, the County projects that 
there is reasonable certainty that the project would be occupied by the applicant for 
the long term; project approval would not foreseeably result in the abandonment of 
the building and potential blighting conditions.  

The project’s compliance or non-compliance with other County requirements 
presents regulatory issues that are not part of the analysis of physical impacts on 
the environment.  Normally, such issues would be addressed in a staff report.  
However, the County has directed that in light of the interest expressed in these 
issues, that the Draft and Final EIRs contain discussions of these regulatory matters, 
which will likely be supplemented in staff reports.  The issues remain regulatory and 
not relevant to the CEQA analysis.

County Code and religious uses

Per County Code Division 84, churches and religious institutions are allowed in all 
single-family residential districts with a land use permit.   

County Code Section 26-2.2008 spells out the findings the County must make in 
approving a land use permit request:  

(1) That the proposed conditional land use shall not be detrimental to the 
health, safety and general welfare of the county;

(2) That it shall not adversely affect the orderly development of property within 
the county;
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(3) That it shall not adversely affect the preservation of property values and the 
protection of the tax base within the county;

(4) That it shall not adversely affect the policy and goals as set by the general 
plan;

(5) That it shall not create a nuisance and/or enforcement problem within the 
neighborhood or community; 

(6) That it shall not encourage marginal development within the neighborhood; 
(7) That special conditions or unique characteristics of the subject property and 

its location or surroundings are established. Failure to so find shall result in 
a denial. 

Several commenters stated that the Draft EIR should have considered each of these 
findings in its analysis.  This is not the role of an environmental impact report under 
CEQA.  While the significance thresholds set forth at Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines include several questions related to land use policy, none specifically 
require analysis of a project relative to the findings a legislative body must make in 
approving or denying a project application.  The EIR has been prepared to assist 
County decision makers and the public to understand the environmental effects of 
the proposed project.  In considering approval of the project, County decision 
makers will have three general classes of information before them:

1. The Project Application:  plans, narrative description, and supporting studies.
2. The EIR:  analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed project, 

including all pertinent technical analyses.
3. A Staff report summarizing the Project Application and the EIR, identifying the 

requested permits and actions, and potentially identifying a staff recommended 
action on the project in light of the findings needed to grant or deny the 
requested permits and actions.  

To the extent commenters believe that the County cannot make the required 
findings needed to approve the project as proposed, these comments are noted in 
this Final EIR but are not themselves CEQA issues requiring a detailed response. 

In this vein, several commenters stated that findings for approval could or should 
not be made because there is no assurance that the Sufism Reoriented organization 
will remain long-term in the neighborhood after the project is built and that given 
this uncertainty, the County cannot or should not make certain findings to approve 
the project.  

Several commenters also express opinions regarding the merits of the project, and 
urge approval or denial of the land use permit or tree removal permit.  The decision-
makers will take environmental considerations into account in reviewing the merits 
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of the project, but the merits of the project are not themselves an environmental 
issue.  All comments submitted within the comment period are reproduced within 
this Final EIR and will therefore be presented to decision-makers for their 
consideration.  In considering approval or denial of the project, County legislative 
body members are free to consider other information or evidence that may become 
available.
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3-1 

3.0 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides responses to comments received during the public review 
period for the Draft EIR.  Copies of all comment letters received up to the end of the 
public review period are included in Section 3.2 Comment Letters and Responses. 

Table 3-1 Index to Comments

Number Commenter

Individuals & Organizations*

1 Abbott, Margaret

2 Adair, Jan

3 Bradbury, Stacey A. 

4 Breed, Martha H.

5 Burlingame, Barry

6 Burnett, Mr. and Mrs. Robert

7 C & H Development Co. 

8 Chiu, Andrew

9 Chuckovich, Carole (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

10 Chuckovich, Carole (April 18, 2011 letter)

11 Chuckovich, Carole (May 27, 2011 letter)

12 Coleman, Joyce A. S. 

13 Conner, Carol

14 Cooper, Marie (April 26, 2011 letter)

15 Cooper, Marie (May 16, 2011 letter)
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Number Commenter

15 Cooper, Marie (May 16, 2011 letter)

16 Cowles, Chris

17 Dacus, David J. (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

18 Darabian, Mike and Rosemary

19 Fassler, Judy

20 Fettig, Wayne (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

21 Fettig, Wayne (May 26, 2011 letter)

22 Flashman, Stuart

23 Galton, Richard (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

24 Galton, Richard (May 26, 2011 letter)

25 Gaponenko, Igor

26 Gray, Brian

27 Hartshorn, Teresa

28 Hasselfeld, Emelyn Jewett

29 Hay, D. Roger

30 Hedgepath, Joy

31 Hutchins, Carl, Jr.  

32 Isaacs, Matt

33 Johnson, Robert A. and Terry Hogan

34 Kershaw, Miranda and Jeremy

35 Kilian, Brian (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

36 Kilian, Brian (May 5, 2011 letter)

37 Kilian, Brian (May 26, 2011 letter)

38 Kirkpatrick, James and Brigitte

39 Liu, Ted

40 Longchamps, Robin and Ron

41 Lowande, Debra
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Number Commenter

42 Lyons, Wm. D. and Sharon W. (April 3, 2011 letter)

43 Lyons, Wm. D. and Sharon W. (May 15, 2011 letter)

44 Mack, Mary 

45 Marchus, Jay R. and Margarita W. de Marchus

46 Mitchell, Kathleen M. 

47 Mona, Judith

48 Nawata, Barbara (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

49 Nawata, Barbara (May 24, 2011 letter)

50 Nuzum, Robert (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

51 Nuzum, Robert C. and Judith M. and Jeriann Alexander (May 23, 2011 letter)

52 Nuzum, Robert (May 26, 2011 letter)

53 Odell, Barbara

54 Ogg, Ronald

55 Perry, Patricia R. (May 25, 2011 letter)

56 Perry, Patricia R. (May 26, 2011 letter)

57 Perry, Patricia R. (May 27, 2011 letter)

58 Rasmussen, Carol

59 Rasmussen, Marvin

60 Redmond, Mark (May 24, 2011 letter)

61 Redmond, Mark (May 25, 2011 letter)

62 Roberts, Judy (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

63 Roberts, Art and  Judy (April 18, 2011 letter)

64 Roberts, Art and Judy (May 23, 2011 letter)

65 Robinson, Bridget

66 Rogers, Kathy (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

67 Rogers, Kathy and Frank (May 10, 2011 letter)

68 Rogers, Kathy and Frank (May 23, 2011 letter)
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Number Commenter

69 Rowley, Lucille M.

70 Russell, Jennifer

71 Ryan, Lisa (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

72 Ryan, Lisa and Clint Shaw (May 25, 2011 letter)

73 Saranap Community Association

74 Schiller, Gayle

75 Schwartz, Bernard

76 Scott's Seafood Restaurant

77 Segal, Jeanette

78 Simmons, Bart and Kathy

79 Smayda, Patricia

80 Staley, Ann F.

81 Summers, Ivy

82 Trenor, Curtis (oral testimony at April 18 Zoning Administrator hearing)

83 Trenor, Curtis (April 18, 2011 letter)

84 Trenor, Curtis and Deborah (May 27, 2011 letter)

85 Wood, Michael

86 Wurth, Linda Jean (May 23, 2011 letter)

87 Wurth, Linda Jean (May 24, 2011 letter)

88 Wurth, Linda (additional May 24, 2011 letter)

89 Alley, Janice and David Mays*

State Agencies

90 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

* Comment letter 89 from Janice Alley and David Mays is presented out of alphabetical order. 

Source: County Department of Conservation and Development, 2011.
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3.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES
The following pages include a copy of each letter received during the Draft EIR 
public review and comment period and the corresponding responses. The 
responses below reference master responses and individual responses that are the 
ones most closely tied to the issue raised in the corresponding comments.
However, all responses should be reviewed for information pertinent to each 
comment.  



LETTER 1

1.1

1.2
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Responses to Comment Letter 1 – Margaret Abbott
1.1 See Master Responses 4 and 12.

1.2 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 



2.1

2.2

2.3

LETTER 2
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Responses to Comment Letter 2 – Jan Adair
2.1 See Master Responses 8 and 10.

2.2 See Master Responses 8 and 10

2.3 Potential indirect biological resources impacts related to tree removal are 
fully addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR.  Also see Master Response 9. 
Please note that orioles are not a special status species under state or 
federal law.



LETTER 3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6



3.6, cont.

3.7
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Responses to Comment Letter 3 – Stacey A. Bradbury
3.1 In this portion of the comment, the commenter expresses criticism of the 

EIR but does not identify with specificity any claimed deficiencies.  
Accordingly, no response can be provided other than to address the 
subsequent specific criticisms.  See responses to comments 3.2 through 3.5.

3.2 See Master Response 2. 

3.3 See Master Response 4. 

3.4 See Master Responses 10 and 11.

3.5 See Master Response 11.

3.6 See Master Response 7. 

3.7 In this portion of the comment, the commenter expresses criticism of the 
EIR but does not identify with specificity any claimed deficiencies.  
Accordingly, no response can be provided other than to address the 
preceding specific criticisms.  See responses to comments 3.2 through 3.5.



4.1

4.2

4.3

LETTER 4
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Responses to Comment Letter 4 – Martha H. Breed
4.1 See Master Responses 3, 4, and 12.

4.2 See Master Responses 6, 8, and 12.

4.3 See Master Responses 3, 4, and 12.



LETTER 5

5.1

5.3

5.2
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Responses to Comment Letter 5 – Barry Burlingame
5.1 See Master Response 4. 

5.2 Please refer to Draft EIR page 3-3, which notes that there are approximately 
500 members of Sufism Reoriented in the D.C. and California congregations.
Approximately 350 of these members are associated with the facility in 
Saranap. As reflected in Appendix P, approximately 224 Sufism Reoriented 
participants reside within one half mile of the site.  See Master Responses 7 
and 12.

5.3 See Master Response 4. 



LETTER 6

6.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 6 – Mr. and Mrs. Robert 
Burnett
6.1 See Master Responses 9 and 12.



LETTER 7

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4
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Responses to Comment Letter 7 – C & H Development Co. 
7.1 The proposed new sanctuary is 66,074 square feet, as stated on page 3-1 of 

the Draft EIR, not 46,074 square feet. See Master Responses 6 and 8.

7.2 Traffic volumes are not expected to produce any significant noise.  The 
proposed program of uses (please refer to Draft EIR Table 3-1) is similar to 
current uses at 1300 Boulevard Way in terms of the typical sequencing of 
events.  Uses would typically conclude by 10 PM and would not generate 
any substantial nighttime or early morning noise as suggested by the 
commenter.  The project description does not include any major outdoor 
events. The project would be subject to the same noise regulation as all 
other homes and facilities in the zone, and thus is not projected to produce 
noise that would exceed the allowed noise levels.  See Master Response 6.

7.3 As a religious facility, and as stated on page 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR, the only 
anticipated operational period air pollutant emissions would be from motor 
vehicles accessing the site, heating and cooling devices, and generators.
Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.2-13, which notes that the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines provide screening 
criteria for determining if a project’s operational emissions could exceed the 
BAAQMD’s thresholds.  If a project’s size falls below the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines’ screening criteria, quantitative analysis of operational emissions 
is not required, and impacts are assumed to be less than significant.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project size (66,074 square feet) falls well 
below the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines’ screening criteria for a place of 
worship (439,000 square feet). Under the BAAQMD critieria, no further 
analysis is required and the impact is considered less-than-significant.

7.4 See Master Responses 4 and 6.



LETTER 8

8.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 8 – Andrew Chiu
8.1 See Master Response 12.



9.1

9.2

LETTER 9

9.3



9.3, cont.

9.4
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Responses to Comment Letter 9 – Carole Chuckovich 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
9.1 See Master Responses 1 and 6. Appendices were available at the locations 

identified in the Notice of Availability, and on the County’s website at
www.cocoplans.org.  In addition, CDs were available to purchase at the 
County’s office for $2.  Provisions of the EIR have been amended and 
corrected as reflected in these responses to comments, as shown in Volume 
I of this Final EIR.  The commenter does not identify what figures or 
statements she believes are misrepresentations, so no further response can 
be provided.  

9.2 See Master Responses 2 and 6.

9.3 See Master Responses 6, 7, and 12.

9.4 See Master Response 7. 



LETTER 10

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4
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Responses to Comment Letter 10 – Carole Chuckovich
(April 18, 2011)
10.1 See Master Response 6. 

10.2 See Master Response 6. 

10.3 Please see page 5-7 of the Draft EIR which describes Alternative 3: Modified 
Right-of-Way Alternative and the modifications to Boulevard Way and 
Kinney Drive.  This cited discussion does not describe the existing condition
of the intersection nor the conditions under Project Variants A and B but 
rather describes a conceptual alternative.  CEQA requires that an EIR 
consider alternatives to a proposed project.  See Master Response 2.  

10.4 See Master Response 6. 

10.5 Page 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR describes the existing circumstances and 
acknowledges the lack of sidewalks and bicycle lanes.  See Master 
Response 6.



11.1

11.2

11.3
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Responses to Comment Letter 11 – Carole Chuckovich 
(May 27, 2011)
11.1 See Master Responses 3 and 4.

11.2 See Master Responses 3, 4, and 12.

11.3 See Master Response 9 regarding the analysis of proposed tree removal.  
There are no trees on the site that have “heritage” status as claimed.  The 
commenter also expresses concern about the amount of tax dollars that 
would be spent to oversee compliance with mitigation measures.  
Development review and enforcement of mitigation in the County is 
performed on a cost-recovery basis, with project proponents assuming 
responsibility for the cost of work incurred. This comment does not raise 
any significant environmental issues.  See Master Response 12.

11.4 For a discussion of potential construction period vibration effects, please 
see Draft EIR page 4.10-13, Impact 4.10-2, which acknowledges limited 
potential for vibration during construction and imposes mitigation reducing 
identified effects to a less-than-significant level.  Please also see Master 
Responses 4 and 8. 

11.5 Please refer to the response to comment 11.3 above. See Master Response 
12.

11.6 See Master Response 7. 

11.7 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

11.8 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

11.9 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

11.10 The commenter is concerned with the number of pages of the 
environmental review as well as the number and extent of mitigation 
measures set forth.  The County notes this comment and further notes that 
all identified project impacts can be successfully mitigated to a less-than-
significant level, leaving no significant or unavoidable impacts. See Master 
Response 12.

11.11 Please refer to the response to comment 11.3 above.
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Responses to Comment Letter 12 – Joyce A.S. Coleman 
12.1 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

12.2 See Master Responses 3, 6, and 7. 

12.3 See Master Responses 3, 6, and 7. The project does not include the 
Children’s Spring Party, as the applicant has no present plans to repeat that 
function.

12.4 See Master Response 7.

12.5 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

12.6 See Master Responses 6 and 7. The project does not include Spring Parties.

12.7 See Master Response 7. 

12.8 See Master Response 7.

12.9 See Master Response 7. The project does not include Spring Parties.

12.10 Project Variant A is the applicant’s proposed project, without any change to 
the current roadway widths, stop sign controls, or pedestrian amenities, 
excepted as provided for via mitigation. Project Variant A is not equivalent 
to Traffic Study Variant #2.  Please see Appendix O, page O.1-3 for an 
explanation of nomenclature.  Alternative 3 was separately proposed by the 
applicant as an alternative to Project Variant A, and is also referred to in the 
Draft EIR as Alternative 3: Modified Right of Way Alternative.  Alternative 3 
includes stop signs, sidewalks and crosswalks.  See Master Response 6.  

Please also see Draft EIR Table 3-2 which summarizes key differences 
between Project Variant A and B.  

12.11 Please see the response to comment 12.10 above as well as Master 
Response 6.

12.12 Please see Draft EIR subsection 5.5.4, which described the County’s 
reasoning in selecting Alternative 3 as the environmental superior 
alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2). Also see 
Master Response 6.

12.13 Please see Draft EIR subsection 5.5.4, which described the County’s 
reasoning in selecting Alternative 3 as the environmental superior 
alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2). Alternative 
3, as well as all proposed roadway modifications addressed in the EIR were 
proposed or reviewed by transportation engineers.  Should the County 



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
3.0 Individual Response to Comments Final EIR - Volume II

3-56

approve the project, whatever alternative is selected for construction would 
be subject to appropriate review by the County PWD to ensure long-term 
safe operations.  See Master Response 6.

12.14 Traffic volumes are not expected to produce any significant noise.  Please 
refer to Draft EIR page 4.10-10.  The reasonably foreseeable program of 
uses (please refer to Draft EIR Table 3-1) is similar to current uses at 1300 
Boulevard Way in terms of the typical sequencing of events.  Uses would 
typically conclude by 10 PM and would not generate any substantial 
nighttime or early morning noise as suggested by the commenter.  Please 
also see Master Response 6. 

12.15 See Master Response 3. The project proposes to use different spaces at 
different times, and proposes some sacred space intended to remain 
essentially unoccupied.  See Appendix B to this EIR.  See Master Response 
12 regarding the County’s consideration of the merits of the project.

12.16 See Master Responses 2, 3, and 12.

12.17 See Master Responses 3, 7, and 12.

12.18 Please refer to page O.1-3 in Appendix O for a table providing cross-
references to terminology used in the EIR and the Traffic Impact Analysis.  
This table is intended to clarify the different terminology in each document. 

12.19 As described on pages H-3 and H-4 of Appendix H, a field inspection of the 
project site was completed by a qualified archaeologist who determined 
that there is no direct evidence and only a moderate potential that 
prehistoric archaeological materials are present. The archaeologist’s 
associated literature and database search found no records indicating any 
earlier finds on the project site.  Given existing development on much of the 
site, and the lack of any known resources on this site, and the moderate 
potential for the site to harbor such resources, the project archaeologist, in 
his professional judgment, concluded that the particulars of the project site 
did not justify the need for survey pits or other similar subsurface
investigation in order to adequately assess the property.  Nonetheless, 
construction activities in vast portions of the Bay Area (developed and 
undeveloped areas both) have the potential to encounter previously 
unrecorded or otherwise unknown archaeological resources.  To address 
the possibility that unknown resources are discovered in the course of 
construction, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is included to ensure that all
construction activities would be halted immediately in the event that any 
archaeological resources are encountered.  The measure further provides 
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for a qualified archaeologist to assess the significance of any find and 
provide further management recommendations and next steps before 
construction activities resume. Please also see the response to comment 
12.20.  

12.20 As described in Appendix H, there is moderate potential that the project 
area contains archaeological materials. Consistent with pertinent federal
and state regulations and standards, Holman & Associates completed an 
archaeological literature review, a field inspection, and a Native American 
consultation for the project area.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is included to 
ensure that all construction activities would be halted immediately in the 
event that any archaeological resources are encountered.  The measure 
further provides for a qualified archaeologist to assess the significance of 
any find and provide further management recommendations and next steps 
before construction activities resume.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 has been revised to include, following demolition,
a site inspection by a qualified archaeologist.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 has 
been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: When demolition and site clearing 
activities are complete, a qualified archaeologist, hired by the 
applicant, shall reinspect the project site to ascertain whether 
clearance activities exposed any previously undetected 
archaeological resources.  In the event that any buried cultural 
(historical, archeological, and/or paleontological) resources are 
encountered, the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation 
and Development (DCD) shall ensure that construction, excavation, 
and/or grading activities within 100 feet of the find are temporarily 
halted until a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist, hired by the 
applicant, can assess the significance of the find and provide proper 
management recommendations to be incorporated in to the Project
Variant ultimately selected.  Prehistoric cultural materials include, but 
is not limited to, shell midden deposits, hearth remains, stone and/or 
shell artifacts, and/or burials.  Historic materials, including but not 
limited to, whole or fragmentary ceramic, glass or metal objects, 
wood, nails, brick, or other materials may occur on the project site in 
deposits such as old privies or dumps.  If the site is found to contain 
significant cultural or paleontological resources (as determined by the 
CEQA Guidelines) by a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist, 
funding shall be provided by the applicant to identify, record, report, 
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evaluate, and recover the resources as necessary.  Construction within 
the area of the find shall not recommence until impacts to the cultural 
or paleontological resource are mitigated.  Additionally, as required 
by Public Resources Code Section 5097.993, the applicant must inform 
project personnel that collection of any Native American artifact is 
prohibited by law.

12.21 Please see the responses to comments 12.19 and 12.20. As noted, a
qualified archaeologist did not advise the need for survey pits or other 
similar investigation in order to adequately assess the property prior to 
construction.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 was amended as described in 
response 12.20. Additionally, according to project archaeologist Holman & 
Associates, the depth of excavation is irrelevant to the potential discovery 
of unknown cultural resources.  If previously unknown prehistoric 
archaeological resources are present, given the ethnographic history of the 
region, such resources are most likely to be found within the first three to 
four feet from the original ground surface. 

12.22 Holman & Associates documented its written requests for information to 
the Native American individuals/organizations provided by the Native 
American Heritage Commission pursuant to Senate Bill 18.  No responses 
were received.  Whether or not follow-up telephone calls were made is 
beyond the requirements of Senate Bill 18 and does not introduce any new 
physical environmental effect under CEQA.  

12.23 Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.1-18, which states that the County has not
adopted any standards or regulations pertaining to the measurement or 
control of light “spillover.” However, CEQA requires the County to 
determine if the project would create a new source of substantial light 
which would adversely affect nighttime views.  Please refer to Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, for a discussion of the project’s impact on nighttime views. This 
discussion indicated that the project could have a significant impact to 
nighttime views.  Accordingly, mitigation was provided that would reduce 
the impact to a less-than-significant level.  The County finds that it is 
reasonable to add consideration of timing provisions to further reduce the 
significance of nighttime light impacts.  To this end, Mitigation Measure 
4.1-1 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1: The applicant shall submit a lighting plan 
and a photometric study which shall demonstrate, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Conservation and Development, 
that no bare bulbs will be visible from offsite. The plan shall also 
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demonstrate that no lighting will be directed across property lines, 
and all lighting visible from offsite—including spillover onto 
adjacent properties—will be compatible with offsite private and 
public right-of-way lighting in the vicinity. If needed, the plans may 
include recommendations for turning off lights at specific times to 
reduce effects to nighttime views.  

12.24 Please see Figure 3-9 of the Draft EIR, which showed that the perimeter of 
the project site would be lined with non-deciduous (i.e., evergreen) trees.  
Final project plans would need to conform to this project description; the 
County would verify this during the plan check process prior to issuance of 
permits. At maturity, the proposed trees would range in height from 15 to 
40 feet.  The eventual growth of these non-deciduous trees will provide for 
privacy and shielding between properties.  

The Contra Costa County General Plan does not identify either a single or a 
group of valley oak trees as a protected scenic resource.  Please see Master 
Response 9 for a discussion of tree removal proposed for the project.   

12.25 See Master Responses 4 and 5. An alternative that would be configured 
differently, such as without a perimeter wall or with a different color 
building, would not be substantially different from the project, would not 
lessen or avoid any significant environmental impacts, and is not needed to 
ensure that the County studied a reasonable range of alternatives.  See 
Master Response 2. CEQA is concerned with whether the project as 
proposed would have significant impacts and, if so, whether those impacts 
can feasibly be mitigated or avoided through one or more project 
alternatives. 

12.26 See Master Response 2. 

12.27 Please see Draft EIR subsection 5.3.3, which describes the evolution of 
Alternative 3.  Alternative 3 fundamentally rethinks the configuration of 
adjacent roadways and thus presents solutions that need not integrate all 
features of Project Variants A or B. See Master Response 6.

12.28 See Master Responses 2 and 6. Please see Draft EIR subsection 5.5.4, which 
described the County’s reasoning in selecting Alternative 3 as the 
environmental superior alternative under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2).

12.29 The EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA statute and 
guidelines.  See response to comment 18.1. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 13 – Carol Conner, Ph.D.
13.1 The issue of story poles was not settled previously.  The County has carefully 

and in good faith considered the requests of commenters for story poles.  
The County determined that photo simulations for aesthetic analysis were 
adequate without the installation of story poles. See Master Responses 1
and 5.
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Responses to Comment Letter 14 – Marie Cooper 
(April 26, 2011)
14.1 See Master Response 8, which clarifies to provide the correct truck haul 

route and associated required revisions to the EIR.  

14.2 The commenter is correct that Project Variant A includes a bus pullout.  
Table 3-2 on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR has thus been revised.  Other 
revisions to Table 3-2 are also reflected below.

Table 3-2 Project Variants:  Key Differences

Existing 
Conditions Project Variant A Project Variant B

Width of Boulevard Way 
eastbound lane

12 feet 12 feet 17 feet
(12 feet plus 5 foot 
shoulder)

Traffic Control at 
Blvd./Kinney/Garden

Stop sign at 
Kinney Road and 
Garden Court

No change No change 

Cross walks for pedestrians None None proposed by 
applicant– but required 
in Boulevard Way per 
Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1.

New crosswalk across 
Boulevard Way, 
somewhere between 
Garden Court and Molly 
Way (location TBD)

Sidewalk Pedestrian 
Improvements

None None proposed – but 
required along 
Boulevard Way frontage 
per Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1.

Yes –along Boulevard Way 
frontage

Utility undergrounding and 
street lighting

Utilities above 
ground, no street 
lights along 
project frontage

None proposed Utilities relocated to 
accommodate frontage 
improvements
undergrounded, new 
streetlights installed per 
County standards.

Sight-distance setback None None proposed, but 
required per Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-2.

Yes

Bus Pullout None Yes None Yes

Source: Circlepoint, 2011.
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14.3 Subsection 4.1.3 of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the project 
would expand views of Mt. Diablo from Kinney Drive.  The County notes 
that this comment and resultant text revisions to the Draft EIR do not 
address any physical environmental effect of the project but rather provide 
a more complete characterization of the visual resources in the project area.  
The third paragraph under CEQA checklist question (b) on page 4.1-9 has 
been revised as follows:

In the short term, either Project Variant would remove trees from the 
project site, which would temporarily broaden the extent of views 
towards area ridgelines.  Over time, as proposed landscaping reaches 
maturity, views of area ridgelines would resemble existing conditions.  
The gap between the trees along Boulevard Way at Kinney Drive (see 
Figure 3-9) would allow for views of Mt. Diablo from Kinney Drive.
Furthermore, the proposed landscaping plan has been designed 
specifically so that newly planted trees on the project site would 
provide veiling of the sanctuary building from off-site. No mitigation is 
necessary.

14.4 Due to an editing error, an incorrect version of Figure 4.1-7 was included in 
the Draft EIR.  The incorrect figure placed an existing redwood tree behind 
the proposed building.  Given the tree’s location, this tree would actually be 
in front of the proposed building when viewed from this location.  Figure 
4.1-7 of the Draft EIR has been revised to depict the accurate location of the 
redwood tree relative to the proposed building.  The corrected figure is 
shown below and is included on page 4.1-15 in Volume I of this Final EIR. 

14.5 The commenter suggests a number of revisions to the wording of several 
mitigation measures. The County agrees with the commenter’s assertions 
regarding mitigation measure feasibility and the recommended language 
changes. The excerpted revisions below also incorporate other 
modifications to the EIR text.  Please also see Master Response 8.

The fifth bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 on page 4.2-15 has been 
revised as follows:

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be 
completed as soon as feasible possible.  Building pads shall be laid 
as soon as feasible possible after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used;



4.1-7
Figure

Source: 

Viewpoint 3: Existing View

Viewpoint 3: Revised Simulated View

Viewpoint 3: Former Simulated View
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Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a on page 4.5-12 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit 
Where permitted by the owner or tenant in possession, the County 
Building Official shall direct the applicant or their contractor to 
complete the following actions:

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 on page 4.10-12 has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1: The DCD shall ensure that applicant 
adheres to the following mitigation measures in order to generate the 
least noise impacts feasible during construction: 

All construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 AM to 
5:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and shall be prohibited on state 
and federal holidays, except as provided below;

The applicant shall hold a pre-construction meeting with the job 
inspectors and the general contractor/onsite manager to confirm 
that all noise mitigation measures and practices (including 
construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) 
are completed prior to beginning construction;

The applicant shall notify neighbors within 300 feet of the 
construction area, at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise
generating excavation and grading activities, about the estimated 
duration of the activity;

The applicant shall designate a construction noise coordinator who 
will be responsible for implementing the noise control measures 
and responding to complaints.  This person’s name and contact 
information shall be posted clearly around the project site and shall 
also be distributed to properties within 200 feet of the site 
boundaries. The construction noise coordinator shall be available 
during all times during construction activities and shall maintain a 
log of complaints.  A copy of the log shall be provided to the DCD 
monthly on the 30th day of each month;

The applicant shall require construction contractors to limit noise 
generating construction activities as required by the DCD.  No 
construction activities shall be allowed before 8 AM or after 5 PM,
or on weekends without prior authorization of the Zoning 
Administrator, and no extreme noise generating excavation and 
grading activities shall be allowed after hours or on weekends and 
holidays;
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The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement 
the following measures to reduce daytime noise due to construction 
activities:

Equipment and trucks used for construction shall utilize the best 
available noise control techniques wherever feasible (e.g., 
improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, 
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or 
shrouds, wherever feasible).

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock 
drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically 
powered wherever feasible possible to avoid noise associated 
with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. 
However, where use of pneumatic tools is not feasible
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust
shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve 
a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as 
drills rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent 
receptors as feasible possible, and shall be muffled and 
enclosed within temporary sheds, insulation barriers, or other 
measures to the extent feasible.

Prior to the start of construction, the applicant shall construct a 
temporary sound barrier along those portions of the northern and 
southern property lines that do not, at the time of grading and 
construction, already have a wall that meets the following 
standards, to provide the maximum protection feasible for the 
residential uses to the north and south.  The barriers can be 
constructed out of wood or other materials as long as they have a 
minimum surface weight of approximately 2.5 pounds per square 
foot.  Possible materials include 1-1/8-inch-thick plywood or fully 
overlapping 1x redwood boards (1-1/2-inch-thick total).  The 
barriers would likely be 6 to 8 feet tall but this would be refined and 
approved by a qualified acoustician prior to the issuance of grading 
permits.  Issues to consider when determining the ultimate height, 
length, and location of the barriers are the actual construction 
practices, including equipment to be used and the location and 
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duration of noisier activities.  The topography will also need to be 
considered in the final determination of barrier heights and 
effectiveness.
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Responses to Comment Letter 15 – Marie Cooper 
(May 16, 2011)
15.1 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

15.2 See Master Response 5. 

15.3 On behalf of the applicant, the commenter provides additional evidence of 
the infeasibility of certain alternatives.  See Master Response 2. 



LETTER 16

16.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 16 – Chris Cowles
16.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.  See Master Response 12.



LETTER 17
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Responses to Comment Letter 17 – J. David Dacus 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
17.1 The testimony does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12.
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Responses to Comment Letter 18 – Mike and Rosemary 
Darabian
18.1 The EIR has been prepared in accordance with environmental laws and the 

CEQA statute and guidelines.  “Significant” means the impact exceeds the 
stated threshold, and “less than significant” means the impact does not 
exceed the stated threshold.  The methodologies utilized in the EIR for 
determining significance thresholds are in accordance with the 
requirements of the agencies responsible for managing and regulating the 
specific environmental resources, and conform to protocols established 
within the professions conducting the evaluations.  CEQA asks whether a 
project will have any “significant” environmental effects and compels a lead 
agency to mitigate for any significant effects, as feasible.  Thresholds of 
what constitutes a “significant” effect are set forth in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, in the guidance of relevant agencies (such as the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District) and in County plans, policies and 
regulations.  Effective mitigation measures are those that will reduce an 
impact to a “less-than-significant” level, meaning that the impact is not 
considered “significant” under CEQA.  

18.2 See Master Response 6. The County notes the observation and request
regarding the existing situation, which is not an impact of the project.  The 
letter and request will be included in the EIR and presented to 
decisionmakers for their consideration.

18.3 See Master Responses 6 and 8. Please also see Draft EIR Section 4.11, 
Population and Housing, which discusses how the project might affect the 
availability of housing in the local area.  Also see Master Response 2 
regarding the proposed project alternatives. 

18.4 See Master Responses 2 and 12.

18.5 To clarify, the cited Table 2-1 lists only significant impacts for which 
mitigation is required.  Less-than-significant impacts do not require 
mitigation and are thus not listed in Table 2-1. Please also see the response 
to comment 18.3 above.  

18.6 For a full discussion of traffic impacts, please see Section 4.13 of the Draft 
EIR.  The cited Executive Summary does not include the detail set forth in 
Section 4.13.  Please also see Master Response 6.  Regarding the interests of 
Saranap residents, see Master Response 12.
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Responses to Comment Letter 19 – Judy Fassler
19.1 See Master Responses 3, 6 and 7. The Spring Children’s Event is not part of 

the proposed program of activities identified in Draft EIR Table 3-1.
Activities not included in Table 3-1 have not been considered or analyzed as 
the activities in Table 3-1 represent a reasonably likely projection of future 
uses at the site.  The project does not include large outdoor events which 
would require compliance with the Temporary Events Ordinance (Chapter 
82-44).

19.2 See Master Responses 1 and 5.



LETTER 20

20.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 20 – Wayne Fettig
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
20.1 See Master Responses 1 and 5. 
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21.2
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Responses to Comment Letter 21 – Wayne Fettig
(May 26,2011)
21.1 The commenter expresses concerns about the Draft EIR.  The commenter 

identifies issues in the second, third and fourth paragraphs of the comment 
letter, to which response are provided below.  The commenter also 
references comments from his neighbors.  To the extent comments from 
the neighbors were timely presented to the County, they are included in this 
Final EIR and responses to significant environmental issues are provided.
The commenter provides insufficient information about any other concerns 
to allow a more detailed response.  See Master Responses 3 and 7.

21.2 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

21.3 Please see Figures 3-1 through 3-14. The commenter refers to a change in 
building plans that was made between 2009 and 2011 to respond to 
concerns County staff expressed about the sufficiency of setbacks as applied 
to the underground portion of the building.  The “project” studied in the EIR 
remains stable and constant.  However, it is common and necessary for 
plans and designs to evolve as the project applications are processed.  For 
example, if this project is approved, County Connection will determine the 
precise location of the bus pull-out, and the County Public Works 
Department will refine the details of any roadway improvements or 
crosswalks required by decision-makers.  Project plans and designs would 
then be adjusted to accommodate those requirements.  

These refinements and the increasing level of detail produce, in essence, 
variants of the “project” studied in the EIR.  They do not affect the 
environmental analysis unless, unlike here, they are substantial and relevant 
to an environmental resource.  From the first application submittal to final 
sign-off on the development project itself, the County is constantly checking 
and verifying building, grading and landscaping plans and the development 
itself to ensure there are no substantial changes that might cause significant 
impacts that have not been studied and disclosed. Likewise, while it is 
possible that decisionmakers could approve a variant of the “project” 
studied in the EIR, they could not do so if the changes caused significant 
adverse impacts substantially different from those the EIR studied.  

21.4 See Master Response 7, which describes how the proposed Conceptual TDM 
program would be finalized and also describes ongoing evaluation and 
monitoring to adjust to changing conditions such as are described by the 
commenter.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 22 – Stuart Flashman 
22.1 See Master Response 4.  The County disagrees with the commenter’s 

description of the setting and assertion that the EIR’s discussion of the
project setting is inadequate.  Please refer to Draft EIR page 3-2, which 
noted that the project site is surrounded by single- and multi-family housing 
as well as commercial development to the east of the project site along 
Boulevard Way. 

22.2 The Draft EIR describes the capacity of the prayer hall.  The prayer hall is 
designed to accommodate the entire congregation.  The Draft EIR also 
describes the size of the facility, describes a reasonably likely use of that 
facility, and lists the estimated number of participants for each type of 
activity (please refer to Draft EIR, Table 3-1). The exact size of each area 
within the facility does not materially affect the analysis of environmental 
impacts.  Nonetheless, the Final EIR has been revised to include the sizes of 
other rooms within the sanctuary.  The second paragraph in subsection 3.4, 
Project Components, on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows:

Figure 3-3 shows the proposed site plan.  About one-third of the 
sanctuary building’s area would be above grade, including the 
prayer hall (5,000 sf), which would have seating for about 400 
people.  The remaining two-thirds of the sanctuary building’s area 
would be located underground, including a plaza and rotunda area 
(9,100 sf), administrative offices (3,095 sf), classroom (1,065 sf), 
office (1,079 sf), library (2,656 sf), bookstore (1,450 sf), kitchen
(1,850), studios (4,950 sf) for art, music, and videos; and various 
other storage and ancillary/utility spaces.   

Please refer to Appendix B for the applicant’s documentation of why it 
needs a larger, consolidated facility.  See Master Response 6 regarding 
traffic and Master Response 7 regarding the TDM program. Please also see 
this information within Appendix P, the conceptual TDM program
submitted as part of the project application.

22.3 See Master Responses 6 and 7. Also please see Appendix P, which 
reiterates the commenter’s observations about bus service to the area and 
accordingly notes that bus service would not play a substantial role in 
serving transportation demand, particularly during evening and weekend 
periods.  
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22.4 See Master Responses 6 and 7. The schedule of activities represents a
reasonable projection of future use, based on evidence of prior use at the 
applicant’s existing facility as well as other activities currently conducted
elsewhere in the neighborhood. If the County decides to approve the 
project it will issue a Land Use Permit that will be tied to the program of 
activities listed in Table 3-1. The County has a Temporary Events Ordinance 
(Chapter 82-44) which would govern consideration of qualifying events not 
included in Table 3-1.

22.5 Please refer to Draft EIR pages 4.1-9 through 4.1-16, which note that the 
project would have a high-quality building design with a finished 
appearance. Please refer to Draft EIR page 3-2, which describe the project 
location.  Views of the sanctuary prior to mature tree growth would be 
temporary; owing to the quality of the design, such temporary views would 
not rise to the level of being considered a significant adverse effect on the 
physical environment.  In other words, any potential views of the proposed 
building from adjacent or nearby properties cannot be construed as a 
significant adverse environmental impact.  See Master Responses 1 and 5.

22.6 As shown in Figure 3-9 of the Draft EIR, the perimeter of the project site is 
lined with evergreen trees.  At maturity, these trees would range in height 
from 15 to 40 feet. This is reiterated in the Draft EIR on page 3-11, which
states that the perimeter trees would be primarily evergreen trees and 
would not drop foliage seasonally. See Master Response 5 regarding the 
accuracy and validity of the visual simulations.

22.7 See Master Response 1. 

22.8 Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.1-18, which states that the County has not 
adopted any standards or regulations pertaining to the measurement or 
control of light “spillover.”  However, CEQA requires the County to 
determine if the project would create a new source of substantial light 
which would adversely affect nighttime views.  This discussion indicated 
that the project lighting could have a significant impact to nighttime views.  
Accordingly, mitigation was provided that would reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  Please note that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 has 
been revised; please see the response to comment 12.23.

22.9 The BAAQMD has published CEQA guidelines for use by member agencies 
(comprising most of the nine-county Bay Area, including the project area).  
As is the case with all jurisdictions within BAAQMD’s area, Contra Costa 
County has not adopted its own guidelines for air quality analysis and thus 
uses those of the BAAQMD. BAAQMD is an agency with extensive 
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experience and expertise in studying and addressing air quality impacts, and 
its thresholds are supported by extensive evidence and analysis referenced 
in “BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.”

Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.2-11 and Table 4.2-5, which notes that 
according to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, incorporation of the Basic 
Construction Mitigation Measures contained in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1
constitutes full and complete mitigation for fugitive dust emissions (PM10

and PM2.5) for the duration of the project. The Basic Construction 
Mitigation Measures are effective mitigation and include such measures as 
watering down the project site and putting caps on vehicle idle times.  The 
application of best management practices at construction sites have 
significantly controlled fugitive dust emissions.  The BAAQMD does not 
require additional mitigation measures for emissions of particulate matter 
related to dust. Additional construction mitigation measures are only 
required when construction-related emissions would exceed the applicable 
thresholds of significance after incorporation of the Basic Construction 
Mitigation Measures.

22.10 See Master Response 8.  The BAAQMD construction-related emissions 
thresholds are based on maximum daily emissions. The BAAQMD does not 
have a threshold for total project or annual construction emissions, and the 
daily thresholds apply regardless whether construction will take a few 
weeks or a few years and regardless of the time of year. These thresholds 
were factored into extensive analysis and review conducted by BAAQMD, an 
agency with expertise in air quality impacts and charged by law with 
planning to achieve compliance with air quality standards, when BAAQMD 
adopted new CEQA thresholds and considered whether the proposed 
thresholds would be adequate to help achieve compliance with air quality 
standards.  The thresholds were adopted by BAAQMD and deemed 
adequate for a broad range of construction projects conducted within its 
jurisdiction.  Because the NOx threshold is a daily standard, a practical 
mitigation would be to reduce daily emissions below the relevant threshold.  
Please see Draft EIR Table 4.2-6, which indicates that the BAAQMD 
threshold for NOx is 54 pounds per day.  As shown in Table 4.2-7 of the
Draft EIR (and discussed in Master Response 8), incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-2 reduces emissions of NOx below the BAAQMD CEQA 
threshold.  Furthermore, NOx emissions would occur over the course of the 
trip to the Acme Landfill.  Regardless of the final destination point, 
emissions would not be excessively concentrated in any single location, not 
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least the project site.  BAAQMD regulations do not call for further measures
as suggested by the commenter (i.e., no work stoppage on Spare-the-Air
days, etc.).   

22.11 See Master Response 8. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, there 
is no threshold for construction-related odors.  However, Section 4.2, Air 
Quality, recognizes the potential for diesel-powered vehicles to create 
localized odors.  These odors would be considered temporary in nature.
Mitigation Measures 4.2-3 requires diesel-powered vehicles to limit their 
idling time in an effort to minimize odor annoyances to nearby residences.
Furthermore, the County expects that the construction manager would be 
present or near the project site during any active construction time, 
expediting any response to potential concerns. With mitigation, this impact 
is rendered less-than-significant. 

22.12 See Master Responses 6 and 7.  Air pollutant emissions from motor vehicles 
are considered operational emissions.  Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.2-13,
which states that the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide screening criteria 
for determining if a project’s operational emissions could exceed the 
BAAQMD’s thresholds. If a project’s size falls below the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines’ screening criteria, quantitative analysis of operational emissions 
is not required, and impacts are assumed to be less than significant.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project size (66,074 square feet) falls well 
below the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines’ screening criteria for a place of 
worship (439,000 square feet).  Therefore, even putting aside the question 
of trip reduction associated with the TDM program, no further analysis is 
required and the impact is considered less than significant.

22.13 See Master Response 7. 

22.14 Please see response to comment 22.12 and Master Response 7. 

22.15 See Master Response 10.

22.16 See Master Response 10.

22.17 See Master Response 11.

22.18 See Master Response 11.

22.19 See Master Response 11.

22.20 See Master Response 11.

22.21 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR is 
deficient insofar as the drainage and hydrological studies for the site have
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taken into account existing soil types in the area. Please also refer to 
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1b and 4.8-1c which address the effectiveness of 
the pervious pavers.  See Master Response 11.

22.22 See Master Response 11.

22.23 See Master Response 12.

22.24 See Master Response 12.

22.25 See Master Responses 3 and 7.  

22.26 See Master Response 9. 

22.27 See Master Response 8. 

22.28 See Master Response 8. 

22.29 The commenter’s assertion that the project would result in an increased 
population is not supported by any evidence.  There is no credible evidence 
from the 30 years of the church being in the community that the population 
is likely to surge in such a manner that would inexorably lead to a need to 
increase allowable residential density in the vicinity. If the project is 
approved, the land use permit and TDM program would run with land and 
any future user would be bound by these conditions.  The land use 
regulatory changes noted by the commenter are thus purely speculative and 
no further response is required.    

22.30 See Master Responses 3, 7 and 12, and the response to comment 22.29
above.  

22.31 See Master Response 12.  The memorandum in Appendix C was prepared 
by the Fire Marshal of the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District 
(CCCFPD) following a review of project plans and a reconnaissance of 
existing conditions.  The Fire Marshal reviewed and approved the project’s 
emergency vehicle access (EVA) pending the conditions noted in Appendix 
C.  These include the provision of an approved fire truck turn around at the 
Parsonage building, the placement of “no parking” signage along the private 
access roadway, tree trimming and maintenance to preserve a minimum 
vertical clearance of 13 feet, 6 inches, and other conditions.  As the Fire 
Marshal has extensive experience and expertise in addressing issues related 
to access for emergency vehicles, and is charged by law with ensuring 
adequate access, the County finds credible his conclusion that emergency 
access will be sufficient.  

22.32 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 

22.33 See Master Response 2. 



23.1

LETTER 23



23.2

23.3

23.1, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 23 – Richard Galton 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing) 
23.1 See Master Response 1. 

23.2 See Master Response 2. 

23.3 See Master Responses 1 and 5.



24.1

LETTER 24



24.1, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 24 – Richard Galton 
(May 26, 2011) 
24.1 See Master Responses 3, 7, and 12.



25.1

LETTER 25

25.2

25.3
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Responses to Comment Letter 25 – Igor Gaponenko
25.1 See Master Responses 2 and 6. 

25.2 See Master Responses 2 and 6.

25.3 See Master Responses 2, 6, and 12.



LETTER 26

26.1

26.2

26.3

26.4

26.5

26.6
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Responses to Comment Letter 26 – Brian Gray
26.1 Copies of the Draft EIR were available at the locations identified in the 

Notice of Availability, and on the County’s website at www.cocoplans.org, 
and CDs were available to purchase at the County’s office for $2.  

26.2 The commenter incorrectly states the project’s number of truck trips.  
Please refer to Draft EIR page 3-13, which stated that the project would 
remove approximately 3,310 truckloads of dirt. See Master Response 8. 

26.3 See Master Response 8. 

26.4 See Master Response 6. 

26.5 See Master Response 8.

26.6 See Master Responses 3, 4, and 12.



27.1

27.2

LETTER 27
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Responses to Comment Letter 27 – Teresa Hartshorn
27.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12.

27.2 See Master Responses 2 and 6. 



LETTER 28

28.1

28.2

28.3

28.4



28.5

28.4, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 28 – Emelyn Jewett 
Hasselfeld
28.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12.

28.2 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12.

28.3 See Master Responses 2 and 6.

28.4 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12.

28.5 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12.



29.1

29.2

LETTER 29



29.3
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Responses to Comment Letter 29 – D. Roger Hay
29.1 See Master Responses 2 and 12.

29.2 See Master Response 6.

29.3 See Master Responses 6 and 12.
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30.1

30.2

30.3
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Responses to Comment Letter 30 – Joy Hedgepath
30.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.

30.2 See Master Response 8. 

30.3 See Master Response 12.
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31.2

31.3

LETTER 31



31.3, cont.

31.4

31.5

31.6

31.7

31.8

31.9



31.10



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
3.0 Individual Response to Comments Final EIR - Volume II

3-162

Responses to Comment Letter 31 – Carl Hutchins, Jr.
31.1 See Master Responses 3 and 4, and responses to the commenter’s other 

comments. Because this paragraph does not identify any specific 
deficiencies, no further response can be provided.

31.2 The cumulative analysis in Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, was conducted in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.  According to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15355, “The cumulative impact from several projects is 
the change in the environment which results from the incremental impacts 
of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonable foreseeable probable future project.” The Draft EIR includes the 
type of cumulative analysis which is required by CEQA.  Mere ownership of 
additional properties is not part of what can reasonably be considered past, 
present or reasonably foreseeable future development. 

31.3 See Master Response 8. 

31.4 See Master Responses 4 and 8, and response to comment 11.3. Compliance 
with mitigation measures will be overseen by the County, not just the 
applicant. 

31.5 See Master Response 6. Please also see Draft EIR Section 4.1 for a 
discussion of the project’s visual impacts under CEQA.

31.6 To assess potential glare effects, a glare study was conducted (see Appendix 
E). The glare study was conducted using the U.S. Naval Observatory 
Astronomical Applications Department’s online service.  The County 
considers the conclusions of the report to be credible and reliable and thus 
an adequate basis for pertinent conclusions in the EIR. The commenter 
provides no specific evidence that would cause the County to reconsider use 
of this study.

31.7 See Master Responses 2 and 7. 

31.8 The project would result in the planting of approximately 165 new trees, 
more than three times the number currently on-site. The biological 
resource value of existing trees on the site was addressed in the Draft EIR, 
Section 4.3.  The aspects of the trees that are protected by County 
Ordinance are addressed in the EIR and in Master Response 9.  The Draft EIR 
biological resources discussion indicated that trees could harbor the nests of 
protected migratory birds and duly proposed mitigation to protect this 
identified habitat value by requiring nesting surveys prior to tree removal.  
These surveys would provide protection for any identified nesting migratory 
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birds by postponing tree removal until any nest or fledgings have been 
removed or relocated from the tree.  The commenter does not identify any 
other beneficial effects, so no further response can be provided.

31.9 Please refer to Chapter 7, CEQA Required Discussions, for a description of 
the growth inducing potential of the project. Section 7.4 of the Draft EIR 
analyzes growth in terms of the economy, population, and housing.  The 
analysis concludes that the project would not result in substantial growth in 
the project vicinity. Please also see Master Responses 2 and 3.  The fact 
that a project is built is not, standing alone, a sufficient basis for projecting 
that other projects will be built.  

31.10 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the merits of the 
project.



32.1

32.2

LETTER 32
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Responses to Comment Letter 32 – Matt Isaacs
32.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the merits of the 
project.

32.2 See Master Response 6. 



LETTER 33

33.1

33.2

33.3



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
Final EIR – Volume II 3.0 Individual Response to Comments

3-167

Responses to Comment Letter 33 – Robert A. Johnson 
and Terry Hogan Johnson
33.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.

33.2 See Master Response 6. Alternative 3, cited by the commenter, was 
presented by the applicant as an alternative intersection improvement plan 
for the County to consider, and was not formulated by the County 
Department of Public Works. Project Variant B was proposed by Public 
Works. 

33.3 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.
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34.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 34 – Miranda and Jeremy 
Kershaw
34.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12.

34.2 See Master Response 8 and Draft EIR Sections 4.2, 4.8, and 4.10.
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Responses to Comment Letter 35 – Brian Kilian 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
35.1 See Master Response 1. 

35.2 See Master Responses 2 and 3.

35.3 See Master Response 8. 

35.4 See Master Response 6. 

35.5 See Master Responses 7 and 12.

35.6 See Master Responses 2 and 3. 

35.7 See Master Response 11.

35.8 See Master Responses 1 and 5. The County relies upon its own visual 
simulations in its analysis of the project’s potential visual effects.  The 
simulations used in the County’s analysis do not conflict with those 
prepared by the applicant. The analysis presented in the attachment to 
Comment Letter 15 (submitted by the applicant) show that the applicant’s 
visual simulations do not conflict with the County’s simulations.  The 
commenter does not further specify the nature of the claimed conflict, so 
no further response can be provided.
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Responses to Comment Letter 36 – Brian Kilian 
(May 5, 2011)
36.1 See Master Responses 1 and 5, and response to comment 35.8.
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Responses to Comment Letter 37 – Brian Kilian 
(May 26, 2011)
37.1 The facility at 1300 Boulevard Way is existing, is currently in use, and its 

impacts are included in the baseline.  No approvals from the County are 
pending or requested with respect to 1300 Boulevard Way, so there is no 
“project” associated with that facility.  

The applicant plans to sell the 1300 Boulevard Way property and move its 
operations to the new facility.  There is no evidence that the applicant 
would continue its use of the 1300 Boulevard Way property while also 
occupying the project. The use of the facility at 1300 Boulevard Way is 
controlled by existing zoning and an existing use permit, and any occupant 
of that site would need to comply with those existing regulations, just as the 
buyer of any property anywhere in the County would need to comply with 
the land use regulations applicable to that property.

37.2 See Master Responses 2 and 4.

37.3 Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.1-18, which states that the County has not 
adopted any standards or regulations pertaining to the measurement or 
control of light “spillover.”  However, CEQA requires the County to 
determine if the project would create a new source of substantial light 
which would adversely affect nighttime views.  This discussion indicated 
that the project could have a significant impact to nighttime views.  
Accordingly, mitigation was provided that would reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  Please note that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 has 
been revised as shown in response to comment 12.23. The measure assures 
that nighttime lighting will be compatible with lighting in the surrounding 
area.  Existing single family homes and multifamily buildings in the 
neighborhood have lighting sources that are visible from off-site.  
Accordingly, the visibility of lighting sources is deemed acceptable in this 
area and cannot be completely prohibited.  However, the amount and 
intensity of such sources will be addressed in implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-1.

37.4 Adherence and compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that identifies the mitigation measures, time period of 
application, and parties responsible for their implementation will be a 
condition of project approval.  The MMRP is included as Chapter 4 in 
Volume II of this Final EIR.  The County is responsible for ensuring that 
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implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the 
MMRP.  Please also see Master Response 8. 

37.5 Please see response to comment 37.4.

37.6 See Master Response 8. 

37.7 Please see response to comment 37.4. 

37.8 See Master Response 10. “Minimum performance standards” means the 
absolute minimum standards the applicant must meet, not performance 
standards that are the lowest ones in the industry.

37.9 The mitigation measures provided for Impact 4.8-1 include Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) provided in the Storm Water Control Plan 
found in Appendix M. The County Department of Public Works would verify 
the implementation of these BMPs.  Please refer to Section 4.8 for a 
complete discussion of the project’s impacts to water quality.  

“Pest-resistant plants” are those plants that will not need an excessive 
amount of pesticides such that they will not result in an excessive amount of 
pesticides being washed into the storm drain system, triggering water 
quality violations.  The quality of operational water discharges will be 
regulated and overseen in accordance with the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board Municipal Regional Permit for Contra Costa 
County.  Oversight will be facilitated and funded by required annexation of 
the project into Community Facilities District (CFD) 14, which provides 
funding for County oversight of private stormwater management facilities.  
To ensure compliance, Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 is amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2: Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the Public Works Department and the County Building 
Official shall approve a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan a 
(SWPPP) prepared by the applicant. The SWPPP shall comply 
with current San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board guidelines and shall adopt acceptable best management 
practices (BMPs) for control of sediment and stabilization of 
erosion in the project area. The SWPPP shall include acceptable 
BMPs for the protection of water quality. PWD shall ensure 
that the project site is annexed into Community Facilities 
District 14.

37.10 See Master Response 11.

37.11 See Master Response 8. 
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37.12 See Master Response 8. Please refer to response 14.5 which includes 
revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

37.13 All impacts from Project Variants A and B are analyzed throughout the 
technical sections of the Draft EIR.  To address the commenter’s specific 
examples, Project Variant A and Project Variant B would have similar 
parking and landscaping scenarios.  Though the environmental analysis is 
affected only by the area of parking and not the number of parking spots 
(See Master Response 7), the discussion on pages 3-9 and 3-10 of the Draft 
EIR (under the subheading Parking) explains that both Project Variants 
would have the same number of parking spaces.  The discussion on page 3-
11 of the Draft EIR, (under the subheading Landscaping) indicates that 
Project Variant B would have a largely similar landscaping plan as Project 
Variant A (see Figures 3-9 and 3-10).  As shown in Figures 3-10 and 4.1-6b, 
Variant B, which includes the relocated wall, includes in the preliminary 
landscape plan trees sufficient to screen the project.  Moreover, Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-2 requires final plans for Project Variant A (if selected as the 
Preferred Alternative) to relocate the wall to a similar location as Project 
Variant B in order to provide adequate stopping sight distance.  See Master 
Response 6.  

37.14 Please see response to comment 37.1.

37.15 See Master Response 2 and the response to comment 37.13 above. 

37.16 The County disagrees that aesthetic impacts were not considered.  Please 
refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion of 
aesthetics impacts. Please also see Master Responses 4 and 5.  As described 
on page 4.1-8 of the Draft EIR, CEQA has specific standards and criteria as to 
what constitutes significant aesthetics impacts. Significant impacts would 
occur if a project would damage scenic resources, affect scenic vistas, 
detract from visual character or quality, or create substantial new sources of 
light or glare.

37.17 See Master Responses 2 and 3. The project includes several features which 
have energy usage benefits.  Approximately two-thirds of the building 
would be underground, thereby requiring less heating and cooling as the 
ground would provide some insulation.  Additionally, the building would be 
equipped with a more efficient heating and cooling system than a 
comparably sized above ground building. The applicant’s HVAC engineer, 
MHC Engineers, estimated that the proposed system would provide annual 
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energy savings of approximately 50 percent as compared to a standard 
HVAC system on an above-ground building.1 The proposed light-colored 
roof is designed such that it would absorb less solar heat, thereby 
decreasing the need for air conditioning during summer months.  Please 
refer to Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy, for a complete 
discussion of the project’s impacts to energy.  

37.18 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

37.19 See Master Response 2 and response to comment 37.17.

37.20 See Master Response 2.  Life-cycle assessment (LCA) is an evolving science 
that is not embodied in the CEQA statute or any pertinent regulations of the 
State of California or Contra Costa County. According to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, LCA is a technique used to assess 
environmental impacts from raw material acquisition, materials 
manufacture, production, use/reuse/maintenance, and waste management.  
The County has not adopted LCA as a tool to evaluate development 
proposals.  The concept of an LCA is typically related to the evaluation of 
greenhouse gas emissions.  See response to comment 37.17.

37.21 See Master Response 4. The commenter’s description conforms to the 
description in the Draft EIR.  

37.22 See Master Response 7. 

37.23 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

37.24 For a discussion of the visual impacts of the project as a whole, including its 
white surfaces, please refer to Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR.  For a discussion 
of the potential for the project to result in daytime glare, please refer to 
pages 4.1-16 through 4.1-19 of the Draft EIR and Appendix E. Please see 
the response to comment 37.16 regarding aesthetics significance criteria 
under CEQA.

37.25 See Master Responses 6 and 7.

37.26 There would not be 457 people on the project site at one time. During high-
attendance events (held on nights and weekends), administrative activities 
would not occur simultaneously as members could not participate in both at 
the same time.  Please see Master Responses 3 and 7.  

1 Letter from Meng-Hsiu Chen, P.E. of MHC Engineers, to Robert Carpenter of Sufism Reoriented dated 
October 25, 2010.
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37.27 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 

37.28 See Master Response 7. Please note that the applicant is not currently 
required by any governmental agency to implement a TDM program, but 
has voluntarily implemented at its current site several of the TDM measures 
that are in the proposed conceptual TDM program.  

37.29 See Master Response 7. 

37.30 See Master Response 7. 

37.31 “Drought-tolerant” plants are typically native plants that are accustomed to 
the natural climate and do not require excessive watering.  This does not 
mean that drought-tolerant plants do not require any type of irrigation.
More irrigation is generally required to establish plants initially than to 
maintain them, but the temporary nature of that situation makes its effect 
on the environmental analysis insubstantial.  Please see response to 
comment 37.9 regarding the inclusion of “pest-resistant” plants as a 
mitigation measure.  Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a directs the applicant to 
include pest-resistant plants, not have fewer pest resistant plants.  Drought-
tolerant plants are, in fact, often pest-resistant as well.2

37.32 See Master Response 11. The January 2011 Drainage Report included as 
Appendix L to this EIR indicates that Grasspave2 can perform in a manner 
similar to concrete or asphalt in terms of supporting vehicles (please see 
pages L-94 to L-95).

37.33 Grasspave2 has been commercially available since 1982 and has proven to 
be effective. There are numerous examples of the Grasspave2 system in 
use across the country (see Appendix L).  Grass will continue to grow
despite vehicles periodically driving and parking on the parking area. As 
stated on page L-96, “parking for churches…[is] ideal for Grasspave2…”  It is 
important to note that there would not be 74 cars filling up the parking lot 
on a daily basis. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation that would 
require regular reporting and maintenance of the Grasspave2 system to 
ensure its functionality (Mitigation Measures 4.8-1b and 4.8-1c).

According to Aliquot, the parking area paved with Grasspave2 can be parked 
at full capacity for an average of two days a week or more frequently at a 
lower capacity without affecting the health of the turf.  Grasspave2 is 

2IMPACT, UC Davis, College of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences.  Available at 
http://caes.ucdavis.edu/NewsEvents/News/Impact/impact_18.pdf
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designed such that roots are protected from compaction while providing 
strength to support cars and trucks.  The project’s parking area would 
consist of both EV paver (a ceramic-based permeable paver) and 
Grasspave2.  The paver area of the parking lot would be the primary parking 
area; the Grasspave2 area of the lot would be secondary.3

37.34 See Master Response 2 and the response to comment 37.17.

37.35 See Master Response 9. Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.3-15 through 4.3-
17 for a discussion of protected trees on the project site. 

37.36 The Biological Resources Assessment was included in the applicant’s
development application submittal to the County.  Sufism Reoriented, the 
applicant, is administratively affiliated with The Meher Schools.  The 
Biological Resource Assessment is prepared by a qualified biologist and 
reviews the proposed project site on Boulevard Way.  

Please refer to page 4.3-15 of the Draft EIR for a list of the CEQA significance 
criteria pertaining to biological resources.  As described in subsection 4.3.3
of the Draft EIR, CEQA does not require an analysis of food supply.
Furthermore, the project would plant many more trees than would be 
removed.  These new trees would offer habitat to the same animals that 
could be temporarily removed during project construction. The evidence 
presented by the project site (largely developed, within a developed area) 
led the biologist completing the Biological Resources Assessment to 
conclude that no focused wildlife assessment was necessary (please refer to 
page G-8 in Appendix G). See Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of 
visual impacts, and Master Response 9 regarding trees.

37.37 The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b (please see page 4.3-20), 
which requires pre-construction surveys for nesting birds prior to the 
issuance of demolition permits and no more than one week prior to tree 
removal.  This mitigation would ensure that any nesting bird would be 
protected until the young have successfully fledged.

37.38 See Master Responses 4, 5, 9, and 12.

3 Aliquot Associates Inc. Information that Address Comments. Received June 30, 2011. 
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38.2

LETTER 38
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Responses to Comment Letter 38 – James and Brigitte 
Kirkpatrick
38.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12.  

38.2 The County notes the comment in support of Alternative 3.  Also see Master 
Responses 6 and 12.



LETTER 39

39.1

39.2
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Responses to Comment Letter 39 – Ted Liu
39.1 See Master Responses 6 and 12.

39.2 See Master Responses 2 and 6. 



40.1

40.2

40.3

LETTER 40



40.4

40.5

40.6

40.7

40.9

40.10

40.8
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Responses to Comment Letter 40 – Robin and Ron 
Longchamps
40.1 See Master Responses 8, 4 and 12.  The Draft EIR describes potential 

impacts to cultural resources including historical and archaeological 
resources (Impact 4.4-1) and human remains (Impact 4.4-2) and requires 
mitigation to address these impacts (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2).
Please refer to Draft EIR page 4.4-2, which described that a literature review 
and a field inspection were conducted on the project site for potential 
previously unknown cultural resources.  While it is unlikely that those 
resources would be present on the project site, Mitigation Measures 4.4-1
and 4.4-2 are provided to address any potential discoveries once ground-
disturbance begins.  

40.2 See Master Response 4 regarding the project’s compatibility with the 
neighborhood. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.

40.3 The proposed below-grade construction would minimize the appearance of 
the building. See Master Response 12.

40.4 There are no heritage designated trees on the project site, so none would 
be removed.  See Master Response 9. 

40.5 The potential future ownership of other property by the applicant does not 
affect the environmental impacts of the project.  Should the applicant (or 
any other owner) wish to change the use of existing facilities or develop 
new facilities, the applicant or owner would need to comply with existing 
land use regulations or process applications to change those regulations.  
The prospects suggested by the commenter would be subject to the 
County’s normal development procedures, including environmental review 
under CEQA. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s review of the 
merits of the project.

40.6 See Master Response 4. 

40.7 See Master Response 6.

40.8 The letters cited by the commenter are acknowledged by the County.  The 
comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.

40.9 The commenter is correct that the project site is not zoned for commercial 
development.  The project building is a religious facility and is not 
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considered commercial development.  The proposed religious land use is 
allowable in this zone (R-10) as well as all other single-family residential 
zones in the unincorporated County with the issuance of a land use permit.  
See also Master Response 12.

40.10 See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s consideration of the merits 
of the project.



41.1

41.2

41.3

41.4

41.5

LETTER 41

41.6
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Responses to Comment Letter 41 – Debra Lowande
41.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.

41.2 See Master Response 9. 

41.3 See Master Response 4. 

41.4 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 

41.5 See Master Response 2. 

41.6 See response to comment 37.3.



LETTER 42

42.1

42.2
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Responses to Comment Letter 42 – Wm. D. and Sharon W. 
Lyons (April 3, 2011)4

42.1 See Master Responses 4 and 12. The County has adopted the 2010 
California Building Code.  The project would be subject to all applicable 
provisions of the building code.  The project applicant is not requesting any 
waiver from this building code. The commenter may be referring to zoning.  
The site is zoned R-10.  Religious facilities are allowed in an R-10 zone with
the issuance of a Land Use Permit.  The applicant has applied for a Land Use 
Permit, and this EIR evaluates the impacts that would occur if that permit 
were granted.

42.2 See Master Responses 4 and 12.  The comment does not raise any 
significant environmental issues requiring further response.

4 In this letter, Wm. D. and Sharon W. Lyons state that they own the property at 2495 Warren Road.  In 
Comment Letter 43, Mr. and Mrs. Lyons state that they own the property at 2496 Warren Road.  
According to a review of Assessor Maps, it is assumed that the property in question is located at 2496 
Warren Road, as no there is no property with a 2495 Warren Road address.  



43.1

43.2

LETTER 43
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Responses to Comment Letter 43 – Wm. D. and Sharon W. 
Lyons (May 15, 2011)
43.1 The proposed sidewalk along the project frontage and extending to Warren 

Road was not part of the project application (and is not included within 
Project Variant A). The Contra Costa County Department of Public Works
has included this sidewalk as a recommended condition of approval
(included within Project Variant B). The addition of the sidewalk would not
involve the taking of any private property. The existing public right-of-way 
extends beyond the existing edge of pavement of Boulevard Way. The 
right-of-way includes sufficient width to accommodate the sidewalk without 
requiring any take of private property. 

43.2 The commenter is referring to the Contra Costa County Fire Protection 
District’s requirements regarding the secondary access/emergency vehicle
access (EVA) road that would serve the project site from Warren Road. The 
EVA would only be used as a secondary access by emergency vehicles and 
there would be no access to the main parking lot. As the EVA would only be 
used in limited circumstances, there would be no substantial impact to 
traffic on Warren Road. Please also see Master Response 6 and the
response to comment 79.10. See Master Response 12 regarding the 
County’s consideration of the merits of the project.



LETTER 44

44.1



44.1, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 44 – Mary Mack
44.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.



45.1

45.2

45.3

LETTER 45



45.3, cont.

45.4

45.5
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Responses to Comment Letter 45 – Jay R. Marchus and 
Margarita W. de Marchus
45.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.

45.2 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.

45.3 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 6.

45.4 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

45.5 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.



46.1

46.2

46.3

46.4

46.5

46.6

46.7

LETTER 46
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Responses to Comment Letter 46 – Kathleen M. Mitchell
46.1 See Master Response 4. 

46.2 See Master Response 6. 

46.3 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.

46.4 See Master Responses 3, 4, 6, and 8. 

46.5 See Master Responses 2 and 3.

46.6 See Master Response 4 and 12.

46.7 See Master Responses 2, 3, and 12.



LETTER 47

47.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 47 – Judith Mona
47.1 See Master Response 6. 



48.1

LETTER 48
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Responses to Comment Letter 48 – Barbara Nawata
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
48.1 Please see responses to comment letters 23, 35, and 82.



LETTER 49

49.1

49.2

49.3
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Responses to Comment Letter 49 – Barbara Nawata
(May 23, 2011)
49.1 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

49.2 See Master Response 7.

49.3 The project driveway is located approximately 175 feet east of the bend in 
Boulevard Way, not in the bend, as stated by the commenter.  Please also 
see Master Response 6. 



LETTER 50

50.1
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Responses to Comment Letter 50 – Robert Nuzum
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
50.1 See Master Response 4 and responses to earlier commenters at the hearing.



51.1

LETTER 51



51.1, cont.

51.2

51.3

51.4



51.5

51.6

51.7
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51.9

51.10

51.11
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51.14
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51.20, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 51 – Robert C. and Judith 
M. Nuzum and Jeriann Alexander 
(May 23, 2011)
51.1 See Master Response 10 and 11.

51.2 See Master Response 11.

51.3 See Master Response 10.

51.4 See Master Responses 2 and 10.

51.5 See Master Response 11.

51.6 See Master Response 11.

51.7 See Master Response 7. 

51.8 See Master Response 7. Existing vehicle and pedestrian traffic comprise the 
baseline, not the impacts of the project.  

51.9 See Master Response 6.   

51.10 See Master Response 6. 

51.11 The comment about purported levels of community support for or 
opposition to the project has no bearing on any specific physical 
environmental issue that need be considered further within the EIR. See 
Master Response 12 regarding the County’s consideration of the merits of 
the project.  

51.12 See Master Responses 2 and 5. See Master Response 12 regarding the 
County’s consideration of the merits of the project.  

51.13 Per project plans included in the Draft EIR, the height of the perimeter wall 
would be approximately 6 feet tall.  This description has been explicitly 
added to the text of Chapter 3, Project Description.  The fourth paragraph in 
Section 3.4, Project Components, on page 3-5 has been revised as follows:

Figures 3-5 and 3-6 depict elevation views of the proposed facility.  The 
proposed design includes thirteen domes arranged in a circular pattern, 
with heights ranging from 20 to 35 feet from existing grade.  The plan 
includes at-grade skylights to provide natural light.  The color scheme of 
the proposed building will feature a light color palette.  The main 
entrance will be framed by a marble plaza with a reflecting pool.   
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Sidewalks made of permeable pavers would circle the sanctuary 
building.  A wall running along the perimeter of the project site would 
be approximately 6 feet tall.

51.14 See Master Responses 3 and 4.

51.15 Please refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR for a complete 
discussion of aesthetics impacts.  As described on page 4.1-8 of the Draft 
EIR, CEQA has specific standards and criteria as to what constitutes 
significant aesthetics impacts.  Significant impacts would occur if a project 
would damage scenic resources, affect scenic vistas, detract from visual 
character or quality, or create substantial new sources of light or glare.  See 
Master Response 5.

51.16 See Master Responses 2 and 9. 

51.17 Please refer to the response to comment 37.3. 

51.18 See Master Response 11.

51.19 See Master Response 11.

51.20 See Master Response 11.



52.1

LETTER 52



52.1, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 52 – Robert C. Nuzum
(May 26, 2011)
52.1 In evaluating the project, County PWD directed that stopping sight distance 

be used in determining the need for any modification of the area near the 
proposed project driveway.  This direction was based on County PWD’s 
review of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.  The Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual states that decision sight distance, suggested by the 
commenter, should be used at “major decision points.”  The Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual notes that such major decision points include 
locations along freeways and expressways, particularly at entrances and 
exits.  

Boulevard Way is a relatively low volume street, with posted vehicle speed 
limits of 20 or 25 miles per hour along the project frontage.  The Boulevard 
Way curve thus does not constitute a “major” decision point, such as might 
be found at a freeway or expressway entrance or exit.

Based on its interpretation of the requirements of the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual, County PWD determined that stopping sight distance was 
the most appropriate and applicable measurement for the proposed 
project, assuming a design speed of 35 mph. That standard resulted in a 
proposed mitigation measure requiring that the perimeter wall be pulled 
back to allow more sight distance for north- and east-bound drivers on 
Boulevard Way.  The analysis did not reveal any sight distance problems for 
westbound drivers, who would be approaching the project driveway from 
the area of Mt. Diablo Boulevard.  The analysis in Appendix O concludes 
that vehicle sight distance east of the proposed driveway is in excess of 700 
feet (please refer to Appendix O, page O.1-36). Please also see Master 
Response 6. 



53.1

53.2

LETTER 53



53.2, cont.

53.3

53.4

53.5

53.6



53.7
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Responses to Comment Letter 53 – Barbara Odell
53.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. The private driveway serves four private residences, 
including the parsonage.  There is no plan to increase regular usage.  The 
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District would use the private driveway 
as secondary emergency access only. 

53.2 See Master Responses 3 and 4.

53.3 See Master Response 7. 

53.4 For a discussion of potential construction period vibration effects, please 
see Draft EIR page 4.10-13, Impact 4.10-2, which acknowledges limited 
potential for vibration during construction and imposes mitigation reducing 
identified effects to a less-than-significant level.  Please also see Master 
Response 8. 

53.5 See Master Response 10.

53.6 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

53.7 See Master Responses 1 and 5.



LETTER 54

54.1



54.1, cont.

54.2

54.3



54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.

54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.

54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.

54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.



54.3, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 54 – Ronald Ogg
54.1 See Master Response 8. The truck haul route does not require approval 

from each of the agencies that the commenter lists. The truck route would 
be considered by the County Public Works Department (PWD) as part of 
building and grading permit approval. County PWD has reviewed the 
proposed haul route and has not indicated to County DCD any potential 
objections to the proposal.  

54.2 Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.2 for a discussion of the number of daily 
roundtrip truckloads from the project site to the Acme Landfill.  The analysis 
on pages 4.2-16 through 4.2-18 explains the total number of permitted 
round trips per day. Please also see Master Response 8, which includes 
revisions to some of this discussion.

54.3 See Master Response 8 and the response to comment 54.1. 



55.1

LETTER 55



55.1, cont.
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55.2, cont.



55.2, cont.





55.2, cont.

55.3



55.3, cont.

55.4



55.6

55.4, cont.

55.5



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
3.0 Individual Response to Comments Final EIR - Volume II

3-268

Responses to Comment Letter 55 – Patricia R. Perry 
(May 25, 2011)
55.1 See Master Response 2. Also see Master Response 12 regarding the 

County’s consideration of the merits of the project.

55.2 See Master Response 3. 

55.3 See Master Response 2. 

55.4 The scope of Alternatives was not based on any fear of engaging in religious 
discrimination.  See Master Response 2 for a discussion of the range of 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR.  Also see Master Response 12 
regarding the County’s consideration of the merits of the project.

55.5 See Master Responses 4, 6, 7, and 11.

55.4 See Master Response 2. 



56.1

LETTER 56



56.1, cont.
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56.2, cont.
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Responses to Comment Letter 56 – Patricia R. Perry 
(May 26, 2011)
56.1 See Master Response 7. 

56.2 Delivery trucks are expected to back into the service entrance, and pull 
forward to exit.  The trucks are not expected to block more than one lane of 
traffic during the few minutes it will take them to back in.  

While the County acknowledges that the proposed building will necessitate 
occasional deliveries by trucks, the number and frequency of such deliveries 
is expected to be commensurate with the proposed religious activity use –
in other words, commensurate with those of religious facilities located in 
residential zones throughout the County and not at an excessive level.  
During the operational period, truck deliveries are likely to occur with the 
same frequency as they occur at the existing Sufism Reoriented facility at 
1300 Boulevard Way.  The type of trucks making such deliveries is expected 
to be similar to those that make deliveries to residential properties in the 
area.  Those deliveries consist of Fed Ex, UPS, office supplies, and the like.
Deliveries are expected to take place during day time hours, when there 
would be relatively little demand for the parking spaces in the main parking 
lot, and generally during off-peak hours.

While a secondary service entrance is indeed provided from a driveway 
leading from Boulevard Way, delivery trucks could also access the proposed 
facility from the main Boulevard Way driveway.    

The project is not projected to attract such a large number of large trucks 
that special provisions are needed.  For uses that are reasonably likely to 
attract frequent (daily or multiple daily) deliveries from large trucks, such as 
grocery stores, other large retailers, or certain institutional uses, additional
service entrance provisions might be appropriate if potential environmental 
effects were found to be likely to occur.

Given the reasonably foreseeable program of activities set forth in Table 3-
1, the County projects that it is not reasonably foreseeable that a
substantial number of trucks would make deliveries to the proposed facility 
such that a significant environmental effect could occur. 

56.3 See Master Response 6. 

56.4 See Master Response 6. First, as stated in the Draft EIR traffic section, the 
projected number of peak-hour vehicle trips associated with the project falls
beneath the County’s threshold for conducting a quantitative traffic impact 
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analysis (TIA).  The threshold was established in recognition that project 
generating low volumes of peak period traffic would be extremely unlikely 
to result in any significant adverse environmental effect.  

Notwithstanding, the County Department of Conservation and Development 
commissioned a quantitative TIA.  The TIA indicated that given the 
anticipated program of activities, the project would not result in any 
significant traffic impacts at intersections or roadway segments.  For the 
same reason, the TIA indicated that given existing low traffic volumes on 
Boulevard Way and the relatively small contribution of additional trips 
related to the project, there was no need for the provision of any special 
traffic turning or stacking facilities, such as a left turn pocket as suggested 
by the commenter.  

Moreover, all left turns into the proposed project driveway would occur 
from westbound Boulevard Way.  As discussed in the TIA (Appendix O), 
stopping sight distance was examined for both westbound and eastbound 
Boulevard Way traffic.  The analysis indicated that stopping sight distance 
for westbound traffic exceeds 700 feet, which the analysis concluded 
provided for more than adequate reaction and stopping time if needed. As 
stopping sight distance was shown to be more than adequate for 
westbound traffic, the TIA concluded that the project would not introduce 
any unsafe conditions for westbound traffic.  See also response to comment 
52.1.  

56.5 See Master Response 6. 

56.6 See Master Responses 6 and 7.

56.7 See Master Response 7. The referenced language on page 4.13-23 of the 
Draft EIR is revised as follows:

As indicated in Table 4.13-8, traffic increases caused by the project 
would be minimal, so that Given the proximity and existing long-term 
operation of Sufism Reoriented’s current facility at 1300 Boulevard 
Way, the operation of either Project Variant at 1364 Boulevard Way 
would be insignificantly different from similar to what is now 
experienced in the neighborhood.

56.8 See Master Response 6.

56.9 See Master responses 3 and 7.  Please also see Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR for 
a reasonably foreseeable program of activities.

56.10 See Master Responses 2 and 7.  
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56.11 See Master Response 7.  There is no parking for the project proposed at the 
H&R Block Building only at The Meher Schools

56.12 See response to comment 52.1.  The 2002 subdivision approval cited by the 
commenter is in a substantially different location and at the time, County 
PWD determined that a stopping sight distance based on a different design 
speed was warranted. 

56.13 See Master Response 2, 3 and 7.  Please also see the response to comment 
56.10 above.  

56.14 See response to comment 52.1

56.15 See Master Response 7. See also responses to comment 24.1.
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Responses to Comment Letter 57 – Patricia R. Perry 
(May 27, 2011)
57.1 The commenter asks how the water usage projections were obtained and 

calculated.  

Appendix J presents the results of a greenhouse gas model (the BGM model 
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District).  The model 
provides default inputs for many factors associated with development, 
including estimated water usage.  The model is based on statewide averages 
and typically overstates the actual usage. The model allows users to 
override the default assumptions if more accurate information is available; 
however, in the case of the Sufism Reoriented project, the defaults were left 
in place to provide the most conservative estimate of greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with water consumption and wastewater conveyance.

Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems is based on regional and local 
calculations from the local water purveyor, East Bay Municipal Utilities 
District (EBMUD).  The East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD) has 
sufficient water supply to meet expected demand of its water customers 
through Year 2030 under normal water year conditions.  The assumption of 
future demand is based on existing development and a growth factor for 
new development that is based on adopted land use designations.  As the 
project is allowed within the R-10 zone district, the project is included in the 
EBMUD calculations for future water use. These calculations are made 
according to land use plans for the local jurisdictions.  As the project does 
not trigger the need for a Water Supply Assessment (WSA), it does not 
require an individualized assessment.  However, the project is required to 
incorporate drought-tolerant landscaping and would be required to comply 
with the State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. In addition, the 
project would be required to comply with whatever provisions have been 
incorporated into building and landscaping laws and codes to implement 
the 20 percent reduction by 2020 laws to which the commenter refers.  

Actual water usage at the proposed facility is expected to be far lower than 
the default assumptions inherent in the BGM model.  As stated on page 
4.14-9 of the Draft EIR, the County sought the opinion of the Central Contra 
Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) in estimating potential wastewater flow.  
CCCSD estimated that the proposed project would produce approximately 
1,000 gallons of wastewater per day (gpd) on average.  Wastewater 
calculations are typically a function of projected water use/demand.  A 
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common rule of thumb is that 90 percent of water used on site become 
wastewater.  Wastewater includes all water flushed down toilets, run 
through drains, or otherwise introduced into the sanitary sewer system.  

Even assuming that only 50 percent of the water used by the project 
became wastewater, imputed water demand would be substantially lower 
than the BGM defaults for places of worship.  A 50 percent factor would 
translate to water demand of 2,000 gallons per day or 730,000 gallons per 
year.  To provide context, an average household in the EBMUD service area 
uses 178.6 gallons of water per day or about 65,200 gallons of water per 
year.  Based on these factors, it is assumed that the project would generate 
water demand roughly equivalent to that of 11 households.  The BGM 
model’s prediction of project water demand of 3.7 million gallons per day 
thus substantially overstates realistic water demand for the facility.5

The commenter states that the DEIR refers to an out-of-date UWMP by 
EBMUD.  In fact, as of the publication date of the Draft EIR, EBMUD’s 2010 
UWMP remained in draft form.  The EBMUD Board of Directors adopted the 
2010 UWMP at a meeting on June 28, 2011, well after the March 2011 
publication of the Draft EIR. The UWMP is a plan EBMUD is required by law 
to adopt, to assess the adequacy of its water supplies and plan for any 
water shortages.  It does not regulate individual water connections. Any 
connections the project obtains from EBMUD will be required to meet 
EBMUD’s then-current requirements.  Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 is 
amended to reflect the requirement that the project comply with the 
drought management plan in effect at the time of drought, as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1: In the event of multiple drought years, the 
applicant shall comply with EBMUD’s then-applicable Drought 
Management Program and reduce water usage by 20 percent.  In the 
event of critical shortages (shortages of 25 percent or more), the 
applicant shall comply with reduction goals based on customer 
categories set by EBMUD.

The project does not qualify as one that would require a Water Supply 
Assessment.  A typical rule of thumb for the amount of water demanded by
dwelling units is one-half-acre-foot per home per year.  This equates to 250-

5 East Bay Municipal Utility District, Draft 20-10 Urban Water Management Plan.  Accessed at 
www.ebmud.com on June 29, 2011.  
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acre-feet per year for a 500-unit project. This project’s demand is far less 
than that.  The other projects that require a WSA are as follows:

(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling
units.

(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing 
more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of 
floor space.

(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space.

(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms.

(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or 
industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying 
more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor area.

(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects 
specified in this subdivision.

Water Code § 10912.  The project is far too small to qualify as any of these 
types of projects.  

57.2 The memorandum in Appendix C was prepared by the Fire Marshal of the 
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCCFPD) following a review of 
project plans and a reconnaissance of existing conditions. The Fire Marshal
reviewed and approved the proposed the project’s emergency vehicle 
access (EVA) pending the conditions noted in Appendix C. These include the 
provision of an approved fire truck turn around at the Parsonage building, 
the placement of “no parking” signage along the private access roadway, 
tree trimming and maintenance to preserve a minimum vertical clearance of 
13 feet, 6 inches, and other conditions. See response to comment 22.31.  

57.3 The CCCFPD prepared the notes on page C-2 of Appendix C indicating that 
the western portion of the EVA shall be paved with concrete or Grasspave2 
capable of supporting an apparatus loading of 37 tons (see note FD.01).  As 
described in Appendix L (please see page L-96), it is common to find fire 
lanes installed with Grasspave2.  Tests have been conducted establishing 
credibility of Grasspave2 for fire lanes. The Fire Marshal has reviewed 
project plans that indicate the surfaces that will be used, and has not 
indicated any required changes.  See response to comment 22.31.
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57.4 The commenter appears to misinterpret a statement in the Draft EIR.  Draft 
EIR page 4.12-1 notes that the closest CCCFPD facility to the project site is 
Station 3, at 1520 Rossmoor Parkway, about 1.5 miles south of the project 
site.  This distance represents the estimated distance to the Boulevard Way 
driveway.  Given the location of Station 3 to the south of the project site, 
the distance to the private access drive off of Warren Road is shorter, about 
1.3 miles.  In either case, the distances comport with Contra Costa County 
General Plan Policy 7-62, which strives to achieve no more than a 1.5 mile 
distance from a first-response fire station.  

57.5 Table 3-1 in the Draft EIR sets forth a reasonably foreseeable occupancy of 
the facility.  Please see Master Responses 3 and 7. 

57.6 The private driveway from Warren Road is used now for secondary access. 
The commenter is correct that with project implementation, there would no 
longer be access to the parsonage from Boulevard Way. Please also see 
Master Response 7. See also response to comment 79.10.

57.7 Table 3-1 on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR lists reasonably foreseeable activities, 
and the number of participants at each.  According to this table, 357 
participants would attend night classes on Friday evenings between October 
and June; between 200 and 250 participants would attend devotional 
gatherings on Sunday evenings between October and June.  The information 
in this table is consistent with the statement on page 4.13-11 of the Draft 
EIR indicating that the highest attended activity during a typical weekday is 
Friday evenings. 

57.8 Section 3.4, Project Components, of the Draft EIR describes the lighting plan 
for each of the Project Variants.  Please refer to page 3-11 of the Draft EIR 
for a discussion of the differences between lighting for each Project Variant.  

The landscaping plans for Project Variant A and Project Variant B are shown 
in Figures 3-9 and 3-10, respectively.  As described on page 3-11 of the Draft 
EIR, no trees would be permitted within the Boulevard Way public right-of-
way, per County regulation.  Accordingly, there would be little overall 
change in lighting plans. See response to comment 37.3.

57.9 See Master Response 9. With regard to the proposed trimming of trees that 
overhang or encroach into the project site, such activities in California are 
limited to the trimming or branches or cutting of roots of encroaching 
neighboring trees that do not damage the overall health of the tree.  The 
amount of trimming would accordingly not create a significant impact in 
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terms of aesthetics or biological value of the trees.  See response to 
comment 12.24 regarding deciduous trees.
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Responses to Comment Letter 58 – Carol Rasmussen
58.1 See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s consideration of the merits 

of the project, Master Response 8 regarding construction noise and Section 
4.10 of the Draft EIR regarding construction and operational noise, Master 
Response 4 regarding compatibility with the neighborhood, and Master 
Response 9 regarding trees.

58.2 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

58.3 See Master Response 10 and 11.

58.4 Adherence and compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that identifies the mitigation measures, time period of 
application, and parties responsible for their implementation will be a 
condition of project approval.  The MMRP is included as Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR.  The County is responsible for ensuring that implementation of the
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the MMRP.  Please also see 
Master Response 8. 

58.5 See Master Responses 6 and 8. 

58.6 See Master Response 6. According to the California Highway Patrol (CHP), 
between 2006 and 2010, there was one reported traffic incident on Kinney 
Drive and Boulevard Way in 2007 which involved a motor vehicle and a fixed 
object and was concluded to be the result of an improper turn. The 
accident did not result in any injuries; vehicle damage was superficial and 
did not require the car in question to be towed away. 

58.7 See Master Response 8. 

58.8 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

58.9 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 59 – Marvin Rasmussen
59.1 See response to comment 37.3. 

59.2 See Master Response 8. 

59.3 See Master Response 10.

59.4 See Master Response 8. 

59.5 See Master Response 6, 7, and 8. The project is not projected to affect 
traffic Levels of Service significantly, and the streets have sufficient capacity.  
Accordingly, there are no indications that drivers would be pushed to 
alternate routes.  Given the size of the project site, there would be ample 
space available for construction workers to park their vehicles, with no 
secondary environmental effects resulting.  

59.6 See Master Response 11.

59.7 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

59.8 See Master Responses 3 and 4. See Master Response 12 regarding the 
County’s consideration of the merits of the project.
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Responses to Comment Letter 60 – Mark Redmond 
(May 24, 2011)
60.1 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 

60.2 See Master Responses 6 and 7. 

60.3 See Master Response 7.

60.4 See Master Response 7.

60.5 See Master Response 7.

60.6 See Master Responses 6 and 7.  The applicant has clarified that Mr. 
Meleyco’s letter was addressing the annual celebration, which is attended 
by some members of the D.C. congregation and invited guests.  The annual 
celebration may result in attendance of 400 people at the facility, in excess 
of the approximately 350 members.  Driveway counts and parking surveys 
were conducted during the annual celebration.
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Responses to Comment Letter 61 – Mark Redmond 
(May 25, 2011)
Comment letter 61 is an update to comment letter 60 dated May 24, 2011 by the 
same commenter.  Comment letter 61 largely reiterates comments made in 
comment letter 60. 

61.1 See Master Response 7. 

61.2 See Master Response 7.

61.3 See Master Response 7.

61.4 See Master Response 7.

61.5 See Master Responses 3 and 7.

61.6 See Master Response 7.

61.7 See Master Responses 6 and 7, and response to comment 60.6.
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Responses to Comment Letter 62 – Judy Roberts 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
62.1 See Master Response 8. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 63 – Art and Judy Roberts 
(April 18, 2011)
63.1 See Master Response 8. 

63.2 The Draft EIR fully considered all potential environmental effects of the 
project, including the proposed excavation.  Please refer to the relevant 
technical sections of the Draft EIR regarding the impacts of excavation on 
the physical environment (4.2, Air Quality; 4.4, Cultural Resources, 4.5, 
Geology and Soils; 4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy; 4.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials; 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 4.10, 
Noise).

63.3 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

63.4 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

63.5 See Master Response 7. 

63.6 See Master Response 6. 

63.7 See Master Responses 1 and 5.
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Responses to Comment Letter 64 – Art and Judy Roberts 
(May 23, 2011)
64.1 See Master Response 3. 

64.2 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

64.3 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

64.4 An environmental impact report was prepared for the project.  This 
document is the Final Environmental Impact Report for the project.  The 
Draft EIR and this Final EIR were prepared in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines.

64.5 Please see page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR, where Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b
would require a biologist to conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting 
birds prior to the issuance of demolition permits and no more than one 
week prior to tree removal. 

64.6 See Master Response 8. 

64.7 See Master Responses 7 and 12.
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Responses to Comment Letter 65 – Bridget Robinson
65.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.
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Responses to Comment Letter 66 – Kathy Rogers 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
66.1 See Master Responses 1 and 5.
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Responses to Comment Letter 67 – Kathy and Frank 
Rogers (May 10, 2011)
67.1 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

67.2 See Master Response 8 and 12.

67.3 See Master Response 10 and 11.

67.4 See Master Responses 4 and 12.

67.5 See Master Responses 7 and 12.

67.6 See Master Responses 4 and 12.

67.7 See Master Responses 3 and 12.

67.8 The commenter appears to be concerned about the decrease in County 
revenue due to the replacement of tax-paying residents with a tax exempt 
religious facility.  This is not a CEQA issue.
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Responses to Comment Letter 68 – Kathy and Frank 
Rogers (May 23, 2011)
68.1 See Master Response 9. 

68.2 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

68.3 See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s consideration of the merits 
of the project.  Also see Master Responses 3 and 7.

68.4 See Master Response 11.

68.5 See Master Response 4. 

68.6 See Master Response 12. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 69 – Lucille M. Rowley
69.1 See Master Responses 3 and 4.

69.2 See Master Responses 4 and 12. 

69.3 See Master Response 9. 

69.4 See Master Response 12.

69.5 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.

69.6 See Master Response 7. 

69.7 See Master Response 4. 

69.8 See Master Responses 3 and 4.
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Responses to Comment Letter 70 – Jennifer Russell
70.1 See Master Response 3. 

70.2 Please see Draft EIR page 3-3, which states that Sufism Reoriented’s local 
membership has been relatively stable since the mid-1980s.  Please see 
Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

70.3 See Master Response 2. 

70.4 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 71 – Lisa Ryan 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
71.1 See Master Response 11.

71.2 See Master Response 1. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 72 – Lisa Ryan and Clint 
Shaw (May 25, 2011)
72.1 The comment letter provides a history of drainage related issues on 

properties near or within the project area.  Please see Master Response 11
for a comprehensive response to all drainage related issues pertinent to the 
proposed project.
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Responses to Comment Letter 73 – Saranap Community 
Association
73.1 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.

73.2 Please refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR for a 
discussion of biological impacts related to project construction.  Please refer 
to page G-13 of Appendix G which discusses what types of animals would 
typically be found on the project site.  Investigation of potential project 
impacts did not identify any concerns associated with construction causing a
rodent infestation and there is no other credible evidence suggesting that 
the project would lead to such an infestation.  

73.3 As described in the Draft EIR, there will be several measures in place to 
mitigate construction-related impacts.  Please refer to Section 4.10, Noise, 
for a complete discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related to 
construction period noise and vibration (Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-2 and 
Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 and 4.10-2).  The County considers these 
mitigation measures adequate to protect nearby residents from 
construction period noise impacts.  The County did not find the impacts to 
be at such a level where other mitigation was needed to reduce impacts 
below a level of significance.  Please also see Master Response 8. 

73.4 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 74 – Gayle Schiller
74.1 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

74.2 See Master Responses 6 and 7. The Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s 
(CCTA’s) 2009 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies existing 
and proposed bicycle facilities.  This plan shows a proposed “Class III” bike 
route proposed for Kinney Drive, continuing easterly onto Boulevard Way 
(tracing the project’s Boulevard Way frontage) into downtown Walnut 
Creek.  A “Class III” bike route means that signs on the street advise 
travelers of the bicycle route, but no separate lanes or paths are provided.  
In a Class III bike route, bicyclists simply travel on the roadway shoulder.  
Project Variant B would widen the shoulder of Boulevard Way along the 
immediate project frontage, providing additional space for bicyclists.  

74.3 The Draft EIR fully considered all potential environmental effects of the 
project, which may have an impact on human health and safety. Please 
refer to the relevant technical sections of the Draft EIR regarding the 
impacts of the project on people (4.2, Air Quality; 4.5, Geology and Soils; 4.6 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy; 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials; 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; 4.10, Noise, 4.11, Population 
and Housing, 4.12, Public Services, 4.13, Traffic and Circulation, and 4.14, 
Utilities and Service Systems). See Master Responses 4 and 9.

74.4 See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

74.5 Please refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, which analyzes the 
project’s potential visual effects.  This comment will be considered by the 
County Zoning Administrator when making a decision about requested 
permits. Please also see Master Response 12.

Please refer to Draft EIR pages 3-10 and 3-11, which described that project’s 
landscaping would provide visual screening between the project site and 
roadways. The commenter’s assertion that the project would attract tour 
buses is not supported by any evidence.  

74.6 The Contra Costa County Fire Protection Department Fire Marshal reviewed 
and considered the project plans as shown in Appendix C.  The review was 
based on understanding of the expected Program of Activities consistent 
with Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR, which represents a reasonably foreseeable 
use of the facility.

74.7 See Master Response 3. 
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74.8 The County is evaluating land uses based on its conclusion that the activities 
set forth in Table 3-1, Program of Activities, of the Draft EIR represents a 
reasonably foreseeable use of the facility. Activities not included in this 
projection of reasonably foreseeable uses were not analyzed.  The County, 
like most CEQA lead agencies, does not typically analyze every conceivable 
or theoretically possible use of the facility, and for most projects it would 
not be practical or even possible to project all conceivable or theoretically 
possible future events. The County has a Temporary Events Ordinance
(Chapter 82-44) which would govern consideration of qualifying events not 
included in Table 3-1. See Master Responses 3 and 7 regarding growth 
projections and future use of the facility.  

74.9 See Master Response 4. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 75 – Bernard Schwartz
75.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.
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76.1



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
3.0 Individual Response to Comments Final EIR - Volume II

3-374

Responses to Comment Letter 76 – Scott’s Seafood 
Restaurant
76.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 77 – Jeanette Segal
77.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 78 – Bart and Kathy 
Simmons
78.1 The commenter supports Project Variant B.  The letter does not raise any 

significant environmental issues requiring further response.

78.2 The commenter is requesting a new alignment for Boulevard Way from 
Saranap Avenue to Olympic Avenue.  This is includes portions of Boulevard 
Way that are not part of the project area.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 79 – Patricia Smayda
79.1 See Master Response 9. 

79.2 See Master Responses 3 and 8. 

79.3 See Master Response 8 and responses to comments 11.3 and 37.4.

79.4 As described in the Draft EIR, there will be several measures in place to 
mitigate construction-related impacts.  Please refer to Section 4.1, Air 
Quality, for a complete discussion of impacts and mitigation measures 
related to construction period air quality (Impacts 4.2-1 through 4.2-3 and 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-3).  Please refer to Section 4.10, 
Noise, for a complete discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related 
to construction period noise and vibration (Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-2 and 
Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 and 4.10-2). The County considers these 
mitigation measures adequate to protect nearby residents from 
construction period impacts.  The County did not find the impacts to be at 
such a level where other mitigation such as that proposed by the 
commenter, was needed to reduce impacts below a level of significance.
See Master Response 8.

79.5 See Master Responses 4 and 9. 

79.6 See Master Responses 3 and 4.

79.7 See Master Response 3. 

79.8 Adherence and compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that identifies the mitigation measures, time period of 
application, and parties responsible for their implementation will be a
condition of project approval.  The MMRP is included as Chapter 4 in 
Volume II of this Final EIR.  The County is responsible for ensuring that 
implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the 
MMRP.  Furthermore, the only mitigation measure that allows for a 48 hour 
response time is Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 regarding dust complaints.  The 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers this 
measure a best management practice to reduce air quality impacts of 
particulate matter associated with grading and new construction. See 
responses to comments 11.3 and 37.4.

79.9 See Master Response 7. 

79.10 The CCCFPD Fire Marshal deemed the easement to be adequate for 
emergency access to the properties the easement accesses, but in its 
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approval of the proposed plan for emergency access (see Appendix C), 
indicated a requirement to widen the easement in the event the applicant 
ever were to acquire the Odell property (which both Ms. Odell and the 
applicant report is not planned to occur).  The Fire Marshal has determined 
that widening is not necessary, imposing other conditions of approval to 
ensure viability of access.  Widening would entail the removal of trees that 
currently provide substantial screening for the Odell property.  See Master 
Responses 6 and 7.

79.11 See Master Responses 10.

79.12 See Master Response 10 and 11.

79.13 See Master Response 6. 

79.14 See Master Response 6 regarding vehicular and pedestrian safety issues.

79.15 Please see response to comment 79.10.

79.16 See Master Response 4. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.11, Population 
and Housing, for a complete discussion about housing in Saranap. 

79.17 See Master Response 2. 

79.18 The commenter appears to be concerned about the decrease in County 
revenue due to the proposed construction of a tax exempt religious facility.  
This comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.  

79.19 This comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.  

79.20 See Master Response 12 for a discussion of the County’s consideration of 
the merits of the project. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 80 – Ann F. Staley
80.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 81 – Ivy Summers
81.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 82 – Curtis Trenor 
(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
82.1 See Master Response 1. 

82.2 See Master Response 2. 

82.3 See Master Response 10.
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Responses to Comment Letter 83 – Curtis Trenor 
(April 18, 2011)
83.1 See Master Response 1.

83.2 See Master Response 2. 

83.3 See Master Response 10.

83.4 The Draft EIR includes appropriate mitigation employing technically sound 
practices that have been shown to avoid or reduce environmental effects in 
practice.  See Master Response 10.

83.5 The sales price of homes is not a physical environmental impact that CEQA 
addresses.  See Master Response 4 regarding the architectural style of the
project.  

83.6 See Master Responses 1 and 5.

83.7 Please refer to Draft EIR pages 3-11 and 4.1-16, which acknowledge that it 
will take three to six years for the proposed landscaping to effectively shield 
the building. The purpose of the landscaping is not to address CEQA 
environmental effects, but to screen for mutual privacy.  Views of the 
proposed building would not be considered adverse effects under CEQA.  
Please refer to Draft EIR pages 4.1-9 through 4.1-16 which discusses the 
project’s visual quality.  While temporary views are not deemed significant, 
the County may consider the temporary views of the sanctuary and other 
design criteria when granting the land use permit. 

83.8 All property in the County, including these existing homes, is subject to 
regulations addressing blight, nuisance, and maintenance of vacant 
buildings.  The project, if approved, would include demolition of those 
homes.
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Responses to Comment Letter 84 – Curtis and Deborah 
Trenor (May 27, 2011)
84.1 See Master Response 2. 

84.2 The EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA statute and 
guidelines.  The methodologies utilized in the EIR for determining 
significance are in accordance with the requirements of the agencies 
responsible for managing and regulating the specific environmental 
resources, and conform to protocols established within the professions 
conducting the evaluations.  See response to comment 18.1.

84.3 The Draft EIR fully considered all potential environmental effects related to 
the project size.  Please refer to the relevant technical sections of the Draft 
EIR regarding the impacts of the project on people (4.2, Air Quality; 4.5, 
Geology and Soils; 4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy; 4.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials; 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; 4.12, Public 
Services, 4.13, Traffic and Circulation, and 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems).  Please refer to Draft EIR pages 3-9 to 3-10 for a discussion of the 
projects TDM program.  Please also see Master Responses 3, 4, and 7. 

84.4 Cumulative impacts are the combined impacts of two or more projects.  The 
question whether the project meets the regulatory requirements for a Land 
Use Permit is not relevant to a study of cumulative impacts.  The cumulative 
analysis in Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, was conducted per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130.  Based on this analysis, it was concluded that the 
project would have no considerable contribution to any cumulative impacts.  
Please also see Master Response 12 regarding conditional land use permit 
conditions. 

84.5 Please refer to Draft EIR Table 4.9-2 which lists that the maximum building 
height allowed within the R-10 zoning district is 35 feet (County Code 
Sections 84-8.802 and 84-4.802).  As shown in this table, the project’s 
maximum height would be between 20 and 35 feet, thereby meeting 
County requirements.  See Master Responses 7 and 10.

84.6 Please see the response to comment 83.4.

CEQA defines a significant environmental effect on the environment as a 
“substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 21068).  CEQA mandates lead agencies to mitigate
any significant effects. CEQA defines mitigation as:



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
3.0 Individual Response to Comments Final EIR - Volume II

3-418

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or 
parts of an action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 
action and its implementation.

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
impacted environment. 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action.

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15370)

After mitigation, the project would not have any significant environmental 
effects. The project would cause impacts, but these impacts would be less 
than significant.  The Draft EIR does not conclude that there are no impacts.   
See response to comment 18.1.

84.7 See response to comment 37.3. See Master Response 2 regarding project 
alternatives considered in the EIR.

84.8 The BAAQMD has published CEQA guidelines for use by member agencies 
(comprising most of the nine-county Bay Area, including the project area).   
Contra Costa County has not adopted its own guidelines for air quality 
analysis and thus uses those of the BAAQMD.  Please see Draft EIR page 4.2-
11 and Table 4.2-5, which states that according to the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines6, incorporation of the Basic Construction Mitigation Measures 
contained in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 constitutes full and complete 
mitigation for fugitive dust emissions (PM10 and PM2.5). The BAAQMD does 
not require additional mitigation measures for emissions of particulate 
matter related to dust.

84.9 See Master Response 8. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, there 
is no threshold for construction-related odors.  However, as described in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, during construction, diesel-powered vehicles could 
create localized odors.  These odors would be considered temporary in 
nature and would dissipate.  This potential impact is addressed by 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-3, which requires diesel-powered vehicles to limit 
their idling time in an effort to minimize odor annoyances to nearby 
residences. 

6 Please refer to BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Table 2-1 and Section 8.1.2.



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
Final EIR – Volume II 3.0 Individual Response to Comments

3-419

84.10 See responses to comments 27.31 and 79.10. Please also see Master 
Response 6. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 addresses the biological impacts 
associated with the possible future removal of these trees. 

84.11 See Master Response 2 regarding project alternatives and response to 
comment 84.10.

84.12 The geotechnical report found in Appendix I looked at the project as 
proposed.  The project site is located in a seismically active area; it is 
common for buildings to need geotechnical engineering to avoid seismic 
impacts whether constructed above or below grade.  If the sanctuary were 
built above ground, the nature of the geotechnical effect would not change.  
Adherence to the design criteria found in the geotechnical report would 
help to ensure public and structural safety from ground shaking.  See 
Master Response 2 regarding projects alternatives and the consideration of 
a campus arrangement. Please also see master response 10.  

The EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA statute and 
guidelines.  Please refer to Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR 
for a complete discussion and analysis of geological impacts.  Subsection 
4.5.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, on pages 4.5-8 through 4.5-15 of 
the Draft EIR explains the significance criteria and provides substantial 
analysis of potential impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

84.13  See response to comment 84.12  

84.14 See Master Responses 2 and 10, and response to comment 18.1.

84.15 Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a has been revised to clarify that a post-
construction follow-up will be required that will use data from the pre-
construction survey to assess post-construction conditions. Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-2a on pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit 
Where permitted by the owner or tenant in possession, the County 
Building Official shall direct the applicant or their contractor to 
complete the following actions:

inspect existing structures/utilities to document any evidence of 
then-existing damage, cracking, distortion, weaknesses in 
structural elements, deterioration, corrosion, excessive stress, 
overloading, or use of the structure in a manner which may not 
have been intended by its design prior to issuance of any 
construction permits. The inspection shall include an 
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assessment of the condition of the following structures and 
facilities:

the parsonage

structures on neighboring properties adjacent to the 
project site 

Boulevard Way 

potentially affected utilities within the project site, as 
determined by a qualified engineer

All inspections and notations of pre-existing damages shall be 
thoroughly documented, to the extent permitted by the relevant 
owner or tenant in possession, prior to the issuance of a demolition 
or grading permit by photographs and mapping, and reference 
markings or measurement points shall be established on critical or 
previously damaged structures/utilities to assist in determining 
whether any damage or movement has occurred as a result of 
construction.

Such inspections shall be completed before issuance of the grading 
permit and again, after construction of the building shell is 
substantially complete. To the extent required by Civil Code 
Section 832, the applicant shall be responsible to repair or 
compensate for damage caused by the project. The County 
Building Official shall, prior to issuance of an occupancy permit: (a) 
confirm that the applicant has undertaken a written obligation to 
repair or compensate for damage caused by the construction of 
the project as recommended by the architect of record, or has 
established procedures that assure such repairs will be made or 
such compensation will be paid; and (2) confirm that any such 
repairs or payment of compensation is planned to be completed 
within a time frame the Official deems reasonable under the 
circumstances.

Where existing structures are in close proximity to the excavation,
additional measures beyond pre-construction inspection, such as 
building underpinning, shall be required as determined by the 
geotechnical consultant.

84.16 Please see the response to comment 84.15. 

84.17 Please see the responses to comments 84.6 and 84.15. The measure would 
require the applicant to fund or perform work necessary to remedy damage 
clearly caused by the project, thus mitigating that damage. 
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84.18 See Master Response 10. Mitigation Measure 4.5-2b was drawn from the 
Geotechnical Report found in Appendix I of the Draft EIR (please see pages 
I-23 and I-24).  The geotechnical report was prepared by a registered 
geotechnical engineer and was reviewed by geotechnical experts at the 
County.  The county found the report to be satisfactory.   

84.19 See Master Response 10. It is the opinion of the County that Mitigation 
Measures 4.5-2a through 4.5-2c constitute a reasonable and feasible 
approach to mitigating all geological impacts of the project to a less-than-
significant level. Please also see responses to comments 84.6, 84.15, and 
84.18.  

84.20 Please see responses to comments 84.6, 84.15, 84.18, and 84.19. See 
Master Response 2 regarding project alternatives. 

84.21 Adherence and compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that identifies the mitigation measures, time period of 
application, and parties responsible for their implementation will be a 
condition of project approval.  The MMRP is included as Chapter 4 of this 
Final EIR.  The County is responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the MMRP.  County staff and 
officials would review grading and building plans to ensure the applicant has 
implemented the requirements of the mitigation measures.  Meeting the 
requirements and implementing the recommendations of a geotechnical 
engineer is a common and accepted means of addressing geotechnical 
issues, and it assures that a licensed professional will be reviewing plans as 
they are developed and soils information as it is discovered, to ensure that 
the grading and construction meet industry standards for stability and 
adequacy. See Master Responses 10 and 11.

84.22 Mitigation measures themselves commonly do not include self-enforcement 
provisions.  Rather, mitigation measures are made enforceable conditions of 
approval, and their implementation is overseen by the relevant regulatory 
officials.  These requirements are all detailed in a Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan, which specifies responsibility and timing for each mitigation measure.  
Please see responses to comments 37.4 and 11.3 

84.23 The comment is placed adjacent to discussion of Impacts 4.10-1, 4.10-2, and 
4-13-1.  The text of the comment addresses the TDM plan and parking.  

For a complete analysis and discussion of Impact 4.10-1 and Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-1, please refer to pages 4.10-11 through 4.10-13 of Section 
4.10, Noise, in the Draft EIR.  Noise construction hours are considered useful 
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because they limit noise to daytime hours when most people are tolerant of 
louder noises than nighttime. For a complete analysis and discussion of 
Impact 4.13-1 and Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 please refer to pages 4.13-23
and 4.13-24 of Section 4.13, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR.  

See Master Response 7 regarding the TDM, Master Response 8 regarding 
noise impacts during construction and Master Response 2 regarding project 
alternatives. The financial effects of the parking arrangements on the 
school district are not relevant to physical impacts on the environment.  
Property values likewise do not raise CEQA issues.   

84.24 Parking adequacy in and of itself is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis.  
See Master Response 7.  For a complete analysis and discussion of Impact 
4.13-2 and Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 please refer to pages 4.13-24 and 
4.13-25 of Section 4.13, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR. 

84.25 Please refer to pages 6-1 through 6-14 of the Draft EIR for a complete 
analysis of potential cumulative impacts.  The basis, analysis and criteria are 
described in that section insofar as cumulative impacts (impacts of several 
projects that cumulate together) are concerned.  The basis, analysis and 
criteria of the project’s contribution are its individual impacts, which are 
explained in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.  Based on this analysis, it was 
concluded that the project would have no considerable contribution to any 
cumulative impacts.    
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Responses to Comment Letter 85 – Michael Wood
85.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.



LETTER 86

86.3

86.1

86.2

86.4

86.5

86.6

86.7



New Sanctuary for Sufism Reoriented
Final EIR – Volume II 3.0 Individual Response to Comments

3-427

Responses to Comment Letter 86 – Linda Jean Wurth
(May 23, 2011)
86.1 See Master Response 7. 

86.2 See Master Response 7, and responses to comments 37.4 and 11.3. 

86.3 Project plans for parking were reviewed by the Public Works Department 
(PWD).  PWD would make a recommendation in their review if there were a 
need for no-parking signs.  In accordance with County Code Chapter 46-
10.6, the project area could be deemed eligible for consideration as a 
permit-parking area, if surveys and studies prepared for the area indicate 
that it is necessary during project operation.  

86.4 The comment raises questions about the use of the existing facility at 1300 
Boulevard Way and the office building at 1280 Boulevard Way.  There are 
currently no development applications pending for either of these 
properties, accordingly there are no projects for the County to review.  The 
issue is not relevant to the physical impacts of the new sanctuary.

86.5 See Master Response 7. 

86.6 See Master Response 3 and 7. 

86.7 See Master Response 3 and 7.
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Responses to Comment Letter 87 – Linda Jean Wurth
(May 24, 2011)
87.1 See Master Response 3. 

87.2 See Master Response 3. 

87.3 See Master Responses 3 and 7. 

87.4 See Master Responses 3 and 7.  As described in the Draft EIR, Sufism 
Reoriented has maintained a relatively stable membership since the mid-
1980s.  Please refer to page 3-3 of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion of 
Sufism Reoriented’s membership size. The project is not requesting a 
parking variance, as the commenter asserts.  The project is requesting a 
parking reduction through a TDM program (please refer to County Code 
Section 82-32.008). 

87.5 See Master Response 4. See Master Response 12 regarding the County’s 
consideration of the merits of the project.

87.6 The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.

87.7 Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.4 and Table 3-1, which set forth a 
reasonably foreseeable program of activities that would occur in the 
building.  The Planning Commission will consider all project components 
when making a decision about the project. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 88 – Linda Jean Wurth
(additional May 24, 2011)
88.1 See Master Response 1 for a discussion of the need for story poles, Master 

Response 4 for a discussion of compatibility of the project with the 
neighborhood and Master Response 5 for a discussion of the visual 
simulation methodology.

The County does not have any regulations or standards regarding potential 
shadow created by buildings.  However, it should be noted that as stated in 
the Reflected Solar Glare Study included at Appendix E, the north side of
the proposed building would rarely receive direct sunlight owing to its 
position relative to the sun.  New shadows would similarly be related to the 
sun’s position.  Given little direct light from the north and existing tall trees 
and buildings to the east, the potential for shadow would be limited 
essentially to sunlight coming from the south and the west.  Any shadows 
relating to a southern sun position could potentially cast some shadow 
towards Boulevard Way.  Shadows relative to a western sun position would 
be cast largely within the project property (ie, on the parsonage).  Even if 
the County had a regulation or threshold regarding shadow effects, the 
particulars of the proposed building make it highly unlikely that any 
excessive shadowing on residential properties to the south would occur.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 89 – Janice Alley and 
David Mays
89.1 This comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.

89.2 Draft EIR Alternative 3 is the Modified Right of Way Alternative, and 
includes stop signs, sidewalks and crosswalks.  See Master Response 6.

89.3 This comment does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 
further response.
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Responses to Comment Letter 90 – Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research
90.1 The letter does not raise any significant environmental issues requiring 

further response.



4-1

4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND 
REPORTING PROGRAM

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is a CEQA-required 
component of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process for the project.  The 
results of the environmental analyses, including proposed mitigation measures, are 
documented in the Final EIR.

CEQA requires that agencies adopting EIRs take affirmative steps to determine that 
approved mitigation measures are implemented subsequent to project approval. 

As part of the CEQA environmental review procedures, Section 21081.6 requires a 
public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program to ensure efficacy and 
enforceability of any mitigation measures applied to a proposed project.  The lead 
agency must adopt an MMRP for mitigation measures incorporated into the project 
or proposed as conditions of approval.  The MMRP must be designed to ensure 
compliance during project implementation.  As stated in Section 21081.6(a)(1):

The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the
changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  The 
reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation.  For those changes which have been 
required or incorporated into the project at the request of a responsible 
agency or a public agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources 
affected by the project, that agency shall, if so requested by the lead agency
or a responsible agency, prepare and submit a proposed reporting or 
monitoring program. 

Table 4-1 is the final MMRP matrix.  The table lists each of the mitigation measures 
proposed in the Final EIR and specifies the agency responsible for implementation of 
the mitigation measure and the time period for the mitigation measure.
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Table 4-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Environmental Impacts Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency Timing

Aesthetics

Impact 4.1-1: Either Project Variant 
would result in the potential for 
substantial nighttime lighting which 
could adversely affect nighttime views. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1: The applicant shall submit a lighting plan 
and a photometric study which shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction 
of the Department of Conservation and Development, that no bare 
bulbs will be visible from offsite.  The plan shall also demonstrate that 
no lighting will be directed across property lines, and all lighting visible 
from offsite – including spillover onto adjacent properties – will be 
compatible with offsite private and public right-of-way lighting in the 
vicinity.  The plans shall reflect the effect of lighting both before and 
after proposed site landscaping achieves maturity.  If needed, the 
plans may include recommendations for turning off lights at specific 
times to reduce effects to nighttime views.  

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development and project 
applicant

Prior to issuance of 
grading or building 
permit or 
installation of 
outdoor lighting 
system, whichever 
occurs first

Air Quality

Impact 4.2-1: Construction would result 
in emissions of fugitive dust.  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1:  Prior to the approval of a grading plan, 
County DCD shall ensure that grading and demolition plans include the 
following measures for all phases of construction as recommended by 
BAAQMD to reduce the air quality impacts of particulate matter (PM10

and PM2.5) associated with grading and new construction:

All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil 
piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be 
watered a minimum of two times per day;

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material 
off-site shall be covered;

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads 
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at 
least once per day.  No dry power sweeping shall be 
performed (i.e., prohibited);

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
approval of a 
grading plan
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Air Quality (continued)

Impact 4.2-1 continued All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be 
completed as soon as feasible.  Building pads shall be laid as 
soon as feasible after grading unless seeding or soil binders 
are used;

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited 15 mph;

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment 
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 
two minutes. Clear signage shall be provided for construction 
workers at all access points;

All construction equipment and haul trucks shall be 
maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All construction equipment and 
haul trucks shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to 
operation; and

A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone 
number of the Construction Manager and BAAQMD to report 
dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective 
action within 48 hours.  The BAAQMD complaint line 
telephone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance 
with applicable regulations.

Impact 4.2-2:  Emissions of diesel 
exhaust during construction would 
exceed BAAQMD thresholds for NOX.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-2:  Emissions of NOx from construction 
activities shall be limited to less than 54 pounds per day.  This 
performance standard would be achieved by limiting vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) for standard hauling trucks to 1,872 VMT per day.  
Assuming 13 cubic-yard-trucks and delivery to the Acme landfill, , and 
assuming a round trip of 31.2 miles, this would mean that soil hauling 
would be capped at 60 round trips per day, which would extend the 
excavation schedule from an earlier projection by the applicant of 35 
working days to 55 working days.  If other sites at a different distance
were identified to accept the fill, the schedule could be revised 

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Approval of VMT 
calculations prior 
to excavation; VMT 
limitation during 
project 
construction
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Air Quality (continued)

Impact 4.2-2 continued accordingly to fit within the same VMT limitation.  However, all hauling 
trucks must use a haul route that leaves the project site, heads east on 
Boulevard Way, and enters Highway 24 near Mt. Diablo and Boulevard 
Way.

Impact 4.2-3:  The Project Variant 
ultimately selected could create 
objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people during 
construction.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-3:  Prior to the approval of a grading permit, 
County DCD shall verify that grading plans include a requirement that 
limits the allowable idling time of diesel-powered construction 
equipment to two minutes or less

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
approval of a 
grading plan

Biological Resources

Impact 4.3-1: Potential future purchase 
of the adjacent Odell property would 
trigger a County Fire Protection District 
requirement to widen the existing 
secondary road providing access to the 
project site from Warren Road.  This 
would result in the removal of and/or 
damage to several existing trees. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1:  If the applicant purchases the Odell 
property, compliance with the CCCFPD condition to widen the 
secondary access drive to Warren Road shall be required.  In 
compliance with Chapter 816-6.8002 of the Tree Protection and 
Preservation Ordinance, a permit shall be obtained for the removal of 
all protected trees.  If the applicant purchases the Odell property after 
August 2012, a qualified arborist shall examine the property and the 
recommendations of the arborist reports dated June 22, 2009 and 
August 4, 2009, included as Appendix G to this EIR, to confirm and/or 
append to the conditions included in the earlier reports. 

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development and project 
applicant

If the applicant 
purchase the Odell 
property

Impact 4.3-2: Demolition and tree 
removal activities could have an adverse 
effect on special-status species including 
roosting bats that are potentially nesting 
in trees and/or abandoned buildings 
found on the project site, as well as 
migratory birds and raptors that may 
nest in mature trees.  .  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a:  Given the potential for occurrence of 
roosting bats on the project site, the Contra Costa County Department 
of Conservation and Development (DCD) shall require a qualified 
biologist to conduct pre-construction surveys for roosting bats prior to 
issuance of demolition permits.

If roosting bats are detected, DCD shall require that a qualified 
biologist, in consultation with the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), shall exclude/evict the bats prior to removal of the 
occupied structure or tree.  Abandoned structures or trees that are 

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition permits
and throughout 
pre-construction 
and construction
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Biological Resources (continued)

Impact 4.3-2 continued proposed for removal shall be removed before ground-disturbing 
activities begin to avoid conflicts with potential nesting periods.  
Immediately prior to construction, DCD shall require another pre-
construction survey to be conducted to detect presence and confirm 
absence of active nesting in the trees that will remain.  

During the pre-construction survey, the qualified biologist may enact 
other measures to protect roosting bats on the project site.  These 
measures must be followed throughout the pre-construction and 
construction period.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b:  Given the potential for occurrence of 
special-status bird species on the project site and the possibility for
overlap of demolition and tree removal with the nesting season, DCD 
shall require a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction surveys 
for nesting birds prior to issuance of demolition permits and no more 
than one week prior to tree removal.

If an occupied bird’s nest is detected, a buffer zone of 50 to 300 feet 
shall be implemented to protect adults and nestlings from 
construction disturbances.  If occupied nests are detected, exclusion 
areas are required until young birds have fledged.  

During the pre-construction survey, the qualified biologist may enact 
other measures to protect raptors and birds on the project site.  These 
measures must be followed throughout the pre-construction and 
construction period.  Destruction of occupied nests would be in 
violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the CDFG Code.

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition permits

Impact 4.3-3:  Construction activities 
could disturb potential nesting habitat in 
trees that are not proposed for removal.  

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-2a and 4.3-2b. Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition permits
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Cultural Resources

Impact 4.4-1:  Demolition of existing 
structures and construction activities 
could inadvertently damage previously 
unidentified historical, archaeological, 
and paleontological resources on the 
project site.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1:  When demolition and site clearing activities 
are complete, a qualified archaeologist, hired by the applicant, shall 
reinspect the project site to ascertain whether clearance activities 
exposed any previously undetected archaeological resources. In the 
event that any cultural (historical, archeological, and/or 
paleontological) resources are encountered, the Contra Costa County 
Department of Conservation and Development (DCD) shall ensure that 
construction, excavation, and/or grading activities within 100 feet of 
the find are temporarily halted until a qualified archaeologist or 
paleontologist, hired by the applicant, can assess the significance of 
the find and provide proper management recommendations to be 
incorporated in to the Project Variant ultimately selected.  Prehistoric 
cultural materials include, but is not limited to, shell midden deposits, 
hearth remains, stone and/or shell artifacts, and/or burials.  Historic 
materials, including but not limited to, whole or fragmentary ceramic, 
glass or metal objects, wood, nails, brick, or other materials may occur 
on the project site in deposits such as old privies or dumps.  If the site 
is found to contain significant cultural or paleontological resources (as 
determined by the CEQA Guidelines) by a qualified archaeologist or 
paleontologist, funding shall be provided by the applicant to identify, 
record, report, evaluate, and recover the resources as necessary.  
Construction within the area of the find shall not recommence until 
impacts to the cultural or paleontological resource are mitigated.  
Additionally, as required by Public Resources Code Section 5097.993, 
the applicant must inform project personnel that collection of any 
Native American artifact is prohibited by law.

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

When demolition 
and site clearing 
activities are 
complete, and 
during grading. 

Impact 4.4-2:  Construction activities 
could inadvertently uncover human 
remains.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2:  In accordance with Public Resource Code 
Section 5097.98, should human remains be found on the site at any 
time during pre-construction or construction activities, the Contra 
Costa County Department of Conservation and Development (DCD) 

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

In the event that 
human remains are 
found on the 
project site
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Cultural Resources (continued)

Impact 4.4-2 continued shall ensure that no further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human 
remains shall be disturbed until:

The County Coroner in which the remains are discovered is 
contacted and determines that no investigation of the cause of 
death is required; and

If the County Coroner determines the remains to be Native 
American then:

(1) The coroner shall contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission within 24 hours; 

(2) The Native American Heritage Commission 
shall identify the person or persons it believes 
to be the most likely descended from the 
deceased native American; and 

(3) The most likely descendent may make 
recommendations to the landowner or the 
person responsible for the excavation work for 
means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and 
any associated grave goods as provided in 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

The landowners or their authorized representative shall rebury the 
Native American human remains and associated grave goods with 
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further 
subsurface disturbance if the following conditions occur:

The NAHC is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the 
most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation 
within 24 hours after being notified by the commission;

The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or
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Cultural Resources (continued)

Impact 4.4-2 continued The landowners or their authorized representative reject the 
recommendation of the descendent, and the mediation by the 
NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

Geology and Soils

Impact 4.5-1: Either Project Variant 
could expose people and structures to 
potential adverse effects from strong 
seismic ground shaking.  

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
County Building Official shall verify that plans incorporate the following 
CBC seismic site categorization and design coefficients, in conformance 
with the most recent version of the California Building Code shown in the 
table below.:

1 From ASCE/SEI 7-05 (2006)

Source: DCM Engineering, October 2008.

The County Building Official shall certify that a qualified geotechnical 
engineer has reviewed final plans and specifications for consistency 
with CBC and UBC design standards.  The County Building Official shall 
verify that all pertinent recommendations of the geotechnical engineer 
are incorporated into final building plans.

Categorization/Coefficient Design Value

Site Class (Table 1613.5.2) C

0.2 Second Spectral Response Acceleration, Ss

(Figure 1613.5(3))
1.5g

1.0 Second Spectral Response Acceleration, S1

(Figure 1613.5(4))
1.6g

Seismic Site Coefficient, Fa (Table 1613.5.3(1)) 1.0

Seismic Site Coefficient, Fv (Table 1613.5.3(2)) 1.3

Long-period Transition Period, Tl (Figure 22-6)1 1.0

County Building Official Prior to the 
issuance of building 
permit
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Impact 4.5-2: The project site is located 
on soil that could become unstable as a 
result of construction activities, and 
potentially result in instability on 
neighboring sites.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a: Where permitted by the owner or tenant 
in possession, the County Building Official shall direct the applicant or 
their contractor to complete the following actions: 

inspect existing structures/utilities to document any evidence 
of then-existing damage, cracking, distortion, weaknesses in 
structural elements, deterioration, corrosion, excessive stress, 
overloading, or use of the structure in a manner which may 
not have been intended by its design prior to issuance of any 
construction permits. The inspection shall include an 
assessment of the condition of the following structures and 
facilities:

structures on properties adjacent to the project site 
Boulevard Way 

potentially affected utilities within the project site, as 
determined by a qualified engineer

All inspections and notations of pre-existing damages shall be 
thoroughly documented, to the extent permitted by the relevant 
owner or tenant in possession, prior to the issuance of a demolition or 
grading permit by photographs and mapping, and reference markings 
or measurement points shall be established on critical or previously 
damaged structures/utilities to assist in determining whether any 
damage or movement has occurred as a result of construction.

Such inspections shall be completed before issuance of the grading 
permit and again, after construction of the building shell is 
substantially complete. To the extent required by Civil Code Section 
832, the applicant shall be responsible to repair or compensate for 
damage caused by the project. The County Building Official shall, prior 
to issuance of an occupancy permit: (a) confirm that the applicant has 
undertaken a written obligation to repair or compensate for damage 
caused by the construction of the project as recommended by the 
architect of record, or has established procedures that assure such 
repairs will be made or such compensation will be paid;

County Building Official Prior to the 
issuance of a 
grading permit
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Geology and Soils (continued)

Impact 4.5-2 continued. and (2) confirm that any such repairs or payment of compensation is 
planned to be completed within a time frame the Official deems 
reasonable under the circumstances.

Where existing structures are in close proximity to the excavation,
additional measures beyond pre-construction inspection, such as 
building underpinning, shall be required as determined by the 
geotechnical consultant.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2b:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the County Geologist shall review the final plans to ensure that 
proposed excavation shoring and dewatering systems meet minimum
performance requirements.  These minimum performance 
requirements include:

a. Protect personnel that enter excavations;

b. Protect adjacent existing utilities, pavements, and structures;

c. Installation should not cause settlement or heave of the ground 
surface nor produce construction vibrations that could damage 
adjacent utilities or structures;

d. Prevent caving or lateral movement of excavation walls and 
associated loss of adjacent ground and adjacent ground surface 
settlement, even when subjected to construction vibration;

e. Prevent heave and or piping (boiling) of the excavation bottom; 
and

f. Where applicable, resist hydrostatic pressures and lateral loads 
for adjacent structural foundations, vehicular traffic, construction 
equipment and spoils.

County Geologist Prior to the 
issuance of a 
grading permit

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the County Building Official shall ensure that grading plans show a 
requirement that a qualified geotechnical engineer monitor and 

Building Official and 
County Geologist

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits
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Geology and Soils (continued)

Impact 4.5-2 continued. document soil and groundwater conditions on an ongoing basis during 
excavation, grading, and construction.  The geotechnical engineer shall 
anticipate changes and modifications to shoring systems and sloping 
(on the west side) in response to changes in soil and groundwater 
conditions.  All sheeting and shoring shall be evaluated for stability by
the geotechnical consultant prior to entry by personnel.  The County 
Building Official and County Geologist shall review and consider the 
recommendations of the geotechnical engineer and incorporate any or 
all recommendations into final grading plans.

Impact 4.5-3: Either Project Variant 
would result in substantial soil erosion.

Incorporate Mitigation Measure 4.8-2. The project applicant and 
the County Building 
Official

Prior to the 
issuance of a
grading permit

Impact 4.5-4: Either Project Variant
would be located on expansive soils that 
could create a risk to life and property.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the County Building Official shall ensure that plans for building 
foundations have been reviewed by a qualified geotechnical engineer 
to ensure measures are included to reduce potential future structural 
damage to the religious facility from expansive soils.  Such measures 
shall include but are not limited to minimum requirements for the 
expansion potential of fill material, soil compaction, and soil moisture 
content.  The County Building Official and County Geologist review and 
approval shall ensure that all pertinent recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer are incorporated into final grading plans.

County Building Official Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits

Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, 
the County Building Official shall ensure that plans are revised as 
necessary to show that foundations for the new facility consist of a 
reinforced concrete floor slab or a mat slab, consistent with 
recommendations of the County Geologist.

County Building Official Prior to the 
issuance of building 
permits
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact 4.7-1: Demolition of existing 
structures on the site could result in the 
release of lead, asbestos, and other 
contaminants.   

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1a: At least fifteen days prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit, a state certified contractor shall complete an 
asbestos and lead-based paint survey for all structures proposed for 
demolition that were constructed prior to 1980. The survey shall be 
submitted to the Department of Conservation and Development, 
Community Development Division for review and approval.

If LBP or asbestos-containing materials are identified in the survey, 
they shall be removed from the site and properly disposed of in 
accordance with CAL/ OSHA requirements:

Known or suspected asbestos-containing materials shall be 
abated by a certified asbestos abatement contractor in 
accordance with BAAQMD regulations and notification 
requirements.  

Intact lead-based paint found to be secure (not flaking, peeling 
or cracked) may be discarded along with demolition debris 
during the demolition of the structure.  

Loose and peeling paint shall be disposed of as state and/or 
federal hazardous waste if the concentration of lead exceeds 
applicable waste thresholds.   

Hazardous wastes shall be appropriately managed, labeled,
transported, and disposed of by trained workers in accordance 
with local requirements.  

The demolition and removal of materials potentially 
containing lead-based paint would be required to follow the 
CAL/OSHA Lead in Construction Standard, Title 8, California 
Code of Regulations (CCR).

Other hazardous materials associated with buildings, such as 
fluorescent lights and electrical switches, shall be disposed of in 
accordance with DTSC hazardous waste regulations.

Department of 
Conservation and 
Development and a state 
certified contractor

At least fifteen days 
prior to issuance of 
a demolition 
permit
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials (continued)

Impact 4.7-1 continued Mitigation Measure 4.7-1b: Prior to the issuance of grading or 
demolition permit, the County Building Official and Community 
Development Division shall review a Risk Management Plan prepared 
for the Project Variant ultimately selected by a qualified professional.  
The plan shall include, but is not limited to the following conditions:

Should tanks, drums, free product, or other potential chemical 
hazards be encountered during excavation, the County, 
environmental consultant and the owner shall be consulted 
prior to proceeding.  Excavated material shall be segregated 
and stockpiled in a designated area and covered in plastic.  
Stockpiles shall be maintained for profiling and disposal.  A 
qualified environmental consultant shall take samples of each 
stockpile for analysis.  Stockpiles and other hazardous wastes 
shall be appropriately managed, labeled, transported, and 
disposed of by trained workers in accordance with all 
applicable laws and regulations.  

The contractor shall include specific information related to 
chemical hazards that could be present during the excavation.  
This information shall include, but shall not be limited to, the 
proper use of personal protective equipment (PPE), worker air 
monitoring, and action levels for use of PPE and stop work.  
Workers engaged in the excavation of petroleum-affected soil 
shall be trained per OSHA standards for hazardous waste 
operations and emergency response.

County Building Official 
and Community 
Development Division

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
or demolition 
permit
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact 4.8-1:  Improvements, primarily 
the introduction of a parking area for 74 
cars, could affect the quality of 
stormwater flowing from the project 
site.  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a: Prior to the approval of a building permit, 
the County Department of Conservation and Development shall 
ascertain that final landscaping plans for the Project Variant ultimately 
selected shall:

Be designed to minimize irrigation and runoff and to minimize 
use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to 
stormwater pollution.

Specify plantings within planters and swales that are tolerant 
of the sandy loam soils and periodic inundation. 

Include pest-resistant plants.

Include plantings appropriate to site soils, slopes, climate, sun, 
wind, rain, land use, air movement, ecological consistency and 
plant interactions.

Note that all on-site storm drain inlets shall be marked with 
the words “No Dumping! Drains to Creek” or similar language

County Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

Prior to the 
approval of a 
building permit

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b: Prior to the approval of a building permit, 
the applicant shall submit a Final Storm Water Control Plan to the 
Public Works Department in general conformance with the Preliminary 
Drainage Report for review and approval.  The Final Drainage Report 
and Storm Water Control Plan shall demonstrate use of GrassPave2 
and pervious pavers or pervious concrete with comparable or better 
infiltration and storage capacity.

Project applicant and 
Public Works Department

Prior to the 
approval of a 
building permit

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1c: Prior to the approval of a building permit, 
the applicant shall submit a Maintenance Program to the Public Works 
Department.  The Maintenance Program shall include procedures for 
maintaining the pervious surfaces employed within the project site in 
the Operation and Maintenance Plan of the SWCP.  The Maintenance 
Program shall include the following measures:

Project applicant and 
Public Works Department

Prior to the 
approval of a 
building permit
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

Impact 4.8-1 continued Landscaping grades shall follow a post-project Sediment 
Control Plan. Landscape areas shall be designed to drain away 
from pervious surfaces in the parking lot area wherever 
possible in order to curtail run-off from carrying silt onto the 
pervious pavements. The Sediment Control Plan would be 
included in the Storm Water Control Plan and grades directing 
water away from the parking lot area shall be shown on the 
Grading plan.

The applicant shall engage an outside contractor experienced 
in maintenance of pervious pavers. The contractor will follow 
the procedures listed in the Operation and Maintenance Plan 
of the Storm Water Control Plan.

Permeable paver surfaces will be kept clean of organic 
materials. Leaves and other organic material shall be swept
and removed from the paver surfaces periodically when debris 
accumulates and weekly during the rainy season (October 15 
to April 15), or as otherwise directed by the Public Works 
Department for any other wet times of the year.

Periodic vacuuming should be used to clear out voids with 
conventional street sweepers or like equipment with vacuums 
and brushes, a minimum of two (2) times a year, but the actual 
required frequency shall be determined by conditions of the 
site. With an interlocking paver system, additional aggregate 
fill material will be added after cleaning, if needed to return 
aggregate fill material to its initial installation levels.

The landowner shall be obligated to comply with the 
Operation and Maintenance Plan and Agreement. The 
landowner’s maintenance obligations shall be reflected in such 
recorded documents as the County lawfully and routinely 
requires.
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

Impact 4.8-2:  During construction, 
excavated materials could contribute 
sediment to Las Trampas Creek that 
could adversely affect water quality.

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the Public Works Department and the County Building Official shall 
approve a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan a (SWPPP) prepared 
by the applicant.  The SWPPP shall comply with current San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board guidelines and shall adopt 
acceptable best management practices (BMPs) for control of sediment 
and stabilization of erosion in the project area.  The SWPPP shall 
include acceptable BMPs for the protection of water quality.  PWD 
shall ensure that the project site is annexed into Community Facilities 
District 14.

The project applicant and 
the County Building 
Official

Prior to the 
issuance of a 
grading permit

Noise

Impact 4.10-1:  Construction activities 
could generate a temporary increase in 
noise in the project vicinity. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1:  The DCD shall ensure that applicant 
adheres to the following mitigation measures in order to generate the 
least noise impacts feasible during construction: 

All construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 8:00
AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and shall be 
prohibited on state and federal holidays except as provided 
below;

The applicant shall hold a pre-construction meeting with the 
job inspectors and the general contractor/onsite manager to 
confirm that all noise mitigation measures and practices 
(including construction hours, neighborhood notification, 
posted signs, etc.) are completed prior to beginning 
construction;

The applicant shall notify neighbors within 300 feet of the 
construction area, at least 30 days in advance of excavation 
and grading activities, about the estimated duration of the 
activity;

County Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

During project 
construction
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Noise (continued)

Impact 4.10-1 continued The applicant shall designate a construction noise coordinator 
who will be responsible for implementing the noise control 
measures and responding to complaints. This person’s name 
and contact information shall be posted clearly around the 
project site and shall also be distributed to properties within 
200 feet of the site boundaries. The construction noise 
coordinator shall be available during all times during 
construction activities and shall maintain a log of complaints.  
A copy of the log shall be provided to the DCD monthly on the 
30th day of each month;

The applicant shall require construction contractors to limit 
noise generating construction activities as required by the 
DCD.  No construction activities shall be allowed before 8 AM 
or after 5 PM, or on weekends without prior authorization of 
the Zoning Administrator, and no excavation and grading 
activities shall be allowed after hours or on weekends and 
holidays;

The applicant shall require construction contractors to 
implement the following measures to reduce daytime noise 
due to construction activities:

Equipment and trucks used for construction shall utilize the 
best available noise control techniques wherever feasible
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-
attenuating shields or shrouds).

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and 
rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or
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Noise (continued)

Impact 4.10-1 continued electrically powered wherever feasible to avoid noise
associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of 
pneumatic tools is not feasible, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can 
lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 
dBA.  External jackets on the tools themselves shall be 
used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 
5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills 
rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from 
adjacent receptors as feasible, and shall be muffled and 
enclosed within temporary sheds, insulation barriers, or 
other measures to the extent feasible.

Prior to the start of construction, the applicant shall construct 
a temporary sound barrier along those portions of the 
northern and southern property lines that do not, at the time 
of grading and construction, already have a wall that meets 
the following standards, to provide the maximum protection 
feasible for the residential uses to the north and south.  The 
barriers can be constructed out of wood or other materials as 
long as they have a minimum surface weight of approximately 
2.5 pounds per square foot.  Possible materials include 1-1/8-
inch-thick plywood or fully overlapping 1x redwood boards (1-
1/2-inch-thick total).  The barriers would likely be 6 to 8 feet 
tall but this would be refined and approved by a qualified 
acoustician prior to the issuance of grading permits. Issues to 
consider when determining the ultimate height, length, and 
location of the barriers are the actual construction practices, 
including equipment to be used and the location and duration 
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Noise (continued)

Impact 4.10-1 continued of noisier activities.  The topography will also need to be
considered in the final determination of barrier heights and 
effectiveness.

Impact 4.10-2:  Construction and 
operational activities could temporarily 
expose persons or structures to 
excessive groundborne vibration. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2: The DCD shall ensure that the applicant 
isolates the equipment in the mechanical well per the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) Guidelines.  ASHRAE is considered the industry standard for 
mechanical system design standards.

County Department of 
Conservation and 
Development

During project 
construction

Traffic and Circulation

Impact 4.13-1: The proposed reliance on 
a TDM program would increase the 
number of pedestrians and bicyclists 
along the Boulevard Way frontage of the 
project site, thereby necessitating a 
sidewalk along this frontage.

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1:  If Project Variant A is ultimately selected 
and approved, the County Department of Conservation and 
Development and County Public Works Department shall verify that 
final plans incorporate a sidewalk on the Boulevard Way frontage 
similar to that incorporated in Project Variant B.  Plans shall show the 
sidewalk along all project frontage and extending to Warren Road.  
Sidewalk plans shall conform to prevailing County standards.  

In addition, if Project Variant A is approved, prior to the approval of 
any building or grading permit, the County Department of 
Conservation and Development and County Public Works Department 
shall verify that final plans for the public right-of-way area show a 
north-south crosswalk at a location mutually acceptable to the 
aforementioned County departments and the applicant.  The 
crosswalk shall conform to any pertinent state or County regulations 
regarding crosswalk location and safety.  As appropriate, final plans for 
the crosswalk shall incorporate features to help reduce conflicts 
between vehicles and pedestrians. Such features may include but are 
not limited to signage advising motorists of the crosswalk, lighting at 
the crosswalk, and the use of contrasting color and/or reflective paint 
to improve nighttime visibility of the crosswalk area.

County Department of 
Conservation and 
Development and County 
Public Works Department

If Project Variant A 
is ultimately 
selected and 
approved and prior 
to the approval of 
any building or 
grading permit
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Traffic and Circulation (continued)

Impact 4.13-2:  Project Variant A would 
not allow for adequate stopping sight 
distance, thus creating a potential safety 
concern.  

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2: If Project Variant A is ultimately selected 
and approved, the County Department of Conservation and 
Development and County Public Works Department shall verify that 
final plans reflect the inclusion of adequate sight distance to the west 
of the project driveway.  This can be achieved by relocating the 
proposed perimeter wall from its current location to the same location 
as shown in the plan for Project Variant B (Figure 3-8) and keeping the 
area north of the wall free of potential visual obstructions (trees or 
other tall vegetation).

County Department of 
Conservation and 
Development and County 
Public Works Department

If Project Variant A 
is ultimately 
selected and 
approved and prior 
to the approval of 
any building or 
grading permit

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact 4.14-1: The proposed sanctuary 
building would generate an increase in 
demand for water supply over existing 
uses on the project site.

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1: In the event of multiple drought years, the 
applicant shall comply with EMBUD’s then-applicable Drought 
Management Program.  In the event of critical shortages (shortages of 
25 percent or more), the applicant shall comply with reduction goals 
based on customer categories set by EBMUD.

EBMUD and the project 
applicant

In the event of 
multiple drought 
years

Source: Circlepoint, 2011.


