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1.0 SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Antioch Genera Plan (State of
Cdifornia Clearinghouse No. 2003072140) has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Final
EIR consists of the following contents:

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR (Section
1.4);

The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the public
review and consultation process (Section 2.0); and

Revisions made to the Draft EIR (July 2003), State of California Clearinghouse No.
2003072140, in the form of an addendum presented in Section 3.0.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

The public review period for the Draft EIR began on July 25, 2003, and ended on September 8, 2003,
covering the CEQA-mandated 45-day public review period. A Notice of Completion for the Draft
EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse along with the required number of copies of the document
for circulation to various State agencies. Copies of the Draft EIR were also mailed directly to loca
agencies, groups, and individuals for review. In addition, a copy of the document was made available
to the public at the following City office:

City of Antioch City Hall

Community Development Department
Third and “H” Street

Antioch, California 94509

1.3 COMMENTSON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Section 2.0 of the Final EIR contains the comments to the Draft EIR and responses to those
comments. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR public review process is to obtain
comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the environmental impacts, the mitigation measures
presented, and other analyses contained in the report. CEQA requires the City to respond to all
significant environmental comments in a level of detail commensurate to the comment (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088). Comments that do not directly relate to the analysis in this document
(i.e., are outside the scope of this document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments
areincluded in this section so that the decision-makers know the opinions of the commentors.
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1.4 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC
AGENCIESCOMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on the Draft EIR through
September 8, 2003 are listed below. A total of 24 written comment letters was received on the Draft
EIR. For reference, each letter was assigned a code (A - X). These codes are included below, and
represent the order of lettersin Section 2.0.

Federal Agencies
A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State Agencies

B Cadlifornia Department of Fish and Game
C Cdlifornia Department of Transportation
D Governor's Office of Planning and Research

Local Agenciesand Districts

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Contra Costa County Community Development Department

Contra Costa County Flood Control

Contra Costa Mosquito and Vector Control District

Contra Costa Water District

East Bay Municipal Utility District

East Bay Regional Park District

East Bay Regional Park District, via Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
Exhibit 25, to letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP for the East Bay Regional Park
District

East County Transportation Planning (Transplan)

Contra Costa County LAFCO

SrXxXCTITEOTM

oz

Citizensand Organizations

Nancy Bachman

Bill Chadwick

Paul Cooney

Sonya Cooney

East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan Association
The Zeka Group Inc. via Gagen, McCoy, McMahon & Armstrong
Sherry Starks

Sherry Starks

Dave Walters

XS<CHW0WITOT
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20 RESPONSESTO COMMENTS

The comments on the City of Antioch General Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2003072140) and individual responses to each comment are a part of this Final Environmental |mpact
Report. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR public review process is to obtain comments
on the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and
other analyses contained in the report. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires
that the City of Antioch respond to al significant environmental comments in a level of detail
commensurate to the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). Comments that do not directly
relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside of the scope of this document) are not given
specific responses. However, al comments are included in this section so that the decision-makers
may know the opinions of the commentors. The City of Antioch, as the Lead Agency, is obligated to
respond to comments on the Draft EIR. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (a), the Lead
Agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the
Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The response to comments may take the form of
changes directly to the Draft EIR or a separate section in the Final EIR. If the response results in
important changes to the information contained in the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency should:

Revise the text directly inthe EIR, or

Include margin notes indicating that the revised information is contained in the response to
comments.

This section, which discusses the text changes that have been made to the Draft EIR and responses to
comments that have been received on the Draft EIR, isincluded as a part of the Final EIR. The Draft
EIR has not been substantially revised in response to any written comments received. However,
minor additions and clarifications have been made at severa locations in the text. The information
contained in these minor text additions and clarifications was determined by the City of Antioch not
to be “significant new information,” as it does not substantially change the project description, the
impact analyses, or the proposed mitigation measures. Added text is shown as double underline
(double underline) and the deleted text is shown as strikeout (strikeott).

Aside from issues not related to the environmental effect of the project — the courtesy statements,
introductions, and closings — the text of each comment document has been divided into individual
comments. Brackets and identification numbers in the right margin of each comment letter delineate
each comment. A number that corresponds to the comment identified on the original comment
document precedes each response.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-1
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21 GENERAL RESPONSES

The purpose of these general responses is to address issues that come up in severa different
comments and comment letters. Where relevant, responses to specific comments will refer to these
general responses.

1. The proposed project for which environmental documentation is being prepared is a General Plan,
which is a long-term policy document covering the City of Antioch, its sphere of influence and
other lands bearing a relationship to the City’ s planning efforts. As described in Section 2.3 of the
Draft EIR, the EIR was prepared as a“Program EIR,” which eval uates the broad-scale impacts of
the proposed General Plan. The EIR addresses the impacts of the General Plan as awhole, and is
not a project-specific EIR addressing the impacts of one or more specific development projects.
The Genera Plan is not itself a specific development proposal, but is a broad statement of
community policy that the City will use to evaluate specific development proposals. As stated in
California CEQA Guidelines (page 108):

“The Program EIR prepared for a genera plan examines broad policy aternatives,
considers the cumulative effects and aternatives to later individual activities, where
known, and contains plan level mitigation measures. Later activities which have been
adequately described under the program EIR will not require additional
environmental documents. When necessary, new environmental documents such as a
subsequent or supplemental EIR or negative declaration will focus on the project
specific impacts of later activities, filling in the information and analysis missing
from the program EIR.”

Thus, pursuant to the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines, additional environmental review will
be performed in connection with specific development proposals as they are designed and
submitted to the City for review.

CEQA provides that the programmatic environmental analysis for such large scale planning
efforts will differ from the sort of environmental analysis performed for a specific development
project. According to Section 15168(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, a State or local agency
should prepare a Program EIR, rather than a Project EIR, when the Lead Agency proposes the
following:

Series of related actions that are linked geographically;

Logical parts of a chain of contemplated events, rules, regulations, or plans that govern the
conduct of a continuing program; or

Individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority
and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.

In Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) (18 Cal.App.4 729, 741-
746), the Court of Appeal stated that, in preparing a “first ti e EIR” for a plan-level decision, an
agency may permissibly defer until later project-specific EIRs analysis that might otherwise be

“Tiering” refersto the concept of a multi-level approach to preparing environmental documents, beginning with a“first
tier” document that addresses general areawide or program-wide impacts, and progressing with increasingly specific
analyses as more detailed information becomes available (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15152).

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-2
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required in a stand-alone project EIR. In upholding the aternatives analysis in the program EIR,
the Court stated:

“No ironclad rules can be imposed regarding the level of detail required in the
consideration of alternatives. EIR requirements must be ‘sufficiently flexible to
encompass vastly different projects with varying levels of specificity.” (Rio Vista
Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 374.) The
degree of specificity required in an EIR ‘will correspond to the degree specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.” (CEQA
Guidelines, 8 15146.) Thus, ‘an EIR on the adoption of a genera plan... must focus
on secondary effects of adoption, but need not be as precise as an EIR on the specific
projects which might follow.” (Rio Vista, supra, 5 Cal.App.4th at p. 374.) The
consideration of aternatives in this FEIR was adequate for its purposes.” (18
Cal.App.4th at pp. 741-742, 745-746.)

The Larson court also addressed the extent to which an agency, in preparing afirst tier EIR, can
defer the identification of environmental impacts and the formulation of specific mitigation
measures until later “project EIRS":

“While a Final EIR cannot defer all consideration of cumulative impacts to a later
time, it may legitimately indicate that more detailed information may be considered
in future project EIR’s. [sic]

“A Fina EIR need only conform with the general rule of reason in analyzing the
impact of future projects, and may reasonably leave many specifics of future EIR’s.
‘CEQA recognizes that environmental studies in connection with amendments to a
general plan will be, on balance, general’ (Schaeffer Land Trust v. San Jose City
Council (1989) 215 Ca.App.3d 612, 625.)

“Deferral of more detailed analysis to a project EIR is legitimate. It has been held
that ‘where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the
planning process (e.g., a the general plan amendment or rezone stage), the agency
can commit itself to eventually devisng measures that will satisfy specific
performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval.... (Sacramento Old
City Association v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029.)"
(18 Cal.App.4th at pp. 746-747.)

As these cases make clear, the EIR for a General Plan-level, asa“first tier” program EIR focuses
on the broad policy implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither feasible nor
necessary for a General Plan EIR to precisely identify specific project-level impacts.

The Draft EIR notes that the General Plan EIR, addressing the impacts of citywide and areawide
policy decisions, can be thought of as afirst tier document, evaluating the large-scale impacts on
the environment that can be expected to result from the adoption of the General Plan. The
General Plan EIR is not intended to address all of the site-specific impacts that subsequent
development projects may have. CEQA requires that each subsequent project (e.g., Specific
Plans, zone changes, preliminary and final development plans, tentative tract maps, site plans) be
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evaluated for their particular, site-specific impacts. These impacts are typically encompassed in
“second-tier documents,” such as Project EIRs, Focused EIRs, or (Mitigated) Negative
Declarations, which typically evaluate the impacts of a single activity undertaken to implement
the overall plan. It is these “second-tier” documents that are intended to address the site-specific
impacts of proposed development projects, and to provide mitigation for the impacts that will be
created by those projects. The General Plan and the EIR for the General Plan set forth a series of
policies and mitigation measures in the form of performance standards to which subsequent
development projects are to be evaluated.

The Draft EIR states that it will address a*“ series of actions needed to achieve the implementation
of the proposed General Plan.” Further actions or procedures required to allow implementation of
the proposed General Plan include the processing of zoning plans, specific plans, tentative tract
maps, site design plans, building permits, and grading permits, and will continue to be subject to
CEQA. As a result, subsequent environmental documents will be prepared to anayze the
environmental impacts of specific development projects.

Although the legally required contents of a Program EIR are the same as those of a Project EIR,
the Draft EIR clearly stated that, in practice, there are considerable differences in level of detail.
Program EIRs are typically more conceptual and abstract than a “Project EIR,” and contain a
more general discussion of impacts, aternatives, and mitigation measures, since the detailed
design of individual development projects cannot be known at the time a General Plan and its EIR
are prepared. Similarly, a city or county cannot survey al open lands within its boundaries for
biological and cultural resources. Instead, cities and counties rely on macro-level analysis,
establish performance standards for environmental protection and mitigation, require site-specific
surveys as part of individual development projects, and apply the performance standards to those
individual development projects.

The analysis in the Genera Plan EIR is not intended to be a substitute for site-specific
environmenta analysis for future development projects (e.g., determining the level of service for
intersections within the City or specific biological impacts for future development projects)*. This
EIR provides a macro-scale analysis that can be used to focus environmental review for future
development projects on site-specific, project-related issues. Thus, the General Plan EIR provides
a long-term, cumulative impact analysis for the developments that can be expected to follow
General Plan adoption and implement the updated General Plan. For example, the biological
resources analysis determines the cumulative impacts that will occur to biological resources from
implementation of each of the development projects that can be expected to occur as part of
implementing the Antioch General Plan, but is not based on the detailed site-specific surveys that
would be expected of subsequent development projects.

2. Several comments on the Draft EIR raise the issue of deferred mitigation. As the cases cited in
General Response 1 make clear, the EIR for a General Plan-level as a “first tier” program EIR
focuses on the broad policy implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither
feasible nor necessary for a General Plan EIR to precisely identify specific project-level impacts

Where site-specific information is available that provides insight into cumulative citywide impacts, such information
was incorporated into the General Plan EIR. An example of the incorporation of site-specific information is the
Framework Resource Management Plan for the Sand Creek Focus Area.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-4
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or project-level mitigation. What is necessary, however, is to devise policies and mitigation
measures that represent a genuine commitment to a performance standard, such that the impact of
the plan will be avoided or lessened, to the extent it is feasible to do so. See Citizens for Quality
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 442 (“[w]hile detailed mitigation
measures may not be possible before a specific development plan is proposed, general mitigation
measures may be adopted’); Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano, supra, 5
Cal.App.4th at p. 377 (where “devising more specific mitigation measures early in the planning
process is impractical, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will
satisfy specific performance standards articulated at the time of project approval” (internal
guotations omitted).

3. A number of comments question or ignore the effects of General Plan policies, and seem to
assume that the policies of the General Plan will not be implemented. Severa other comments
appear to misunderstand the purpose of a General Plan. State law (Government Code 65302 et.
seq.) requires that every California city and county prepare and adopt a “comprehensive, long-
term general plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its
boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” According to
State guidelines for the preparation of general plans, the role of the General Plan isto establish a
document that will “...act as a‘ constitution’ for development, the foundation upon which all land
use decisions are to be based. It expresses community development goals and embodies public
policy relative to the distribution of future land use, both public and private.”

Asfurther mandated by the State, the General Plan must serve to:

Identify land use, circulation, environmental, economic, and social goals and policies for
the City and its surrounding planning area as they relate to land use and devel opment;

Provide a framework within which the City’ s Planning Commission and City Council can
make land use decisions;

Provide citizens the opportunity to participate in the planning and decision-making
process affecting the City and its surrounding planning area; and

Inform citizens, developers, decision-makers, and other agencies, as appropriate, of the
City's basic rules that will guide both environmental protection and land development
decisions within the City and surrounding planning area.

A General Plan is not a development project, and its purpose is not to provide detailed land
planning for each privately owned property within its study area. The General Plan is required to
designate the general distribution for uses of land, including housing, business, industry, open
space, public and other uses. The Land Use Element portion of the General Plan also sets forth
standards for population density and building intensity.

Because it is long range and comprehensive, a General Plan cannot address every detail. The
General Plan establishes a general policy framework and performance standards for the review of
subsequent development projects, based on recognized trends, best available projections, and
community values regarding the future that is desired by the community. Although the General
Plan is a“genera” guide for decision-making, it is the lead legal document within a community
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for planning and development decisions. State law requires that zoning and development
approvals be consistent with the General Plan.
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2.2 RESPONSESTO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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;, United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sxcramento Fish aed Wildlife Office
260§ Cottoge Weay, Room W-2603
Sacraments, Californiz 25825-6340
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RECGEIVED

Mz, Alexis Mouris, Assistant Planner . SEP 0@ 2003 !

Cit}’ of Antioch ’ o CITY OF ANTIOCH
P, Box 5007 OMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Antioch, California 94531-5007

Subject: Comments on the Proposed City of Antioch Updated General Plan Update
and associated Draft Environmental Impact Report, Contra Costa County,
California
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acres, Roddy is 2,100 acres, and Ginochio is 1,070 acres for a fotal acreage of approximately 5,882
acres. The Sommersville area does not have an acreage amournt Jisted in the documents.
' 1

Somersville Focus Area

The southern porlion of Somersville, adjacent to Buchanan and Somersville Road, provides habitat for
kit fox and red-legged frogs. The GP identifies this area as the “Chevren properly,” which is proposed —
to be aunexed to Aniioch and developed as a mix of offices and medinm density residenial housing
products.

The Service believes that all the grasslands on the Chevron property and adjacent properties, provide
habitat for kit fox by providing 4 prey bass for kit fox and possibly denning opportimities. These
properties are contiguous with the greater open grasslands to the south, including Black Diamond
Mines, where kit fox have been observed. Furthermore, Markley Creek supports red-legged frogs,

and fake of frogs may occur through modifications of Markley Creek. Take may also oceur through

the loss of upland habitat fhat may contain California ground squirrel burrows in which red-legged frogs
may estivate during the dry season. Tiger salamanders mey alse ithabit Markley Creek, and the
California Department of Fish and Game (J. Gan, pers, comm) has requested that a p-:stcmlal developer
conduct surveys for tiger salamanders to determine their staius in the arca.
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salamanders, and red-legeed frogs). The proposed conservation strategy of setfing aside opon space
lands in the western section of Sand Creek does not adequately provided for the protection of these T
listed species. The propesed open space does not provide a sufficient cormdor 10 comesct Desr Valley
and Horse Valley to Black Diamond Mines Regional Park through Lone Tree Valley. In addition, the
proposed open space is traversed by Emapire Mine Road. As buiid out of Sand Creek occurs there will
be an increasing amount of traffic on Empire Mine Road as people take back roads to their
destinations. This will increase the likelihood of vehicular sirikes on sll specigs as they cross the road.
A conservation strategy that fully meets the needs of all federslly Listed and special status specics neads 3
to be developed. To achieve a funclional conservation strategy, viable habitat and corridors need to be
identified, developed, and maintained. This includes providing adequate buffers along riparian areas.
The GP provides for approximately 125 fest on either side of the cresks and/or offsite compensation.

. As the DEIR points out this amount of open space for the protection of creeks is insuficient {o protect
hahitat values. The creek habitats are sufficiently rare in this area so that off site compensation'is not
sufficient 1o offset impacts. '

The GP does not provide for the protection of ponds, wetlands and alkal{ grassland in Sand Creek and
those habitat types would be destroved. Wetlands and alkali prassiands are extremely rare in east
Contra Costa County and need to be preserved in this ares. A comprehensive conservation strategy
that fully mininsizes and mitigates the impacts to federally listed species and their habitats to the 4
maximum extent practicable needs to be developed for the Sand Creek area.

Eakiv Raach
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Ginochio Property

This property is also outside the existing Urban Limit Line within an unincorporated area. This area js
currently iv its natural state. The GP calls for five and ten acres lots, and smaller Single-Fanmily
Detached and Multi-Family Attached residential products in a resort-style development with an |
associated golf course.

Ginochio is adjacent to Roddy Ranch and, therefore, has many of the same issues and concerns. The 6
property has numerous tiger salamander and red-legeed frog sighiings, and provides suitable habitat for
kit fox. Again, ecosystem comectivity needs fo be maintained between Contra Loma/Black Diamond
Mines Regional Park o the north through the Ginochio, Roddy, Sand Creck areas to Cowell Ram:h, as
weli as to Deer Valley and Briones Valley.

Resource Management Plan

We have scrions concerns with the proposals set forth in the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for
Sand Creek. The maps provided in RMP may not include all sightings and locations of semsitive
species in the area, thereby giving an inaccurate picture of impacts to federally listed species that may
resuit from the project. For example, red-legged frogs are known to oceur on Roddy Ranch and in
MNoarklew Crock In the Somereville area.

Drewvelenitr o BT or Sond Crechslooe tunores e bispaeiz he sropeead Bulld o wedh e on
eiiorliy lbll..l.j spocics throughou e cutise OF zrew The Sorvee Jows nod bl e sl ﬂ'r'- Pagaeed
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the east than desetibed in the RMP. Therefore, the RMP undenmines, and is in direct opposition to, the
conservation sirategy being developed throgh the HCP/NCCP. The Service recommends developing
a conservation strategy that will benefil all federally listed species throughout the entire GP area. 9

Impacts by Specics

The following provides a brief discussion of impacts to some of the federally listed species resulting
from the proposed development. We recommend that the various recovery plans for federally listed
species be ytilzed 1o develop an appropriate conservation strategy to benefit fedezally listed species.

an Joaguin ki

The kit fox is found in very few numbers in East Contra Costa Country due to a variety of past
practices such as extensive Califomia ground squirrel poisoning and more recent actions such as
extensive urban development, particuiarly in the Antioch and Brentwood arez. As the purpose of the
Act is to “provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened
species depend may be conserved...” the lack of sightings does not devalue an area to the extent that
impacts should not be mitigated. Kit foxes are wide-ranging species and need to move freely across
the landscape to forage and find mates. In east Confra Costa County, including Antioch, rauch of the
* area has been developed into urban and ranchetie developments. This past development has greatly 10
ronetrained the opportunities available 1o provids for concervation of kit fox. Becauee of this. the
i opon arces are ol imrensie s cnparmance. IF Zoveiopmant noovrs on Recds. Gimechie wnd the
waslers porlon ol Sasd Treck, mintaining a Ancional, viablo comider i Deor Valiey wed Torse
Wablay 1o cornecl Cowel! Kol and 3ack Diomond hlices Rezional 2ok Lol possshle, Asthvs
Pevo v less are currectly die wodest cnd most open el any ol he valess ot ares, proteoiag o

coeriers L3 ertical for the presan ation o B fox in eastern Contra Cosle Counly,

Nerral poeds am Tl s, Jrestacenrs
Vorrad poal nabutats i orhe OF ares are scaves oo reauire proteclion. The OF docs ol prosioe [or

thie srarzetion andior comservaiion of vemmal pooks of ficy stabep, The pplao aizas seoroandie s
vernal aoals peed 1o be protected 1o ensare an ntac hydeolegics! systa se fows W the pools arvs
sdoguete. Our concems invalve tmime. duration and aneunt of Low o te noals w keep ter
Cenzticning Inaddition o presers ation of the lvdiclogical regime, it is imnoriar: 1o mebude an sdequate 11
v (7o chet will cravre that pestioides tsbiea: boused in adireeyr wban areas do nal dnifl inde thz
miads o a0 oo et andlinators of vemal pocl plant speics, Vermial poals surronndzd by avbas
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Califormia tiger selamander

The DEIR indicates that California tger salamanders ocour primarily in the southem portion of the plan
area (Sand Creck), but they may occur in other areas that have grasslands and ponded water. As
indicated in the DEIR Sand Creek, Roddy and Ginochio properties have numerous sightings of tiger
salamanders and provides quality habitat. As can be seen from Figure 4 of Appendix D of the DEIR,
this area represents a significant breeding and estivation area for figer salamanders. The ponds are
located in such a manner that interbreeding between ponds probably promete a healthy genetic
exchange for a robust populatien of tiger salamanders. It appears that most of these breeding ponds
and associated upland areas will be removed for development. However, merely proiecting these
ponds and isolating thern within urban areas will not allow tiger salamanders to persist in Lhis area.
Again, a conservation strategy that provides an adequate, connected comidor, protected from the
negative influences of urban development needs to be designed to prescrve the potential for genetic
exchange thal currently exists,

12

In the vicinity of Sommersville and Markley Creek, we recommend that surveys be conducted to
determine the slatus of tiger salamanders in the area, If tiger salamanders are found in any aree, ]
development in that area must ensure that tiger salamanders can still immigrate and emigrate to adjacent 13
suitable habitat. '

California red-legzed froe
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Federal Permitting Process

Section © of the Act and Federa! regulation pursusnt to section 4(d} of the Act prohibit {ake (harass,
harm, pursue, huat, shoot, wound, kitl, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such
conduct) of listed species of fish or wildkife without a special exermnption. Harase is defined as an
intenticnal or negligent act that creates the likelthood of injury to a listed species by annoying it to such
an extent as to significantly disrapt normal behavioral patterns which melude, but are not limiied to,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering, Harm is defined to include significant habitat modification or
degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly i analrmg behavioral patterns
such as breedmg feeding, or sheltering.

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by ene of two procedures. Ifa
Federal agency is invoived with the permitiing, funding, or carrying out of the project, then initiation of
formal consultation between that agency and the Service pursuant to section 7 of the Act is required, if
it is determined that the proposcd project may affect a federally listed species. Such consuitation would
result in a biclegical opirion that addresses the anticipated effects of the project to the listed species

and may authorize a limited level of mcidental take. If a Federal agency is not involved with the project,
and federally listed species may be laken as part of the project, then an incidental fake permit pursuant
to section 10(a) of the Act would need to be obtained. The Service may issue such a pennit upon
completion of a satisfactory habitat conservation plan for the listed species affected by the project.

Cn Rjarch T80 299y Lhe Seovies and the Califomiz Deparinent of Bishk ard Crme senl a ol ivthr
iSenvices e Moo 1-1-95-T A0 samnle atzached s to Antinch and other locsi Junsdiclieons
erirnhrE v panicizalion ind repionat Habitar Conservation Plan and Noiaral Dememwsacs
Corservation 2lan (NCCU®, reaceively, &8 von ars aware, Jonos Cesta oty Eust Sey Bognonsl
Yol Dhstries, the oities of Birsbars, Clavion, Brosrwosd, Oaxlow and Cantra Costa Water Thamol sre
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duiermamed thal an wpplicent s nunn g e elfecs ol fhe aelmon, Uil Ly dspocts ¢ Uiz sechion 7
censllston procoss ose Lo quiskly resoeved as they o e mcel likely boey addrsssed i the
deveivament of the BOPNCCP. aswe staled 1 the Mares 131999, ctlor e oDl andinees elioecs 116
ral wo eny ooy concaned witl 1 the growh indocing clfeets tal ray resucs Trone a Bedercl aoton,

For camaple, on danuery 312000 G Sorvice wroie o Jettzn iSevize File Noo -1 -1

Uodiiattaciies e M Vhichacl G Riichiz ovhe TPederal Highway Adromstration WA staing our
caneerns resarding the polenial growth nidacng effzels thal will rosusr [ron: the widaning of Slae Route

4 nevween Loveridps and Sommersvilie 1o Ut feller we siaicd our concems ragamdizg the sl
srEnRlzEton 11 Antoch wnd SUsreundimg coTmnT iy, W o engovaraged the peracipaton of the Contra
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Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA), in the development of the HCP/NCCE 1n order to address
the indirect effects of urban development in the Antioch end surrounding arsas resulting from the
widening of State Route 4. The Service understands that the current proposal i8 to combine all the
proposed widening projects from Loveridge Road to State Rowte 160 iafo one project. When that
project is provided to us by FHW A for review under section 7 of the of the Act, the Service will
analyze the impacts of urban development facilitated by that project to determine its impacts on 16
federally listed species. However, that analysis process may be greatly shortened, if’ Anfioch

participated in the HCP, as those effects resnlting from urbanization in the arca of the GP would be
mitigated and the analyzed daring the HCP process and could be incorporated into the section 7

process. Furthermore, participation in the regional HCP/NCCP effort would also allow private

landowners in need of a section 10 permit to obtain incidental lake authority under the regional

HCP/NCCP, thereby allowing them certainty in cost and federal and state wildlife agency approvals m
planning their projects. ' _ —

This concludes our comments on the GP and DEIR. If you have any further question regarding this
letter, please contact Sheila Larsen at telephone number (916)414-6600. '

Singerely,

Ruporta Corsen
Acting Dopity Assistent Field suparaiast

oo Calilomnis Deparlaent of Fizh amd Ganz (2 G}
Tt Ty Regiona, ook et iB, Qo)
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US Fish & WildiHe Service C4 Dept. of Fish & Game
Sacrarmento Fish and Widlife {Offhee P. O, Box 47
3310 ¥l Camine Avenue, Suite 130 Yountville, California 54599
Sacrargerio, Califormia 95821 . }
{916) 975-2710
FAX (916) 979-2723
1-1-98-TA-DB50 _
March 18, 199_8 _
Ms. Cay Goude
Chief
1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service

3310 El Camiine Avenue, Suite 130
Sacramento, Califormia 95821-6340

- Subject: Pi.ﬁ'puse and Need for a Habitat Conservation Plan in East Contrz Costa
County, California

‘Dear Ms. Goude:

On September 16, 1997, representatives of the ULS. Fich and Wildlife Service (Service) and the
California Department of Fisk and Game (Department) mst with representatives from East
Contra Clesta Connty (Connty) Tocal sovemmients and speclul distrlets 2t Conira Cosia Weeer
Distriet’s {CCWD) ollce. A nwmber of yoesbions were mised at that mecting TERALGLLY
develepruent ef @ Regional Multi-species Tlabitas Conssrvation Plan (11C)%) and a Stale-
wathorized Nameal Cotraunily Conseevation Plan (8NCCP)L The priman guestions praszd, drom
ug=rey stalf, ceniered on the purpose and need for underinking an HCR/NCCD, It iz our e,
theough this letler, to further communicae our perspective on the rogeiatony advirlages o he
County of prepacing an HOPANCCP, the snutual bencfits gaived by protecting ihe Cotnly s
sensiive s0d utgue envirormenta! resources, ang reasons why we etcourdgs the Couniy andior
Cies to dovelop a DUPNCCE o cluse cooperation wilh the Service and the Departmeent. The
seevive and the Deparunent ure sendisg copics of this letter 1o polivy makers ad slal¥ st a
ILIST OF agencies, as indicaled i1 the attached list of recipleats.

Sowciesn

izst Contrn Costa Coupdy;

Endanesped

The Giverse habiat wypes, found in Last Cortrs Costa Cowily, provide Baditat for numerous sule
und federally Lsled species. The foderally threatencd Alsmeda vohipsnahe {Mastivophis lateralis
euyranifie ) may be found iz (e illsids chaparmal, The federally threatened vernal poct Zairy
slaitap Branchinecia fvachi) may be fouad in vernel poels associated with araszlands, ‘e
Caliloria tiger salemander (dmdystoma califsrniense’, a Federal candidate and State thresiencd
species, nay also be found in vermed pools or sockponds Curing the winter monshs. aad in the
assot:aled prasslands curing the rerainder of he year. These grassiands are also wtiiized by the
federally endangered San Josqun Wi fox (Fulpes macrotis mtdico b Riparian arcas, weilands,
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and stockporids may also support the federally threatened and Siate species of concem California
red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii). These and other listed species have been seriously
impacied by past dmlnpmcnt in the County. In addition, the Service is aware of numerous
curTetit projects not in compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, a5 amended (Act],
and have mathorized "take", as deﬁned below, of listed species:

9.

Section ¢ and the implementing regulations in section 4(d) of the Act, prohibit the "take" of any
fish or wildlife species federally listed as endangered or threatened, unless specifically authorized.
by the Service (or National Marine Fisheries Service for anadromous fish and marine mammals),
As defined in the Act, take means * . . , 1o hatass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kitl, trap,
capture, or collect, or attemnpt to engage in any such conduct,” "Harm" has been further defined
to include habitat destruction, when it kills or injures a listed species by interfering with essential
behavioral pattemns such as breeding, foraging, or resting. Take, incidental to an otherwise
lawful activity (referred to as “mcidental take™), may be authorized by one of two procedures:

If & Federal agency is involved with permitting, firoding, or carrying out of the project,
then initiation of formal consuitation between that agency and the Service, pursuant to
section 7 of the Act, is required if it is determined the proposed project may affect a
fedarally Hsled speciea. Such consulluilon results in a Bolepival opinfon addressing the
amticipaied viluets of the projzel to the Jisted spacies and may auihorize a lonined Zevel of
incidental tske,

Noa-ruderal entities, engagivg in otherwise lawiul selivives thay may resuh in "eke” of
listed species, should chtain an "incidenial take permiv” pursvan (¢ scoton 10(2)(1WB) of
the Act, T oblain an ineidenta! lake pevmis, the perndl applican, muast develop an BCH
and subrmit o4 o tie Service. The HCP must speetfly ¢ among other things) the impaets
likely te resulz from the tehing, and measures the permit apalicant will implement 1o
minirize and maitigaie such wnpacss. An HUP mey also irelude corservation riea sures
tor {ederally proposed anc candidalz species. State listed species, and other spocios not
dsied ander the Act at the tire an HCP s developed or a permit apolication is submiited
may &isc b includel. Including unlisted species in an ZCP cun bereh: the permitee,
throuzh coverage of such spectes under the ocrmit, therehy ensuring tha terms of the HCP
wiil noi change over time wiih subssguent Lstings.

11 the past, most HCPs were compleled for singls landowners and relatively smali areas.
However, multi-species HOPs completed by focal povemments and covering thowsaads or even
mitlions of avres are bzeammg more comuon. For example, such regional HUPs are enderway
ar completz in San Joaquin, Sacranents, end Yoloa countizs.
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The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits take of listed threatened and
endangered species and candidate species, formally proposed for Hsting by the California Fish
dnd Game Commission. CESA was recently amended and is similar to the Act. The Department
can authorize incidental take of listed species with appropriate measures to assure impacts are
fully mitigated. The Department is camrently drafting regulations to implement requirements of
the amended CESA. Separate authority is grauted to the Department to 2uthorize take through
the NCCP. . The NCCP approaches permitting from a large scale habitat and multi-species

~conservation perspective. An NCCP is simiilar to a multi-species HCP in that it can provide
coverage for both listed and non-listed species that may be listed in the futire. This coverage is
accomplished in the context of an implementable pian, assuring the conservation of the coverad
species and their habifat within the coverage area. The NCCP provides 2 mechanism for the
State to provide consistency in mitigation requirements and to streamline permitting for projects
consistent with the NCCP. Devetopment of the NCCP would ocenr concurrently with the HCP
and requirements would be similar fo those required for compliance with the Aet. Initial
mformation feasibly used in the formulation of an NCCP for the area in quastion, has been
developed through the East County Biodiversity Study. Additionally, 2 possible stakeholder

group, which could provide valuable input into development of an HCP/NCCP, has been
assembled through the East County Biodiversity Study working group.

How Regional HCP/NCCPs Work:

Reglonad HOP3NCCDs eslablish a coordinated process for parmitting sad wil satinig the
meldental take of epdangered specivs. Developers secking coverags ender the | [OPINCCR
Uypically pay & mitization [ee and receive al Weidental ke suthorization or permit for the’s
project, consistent with the ferms of tie HOPASCOP. Developess sre Gen typically zelicved of
the expease of endungered species surveys end of individeally securing mitipacon. Funds
coilecled via aese foes, sometimes augoented with other funding sources, ae pooled and used
Lo purchase habiat fom willing sellers. Such covrdinated mitipation gensrally benetits species
far more than proteet Ly prodeel miligation sinee it izereases flesibility and enables puarchese of
coinertsd wd bivlogteally neh blecks of habitst, Maoy placs perciase kabital with a
conbinaiion of conservation casemants and fee e ansactions. Proversy owners who se’l

Avdivantapes of Bemonzl BOPGNOC Pa;

Corrently, landowners mey individuaily develon ) W0Ps tor federally Bated species on their
property.  Lixcwise, CESA allows for incidentai take on a “profect-by-projac:™ basis through
izzuance 0f a 2081 permit. Whils parniting requirerments are generally consistcat for the sarme
species, TECUITAINEnts may vary for ditferent species. Theretore, when an applicant rasst mitizals
tor mors than one specizs. dificrent requirements for each specics can make it difficult o

geveiop agprapriate and cost-eliect ve mitigation, The process of ohtaining individual Swte znd
Felderat permits cun be fime consuming due to the sheer number of individus] projscis received
b agercies and sta”fing limitations of the sgencies involved, In addidon, naw State repnbations
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require the Department to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act prior to issuing
2081 perrnits, possibly adding further delays resulting from the public review time, The
developmen of a regional HCP endfor NCCP will slleviate these problems, and provide
certainty for landowners and developers'in planning and regulatory expectations.

Another iznportant catalyst for development of an HCP/NCCP results from developroent of the
CCWIY's Los Vaqueros Reserveir Project (Los Vagqueros). In 1993, through the regulatory
mechanisn of section 7 of the Act, CCWD was designated the non-Federal representative for the
U.8. Bureau of Reclamation, to act on their behalf in addressing endanpered species issues for
Los Vaqueros. The Service issued five biclogical opinions (Ref. Nos. -1-1-92-F-48; 1-1-93-F-35;
1-1-85-F-117; 1-1-96-F-110; and 1-96-F-131) addressing the irnpacts of Los Vaqueros on
federally listed species. In the delta smelt opinion (1-1-93-F-35}, the Service anthorized
incidental take of deha smelt based on an annual maximuwm water delivery of 148,000 acre feet
by CCWD to its customers. The Serviee understands CCWD is approaching this maximum
delivery amount. CCWD will require incidental take coverage from the Service to exceed this
amoumt. To obtain incidental take coverage for additional water delivenies over 148,600 acre
feet, OCCWD, through the U.S. Bureau of Reclamatior, must reinitiate consultation with the
Service to address impacts on listed species. Future consultation on additional water deliveries
must address direct, indirect and cumulative (L.e., growih inducing) impacts of the project. This
means the U.S, Bureau of Reclamation must consider direct impacts to aquatic species such as
deiia smicit, and alse address impacts on listed uplund species (1., Sun Juayuln kil fox), [Tom
inctessed urban developmwnt resulilug fom inzressed water deliveries, Theretore, CUWED
cannol proceed to deliver additional water to thoir eustomers anti! measures o ouemimize dnd
rnizigase the impects on lsled aguaie aud upland species have been developed and evaluated
throngh section 7 consullation process. The section 7 process wodd b goeatly facilitated if
COW and local ageneies within COWIY s seivice area obtained a secuon 10{a)(1 ¥B Y peroul
through devaiopmen: of an HCP and NCCP process lor Pederal and state listed species. This
woald abloswy sresser gt from locad agencies and alfecied siakehoiders e developing a plaa 1o
address species, and the scetien 7 consaliz=tion could 2dept the approved HCPANCCE

A staed previously, the cost and procedaral requirements of individual anplicants far exceed
what cotd etherwiss b2 accomphshed througk a reponal HO2NCOE plarunng elior. In
addition. inoressing the planring arza 1o iacliade many jandowners activities, under auspices of
nermit holbders thel are loced government agencies, can spread the cast enc al.ow for eguiteble
ans shared resporsibilisy in meeting legal requircments under CLSA and the Act, Jhers are
many berefits of such a region end malti-species HOPSCCP Lo the County ans i1s residents.

A rzgiomal HCPASCCE weuld: (1) maximize flaxibility and inerease oplions in deve:oning
mutigation pragrams; {2 reduce uncoordizaied decision malking which may result in incremeniai
haritat foss for bath listed and non-Nsied species; {37 reduce the ceconemic and jogistic burden of
environmental complignee vn individiel landosaners and strezmiine the responsibilities of wocal
juristictions; (47 reward inlereslzd privale landowners coonorically for researces on thelr
pronetty: (51 deerzase porenityng agencies” project review time end facilitale fimely crogression
of projects; (A1 being a brosd tanae of activities andér the permit’s legal proteeton; (7} alicw
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inpit into the process by affected stakeholders; and (8) help maintzin 2 quality environment for
the benefit of the Coumty’s residents by setting aside areas for open space and other recreational
uses. Two of the largest benefits a regional HCP/NCCE offers local jurisdictions are carly

- identification of significant rescurce issues, and regulatory certamty and predictability in
planning for future urban growth and development.

Potential Next Steps:

The geographic scope and species to be covered under an HCP/NCCP are flexdble and,
ultimately, are primanly the decisions of the permit applicant, The Service and the Department
‘encourage local govemments to undertake regional and multi-species HCPs/NCCPs because of
their effectiveness in guiding long-term planmng for species conservation and reducing
unforeseen rescurce conflicts.

Fmding for dcvelnping an HCP/NCCP can pofentially be obtained through several soimces.
Such funds are often penerated by local interests. However, the Service is aware of another

_regional planming effort that applied for, and received funds from, the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation with assistance from a local transportation agency and local jurisdictions. Although
monics from CALFED (Category 3 funding) cannot be used for the HCP/NCCP development
process, these monies could potentially be requested for acquisition of mitigation tands,
Although no gozractees of ebteinding Dess funds con be mude, the Servizs and the Doperirert
wolld wiilingly provide lelers of suopori. Seclion G of the ﬁ"u:t aliows for inewies 1o be
disiribuled, in coordination with e Service and the Department, to supplement fundiag of
approved HOPs™NCCPS, 1t these ellorts contr’bule to recovery of listed specics, The dradl
Recovery Plua for Upland Speciey of the Som Joaguin Valler, Californic (19977 1dentifies
portiony of eastosn Contra Costa County as & fargo area lor neotecion of habtiat for the Suan
Joagrin K fox, Do addidion, Besi Cenlza Cosls County is impaortant to recovery of ke California
red-lepoed frog becawsc 12 10 localud wilhin the Certral Valiey Hydropraniic Basin rocovery angs,
as Gusenibod n e fimal rule (o] FIR2ZE813 )0 1 the [ICPNCC? conimbules to recovery of tie
Sun Josguin kit fox, Califorcia recd-legeed troy, or efher fuderally Esled specles, applications lor
funds as deseribed In section 6 of the Act could be suboalod,

Ve spprociate te cliss”, Coungy's and CCWD s desiee to know more abo st te HCPSNCCP

process and acknowledee thar Cortia Costa County already underlaben signifeant sorides in

eidaupered species onservation, The vo-going Basl Alameda/Contra Costa Biodbversity Siady

has proven o be o usefld and elfective forenn Zor developing partierships and shared interests -
hetwaer, stakeholders. 1 bes also penerated a weallh of blological data which wes!d greatty

facilidate the development of an HCFISCCE.

We are {1y committed o assiséing Counfy povernments with tne HOPNCCE process. Uur role
iw this process wouid be to provics advice and recommendations o3 technics] biological jssuss
and regulatory requirements and siandasds, to serve as a member of the olawing commines, 1o
bolp facilitate agreement Boetween slekenolders and, ultimately, to 135ue the approprizte permits.
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Initial decisions related to cost of development and implementation, size of the planning area,
- &nd species to be covered, are extremely important and should be the focus of any subsequent

meefings. We would also like to extend an offer to present an informational werkshop on the

HCP/ANCCE process for various Board and Council members during the spring of 1998,

We look forward to further discussions and the opportunity to present the workshop to you,
Should you have guestions regarding this letter or desire further assistance, please contact

Ms. Cay Goude of the Service’s Endangered Species Division at (916) $79-2725 or Carl Wilcox
of the Department's Ecological Services af (707) 944-5523, '

Sincerely, _ :

(it 7 i Boias
vne S. White Brian Hunter

Field Supervisor _ . Begional Manager

ec:  US, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sa-;rﬁmento, CA (Mr. Peter Cross, Ms, Sheila Larsen,

and Bs Werd Boare
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDILIFE § ERVIEE
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

2900 Cottage Way, W2505
Sacramento, California 95825-6340

I RAMLY EEFEE T~

1-1-01-1-%44

January 31, 2001

Mr. Michae! G, Ritchie
{attn: R.C, Slovensky)

Us. Departmmt'nﬁmnsportﬁim . - BE@E”VED

Federal Highway Administration

Califorsia Division ' . - SEP 09 0 [
' 980 Ninth Street, Suite 400 A CTYOFANTIOOH - |

Secramento, California 95814-2724 . COMMUNITY DEVELGPMENT

Subject: Request for a Not Likely to Adversely Effect Conourrence for State Route
4 Widening From Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road, Pn‘tsburg, Contra
Costa Countv. California

eay M, Bitale:

The Federal Highuway Administration (FHWA) thic airh the Contre Costa Transportation
Arhority (COTAN 12 proposing S0 widen Stie Rocte 4 troo six to ciphs Tanes belween Bailiood
Avenues aed Loverdze Road Inthe Cliy of Pittsburg. Tnoa DecamnBer 12, 2009, lelte, the 113,
Tial and Wildlife Servive (Servie:) staed tha the propossd profest vould indirectly affes: Hated
threatened and sndanecred speeics g a resubt of the prowih Tucilileling aspectz of the prosossd
provect. This lettar Is in respomze to & ragquest oiade by the Fedearal Tlghway sdminisizalion
(FE®AY 2t o maeiing held on Tannary 18, 2081 that we recousider our determivation thet the
progosed profecl wilk diresdy or indireedy alfzct the fedezally threatened Calitoria red-lepeed
frog (Rara surors dravtondd,

The Service reminds the FITWA that it js their responsibilivy, as a Feders] apency, to addnoss
sdireet elfouls rosattag fem their soion. Seetion Y(a)(i) of tbe Endangered Specics Act of
1973 as .:11-&311&:::1, {Act) requires that each Pedezal ageney shall, "o consubiztion wizh” the
Secretary, "lnsures that 23y action awhorized, funded, or carried ot by such ggeney ... s not
Lhely 1o jeozardize the conloued catstenee ¢f any endansered ¢peetes or Lhreulened nphcias or
resuit i the destuetion or adverse modification” of thal species eoitica! babitat. 16 L5.C.
C3MAan 2y The Sarvice's regdadons defias lederal Maction” for purpesss of Section 7a303Z 5 w0
inciaded "awions Jitectly or indirccily causing medifcesion to the lard, waler, or gin,” wnd Uie
“aclion argn” 1o inclede 'all araas o be adfected diceclly or indirzcily by <he Federal action and
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merely fhe immediate area involved in the action.” 50 CFR 402.02 The regulations firther define
"[e]ffects of the action” to mean "the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or
critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or interdependent
with that acticn, that will be added to the environmental bassline , . . Indirect ei¥ects are those that
are caused by the proposed action and are {ater in time, but still are reasonably certain to ocour.™

The Service has continuing concams regarding the indirect effects of increased whban
development that generally follows with highway projects, and particularly in San Francisco Bay
Area locations that are experiencing rapid urbanization such as the Antioch, Pittsburg, Brentwood

-and San Jose areas. The Service is cumrently working with local jurisdictions to develop a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) which may provide a means to address the indirect impacts resulting
from hlghwa}r improvements and associated urban {ieveiupment

CCTA and FHWA afe in the early planning process for unpruvements to State Roitte 4 between
Loveridge and Somimersville, and becanse this further ].IanDVEHJEﬂ! is likely to divectly and
indirectly affect federally listed species, this larger project is a more appropriate place for section
7 consultation as required by the Act. Impacts resulting from indirect effects from the larger
Loveridge to Sommersville highway improvement project possibly could be offset by CCTAs
participation in, as well as a fivancial contribution to, the local HCP planning process. The
seovice wrges CCTA to fully pardicipate in the TICT plarning orocess,

Iizrelor:, e Service has dowrmiaed 1aul Bocanse the fooprnt ol the cureatly proposed proiect

SEZEIGHL 15 10 e erban ared, end the prowib factiiating aspects wali Be ineloded in the fitore
profect, wi aow conowr that The aroposed projecl i3 ot likely 1o adversely alfect federaliy fisted
Sl,l.ftll.._-.

13 w0 have any further guestions, plesse call Sheila Larseu or Jao Knight at ¢9163 413-64235,

Sineorely,

;/-} 2 g /{:?ff .
A;w:.f* e f&&.’f..f;g,
A7 Wayne Y. Winte
0 Fleid Sapesvisor
L
S8 Conaressmian Coerge Miller (kL Holfman)
Corra Cosls Tracsporiaien & adhority 1" Maxweli)
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Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that
may be Affected by Projects in the
ANTIOCH NORTH 7 1/2 Minute QGuad

Datahase Last Updated: August 20, 2003
Today's Date is: September 8, 2003
Listed Species
hwvertebrates
Apodemia morme langei - Lange's metalmark butierly (E)

Branchinecta fynchi - vemal poal fairy shrimp (T)

Desmocerus cafifornictis dimorphus - valley giderbary longhorn beetle (T)

Efaptrus virdis - delta graen ground beetls (T)
Lapidurus packardi - vernal pool tadpote shrimp {E)
Fish
Hypomesus franspacificus - delta smelt (T}
Oncorhynchus mykiss - Central Valley steelhéad (T} {MMFS)
COrnicorhynchus tshawytscha - winter-run ch.inonk saimon (B} (NMFS)
Pogonichthys. macrolepidotus - Sacramerdo sphitiail {T)
Amphibians
Rana aurora draytonif - California red-tegged frog {T)
Reptilas
Thamnophts gigas - giant garter snake (T)
Birds |
Haliaeetus leucocephalus - bald sagle {T) -
Fallus longirostris obsoletus - California clapper rail (E)

Mammais
hittpr/isacramenio fws. gov/esspp_lists/QuadName Detaill.ofm?ID=431D
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Neotorma fuseipes riparna - ripanian (San Joaguin Valley) woodrat (E}
Reithrodomtomys raviventris - salt marsh harvest mouse {Ej
Sylvilagus bachmani riparius - riparian brush rabbit (E})
Yulpes macrofis mutica - San Joaquin kit fox (E)
Planis
Cordylanthus moliis ssp. maflis - soft bird's-beak (E)
Erysimum capitaturm ssp. angustatunt - Contra Costa wallflower {E)
Lasthenia conjugens - Contra Costa goldfields (£}
Neostapffa cofusana - Colusa grass (T}
Oenothera deftoides ssp. howelli - Antioch Dunes evening-primrose (E)
Proposed Species
Amphibians
Ambystoma cafiforniense - California tiger salamander (PT)
Birds
Charadrius montants - mountain plover (FT)
Candidate Species
Fish
Acipenser madirostris - green sturgeon (C)
Oncortynchus tshawytscha - Central Valiey falifate fail-run shinook salmon (C) (NBMFS)
Species of Concern |
Invertsbrates
Asgialia concinna - Ciervo aegialian scarab beetle (5C)
Anthicus anffochensis - Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle (SC)

Anthicus sacramento - Sacramento anthicid beetle {SC)

http:/fsucramento. fivs.gov/es/spp_Hsts/QuadName_Beiai) efm?D=4811r E2003
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Branchinecta mesovallensis - Midvaliey fairy shrimp (SC})
Coefus gracilis - San Joaguin dune beetla (5C)
Cophura hurdi - Antioch cophuran robberily (SC)
Efferfa anfiochi - Antioch efferian robbenfly (5C)
Hydrochara rickseckers - Ricksecker's water scavenger beetle (3C)
Hygrotus curvipes - c;l..awedﬁfom hygrotus diving baetle (SC)
idiostatus middiekauf - Middlekauf's shieldback katydid (SC}
Linderiefla occidentalis - Califomnia linderiella fairy shrimp (SC)
Metapogon hudf - Hu.rd‘s metapogon robberfly {(SC)
M_l.rrmf;rsu.fa pacifica - Antioch mutitlid wasp (3C)
Perdita hirticeps futeocincta - yellow-banded andrenid bee (SC)
Perdita sciiufs anffochensis - Antioch andrenid bee (SC}
Fhitantitus nasilis - Antioch sphecid wasp (3C)
Fish
Lampeira ayresi - rivar lamprey (SC)
.I_ampefra tridentats - Pacific lamprey {SC)
Spirinchus thaleichthys - longfin smelt {SC)
Amphibians
Spea hammondii - western spadefost toad {3C)
Reptlie§
Anmiefiz pfchra putchra - silvery legless lizard (SG)
Clemmivs marmorata marmorata - northwestem pona turtls (SC}
Clemmys marmorata pallida - southwestern pond turtle (SC}
Masficophis flagelium ruddocks - 5an Joagquin coachwhip {(=whipsnake} {5C)

Phrynosoma coronatum frontale - California horned lizard (SC)
https:#sacramente. fivs. govies/spp_listsiQuadheme Dretal.ofm?[D=4810 QiES2003
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Birds
Apelaiys tricolor - ticalored blackbird (50)
Athene cunicufaria hypugaea - westem burrowing owl (3C}
Baeoa’opﬁus inomatus - oak itmouse (SLC)
Branta canadensis leucopareia - Aleutian Canada goose (I
Buteo regalis - ferruginous hawk (SC)
Bufeo Swainsoni - Swainson's hawk {CA)
Calypte cosfae - Costa's hummiingbird {SC)
Carduelis lawrencei - Lawrence's goldfinch (SC)
| Chaetura vauxi - Vaux's swift (3C}
Elanus feucurus - white-tailed {=black shouldered} kite (SC)
Empidonax traillii brewster - litle wilipw flycatcher (CA)
Falco peregrinus anatum - American peregrine falcon (D}
Grus canadensis tabida - greater sandhill crana {CA)
! anius fudovicianus - loggerhead shrike (5C)
Laféraf.fus jamaicensis coturnicutus - black rail (CA)
Limosa fedoa - marbled godwit (SC)
Melanarpes lewis - Lewis' woodpecker (S8C)
Metospiza melodia maxitiaris - Suisun song sparrow (5C)
Numenius americanus - long-billed curlew (SC})
Picaides nuttalliif - Nuttall's woodpecker (SLG)
Plegadis chihi - white-faced ibis (SC)
Ripara ripatia - bank swallow (CA}
Selasphorus rufus - rufous hummingbird (SC)

Selasphorus sasin - Allen's hummingbird {SC)

biip:/fsacramenio. fws. gov/es/spp_lists'QuadNa me_Detail cfm?ID=481D GARSH003
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Toxostome redivivum - Califomia thrasher (SC)
| Mamrﬁala

Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendil - Pacific western big-eared bat (8C)
Eumops perolis californicus - greater western mastiff-bat (5C)
Myotis cifiofabrum - small-footed myotis bat {SC)
Myotis avotis - long-eared myotis bat (SC)
Myotis thysanodes - fringed myotis bat {3C)
Idvotis volans - long-leged myotis bat (SC)
Myotis yumanensis - Yuma myotis bat (3C)
Neoforna fuscipes annectens - San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (SC)
Perognathus inornatus - Ban Joaguin pocket mouse {8C)
Sorex ormatus siovosue - Suisun ornate shrew (SC)

Plants
Aster lentus - Suistin Marsh aster {5C)
Astragalus tener var. tener - alkali mitk-vetch (SC)
Atriplex cordiufatz - heartscale (50}
Afriplex depressa - britflescala (SC)
Atrinlex joaquiniana - San Joaguin spearscale (=saltbush) (SC)
Bispharizonia plumosa ssp. plurnoss - big tamplant (SC)
Croton californicus - California croton (SLC)
Cryptantha hooverf - Hoover's cryptantha (SLG)
Eschscholzia rhombipetala - diamond-pelaled California poppy (SC)
Fritiftaria ifiacea - fragrant Tritillzry (= prairie belis) (5C)
isocoma arguta - Carguinez goldenbush (SC)

Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii - delta tule-pea (SC)
Ltp: sacremento. fvs.govies/spp_lists/OuadMName Detail.ofmID=481D A2003
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Lilasopsis masonii - Mason's lilasopsis {(SC}
Madiz radiafa - showy (=golden) madia (SC)

Plagiobothrys hystriculus - bearded allocarya {popcormn-flower) (3C)

Species with Critical Habitat Proposed or Designated in this Quad
Antioch Dunes evening-primrose {E)
Central Valley fallflate fall-run chinook (C)
Contra Costa wallflower (E}
delta smelt (T)
vernal pool invertebrates (X}
vernal pool plants (X)

winter-run chinook salraon (E)

Kay:

(Ej Endangered - Listed (in the Federat Register) as being indanger of exlinction,

(T} Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable fullire,

(P Proposed - Officially prapased {in the Federal Register) for lisling as endangered or thrsatened.

{NMFS] Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Marine Eisheries Senvice, Consult with tem directly ab
these spocies.

Critical Habitat - Ares essendial ko the conservation of a species.

{FX1 Proposed Critical Habltat - The species is already listed. Critical habilat is being proposed for it,

{C] Candidate - Candidate to hecome 2 proposed spesies. . |

(CA) Listed by the State of Galifornia bul not by the Fish & Wildlife Service,

{0y Delisted - Spacies wil be monilored for 5 years,

(8C) Soecies of Soncerm/{SLE) Bpescies of Loca! Concern - Other species of conearn to the Sacramente Fish

Witdishe Dffice.

littpfisacramento. fws. gav/esspp Hsts'QuudNume_Detail cfmTD=481D BeE/2003
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CHir database was developed primanly to assist Federal sgencies thal are consulting with us. Tharefore, cur li
include all of the sensitive species that have bean found in a certain area and alsa ores faf may b= sfecied .
projects in the area. For example, a fish may be on the Iist for 2 quad i it lives somewhere downstream from
fuad. Birds ars includad even if they only migrate through an area. In other words, we include sl of the speci
we wanl peopls to consider when they do semething that affects the ervirohment.

This is ned an offfcial st for formal consultation under the Endangered Species Acl. However, # may be used
vpdate offictal lists.

[f you hawe a project that may affect endangered spacies, please contact the Endencered Species Givision,
Sacramento Fish arg widlife Office, U5, Fish and Wildlife Service.

hitpfsacramento. fws.gov/es’sop lists/QuadName Detailefm?TH=481D ' S/872003
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Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that
may bhe Affected by Projects in the
ANTIOCH SOUTH 7 1/2 Minute Quad

Database Last Updated: August 20, 2003
Today's Date is: September 8, 2003
Listed Specles
Invertebrates
Br_anchineda fongiantenna - ionghom fairy shrimp (E)
Branchinecie {rnéhi - vemal poal fairy shrimp (T} -
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus - valley elderberry longhom beetie (T)
Fish
Hyﬁomasus transpacificus - delta smelt {T}
Oncorhynchus mykiss - Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Oncorhyrchus ishawytseha - Central Valley spring-run chinock salmon (1) (NMFS]
Foganichihiys macrolepidotus - Saclamento splittail {1)
Amphibians
Fana aurora draytonii - California red-legged frog (T)
Reptites
Masticophis fateralis euryxanthug - Alameda whipsnake (T)
Thamnophis gigas - giant garter snake (T}
Birds
MHalizesius leucocephalius - bald eagie (T}
Ralluz fongirostis obsoletus - Galifornia clapper eail {E)
Mammais

Neotoma fuscipes Apana - riparian (San Jocagquin Valley) woadrat (E)
Bttpdfsacramente fuws peviesspp_lisisCQuadame_Delal.cin?/D—4624 RN

R:ACANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docA.cdr (9/25/03)



Chad Spacies sl Pue D al'é

Svivitagus bachntani ficanus - riparian brush rebhil (E)
Vidpas macrofis mifica - San Josguin kil jox [E)
Plants
Armainesiz grandifiang - large-fiowered fiddlereck (Ej
Propesed Species |
Amphibians
Arrbvsioms safifornicrse - California tiger salamandetr {(FPT)
Birds
Charadrius mofitanus - mountain plbvar {FT} .
Candidate Species
Fish:
Acipenser medirostris - green stirgeon (C)
ﬁncarﬁynchu& tshawylscha - Central Valley falllate fall-run chinook salmon (C} {(NMFS)
Species of Cuncém
Invartehﬁta; )
' Anthicus antiochensis - Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle (SC)
Anmfcus.sacmmanfo - Sacramento anthicid beetle (SC)
Coefus gracils - San Joaguin cune beetie (5C)
Hygrotus cunvioes - cunved-lout hygrotus diving beet'e (SC)
Lirtdterfelly oocidentalis - California lindenzlia lairy shrimp {5C3
Lyta mofssta - molestan blistar beetla (500
Perdita Rirficeps iuteccincta - yellow-banded ardrenic bee (SC)
Fish

Lampetre ayresi - river tamprey (50
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Lampetrs ideniuta - Pacifiz lamzrey (50]
Snirinchus thalzichthys - longtin smelt {50
Amphibians
LBang boylil - focthill yvellow-lzgoed [rog (SC)
Spaa kammondi - western spadsioot load (505
Reptiles
Anmiella puichra pufshra - silvery loyloss Hzard (SC)
Ciainirnivs owtmarata marmorals - northwestere pond turis (35
Clammys marmorata palida ; southwestem pond turtle (SC)
Masticophis flagefium ruddocki - San Joaquin coachwhip (%whtpsnake} (SC)
Phrynosoma coronatun frontale - Califomia homed lizzvd (SC)
Birds _
Agelaius fricolor - ticolored blackbird (SC)
Amphispiza hefii belii - Bell's sage sparrow (8C)
Athene cunicularia hypugaea - westam burrowing mr.'-l (sC)
Baeolophus inormatus - oak titmouse (SL.C)
Butec rega.fr‘s - ferruginous hawk (SC} |
Colvple cosiac - Costa’s hummingbird (SC}
Cardualis iawrencel - Lawrence's goiefinch {5C)
Chaotura vauxi - Vaux's swiit (3C)

Flanus feucurys - white-talled {=Siack shou'dered) =ie {(5C)

Faloo peregrinins enzitn - Amarican paregrne falcon (2)
f3rus cahadznws tabida - greater sandhil cranc (GA)

L aning lucovicianus - boggerread shiiks (3C)
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Laferalius (amaicensis coturnicuine - black rai (CA)
Limasa fedoa - marbled godwit {(5C)
Melanarmes lewis - Lewis' womdpecker (530)
Melaspiza mefodiz maxilans - Suisun song sparmow (S0}
Humenius ginericanus - lanc-tllsd curicw {(SC)
Dicoidos nuttaii - Nudall's woccpescker (SLC)
Flegadis chiti - white-faced bis (8C)
Riparia ripuria - bank swallow (CA)
Sefgsphotus rufus - nufous hum'mi_ngbird (8C)
Selasphorus sasir - Allen's humeingbird (SC)
- Toxestorna redivivim - Californie thrasher (SC)
Mammals | o -
'Cwynamfnus (=Placotus) townsendii tqwn.sandif - Pacific western big-eared Eat {SC)
Eumeops perotls californicus - greater westem'mastiﬁ-bﬁt {SC)
Myotis ciliofabrum - small-focted fnyntis bat (SC)
Myotls evolis - long-eared myotis bat (5C)
Myotis rhysanpdas_ - fringed myctis bat (SC)
pyotis vofans - 'org-ngged myotis bat (SC)
Avotis yumanensfs - Yuma myolis bal (5C]
Meotoma fussipes aanactens - San Francisto dusky-fonied woadrat (50)
Perogroliius inorratus - Sar Joaouin pocket mouss {H0)
Plants
Alripex cordidals - hearlscaio {506
Afriplax joaquiiiang - San Joaouit spearscae (=saitbush) {SC;

Eiopharizoniz piumosa 80, plumosa - big tasplant [5G}
b= i sacrumenta o ovees/apphsta Quad™Nass Dol oo D634 LETOON

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docA..cdr (9/25/03)



nad sagcics [ists Pfage s ain

Cafnchonus puichealius - ML Diablo fainy-lanterm [5LC)

Sreptantha hoover) - Hoover's cryptanths (5105

Eschzoholzia rhambipafals - digmond-pelaled Califamia poopy (5T
Haliznihelda castznsa - Dablo heligrithelle (=rock-rose) (5C)
Hesparolinon browsrd - Brewe's dwarf-flax (=westorn flax) (5C)

Moidfa raciarz - showy (=golden) madia (SC)

b
]
»

Malacothamaus Folii (=0 fasciculatus) - Hall's bush malicw (SLC

Species with Critical Habitat Proposed or Designated in this Quad
Alameda whipsnake (T) |
delta smalt (T)
vernal peol invertebrates (X} -

vernal pool plants (X'}

Key:

{E) Endangerad - Listed {in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

{T) Threatenaed - Listed as lkely la become sndangered within the forsseeable future,

(P} Propossd - Officially proposed {in the Fedaral Register) for listing a5 endangersd or threstened,
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter A:  U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

A-1

A-2

The City acknowledges the concern expressed in the comment with respect to impacts on
proposed and federal listed species that might result from build out of the proposed General
Plan. To ensure that the impacts of development consistent with the proposed General Plan
are mitigated, the Draft EIR explicitly set forth the proposed General Plan policies, aswell as
applicable City standards and guidelines. Both the General Plan and EIR mandate adherence
to State and federal law, in addition to requiring site-specific environmental review of
individual development projects, at which time specific mitigation measures consistent with
the policies of the General Plan and requirements of State and Federal law will be applied.

The Somersville Road Corridor Focus Areais 446.5 acresin size.

The “Chevron property” referred to in the comment is currently outside of the City of
Antioch, but is within its sphere of influence. As noted in response to comment A-1, the
proposed General Plan requires compliance with the provisions of the California and federal
endangered species acts. The Draft EIR is also based on the fact that future development will
be required to comply with existing local, State and Federal laws and regulations. The
proposed General Plan and the EIR for the General Plan establish a set of performance
standards for avoidance and mitigation of impacts on biological resources that will be
enforced as part of the City’s development review process once the updated General Plan is
adopted.

Policy 10.4.2b of the General Plan requires that natural streams in the Planning Area be
preserved in place, “except where a need for structural flood protection is unavoidable.”
Policy 10.4.2a of the General Plan requires implementation of the “Federa policy of no net
loss of wetlands through avoidance and clustered development.” The policy further states that
where “preservation in place is found not to be feasible -- such as where a road crossing
cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or creation of shoreline trails must encroach
into riparian habitats,” the City will require:

On-site replacement of wetland areas,
Off-site replacement, or

Restoration of degraded wetland areas at a minimum ratio of one acre of
replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site habitat, such that the value of
impacted habitat is replaced. (emphasis added)

In addition, Policy 10.4.2c of the General Plan requires the establishment of “appropriate
setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate buffer areas ensuring the protection
of biological resources, including sensitive natural habitat, special-status species habitats and
water quality protection.” Policy 10.4.2d of the General Plan requires that native grasslands
be protected. Finally, General Plan policies addressing open space and transition buffer areas
provide for the containment of light and glare within urban development so as to avoid
impacts on adjacent open lands.

Together, implementation of these policies as part of the future development of the
Somersville Focus Area will provide the protections called for in Comment A-2. The specific
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width of setbacks from stream banks is to be set as part of the development review process,
based on the performance standards set forth in General Plan policies and site-specific
biological resource analysis. The ultimate setback may be greater or less than the 300 feet
suggested in the comment depending upon site-specific conditions.

While it is appropriate for the General Plan to provide what is currently believed by the
resource agencies to be a suitable buffer for protecting a federally threatened species, such as
the California red-legged frog, it is equally appropriate for the General Plan to set forth a
performance standard for the provision of such a buffer. The purpose of the General Planisto
provide guidance for future projects to avoid impacts where feasible. The goal and purpose of
the General Plan is to provide clear and concise measures that can and will protect the
remaining sensitive biological resources within Antioch. Thus, if afuture project is proposed
that is inconsistent with these policies, they would need to provide suitable and appropriate
mitigation measures.

To address the recommended measures set forth in the third paragraph of this comment, the
following policies have been modified or added to the General Plan™:

10.4.2(d) Through the project approval and design review processes, require new
development projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited
to, oak woodlands, riparian woodland, verna pools, and native grasslands. Ensure
the preservation in place of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and
federally protected species.

If impacts to sensitive habitat areas are unavoidable, appropriate
compensatory mitigation shall be required off-site within eastern Contra

Costa County. Such compensatory mitigation shall be implemented through
the provisions of a Resource Management Plan (“RMP") as described in

Policy 10.3.2.e, except where, in the discretion of the Community
Development Director, an RMP is not necessary or appropriate due to certain
characteristics of the site and the project. Among the factors that are relevant
to determining whether an RMP is necessary or appropriate for a given
project are the size of the project and the project site, the location of the
project (e.g., proximity to existing urban development or open space), the
number and sensitivity of biological resources and habitats on the project
site, and the nature of the project (e.g., density and intensity of development).

Where preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded
as part of a development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to
other, non-sensitive portions of the site.

10.7.2(i) Design drainage within urban areas to avoid runoff from land ed areas and

impervious surfaces from carrying pesticides, fertilizers, and urban and other
contaminants into natural streams.

1 Double underlined text denotes additions to the General Plan.
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A-3

Although the General Plan sets the maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the
Sand Creek Focus Area at 5,000 for Option A and 4,000 for Option B*, General Plan policy

“I” for the Sand Creek Focus Area, as recommended by the Planning Commission, states:

“It is recognized that although the ultimate development yield for the Focus Area
may be no higher than the 4,000 dwelling unit maximum, the actual development
yield is not guaranteed by the General Plan, and could be substantially lower.
The actua residential development yield of the Sand Creek Focus Area will
depend on the nature and severity of biological, geologic, and other
environmental constraints present within the Focus Area, including, but not
limited to constraints posed by slopes and abandoned mines present within
portions of the Focus Area; on appropriate design responses to such constraints,
and on General Plan policies. Such policies include, and but are not limited to,
identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and
facilities performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of
natural topography and environmenta resources, policies intended to protect
public health and safety, and implementation of the Resource Management Plan
called forin Policy ‘r,’ below.”

Should the City Council adopt Option A for the Sand Creek Focus Area, the preceding policy
would identify 5,000 dwelling units as the maximum yield for Sand Creek. The conservation
strategy framework included in the Draft EIR does not limit the setting aside of open space
within the Sand Creek Focus Areato the western portion of the Focus Area. It does recognize
that the western portion is more sensitive in terms of biological resources than the central or
eastern portions of the site. To ensure protection of open lands and biological resources
throughout the Focus Area, Genera Plan policies “q,” “r,” and “s’ for the Sand Creek Focus
Areaalso require that:

g.

“Sand Creek, ridgelines, hilltops, stands of oak trees, and significant landforms
shall be preserved in their natural condition. Overall, a minimum of 25 percent of
the Sand Creek Focus Area shall be preserved in open space, exclusive of lands
developed for golf course use.” (emphasis added)

“Adequate buffer areas adjacent to the top of banks along Sand Creek to protect
sensitive plant and amphibian habitats and water quality shall be provided.
Adequate buffer areas shall also be provided along the edge of existing areas of
permanently preserved open space adjacent to the Sand Creek Focus Area,
including but not limited to the Black Diamond Mines Regional Park. Buffers
established adjacent to existing open space areas shall be of an adequate width to
avoid significant biological resource impacts within the existing open space
areas, consistent with the provisions of Section 10.5, Open Space Transitions and
Buffers Policies of the General Plan.”

“Because of the potential sensitivity of the habitat areas within the Sand Creek
Focus Area, preparation and approval of a Resource Management Plan to provide

1

The Draft EIR notes that the General Plan sets the maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the Sand Creek
Focus area at 5,000 for “Option A” and 4,000 for “Option B.” The Antioch Planning Commission has recommended
that the maximum be set at 4,000 dwelling units.
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A-4

A-5

for mitigation of biological resources impacts on lands in natural open space, as
well as for the long-term management of natural open space, shall be required
prior to development of the Sand Creek Focus Area.”

The RMP called for in General Plan policy “s’ for the Sand Creek Focus Area will expand
the framework plan contained in the Draft EIR based on site-specific analysis, and will
provide the site-specific conservation strategy needed to implement the implement the
resource-based policies of the General Plan based on site-specific analysis of lands within the
Sand Creek Focus Area. It will also provide the detailed, site-specific conservation strategy
needed to implement the provisions of the State and Federal endangered species acts.

The RMP will provide specific requirements for the setbacks from riparian areas called for in
the General Plan, based on site-specific biological resource analysis. Such setbacks may be
more or less than 125 feet, depending on actual conditions in the field, and the specific width
of setback needed to protect the riparian habitat.

The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the ZekalHiggins property
must be maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan
Circulation map.

There is no basis for the comment’s conclusion that the General Plan “does not provide for
the protection of ponds, wetlands, and alkali grasslands in Sand Creek.” General Plan Policy
“v” for the Sand Creek Focus Area states that:

“Ponds, wetlands, and alkali grassand associated with upper Horse Creek shall be
retained in natural open space, along with an appropriate buffer area to protect
sensitive plant and amphibian habitats and water quality. If impacts on the Horse
Creek stream and riparian downstream are unavoidable to accommodate
infrastructure, appropriate compensatory mitigation shall be required off-site per
the provisions of the Resource Management Plan prepared for the Sand Creek
Focus Area.”

As required by the General Plan, the RMP for Sand Creek will provide a comprehensive
conservation strategy to mitigate impacts consistent with the requirements of the Genera
Plan, and State and Federal law. It is anticipated that, because of the large size of the Sand
Creek Focus Area and the Sand Creek Specific Plan, the RMP that is prepared concurrent
with the Specific Plan will be further refined as part of specific development projects within
the Specific Plan area.

The City concurs that any development plans for the Roddy Ranch need to address on-site
habitat and connectivity issues, and need to provide mitigation for any impacts that might be
created. However, until such time as a specific development proposal is brought forward, the
conclusion contained in this comment that such development would effectively preclude
movement of kit foxes from Black Diamond Mines Regional Park to habitat to the south
would be premature. Should a development plan ever be proposed, General Plan policy
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A-6

A-8

requires that a RMP be prepared to “provide for appropriate habitat linkages consistent with
General Plan policies and Resource Management Plan provisions for the Sand Creek Focus
Area” This requirement, in addition to compliance with the provisions of the State and
Federal Endangered Species Acts, would provide for appropriate habitat linkages,
conservation of important resources, and mitigation of impacts.

The General Plan recognizes that the Ginochio property is subject to many of the same
biological resource issues as the Roddy Ranch. Thus, General Plan Policy “q" for the
Ginochio property “provide for appropriate habitat linkages consistent with General Plan
policies and RMP provisions for the Sand Creek Focus Area.” This requirement, in addition
to compliance with the provisions of the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts, would
provide for appropriate habitat linkages, conservation of important resources, and mitigation
of impacts.

The framework plan included in the Draft EIR is a General Plan level document, and is not
intended to fulfill al of the requirements of a RMP for development of within Sand Creek
Focus Area. The purpose of the framework plan is not to comprehensively list all the
sightings of sensitive species in the area, but to “provide a basis for establishing resource
management policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area. As its name suggests, this (framework)
Plan will serve as the framework for a more detailed RMP which will refine the policies
described in this Plan.” Moreover, the framework plan recognizes the concern raised in the
comment, and states that a “species-based approach, based on “snapshots’ of species
distribution generated by biological surveys, does not provide... longevity when the
distribution of sensitive species changes over time. A plan based on “snapshots’ will soon
become obsolete when the subjects move, where a plan based on natural communities will
work over the long-term as needed.”

The plan set forth in the Draft EIR provides a General Plan-level framework for addressing
the special-status biological resources in the Sand Creek Focus Area, and provides the basis
for preparation of a detailed RMP concurrent with development review for the Sand Creek
Focus Area. Because the RMP for Sand Creek will be based on natura communities, it will
address not only on-site habitat, but also habitat connections and linkages, and the function
that habitats within Sand Creek play in those connections and linkages.

The RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area is not intended to mitigate impacts that will result
from the proposed build out of the General Plan. The protection of biological resources
within the General Plan study area is addressed in policies throughout the proposed General
Plan, including specific policies that may require the preparation of additional RMPs and
limit the uses adjacent to existing preserves and wilderness areas. Additionaly, all
development will be required to comply with applicable City, State, and Federa laws,
standards, and guidelines, as well as additional regquirements that will be mandated as part of
the environmental review of individual projects.

The purpose of the General Plan is to provide guidance for future development projects so
that they may avoid impacts to the biological resources within the General Plan study area.
Based on the mosaic of habitats found within Antioch’s sphere, a general standard of a 0.5-
mile-wide corridor is consistent with general ecological and conservation biology principles.
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While various species of wildlife have been documented using narrower corridors, the wider
corridor is a more desirable circumstance. The General Plan is the appropriate vehicle to
provide guidance to protect corridors that have greater functionality rather than to wait for
projects to squeeze the corridors narrower and narrower. To ensure protection of wildlife
movement, although the General Plan General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor
configuration or width, it does set forth clear policy mandating the preservation of a
functional wildlife corridor in General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area, which
states:

“A viable grassand linkage shall be retained using linkages in Horse Valley and
the ridge between Horse Valley and the Sand Creek drainage at the western end of
the Focus Area. The goal of preserving such a corridor will be to provide a
permanently protected wildlife movement corridor through the Sand Creek Valley
to connect open space and habitat at Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve with
Cowell Ranch State Park. Completion of such a corridor is contingent upon the
cooperation with the City of Brentwood and Contra Costa County, each of whom
may have land use jurisdiction over portions of this corridor.”

Policies for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas also require that RMPs be
prepared for those areas, including preservation of viable habitat linkages. This policy, in
concert with other policies of the General Plan and compliance with State and Federa law,
will provide for meaningful and functional habitat for federally listed species, and will also
provide for habitat connectivity.

As noted in response to comment A-8, the plan set forth in the Draft EIR provides a General
Plan-level framework, and is the basis for preparation of a detailed RMP concurrent with
development review for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The plan included in the Draft EIR was
not intended to meet all of the requirements of Federal law for issuance of a permit under
Section 10(A)(1)(b) of the Endangered Species Act. Such review and approva is not
appropriate at the General Plan level, and is intended to occur as part of the multi-stage
development review and approval process for the Sand Creek Focus Area.

While it true that the RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area will focus on Sand Creek focus
Areaissues, it will address those issues based on natural communities and not property lines.
The statement included in the framework plan that the general approach and direction of the
General Plan and RMP is consistent with the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP) and Natura Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) and will complement that
effort is based on the substance of the General Plan and RMP, not the boundaries of its
planning areas.

Pursuant to State law, the City of Antioch must prepare along-term plan for the management
of lands within its boundaries, as well as other lands outside of the City that bear upon its
planning efforts. To include al of the areaincluded in the east County HCP and NCCP in the
City’s General Plan would not be practical. Thus, the study area for the General Plan was
defined as the current city limits, Antioch’s sphere of influence, and the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties, which lie along the southern boundary of the City. Further, the
development review process for Sand Creek is, by law, limited to the lands for which
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A-11

development approvals will be sought following adoption of the updated Antioch General
Plan. In both these planning programs, efforts are being made to look at biological resource
issues on a natural communities basis, rather than on the basis of artificial property lines and
municipal boundaries. Thus, the General Plan includes policies requiring the preservation of
viable habitat linkages, as well as requirements for transitions and buffers between lands
being preserved in open space and those on which future development will occur.

The wildlife corridor that runs through the Sand Creek Focus Area has been essentially “cut
off.” While some wildlife movement may occur off the site to the east, the development in
Brentwood so restricts the functionality of the corridor that it must be considered minimal, if
a al. Development to the east of Horse Valley, Deer Valley and Briones Valley, while
present, is much less that to the immediate east of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Therefore,
compared to the functionality of the Sand Creek Focus Area wildlife corridor, the
functionality of these other three corridors is till quite high, and, therefore, measures that
would preserve their functionality are quite desirable. The degree to which kit fox move
aong these Valleys is presently unknown (as movements along them have yet to be
documented), but General Plan Policies (and the RMP) provide opportunities to focus
preservation in these areas.

The RMP process set up in the Genera Plan for properties containing significant resources
provides additional opportunities to protect lands that support suitable habitats for a number
of wildlife species and to preserve wildlife corridors. While it is true that future devel opment
to the east may reduce the functionality of the landscape linkage along Horse Valley, such
development is quite speculative at the present, and to the extent such development is
eventually realized, it is not expected to drastically reduceit or render it useless. Additionally,
the RMP process also provides opportunities to preserve lands in the important Deer and
Briones Valley corridors and as such the RMP allows for the protection of important areas
that can facilitate the regiona movements of local wildlife, including several special-status
Species.

See Response A-9. General Plan policy requires the preservation of functiona wildlife
movement corridors through the Horse Valley and Deer Valley area on or adjacent to the
Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio focus areas.

The comment is incorrect in stating that the proposed General Plan does not provide
protection for vernal pools or fairy shrimp. The Resource Management Element of the
proposed General Plan states that vernal pools “may possess a unique flora that includes
special-status, federally protected plants and special-status animals. Vernal pools are most
likely to be found in the southern portion of the Antioch Planning Area. Special-status plants
and invertebrates are often found within this habitat type.” Section 10.4.2 of the General Plan,
Biological Resource Policies, includes the following measure that would provide protection
for sensitive habitats and species, including vernal pools and vernal pool crustaceans.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new development
projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited to, oak woodlands,
riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grasslands. Ensure the preservation in place
of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and federally protected species. Where
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preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded as part of a
development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to other, non-sensitive
portions of the site. (see Response A-2)

Protection of vernal pools and vernal pool crustaceans will involve not only avoidance of
grading within the vernal pool, but also ensuring that flows to the pool are adequate, and that
the pool is protected from pesticides and urban runoff contaminants draining into the pool. As
noted in the comment, this can be achieved by providing for adequate buffer areas. To this
end, Section 10.5.2 of the General Plan, Open Space Transitions and Buffer Policies contains
the following protective measures:

a.  Minimize the number and extent of locations where residential, commercial, industrial,
and public facilities land use designations abut lands designated for open space and
protected resource areas (e.g., lands with conservation easements or set aside as
mitigation for development impacts). Where such land use relationships cannot be
avoided, use buffers and compatible uses to buffer and protect open space and protected
resources from the adverse effects of residential, commercial, industrial and public
facilities devel opment.

b. Ensure that the design of development proposed along a boundary with open space or
protected resources provides sufficient protection and buffering for the open space and
protected resources. The provision of buffers and transitions to achieve compatibility
shall occur as part of the proposed devel opment.

The General Plan aso includes guidelines for determining the extent of buffer areas between
natural open space and devel opment areas including such considerations as:

How will the proposed development affect habitat values on adjacent open space and
resource areas,

How can the development be designed so as to prevent the spread of introduced animals
and plant pests into adjacent open space and resource areas; and

How can the proposed development be designed so as to protect wildlife migration
corridors between or within open space and/or resource areas?

The comment is based on a misunderstanding of the proposed General Plan. The comment is
correct in that the proposed General Plan would permit urban development within the Sand
Creek Focus Area, and, subject to potential future modifications of the existing County urban
limit line, urban development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas.
There is no factual basis for the comment’ s assumption that “most of these (tiger salamander)
breeding ponds and associated upland areas will be removed for development.” As stated in
response to comment A-11, the proposed General Plan includes policies to ensure the
protection of wetlands, riparian areas, grasslands, other sensitive natural habitats and special-
status species habitats in addition to the protection of water quality and to provide adequate
buffers. The proposed General Plan also includes Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, which states:

“Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources
(e.g., sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep
slopes, cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource
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A-13

A-14

Management Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with
the provisions of the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the
provisions of State and Federal law. The purpose of the Resource Management
Plan isto look beyond the legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared,
and provide a long-term plan for conservation and management of the natural
communities found on-site. Resource Management Plans shall accomplish the
following:

Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open
space areas, habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors;

Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area; and

Establish mechanisms to ensure the long term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.”

A buffer around breeding habitat for the Cdlifornia tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense) provides an opportunity to protect a significant amount of estivation habitat
(i.e., summering habitat) for the species. Thus, it is necessary to protect not only the
salamander’s normal habitat, but also to establish suitable measures to protect an adequate
amount of estivation habitat. Thus, not only does the proposed General Plan provide for
protection, but also requires site-specific RMPs in addition to the standard environmental
review of development projects and compliance with City, State, and Federal standards and
guidelines. Such resource plans will address not only habitat preservation, but will aso
establish suitable buffer areas.

It was not the intent of the General Plan EIR to address all site-specific issues and conduct
on-site surveys for biological resources (see General Response 1). Rather, the General Plan
and the General Plan EIR require that on-site issues and surveys be conducted as part of the
environmental review for individual development projects, a which time General Plan
policies protecting resources will be applied. In order to implement these policies, the on-site
surveys requested in Comment A-13 will be undertaken, and appropriate mitigation measures
consistent with the environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan will be
required.

As noted in Responses A-12 and A-13, prior to development of an area containing significant
natural resources, a site-specific RMP will be prepared for the Sand Creek Focus Area
General Plan policies also require preparation of an RMP for the Roddy Ranch property,
Ginochio property, and other sites containing sensitive resources. As noted in Response A-3,
the RMP will provide specific requirements for the setbacks from riparian areas called for in
the General Plan, based on site-specific biological resource analysis. Such setbacks may be
more or less than 125 feet, depending on actual conditions in the field, and the specific width
of setback needed to protect the riparian habitat.
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A-15 In consideration of the Fish and Wildlife Service's comment, the following policy has been
added to the Genera Plan Resource Management Element, Section 10.4.2, Biologica
Resources Policies:

i. Design drainage within urban areas so as to avoid creating perennial flows within
intermittent streams to prevent fish and bullfrogs from becoming established within a
currently intermittent stream.

A-16 This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. Assuch, no responseis required; however, aresponse is provided for informational
purposes. The City is very much aware of and carefully considered the advantages and
disadvantages of participating in the East County HCP/NCCP. Based on that consideration,
Antioch respectfully declined to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. In taking that action,
the City clearly understood that special-status species must still be protected per the
provisions of State and Federal law, as well as local policies (such as those contained in the
Antioch General Plan) and ordinances.
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CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter B:  California Department of Fish and Game

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

B-6

The City concurs that knowledge of natural resources and implementing conservation
strategies are relevant and applicable to the Antioch Planning Area. For this reason the
proposed General Plan and EIR have included policies and requirements to ensure the
protection of sensitive species and their habitats in addition to the requirements mandated
during environmental review and compliance with applicable City, State, and Federa
standards and guidelines.

The policies contained within the proposed General Plan in both the Open Space Section 10.3
and the Biological Resources Section 10.4 provide for the dedication of open space to ensure
the long-term viability of special-status species. In addition, the policies set forth in the
General Plan land Use Element for the Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio Property
Focus Areas specificaly require preparation of RMPs to ensure that the appropriate
preservation of open space within the southern portion of the General Plan study area does, in
fact, occur. As stated throughout Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR, implementation of these
policies in addition to applicable City, State, and Federal standards and guidelines, as well as
the requirements mandated during the environmental review of development projects will
ensure that adequate open space will be preserved as to not adversely impact the special-
status species that depend upon open space for viability.

This Comment notes areas of disagreement between the City, resource agencies, and
conservation groups that are discussed in more detail in subsequent comments. See General
Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the EIR, General Response 2 for a
discussion of deferred mitigation and General Response 3 for a discussion of the significance
of the enforceability of General Plan policies. Additional detailed responses are provided
below.

Please refer to General Response 1 in relation to the programmatic, rather than project-
specific nature of the General Plan EIR, General Response 2 for a discussion of deferred
mitigation, and General Response 3 for discussion of the enforceability of the General Plan,
All development within the Antioch General Plan will be required to comply with State and
Federal law.

A mitigation monitoring program is provided in the Final EIR for the update of the Antioch
General Plan in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and Section 15097
of State CEQA Guidelines.

The comment is incorrect in its assertion of the requirements of CEQA. Please refer to
General Responses 1 and 2. In addition to the case law referred to in General Response 1, a
similar approach to that used by the City of Antioch in its General Plan EIR was upheld by
the Court in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351. In
that case, the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial
assessment of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria
for siting future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations. Site specific analysis
was, however, deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:
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“The omission of any description of specific potential future facilities... does not,
in our view, render the FEIR deficient.... The Plan does not propose a single
project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste management
assessment and overview, with any separate future projects.... to be accompanied
by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the Plan and the
FEIR for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval, upon a
finding of consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management
facilities.” (5 Ca.App.4th at 371-371.)

Therefore, a document that requests future studies or future identification of mitigation will
not be inadequate, provided that it sets forth performance standards for the application of
findings of these future studies. The policies set forth in the General Plan provide such
environmental performance standards.

Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2, as well as Response B-6. In addition, as identified
in Response A-12, General Plan Open Space Policy 10.3.2e requires certain proposed
development projects containing significant natural resources to prepare a Resource
Management Plan, which will provide a specific long-term plan for conservation and
management of natural communities that are unique to the specific development and site.

Asarule, native grasslands are sensitive habitats, and have been provided with protection per
the policies of the General Plan. However, the term “non-native grasslands’ covers a wide
range of conditions from valuable components of critical habitat linkages to weedy areas with
little habitat value. As a result, the proposed General Plan does not provide any specific
protections to “non-native grasslands.” While non-native grasslands are one of the most
common habitats within the Plan Area, they also support habitat for a wide variety of locally
occurring wildlife species, including important habitat for numerous special-status species
including fairy shrimp species, California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense),
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), and San Joaguin kit (Vulpes macrotis)
fox, to name afew. While grassland habitats vary in their value to local wildlife and special-
status species depending on the adjacency of other habitats, the size of the habitat patch, and
adjacent land uses, al grasslands in the plan area have some value. Although al grasslands
have some value, it cannot be assumed that any given patch of native or non-native
grasslands has sufficient value such that its conversion to urban uses constitutes a significant
impact under CEQA.

Thus, the General Plan acknowledges that non-native grasslands may fulfill important
biological functions, and thus provides protection for habitat linkages, buffer areas adjacent
to sensitive habitat types and preserved open space lands, and transitions between
development and natural open space. Where non-native grasslands fulfill these functions,
they would be protected by General Plan policy.

Policies have been included in the General Plan to provide protection for sensitive habitat
areas in Section 10.4.2, Biological Resources Policies. These policies, along with those set
forth in Section 10.5.2, Open Space Transitions and Buffers Policies, comprise the “broad
performance standards’ called for in the Comment (see aso Responses A-2, A-11, A-12, and
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B-8

A-15). Where sufficient information was available to support specific policies for buffer areas
(e.g., Sand Creek Focus Area), they are provided in the General Plan.

As noted in Response A-8, the General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor
configuration or width, but does set forth clear policy mandating the preservation of a
functional wildlife corridor in General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area.
Policies for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas also require that Resource
Management Plans be prepared for those areas, including preservation of viable habitat
linkages. This policy, in concert with other policies of the General Plan and compliance with
State and Federal law, will provide for meaningful and functional habitat for federally listed
species, and will also preserve habitat connectivity.

As stated in Responses A-11 and A-12, the proposed General Plan includes policies to ensure
the protection of wetlands, riparian areas, native grasslands, other sensitive natural habitats
and special-status species habitats in addition to the protection of water quality and to provide
adequate buffers and setbacks. Guidelines are set forth in Section 10.5.2 of the General Plan
to ensure that buffer areas are functional, and that setbacks from sensitive habitats will protect
those resources. The General Plan does not specify precise widths of corridors, buffer areas
and setbacks, but does provide clear performance standards for their design. The precise
widths and configuration of corridors, buffer areas, and setbacks is to be defined as the result
of site-specific analysis performed as part of the City’s development review and CEQA
implementation processes.

As part of the development review and CEQA implementation processes, appropriate bird
surveys will be undertaken to ensure compliance with the provisions of the City’s General
Plan, as well as with local, State, and Federal law. Resource agencies, including the
California Department of Fish and Game will be kept informed of the surveys being taken, as
well as the results of those surveys pursuant to existing local, State, and Federal requirements.

As stated previously in Responses B-2, B-6, and B-7, as well as General Responses 1-3, the
programmatic environmental analysis for large-scale planning efforts such as a General Plan
differs from the sort of environmental anaysis performed for a specific development project.
The City may permissibly defer EIR analysis and mitigation that might otherwise be required
in a stand-alone project EIR to the specific development project stage and site-specific
environmental review for the development project. Such deferral is permissible if the
programmatic EIR provides performance standards to be applied at the later stage of review.
These performance standards are provided in the form of the General Plan’s policies. Because
of the various natural resources and special-status species within the Antioch Planning Area,
Open Space Policy 10.3.2¢, aslisted in Response A-12, has been included in the General Plan
to provide site and species specific mitigation and conservation consistent with the
environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan, in addition to the
protections provided under applicable and State and Federal law. The comment raises the
issue of the protocols used in biological resource surveys. In recognition of that comment, the
following policy has been added to the Section 10.4.2, Biological Resources Policies of the
General Plan:
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B-9

B-10

i. Whenever a biological resources survey is undertaken to determine the presence
or absence of a threatened or endangered species, or of a species of special
concern identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the California
Department of Fish and Game, require the survey to follow established protocols

for the species in guestion prior to any final determination that the species is
absent from the site.

Where biological surveys are used as the basis for conclusion under the provisions of CEQA,
the surveys will be distributed to the California Department of Fish and Game as part of the
normal distribution and public review of CEQA documents.

Please refer to Response L-14 for a discussion of the relationship of the City’s General Plan
to the East County HCP/NCCP and to Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement
corridors. The proposed Antioch General Plan notes that existing development approvals to
the east would block the proposed corridor; however, as noted in Response A-9, development
to the east of Horse Valley, Deer Valley, and Briones Valley, while present, is much less than
to the immediate east of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Thus, the General Plan is based on the
premise that the functionality of these three corridors is still quite high. As a result, policies
reguiring maintenance of a functional wildlife movement corridor are included in the General
Plan.

The Comment summarizes the concerns stated previously in the comment letter regarding the
impacts to special-status species within the Planning Area. Responses to these specific
concerns are presented in Responses, B-1 through B-9 above. The City concurs with the
Department of Fish and Game's comment that the changes made in Option B for the Sand
Creek Focus Area “reflect DFG's concerns and recognizes the biological value and
sensitivity of the Sand Creek area and the significance of preserving contiguous open space.”
The comment is incorrect in noting that the City decided to pursue the Option A map and
Option B policies since the “decision” referred to in the comment was the recommendation of
the Planning Commission, and not an action of the City Council adopting the General Plan.

General Response 1 addresses the issue of “deferred mitigation.” As stated previoudly, the
purpose of a Program level EIR is to evaluate the broad-scale impacts of the proposed
General Plan, not a specific development proposal. A first tier EIR can defer the
identification of environmental impacts and the formulation of specific mitigation measures
until later project EIRs, provided that environmental performance standards are set forth in
the first tier document. These performance standards are provided by the policies of the
Genera Plan.

Although the Option A map does not delineate boundaries between development areas and
lands to be preserved in open space, General Plan policies provide clear performance
standards for such delineation to occur as part of the development and environmental review
process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be based on site-specific
biological analysis beyond that which can reasonably be accomplished in a Citywide General
Plan. Even if the City Council adopts the Option B map, that map would be refined as part of
the development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan, based
on General Plan policies and site-specific biological analysis.
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B-11

B-12

Please refer to Response B-8. The comment tends to ignore the effect that General Plan
policies will have in ensuring mitigation of potential impacts on biological resources. As
noted in General Response 3, these policies are alegally enforceable part of the General Plan,
defining the appropriate time, place, and manner of development that might be permitted by
the General Plan, and setting forth clear performance standards for the preservation of open
space within the Antioch Planning Area. Also, please refer to Response A-9 for a discussion
of wildlife movement corridors in the southern portion of the General Plan study area.

Both wetland seeps and rock outcrops are uncommon in the Plan Area and these two habitats
provide important habitat for a number of locally occurring wildlife species. In addition,
seeps are habitat that may be (but are not necessarily) under the jurisdictional authority of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board. As with
grasslands, the determination of whether a given seep or rock outcrop is deserving of
protection will depend on a number of site-specific factors, and it cannot be assumed that all
such habitats are automatically deserving of protection.

The comment recommends that the City participate in the HCP process. The City does not
need to participate in the HCP in order to protect special-status species and their habitats.
Adherence to State and Federal law, including the Endangered Species Acts, in addition to
the policies of the General Plan, and environmental review of development projects based on
the environmental performance standards set forth in the General Plan will protect these
special-status species and their habitats.
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Mr. Victor Carniglia
Deputy Divector of Community Development _
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Dear Mr, Carniglia:
City of Antioch General Plan Update — Draft Environmental Ir pact Report

Thank you for including the California Department of Trausportation in the environmental
review process for the proposed general plan update. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental
impact Report and have the following comments to offor:

Please discuss iop geperation. Please include:

a. Existing Conditions — current year traffic volumes and peak hour level of service (LOS) for
State Route 4, '

b. Cumulative Condition plus Proposed Project - trzp assigrmoent and pec.k hour LOS analysis 1
in the year the project is anticipated o complete constroction.

¢. Traffic analysis ealeulations for the on ramp and main line roadway sections for Cumulative |
Traffic.

The volume o capauuv tafio {v/c) would increase its usefulness if compared with peak hour in 2,
Table 4.13E. —

The reference 10 Table 4.13.D in the last paragraph on page 4.13-12, should be to Table 4. 13.E, 3

Section 4.13.1 discusses Planned Transportation Improvements for both State Route 4 and the
State Route 4 Bypass, and references Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s (CCTA)Y 2001 4

“Coitrans tmproves mebility aorass Snlifornis®
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Update te dke Corra Cosla Counnvwide Congestion Munagemert Procram. COTA should be
comtaelzd o ind out if there 1s more recent nlonmazion 07 these two soules.

Saould veo reguire Lrlner meormation or have any questions regarding this felter, please zall
Lisa Curbomt of my statt 2013 10) 6225491,

Sincerely,

k) 1

WS/ .
VA (e /’f A }’é’_{
TIMOTHY C.5ABLE
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

c: Philip Crimmins (State Clearinghouse)
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Responseto Letter C:  California Department of Transportation

C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

The traffic analysis prepared for the Antioch General Plan was based on an analysis of
cumulative conditions at General Plan buildout, comparing cumulative future conditions
without development within the Antioch General Plan study area to that which wold occur
with buildout of the Antioch Genera Plan. Analysis of existing traffic conditions was
undertaken as part of the preparation of the General Plan, and was based on the most recent
traffic counts available to the City. These counts are presented in Table 2.A at the end of
responses to Caltrans' comments.

The project for which the traffic analysis was undertaken was a citywide General Plan,
encompassing over 100 traffic analysis zones. The Genera Plan traffic analysis, including
assignment of trips, is based on CCTA’s East County regional traffic model. The analysis
assumes buildout of the Antioch General Plan, as well as buildout of the General Plans of the
cities of Pittsburg, Brentwood, and Oakley. Traffic from unincorporated areas outside of the
Antioch Genera Plan study area and through traffic from areas outside of the east County
region are incorporated into CCTA’s East County regional traffic model that was used for the
General Plan traffic analysis.

The traffic analysis undertaken for the General Plan analyzes average daily traffic along
roadway links similar to the General Plan EIR recently certified by the City of Oakley for its
General Plan. Average daily traffic analysis is appropriate for a General Plan since it is
programmatic in nature, and focuses on the establishment of performance standards. General
Plans typically address roadway widths, and aim at ensuring that adequate rights-of-way are
reserved for roadway links. General Plans often do not analyze intersection operations, but set
performance standards for intersections to be applied to subsequent development projects
through the City’s development and environmental review process. As a result, anaysis of
freeway mainlines was undertaken as part of the General Plan update, and shows that with the
planned widening of State Route 4 and the construction of the SR-4 By-Pass, freeway
mainlines will operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS “E”). Freeway interchanges, were
not analyzed since they function as the freeway equivalent of an intersection. General Plan
policies function as performance standards to ensure that roadway performance standards will
be met by new development along roadways and at freeway interchanges and intersections.

Because the project for which the traffic analysis was prepared is a General Plan, the selected
unit of analysis was average daily traffic. This is an appropriate analysis tool for a General
Plan whose primary roadway function is to define roadway link capacity, and provide for
reservations of right-of-way. Peak hour analysis is appropriate for the intersection-level level
studies required by the General Plan for individual development projects. It is at that time that
General Plan performance standards would be applied to impacts that a specific devel opment
project would have on an intersection in the peak hour.

The comment is correct. The reference on page 4.13-12 to Table 4.13.D is hereby changed to
refer to Table 4.13.E.

The information presented in the Draft EIR regarding planned improvements for State
Route 4 and the State Route 4 By-Pass was based on the most recent information available on
the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’ s web site at the time the Draft EIR was prepared.
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TableV.D-10 - Existing Average Daily Traffic Roadway Segment L evels of Service

Segment Number | Date of ADT? LOS
of Lanes| Count Volume

SR 4 between L overidge Road and Somer sville Road 4 2000 95,000 F
SR 4 between Somersville Road and Contra Loma Boulevard 4 2000 101,000 F
SR 4 between Contra Loma Boulevard and G Street 4 2000 93,000 F
SR 4 between G Street and A Street 4 2000 86,000 F
SR 4 between A Street and Hillcrest Avenue 4 2000 71,000 F
SR 4 between Hillcrest Avenue and SR 160 4 2000 37,500 C
SR 4 between junction SR 160 and Oakley Road/Charles Way 4 2000 35,000 C
SR 4 westbound on ramp from Somersville Road 1 1997 8,800 C
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Somersville Road soutbound 1 1997 4,000 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to Somersville Road 1 1997 11,400 D
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Somersville Road northbound 1 1997 5,300 B
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from Somersville Road 1 1997 12,700 D
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to L Street/Contra L oma Boulevard 1 1997 4,100 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from L Street/ Contra Loma 1 1997 3,700 A
Boulevard

SR 4 eastbound off ramp to G Street 1 1997 3,700 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from G Street 1 1997 3,000 A
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to A Street/L one Tree Way 1 1997 11,600 D
SR 4 westbound on ramp from A Street/L one Tree Way 1 1997 11,700 D
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from A Street/L one Tree Way 1 1997 3,250 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to A Street/L one Tree Way 1 1997 3,550 A
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to Hillcrest Avenue 2 1997 15,100 C
SR 4 westbound on ramp from Hillcrest Avenue 2 1997 15,700 C
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from Hillcrest Avenue 1 1997 1,800 A
SR 4 westbound off ramp to Hillcrest Avenue 1 1997 1,500 A
SR 4 westbound on ramp from SR 4/E. 18th Street 1 1997 14,400 E
SR 4 eastbound off ramp to SR 4 1 1997 14,700 E
SR 4 eastbound on ramp from SR 4/E. 18th Street 1 1997 960 A
A Street between 13th & 15th Streets 4 1/22/96 13,838 A
Buchanan Road between Mission Drive & Lucena Way 4 9/29/99 14,595 A
Cavallo Road between East 18th Street & Parker 2 4/14/99 6,658 B
gtcr)g;a Loma Boulevard between Longview Road & Putnam 4 10/27/99 9,504 A
East 18th Street between Crestwood Drive & Marie Avenue 2 10/27/99 16,481 E
Hillcrest Avenue between Davison Drive & Larkspur Drive 6 1/23/95 28,354 B
ng&s Donlon Boulevard between Gentrytown Drive & 4 2127/99 10,094 A
Silverado Drive

Lone Tree Way south of James Donlon Boulevard 4 2/8/96 19,723 A
Somersville Road between Delta Fair Boulevard & SR 4 6 6/18/98 46,016 D
18th Street north of L Street 2 2/20/99 8,830 C
18th Street west of D Street 2 2/20/99 10,547 D
Bluerock Drive east of Lone Tree Way 2 10/12/99 1,307 A
Buchanan Road at western City Limits 2 10/17/99 18,754 F
Carpinteria Drive at Welch Way 2 10/12/99 1,818 A
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TablelV.D-10 - Existing Average Daily Traffic Roadway Segment L evels of Service

Segment Number | Date of ADT? LOS
of Lanes| Count Volume

Cavallo Drive north of Sunset Drive 2 4/11/99 10,037 D
Clayburn Road west of Lone Tree Way 4 2/27/99 3,223 A
Country Hills Drive at Buckskin Drive 2 10/5/99 6,432 B
Country Hills Drive at Chism Way 2 10/5/99 2,529 A
Davison Drive west of Deer Valley Road 4 4/18/99 10,555 A
Davison Drive at Mountaire Drive 4 10/5/99 10,908 A
Deer Valley Road north of Davison Drive 4 12/5/99 22,204 A
gﬁ?/reValley Road between Carpinteria Drive & Wildflower 4 1/9/00 19.220 A
Delta Fair Boulevard west of Belle Drive 4 3/28/99 15,953 A
Delta Fair Boulevard north of Buchanan Road 4 12/12/99 16,939 A
Delta Fair Boulevard south of Fairview Avenue 4 3/14/99 20,624 A
East 18th Street at Evergreen Avenue 2 10/23/97 17,442 F
East Tregallas Road between Harbour Drive & Hillcrest > 10/24/99 4670 A
Avenue

Fairview Drive east of Delta Fair Boulevard 2 3/7/99 6,820 B
G Street & Putnam Street 2 4/28/99 5,826 A
Gentrytown Drive north of Putnam Street 2 5/9/99 10,334 A
Hillcrest Avenue north of Deer Valley Road 4 12/12/99 25,658 B
James Donlon Boulevard west of G Street 4 5/30/99 16,987 A
James Donlon Boulevard west of Lone Tree Way 4 2/20/99 17,258 A
L Street & SR 4 4 11/28/99 12,374 A
Lone Tree Way south of Putnam Street 4 11/28/99 26,505 C
Mahogany Way south of Somersville Road 2 5/16/99 5,264 A
Putnam Street east of Gentrytown Drive 2 5/5/99 3,898 A
Ridgerock Drive east of Lone Tree Way 3 2/20/99 3,016 A
San Jose Drive east of Delta Fair Boulevard 3 5/12/99 3,658 A
Somersville Road north of Contra Costa Canal 2 10/19/99 9,188 B
Somersville Road south of Costco Way 4 11/28/99 19,056 A
Somersville Road south of County East Mall 4 6/18/98 16,118 A
Somersville Road south of SR 4 eastbound on-ramp 6 6/19/98 42,718 A
Somersville Road north of Delta Fair Boulevard 4 6/18/98 14,680 A
Sunset Avenue east of Lone Tree Way 2 2/27/99 2,134 A
\Wildhorse Road east of Folsom Drive 4 2/13/99 1,450 A
\Wildhorse Road east of Hillcrest Avenue 4 2/13/99 5,286 A
\Wildhorse Road between Hillcrest Road & Folsom Drive 4 1/16/00 5,948 A

& ADT =Average daily traffic. For any roadway segments where traffic counts were not available for both directions, the counted

direction was doubled for the purposes of determining level of service.

Source:  Dowling Associates, Inc., 2001.
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Drear Victor Carniglia:

The Staie Clearimphinse submitted the above named Draft EIR ta selected state apencies for review, On the
enclosed Document Detoils Report please note that the Cleannghonse has listed the state agencics that
mviewed your docnment. The review period closed on September 8, 2003, and the comments from the
Tegponding agency (iss) is (are) enclosed. H this commment package is not in prder, please notfy the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer o the project’s tan-digit State Clwmghuusa number in fiture
comespondence so that we oy respond promgpily.

Pleaze note that Seetion 21104(c) of the California Public Respurces Code smtes that:

“A regponstble or otlier public sgency shall caly make substantive comments regarding those
activities invodved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agemey or which ars 1
Tequired to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supperted by
sperific documentation.”

The.se comments aré forwarded for use m prepazing your final envitenmenta)l document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the '

cotnrtenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinrhouse review requirements for deaft
envirenmental docoments, pursuant o the California Bnviromments] Cuslite Aot Plaass confset the State
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Project Title  City of Antioch Draft General Plan Update EIR
‘Tead Agaricy  Antioch, Ciy of
Type EIR Draft EIR _
Description  The City of Anioch is in the process of 2 comprehensive revision and update of the 1988 Antioch
" Genersl Plan. The General Plan is the Clty's most important statement regarding its ulimate physical,
eeonamic, and culturst developrent within the given time perfod 2nd will be used by officials and
nthars to quide decisions govetning deveéinpment and management of human and natural resources.
The Genersi Plan uses text, maps, and illustratlons to document the organization of physical,
ervirotimantal, sconomic, and social activities desired by the City's residents in order to creats and
maintain & heaithful, functional, and desirable community, The General Plan addresses immedizte
and long-term issues including traffic, expansion of the loeal amployment base, peovision of public
servlces, and snvironmental congtraints, The goal of the General Plan is to provide a consistant policy
quide, which incomparates publicrhealth, safety, and "quality of life" considerations.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter D:  California Office of Planning and Resear ch

D-1  The Comment Letter includes a Document Detail Report, listing the State agencies that have
reviewed the Draft EIR. It also includes a reference to Section 21104(c) of the California
Resources Code that states:

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

The comment is informational in nature, and raises no substantive issues regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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As we stated in our April 15, 2603 comment letter sent to your agency in response to the
Netice of Preparation for this DEIR, we recommenided an analysis of the General Plan’s
congistency with the Bay drea 2080 Clean Air Plon {CAP). The DEIR lists the appropriate
criteria to satisfy the plan consistency requirement on page 4.2-i4, but then does not undertake
the full analysis. The DEIR indicates that the rate of increase of VMT s likely to exceed
ABAG’s population projections for Antioch, and concludes that “implementation of the policies
provided in the proposed General Plan will improve consistency with clean air plan population
and VMT assumptions; however, significant impacts would remain. This impaset is sigmificant
and unavoidable, and the policies represent the best available mitigation measures” {p.4.2-719). 4
However, if planmed nsing smart growth principies, new development in Antioch does not
necessarily mean that vehicle use will increase at a rate inconsistent with the CAP. Using a
smart growth model of development can encourage more walking, biking and transit use and can
reduce the rate of increase in VMT. We strongly urge the City to commit to more creative land
use and circulation palicies and more aggressive mitigation measres in the General Plan Update
and Final EIR (FEIR) in order to reduce air quality impacts as much as possible. Finally, we
recommend that the City complete the analysis of the General Plan’s consistency with the Bay
 Aree 2000 Clean Air Plan (CAFP) by also determining local plan consistendy with CAP TCMs
and indicating whether buffer Zones will be established around existing and proposed sources of
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" Both the air quabty and circulation sections of the General Plan mention City policies and
programs designed to-achieve the goals of reducing antomobile travel demand and promoting .
alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle. 'We were disappointed that our recommended
Transportation Contrel Measures {TCM) for City General Plans from our CEQA guidance
document, BAAPMD CEQA Guidelines: Assessing the Air Quality Impaets of Projects and _
Plans (1999), were nol listed in the Draft General Plan or the DEIR. We believe the City can use 7
this Generat Plan Update to take a more active role in shaping local land use and transportation
policy to encourage more use of allemative modes of transportation. Specifically, we
recommiend that the City consider additionat air quality beneﬁclal policies and provide more
dr:tml on the already proposed programs.

The General Plan includes dir Ouality Policies fhat aim to reduce emissions from mobile _
SOUrCes, parncu]ariy those from single-occupant vehicles, We support the City™s efforts to:
encourage mere mixed-use and bicycle/pedestrian accessibla development; install transit
improvements and amenities; provide bicyele and pedestrian facilities; require off-site mitigation
for transit use; and encourage “clean” vehicles (p. /0-8, /0-9). We encourage the City to include
more specific examples of how Anticch will implement such policies. Further, we suggest that
the City consider including additional Transportation Demand Mansgement (TDM} measures for
reducing futurs vehicle frips in Antioch including: mip rcduc’siun progrants, vatpools,
preferential parkirge, thex time, shoartios oo inusid, st schadizs ror lacal JT'-pL A205, parlirs
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Parking cash-cut requires employers {o provide transit and/or ridesharing subsidies to non-driver
employees in amounis equivalent to the subsidized parking, thereby encouraging those who
would normally drive alone to consider & commute alternative.

In our April 15, 2003 letter, we stated that the DEIR should evaluate whether —
implementing the General Plan will create or exacerbate land use conflicts that wonld result in
adverse air quality joipacts. Various industrial, commercial and agricnliural land uses can be
potential sources of air pollutants, and nearby sensitive receptors might potentizlly be exposed.
In the Hazardous Materiais chapter, the DETR indicates that “buildout of the proposed General
Plan may result in increased risk of upset associated with the routine use, generation, and
transportation of hazardous materials, which may potentially pose a health or safety hazard” (p.
4.6-4). The DEIR does not analyze the air quality impacts of potentisl land use conflicts. 11
Therefore, the FEIR should address all potential air quality impacts of plan development
including: 1) the fmpacts of introducing new residents and other sensitive receptors near existing
sources of air pollutants; and 2} the Impacts of introducing new sources of air pollutants near
existing sensitive receptors. The FEIR should also evaluate potential nmisance impacts, such as
odors and dust that could result from plan implementation. Odors and dust may not necessarily
cause physical harm, but can still be unpleasant and lead to gitizen complaints. The General Plan
Update should zeek to aveid sueh impacts. —
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OWui_c 7 R
Wilkiam C. Norton
Executive Officer/ APCO

WHMN:SE

oc; BAAQMD Direetor hMark DeSanlnier

BAAQMD Director Mark Roas
BAAQME Directer Gayle Uilkerna
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter E:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District

E-1

E-2

E-3

The City thanks the BAAQMD for its support of the proposed General Plan’s goals and its
conclusion that its policies will assist in the reduction of local and regional air quality
impacts. No substantive issues are raised in this Comment regarding the adequacy of the EIR,
and no further response is necessary.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment requests further discussion of air quality in the Resource
Management Element of the proposed General Plan. The General Plan confronts the issue of
land use, transportation, and air quality by requiring developers of large development projects
to participate in specific programs and take measures to improve traffic flow and/or reduce
vehicle trips (proposed General Plan page 10-10). The General Plan also makes a substantia
effort toward achieving a balance of local employment and housing opportunities as a means
of reducing the long-distance commutes now plaguing many Bay Area residents. The
proposed General Plan sets forth a vision and provides a plan for achieving that vision
through the year 2030. The General Plan is based on a review of existing conditions,
including traffic, land use and air quality conditions that affect the City. It provides a guide to
preserving those features of the community that give Antioch its distinct character (e.g.,
Rivertown, views of open hillsides to the south), changing those features that impact on
residents quality of life (e.g., traffic congestion, lack of local employment opportunities),
managing the community’s natural environment, and ensuring adequate services and facilities
to support the City’s future needs.

While a discussion of the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality would
be informative, it would not materially add to the ability of existing General Plan policies to
address air quality issues. An understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the City’s
existing (1988) General Plan formed a basis for preparation of the air quality-related plans,
policies, and programs in the updated General Plan. While such an understanding is of value
in preparing an update to a City’s General Plan, it is of far less value being presented within
the updated General Plan itself. State General Plan guidelines call for evaluation of past
General Plan palicies to assist in preparation of an updated plan, but it is only the guidelines
for the Housing Element that call for an evaluation of the effectiveness of past policies and
programs to be presented in an updated General Plan element. The comment also calls for
providing more detailed description of General Plan policies. As discussed in relation to
biological resource policies, the Genera Plan sets forth environmental performance standards
to be applied during the City’s development and environmental review processes for
individual development projects. The existing policies are sufficiently detailed so as to
facilitate their subsequent application to specific development projects, and are sufficiently
broad so asto allow for differencesin site-specific conditions.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but addresses the incorporation of “smart growth” policiesin the General Plan.
The Comment implies that the Antioch General Plan does not incorporate the smart growth
policies that have emerged from the County’s “Shaping the Future” project. The updated
General Plan does, in fact, incorporate a wide variety of smart growth features including, but
not limited to:
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CITY OF ANTIOCH

Achieving alocal balance between housing and employment opportunities, along with a
broad range of housing types for all economic segments of the community.

Development of high density, mixed-use transit-oriented development in the vicinity of
rail transit stations within the downtown area, near the Hillcrest Avenue/SR-4
interchange, and in the southeastern portion of the General Plan study area in the area
being studied in the County’ s “ Shaping the Future” project.

Implementation of preferential lanes for use by buses and other forms of public transit in
the vicinity of rail transit stations.

Providing safe bicycle routes to school and park facilities from residential neighborhoods
throughout the community.

E-4  The General Plan was crafted with substantial input from the Contra Costa County Bicycle
Cadlition. In addition, a Board member of Tri-Delta Transit served on the City’s General Plan
Steering Committee. The land use pattern proposed in the General Plan places substantial
new employment-generating land in close proximity to residential development. As a result
of thisinput, the measures identified in Response E-3 and other transportation and air quality
measures set forth in the General Plan.

Severa of the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) set forth in the Bay Area 2000 Clean
Plan involve regional programs and activities which the City can and does support. The
General Plan supports each of the TCMsidentified in the Clean Air Plan as described below.

Support Voluntary Employer-Based Reduction Programs. Policy 10.6.2b of the General
Plan requires large non-residential development project to “participate in programs and
take measures... reduce vehicle trips.” Examples of such programs, which would be
applied to development projects as part of the City’s environmental and development
review processes, include development of mixed-use projects facilitating home to work
trips via bicycle and walking, installation of on-site transit improvements to facilitate bus
use, contributions toward off-site transit improvements, and provision of on-site
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Improve Areawide Transit Service. As noted above, Policy 10.6.2b includes provisions
for transit improvements as part of large non-residentia development. The policy
provides the same requirements for large residential developments. Policy 7.5.2a of the
General Plan aims at facilitating the development and use of two proposed rail transit
centers within the City by permitting higher residential densities and mixed-use
development adjacent to the proposed transit stations, working to improve adjacent
freeway interchanges to accommodate traffic to the parking lots of these stations, and
developing a system of dedicated transit lanes on the local street system connecting these
stations to employment-generating and major residential areas within the City. Policy
7.5.2b permits higher residential densities than would otherwise be permitted adjacent to
the existing Amtrak stop in the downtown area. Policy 7.5.2c and the provisions of the
Land Use Element are aimed at facilitating high density, transit-oriented development
adjacent to the existing and two proposed rail transit stations in and adjacent to Antioch.
Other Circulation Element policies designed to facilitate transit use include establishment
of multi-modal transit connections, preserving rights-of-way for extension of rail transit
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facilities, including Tri-Delta Transit in the review of development projects, providing
information to local residents and workers on the availability of transit services, and
working with regional transportation agencies to determine the feasibility of establishing
water transit facilitiesin Antioch along the San Joaguin River.

Improve Regional Rail Service. As noted above, a number of policies and programs is
set forth in the General Plan to facilitate the expansion of rail service within Antioch.

Improve Access to Rail and Ferry Service. As noted above, policies and programs to
improve access to rail service include improvements to freeway interchanges, increased
development density and mixed use adjacent to rail transit stations, assurance of adequate
parking facilities, and establishment of dedicated or priority lanes for bus transit
accessing rail stations.

Improve Intercity Rail Service. The Antioch General Plan supports this TCM by
facilitating access to such rail service, as described above.

Improve Ferry Service. Policy 7.5.2k specifically calls for working with ABAG, the
Contra Costa Transportation Commission, the Ports of Oakland and San Francisco, and
potential water transit purveyors to determine the feasibility of establishing ferry service
in Antioch. Facilities for such a service could be developed in several locations along the
San Joaquin River, including Rogers Point and the former Fulton Shipyard.

Construct Carpool/Express Bus Lanes on Freeways. This TCM isregional in nature. The
Antioch General Plan supports this measure by providing for the establishment of park-
and-ride lots (Policy 7.5.2f).

Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities. As noted above, the General Plan was prepared
with substantial input from the Contra Costa Bicycle Coalition. Section 7.4 of the
General Plan setsforth the City’s program to facilitate bicycle use. This program includes
improvements to a large number of bicycle facilities (Table 7.B); designing new
residential neighborhoods to provide safe bicycle routes to schools, shopping, and parks;
providing appropriate night lighting of bicycle facilities; maintaining roadway cross-
sections and bridge designs that facilitate bicycle use; providing multi-use paths along
creek corridors, rail rights-of-way, utility corridors, and linear parks; providing Class Il
or Class | bicycle facilities along or adjacent to all arteria streets, high volume collector
roadways, and maor access routes to schools and parks; requiring the provision of
bicycle parking and other support facilities at new office, retail, and public facilities; and
providing direct access between commercial uses and adjacent residential neighborhoods.

Y outh Transportation. Although the City does not directly provide youth transportation
services, the General Plan supports youth transportation by facilitating the use of bicycles
for transportation to schools, parks, and shopping areas, as described above.

Install Freeway/Arterial Metro Traffic Operation System. This measure consists of
operating a freeway service patrol on congested Bay Area Freeways. There are no
provisions of a City General Plan that would materially facilitate the implementation of
this TCM.

Improve Arterial Traffic Management. Policy 7.3.2a of the General Plan calls for signal
synchronization along major arterials. This policy is aso aimed at improving traffic flow
adong arteridls by limiting driveway access and providing appropriate
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acceleration/deceleration lanes at major drive entries, provision of reciprocal access
between non-residential uses, and construction of railroad grade separations.

Transit Use Incentives. As noted above, the General Plan supports the increased use of
transit by expanding rail transit facilities and facilitating access to and from transit
stations. Employer participation in providing transit use incentives to employees would
be considered as part of the environmental review of large employment-generating
projects pursuant to the provisions of General Plan Policy 7.5.2a.

Improve Ridesahre/Vanpool Services and Incentives. Incentives for rideshare and
vanpool services would be addressed as part of General Plan Policy 7.5.2a, as described
above. In addition, the General Plan supports the establishment of new park-and-ride
facilities within the City.

Local Clean air Plans, Policies, and Programs. As noted in the BAAQMD Comment
letter, the City of Antioch is participating in the “Shaping Our Future Project.” The
updated Genera Plan, including its transportation, air quality and land use policies,
represents a significant effort toward preparing and implementing alocal air quality plan.

E-5  The proposed Genera Plan provides for infill development within currently developed areas
of the City, including higher residential development adjacent to existing and proposed transit
stations and exempting development within the downtown area and small infill projects from
the City's residential growth allocation system. Expansion of urban development into the
Sand Creek Focus Area has been anticipated since adoption of the City’s existing General
Plan in 1988. The provisions of that plan called for planning development of Future Urban
Area (FUA) 1 (Sand Creek Focus Area) once an alignment for the SR-4 by-pass was selected,
environmental documentation for the by-pass was completed, and the Southeast Specific Plan
area was largely developed. The 1988 Genera Plan also called for preparation of a market
feasibility analysis to determine the timing of actual development. Each of the criteria for
consideration of development within the Sand Creek Focus Area has been met, and the area's
development is currently being considered by the City. The 1988 General Plan forecasted that
actual development of FUA 1 would occur sometime after 2000.

The updated General Plan is applying the same long-term consideration to development
within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas in the updated General Plan asit
did for FUA 1 in 1988. Because of the need to address infrastructure, environmental, and
transportation issues, and because of the limitations on development placed by the City’s
residential growth alocation system, urban development within the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property Focus Areas is included in the General Plan as a long-range concept. The
proposed General Plan is a long-range planning document that is to guide the development
and environmental management through the year 2030. The development of the Roddy Ranch
and Ginochio Property Focus Areas will not occur until the urbanized areas of the City have
grown southward and will be adjacent to these Focus Areas. This will occur because the cost
of infrastructure to develop these areas would not be affordable without the southward build
out of the City. The developers of these Focus Areas would not be able to afford the cost of
new roads, water lines, sewer lines, and other infrastructure facilities that are needed to
support development. Additionally the City’s Growth Management Element will regulate
growth within the City. This Element restricts the residential construction within the City per
year and creates performance standards for public services and facilities. More specific
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information about the City’s growth management policies and objectives can be found in
Chapter 3.0 of the proposed General Plan.

E-6  See Responses E-4 and E-5. The proposed General Plan has been designed to facilitate infill
development and provide for high density, transit-oriented development. By focusing on
employment-generating devel opment in the eastern and southeastern portions of the City, trip
lengths between new employment-generating uses and new residential development in
eastern Contra Costa County can be minimized as residential development expands to the east
in Brentwood, Oakley, and Discovery Bay. Essentially, new employment areas in eastern and
southeastern Antioch would act as a “ catchment,” eliminating the need for increased number
of home to work trips along congested portions of SR-4 through Antioch and to the west.

E-7  Table 5 of the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (December 1999) contain Clean Air Plan
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) to be implemented by local government. These are
described below.

Support Voluntary Employer-Based Trip Reduction Programs. BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines suggest that local governments should provide assistance to regional and local
ridesharing organizations and advocate legislation to maintain and expand incentives
(e.g., tax deductions/credits). As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan requires large
non-residential development project to “participate in programs and take measures...
reduce vehicle trips,” such as development of mixed-use projects facilitating home to
work trips via bicycle and walking, installation of on-site transit improvements to
facilitate bus use, contributions toward off-site transit improvements, and provision of
on-site pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

To further implement this TCM, the policy following has been added to the General Plan:

10.6.2e Support and facilitate employer-based trip reduction programs by recognizing

such programs in environmental mitigation measures for traffic and air quality
impacts where their ongoing implementation can be ensured, and their
effectiveness can be monitored.

Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local
governments improve and expand bicycle lane system by providing bicycle access in
plans for al new road construction or modifications; establish and maintain bicycle
advisory committeesin al nine Bay Area counties,; designate a staff person as a Bicycle
Program Manager; develop and implement comprehensive bicycle plans; encourage
employers and developers to provide bicycle access and facilities; and provide bicycle
safety education. As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan was prepared with
substantia input from the Contra Costa Bicycle Coalition. Section 7.4 of the Genera
Plan of the General Plan includes improvements to a large number of bicycle facilities
(Table 7.B); designing new residential neighborhoods to provide safe bicycle routes to
schools, shopping, and parks; providing appropriate night lighting of bicycle facilities;
maintaining roadway cross-sections and bridge designs that facilitate bicycle use; provide
multi-use paths along creek corridors, rail rights-of-way, utility corridors, and linear
parks; providing Class Il or Class | bicycle facilities along or adjacent to all arterial
streets, high-volume collector roadways, and major access routes to schools and parks;
requiring the provision of bicycle parking and other support facilities at new office, retail,
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and public facilities; and providing direct access between commercial uses and adjacent
residential neighborhoods.

Improve Arterial Traffic Management. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local
governments study signal preemption for buses on arterials with high volume of bus
traffic, improve arterials for bus operations and encourage bicycling and walking,
continue and expand local signal timing programs, only where air quality benefits can be
demonstrated. As noted in Response E-4, the General Plan calls for signal
synchronization along major arterials, and aims at improving traffic flow along arterials
by limiting driveway access and providing appropriate accel eration/deceleration lanes at
major drive entries, provison of reciprocal access between non-residential uses, and
construction of railroad grade separations. Also included in the General Plan is a program
calling for priority or exclusive lanes for transit within areas surrounding rail transit
stations. Also, as noted above and in Response E-4, the General Plan includes substantial
provisions for facilitating bicycle use. In addition, specific policies are set forth to
encourage pedestrian travel. In addition to policies and programs to facilitate pedestrian-
oriented villages adjacent to rail transit stations, Section 7.4.2 of the Genera Plan
includes policies to require direct pedestrian connections between shopping centers and
adjacent residential neighborhoods, facilitate development of off-street pedestrian paths,
safe routes connecting residential neighborhoods to schools and parks, and improved
design and safety of pedestrian walks.

Local Clean Air Plans, Poalicies, and Programs. BAAQMD Guidelines call for loca
agencies to incorporate air quality beneficial policies and programs into local planning
and development activities, with a particular focus on subdivision, zoning and site design
measures that reduce the number and length of single-occupant automobile trips. As
discussed in Response E-2 and other bullet points in this response, a variety of programs
aimed at reducing the number and length of single-occupant automobile trips is included
in the proposed General Plan. These include policies promoting transit-oriented
development adjacent to existing and proposed rail transit stations, park-and-ride
facilities, facilitating use of bicycle and pedestrian travel, and encouragement of bus use.

Conduct Demonstration Projects. BAAQMD Guidelines call for loca agencies to
promote demonstration projects to develop new strategies to reduce motor vehicle
emissions. Projects include low-emission vehicle fleets and LEV refueling infrastructure.
Policy 10.6.2 of the General Plan calls for the City to “budget for purchase of clean fuel
vehicles, including electrical and hybrid vehicles where appropriate, and, if feasible,
purchase natural gas vehicles as diesel powered vehicles are replaced.” In addition,
Policy 10.6.2b calls for “provision of charging stations for electric vehicles within large
employment-generating and retail developments’ as a means of mitigating air quality
impacts. In addition, specific policies are set forth to encourage pedestrian travel. As
noted above, in addition to policies and programs to facilitate pedestrian-oriented villages
adjacent to rail transit stations, the General Plan includes policies to require direct
pedestrian connections between shopping centers and adjacent residential neighborhoods,
facilitate development of off-street pedestrian paths, safe routes connecting residential
nei ghborhoods to schools and parks, and improved design and safety of pedestrian walks.

Pedestrian Travel. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines suggest that local governments maintain
General Plan policies to promote development patterns that encourage walking and

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-77



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

circulation policies that emphasize pedestrian travel and modify zoning ordinances to
include pedestrian-friendly design standards, that they include pedestrian improvements
in capital improvement programs, and designate a staff person as a Pedestrian Program
Manager.

Promote Traffic Calming Measures. BAAQMD Guidelines call for local agencies to
include traffic calming strategies in the transportation and land use elements of general
and specific plans, and include traffic calming strategies in capital improvement
programs. The Genera Plan Steering Committee considered the inclusion of
requirements for the provision of traffic caming measures in the General Plan, and
decided that requirements for the provision of traffic calming should not be set forth.
Provisions for incorporation of traffic calming measures in development projects will be
considered on a project-by-project basis.

E-8 Please refer to Responses E-2 and E-4. As noted in these Responses, the General Plan aims to
increase local employment opportunities and balance them with local housing opportunities,
increase transit use through mixed-use, transit-oriented development, facilitate use of bicycle
and pedestrian movement throughout the community, and work with large employment-
generating uses to reduce vehicle use. The City concurs that there is no single solution to
reducing motor vehicle use. Thus, the General Plan sets forth a series of performance
standards to be implemented during the environmental review of specific development
projects. These measures will be designed to address the specific circumstances of the
individual development projects and the probable air quality impacts they may cause.

E-9  The General Plan provides for the development of high-density, mixed-use transit-oriented
development in the vicinity of existing and proposed rail transit stations (existing downtown
Amtrak station and proposed rail transit stations near Hillcrest Avenue and the East Lone
Tree Focus Ared). Policy “i” for the Rivertown Focus Area permits residential uses on the
upper floors of commercial development within the City’s downtown area. The density for
these sites is determined based on commercia floor area ratios, and will alow for densities
higher than 20 units per acre. Policy “I” for the Rivertown Focus Area permits transit-
oriented development adjacent to the existing Amtrak platform. Policies for the SR-4
Frontage and East Lone Tree focus areas also permit transit-oriented development in
proximity to proposed rail transit stations near Hillcrest Avenue and the SR-4 by-pass. The
General Plan defines maximum building intensity within transit-oriented development based
on floor arearatios, permitting residential development within a mixed-use setting to exceed
20 du/ac.

E-10 The City disagrees with the comment’s conclusion that purposefully providing insufficient
parking will positively impact air quality. The shortage of parking will more likely cause
people to drive around longer and circle repetitively to look for spaces within overcrowded
parking facilities. As a standard during environmental review of individual development
projects, inadequate parking is considered a significant impact. Therefore, to cause a shortage
of parking would be to cause a significant impact. Within the Antioch area, significant air
quality impacts are caused by freeway congestion and sitting in unmoving traffic, not by
driving to a destination and finding adequate parking. The City believes the approach
suggested in this Comment will actually increase air quality impacts.
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E-11

E-12

E-13

The potential for the General Plan to result in land use incompatibilities is addressed in
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR (Impact 4.8.1). The Draft EIR states that implementation of the
proposed General Plan would generally “maintain Antioch’s existing pattern of industrial use.
Heavy industrial uses along the San Joaquin River west of Rivertown would be transitioned
over time into lighter industrial uses that are more compatible with nearby commercial and
residential usesthan are the current heavy industrial uses.”

The EIR acknowledges that the General Plan proposes non-residential development to be
located adjacent to residential uses in severa locations. These instances range from
residential development adjacent to neighborhood shopping areas to industrial development
proposed adjacent to existing and future residential neighborhoods in the northeastern portion
of the General Plan study area.

The Draft EIR recognizes that short-term land use incompatibility impacts will occur as the
result of construction activities, including noise, dust, and traffic from construction activities.
Because they are short-term in nature and subject to a variety of regulations aimed at
reducing their impacts, they were not considered to be significant.

The Draft EIR aso acknowledged that the specific nature of potential land use
incompatibilities will differ, depending upon the specific land uses at the transition between
residential and non-residential. As a result, the EIR concludes that potential land use
compatibility impacts “can only be addressed on a case-by-case basis, and will thus be
evaluated for individua projects as development occurs.” The proposed General Plan sets
forth performance standards for buffers and transitions between residential and non-
residential land uses reduce potential land use compatibility impacts. To ensure that land use
compatibility issues are limited or reduced, development will be subject to the policies
outlined in the proposed General Plan, other City standards, applicable provisions of State
law (including CEQA), and Federal law. Policy 10.6.2e of the General Plan specificaly
requires the physical separation of (1) proposed new industries having the potential for
emitting toxic air contaminants and (2) existing and proposed sensitive receptors (e.g.,
residential areas, schools, and hospitals).

All new development, including demolition of existing structures, will be required to comply
with the provisions of local, State, and Federal laws, rules, and regulations, including those of
the BAAQMD. The City will carefully plan mitigation measures and comply with District
regulations in the case of demolishing an existing structure. If any questions arise the City
will contact the BAAQMD’s Compliance and Enforcement Division.

The Genera Plan policy referred to in the Comment is an enforceable restriction that will be
applied to new development in conformance with the General Plan. The City will undertake a
review to determine whether an “official woodsmoke ordinance” is needed to implement the
proposed General Plan policy.
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Subject: Comments on Ciiy of Artioch General Plan Drafi EIR
Diear Mr. Carniglis:

Thank yvou for providing Contra Costa County with the Draft EIR for the City of Antioch
General Plan update. We have reviewed the document and offer the following comments,
which either supplement or reiterate eatlier comments submitted by the Contra Costa
County Community Development Departraent in response to the Notice of
Preparation/Initial Study issued by the City of Anticch in Spring 2003 {see Apnl 26,

2003 comment letier).

i. DEIR Analvsis of Land {se Inade;

“The General Plan update proposes to allow intensive urban development of
subsiantial ynincorporated land area, particularly in the arca south of Antioch city
limnits; including the Roddy Ranch and Ginnochio Focus Areas. In the County’s April
26, 2003 letier we provided the City of Antioch with detailed information reparding
the apgplicable County land wse policics for the uniecorporaled ares soull ol the 1
Antioch ity limuts, and ienatied hew the urban development in the Roddy 1Ranch
and Chmnechio Foeus Areas would be inconsistent with such policies,  While we _
aparecize that the City of Antioch 13 now acknowledeing the polential umpact or
apricabie Cogety land ase podicles, e Dreall EER incorreelly  descobes snd
charnclenizey these fand ase pelicies. More imporiandy, he Drafl K incosrectly
concludes that Lhere would be 2 less than signilicanl mpact tesulting frene he
Ceneral Pian apdate assumption of welao development 1 be Roddy Ranel and
Ciinrnchio Vocus Arcas. 2

Tlhe Drali BB and prepesed Generid Plan update repearedly and ineorrectly
characterizes the Urbas Bimil Line a3 simply 2 mechanmisne for Pphasiag” eeomaal

L
Dffice Hoars Mongay - Friday: £:00 3. m. - 3100 z.m.
Dffice 5 ciosad the 13, 2+d & Bih Fridays of 2ach menth
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artan development. Sceh o charscrerizalion is comirury 1o M descriplion provided
the Coners Cosia Doy Creveral Plan (19952001 ai page 3-175

Y wenerdd, the purpose of the ULL iy wofdlds (1) o ensure preservarion ari
idenrificd normurban agricwlniral, open space, and wther areas by estahiiviing o
line hevond which mo irdan land wses con b desiongied during the movm of the
Cieorad Plem, and c20 1o Facilitute e erforcement of the 0335 Lawd
Preservation Standard

The toxs trom the Coupty General Plan cloarly estblishes thal e purpase of the
Lirhan Limit Line 15 20 presceve areas 1or non-urban uses and to fasilitale calercament 2
of the 63733 Lard Preservation Slasdarcd. 'Fhe Drafl EIR arul ibe General 2lan aplaw
agsitme that the Urban Limit Line will be expanded or that Measure C- 299100 Canlra
Costa 05043 Land Preservation Plan Ondivance wiil sunsel, whicls will inevitably icad
to urban development south of the Antioch city limits. This, however, ignores the
whoie of County General Plan policies, including numerous policies contained in the

" Land Use, Growth Management, Transportation-Circulation, Conservaiion, and Open
Space elcments, that taken together mandates this area south of the Antioch city limits
_be retained for non-urban development. The Draft EIR does not property reference or
analyze these applicable policies in relationship to the location, level, and intensity of
urban development contemplated for the Roddy Ranch and Ginnochio Focus Areas
under the General Plan update. Absent this analysis, bow is it possible that the Draft
EIR can conclude that the *project” (General Plan update) would have less than

~ significant impacts on land use?

2. DEIR Analysis of Agricultural Egsnurcw Inadequate

In the County*s April 26,2003 letter we contested Initial Study’s conclusion that land
pianned for urban development vy the General Plan update ate not adjacent to"lands
-zoned for agriculture and/or subject to the Williamson Act. We provided the City of
Antioch with detailed information repgarding agricuitural resources and documents
clearly showing that the portions of Givmochio Focus Area are under an active
Williamson Act contract. M is disappointing that sfier providing this detailed 3
infommelicn, the Dralt BEIR provides virtually no emoysis of the praject’s (General

Plun update) Unpact on aunculiural resources L is imperative that decision maker

and the public be provided with an analysis of bow the General Plun update could

eesulr in loss of agriceiurad laced, and the FIR is the appropriale place to prosont 1o ]
analy sis.

s

DIEAR Analvsiz of Visual Impaces and Proposed Miliepation Measres lnadeg e .

In the Counly™s Apsil 26, 2003 e inresponse Lo the Notve of Preporation/Tniti
Sludy we uroed that lhe ERR cviduate the visuad imper o proposed arban
devaiopment willin e Roddy Runck and Giunockio Focus Areas in relationsiup o 4
scutic reseuree policies and implementadion measures comained i the Open Spacs
Tloraert ol the Couary General Plan, We alse wrged thar the visual impact analvess
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s cvalamie how the propesed orhun development weuld mpact the asr Hay
Regional Park Destrict’s parklands and op=t space preserves. The Dralt EIR provides
only a brief and cursory visual impoct analvsis that does nel provide declsion makors
and vhe pubiic with a complele sietare of hew nropased nrban develormenl with 1he
Zoddy Fanch and Ginnochio Focus Aress would be consistent with cvigring Cominty
soomiz resouree polbicies or how 1t relates to Fast Bay Rewiona, Park THxmcl parklands 5
Al G APNECS PrEReTVes.

The scenie resource value of the rolling tecthills of the Frable Ranpe sowb of the
Antoch Clry Lreits s ol countvwide imporance. The Oty of Antioch should work
with the East Bay Regional fark [asine: and other Interested pasties o assure that
these scermic resources are peeserved and prolected. 1t 1s our wnderstanaing that “he
[ast Bay Regionst Park Distrier bas provicusly provided the Cily ol Anboch wail
Visusi semdanior infoemation, We wrpe the Cigy o Anttoch W give due consideration

to the analysis and recommendations submitted by East Bay Regional Park District. -

4._Biological Resources and Consistency with the East Connty Habitat Corﬁm.uﬂl_l
Plgn :

The County notes that the East Contra Costa Couvnty Habitat Conservation Plan
Association, in a letter dated August 22, 2003, has commented on the potential
consistency between the General Plan update’s Resource Management Plan mmd the
Habitat Conservation Plan, which is now in progress. This letter raises serious
concerns with the claim that the Resource Management Plan would be consistent and
complementary with the Habitat Conservation Plan. The letier explains that the
Habitat Conservaiion Plan proposes z series of coordinated conservation actions in
the area sotth of the Antioch city limits to comect existing public lands in the area to 6
protect movencent routes for kit fox and other species. The letter notes that the
General Plan update and Draft EIR do not present any conservation priorities in the
arca south of the Antioch city Iimits and in fact & proposed conservation corridor i
the Sand Creek area dead ends into proposed wban development within the Roddy
Ranch Focus Ares. The EIR for the General Plan update needs to reconcile this
armarent inconsigtency. The City of Antioch should work with the East Contra Costa
County Habitar Conservarion Man Association o assure comsislenoy between the
Resoaree Management Plan and the Lahitar Conservanon Plan.

The Dralt FLL idenitlics two sourecs of water for Anticch — Contra Costa Waier
IYisrrict convevance from Sacramento-San Joaguin Delsa awd the Civy's owen direct
putoping Lo fhe Sae Joasquin River. The Drafl EiR. however, does pot provides
adeyquale nlommaticr o analysis zbout whaether or the anticipaied winer supply will 7
be adeguetts o omeel dermand vnder Genesal Plan buildout. [ there s uncertainty abeul
the adequacy ol of e woler supsly wdentified in the TIED there should be
icdeatitication of additionu: waler supply sourccs. Tho Dralt IR doos net poovide an
arsalvsls of sdditzonal water supody sourcas, )

-
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Additienaliv, the Draft LIR docs ot provids adequaiz mformativn or aclysis that 7
e isting or piacncd waer Laciiities wonld have sufficlent cupacity warder Gieneral Plan
buiidusi.

. DEIR Ansivsis of Transporiation/Traffic Inadequate

In the Apri! 76, 2003 letter in respouss to the Notice of Preparation/Iuitial Study. the
Loty urged that the fransportationfraffic amalysis for the EIR. nciude the
foliowing: an evaluation based on 3 fingncially constained ransperiation network so
that decision makers and the public will given a pictute of traffic conditions wnder s
Gianeral Plag buildout if not afl wanspattation impeovemen(s #ce not bull within e
Genecal Plan time B, condistepey with CCTA Techmical Procedwes; ivaluation of
impacts on Toules of regional significmce, aod, impacts o other jvrisdiction”s
mamcﬁmhmﬁm”m‘mmmw ]
irgportanty, # appeats that the amslysiy is inadoguate or incongisent with CCTA
Technical Procadntes and TRANSPLAN Commitice procedues. We note that the
TRANEPLAN Coomuiites staff, in a lether duted Avgust 6, 2003, idantified & nuaber
of serione ixsnes relared 1o the Diaft EJR's tragsportation/reffic aaalysis. I appesss
that the [raf EIR does not prowsnt an analysis of project (Geperal Plan update)
smnpacts on East Cowmty Action Plan Traffic Service Objectives, as required ry CCTA
Tecimicsl Proceduzes aod TRANSPLAN Commiitee procedures. The Comuty arges
that such inadequacies or inconzisencies be teoonciled before cegtification of 2 Final
BiR for the General Plan update. —

mmmmwmmwm'mmmmmm
EIR of the Antioch Genem! Plan Update, and requests thrt the cummments and contams
addressed in fhis feiter be addressed : :

Sheald you have amy questions regadng the commenty anid concemts ratsed in this lettery
plsase comtact me by telephane at (925) 335-1242 or by e-peeil at prochi@ed co.contras

EGtE.ca s,
Sincerely yours,

Patrick Reche

Principi] Pranver
Advance Planming Division

£ br vy, Connlamily Tzt Par

et [ Tt el LR EAEST3A T ALTROIELDD WeFs s RHRTTET 43S
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Responseto Letter F:  Contra Costa County Community Development Department

F-1

The Comment mischaracterizes Antioch’'s General Plan as alowing “intense urban
development of substantial unincorporated land area....” The General Plan would permit
future residential development at a maximum intensity of only 2-3 units per devel opable acre*
within the Roddy Ranch and only 2.0 units per acres within the Ginochio Property Focus
Area. Moreover, such development would only be permitted prior to 2020 if it is consistent
with the provisions of Measure C as it was adopted by the voters, effectively extending the
provisions of Measure C asit was approved by the voters by 10 years.

In June 2003, the Antioch City Council adopted policy direction for the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property Focus Areas. This direction has incorporated into the General Plan by
modifying Policy 4.3.2f and text for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property Focus Areas as
follows.

f. Recognize the ULL asit was adopted by the votersin 1990 as a means of phasing
urban and suburban development, preserving open space and maintaining a

compact urban form. Prierto-Measure C-1990"s expiration-H-2010:

- Maintain rura land uses (residential densities less than one dwelling unit per
five acres (0.2 du/ac) and compatible open space/recreational uses which do
not require urban levels of public services and facilities_through 2020 in
areas outside of the ULL _as it was adopted by the votersin 1990.

- Limit future urban development within Roddy Ranch and the Ginochio
Property to a total of 1,000 acres (approximately 750 acres within Roddy

Ranch and 250 acres within the Ginochio Property), consistent with the ULL
as it was adopted by the votersin 1990.

To clarify the relationship between policies for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area and Policy
4.3.2f, above, policy direction for Roddy Ranch Focus Area has been revised to read as
follows:

It is the intent of the Antioch General Plan that Roddy Ranch—enree-i-is-inecluded
within-the Urban-Limit-Line; be developed as a master planned enclave nestled in
the rolling hills south of the present City of Antioch. The visual character of Roddy
Ranch should be defined principally by suburban density residential development
clustered within natural and recreational open spaces, along with the preservation
of the steeper natural hillsides and the canyon bottoms containing riparian

1

A “developable acre” consists of land that is not committed to open space, does not have steep slopes (generally over
25%), and does not have environmental constraints that would preclude devel opment.
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F-2

resources within the site. The existing golf course, as a major recreational amenity,
should be the central focus of the planned community.

To clarify the relationship between policies for the Ginochio Property Focus Area and Policy
4.3.2f, above, policy Direction for the Ginochio Property Focus Area has been revised to read
asfollows:

The Ginochio Property is currently located outside of the Urban Limit Line as it
was adopted by the votersin 1990. As noted in Land Use Element Policy 4.3.2, the
General Plan recognizes the Urban Limit Line as a means of phasing urban and
suburban development Qreeerw ng ogen gace! and maintai nlng a compact urban

spaeeLFeeFeat-kenal—us&—Thus the policy dlrectlon thaI foIIows is predlcated on
compliance with the provisions of Policy 4.3.2f-future-rctusion-of-the-Ginoechio

Property-within-the Urban-Limit-Line.

Presentation of long-range policies for development of certain properties in the General Plan
is consistent with the notion that a city’s General Plan is a long-range planning document
designed to manage the community’s future comprehensively. In the case of Antioch, the
General Plan is intended to provide policy direction aimed at seeing the City through to the
year 2030. The inclusion of the land use policies for the currently unincorporated areas
adjacent to the City are provided to guide development of these areas after they have been
annexed into the City of Antioch, which, by policy, isintended to occur sometime after 2020.

The view of the ULL as a phasing boundary describes the manner in which the Antioch
General Plan views the line, and is not intended to characterize Contra Costa County’s
purpose or interpretation of their policy. As stated in Response F-1, the proposed General
Plan is a long-range planning document meant to guide the City through the year 2030.
Therefore, the City may plan for land uses within the City’s Planning Area that may be
annexed into the City within the General Plan time period. As further noted in Response F-1,
development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property is not anticipated until 2020.

As stated on page 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR the Contra Costa County 65/35 Land Preservation
Plan limits urban development within the County, not within individua cities. It is
recognized, however, the County LAFCO will consider the County’s policies regarding the
ULL in any deliberations regarding spheres of influence and annexations. Page 4.8-5 of the
Draft EIR explains that, in the original voter approva of Measure C in 1990, the voters
approved a ULL that included portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginnochio properties. It was
subsequent to voter approval of Measure C that the County Board of Supervisors moved the
ULL in 2000, shifting al of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties outside of the
County’s ULL. Thus, inclusion of those portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio
properties within the ULL that were within the original ULL approved by the voters would
not be inconsistent with. The Draft EIR further explains that, under the provisions of Measure
C-1990, the County is to review the location of the ULL every five years. Given that the
balance of residential land within Antioch may be built out by 2020, it is reasonable and
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prudent to recognize the possibility that urban development could occur within portions of the
Roddy Ranch and Ginochio property sometime between 2020 and 2030. To address this
possibility, the proposed Antioch General Plan includes policies to guide development of this
areawhen and if it occurs. As stated in Response F-1, urban development of these areas will
require development of a final development plan and will comply with al CEQA
requirements, General Plan policies, and the provisions of State and Federal law.

The land referred to in the comment is in ranch use, and is not actively used for crop
production. As such, it is considered to be in agricultural production. The Draft EIR analyzes
the loss of open space that would result from build out of the proposed General Plan as part
of the discussion of Impact 4.8.1. This discussion acknowledges that the General Plan will
result in the loss of existing open space lands. Loss of agricultural usesisincluded in the loss
of open space land.

As stated previoudly, the Ginochio property is not currently being proposed for devel opment,
and City policy is that such development would not be considered for many years. As set
forth in Response F-1, development will not likely occur within the Ginochio property until
some time after 2020, after the anticipated expiration date of the contract. Prior to
development, a fina development plan will be prepared aong with appropriate
environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA, which will include analysis of agricultural
resources within the final development plan area. As the Comment states, only portions of the
Ginochio property are subject to the Williamson Act contract. Urban development within the
Ginochio property prior to the expiration of that contract would not be permitted.

Please see General Comment 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the EIR for the
proposed General Plan. The General Plan sets forth performance standards for the mitigation
of visual impacts in the Community Image and Design element. In the absence of a specific
development plan for the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties, the visual impacts that
would result from development of these areas can only be discussed in a general manner. At
the time actual development of these properties is proposed, a specific examination of the
visual impacts of such development on surrounding open space lands and lands managed by
the East Bay Regiona Park District will be prepared pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and
the Antioch General Plan. Specific mitigation measures needed to reduce visual impacts and
maintain consistency with General Plan policies will be addressed at that time.

The City understands the regional importance and aesthetic value of the rolling foothills in
the southern portion of the Planning Area. The visual simulation information provided by the
Digtrict analyzed the impacts of specific development proposals within the Sand Creek Focus
Area. Preparation of such analysis was possible because such development proposals were
available. The City did consider the information presented by the East Bay Regional Parks
District, and undertook a number of modifications to the Genera Plan based on the District’s
input. These modifications were incorporated into the Planning Commission’s
recommendations on the General Plan document.

The proposed General Plan provides protection of biological resources throughout the
Planning Area by the incorporation of the following palicies:
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10.4.2 Biological Resources Policies

a. Comply with the Federal policy of no net loss of wetlands through avoidance and
clustered development. Where preservation in place is found not to be feasible
(such as where a road crossing cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or
creation of shoreline trails must encroach into riparian habitats), require 1) on-
site replacement of wetland areas, 2) off-site replacement, or 3) restoration of
degraded wetland areas a a minimum ratio of one acre of
replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site habitat, such that the
value of impacted habitat is replaced.

b. Preserve in place and restore existing wetlands and riparian resources along the
San Joaquin River and other natural streamsin the Planning Area, except where a
need for structural flood protection is unavoidable.

c. Require appropriate setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate
buffer areas ensuring the protection of biological resources, including sensitive
natural habitat, special-status species habitats and water quality protection.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new
development projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited
to, oak woodlands, riparian woodland, verna pools, and native grassands.
Ensure the preservation in place of habitat areas found to be occupied by State
and federally protected species. Where preserved habitat areas occupy areas that
would otherwise be graded as part of a development project, facilitate the transfer
of alowable density to other, non-sensitive portions of the site.

g. Limit uses within preserve and wilderness areas to resource-dependent activities
and other uses compatible with the protection of natural habitats (e.g., passive
recreation and public trails).

h. Through the project review process, review, permit the removal of healthy,
mature oak trees on a case-by-case basis only where it is necessary to do so.

i. Preserve heritage trees throughout the Planning Area.

j.  Within areas adjacent to preserve habitats, require the incorporation of native
vegetation and avoid the introduction of invasive species in the landscape plans
for new development.

See Response A-9 for adiscussion of wildlife movement corridors.

F-7 To better explain the analysis in the Draft EIR that the impact of the proposed General Plan
on water resources will be less than significant, the following text is included in the Final
EIR.

Page 4.12.2, first paragraph:

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update for the Contra Costa Water District
(CCWD) states that future water demand associated with growth in the District’s
service will be met through the year 2050 by a combination of conservation,
reclamation, and water transfers. This study analyzes the projected demand through
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the year 2050 and includes ensuring a reliable supply of water during multiple dry
year scenarios. Specifically, water transfers for drought reliability will be obtained by
CCWD through purchased water rights or long-term and short-term contracts.

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update projections are based on estimates of
future land use changes and population growth. They represent the corresponding
growth in water demand associated with land use and demographic change. The
CCWD’swater reliability goal isto meet at least 85 percent of demand in a second or
third dry year and 100 percent demand in other years. Therefore, the need for
additional water supplies in normal and drought years was evaluated under three
scenarios (normal, drought, and drought with a 15 percent demand reduction).
Therefore, growth associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan
will be adequately serviced by water from the CCWD in addition to water from the
San Joaguin River.

In addition, on page 4.12.2, the EIR states that the new multi-purpose pipeline being
constructed by CCWD will enable the CCWD to meet projected demands for the service area
through 2040.

The performance standards related to Water Storage and Distribution in the Growth
Management Element of the proposed General Plan ensure that a clear linkage exists between
growth and the expansion of services and infrastructure. Also, the water facilities policies as
provided in the proposed General Plan and listed below will ensure that water facilities will
have sufficient capacity.

8.4.2 Water Facilities Policies

a Aspat of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage
capacity for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to
provide fire flows required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

b. Ensure that adequate infrastructure isin place and operational prior to occupancy
or new development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact
the performance of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element will
continue to be met.

Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.

d. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving
infrastructure, replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and
improving the efficiency of water transmission facilities.

e. Permit the consgtruction of interim facilities only when it is found that
construction of such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction
of master planned facilities.

f. Periodically evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the
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comparison of proposed development projects to the performance standards of
the Growth Management Element.

g. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from
water conservation programs only after several years of experience with the
implementation of such programs.

h. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain
appropriate long-term master plans and refine the delivery of service and
facilities to maintain the performance standards set forth in the Growth
Management Element.

F-8  Asnoted in Response C-1, the analysis undertaken in the Draft EIR assumes buildout of the
Antioch General Plan, as well as buildout of the General Plans of the cities of Pittsburg,
Brentwood, and Oakley. Traffic from unincorporated areas outside of the Antioch Genera
Plan study area and through traffic from areas outside of the east County region are
incorporated into CCTA'’s East County regional traffic model that was used for the General
Plan traffic analysis. The anaysis aso assumes implementation of growth management
regquirements pursuant to the provisions of Measure C. Because the traffic analysis assumes
Genera Plan buildout, it assumes buildout of both General Plan land use and circulation
plans. The concept of a“financially constrained model” primarily applies to the analysis of an
individual development project as a means of testing the roadway network at a specific point
in time, based on an assumption that roadway and highway construction may fall behind land
development at that point in time. However, the roadway performance standards required to
be included in the General Plans of cities within Contra Costa County preclude a financialy
constrained roadways system to exist at General Plan buildout. Required growth management
provisions would not permit buildout of land use without the buildout of related
transportation improvements since a financially constrained roadway systems would cause
exceedences of roadway performance standards and preclude future development prior to
General Plan land use buildout.

The analysis undertaken for the General Plan addressed all roadways in the East County
regiona traffic model, including routes of regiona significance. See Response N-1 for a
discussion of analysis of traffic service standards.
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We reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Repart (DEIR) for the City of Antigch General Flan, We
Teceived the DEIB. and General Plan on August 8, 2003 and submit the fullm-.mg CoOrmments; '
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i) The EIR should stipulate that fiutore developrents in Antioch are conditioned to design and construct
storm drain facilities to .adequately collect and convey storm water runoff, without diversion of the 6
watershed, entering or originating within the development to the nearest natural watercourse or
adequate man-made drainage facility per the deainage area plan. . —
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Responseto Letter G: Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation

G1

G-2

G-3

G-4

G5

District

The Comment identifies the drainage areas encompassing the General Plan study area, and
states that fees are required for devel opments within the drainage areas. All requires fees will
be collected as part of the City’s normal development review process. The Comment does not
raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is
necessary.

As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR and General Comment 1, the General Plan EIR
is a “Program EIR,” evaluating the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. The
General Plan establishes an overal policy framework the City will use as a means of
evaluating such proposals. The Draft addresses flood issues in the General Plan study area,
and provides mitigation for these impacts. While a detailed discussion of each of the drainage
plans being administered by the District would provide useful information, it would not
materially add to the analysis of impacts. See aso Response G-3.

Depending upon the size and location of new development proposed within areas not having
an existing regional Drainage Master Plan, the preparation of such a plan may be warranted.
In light of the District’s request, Policy 8.7.2b has been modified and a new policy added to
read asfollows:

b. Require adequate drainage and flood control infrastructure to be in place and
operational prior to occupancy of hew devel opment, such that:

New development will not negatively impact the performance of storm drain
facilities serving existing developed areas;

The provisions of any applicable regional Drainage Master Plan are
implemented; and

The performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element
will continue to be met.

c. Facilitate preparation of regional Drainage Master Plans within areas for which
such aplan is not now available in advance of new urban development.

As areas are annexed into the City in the future, Antioch will assume the same drainage and
flood control responsibilities it has for lands within the present City limits. As noted in
Response G-3, the City will work to facilitate the preparation of regional Drainage Master
Plans within areas not currently served by such a plan. These Master Plans will identify
appropriate discharge points, and ensure that the performance standards for flood protection
set forth in the proposed General Plan’s Growth Management Element will be met.

The land uses proposed in the General Plan are largely based on the City's existing 1988
General Plan and subsequent adoption of the East Lone Tree and East 18" Street Specific
Plans, with the exception of the Sand Creek, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio Focus Areas. The
proposed General Plan development intensity for the Sand Creek Focus Area was based on
the recommendations of the City’s Sand Creek advisory committee, and modified to decrease
that committee’ s recommended density based on environmental analyses prepared as part of
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G-6

the preparation of the General Plan and Sand Creek Specific Plan. The Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties were not addressed in the City’s 1988 General Plan. The impacts of
proposed build out of the Antioch General Plan is the subject of the analysis presented
throughout the Draft EIR. Analyses comparing the proposed Antioch General Plan with the
County’s 2010 General Plan land use map would be inappropriate for several reasons:

CEQA does not permit “plan to plan” anaysis. Although CEQA Guidelines Section
15125d requires that EIRs evaluate any inconsi stencies between the proposed project and
applicable general plans and regional plans, such regional plans do not include a county’s
General Plan unless the proposed project is located in the county and the EIR is
evaluating the project’ s consistency with the applicable General Plan. Thisis not the case
for the Antioch Genera Plan EIR, wherein al development would occur within the
existing or future boundaries of the City of Antioch. CEQA Guidelines call for analysis
of “changes to existing physical conditions in the area affected by the project.” “Plan to
plan” analyses will tend to underestimate changes to existing physical conditions since
they are based on using a plan rather than existing physical conditions as the baseline
against which impacts are measured.

Analyses of changes in development intensity will not directly measure changes in the
amount of impervious surfaces that will, in turn, increase runoff. Many of the differences
in land use intensity between the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s existing
General Plan that are noted in the comment do not represent differences in site coverage
or amount of impervious surfaces, and would not accurately evaluate need for flood
control facilities.

The County General Plan is not an appropriate baseline to measure changes in a city’s
General Plan within a city’s existing boundaries.

The proposed Antioch General Plan provides performance standards to ensure installation of
adequate flood control and drainage facilities ahead of new development. These performance
standards are found in the Growth Management Element (Section 3.5.6) and the
Environmental Hazards Element (Section 11.4). In recognition of the issue raised in
Comment G-5, the following policy had been added to Section 11.4.1 of the General Plan:

g- Work with the Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation
Disdtrict to maintain up-to-date regional drainage master plans.

The proposed General Plan aready has severa policies, as listed below, to ensure the
protection of City waterways and water recharge facilities. In recognition of Comment G-6,
Policy 11.4.2d has been modified.

8.7.2 Storm Drainage and Flood Control Policies

a.  Continue working with the Contra Costa County Flood Control District to ensure that
runoff from new development is adequately handled.

b. Require adequate infrastructure to be in place and operational prior to occupancy of
new development, such that:
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C.

- New development will not negatively impact the performance of storm drain
facilities serving existing developed areas; and

- The performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element
will continue to be met.

Design flood control within existing creek areas to maximize protection of
existing natural settings and habitat.

11.4.2 Flood Hazards Policies

a

Prohibit all development within the 100-year floodplain, unless mitigation measures
consistent with the National Flood Insurance Program are provided.

Minimize encroachment of development adjacent to the floodway in order to convey
flood flows without property damage and risk to public safety. Require such
development to the capable of withstanding flooding and to minimize the use of fill.

Prohibit ateration of floodways and channelization of natural creeks if aternative
methods of flood control are technically and financially feasible. The intent of this
policy isto balance the need for protection devices with land use solutions, recreation
needs, and habitat preservation.

Require new development to prepare drainage studies to assess storm runoff impacts
on the local and regional storm drain and flood control system..—alenrg-with Reqguire
implementation of appropriate detention and drainage facilities to ensure that the
community’s storm drainage system capacity will be maintained and peak flow
limitations will not be exceeded. Wherever feasible, construct new storm drain

facilities without diversion of flows between watersheds, conveying flows from the
development to the nearest natural watercourse or adeguate man-made drainage
facility.

Where construction of a retention basin is needed to support new development,
require the development to provide for the perpetual funding and ongoing
maintenance of the basin.

Eliminate hazards caused by local flooding through improvements to the area’ s storm
drain system or creek corridors.

G-7 The Flood Control & Water Conservation District’s statement regarding the function of
existing basins for detention is hereby incorporated into the Final EIR.

G-8 The Flood Control & Water Conservation District’s statement regarding the need for flood
control permitsis hereby incorporated into the Final EIR.

G-9  This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR for the General Plan, but refers to the District’ s September 25, 2002, comments
on aprevioudly distributed EIR for the Sand Creek Specific Plan.
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Mis. Alexis Morris
Assigtant Planner
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SUBIECT: CITY OF ANTIOZ(LUH DRAFT GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Dear Ms. Morris:

We have received the City of Antioch Draft General Plan Update Environmental Impact
Report dated July, 2003. Afier review of this document, Contra Costa Mosquito and
Veetor Control District {District) staff have some comments regerding this repert. Based
on Section 4.0 Existing Sciting, Impacts and Mitigation Measires, the fGllumg are the
major concerns of the District:
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3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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47 IVDROLCHDY AND WATER QLALITY:

Any time large development is created on previously vacant land there can be problems with
urban runoff. The necessary drainage ditches, detention ponds and channels can cause problems
with Culex farsalis mosquitoes; as they prefer shallow water with emergent vegetation, When
new drainage ditches and ponds are built, they should be as deep as possible and have steep sides
to minimize mosquito production. Water levels should be kept as constant as possible to avoid 3
production of floodwater dedes mosquiloss and deep snough to support mosquitofish.

~ Whenever possible, emergent vegetation should be minimized, as this provides a protective and
nutritive habitat for immature mosquitoes. It is also imperative that this District have access to
all potential mosquito breeding sources in the project area. ' |

4.10 POPULATION AND HOUSING:

Any buildout in Contra Costa County causes concem for the District, as additional buildout will N
result in an increase in the number of people wha will be exposed to mosguitoss, Over the past

40 years there have been over 500 cases of Western Equine Encephalitis in California and over

600 cases of St. Loniz Encephalitis. Unfortunately people have been Tulled into behewng that

there is no danger of disease ffom these mosquitoes.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter H: Contra Costa Mosquito and Vector Control District

H-1

H-5

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment generally describes the district’s activities, and states that, as
development increases in the future, the level of service required from the District will also
increase.

The proposed General Plan includes policies consistent with State and Federal law,
recognizing the sensitivity of wetland and riparian habitats. The General Plan requires that
impacts on riparian and wetland areas be mitigated, including replacement of lost wetlands
and riparian habitat. The City will inform the District of any proposed restoration or
mitigation of riparian and wetland habitat that may affect the services of the District.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. See Responses H-1 and H-2.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Comment states that any build out within Contra Costa County will
increase the exposure of people to the dangers of mosquitoes. The City will consult with the
Didtrict in the management of mosguito breeding and habitat areas.

The City will inform the District of any proposed restoration or mitigation of riparian and
wetland habitat that may affect the services of the District.
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Subject: City of Antioch Generat Plan Draft ¥oviconmental npaet Huepaoer
Dear Mr. Carniglia:

The purpose of this correspondence is to provide comments to the City of Antioch from
the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) regarding the Draft Environmental Enpact
Report for the City of Antioch General plan update. CCWD operates numerous
faciliies in Antioch including the Antioch Service Center, a portion of the Los
Yaqueros Pipeline, the Contra Costz Canal {Canal), the Muyltipurpose Pipeline and the
Contra Loma Reservoir. CCWD operates these facilities on behalf of the United States

Bureau of Reclamation {USBR} who is the owner of the Canal and the Contra Loma
- Reservoir. In addition CCWD is the raw water service provider for the City of Antioch.

Safety of Dams: On page 1-14, the City of Antioch referepces the Bursau of
Reclametion, Dam Safety Analysis of the Contra Loma Reservoir that was performed
in 1983. CCWD bas 2 copy of an updated Dam Safety Report for the Contra Loma
reservoir that was issued in early May of 2002. It would be appropriate o reference the
most up to date Dam Safety report in the Final BIR. CCWD notes that this reference is
used again on page 4.7-14 in the section on Risk of Dam Failure.
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Storm Waler Runell: (ac Contia Cusia Caual runs sast wo west through the City of Antioch.
The Canal iy the primary fresh water drinking supply for the majority of residents in Contra
Costa County. CCWD believes that the General Plan shouid ciearly indicate that new
development that increases storm water runoff that is near or above the Contra Costs Canal
would not be allowed to adversely immpact the Canal or the ROW. In addition, storm water
runoff will not be allowed to flow into the Canal. This should be incorporated into the section on
page 4.7-13 Impacts to Water Quality, :

It a like marmer, Policy 10.6.2 Water Resources Policies, page 4.T~15 should include a provision ]
that requires new developmeris that are in the vicinity of the Contra Costa Canal to comply with 6
-CCWD regulations regarding storm water runoff and protection of a critical freshwater drisking
suppiy. _ ' —

Policy 3.7.2. Regional Cooperation Policies, CCWD would like to be included in the list of
“agencies whose activities qffect and are affected by the activities of the City of Antiach (page 7
4714, - | | -

Should you have any questions on these comments, please contact Mark Seedall af (925) 688-
8il5.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter I:  Contra Costa Water District

-1 Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR will reference the Dam and Safety Report for
Contra Loma Reservoir that was issued May 2002:

Bureau of Reclamation, Dam Safety Division, Safety Analysis of the Contra Loma Reservoir,
2002.

-2 Thank you for your comment. The Final EIR will reference both the December 2000 Urban
Water Management Plan and the Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update. To better support
the analysis that the impact of the proposed General Plan on water resources will be less than
significant, the following text shall be included in the EIR on page 4.12.2, first paragraph:

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update for the Contra Costa Water District
(CCWD) states that future water demand associated with growth in the District’s
service will be met through the year 2050 by a combination of conservation,
reclamation, and water transfers. This study analyzes the projected demand through
the year 2050 and includes ensuring a reliable supply of water during multiple dry
year scenarios. Specifically, water transfers for drought reliability will be obtained
by CCWD through purchased water rights or long-term and short-term contracts.

The Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update projections are based on estimates of
future land use changes and population growth. They represent the corresponding
growth in water demand associated with land use and demographic change. The
CCWD's water reliability goal isto meet at least 85 percent of demand in a second
or third dry year and 100 percent demand in other years. Therefore, the need for
additional water supplies in normal and drought years was evaluated under three
scenarios (normal, drought, and drought with a 15 percent demand reduction).
Therefore, growth associated with the implementation of the proposed General
Plan will be adequately serviced by water from the CCWD in addition to water
from the San Joaguin River.

-3 To clarify the utilization of water from both the San Joaquin River and the CCWD the
following text will be amended, as shown below, in the Final EIR on page 4.12-11 fourth

paragraph:

As stated previously, the City of Antioch has rights to utilize water from the San
Joaguin River. In the last severa years, as water demands increased, the City has
increased the amount of water pumped from the San Joaguin River to
approximately the same amount the City purchases from CCWD. As stated
previously, the amount of water received from CCWD has only increased two

percent from 1990 to 2000. The proposed General Plan would accommodate a
substantial increase in population, which would generate a greater water demand.
To meet this increasing demand, the City may increasingly rely on water supplies
from the San Joaquin River. The water quality from the San Joaquin River near
Antioch varies within the course of a year. Generaly, the water quality is best

during the spring when winter snows have thawed. Frem-menth-to-menth-the-City
cannotrely-on-the-quality-of-this-water-supply—In the future, as is done currently,

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-100



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

the City will rely on water resources from the CCWD when the water quality of the
San Joaguin River is poor. In addition to relying on increased water supplies from
the San Joaquin River, the City will increase the demand for water supplies from
CCWD. As dtated in both the December 2000 Urban Water Management Plan and
the Future Water Supply Study 2002 Update, the CCWD has utilized projections
from the Association of Bay Area Governments to analyze water supply and
demand, and has concluded that future water demands associated with growth in
the Water District’s service areawill be met through the year 2050.

It is Antioch’s policy that any public works project for which the City is responsible be
designed, constructed, and operated in such a manner as to not interfere with the maintenance
and operation of other infrastructure facilities, whether controlled by the City or another

agency.

General Plan policies addressing the issue of water quality are found in Sections 8.7.2 and
10.7.2. Policy 8.7.2f requires “implementation of Best Management Practices in the design of
drainage systems to reduce discharge of non-point source pollutants originating in streets,
parking lots, paved industrial work areas, and open spaces involved with pesticide
applications.” Policy 10.7.2g requires “public and private development projects to be in
compliance with applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit requirements,” and that such projects implement Best Management Practices to
minimize erosion and sedimentation. See also Response |-4.

As discussed in Response A-4, the following policy has been added to Section 10.7.2 of the
General Plan, Water Resources Policies:

Design drainage within urban areas to avoid runoff from landscaped areas and

impervious surfaces from carrying pesticides, fertilizers, and urban contaminants
into natural streams.

General Plan Policy 3.7.2c, discussed in Section 4.7.3 (page 4.7-14) of the Draft EIR has
been revised, asindicated below.

c. Maintain ongoing communications with agencies whose activities affect and are
affected by the activities of the City of Antioch (e.g., Cities of Brentwood,
Oakley and Pittsburg; Contra Costa County; Antioch Unified School District;
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District; Delta Diablo Sanitation District;

Contra Costa Water District, East Bay Regional Parks Didtrict). The primary
objective of this communication will beto:

Identify opportunities for joint programs to further common interests in a cost

efficient manner (e.q., development of major water conveyance, provision of
regional recreational facilities);

Assist outside agencies and the City of Antioch to understand each other's
interests, needs, and concerns; and
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Resolve differences in these interests, needs, and concerns between Antioch and
other agenciesin a mutually beneficial manner.

d. Continue to refer maor planning and land use proposals to all affected
jurisdictions for review, comment, and recommendation.
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Re: © Draft Environmental Impact Report Genera! Plan Update with the Draft General.
Flan as Reference - City of Antioch

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMULY) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the City of Antioch's General Plan Update Draft Environmental Trapact Report (EIR).
EBMUD commented on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the BIR. for the General Plan
Epdate on April 23, 2003 and notes that the response was included in Appendix A.

As stated in EBMUD's response to the NOP for the Draft EIR, EBMUD dees not provide
water or wastewster services to the City of Antioch (City), but sections of EBMUD s
Mokelumne Aqueducts are within the City limits. Specifically, the only foeus area in the
City's Draft General Plan that could impact EBMUDs Mokelumne Aqueduets is the
Sormmersville Road Cormridor. If a project that {s within the Sommersville Road Corridor
were to encroach upon the Mokelunne Aqueduct right-of-way, EBMUD's Aquedust
Section: would heve to be notified for apnroval, —

If you have any questions concerning these comments please congact _
Cliford A. Threlkeld, Superintendent of Aqueduct Section at (209) 772-8010.

smocerady,

WTLLAIAM R KIRKZATRICY
Slanazer of Water Distribation Plarning
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter J: East Bay Municipal Utility District

J1 It is Antioch’s standard practice to notify agencies of any project that might encroach into the
agency’ s right-of-way.
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Vig Federal Express e
Miclor Cgniulisg rb
DFFILLL}' Director of Community Development Szl S J
" Re  Comments on the Proposed Antioch General Plan Update and g
Drafi Environhental Impact Report for the General Plan Update
‘Dear Victor: | _
-The East Bay Regional Park Dis[:rict. {“EBRPD™) apprﬂciﬁm the nppmh.mrty to conument on the ]

proposed Antioch General Plan Update and the associated Draft Environmental Impact Report
{“DEIR™). Enclosed are detailed comments on these documents prepared by Shude, Mihaly &
Weinberger LLP (“SMW™) on behalf of the EBRPD. We would like to preface those comments 1
with ore penersl comments regarding the City’s plans for Antioch, in particular, the Sand

Creek Valley and South Anticch Planning Ares (i.e., Roddy Ranch and Ginochio focus areas).

1L

The EBRFD commented extensively on the City's developrent plaps for the Samd Creek Valley
in the context of the 2002 Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan, which was never adopted. At that
fime, we expressed concern that the proposed development for the Sand Creck Valley failed to
take into account the regionally significant aesthetic, biological, cultural, and natural resourees.
Specifically. we noted that the land nee decigmations proposed by the Cite did not: (1) pragerve 2
contignions apen apace thal conld fuaction as habitat snd witdhife corndors for endangoraed
specics: (21 constdor impacts on regional parks munteined by EBRPD, including visus] impacts
and imereased maintenance and Taciliies costs: or (3) consider the risks to public safety of
allowing signiticant new residential development ever abendoscd coal mines onthe Lekay
Higuins property or pear mincs on EBRPD's Black Diamond Mines Regional Pressrve, —

Woare enoowraged by the Cily™s proposal. 1n the context of the General Plan Lpdale, e consider
cihet lang use designztions [or e Sand Creek Valley, In addiion to the previous Sand Creek
destanadions, set forth in the Geners: Plan Updae 23 *Option &7, 2he General Plen Update also
aresents new designations B the Serd Creek, Vallew, relormed o @s “Option B7, Opticn 13
wderesses some ol the I3RS concerns by designating more open space e the sand Crech
drea, W apprecete the werk of City 5811 i pucling degelber Option B, e ae oHorn to work
sooperslively witl: the Coily, wo huve prepared arsd presenizd we Cily stafl and e Plamng
Comumission, a new option, “Option U7 tor the Sand Creek Valler, Option O, which builds off
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sl Uption B3sioil allaws develagiuent o the Zeka/Higgics sreperty bul more somglowly
tlgates e sigrdicant paets 1o LRI parklands resuilin from proposed o wevelopment in
i Sand Ureek Valiey, Oprieu C inelules: 1) RN Aandued op=r spaee buffers oo protee: pasklusd 3
Al e s wslor *Lmuuu;{ Joocation ef covelopment w0 as 1w avoid stenifcant visues andg
cperaiondl Bnpacty o p.urL ands: and {3) [imnding mechardsies w abase mine Lazards aud fuad
upeil spase macagerces. The detadls o7 Option O bave Teor previoealy subuziied w the Cley,.

Beventdy ks Planning Commission reconeended that the Ol sdone e Sand Oreol Jaed ae
cesigeatinms it Onstion A and the pelicies in H[ win [ Addittonally. the Manaing Conmission
dievted sacf e reviee the General Plan's poiicics o niake thom more cesponsive o TRRITY 5 4
conrems. W ve worked cooperativaly with the Cily to revize the Gonerul Plan policics, bt
we hefiewn thal impriwvesd policies in the General Plan muost be sapporied by Lhe adoption of bad
tse desjgnaions other than these sor forth in Oplion AL

We urge the City to consider the adoption of the Rural Alterative for the South Antioch
Flanning Ares. This alternative would allow for appropriate development within the existing 5
City limits and provide for the protection of open space and important wildlife corridors outside _
the Urban Limit Line. -

As dembed farther in the comments prapared by SMW, the DEIR prepared for the General

. Plar Update does not adequatsly analyze or mitigate the impacts of the General Plan Update on
acsthetics, biological tesources, recreational and park facilities, land use, public services, and 6
public safety, We request that the DEIR analyze the feasible alternatives and mitigation
measuras ingorporated in the EBRPD’s Option € and the Rural Aliernative, o

J .

We hope that the City will use this environmental review process as an opportunity to explore
‘alternatives to the General Plan Update-—alternatives that respond to EBRPD’s concems and that . _
| are more consistent with existing and neighboring land uses and conditions. We welcome the 17
opportunity to meet with the City regarding revised land use designations, as well as rf:ws.ad
policies, for the Sand Creek Valley. —

Please contact me at (510) 544-2622 if you have any guestions regarding our comments.
mincorely,

77
)f"' f«‘/J\ - "Jlf 5_/’ '?x/ .
Hmd {500

Eovironmental Programs Manaeer

e, EBRPE Board of rectors
Pat ()" Hrier, General Manageor
Robert B, Doyle, Assistant Genera: Manuger
Antinch Plapning Corrmission
Janice Gan. Calitoniia Department of Fish & Garne
Stetle Larsen U5, Fish & Wildlik: Sorviee
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter K: East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD)

K-1

K-2

K-3

K-4

K-5

K-6

K-7

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but notes that the District’s comments are contained in detail in an attached
letter by the law firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP who prepared those comments on
behalf of the District. EBRPD also states that this comment letter prefaces its attorney’ s letter
with “more general comments.”

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR for the Antioch. The comment refers to comments and concerns that the
EBRPD had on the Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan, which was previously distributed for
public review. As an matter of information, substantial modifications were made to the Sand
Creek Specific Plan EIR referred to in this comment, and the revised EIR has been distributed
for its own public review.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but discusses a modified land use plan that the District has proposed for the
Sand Creek Focus Area. Specific comments and responses regarding the District’s proposal
are set forth in Comment Letter L from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment addresses a September 22 letter from the District requesting
certain modifications to the General Plan’s policies and land use map for the Sand Creek
Focus Area.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests that the City consider adoption of the Rural Alternative described
in the Draft EIR for the southern portion of the General Plan study area.

The City does not concur with this comment, and believes that the General Plan EIR does
adequately analyze and mitigate for the anticipated impacts of the General Plan. The City
believes that the policies set forth in the General Plan provide adequate protection for
biological, open space, and visual resources within the General Plan study area. The City
further believes that the proper vehicle for detailed land planning of the Sand Creek Focus
Area is the Specific Plan that the General Plan requires to be prepared for the area. It is
through the Specific Plan process that the environmental performance standards set forth in
the General Plan for development in general and the San Creek Focus Area in particular will
be applied based on detailed site-specific analysis that is beyond the scope of a General Plan
or General Plan EIR (see General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of
the EIR).

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests that the City revise land use designations and policies for the Sand
Creek Specific Plan. The City of Antioch has reviewed comments provided by the District,
and has incorporated many of them into the General Plan.
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SECEVED

Via Federal Express | SEP 08 200
: ' . TIOCH
_thcl‘ Carniglia " : mmﬁwgﬂﬂﬁﬂ.ﬂm
Deputy Director of Cnmmmty Develapment :
Commuaity Development Department
City Hall _
Third and “H" Sireets
P.3. Box 5007
Antioch, CA 94531

Re: Cumments on Prepused Antioch General Plan Update and Draft
Envirnnmeutal Impact Report for General Plan Update

Dear Mr, Camigha.

On behalf nf the Bast Bav Regtma[ Park qurtnct {“EBRRPI), we have o
reviewed the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report ("DETR™) prepa.rr:ui for the City of
Antioch’s (“City™) proposed General Plan Update (“General Plan Update” or “Project™).
We submat this Ietter o EXDIESS OUl CONCET that the DEIR does not comply wilth he
requirgnients of the Catifornia Frviconmenial Quality Act {*CEQA™), Public Resources
Cade Section 21000 a1 seq., and the CIQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations,
title 14, Section 15000 ef seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™). Addiionally, the General Plan
Update docs nol comporl with State Planning and Zoging Eaw. Gov't Code § 65000 o7
sey.

[t preparing this leter, we worked will and relied on the teehnical
cxperlise of EBRPD staff to conduct our analysis of the DETR and General Plan Update.
‘Fhis letier mngorporates the comments of many EBRPD staff with expertise m specilic
arcas addressed by the DEIR end General Plan Update, mchuding Brad Olson,
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Environmentsl Programs Manager and biolo By expelt (see Bxhibit 13: lohn Warers, Mines 2
Manger, Biack Diamond Mines Regional Preserve (vee txlahit 2); Larev Tong, Tnier-
agency Planning Manager; and Linda Chavez, Park Planner, —

Through sts General Plan Update. the City proposes 1o allow snd encourage T
magor new development vn thuusands of geres of open space land at the southern end of
the City, both inside aud outside of the Urban Limit Line set by Contra Costa County.
Fhis open space land provides habitar for z long list of scasifive species and is bordered

on the west by the EBRPD’s 5,984-acre Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve,

In Section I, we discuss the inadequacies of the DEIR, including the: (1)
failure to analyze adequately the Project's impacts on the environment, inchiding
biological, vigsual, and land use impacts; (2) improper deferral of mitigation measures; -
and (3} failure to analyze feasible mitigation measvres. In Section I, we describe why
the proposed General Plan Update does not comply with State Planning and Zoning Law. _
These defects in the DEIR and Genera? Plan Update not only violate CEQA and State
Planning and Zoaing Law, but also wndermine informed planning and decision-making
on the Project. _ '

L THE DEIR DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. : '

- CEQA requires that the EIR provide sufficient analysis and detail zbout the |
Project and environmental impacts of the Project fo enable informed decision-making bry- '
the City and informed participation by the public, See CEQA Guidelines § 15151; XKings
County Farm Prrean v. City of Hanford 271 Cal.App.3d 692 {1990}, Both the public
and deciston-makers necd io fully understand the wnplications of the choices presented by 4
the Project, mifigation measurcs and alicmatives. See Laure! Hedghts fmprovement Ass n
v Regents of University of California, 6 Cal 4th 11 12, 1123 (1993}, In this case, ag
deseribed in detail below, the DEIR does not provide the legally required information.
Importan{ inforination is omilled, inaceurate, or deferred until a later date in violation of

A, The BEIR’s Project Deseription is Flawed.

CEQA s wost fundamental requirement is that an EIR contain an Accurate,
complete project description. See County af fye v Uity of Los Angeles, 71 Cal app.id
185 (1977); see afso CEQA Guidelines § 15124, Without a complete project deseription, >
an agency and the public cannot be assured that alf of a project’s environmeantal impacts
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have been revealed and nutigated. Likewise, reasenable and feasible alternatives cannot ’ 5
be sdenufied and compared o the proposed project.

1. The DEIR Contains lnconsistent Inforination.

The DELR s project descnption religs heavily on 4 series of tables in order
o comvey the level of developiment that would be pm:mued under the Greneral Plan
Update. See DLRIR «l Page 3-6 thro 3-8 {Tables 3.4, 3B, 3.C and 3.D). Careful review
of these tables indicates that they contain inconsistent information regarding the number :
of housing units being proposed for the Sand Creck, Roddy Ranch and Ginochio 6
properties. These inconsistencies must ¢ither be explained in the EIR or eliminated,
Moreover, because the information contained in these tables is almost certainly nsed as
the basis for determining and analyzing project impacts in later sections of the DEIR

modifying the numbers presented on these tables will mean that the City will need to

revise the impact sections of the DEIR accordingly. This would hkely include the traffic
and auﬁu]aunn, air quality, nmse, and other sections,

2. The DEIR Lacks Adequate Information Regarding Deveinpment
Options A and B.

The EBRPD is pleased to note that the City has included Option B,a . N
scaled-back altemative to its previously articulated proposal for dmlopmmt of the Sand :
Creek Area {Option A). See Exhibit 3 for a complete discussion and comparison of these
options; see also Exhibit 4, Unfortonately, the DEIR does not provide all of the
information that the public and decision-makers need in order to understand and compare
the environmental impacts of Options A and B, Although the DETR and General Plan
Updatc explain the basic differences between the options in terms of the inlensity of 7
development permitied under each, the DEIR docs ot consistently and adeqnately
provide the mionmation necessary to compare the various impacis associated wilth each
option. 1a fact, it 1s frequemly difficult or bnpossible to determine whether the DELR is
evaluating Option A or B, The City must address this problem by amending the DEIR to
meclude clearer and additional infermation about the environmental impacts of Options A
and B. The DEIR should then be recirculaied for public commnend. " Ses CEQA
Guidelines § 15088.5.
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3. Tive DEIR Fails To Describe Adequately the Development
Planned.

Lhe DER s also flawed because ity anadysis is based on an madequate and
mcomplete deseription of the nawere and extent of development proposed under the
General Plan Update. As explained in Section 11, below, the General Plan Update does
nat provide statutonly mandated infonmation regarding proposed land uses, building
density, and miensity,! These Jrroblems wndermine every scction of the LIELR (hat is
based on the project’s description of proposed building density end land sises. (e.g, fand
use, population/housing, traffic). ' _ —

B.  The DEIR Fails To Anslyve and Adequately Mitigate the Prnject’s '
Significant Impacts. S

"The primary purpose of an EIR is to “inform the public and its responsible N
officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.”
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal4th 1112, 1123
(1993). Accordingly, an EIR must contain facts and analysis regarding a proposed -
project’s environmental impacts, nof just an agency’s conclusions, See Citizens of Goleta - 9
Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 568 (1990). Throughout the DEIR,
conchusions regarding the project’s environmental impacts are not supported with .
adequate analysis. Also, the DEIR fails to identify adequate mitigation for the project’s _
significant impacts. These approaches violate CEQA. S

1.  The DEIR Falls to Analyze or Adequately Mitigate the Project’s
Significant Tmpacts on Biological Resources.

The DEIR s analysis of the Project’s impacts en biclogical TESOIICES S ]
madequate because it fails to provide an adeguate deseription of the biclogical resourees
on the Project site, Tails 1o support its conclusions regarding the Project’s biological
lmpacts with adequate analysis, fails to support its conclusion that proposed mitigation 10
measures reduce the Project’s impacts to a fess than significant Jevel, and fails to analyec
feusible mitigalion measures. Fach of these deficiencies is discussed below. The
follewsny discussion of the problems presented by the DEIR s analysis of biological
Tesouree itnpacts was prepared based on the expert opinion of District staff

' "T'his problen is particululy proneinsed vulside of the Urbaa Liuie Linc set Dy the Counis.
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a. Crasslaod Habitac

The DHEIR e discussion of prasstand habitat vaines and the value of
srassland corridors W create landscape linkages between the Southern Antioch Arca and
Cowell Rancl 1s nusleading in two significant areas. See DLEIR at 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. Fips|.
the discussion of grassland habita valoes provides no information or analysis of the
signifivant aninat species that typify the grasstand community in the arca of the iy,
Seeond, the DEIR makes false claims that developmien in the Breniwood area

* “essentially blocks the east end of these [habita] linkages.” _ I

11

~ As noted in numerous other studies, plans end reports that have been |
prepared over the past twenty years, there are a nmmber of anims] species that are nown

1o typify grasstand communities such as those found in‘the east Contra Costa area.
These include San Joaquin kit fox, American badger, western ground squirrel, California
tiger salamander, meadowlark, western burrowing owl, prairie falcon and golden eagle.

- In addition, the Alameda whipsnake is also known to make use of grassland habitats
present in the East County area, See East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan
Association (ECCHCPA), “Species Acconnts, Draft East Contra Costa Habitat
Conservation Pian and Naturat Commmnities Consetvation Plan” (June 2002); Exhibit 5
(Swaim Letter, 2003). None of these species are listed in the biological resources section
of the DEIR and impacts to them are not evaluated or acknowledged. The absence of this
information is all the more obvions given that a comparsble suifc of animals is ineluded -
in the DEIR for community types other than this one. See DEIR at 4.3-1 thwongh 4.3-8.

12

Given the amount of information that is svailable on these species and their
assnciztion with the grassland commmity type, their ahsence from the DFMR*s discussion
is particularly plaring. That is particularly true given that the problem of impasts o these
very species has been an arca of public contreversy and regulatary ageney concern, Such,
concerns spawned the need for regional stratepics to conserve and protece these specics,
such as the Bast Contra Costa Ilabitai Conservation Plan. See Exhibit 6 (Welser, 10973,
While the City of Antioch has chosen not o participate in this regional effort, tus docs
not relieve the City of the burden {o identify the impacts of the General Plan Update on
that commuaity type in the ETR and to miligate for those impacts, -

¥ Sec e, Fas Contra Cos Habiiat Consenalion Plar Association EECCHCTA), “Enecies Acvouns, Drall Bast
Contrs Costs Habits: Conservasion Plan and Matim? Communities Conservation Plan” (lese. 2001 Alanedn-Contra
Cosla Biodiversily Weorking Group, “East Ceunty Pilot Stugy Technical Repor: Binlogionf, Lard Use, and Goonosic
Inforination Cousidered by the Exs: Connty Pilet Study Task Foree™ {May, 1999); Sproul. Malcoln J. and blary Annc
Flait, “Status of the Sun Jooquen K Fox I The Monhwes) Margin OF Tis Range” puldisdid in: Fromsection of Che
Westzrn Seotior of The Wil Secieie (1993 Vol 39, pages 6167 U8, Fish and Wildlife Service {USEWS:
“Recovery plan for upland specics of the San Josquin Valley, California” Region 1, Poatland, OF_ (§ LOE1.
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Fmally, as discussed further in connection wiih the Resouree Management ]
Flan, 1r 15 nol accurate to say that development in Breatwood blocks the east end of a1l
habitat hinkages through the San Creek Valley, Movemen: by prassland SPEcizs 1o the
southeast 15 relatively unrestricted for highly mobile specics. Figure 6.4 of the Draft Easi 13
‘ontra Costa Habital Conservation Plan (Exhibit 71 and FBRPDs Fxhibit & clearly show
that there arg still intact habitat linkages between Black Diatnond Mines and Cowel]
Ranch, e Lxhibit 7 (East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan Figure 6-4); see aiso
Exhibit 8. : ' . : —

b, East Contrs Costa Habitat Couservation Plan (HCP) .

The East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan (“HCP”) is & joint
process between the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS$™) and the California
Department of Fisk and Game (“DFG”™).. The FWS is the agency responsible for
overseeing compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act and DFG is responsible

~ for ensuring compliance with the California Endangered Species Act and the California
Natural Communities Act. Under this Iatter Jaw, DFG will oversee preparation.ofa.
Natural Comununities Conservation Plan (“NCCP”). - '

The jomnt HCP/NCCP will address impacts and conservation measwures for
26 special-status species in the 170,000-acre study area, which includes all of Anfioch. A 14
list of the covered species-and comnumnity types was attached to the Notice of Preparation
(“NOP”) of Environmental Impact Report for the HCP/NCCP, which was sent to Anfioch
on June 30, 2003, This NOP is attached to this [etter as Exhibit 9°

H the jomt HCP/NCCT 15 approved and adopted by Jocal cities and Contra
Cosla County, it will serve as the accepled process for complying with State and Federal
Endangered Specics Acts in the east Contra Costa area. While some smalfer projects
with munimal cffects to special-siatus species may continue to be approved by FWS and
PFG througl other compliance measures,” [arger projects with sigmificant impacts to
spectal-status species will hikely requite FWS and DIFG approvals through a HCR/NCCP
DIDCEss.

* It showld be noted thee The subject DETR notes that soft hind's boak and Costm Costa walfleswer oy b coverad 18
the plan At this time, thare 15 no proposy] 10 do 50 becaese the FEOP will aot be Bovvan g impacs 1o Udal welland arcac
whisre safl find’s beak may be present, Coofma Costa watlflower 1s considored & “notake” species, and impacts 0 this
species wowld alse ol Be coversd ander the pan,

" Fg. Sectivn T vonselations, Section W} permics, and Sectiun 2081 maragcment agmesments,
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Tove Resource Management Flan ("RMP™) contained in Appendix D of 1he
DEIR dous not constrtute s HCPANCCP and would likelv not be accepied as an
allenative w compliance with State and Federal Endangered Species Acts. At a number 14
ol locatious, the DEIR refers to the RMP as the means of complying with State gnd
Federat Endangered Species Acts; however, we can Sind no evidence that swueh an
approach has been accepted by cither FWS or DFG as an alternative to partiaipating in
the Fast Contra Custa HOPNCCP, ar altsmatively, preparing an cquivaleni conservation

lua.

~ The DEIR also concludes, in all cases, that impacts to special-status species T
can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by complying with State and Federal laws
and regulations pertaining fo special-status species. See DETR at 4.3-24. We believe
such an approach improperly defers mitigation in violation of CEQA because such
measures rely upon the outcome of future specizl-status species surveys, impact
assessments and formulation of unkaown mitigation measures to be requited at some
enspecified point in the future by FWS and/or DFG. In approving projects that adversely
affect special-status species, the City has an obligation fo address and mitigate for such
impacts. The EIR must therefore provide specific gmdelines for mitigation measures,
addressing both the individual and curmlative effects of development projects on special-
stafus species. The RMP does niot provide such a framewaork, because it does not address
the cumlative effects of proposed developruent contemplated by the Generzl Plan

- Update. By contrast, Antioch’s parficipation in the East Contra Coste HCP/NCCP would
provide an effective means of addressing both individual and cumulagive effects to
special-status species in both a local and regional context, -

15

c. ' Special-Status Specics

DEIR Table 4.3.4, which provides information regarding the special-status
piant specics reported in the study arca, omits 2 number of locations at which special-
status plants have been reporied in the vicinily of the General Plan Update area. See
DLIR at 43-11. Big tarplant, for example, is found at several additional locations in
southem Antioch, There arc likely several populations of this very rare plant in proposed 16
development areas. Contra Costa goldfsids i3 also extant in Alaméda County. Large
leal filarec { Krodium macrophyilun is extant in the Roddy Ranch area. This is one of
ouly two known populations in {he East Bay. Table 4.3.A and the DFIR generally are
flawed in that they fail tw reflect this information. See Lake, Dianne, “TInusual and
Sigmificant Mlants of Alameda and Contra Costa Coundies™ California Native Plant
Society, fasi Bay Chapter (March 1, 2001, sixth edition) for addifonal information on ]
rare plants 1n the Antioch Planning Area.
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DIHL Table 4.3, B understates the extent of known oceuriences snd huabitar
for Califounia red-Tegeed frog and California iiger salamandsr in the southern planning
aren. See DEIR al 4.3-12, A aumber of recent ocourrences have been documented on
EBRPD lands and nearby private properiies over the past few ycars that do not appear 1o
have been referenced in tie DETR, Much of this newer in {ormation is contained in the 17
habitat models and specics distibution inforaation provided in the draft HOP/NUCCP,
See East Conira Costa Habitat Comscrvation Plan Assoviation (ECCHUPAY, “Speciss
Accounts, Draft East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan and Namral Commaynitics
.Conservation Plan” {June 2002); East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan '
Association (ECCHCPA), “Draft East Contra Costa Hebitat Conservation Plan and -
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (January 2003}, '

- As the report attached hereto as Exhibit 5 (Swaim Letter, 2003) explains, an
- Alameda whipsnake was captured in Jaly of 2003 in Black Diamond Mines, east of Star
Mine, approximately 100 feet from the Zeka/Higging property. Its location confirms that
nearby habitats in the Sand Creek Valley, and likely Roddy Ranch, are used by Alameda
- whipsnakes. ' This would include chaparral, serub, grasslands, rock outcrops and
potentially other habitats in the southern. Antioch planning area. The analysis in the
‘DEIR must be modified to reflect this reality. We are not aware of any fonmal studies
that have been conducted on private lands proposed for development in the South |
Antioch Planning Area fo determine the exient of whipsnake usage, fo evaluate potential
praject effects, or to corroborate the recent caphire of Alameda Whipsnake at Black _
Diamond Mines. ' : ' o '

18

Logperhead shrike has heen documented nesting in trees at Black Diamond
Mines within 500 feet of the 7eka/Tipains property. Personul communication belween
Brad Olson (FBRPD) and Steven Bobzien (EBRPD} (2003). Additional nest locations
may oceur in the southern planning arca. The analysis in the DEIR does not reflect this
realify.

19

ef. Anadromous Fisheries

Anadromous fisheries in the General Plan arca, meluding steelhead and
salmon would be under ibe jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, The
DEIR does not acknowledge this fact and shoufd be modified to identi Iy the National 20
Manne Fishenes Servive as an agency that will need to be consulted under Section 7 or
10 of the Federal Fadangered Specics Act for unpacts to fish special-stats species under
their Junsdiction. Compare DEIR at 4 3-21 —
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€ Siguificant “Fdpc” Impacts

The DEIR s analysis of 1mmpacts docs not adegualely identifs and disouss
the potengially bigliﬁ..dﬂi envirenmental impacts that would oceul at the “edpe”™ betweed
proposed developed and undeveloped arcas, See DEIR at 4.3-22, These “edpe’” mnpacts
include inereesed mcidence of fire, increased imctdence of Invasive non-native phnts and
animals, orcased predatien of native species by domesiic pets, imeicased iilegal
dumping, polinted mnoff, vandalism, noise and light intrusion, The DEIR must evaluate
these potential significant impacts and identify potenfial mitigation for them.

21

f. - Inadequate Biological Resource Buffers

The DE]R s impacty analysm 18 ﬂawed because the buffers it refies on to _
miﬁgate and avoid biological resource impacts are inadequate and not clearly defined,
The DEIR indicates that the City will rely on. the use of baiffers to avoid and mitigate
various potential impacts of proposed development on biological resources. See DEIR at
4.3-23. Speafically, Biological Resource policy “c” requires only vaguely defined
“appropriate” set backs for the protection of biological resources. See General Plan
Update at 10-7. This policy does not, s presently written, adequately address and
mitigate the potential significant impacts of proposed development on biological .
resources. The policy should, at the very least, contain specific criteria for determining
hnw large & buffer must be to protect biological resources.

Mnreom the pmpaw:l buffers specifically d&scnhed in the DEIR are
madmm?afe For example, the proposed boffer for Sand Creek: is 125 feet from the
centerling, yvet FWS and DFG routinely raguire 4 minimung of 300 feet from centerline 22
for drainages that support red-legged firog. Similarly, tiger sulamanders ars known to
move more than a mile from breeding ponds to aestivation locations, yet the proposed
buffer around known breeding ponds 1s much smaller that a mile, Public road crossings
through Alameda whipsnake habitat would be another area of concern, 1u order 10 avoid
impacts to Alameda whipsnake, proposed roads should be located outside of the habitat
areas, plus an appropriate buffer to munimize the potential for road kil

The lacation and size of biological resouree buffers in the South Antioch
Planting Arca must comsider 4 number of orileria (o assure that such buffers adequalely
wilipate both the individoal and cumulative effcets of proposed developments on
individual species. When cach of these species-specific bullers ave overlaid, the
composile image would likely represomd an adequate buftfer, assuming that potentiafb land
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use conlbicts are addressed along the Douadanes of the composite arca. Figure 100in
Appendix D of the TIEIR represents a composiie buller of some of these specics,
hewever, the baflvr ares 1 madequate because 1 s hased upon an incompleie
reproeseniation of existing specics distnbution mtormation for the Sand Creck Area.
Furthesmore, the proposed buffers are not consistent wilh stundard mitigation
regquiemnents for red-legged frog and Califorma tiger salamander, and they do not provide
adequale widdr and conneetivaty for San Jeaquie kit fox movement betwesn Black
Diamond Mines and Cowell Ranch,

22

The proposed EBRPD “Option C” (see Exhibit 3) for the Sand Creek Area
identifies 2 composite buffer area that may be adequate for the composite species-specific
- buffer needs for the western end of the Sand Creek Valley. Additional buffers will also
be necessary around other sensitive habitats at other Jocations in the Valley, inchuding the
remainder of Sand Cre.ek, plus cak woodland/savanna clysters, wetlands and pm‘cnmal
grasslanﬁs .

g, Heritage Trees

Policy “g” notes that heritage trees skould be preserved throughout the - T
planning area. While we support this goal, we could not find where the term “heritage
trees” is defined in the General Plan Update or DEIR., Without such a definition, the
- General Plan Update and the DEIR's anatysis of it are vague and inadequate, We note
that the definition of “heritage trees” adopted by the City should address the historical 23
sigliﬁcance of trees that are associzted with historic homesteads, windrows, and town
sites: In these and similar areas, trees may be the only remaining surface evidence of
aspects of Antioch’s rich cuttorat and historic past and shoold be preserved as such,
Fusthermaore, we recominend the policy reguire the preservation of heritage trecs, rather
than merely staic that they “should” be preserved. _

h, Open Space Palicics

The discussion of open space pobicies m the Generud Plan Update and EIR
does not provide {or the establishment of funding nrechanisms lo manage open space,
buffers, and nutigation areas that are set aside to offsct or avold the open space unpacts 24
of development. In order to be udequate and effectively mrtigate the sipmificant 1mipacts
of developmendt, the open space policies adopted by the Ciy must imclude adequate
funding mechanisms. _
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L Recovery of Special-Status Species

The DLIR explains that the recavory of certuin special-staius Specles may
be “indubied” by tmplementation of the General Plan. TEIR at 4.3-22, While wo concur
witl this stalement, we believe that it does not go far enough. The DEIR fails fo
adequately cousider other siemibicant effeets o spectal-status species that mayv jeopardize
thewr eontinied exisience W the planting arca. The DEIR fails to considor ihe VEIY rieal
possibility that one or more of the proposed developments in the southern Antioch
planning area may fail to obtain the necessary approvals from DFG and FWS because
their construction could jeopardize the continued existence of special-status species in the
area, including San Joaquin kit fox, red legged frog or Alamada whipsnake.

. The DEIR also fails to address the possibility that one or more special-
status species may become listed as threatened or endangered as a resalt of the significant
foss of habitat and known occurrences in the South Antioch Planning Area, including
western burrowing owl, tiger salamander and big tarplant, "The Department of Fish and.
Game is currently considering petitions to list the western burrowing owl and tger
salamander under the California Endangered Species Act. '

i Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages

‘The DEIR’s discussion. of potential effects to wildlife corridors and habitat
linkages, fails to consider a number of additional projects in and near the South Aniioch
Planning Arca that curnnlatively threaten to eliminate aff of the remaining grassiand.
corridors between south Antioch and public open space at Cowell Ranch-State Park,
Round Valley Regional Preserve and Los Vaqueros Walershed, Ses DEIR at 4.3-25
through 4,3-28.

The DEIR also tails to consider the infonmation about these corridors and
likages that are contained in the Fast Contra Costa County Flabital Conservation Plan
and the earlier studies conducted i support of the carlicr Alameda-Contra Costa
Biodiversity Working Group. See Last Contra Costa Habital Conservation Plan
Assoviation (DCCHCPA), “Species Accounts, Draft Fasi Contra Costa Habitat
Conscrvaiion Plan and Natural Communitics Conservation Plan™ (June 2002}; East
Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan Association (ECCHCPA), “Draft East Conua
Costa Habrat Conservation Plan and Natural Communities Conservation Plan {January
2003); Alameda-Contra Cosla Biodiversity Working Group “East County Pilot Study
Techmical Report: Biological. Land Use, and Economic Information Considered by the
Last County Pilof Study Task Foree™ (May, 1999).
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A number of specics may use these grassland corridors for movement
between protected open space arcas, including San Joaquin kit fox, red-legged frog,
Alameda whip snake, western burmowing owl and polden cagle. While all of the ahove
species would be adversely aftecied by disruptions to these prasstand movement
contidors, the San Joaguin kit fox 1s particularly vulnerable to 1oss of these corridors
because it cannot safely move through dense scrab and chaparral habitats, vak woodbands
or ripamiun arcas duc to the density of the vegetation and the presence ol predators. Hhe 29
Resource Management Plan included with the DEIR as Appendix D also uses kit fox as
one of its umbrella species for grassland habitats. The San Joaguin kit fox is also the
focus of a special report prepared by EBRPD staff on the i impacts of south Aatioch
development on prassland miovement comidors. That report is attached hereto as Exhibit

- 8and mnnrpumted herein by this reference, See gfse Exhibit 10 (Llsm:g of recent kat fox
sitings in the region).

k. Resnurue Management Plan

_ The RMP relmd on by the DEIR is flawed for numerons reasons, First, it —
provides no mechanism to assure that wildlife corridors outside the southem: Antioch -
planning area will be protected or raansged for habitat conservation purposes. See RMP

- .at2. A large portion of this area is not within Antioch’s jurisdiction. Accordingly, the -
General Plan must rely upon preservation of corridors within the Antiock planning area
that the City has some ability to protect through annexation, open space designations, -
conservation easements, acquisitions, and dedications. Only through larger regionat
hsbitat conservation strategies, such as the East Contra Costa HCP/NCCP, can the City
seek to provide the necessary assurances that kev wildlife migration eoridors ontgide
Antioeh’s fand use junsdiction can actually be preserved.

30

The RMP discusses an interesting example of 2 study that has determined —
that movement of one male mountain lion every ten vears through a narrow coridor “was
sufficient to reduce the probability” of an “extinction cvenf™ in the Santa Ana Mountaing
of Southern California. See RMP at 2. Unforiunately, such a study is not relevant {0 any
ot the potentially affecied specics that use the grassland wildlife migration comidors in
the southen Aatioch planning arca, Mountain lion is (he top predator in most of 31
California. The more relevant species for corridor issues in the Angioch avea is the San
Touuin kit fox, which is both a predator on ground sguimsls and other small mammals,
and 18 a prey speeies of red fox, coyote, demestic dogs and cats, and perhaps mountain
lors, where their rangés might overlap. Anotber significant difference is that mountain
lions are relatively long-lived compared to kit fox. Recent studics citicd in the Upland
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speeies Recovery Plan estmate the averape kit fox Lile expectancy &t Ove veprs, A T
corridor that ailesved Tor kit fox movemend only ooce every ten vears would sesuli [n
iocal extinction of Uiz speeies. Sce VLS. Tish and Wikdlile Service (USFWS), “Recoyery 31
plan for upland species of the San Teayuin Valley, California™ Ecpion 1, Pordand, OFR.
{19981,

The LM and TRETR also make the asscrtion that wildlile mugraiion
corridors are blocked at the sastern end of the Lone Tree Valley (Le. Sand Creek
Valley). See RMP at 5. Development in Brentwood at the eastern end of the Sand Creek
Valley may likely block the movement of those species that are moving along the Sand
Creek riparian corridor; however, the movement of grassland species to the southeast is ,
relafively unrestricted for highly mobile species, such as groumd squirrels, kit fox, 32
Argerican badger, tiger salamander, burrowing owl and golden eagle who can cross from '
valley bottom over grassland ridges to other valley bottoms in Horse Valley, Deer Valley
‘and Briones Valley into Cowell Ranch State Park. Such migration corridors sre depicted
it Figure 6-4 from the East Contra Costa HCP/NCCP attached as Exhibit 7 and in the
“attached Exhibit § developed by EBRPD. . _

Inicreased use of existing roads and constraction of new roads within
- wildlife corridors will likely greatly increase the incidence of road kill on tiger
salamander, and afso to kit fox, badger and burrowing owi, however the movement of
golden eagle would not likely be impeded.. As noted in connection with the discussion of
the EBRPD’s Option C for the Sand Creek Valley (see Exhibit 3), Empire Mine Road 33
shounld be abandoned between Mesa Ridge Drive and the Roddy Ranch Golf Covrse in :
order to protect wildlife movement between the Sand Creek, Horse and Deer valleys.

Alameds whipsnaks are Jaown to make use of grassland habitats at several
locations in the FEast Bay. The last paragraph on page 8 of the RMP mukes reflerence to a
“herpetologist expert™ but makes no reference to their name or a report that could he 34
reviewesd, This 15 an mappropnate citation for an EIR. Please see the above discussicn
about the recent whipsnake ohservations at Black Thamond Mines.

The RMP makes reference to hey species for grassland Liabitats, wclading
kit fox, tiger salamander and bamowing owl, See RMP at 9. This imporrant information
should alzo de mchuded in the more detailed discussion of community types contained in
the text of the E1K. The furst paragraph on page 10 of the RAMP potes that some specics
are “statically distilmied.” It s not clear whal dns stalement means, Many spocies are
secrettve and may not be observed in one year, but are present, or even relalively
abundant in another year. Tlis has to do with variability m a nambur of envivonmental

35

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docL.cdr (9/25/03)



Viclor Carmiglia
seplember 5.0 20003
Page 14

factors, For exampie, repeated surveys of known breeding ponds Tor 1iger salamanders
om EBRPEY properly offen show thal in some years centain ponds are not used for
breeding. Such findings demansizate the need for multiple vear surveys to accuratehy
determine the location. extent and impacts Lo speeiai-status species, This is particularly
trie tor anmual plant species which may not be evident for several vears. even docades,
until some eveni, such as fire, mrading ot ligh precipitation trigoers sced genmination.

35

The RME provides a discussion of manaycment strategiss, but lacks amy
specificity about estabiished mitigation rafios for species-specific impacts. See RMP at
12-13. For example, the standard mitigation ratio for kit fox has been the preservation
thrée acres for every one permanently impacted. This has been a standard measure 36
requested by FWS and DFG for several vears. The ensping discussion about discoumts is
difficult to follow and does not lead the reader to any clear understanding of what, if any,
mitigation would take place for the varions species and habitat itnpacts. The RMP and
EIR need to set forth clear and measarable mitigation measures for these impacts that are
acceptable to FWS and DFG who have regulatory authozity to require avoidance and/or |
mitipation measures for these unpacts

The dlscusman in the RMP calls for a nomber of studtes, but does oot set
fnrﬂl clear and measurable mitigation criteria. See RMP at 14-16, Surveys to confirm
presence should not be considered mitigation, only a starting point in determining what
types of impacts may occur. Project design changes to avoid sensitive areas should be
first considered, before specific mitigation measimes are formulated and implemented to
mitigate such impacts. Without such information at the start of the planming process,

: there wonld be no means of effecting changes in project design to avoid impasts, -

37

‘The preserve arca discussion t the RMP must spell out the mimmum width
of movemnent corridors and 11 must provide for connections southeast to Cowell Ranch in
order for it to fafly mitigate the impacis. See RMP at 18, There are a number of
meonsistencies befween the RMYP and the East Contra Costa HCPINCCP. See, e g, RMP
at 20, These have been identified elsewhere in thiz latter and s attachments. ]

38

2. The DEIR Fails to Analvze or Adeqnately Mitigate the Project’s
Significant Tmpacts on Visual Resources,

The DEIR fails 1o analyze adequatelv the Project’s potentially significant
mpacts on visval resources. The DENRL's analysis of visual impacts is inadequate a1 the
outset hecause 1t fails to desenbe the viswal characieristics of Jevelopment allowed under
the General Plan Updale. The DEIR provides a brief description of the vigual

39
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characteristics of existing develogament within the City (see DEIR at 4.1-1 t0 4, 1-23, but

fails to desenibe the development that would bu allowed under the General Plan Update,
cxoep to state that such development would be consistent with the Conumuonity Frnsage
and Dosign Flement, Sew DEIat 4.1-6. Thrs lack of detall in the project description is o
violation of CLQA. which requires a project deseription that is at least adequate to reveal 39
the projest’s Tmpacts on the environment. See Counry of thvo v. City of fos Angeles, 71
Cal App.3d 185 {1977} see alfse CEQA Guidelines § 15124, Ad s mintmum, ﬂ]L DETR
should deseribe the visual characieristics of the developmicnt allowed under the General
Plan Update that is likely to impact views of the “promuinent natural landmarks” (see

_DEIR at 4.1-4} in the City. The DEIR’s desmlpﬂonﬂfthewsual characteristics afthc
Pm_;er:t fails to meet CEQA’S fequirements,

. The DEIR s anaiys:s of visual impacts is edditionaily deficient because it
omits consideration of viewpoints from the neighboring EBRPD parks and preserves,
including the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, CEQA requires analysis of
visual impacts from viewpoints outside the project site. See Quail Botanical Gardens
Foundation, Inc. v, City of Encinitas, 29 Cal. App.4th 1597 (1994) (finding potentially -
significant the impacts of development on views from botanical gardens neighboringa .
proposed project site}. . The DEIR fails to provide an analysis of visual impacts from - ] 40
viewpoints within the EBRPD parks, despite the EBRPI)'s previous request for such
analysis in the context of comments on the City's 2002 Draft Sand Creck Specific Plan
and FTR. Had the DEIR properly analyzed the visual impacts of the General Plan Update
on the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, it would have found the tmpacts to be
significant, as detailed below. The DEIR also fails to analyze the impacts of the
development proposed in the Sand Creek Valley, Roddy Ranch, and Ginochio Ranch on
© “important vicw cortidors,” ncluding Deer Valley Road and Bmpire Mine Road,

The EBREPD previously submitted a simulation of the visual impacts of the
2002 Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan on the Black Diamond Mincs Regional Preserve,
Thie 2002 Drafi Sand Creek Specific Plan, which was never adopted, is now incorporated
uto the General Plan Update as Option A, The LBRPD’s previously submitted visual
simulation of these impacts is aitached hereto as Exhibit 11, The EBRPID again
presenfed (s analysis to the Amtioch Planning Commission (“Planning Comunission™) at
its August 13, 2003 besnng on the General Plan Update and DEIR. The EBRFD then
rexterated that Option A would result w sipnficant adverse visual impacts {0 the Black
Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. The existing vicws of open space are an intepral part
ol the wilderness experience enjoved by users of the Preserve. Development associated
with Optien A would be elearly visible from the Stewartvitle, Star Mine. and Ridge

41

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docL.cdr (9/25/03)



Victor Camiglia
Seplember 5, 20003
Paue 16

Trails, the historie Star Mine, end the Star Mine Group Camp, alt of which are within the 41
Priserve. ]

At Plannme Comunission’s August 13, 2002 hearing, the EBRPD also
preserded the Planning Commission with a simulation of the visval impacts of
develapment under Fﬁmrﬂ Plare Update Option £ and a new b BRPD—propﬂsLd {ipticm
(C. These sintulations are attachicd herelo as Exhibits 12 and 13, respectively.” Winle
Option B would substantially reduce some of the visual impacts to Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve from the Stewartville Trail, it would not reduce significant vismal . -
impacts from the Star Mine Group Camp and Star Mine, located to the west of the : 47
Zeka/Higgins property, ar from the recent open space dedication to Black Diamond -

Mines Regional Preserve for the Black Diamond Estates Development, located just north
. of the Zeka/Higgins Property. See id. The EBRPD-proposed Option C would further
reduce the visual impacts to Black Diamond Mines Rf:g;mnal Preserve by eliminating
development of the north side 6f Sand Creek, where it is most visually prominent as seen
from Star Mine Group Camp, Star Mine and the Black Diamong Estates open space
dedication area, See id A development pattern consistent with the EBRPD-proposed
Option C would substantially reduce all visual impaets to Black Diamond Mmes ' L
Regional Preserve to a Iass than significant jevel. .

The oxﬂy mitigation measures pmpnsed for the Project’s Jmpa.cts on scenic
vistas and scenic resources are the proposed General Design Polices and Hillside Design
Policies. See DEIR at 4,1-6, These policies do not provide adequate mitigation for visual
impacts and do not provide the performance standards for mitigation that CEQA requires. 143
Additionally, these policies are not adequate as mitigation measures because the land use
designations under the General Plan Update are targely inconsistent with these policies,
as explained below,

Option A is Inconsislent with a number of the City’s Hillside Design
Policies. For example, policy “¢” calls for buildings to be located in a way that preserves
existing views, and policy “m” calls for the overall scale and massing of structures to 44
respect the narural surroundings and unigue visual resources of an area hy incorporating
designs that follow natural topograply and minimize visual intrnsion in the natural
landscape. See DEIR ai.4.1-7. Option A is inconsistent with the Hillside Design Policies
because: {1) it impacts a number of significant hillsides and ridzelines adjacent to the

* Note that the visonl siendatons peepared for Options B and Cinchuge anly photogmaph mimber 2 since the
devefopment depicted on photograph 1 would be the same under all options, and develepmant would be chirninated
{tom photoerzph 3 under Oplions I3 ang
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Black Diainond 3imes Regional Preserve and (2} 1t does not previde for any buffers 44
between development and extsting vicws from parklands to the sonth, west and nonth.

Option B s also inconsistent with the Hillside Pesign Poboses. Option B
would aitow for Wllside development noth of Sand Creek, and it docs not privide for an
adeguate buller of & specified width between proposed development and the Black
Diamond Mures Regona! Preserve. Option B weuld alse result in the crealion of &
peninsula of epen space belween the Black Diamond Estates and the Zeka gy
properiy that would be too natrow to TRATAZE for fuel break, livestock gra.zmgand]mhﬂal

purposes, -

45

Option C is the only alternative that is consistent with the City’s Hillside
Design Policies. Option C protects scenic ridgelines by eliminating komes from the
hillsides and it buffers regional parklands that contain significant ridgelines and hilisides, . | 46
Development on the Zeka/Higgins property under Option € would be restricted to valley
botton areas that are contiguons with pmpnaed de:valnpment on the adjacent le]iand
and Cowan pmperhss

Ramarkahly, the DEIR fails to consider the impacts of increased light and
glare on any uses other than “residential uses.” .See DEIR at 4.1-8. The DEIR

.specifically fafls to consider the impacts of increased light and glare on recreational use
of the Black Diamond Mines Preserve and the existing Star Mine Growp Camp. The
camyp is Iocated less than 1,500 feet from the Zeka/Higgins property. See Exhibit 14 47

- {(EBRPD facilities map). Gn:mps use this camyp seeking solitude from urban :

dmlupmmt, printerrupted views of open space, and avoidance of disturbances froin
noise, light and plare. This campsite has & wilderness setfing, which would be

significanthy altered by the mtrusion of developmend mto ils viewshed. _

On February 18, 2003, the EBRPD provided information to Ms. Roberta
Mundie. Antioch’s consultant for the Sand Creck Spectfic Plan, about the vsare figures
and sensitivity of the Star Mine Group Camp. The fellowing is an excerpt from that
letter:

“The Star dine Group Camp averages abont 300 campers per yoar. 48
The average moup size 1s 13 people in 20 separate camping reservations.
The camyp is used 30 nights per year, with an average stay of 1.5 nights per
group, almost entively on weckends, This means that ¥ of the groups are
camping on Friday and Saturday nights, and the remaioing 1% on Foday ot
Sanwrday nights, thus the camp is used aboud 20 weekends per vear. About
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20%% of the groups visiting this site come from Antiach. Abowl 75% of the /--—
groups are from the East Bay and the rermaming 25% from northem
Califormia. Boy Scouts, Girl Sceuts and olher children’s groups ars the
mast frequent visitars.”

These campers are the sensitive receptors that were considered in the followmy analysis
of visual iupacts under Opticons A and B

' ~ Option A would result in the most serious and significant visual impacts
and would place homes within 1,500 feet of the camp. ‘The natural open space character
of the camp would be permanently lost due to developrent under Option A. The views
from the camp would be significantly impacted by intrusion of development inte the open 48
space, and by nighttime lighting, which would greatly impair campers’ ability fo observe .
the night sky. Option B would place homes within about 3,500 feet of the camp (which
woidd be less detrimentai than Option A). However, Option B would still result in
development on the hiflsides north of Sand Creek, would be highly visible from the _
camp, and would be disruptive to observation of the night sky.” Options A and B would
have such substantial impacts on the camp that it may have to be relocated which would
result in additional Project impacts not analyzed in the DEIR, Option C would
substantially mitigate the visual impacts to the Star Mine Group Camp and would allow

" for its contiimed operation as an important camping facility for residents of the East Bay.
~As noted above, & significant percentage of fhe-camp users come from the City of

- Antioch and ether nearby commmmities: —

The mitigatinn measnres proposed by the City to address the light and glave —
assaciated with the Project address only the impacts on residential nees and are not '
adequate to mitipate the light and glare impacts of the General Plan Ufpdate on
neighboring recreational uses, For example, mitization measure 4,121, which reqguires 49
screened walls. landscaping, and lighting restrictions, applies anly {0 commereial
development adiacent to residential uses, and not to development adjacent to the Black
Pamond Mines Regonal Preserve. yee DEIR ar 4.1-9.

The Project’s visual timpacts could be rmnimized through a variety of —
feasthle measures, such as establishment of an adequatelv-sized open space buaffer to
protect sensinve vigwsheds, clustenny of development, and mitigation measurcs that 50
specifically address the impacts of Hght and plare on neighbortug recreational uses. The
DEIR must address such feasible nubigalion wicasares, mciudmg those incorporated in the
EBEPIY's Opticn —
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3. The DEIR Fails To Analyvze Adeguately or Mitigate the
Geological and Public Safety Hazards Associaied with Past
Muiins Activify,

Ulie DETR conlains alinost no anslysis of mine hazards i the southern airea
of the Sand Creex Valley, Instead, the DEIR tacorporates by refersnce e mine hazards
analy six contained in the 2002 Sand Creck Specific Mlan and Four Associaied
Development Plans Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Sund O teck DELRT). See 51
DEIR at 2-3. The City’s reliance on the Sand Creck DEIR is misplaced because that :
document was never finalized or certified and because that document contained an
inadequate and incomplete analysis of the mine hezard risks posed by residential - .
development in the southem portion of the: General Plan Arem, specifically the - _

- Zeka/Higgins property.

' The EBRPD previously submitted extensive written and verbal commeats
ont the Sand Creek DEIR énd provided substartial evidence that the mine hazards in the
area were significant and not adequately mmgamd The City has not adequately
responded to the EBRPD’s comments on mine hazards, and it is the EBRPI)'s belief,
based on knowledge from managing the mines at Black Diamond Mines Regional
Preserve for nearly thirty years, that the analysis contained in the Sand Creek DEIR (and
thus in the General Plan Update DEIR) is seriously flawed for the following reasons:

_» The Sand Creek DEIR entirety failed to consider the possibility of trough, as
opposed to sink hele, subsidence on the Zeka/Higgins property. Trough
subsidence is associated with mines such as those undedying the Zeka/Higgins
property and can result i damage fo structures, Frequently over multipte reres.
The coul scams underlving thie ZekaTiggins praperty were mined by the room 5
and pillar method. This method can include “retreat pillaning” or “pillar
extraction,” which involves exiraction of the coal pillars left during development
mininp, Trough subsidence occurs over room and pillar mines when mine roofs or
pillars collapse dus 1o lack of support.” Retreat pillaring may have been conducted
al the mines underlying the Zeka/Higgins property-—-just as it was conducied af the
neighboring Black Diamend Mine,” In an area of the Black Diamond Minc

* ignilicantly, trongh subsidenecs is wot necessariy limited by ue depth of the rine, and fie (301 5hat 8 mine ks stocd
for a considersble period of time with ho apparent rubsdence is ne guaraates et sibsidence will soroocar in the
fisture, See Bahibit 15,

A recent invesngation of Black Diamong Ming hus shov thar retraar pillarmg tn tlu wias resuited o eximoetio
ralins sstinated Lo be greatee fhan 30 pereens, s extruction mio i signifizant becwwse s exuemely dowks Tl tial
e 20 peren of 1ie oal remaining nsainp pillars wonkd e sefficient fo prevenl eventizl widespread collapse of th
e WoTkanEes.
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recently investigated, significant rood failure was occurring due to 80 percemt
extraction ratios in that mine, If sunilar extraction ratios are tvpical of the mines
underlying the Zekn/Higging property, there 15 potenial for mine roof collapse and
tromgh sebsidence en the property.

o The Sund Creek DEIR undercatimatesd the area of the Zeha'Hipging property that
wiay he suscepiible to sink hole subsidence. Sink hole subsidence 15 caused by
localized failure of a mine roof and appears vn the surface as steep-sided pits. The
Sand Creek DEIR's designation of areas having a high and moderate risk of

" collapse ctue fo sink hole subsidence were based on potentially faulty assumptions
regarding () the maximuin height of roof collapse and (2) the geometry of the
underlying mines. Evidence snggests that the Sand Creek DEIR assumed a

- maximum height of roof collapse that is too low, See Exhibit 16, Evidence also
suggests that mining extended to the south boundary of the southwest comer of the
Zeka/Higgins property, See Exhibit 17 (documenting a recently discovered coal

* mine shaft located on the EBRPD easement along the southern boundary of the
Project site}.. As a result, the areas with a high or moderate risk of sink hole
sabsidence may balargermdextﬂndfarlﬁer south than mdlcamdmﬁw Sam:l | 5o
Creek DEIR. ' . :

» The Sand Creek DEIR failed to 1dcnt|fy the location of all mine openings
described in the historical recond or areas where there is a high probability that
additional mine openings would be discovered. Historical records from the
Califormia State Mineralogist Report describe two mine openings not mentioned in
the Sand Creek DEIR, and the EBRPD recently discovered an open shaft not
disenssed in that document. See Fxhibit 17 (dircovery of open shaft by KRRPIN
aund Exlulat 18 {excerpts from Seventh Annual Report of the State Mineralogist).
Additionally, the Sand Creek DEIR fatlad to adequately analyze the risks
presented by as yet unidentified mine openings on the Zeka/Higging property, and
il 1s unguestionable that there are unidentified openings on that property. Sce
Exhibit 14

« The Sand Creck DEIR failed to analvze significant icalth and safety hazards
associated with abandoned mincs: falling into a mune, pround falls, and
untreathable atmosphere. See Exhibit 20 {documenting lazards of abandoned
mines). Sink holes and verfical ventilation shafig, Loth of which mighl appesr on
the ZekaHigging property, are potenially serivus falling hazards, Sink holes and
ventilation shafis are often not vizible oo the surface of the ground, and their
collapse can ocour without warning, Contrary to the sugpestion in the General
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Plau Updaie DEIR that collapse of venglation shafts may eveate Y aoil shamps™ (eco
DEIR at 4 5-43. such coliapses may actnally rasult in serions falling hazards.” It
has been reported that two voung men died on what 1s now EBRPD property when
unslable ground gave way and they fell into a vemilation shafi. See Fxhibit 21,

¢ The Sand Creek DEIR failed 10 snslyze the risk of exposwre to contamingted alr

duw to enbcring or fadling tto a nune. Moasurcments taken by EBRPD in coal
mines on its property have shown thal there are high levels of carbon dioxide gas
and msufficient oxygen to suppozt life within a few inches of the surface. At least

_ four people have been killed by contaminated air in mines that are now part of the

- Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve. See Exhibit 21. The General Plan

' Update EIR similarly fails to discuss the risks of high mm&aﬂm of carbon
dioxide gas. See DEIR at 4.5-4.

« Boththe SandCre:ekDEIRamithJeGmm‘alPianUpdaia DEIR fail to anal}rzeﬂle
indirect risks to public safety of allowing development immediately adjacent to the
" Black Diamond Mines Regional Pmserve where additional mine openings and
Slﬂkhﬂ'les exast. ] o 52

s The Sand(lreckDEIRfaﬂcdm anaiyzcﬂ:te lmpacts nnmtarqualnyandthe

© environment of drainage from s mine dewatering (or pumping) shaft on the
Zeka/Higgins property and from drainage of surfece water dhrough coal mining
waste piles on that property. The General Plan Update EIR also fails to analyze
these impacts. The drainage from the dewatering shaft on the Zeke/Higpins
property has been noted as an important impact on water quality by the Central
Valley Regional Water Cruality Comirol Roard (“CVRWOQUCB™. See Bxhikit 22 -
A water sample taken mn Sand Creek found that water from the shafl was causing
contamination at 2 distance of at least three quarters of a mile.” The investigation
prompicd the CVRWOCR 1o send a letter directing the landowner to submit a plan
10 “evaluate the impact of acid mine drainage on Sand Creek.™ 7d A geal
mstalied on the shaft by the Giffice of Surface Mining in the early 1980s was never
mmtended to prevent acid drainage. It is the EBRPTYs belicf that drainage from this
shafl iz ongoing. Additirmally, the ERRPD's expericnce with mine waste piles on
park property indicates that the waste piles on the Zeka/Higypins proporty will
result i acidic runoff from swrface waters [leriny through the wasle piles.

3 Tf'u“ﬂu]ﬂh':m shafls are vertica!, o near verbical as many ane, the failere of @ dmber foor is more Bhelv to open the
enlire shefl 1o e sardace, creating a soricus hassnl,
? Mo tests were taken Beyond dt pokr ~
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The mitigation mneasures preposed in Uie Sand Creck DEIR were inadeguate (o
mitigare the public safety risks asseciated with mming hazards in (Le Sand Creek Willey
Area. The miligation measures i the General Plan Update B are similarly madequate
for the foltowing reasons:

* The miligauon measure requinny that sbandoned mines be placed in open space
aveas with “appropriate buffers a1cas to prevent wanthorized entiy™ (see DEIR at
4.6-1 1, policy “17) 15 inconsistent with the lend use designations under Qption A
and portions of Option B, although Option B is cleasly superior to Option A in this
regard. _ . _ .

¢+ The mitigation measures allow for residential development in areas of “high
probability of surface collapse” if foundation desigr: would not be affected by
subsidence without even analyzing whether foundation design could protect
property against subsidence. Sge DEIR at 4.6-11 (policy “0™). This policy/
mitigation measure also does not address widespread trough subsidence that may
involve many acres of land. Foundation reinforcement measures designed fo
protect against localized failure may not protect against the subsidence of an entire
building lot. ' : :

- = The mitigation measures for the public safety risks presented by aliowing .
development in the vicinity of mine openings are inadeguate, At the neighboring
Black Diamoend Mines Regional Preserve, EBRPD has adopted numerous -
measures to protect public safety in light of similar risks, including: surveillance
of areas of the Preserve where openings might appear, helicopter patrols, and
immcdiate professienal regponse to e discovery of new openings. Additionaly,
EBEPD has u furmal abandoned mine enterpency plan o insure a rapid and
vrganized response 1o underground emergencics at the Preserve. The General Plan
Update DEIR contaings no similar mitigation mecesures.

¢ [nally, the DEIR fails to miligate the impacts an water quality and the
environment of dramage from a dewatering (or purnping) shaft on the
Zeka'Flggios propeity and from drainage of surface water through coal mining
waste plics on (e property. The EBRPD has recently itmplemented mitipation
reasures to address similar impacts due to waste piles on park property.

* The DEIR should include a provision for 2 geological hazard abatement district or

other funding mechanism that wonld provide funds for mine closwe efforis that
wouid be ongoing in General Plan Area. Tt has been the FBRPTY s experience
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over the past 25 vears ol muanaging mine openings at Black Diamond Mines that

there s mo “one Gme” L that “elfcenively seals™ all rmine cpenings. Also, several 58
rew ones develop eaclt year, Development 1 an arcs of past mining activity will

reguire establishment of & Geelogical Hazards Abzatement District to fund this on-

zoing nesd.

4. Tie DEIR Fails to Analvee the J_’]‘EI]EE'[’? Stgnificant Land Use
J.mpacts.

: The DEIR fails to analyze adequately the cenmstency of the Project with ]
existing land use plans. A proper coordination of planning efforts requires a careful
analysis of the consistency of the proposed project with existing land use plans. The 59
perfunctory anslysis in the DEIR undermines efforts at coordinated planning and
informed decision-making, and is not adequate under CEQA. . ]

The DEIR lﬂ]pl'ﬂpﬂﬂ‘j" Lgnmes the mgmﬁcant iand use impscts of the
proposed General Plan Update by understating the seriousness of that plan’s
inconsistency with applicable growih-limiting Iand use policies, including the Contra
Costa County. 65/35 Land Preservation Plan, The General Plan Update proposes to aliow l
intensive urban development of substantial swaths of undeveloped wincorporated o 60
County land (Roddy Ranch, Ginochio Property, etc). Applicable County and LAFCO
1and use policies referenced in the DEIR (including, most notably, the Contra Costa
County 65/35 Land Preservation Plan} dictate that these properties should remnain in
agricultursl, open space, wetlands parks and other nﬂn-mban uses. See I.'}EIR at 4.3-1 to J
48-5. . ' 3

Ir light of this abvious iuconsisiency between the proposed Gencral Plan
Update and clearly applicable planning policies, the DEIR should have acknowledged
tha{ the General Plan Update would entail sipnificant fund use impacts. ‘The DEIR and
General Plan Update reach the contrary conclusion by making the unjustified and
unreasonable nssumption that the Urban Limit Line wilt eventually and inevitably expand
30 a5 to allow the City of Antioch to approve uwrban development south of its current
boundary. They asswmne, for example, thal the County will relax its liotts on wrban 61
expansim after 2010, when the voter-approved Measure C-1990 sunsets. DEIR at 4.8-
17, They repeatedly and incorreetly characterize the Urban Limit Line as mcrely a
mechanisim for “phasing” eventual urban development, rather than whar it is: a toel for
creating firm limits on such expansion. See DEIR at 4.8-5. There is ne evidenee to
support the City's characterization of the Preject’s land use impacts as less then J
significant.
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It is inconceivable (and al the very leasy highidy wnishely) thas the Cugy
would obtain the vecessary approvals (o annex and develop the lasd owtside of ity Urban
Tamat Tine particulerly when 38% of the land willhin the City s proseatly vacand aze
DEIR at 4.5-1. [n fact, the last e Brentwood and Antioch applisd 10 develop outside
of the Urban Lt Lane, the LAFCO denied their appiication. The DEIR 15 seriously 62
tlawed 1 thar it i&nolbs this clear problem with the City’s Generat Plan Updale, and
mylead pves the faise impression that the City can realisircaily assnme that 1t will be
permitted to expand outside of its current m‘han limits within the relevant planning
period, See DEIR at 4.8-17,

Simply put, the DEIRs conclusion thet the General Pian Update willnot - _
result in significant land use impacis is based on unreasonzble assumptions, not .
substantial evidence. In Lipht of the clearly applicable land use laws and policies, the 63
only reasonable conclusion is that the General Plan Update would result in sxgmficant
Iand use impacts. The DE]R Jumperly ignores ﬂmse lmpasts

The DEIR. is n]sn flawed in that it fails to acknowledge lhat the massive _
‘proposed development of open space constitutes 4 mgruﬁmi land use impact, The DEIR
properly notes that “substantial toss of open space” is & threshold of significance for
evaluating land nse impacts, See DEIR at 4.8-8. - The DEIR then concludes, without
substantial evidence, that the Project’s land use impacts will be less than significant. The :
DEIR does nof adeguateiy explain or suppert that conclusion, and in fact the proposed: ”
development of approximately 4,000 acres of open space 1s clearly a significant impact.

The City’s General Plan Update policies neither avoid nor mitigate this significant
impact. For example, nnder Option A, enly approximatets 25% of the Sand Creck arca

would be preserved moopen space. That would leave up 10 753% of the existing open
space arcas polentially lost to development (75% x 2,100 acres = 1,575 acre loss),

Muoreover, althouph the DEIR recogaizes that the General Plap Update —
proposes ernploymeni-gencrating development in cxcess of the levels projected by the
Agsociation of Bay Arca Governments (“ABAG™) and provides some analysis of the
implications ¢f the inconsistency (ncluding the eventvality that employinent-generatig,
development will acfually proceed por ABAG™s projections) (sec DEIR at 4.8-18 through 65
20, the DEIR does not 1ecluds an analogous discussion of the reasons for and
implications of the mismateh between the high residential developnnent projections relied
an by the City and ABAG s more conservative projections. See DEIR al seclion 4. 10,
Without such analysis, the DEIR is deficient.
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Nefther thy General PMlan Update nor the DETR makes clear how many
housiag anits {of all types) the Clry assumes will be buill annoalty, given the coustramis
and t2rms of Measwie UL The Cigy must make s asswropiions plam and justity dhose
assurnptions. The City must also explain whether and to what extent it assunes there wall
be a demand for developanent of ali of the units allowablie under Measure L. This 1s 66
particulardy important in bight of the laet that the City apparently has a hacklog of
approved unics that have not yet been built or are awaiting allocation through Measure U,

. Finally, the DEIR operates on the assumption that the General Plan Update
policies will improve the ratio of jobs to population.” See DEIR at 4.8-18. Thas
- gssumption is not actually supparted, however, by the Generai Plan Update’s land use
policies that puzport to strike an appropriate batance between residential and
employment-generating develupment Thoge policies (excerpted on pages 4.8-19 {0 4.8-
20 of the DEIR) do not in any way link or tie the amount of residential development
permitted in the City to the amount of employment-generating development that actially
proceeds. As such, itis entirely possible that residential development will substantially
' outpace émployment-generating development if the General Plan Update is adopted. The | ¢,
DEIR ignores this possibility entirely, focusing instead on the assertion that the -
jobs:population ratio will go from 0,48 to 0.92 if the General Flan Update is adopted. As
such, neither this assertion nor the DEIR"s conclusion that the General Plan Update
poticies will be cffective at providing cmpluymcnt—gcneraﬂng Iangd uses is supporied by
substantial evidence. This is particntarly important because the City has criticized and
songltt to reject alternatives to the General Flan Update on the ground that they would not
meet the project goal of promoting employment-generating development and improving
the jobs:population ratic. See DEIR at 6-18. Because the policies of the General Plan
Update will not reliably satisfy this stated goal, it is not appmpnate to rule ot '
alternatives on that basis, —

The DEIR’s analysis also makes no effort (o anabyze the consistency of the
proposed Project with land uses specified in the Black Dimmond Mines Reglonal
Preserve. See Exhibit 23 (EBRPD Land Use-Dievelopment Plan), The land usc plan for
the Preserve designates a portion of the wres adjacent W the Sand Creek Avca as a
“natural environmental unit:” the southern part of the L'reserve inmediarely adjacent to 68
the Sund Creek Area is designated as a “preserve unit™ due to the significant habitat and
historical mining value of this atea. See Exbibit 23 a1 31, The EBRPD’s tand nse plan
makes clear that the entire Preserve contains ouistanding natural, hstorical, and
biotogical features. The IXMIIR fails to anatvze the consistency of development proposed
by the Project with land uses throughout the Preserve. —
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5. The DLEIR Fails to Anadyze or Adequately Mitigate the Projeet’s
Sigmiticant Impacts en Recreation and Parks.

The BDEIRs description of the LORPD regional facthilies i e viclnity of
the Projeet side contatns cirors and onossioms, Farst, Black Diamond Mines Reglona
Preserve 15 currently 2,984 acres, nod 5 386 acres. See DEIR at 4.1 1-14. Second, the
DEIR otrits wentivn of the Star Mine Group Camp and the Stewartsvlle Backpack
(Carnp, both of which are tocated within the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve and
both of which would be significantly impacted by the development of the Sand Creek 69
Valley proposed under Option A or B of the Genersl Plan Update. Third, the DEIR '
erroneously indicates that the EBRPD “may request a dedication of lang for patk, traif or

" conservation use as a condition of approval on projects.” DEIR at 4,11-15. While the
- EBRPD has accepted numercus dedications of parkland, trails, and other easements, snch
-dedications typically result from a condition of appmval imposed by a lor:nl lead agency,
not the EBRPI‘J The EBRPD has no auﬂmntytn require a dedication.® _|

- Addifionally, the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of the General Plan —
Update on the EBRRPD’s regional facilities, and the DEIR. does not address any of the
concerns raised by the EBRPD in the context of 2002 Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan,
Specifically, the EBRPD is concerned about the impacts of the development proposed 70
under the General Plan Update en visual guality, trail snd facilities maintenance, public :
safety, cultiral resources, and special status species within the Black Dismond Mines
Preserve. The Project will also significantly increase the EBRPD's costs for regional
park npa‘anons public safety, and habitat management. -

The DEIR recopmizes that the projected population of 146 7835 people under
buildout of the General Pian (an increase of approximately 53,000 from today) would
require development of addittonal parks and recrestional facilities 1o order to avoid a 71
detrimental impact on such services. See DEIR at 4.11-24. However, the DEIR
completely fails to analyze the impacts of General Plan buildout on regmonal parks, and

" The EBRP:Y is an advocate tor the permanant preservation aod mracagemaent of open space to mest the mpidly
prowing demands of s Bay resideids 1o secreateonal agtiviiss, prosarvalion of sceadc areas, and protection of
sendive coobeeical and Bl esources. The DERPD Los nof nusde oy delermdivstion (o ope specs lands (e
mav be dedicated throueh e development approvsls for the soathem Anfioch aroas are alzble for eddilicn to nearhy
repfonal patks. Such z defermination wondd be condagent upon i rumber of facters, feluding the siee, location and
proximily of dedicaled open space w EERFPD packtands, and diz existenec of adequate fanding to manage such landy w
pravide for approprizte public access and resaurce sonservation b cazes where the EBRYD has declined Lo acsopt
dedicanions, becanse ome or more of Uese condilions weze mol 1aof, secd ands have eentaken over andfor mamngad oy
other azensies, home owmers assaciations, land tusts o foundations.
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concludes nonetheless that the irapacts of the project would be less than signilicant
merely with the adoption of the Parks and Recreation Policies—which cancern policics to
enceurage bullding ol local parks enly (not regional parks). See DEIR at 4.1 226, The
DEIR contans no metigation measuies that would address the sigrafican impacts of the
{reneral Plan Update on reglonal parks,

71

Both the CBRPD Contra Loma Regional Recreajional Area (Conra

Loma”) and the EBRPD Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve (“Preserve™), which

* are within ard immediately adjacent to the City, wonld be impacted by intmoduction of
over 55,000 new residents to the region. Both facifities have already experienced an
ingrease in users due to development in the region. As an indication of the capacity of
these regionat facilities, EBRPD notes that the maximum number of cers that can be
accommodated at Contra Loma is 1,200 vehicles and at the Preserve is 637 vehicles.
Additionally, the desired maximum mumber of visitors to Contra Loma at any one time is
5,000 visitors, a number thaf is a]ready exceeded on such holidays as Indcpsndencﬂ Day
and Labor Pray.

Conira L.oma has experienced a nnucaahle increase in people wa]hng and
bicycling into the facility as a resalt of development and increased population in the-
- immediate vicinity of the park. This cummlative impact has resulted in the need to
establish s new access trail along the entrance into Contra Loma. Contra Loma
expeniences & very high use of its facilities now, and the Project would result in even
higher use of and significant cumulative impacts to the farility. The EBRPD’s costs for
maintaining this facility would increase significantly as 2 result of the Project. -

72

The mtroduction of over 55,000 people in the City of Antioch woudd have
signiticant mpacts on the park functions of the Black Diamond Mines Regional Proserve
as well, New access facilities and expanded sceurity measnres wounld need to be
constderad in light of the amount and proxtmity of develapment proposed by for the Sand
Creek Valley under Option A and Option BB of the General Plan Update. The EBRPI is
concerned with unauthorized nighttime access and legal activity of the Prescrve aficn
chasing, cspecially duc to the geelogical and other hazards on the Preserve, The
EBRPIY s concemns mclude collecting and removal of protecled plants and anomals, wse
of bicycles cross coumiry and/or on resticted trails, general vandalism, accidental
wildfires and arson, unautherized vehicle wespass, and gate and fence damage, The
DLIR must consider these tmpacls on existing rerional parks,
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Finatly, the development associated with the Geperal Plan Update would
reswlt in signdicas physical Dupact: w remonad park facilities that would not be
miigated by concomitand mnereases w enbrance fees or ofhier assessaents. Accordingly,
the Gueovrad Plan Updste slrould melnde a nutization measwre that would nelide a
funding mechanism or assessment for mamntenance of regional parks that would be used
t0 offset the sipnificantly iecreased EBRPD manzgement costs resudiing from the Project.,

72

B The DEIR Fails to Analyze or Adeguately Midigaie ths., Ir u;ut § -
* Significant Impacts on Water Supply,

The DEIR’s analysis of water supply fails to comply with the requirements
of CEQA. An environmental review document must idenfify the water resource fora
proposed project and anatyze the erivironmental impacts associated with the project’s
‘utilization of the water rescurce, See Stamisiaus Namral Heritage Praject v. County of

© Stanislaus, 48 Cal.App.4th 182 (1996). If an existing water source is proposed to be
used, the environmental review document must discuss whether the existing source has
enough water to serve the proposed project and current users, See Santiago Cownty
Water District v. Countyof Orange, 118 Cal App.3d 818 (1981). If there is uncertainty
a5 10 the adequacy of the water sapply to serve a proposed project, then the
environmental review document must identify additional sources of supply and discuss
the environmental consequences of tapping ﬂmse'-resoumes.- See id

Although the DEIR identifies the two sources of water for the City—the
Conira Costa Water District’s (“CCWD”} conveyance from the Sacramento-Sar Joaquin 73
Delta and the City’s own direct pumping from the San Joaquin River—the DEIR fails to
provide adequate information about the water supply, the capactty of existing water
facilities, o1 the envirenmental impacis associated with the forccasted water withdrawals.

The DELR does not provide the information necessary 10 defermine whether
the available water supply is adeguate o meel demand under the buildout of the General
Plan, The DEIR fails to stale row much water the City oblains from the COWD now ot
how much it can rely on recciving in the future, See DEIR at4.12-2. This oudszion 1s
significant since the canal defivering water 1o the Cily from the CCWD Is presendly
operating at “close to peak capacity” during the sirmner and peak howrs, and i is not
clear how the COWD's construction of a new multipurpose pipeline between the Randall-
Beld Treatment Plani i Oakley and the Central County Treated Water Service Arca
would affect the convevancy capacily 1o the City, fd
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Siaviarly, ihe DEIR states that the Cuy i punplog approximately 9 000
-acre-feet of water from the San Joaquin Kiver in urder o mest present demand (DEIR at
4.12-1), bart 1t does not provide any estimate of Low moch additional water could be
pumped from the San Joaquin River bo meet the additional demand asscorated with.
buildout of the General Plan. In fact, the BEIR indicares that the City’s ability to pnmp
additional water from the River 1s himifed “by the water quality of the River,” TDELR at 74
4 12-2, The DEIR does nol provide any explanation of how the estimated demand in the

- year 2020 (24,686 acre feet) will bz met by waler frum these sources, cepesially when

taking into account the demands of other ciprent users. Additionally, the DER fails to
analyze whether the water supply will be adﬁquate to meet pmgected demand mder
drought condltmns ) . —

The DEIR also fazls to anaiyze adsquately the environmental impacts of the
3euted withdrawals from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the San Joaquin
River. The DEIR completeiy fails fo analyze the impacts of water withdrawals on the
Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta, and it analyzes the impacts of increased withdrawals -
from the San foaquin River only from the perspectivé of decreased drinking water quality 75
in the City. See DEIR at 4.12-11. The DEIR mast analyze the effects associated with the

project’s utilization of water on the Deita and the River, and the biological communities
associated with those water bodies. The DEIR also fails to analyze the environmenial
impacts associated with projected sxpansions of water facilities or other infrastmctore
needed to provide water to the General Plan area. —

Finalky, if there is unoartamty as fo the adequacy nf the water supply t0 —_
serve a proposed project, then the environmental review dectment must identify :

additional sources of supply and discuss the environmental consequences of tapping
those resources. The DEIR contains no sucl: anabysis, and it appears that there is

uneecrtmnty regardmg the adequacy of supply to mect projected demand under the 76
(reneral Plan

For the foregoing reasons, the DEIRs analvsis of water supply 1s
inadequate under CEQA.

{,  The DLIRs Analysis of Allernatives is Flawed,

CEQA mandates that lead agencies such ag the Oy inclwde in their BIRs
an gnalysis of a reasonable range of potential project alternatives that would “avold or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” CEQA Guidelines § 77
1512¢.6. The analysis must provide sufficient informanion about the aliernatives fo
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“ablow meaningful cvakuation, analysis and computison will the proposcd project.” & _~
A proper analysis of alternatives 15 cssential 15 an EIR 15 to coruply with CEQA's
mandate that sipnificant environmental damape be avoided or substantially lessened
whore fuasible. See Pub. Res. Code § 210020 The informaton provided in the 77
alternatives section shoukd be accurate, and the analysis muost be evenhanded. The City's
analvsis of alteenatives i the Dealt EIR {or s Generad Plan Update fails 1o satisfy these
TN regquirsments of ChOQA,

The Drafi EIR. acknowledges that the proposed General Plan Update would
result in potentially significant environmental impacts in the areas of traffic and air o
quality. DEIR at 5-10. Moreover, as discussed elsewhere in this letter, the General Plan
Update would also result in poteatially significant environmental impacts in other areas, " g
meluding biclogical resowrces, aesthetics, land use, and recreation. As such, a full and
accurate analysis of alternatives that could lessen prnjmnnpacts 18 reqmrﬂd ursder
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6. - ]

The altematives analysis provided in the Draft FIR is flawed because it is _
improperiy skewed in favor of the proposed General Plan Update and against the feasible
alternatives thereto. Most notably, although the analysis acknowiedges that the “No

- Project, Existing General Plan Alternative”, the “Rural Alternative” znd the “Reduced
Density Alternative” would allow the City to meet its “fair share” housing allocation in :
‘the “near term” the analysis reaches the unfounded conclusion that those altematives are 79
envirommentally inferior to the proposed General Plan Update in the ares of population
and housing because they would or could interfere with the City’s ability to satisfy its-
“fair share” housing allocation in the “long term™. DEIR a 6-9, 6-12 and 6-16, The
DEIR reaches this conclusion of environmentally inferiority hased on puse speeulation,
“and withour providing an adequate snalysis of the issue, C—

The DEIR s alternastives analysis fails entirely to indicate whaf it means by —
“near term” and “long et (e, what year or vears ave implicated by these terms). This
i5 crifically impertant because the ABAG las, consistent with State Planming and Zomwng
Law, prepared “fair share” housing needs projections for Antioch and the other Bay Arca 20
junsdictions {or the years 2001-2000, not for subsequent years. See Exhibil 24, [ as
appedrs to be the case, the City is relying on “fair share” housing needs projections other
than those preparcd by ABAG or beyond the 2001-2000 ABAG numbers, the City has
not made that clear.’t The Citv has also failed to fastify those projections,

- Witk regrand e s “Me Pruject, Lastivg Coencal Pien Alereaive,” the DEIR notes et s alieruative would resull
in apprusiualely 40570 hoasschelds @ 2025 RAEIR ae 629, That is the ABAG loog-tomm hewsing projection foc
Antdoch DETR 504.10-5 £abic 41070, The DEIR nevetheless congliedes, widtlout explznamion, that the }o Froject,
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As I noww stands, the DEIR s conclusion tha! the varous alternatives ~
considered will nor satisty vuspecified housing projections violates CEQA o that 1t 1
cotirely conclusory innature. The conclusion dees not appear {or even purpoert) to be
based on auy spectfic housimg need projections o any projections regarding the housing
sapacity of the various alternatives, mael less any comparison of need 1o capacity,

The only apparent basis for the DETR s conclusion 1s the vague assceiion
that because the General Plan alternatives evaluated would involve less devciopment than
the proposed General Plan, they might pruwde fewer low income huusmg units, See

. DEIR at 6-18. This sort of simplistic “more is better” assumption ignores the varipus
économic and planning factors that impact development of low income kousing, Itis

. also inhereatly skewed in favor of more intensive development and against less intensive
development, In fact, it does not logically follow that making more land available for _
residential development is the best or only means of satisfying the City’s “fair share” . 80
allocation, - This is paricularly true where, as in this case, the new land made available '

- for development would mainly be designated and zoned to support high priced honsing,

: . Insum, therefore, the DEIR does not present substantial evidence to
support the conchision that the “No Project, Existing General Plan Alternative”, the
“Rural Alternative” and the “Reduced Densify Alternative™ would jeopardize the City’s-
ability to meet its “fair share” housing sllocation. It is therefore improper to 1abel those
alternatives enwmnmentally mfennr to the proposed thnral Plan Update in the area nf
pnpuiatwn and housmg

These flowe in the DEIR’s alterngtives anzlvsis are particularly cntlcal
beeause even though the “Rural Altemative” is acknowledged in the DEIR as the
“environmentally supenor alternanve,” the DEIR rejects that alternative {and others)
based on the conclusion that the alternatives would fatl 1o satisfy the project objective of

Exiclizes Croogml Phn Alleawlive would jeopandize the (J*\ ] :tbl ity o amcel its falr sl;],cm: WG H J.,.,d“{:ulL “Llhat
comcdnsian is nof suppomcd by sabsianind cvidonoe

Y Tt isimportant 1¢ nate that the torms of Contra Costa County Measare C-1%90 spocifically provids that the County
could Ty muowe the Urhan Limit Lins ovas proposed in e General Plan Tipdile i an objective sindy were 1o
determine thiat the Urban Limit Ling iz preventing the Cownty from providing ile " i share™ of aifordabis hovsing and
that mgving te Urban Ll Bine is the enly feasible meate of smabling e Cowgy 1o moect hoss Teguirsoents. See
DEIR 4 8-5 The conclusoey ad vais ol0e "G shan? jgsue comuained in the DEIR does rod sulisly fhe requirement
of Reasure C- 1990 it docs ned constinde an “objective smedy™ and docs pot demoastrate the “fair shane™ aflocation
cannot b met within the exising Udban Limi Time,
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enabling the City™s to mecl 1s “fair share™ housing allocation. * DEIR & 6-15. Given

that the DEIR decs not contain substantial evidence 1o support a conclusion thil that the 30
alternative would jeopardize the City’s ability to satisfy ity “fur share™ allocation, it is

improper 1o reject the “Roaral Altemnative” (and other altematives) on that basie,

I, The DEIR Contains an Inadequate Analysis of the Projeet’s Growth-
Indecing linpacts.

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an analysis of a project’s growth .
inducing impacts. Growth-inducing impacts are those that encourage or fucilitate other :
activities or projects that could significantly affect the environment, either indiviually or
curmulatively. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(d). The City’s General Plan Update is
obviously a growth-inducing project in that it provides for an increase in population of S 31
approximately 55,000 people, and increase in residential units of approximately 18,000,

_and &n incressé in commercial and industrial square fodtage of spproximately
25,000,000. See DEIR. at 3-9 ("Z‘able 3.D) and 4.10-5. Additionally the Genezal Plan
Update. sets forth pnhcles guvemmg ﬁ'u.: development of areas hc}rnn{i the existing Urban
Limit Line.

- - The DEIR’s analysis of the growth-inducing impacts of the Genersl Plan B
Update is plainly inadequate. In fact, it appears to have been simply cut outof an
environmental review document prepared for another jurisdiction and not completely
edited to analyze the Antioch General Pian Update. This mey explain the statement on 82
page 5-2 of the DEIR that “{t]he proposed General Plan is a master plan providing the
framework by which public officials will be guided on making decisions relative to . -
development within Rivarside Conmty.™ DEIR at 5-2 (emphasis added). —

The DEIR’s analysis of growth-inducing impacts fails to even sammanze ]
the water supply, sewer, of roadway improvements needed to accomtmodate the mereases
in population forecast under the General Plan Update. The DEIR assumes that the
growth induced by the Project will have beneficial effeets becanse, for example, if the
growth oceurs near transt cenlers, then the Project will support regional transit systems. 83
See DETR at 5-2. This statemend, and many others Hke it, are completely unsupported by
anglysis in the DETR. No discussion in the DETR explaing how growth would be focased
near transit centers, and In fact, the General Plan Update provides for subslantial
residential developoienl away fromn “ransit centers™--in what 1s now apen space.

L plae LB s ablematives aadyvsis Fepreser:s that ang of the City"s stated poads for e General Plan Thsdaic s o nel
its “fuir share™ housing needs as dotcrmined by ABAG. Alhough we do not guestion the appropriasness ol thiz moal.
we dn note thet 3 is ol amaee thnse isied inthe “project ohjecives™ section of the Draft BTE. TETR a0 3-1 0 3-2
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Finally, the DEIR does nod analyze the Projoet’s growih-inducing impacts
sutside the Cily, partienlarty in aress to the south and cast of Antioch, CEQA reguices
the City to analyze the impacts ol the form, [ocation and amount of development that it
wiam reasenably anticipale will be induced by the General Plan Update buth within and 84
outside of the City. See City ofdntioch v ity Councid of the City: of Fogslury, 187
Cal.App.3d 1325, 1337 (198G),

E.  The DEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of
the Pruj ect. '

: An EIR must mscuss the cummulative :mpacts uf a project when the —
_ mr;remental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the

effects of other past, current, and probable fuiure projects. CEQA Guidelines §§
15130(a), 15065(c). The analysis of cumulative impacts is particularly important in the
context of long-range plarning documents becanse the growth allowed under general
plans is often substantial and because general plans set forth the policies that will gnide
the development of fiture, individual projects for several years. As noted in the CEQA
Guidelines, an advantage of a program-level EIR for planning documents, such as the
1’31‘;},F 8, i5 that they “[e]nsure considerstion of comulative i impacts Iimzt m:ght be shghted
in a cage-biy-case analysis.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168. 85

The City’s analysis of cumulative impacts, with the excepiion of traffic (ﬂ:}r
which a separate analysis was prepared), is clearly imadequate becanse it fails to either
provide a list of the other past, current, or probable future projects that were inchuded in
the cumulative analvsir o7 to refer to a regionat planning docnment summarizing area-
wide conditions, See CEQA Guidelines § 15130, The DEIR utilizes some data from the
ABACG, but the DEIR does not refer to a specific ABAG docnment or direct the pubilc to
a location where such document could be reviewed, _

Additionadly, the DEIR provides no quantification ar meaningful discussion ]
of the combined 1mpact of the Projeet and other regional projects on the environment,
such as, an estimate of the total amownt of acreage of open space lost to development, an
estirnate of the total amount of habitat lost to development, or a meusure of resulting air
and water quality. The EIR does not provide decision-inakers with any objective
measure of cumulative impacts. The EGRPD generated map of the Black Diamoad
Mines to Cowell Ranch area (see Txhibit 3) shows a number of approved and proposed
developments in Antioch, Brentwood and Contra Costa County. These include the
proposed project described 1n Antioch’s General Plan Updade, plus the proposed

86

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docL.cdr (9/25/03)



Victor Camighia
September 5 2003
Pagse 24

Vinevards al Cowell Ranch, Special Planming, Arveas G and T from the Brentwood —
Ciencral Plan, anit the proposed Fox Ridge Manor subdivision in Centra Costa County.
The proposed expansion of Los Vaqueros was not depicied in oae exhibit, however, the
cumnunlative npact analysis in the DETR should also consider this project. The DEIR fails 36
to consider the cwmulative offects of these developinents on acsthetics, open space,
witdlife coutidors, [andzcape linkapes and special-status species habiats,

The City’s analysis ol cinuiative biological mpacts, “which venerally
conclades that the development allowed under the General Plan Update would contribuge ™
© o cumulative impacis on bmlngmal resources, does not even mention the regional HCP
effort and is so vagué that it conld have been authored by someone without particufar
knowledge of the above-described regional gevelopment plans, See DEIR at 5-7. The
City"s approach of merely making conclusory statements ab-:;ut the cumulative impacts of
the Project is not adequate ander CEQA.

87 .

IL. THECITX'S GEN".ERAL PLAN UPDATE DOES NOT COMPLY WITH
STATE PLANNING AND ZONING IAW

- The City’s General Plan Update wnlates provisions uf State Planning and __ .
Zoning Law, is internally inconsistent, and containg a number of problematic policies.
The deficiencies in the City’s General Plan Update arﬁ-mnnmariza‘ed and described below.

A, The General Plan Update is nof LegaH:,r Adeqmte Under State
Planning and Zoning Lay. .

1.  Land Use Flement "
State General Plan Law requires that the City’s General Plan and ity
elements and parts comprise an “mtegrated, internally consistent and compatible” set of
policies. Govt Code § 653005, The General Plan Update violates this rule. The land
usc classifications shown i the land use diagram, Fipure 4.1, and b Tables 4-B to 4-D
(pages 4-15 to 4-17), Aunheipated General Plan Buildowt, differ from the Tand wse
classificatiens in Table 4-A, Appropriate Land Uses, and in the leal (Section 4 4.1, pages
4-18 to 4-24, spectfying the permitted uslding intenaity or population density dn cach

land vse district). —

State Planming and Zoning Law also reguires that the Land Use Element
desigmate the “general location and extent” of various Jand uses, includmyp “standards of

population denmity and buwldmg intensity™ for cach disinel. Gov't Code § 65302(a). 89
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Because the Jund use distiels are not desenibed consistently fn the General Plan Update
Figure 4.1, Tables 4-A through 4-D, and Section 4.4.1, # 15 impossible 1 many instaices
to determing the tand use category applicable 1o a specific property. The General Plan
Updale therefore fuils to make clear what permitted land uses, intensity, and population
dersity will apply o the areas thaf 1t purports to cover, For exanple, several large
“Service Commereial” areas are shownin Figure 4.1, and Table 4-D anticipates build-oyt
of over 775,000 sq. it in those areas. However, neither Table 4-4A nor Scclion 4.4, 1 Kst
“wervice Commercial™ as g Tand use category. Une cannot therefore determine from the
pian what land uses and hmldmg intensities are pmmtted within propertics located in
“Bervice Cammarmal“

&9

_ Within the various “Focused Plamung Areas,” described in Section 4.4.6 .
(pages 4-26 to 4-80), the permitted land use, building intensity and/or population density
* cannot be determined in many cases. Maps of the “focused planning areas,” repeatedty
refer to land use categories that are not actually specified in Figure 4.1, Tables 4-A.
ﬂlmugh 4-P), ot Section 4.4.1. In many cases, the description of the “fnm:sed planning
area” in the text does not describe permitted land uses, populauon density, and/or
buslding mtenmty for a1l land use categories. :

The Roddy Ranc.h and the Ginocohio Property for example, are des;lgnated

mmp]y as “Mixed Use Planned Commmity/Resort.” Neither Table 4-A nor Section 4.1.1
includes “Mixed Use Platned Community/Resort” as a land use category and the General 90
Plan Update does not include sufficient information about the fand vses proposed for '
those arcas. Policies for bioth properties, listed on pages 4-72 - 4.80, include no standards

~ for population density or conumerciat building intensity. The propﬂsed residential density
is nort clear and althonsh the Gf:nr::r'ﬂ Plan does speetfy an overall maximum howsing
density per “developable acre,” it docs not specify the number of “developable acres.”
The General Plan policies are not sufficiently specific to caleulate the “Anticipated
CGieneral Plan Buildout™ shown in Table 4-1. For instance, the plan provides no guidunce
for determining how many residences will be single-family or multifamily. The Cily is
apparenily attempting to defer the development of specific land use designations until a
Final Development Plan is proposed (sce DEIR at 4-75 and 4-793. This is not appropriate
under State Planning and Zoning Law,

Nerther Option A nor Option B for the Sand Creek Focus Area includes any
standards for population density and the General Plan provides no building intensity
standards for Senior Housing and no population densily or restdential building intensiiy
standards for the Mixed-Tise Medical Facility.

91
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The categorics for commercial development shown in Figeres 4 8A and A~
488 (the land use maps) are not consistent with the policies n the text 5o that the
pemutted building intensicy carnot be delermined. For mstance, the ext on pages 4-58
and 4-64 discusses Uiree calegones of comnercial development witl ditferent land use
intensities; emploviment-gonerating vses, local-serving commercial, and ather retailioftice
cammereial. Becuuse Figures 4 84 and 4,80 show oaly “Commercial/Qpen Spave™ and
“Business Park”, however, it 1s impossible (o determing what the allowable building
udensity would be for each parcel.

91 -

Planning and Zoning Law requires thet the Land Use Elewment of the —_
General Plaa designate uses of the land for “education” and for “solid and liquid waste
. disposal facilities.” Tt must also identify areas covered by the plan which are subject to
flooding, Gov't Code § 65302(a). The Draft Antioch Land Use Element does not
~ designate sites for edocational uses, or for solid and fquid waste d15pnaal activities, nor
. dar:s it identify areas subject to ﬂaodmg

92

2. Open Space Element

State Planming and Zoning Law mandates that a City’s General Plan should
recognize that “open-space land is & limited and valnable resource whick must be
conserved whenever possible.” Gov’t Code § 65562. ' The open space element of the
(reneral Plan mest desipnate open space for the preservation of natural resources; for the

- managed production of resources; for outdoor recreation; and for public health and
safety. Gov't Code § 65560(k). The Draft General Plan Update does not designate any | o3
site specificatly for preservation of nataral resources, managed production of resources,
outdaor recreation, or prblic health and safety, Policies relating to open space, which are |
seattered throvgheut the Draft Plan, in most cases do not desipmate specific sies but
improperly defer identification of open space areas until specific prejects are proposed.
There are no policizs relating to the 5,600 acres of asrcultural land located in Antioch.

Stete Planming and Zoming Law also provides that the City’s General Plan —
vpell space cloment niast contain an “open space dclon program” consisting of “specific
programs” the City inends 0 pursus to 1o inplementing its open space element, Gov't
Code § 655G Alibough the Resource Management geclion and scuttered policies 94
elsewhere m the General Plan Update include some open space objectives and polices,
they da not satisfy state law requirements, as they do not constitute a specific “action
progeam.” Notably, Seetion F2.0 of the General Plan Update entitled “implementation”™
contains no programs 1o implement Antioch’s open space policies.
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3. Conservaltion Element

It erder to comply with State Planming and Zoning Law, the Antioch
General Plan must inelude a conservation element for the “conservation. developnienl,
and wtilization” of a varety of natural resowees including soils, Osheres, and minsrals,
The clement must consider the effect of development described in the landg use clement
an nalural resowrces focated on public lands. The cloment must alvo discuss und evaluare
any water supply and demand information described in Government Code section

65352 3, if pmwded by a waier agency to Antioch.

: The General Plan Update’s Resource Management Element does not 95
discuss the effect of development on the natural rescurces located on adjacent public
-Jands, in particular, on those pnblic lands owned by the EBRPD. The Resource
Management Element also contains no descrption of soils and minerals nor their
conservation, development, and utilization. The conservation, development, and
utilization of fisheries are not discussed, nor are there any policies related to fisheries,
Water supply and demand information is not discussed at the level of detail requm:d by
Gm? t Cﬂde § 653525,

4.  Noise Element

- In order to comply with State Planning and Zoning Law, the Anfioch =~ —
General Plan must include current and projectéd noise levels for highways and freeways,
primary arterials, major local streets, passenger and freight trains, rapid transit, aviation
facilities, local industrial plants, and other important ground stationary sources. Exlsimg
and projected noise contonrs must be shown for all those somees based on nojse
nionitoring, and the contows must be vsed as & gnide to establish a land use pattern that
MININEZCs exposurs 1o excessive noise, The noise element must also recogmize the
enidelines cstablished by the Swate of Califomia. Grov’t Code § 65302, 96

The Draft General Plan Update does not metude cwrrent and projected notse
Ievels for any of the nses listed, nor does it include naise contours. Consequently, the
land use element cannol ninimze e exposure of sensitive receplors, meluding those
using EBRED lands, (o excessive noige, The Draft Generad Plan alse fails 10 melude any
discussion of the State’s notse element puldelines. —
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Al Circulation Ilement

Tn order (o comply with State Planniop aad Zoning Taw, the Antioch
General Plan crrealadion element must show the location of a varicly of ansportation
facilities, “all comelated with the land use clenient of the plan.” Gov't Code § G020
The Circulation Element in Antioch’s Diaft General Plan Update shows the locahion of
planned ranspoitation inprovemenls, and the Growih Management Element csiablishaes
waffic standards, Howewver, neither clement corrclates planned fransporiation
improvements with the Eand Use Element nor discusses whether the planmed _
improvements will enable Antioch to meet its u‘aﬁc standards. —

97

B. The Develnpment Proposed by the City Pursuant to the General Plan |
Update is Inconsistent with Many of the Express Policies of that Plan.

One of the most striking and problematic aspects of the General Plan
1Jpdate is the fact that much of the development the Crty proposes to allow under that .
plan is directly inconsistent with the express polictes of the plan. The consequence of
this inconsistency is that the City is already violating the policies that are meant to goide
all land use development in the City. Furthermore, State Planning and Zoning Law
~ requires general plans to be internally consistent. The fnllomng mmples ﬂlustrate the
.pmblem

" All indications are ﬁm the intensive dcveiapment proposed (mﬂludmg 08
Gptmn A for the Sand Creck Area) does not comport with the proposed biological o
resource policies in the General Plan Update, including the stated policy of protectinig
senzifive habitat areas. (e o ogk wood lands, verrial poots and grasslands). Ses DEIR st
4.3-23. Development that destroys such habitat cannot, by definition, also protect . The
{_ity does not appezr 10 have done the planning and analysis necessaty to determine how
development must be Hmited 10 proteet biological resources. Please refer to the
EBRIIYs “Option C7 for further information. Se Exhibit 2. Development of Opnoon A
for the Sand Creek Valley would also violate & number of peology and setsmicity policics
sel forth in e plan, incheding i7", “1" and “o”. Sew General Plan ar 11-4 —

Option C proposed by the FBRPD {see Exhibit 3} 1s the oaly Sund Creck
developuient option that appears to be consistent with a number of Hillside Design
Palicics in the General Flan Update, Policy “n7 cally for the overall scale and massing 99
of structures to respect the natwral swroundings and unique visual resources of un arca by
incorporating designs that follow natural topography and minimize visual mtrusion in the
nanrral landscupe, Option C appears entircly consistent with these policies because it
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protects scenic ridgelines by eliminating homes ftom the hillsides; it buffers regional
parklands that contamn significant nidgelines and hillsides. Development wnder Optics G
would be restricied (o valley botton arces thatl are contignons with proposcd developnent
on the adjacent TRichland and Cowan propertics. By coutrast, Option I3 would alfow for
hitlside development north ol Sand Creek. Option A, would further viokic Policy "
by severely impacting 2 number of addittonal signilicant hillsides ared ridgefines,

99

Iinally, the General Plan’s discussion of infergovernmental coordination
includes several policy statements to work with focal neighbering governments and to
“pursue establishment of inter-jurisdictionat agreements for the mitigation of

. development tmpacts” (see General Plan at 12-7), yet the City has chosen notto 100
participate in the East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan, the stated purposes of
which inclade regional cooperation and mitigation of development impacts to special-
status species. It would therefore appear that by not participating in the HCP effort, the
City is already in violation of its own General Plan policies. —

C. The General .Plan Update Contains a Number of Problemasatic Policiéa.

: EBRPD staff have carefirily reviewed and prepared cominents on and _
suggested changes to the proposed polices contained in the General Pian Update, : 101
- EBRPD) staff’s comments on the General Plan Update are attached hereto as Exhibit 25, -

IIL  CONCLUSION |
For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that no further

- consideration be given to the Project as proposed nnhit an EIR that fally eomplies with
CEQA is prepared and circulated for public review. —

102

Very traly yours,

i e
\.__,J I

S A

Tamara 8, Galanter

Csa L. Armi

Janctte £, Schoe

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
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Lisi of Exhibiis:

i LV ABiography for Brad Olson

2 C. % /Biography for John Waters

3 August 27, 2003 Leter [vom EBRPD to City of Antioch Planmiag Commnasion
IZe: Cuy of Antioch General Plan and UIR - Sand Creek Focus Area CUption
Bilack Diameond Mines Regional Preserve,

4 Auygust 27, 2002 Lefier fromn Shute, Mibaly & Weinberger ELE to Clty of Anticch

- Planning Commission,
5 Lotter from Karen Swaim mgardm.g recent observahﬂn of Alamada Whipsnake at

: - Black Diamond Mines

6 Newspaper article regarding East County habitat plan {Matt Weiser 1997)
The Sunday Times

7 Map of San Joaguin Kit Fox Corridors preparﬁci fm: the East Contra Costa.
HCPANCCP (Figure 6.4) '

8 Report by Biad Olson on the Potential Impax:ts of the City of Antioch’s General
- Plan Update on the San Joaguin Kit Fox, with attached Map of Blsck Diamond
Mines to Cowell Ranch San Joamuin Kit Fox Cordidors prepared by EBRPD
9 East Contra Costa HCP/NCCP - Notme of Preparaﬂun of an Environmental
‘Impact Report
10  Table of recent kit fox sitingg in the region
11  Visual impact simulation of Sand Creek Focus Area — Option A
12 Visual impact simulation of Sand Creek Focus Area— Option B
13 Visual impact simulafion of Sand Creek Focus Area — Option C
14  Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve Trail and Facilities Map -
15 Subsidence Mizconceptions and Myths {Gray et a1, 1006)
t6  Burface Subsidence Enginecring (Peng 1992)
17 Site Description of Mine Opening C71
I8 Excerpt of Seventh Annual Report of the State Mincralogist
19 MNowspaper article regarding coal mines underlying ZekaTTlipgins property (Jan
Ramsey 2003) The Suaduy Timey
20 Marterials Related to the Haxards of Abandoned Mines
21 Oakland Tribune Article Regarding Mining Dangers
22 Letters and Inspection Report of the Central Valley Repgional Water Quulity
Control Board
23 Black Diamond Mines Repional Preserve Land Use-Development I'lan and
Environmental [mpact Report
24 ABAG houstip nesds projection information
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CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter L:  Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP!

L-1

L-2

L-5

L-6

L-7

The comment provides a statement summarizing the East Bay Park District’s positions that
that the Draft EIR does not comply with CEQA and that the General Plan does not comply
with State General Plan law. Within this comment no specifics are mentioned, but are
provided in other comments. The City of Antioch disagrees with the District’s conclusion for
the reasons set forth in response to specific comments.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but states that in preparing the comment letter, the District’s attorneys “relied
on the technical expertise of EBRPD staff to conduct our analysis of the DEIR and General
Plan update.”

This comment summarizes the EBRPD’ s perspective of the proposed Genera Plan and Draft
EIR, and presents the overall structure of this comment letter. The comment implies that the
City is proposing development on “thousands of acres of land” that are somehow preserved in
open space. This is an incorrect characterization of the General Plan. The General Plan
neither proposes nor permits development on lands preserved in open space.

This comment provides a general statement regarding the Commentor’s assertion that the
Draft EIR does not provide legally required information. Specific comments are described in
detail later in the comment letter. The City of Antioch does not concur with this comment for
the reasons set forth in response to detailed comments bel ow.

This comment summarizes the importance of the project description in an EIR, but does not
raise any substantive issues regarding the EIR prepared for the Antioch General Plan. No
further response is necessary.

An error was found in the land use tables set forth in the Draft EIR (see revised Tables at the
end of responses to Comment Letter L). This error occurred in transcribing land use data by
General Plan category and Focus Area from detailed tables identifying General Plan land use
by traffic analysis zones. The quantified analysis of traffic and air quality impacts are based
on the correct land use by traffic zone figures. Noise analysis is based on a worst-case
analysis of the noise that would result from roadways running at their design capacity and
speed.

See General Comment 1 for adiscussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR, this EIR is a “Program EIR,” which evaluates
the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. It is not a “project-level” EIR. The
project for the purposes of this Program EIR is the General Plan for the entire City, and is not
limited to the Sand Creek Focus or any particular development proposal. The General Plan
does not address specific development proposals. Rather, the General Plan establishes an
overall policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals.

1

As noted in Comments K-1 and L-1, this letter has been submitted on behalf of the East Bay Park District, and
represents the District’s comments on the Draft EIR for the General Plan.
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L-9

L-10

L-11

The EIR for the General Plan is a first tier program EIR that focuses on the broad policy
implications of implementing the General Plan as a whole. Its purpose is to provide genera
programmatic environmental review of the environmental issues raised by the General Plan,
and provide performance standards, such that the impact of the plan will be avoided or
lessened, to the extent it isfeasible to do so.

The comment sets forth an assertion that the Draft EIR does not properly distinguish between
Option “A” and Option “B” for the Sand Creek Focus Area in its analysis, but provides no
examples to substantiate this claim. In the absence of specific comments as to how the
EBRPD believes the Draft EIR might inadequately distinguish between the two options for
Sand Creek, it is impossible to provide a meaningful response other than the City believes
that the Draft EIR does adequately distinguish between the two options for this portion of the
General Plan study area.

The comment provides states that the Draft EIR’s project description is flawed based on the
Didtrict’s assertion that the General Plan itself does not provide required information
regarding proposed land uses, building density, and intensity. The District's specific
reasoning for this claim is provided in later comments (L-88 through L-102). The City is of
the opinion that the project description adequately represents the proposed General Plan in
that the General Plan properly identifies permitted land uses, building density and intensity.
The City’ s response to Comment L-8 is provided in Responses L-88 through L-102.

The comment represents the opinion of the EBRPD, and is itself a conclusion not supported
by any analysis. More detailed comments follow later in the comment letter, and are
accompanied by the more detailed analysis presented below. The intent of the General Planis
to provide a clear policy framework for the review of subsequent development projects, and
not to provide detailed land planning for each property within the General Plan study area.
The General Plan EIR is a program level document, intended to be followed by subsequent
environmental analysis of specific development projects. The General Plan EIR provides
environmenta performance standards to be applied to these subsequent development projects,
but does not provide specific mitigation for each development proposal that might
subsequently be submitted to the City for review. As detailed in General Response 1, thisis
an acceptable approach to CEQA documentation.

This comment is a general statement that is detailed in subsequent comments. The City does
not concur with its conclusions for the reasons set forth in response to specific comments.

The Draft EIR clearly identifies the significance and rarity of native grasslands, and aso
clearly defines the important role that native grasslands play in the natural environment of
eastern Contra Costa County. EBRPD’s comment fails to acknowledge Table 4.3.B of the
Draft EIR, which plainly identifies the special-status animal species occurring or potentially
occurring within the Antioch General Plan study area, including those species that have been
or might be found within native grasslands. Table 4.3.A identifies special-status plants found
within Antioch General Plan study area, including native grasslands.

See Response A-9 for adiscussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.
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L-12 Asnoted in response to Comment L-11, Table 4.3.B of the Draft EIR identifies the specia-
status animal species occurring or potentially occurring within the Antioch General Plan
study area. Because the Genera Plan is broad in nature, the EIR’s programmatic approach
identifies loss of habitats as an impact of the General Plan, but does not include specific
analysis of impacts upon each species. Please refer to General Response 1 for a discussion of
the level of detail required by CEQA in a program-level EIR. As noted in Genera
Response 1, it is neither feasible nor necessary for a Program EIR to identify project level
impacts. It is necessary, however, to devise policies and mitigation measures representing
performance standards to avoid or lessen the impact of the General Plan.

The General Plan EIR identifies those General Plan policies that, when applied to subsequent
development proposals, will ensure that impacts on biological resources are avoided or
lessened. Because of the various natural resources and special-status species within the
Antioch Planning Area, Open Space Policy 10.3.2¢e, (listed below) has been included in the
General Plan to support subsequent site-specific and species-specific mitigation and
conservation. Because many of the species within the Planning Area are highly mobile and
because the General Plan considers development through the year 2030, site-specific surveys
and mitigation measures should be developed during project level environmental review.

10.3.2e.Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources (e.g.
sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep slopes,
cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource Management
Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with the provisions of
the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the provisions of State and
Federa law. The purpose of the Resource Management Plan is to look beyond the
legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared, and provide a long-term plan
for conservation and management of the natural communities found on-site. Resource
Management Plans shall accomplish the following:

- Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open space
areas, habitat linkages, and wildlife movement corridors;

- Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area; and

- Establish mechanisms to ensure the long-term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.

The requirements of Policy 10.3.2 are supplemented by specific performance standards set
forth in the Resource Management Element, as well as within Land Use Element policies
specific to individual Focus Areas. The measures set forth in the General Plan provide for
mitigation of biological resource impacts. As discussed in Response L-14, because of a lack
of certainty associated with timing of its adoption, the HCP/NCCP cannot function as a
substitute for the policies set forth in the proposed Genera Plan.
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L-13

L-14

L-15

See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.

Participation by public agencies in the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP process is
voluntary on the part of each agency, and is not mandated any law or requirement. The
comment is misleading in that it states that, once adopted, the HCP/NCCP “will serve as the
accepted process for complying with State and Federal Endangered Species Acts in the east
Contra Costa County area.” It would be more accurate to state that the HCP/NCCP would be
an accepted process for complying with State and Federal Endangered Species Acts in the
east Contra Costa County areafor those agencies that choose to participate in the process. For
those agencies, such as the City of Antioch, that have to date not chosen not to participate in
the HCP/NCCP, compliance with the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts would
occur through the processes that are currently in place.

Antioch has chosen to ensure that development will be subject to strong natural resources
performance standards set forth in its General Plan. As the comment implicitly admits, it is
not certain that the HCP/NCCP will be adopted by all participating agencies. For that reason,
and because it is likely that any HCP adoption would not occur until after adoption of the
Antioch General Plan, participation in the HCP/NCCP process would not be a substitute for
the measures set forth in the General Plan.

Appendix D of the Draft EIR is titled “Framework for Resource Management Plan for Sand
Creek Focus Area” The Framework Plan plainly states that it is intended to provide a
“framework for addressing special-status biological resources in the Sand Creek Focus Area,”
and that the plan has been developed to “provide a basis for establishing resource
management policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area.” The Framework Plan also states that it
“will serve asthe basis for a more detailed RMP. Thus, the Framework Plan is clearly not the
final RMP for the Sand Creek Focus Area, is not intended to constitute a HCP/NCCP nor is it
intended to be an alternative to the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts.

The City is not required to participate in the HCP or a like program, and its participation in
the program favored by the Park District is not the only means available to protect special-
status species and their habitats. Adherence to State and Federal law, including the
Endangered Species Acts outside of the HCP/NCCP process, in addition to the proposed
General Plan policies, City standards and environmental review of specific development
projects (including implementation of the performance standards set forth in the Generad
Plan) will protect these special-status species and their habitats. Additionally, Open Space
Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in Response L-12, has been included to provide support for
subsequent site-specific mitigation and conservation. As stated previously, this strategy is
appropriate due to the highly maobile nature of some species within the Planning Area.

The statement in the Draft EIR to which the comment refers actually states that proposed
General Plan policies focus primarily on avoidance and minimization of impacts to riparian
and wetland habitats and to maintaining and conserving native vegetation. The Draft EIR
concludes that “implementation of the proposed General Plan policies, applicable City
standards and guidelines, and adherence to State and Federal law, including the Endangered
Species Acts, as well as the requirements mandated during the environmental review of
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L-16

individual projects would reduce impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed
General Plan to aless than significant level.” Thus, the General Plan relies on more than just
compliance with State and Federal law pertaining to special-status species.

Please refer to General Response 1 regarding the level of detail required by CEQA in a
program level EIR. See also Response L-14 for a discussion of the Framework Plan included
in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. In addition, a similar approach was upheld by the Court in
Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351. In that case,
the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial assessment
of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria for siting
future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations; site-specific analysis, however,
was deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:

“The omission of any description of specific potential future facilities . . . does
not, in our view, render the FEIR deficient . . . . The Plan does not propose a
single project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste
management assessment and overview, with any separate future projects . . . to
be accompanied by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the
Plan and the FEIR for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval,
upon afinding of consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management
facilities.”

(5 Cal.App.4th at 371-371)

The approach taken by the City of Antioch to define performance standards to be applied in
later specific development projects does not defer mitigation in violation of CEQA.

It is not the intent of Table 4.3.A to identify every known location for each special-status
plant that might be found within the General Plan study area, but to denote the habitat areas
where they might be found, to assist in defining the areas where surveys for such species
would be required. As stated above, because of the various natural resources and special-
status species within the Antioch Planning Area Open, Space Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in
Response L-12, has been included in the General Plan to provide site and species specific
mitigation and conservation.

In relation to the big tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), Table 4.3.A identifies “dry annual
grasslands with clay or loam soils’ as the location where this rare plant might be found,
noting that it is sometimes found on slopes or burns. The table also notes that the big tarplant
has been found in the Los Medanos and Roddy Ranch areas, as well as near Livermore.
Surveys and preservation or mitigation for the big tarplant would be required for al suitable
habitat areas within the General Plan study area. Table 4.3.A notes that the Contra Costa
goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens) was last reported in Antioch in 1895, and that there are only
a“handful of extant populationsin Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.” The comment
notes that large leaf filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) is extant in the Roddy Ranch area. Table
4.3.A will be revised to include that species.
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L-17

L-18

It is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to identify every known location for each specia-status
animal that might be found within the General Plan study area, but to denote the habitat areas
where they might be found, to assist in defining the areas where surveys for such species
would be required. As stated above, because of the various natural resources and special-
status species within the Antioch Planning Area Open Space Policy 10.3.2e, as listed in
Response L-12, has been included in the General Plan to provide site and species specific
mitigation and conservation.

Table 4.3.B notes that the red-legged frog (Rana aurora) “inhabits marshes, slow parts of
streams, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, and other permanent water. When not breeding the red-
legged frog may be found in damp woods.” The table further notes that it is potentially found
in “creeks and ponds throughout the plan area,” and that it has been documented from
tributaries to Sand Creek in the southern portion of plan area. By noting that the red-legged
frog is potentially found in creeks and ponds throughout the General Plan study area, the EIR
does not understate the potential for occurrences of the species even though it does not cite
each known occurrencein Table 4.3.B.

Table 4.3.B identifies the breeding habitat of the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense) as “quiet water of ponds, reservoirs, lakes, temporary rain pools, and streams,
and notes that adults “emerge from their subterranean burrows for only a few weeks a year
during the late winter and early spring after heavy rains. Suitable habitat includes open wood-
land and grassland.” The table further notes that the California tiger salamander is found
primarily in the southern portion of the General Plan study area, and states that “ grasslands in
these areas interspersed with vernal pools and stock ponds provide potential aestivation and
breeding habitats.” The table notes that the species has been documented to occur “in Horse
Valey and on south side of Balfour Road. Actual sightings have occurred in the southern
portion of the Planning Area.” The EIR clearly does not underestimate the potential
occurrence of the species, even though it does not cite each known occurrence of the tiger
salamander.

As stated in Response L-17, it is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to identify every known
location for each special-status animal, but to denote the general areas where they might be
found to assist in defining areas where surveys would be required. Table 4.3.B notes that the
Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus) typically occurs in “northern coastal
scrub or chaparral communities of the East Bay Hills in Alameda and Contra Costa counties.
These two habitats are more favored by this snake when they occur adjacent to ungrazed
grassland or oak woodland savanna where rodent populations are high. Rodents are not
considered prime prey, but their burrows are favorite retreat areas for this snake. Grasslands
are also considered an important habitat component because of their foraging value, and some
female whipsnakes have been identified laying eggs in grassy fields. Rock outcrops are
considered especially important hunting habitat for this snake. Western fence lizard is the
primary prey species and prime habitats have high populations of this lizard.” The table also
notes that the Alameda whipsnake “inhabits south-facing slopes and ravines where shrubs
form a vegetative mosaic with oak trees and grasses.” Potential habitat for the whipsnake is
identified in Table 4.3.B as the hills in the southwestern portion of the General Plan study
area. Asis the case for the species discussed in Response L-17, the EIR does not understate
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the potential occurrence of the Alameda whipsnake even though it does not specificaly
identify each known occurrence of the speciesin the General Plan study area.

L-19 Table 4.3.B identifies the habitat of the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) as “open
habitats with sparse shrubs and trees, other suitable perches, bare ground, and low or sparse
herbaceous cover.” The table also notes that potential breeding and foraging habitat in
General Plan study area is “typically associated with open grassland areas and oak
woodlands/savannas.” As stated in Response L-17, it is not the intent of Table 4.3.B to
identify every known location for each special-status animal, but to denote the general areas
where they might be found to assist in defining areas where surveys would be required. The
description of potential habitat contained in Table 4.3.B includes the specific location
referred to in Comment L-19.

L-20 Table 4.3.B includes the two species referred to in the comment. As the author of this
comment letter points out in several specific comments, the Antioch General Plan and the
General Plan EIR require compliance with the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts.
Once compliance with the law is required by a General Plan policy, it is not necessary to
specify which Federal agency is tasked with enforcing the provisions of each law with which
a specific development project must comply. As noted in Comment L-20, enforcement of the
Federal Endangered Species Act in relation to anadromous fish is the responsibility of the
National Marine Fisheries Service, whereas responsibility for terrestrial species rests with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In recognition of this comment, the thresholds for
significance of biological resources has been modified to read asfollows:

“The effects of a development project on biological resources are considered to be
significant if the proposed project will:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG, National Marine
Fisheries, or USFWS;

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
CDFG, National Marine Fisheries, or USFWS;

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means;

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites,

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as atree preservation policy or ordinance; and/or
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Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan.

Note: CEQA Guiddines Section 15065 identifies conditions warranting “mandatory
findings of significance” that are to be used in preliminary review of projects, conducting
initial studies, and in determining if an EIR is required. The mandatory findings of
significance are not used as thresholds of significance for purposes of the proposed
General Plan analysis as: 1) it has already been determined that an EIR is required and 2)
a more comprehensive analysis is provided herein than would be done for a preliminary
review or aninitial study.”

This revision does not modify any of the discussion elsewhere in the Draft EIR, since later
references are to compliance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, and are not
dependent upon specifying the Federal agency that is tasked with its enforcement.

L-21 The Draft EIR notes that in addition to direct impacts, implementation of the General Plan
could result in “fragmentation of sensitive habitats resulting in isolation of habitat patches
creating a “checkerboard” pattern of small habitat patches of limited biological value.” The
Draft EIR also notes that the General Plan could result in “fragmentation of habitat that
congtricts, inhibits, or eliminates wildlife movement.” To clarify the Draft EIR discussion, the
following text is added to the Final EIR.

‘Edge effects occur along the border between developed and undeveloped aress.
These effects can extend a considerable distance (hundreds of feet) from the
development footprint (areas actually modified for urban development). Edge
effects occur from exotic plants and animals, including dogs and cats (which may
disturb, kill, or injure wildlife and damage plants), pests (such as rats and house

mice), and invasive plants. Edge effects also include light and noise, and fuel

management, which involves brush clearance (which disturbs or eliminates wildlife

and opens the area to invasion by exotic species), and typically extends up to 200

feet or more from development, depending on nearby topography and vegetation
more extensive fuel modification is typically needed where there are st slopes

below structures or where fuels loads are higher, such as north-facing slopes).

Type conversion can result when fire occurs at a frequency greater than the full
regeneration period required by a community or its elements. For example, a
chaparral shrub that reguires 20 years to produce enough seed to fully re-establish
itself would be eventualy eliminated by fires occurring more frequently than 20
years. After repeated short fire cycles, chaparral and coastal scrub tend to convert
to weedy annual grasslands, which are themselves tolerant of and vulnerable to
frequent fires. Fire suppression tends to result in larger, more catastrophic fires in
decadent stands, and results in impacts relating to fuel breaks (with the associated
brush clearance edge effect). Additionally, certain exotic species, such as some
non-native grasses, can spread beyond physically disturbed areas and impact native
species.”
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See Response L-22, below, for adiscussion of mitigation of edge effects.

L-22  Based on comments received directly from the East Bay Regional Parks District, the General
Plan was revised during Planning Commission public hearings to include policies for the
urban/rural edge and the provision of adequate buffer areas to address edge effects. These
policies are found in Section 10.5 of the General Plan (Resource Management Element).

L-23 “Heritagetrees’ are mature trees over 50 years of age that are associated with historic events
or siteswithin the City.

L-24 The City of Antioch concurs that the preservation of open space needs to be accompanied by
adequate funding for its management. In many cases, dedications for open space are made to
public agencies that already have funding sources for the management of open space. In other
cases, funding sources for the management of open space need to be secured. To this end,
Policy 10.3.2 of the Genera Plan states:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natural creeks,
rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual landscape features), require new
development to incorporate natural open space areas into project design. Require
dedication to a public agency or dedication of a conservation easement,
preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of appropriate management and
maintenance in perpetuity of such open space areas.”

Significant habitat areas are intended to be included in the provisions of this policy. To
clarify itsintent, policy 10.3.2d is here revised to read:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natural creeks
and other significant habitat areas, rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual
landscape features), require new development to incorporate natural open space
areas into project design. Require dedication to a public agency or dedication of a
conservation easement, preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of
appropriate management and maintenance in perpetuity of such open space
areas.”

The requirement for the provision of “management and maintenance in perpetuity” is the
financial mechanism requested in Comment L-24.

L-25 Comment L-25 requests that the EIR analyze the potentia for illegal activities in subsequent
developments. The EIR for the General Plan analyzes the impacts of the proposed General
Plan, which, as stated in a number of instances in the EBRPD comment letter relies on
compliance with the provisions of the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts. The Draft
EIR properly assumes that development pursuant to the proposed General Plan will comply
with these laws. The Final Program EIR is obligated to include a mitigation monitoring
program that ensures implementation of EIR mitigation measures, including compliance with
the law and the provisions of the proposed General Plan. The City of Antioch currently has a
policy that necessary local, State, and Federa approvals be obtained prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.
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L-26 The proposed General Plan includes the following policies in Section 10.4.2 of the General
Plan to protect and conserve the habitat of special-status species, which are defined as species
that are listed or designated for listing, as threatened or endangered.

a. Comply with the Federal policy of no net loss of wetlands through avoidance and
clustered development. Where preservation in place is found not to be feasible (such as
where a road crossing cannot be avoided, or where shore stabilization or creation of
shoreline trails must encroach into riparian habitats), require 1) on-site replacement of
wetland areas, 2) off-site replacement, or 3) restoration of degraded wetland areas at a
minimum ratio of one acre of replacement/restoration for each acre of impacted on-site
habitat, such that the value of impacted habitat is replaced.

b. Preserve in place and restore existing wetlands and riparian resources along the San
Joaguin River and other natura streams in the Planning Area, except where a need for
structural flood protection is unavoidable.

c. Require appropriate setbacks adjacent to natural streams to provide adequate buffer areas
ensuring the protection of biological resources, including sensitive natural habitat,
special-status species habitats and water quality protection.

d. Through the project approval and design review processes, require new development
projects to protect sensitive habitat areas, including, but not limited to, oak woodlands,
riparian woodland, vernal pools, and native grassands. Ensure the preservation in place
of habitat areas found to be occupied by state and federally protected species. Where
preserved habitat areas occupy areas that would otherwise be graded as part of a
development project, facilitate the transfer of allowable density to other, non-sensitive
portions of the site.

e. Limit uses within preserve and wilderness areas to resource-dependent activities and
other uses compatible with the protection of natural habitats (e.g., passive recreation and
public trails).

h. Within areas adjacent to preserve habitats, require the incorporation of native vegetation
and avoid the introduction of invasive species in the landscape plans for new
development.

In addition, General Plan open space policies (Section 10.3.2) include the following:

d. “Where significant natural features are present (e.g., ridgelines, natura creeks
and other significant habitat areas, rock outcrops, and other significant or unusual
landscape features), require new development to incorporate natural open space
areas into project design. Require dedication to a public agency or dedication of a
conservation easement, preparation of maintenance plans, and provision of
appropriate management and maintenance in perpetuity of such open space
areas.”

e. “Require proposed development projects containing significant natural resources
(e.g. sensitive or unusual habitats, special-status species, habitat linkages, steep
dopes, cultural resources, wildland fire hazards, etc.) to prepare Resource
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L-27

L-28

L-29

L-30

Management Plans to provide for their protection or preservation consistent with
the provisions of the Antioch General Plan, other local requirements, and the
provisions of State and Federal law. The purpose of the Resource Management
Plan isto look beyond the legal status of species at the time the plan is prepared,
and provide a long-term plan for conservation and management of the natural
communities found on-site. Resource Management Plans shall accomplish the
following:

Determine the significance of the resources that are found on-site and their
relationship to resources in the surrounding area, including protected open space
areas, habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors;

Define areas that are to be maintained in long-term open space based on the
significance of on-site resources and their relationship to resources in the
surrounding area, and

Establish mechanisms to ensure the long term protection and management of
lands retained in open space.”

f. Encourage public access to creek corridors through the establishment of trails
adjacent to riparian resources, while maintaining adequate buffers between creeks
and trails to protect sensitive habitats, special-status species and water quality.

Additionally, as stated on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR “Implementation of the proposed
General Plan policies, applicable City standards and guidelines, and adherence to State and
Federal law, including the Endangered Species Acts, as well as the requirements mandated
during the environmenta review of individual projects would reduce impacts to biological
resources associated with the proposed General Plan to aless than significant level.”

This comment does not identify any “additional projects’ that were not discussed in the Draft
EIR. To the City’s knowledge, Draft EIR takes into account all existing and proposed
development in and near the southern portion of the Antioch General Plan study area. For
example, the City has projected in its biological analysis that future development within the
City of Brentwood to the southeast of Antioch may block or constrain existing wildlife
corridors (which projection has been disputed by EBRPD).

The analysis of biological habitats in the southern portion of the General Plan study area
leading to formulation of the Framework Plan set forth in Appendix D of the EIR and the
“Option B” policies in the General Plan, which EBRPD has supported included review of
information regarding habitat corridors generated by the East County HCP/NCCP program.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but states that a number of species would be adversely affected by disruptions
to these grassland movement corridors. The City has recognized this potential, and
incorporated policiesinto the General Plan to protect the movement corridor discussion in the
comment.

The City of Antioch concurs that it does not have the authority to impose land use policies
over areas outside its jurisdiction. The proposed General Plan represents the City’ s good faith
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L-31

L-32

L-33

L-34

L-35

L-36

L-37

effort to provide for the protection of important habitat areas and connections that are under
the City’sjurisdiction and control. If each jurisdiction with land use authority would properly
evaluate area habitat and provide environmental management policies such as those set forth
in the proposed Antioch General Plan, habitat linkages and movement corridors would be
protected. The HCP/NCCP process may also resolve the issue of connecting habitats and
corridors preserved by the City of Antioch with habitats and corridors in adjacent
communities. The City does not need to participate in the HCP/NCCP in order to do its part
in the protection of biological resources within the region, and, as discussed in Responses
L-12 and L-14, the HCP/NCCP would not be a viable substitute for the policies set forth in
the General Plan.

The study referred to in the comment is included in the Draft EIR only to illustrate the point
that different species use movement corridors in different ways, and that constant movement
is not needed to establish the importance of a movement corridor.

See Response A-9 for a discussion of wildlife movement corridors and constraints affecting
such corridors.

The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, at approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the Zeka/Higgins must be
maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan Circulation
map. Development of new roadways will be required to meet the same General Plan policies
and performance standards as new residential, commercial, industrial, and other types of land
development.

The text referred to in this comment states that the southwestern portion of the Sand Creek
Focus Area provides suitable habitat for the Alameda whipsnake. See Response L-18.

The text of the Draft EIR provides an adequate summary of the more detailed information
presented in the Framework Resource Management Plan contained in Appendix D, and it is
not necessary to bring from the Appendix into the main body of the document al of the text
describing habitats forward. “ Statically distributed” refers to species whose distribution tends
to show little change over time, and compared to more mobile species whaose presence within
aparticular habitat areawill change significantly over time.

The “RMP’ referred to in the comment is actually the Framework Plan, not the final RMP
itself, as described in Responses A-3, A-7, A-9, and L-14. The Genera Plan provides
performance standards based on avoidance of impacts and replacement of habitat. Specific
ratios for replacement will be set as part of the final RMP based on site-specific conditions,
S0 as to ensure that equivalent habitat is preserved or replaced. Depending upon the quality of
habitat that ultimately be impacted, the “rule of thumb” replacement ratio cited in the
comment may need to be adjusted to ensure that mitigation is truly proportional to impacts.

The City concurs that surveys are not mitigation themselves, and are the necessary precursor
to the imposition of mitigation requirements. As noted in Responses to Comment Letters A,
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B, and L, the General Plan sets forth environmental performance standards for subsequent
application to individual development projects.

L-38 See Response A-8. The General Plan does not mandate a specific corridor configuration or
width, but does set forth clear policies mandating the preservation of functional wildlife
corridors.

L-39 Discussion of aesthetic impacts in an environmental document is typically difficult due to the
subjective nature of design and aesthetics. For a specific development project with clearly
defined views toward or from specific identifiable locations or features, visual simulations
can be prepared showing what the project would look like in its post-development condition.
Such analysisis impossible for a Genera Plan, since it would need to provide simulations for
each of hundreds of potentia development projects, none of which have actually been
designed. As aresult, only a programmatic analysis can be prepared for a General Plan. This
is what was accomplished in the Draft EIR, which states that future developments “that are
built on or near the ridgelines may obstruct some historic and panoramic views of Mt. Diablo
and the ridgelines. Also, developments constructed throughout the City may have the
potential to alter landforms, scenic vantage points, and overall character, which could be an
adverse impact on scenic views of the City. Some scenic vantage points within the City are
not located in areas designated for open space, but rather for residential uses. Future
development involving residential land uses around these areas could potentially obstruct
views.” The Genera Plan Community Image and Design Element provides detailed
performance standards for the preservation of significant views. See General Response 1 for a
discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.

Additionally, Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines states in part that the “degree of
specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity which is described inthe EIR.... An EIR on a construction project will
necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the
adoption of alocal general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the
construction can be predicted with a greater degree of accuracy.”

L-40 A General Plan-level, first tier program EIR may properly focus on the broad policy
implications of implementing the plan as a whole. It is neither feasible nor necessary for an
EIR of this sort to specify with precision specific project-level impacts. What is necessary,
however, is to devise policies and mitigation measures setting performance standards, such
that the impacts of the General Plan will be avoided or lessened, to the extent it isfeasible to
do so. The EIR addresses the impacts of the General Plan as a whole, rather than project-
specific impacts of any particular development proposal. The comment states that comments
have been sent to the City in the context of the 2002 Draft Sand Creek Specific Plan and EIR.
The Specific Plan and the accompanying EIR process is the correct venue to discuss the
analysis of these types of project-related impacts. It should also be noted that the Draft Sand
Creek Specific Plan EIR was never certified, but has been revised and recirculated for public
comment.

L-41 Please refer to Response L-40. The visual smulations referred to in the comment were
presented to the Planning Commission as part of its review of the General Plan. Based in
large part on the comments of EBRPD, the Planning Commission recommended the more
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environmentally protective policies in “Option B” for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The City
Council will review Options A and B, the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the
Draft EIR, and comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR before taking action
on the General Plan, including the Sand Creek Focus Area. Overal, however, this comment
addresses the Sand Creek Specific Plan, and not the proposed project here, which is the
General Plan update.

L-42 Please refer to Response L-40. Based on the presentation made by the EBRPD, the Planning
Commission recommended inclusion of Option B policies in the General Plan, based on its
conclusion that the open space required in these policies, along with the buffering and
transition policies recommended by EBRPD and included in the General Plan, will reduce
visual impactsin the vicinity of EBRPD facilitiesto aless than significant level.

L-43 The comment is incorrect in its assertion regarding mitigation for aesthetic impacts. The
Draft EIR contains general design policies aimed at protecting views, and well as specific
policies related to hillside development. Additional mitigation measures are identified for
light and glare impacts. Please refer to Comment L-44, where the author of Comment
Letter L cites specific policies that would mitigate visual impacts. In addition, the
Community Image and Design Element of the General Plan provides specific performance
standards for preservation of views within the community.

L-44 The conclusion presented in this comment is based on a misunderstanding of the General
Plan. Although, for purposes of analysis, the EIR treats lands designated for development as
being completely converted to urban use (i.e., no preservation of natural open space), that
analysis is applied prior to the imposition of the mitigation measures, including those
identified in Comment L-44. However, the lands in question in “Option A” for the Sand
Creek Focus area are designated as follows:

Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space;

Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space;

Estate and Executive Residential/Open Space;
Commercial/Open Space;

Hillside, Estate, and Executive Residential/Open Space; and
Open Space/Senior Housing.

The reason that all but the most northeasterly portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area are
designated “/Open Space” is to recognize that implementation of General Plan policies will
result in the delineation of lands for permanent preservation in open space, and that the
delineation of those lands needs to occur as part of site-specific planning process being
undertaken for the Sand Creek Focus Area. Although the Option A map does not delineate
boundaries between development areas and lands to be preserved in open space, the policies
of the proposed General Plan provide clear performance standards for such delineation to
occur as part of the development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek
Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be based on site-specific biological and other studies
beyond those which can reasonably be accomplished in a Citywide General Plan.
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L-45

L-46

L-47

General Plan Land Use Element policy 4.4.6.7! for both Options A and B states':

[.  “ltisrecognized that although the ultimate development yield for the Focus Area may be
no higher than the 4,000 dwelling unit maximum, the actual development yield is not
guaranteed by the General Plan, and could be substantially lower. The actual residentia
development yield of the Sand Creek Focus Area will depend on the nature and severity
of biological, geologic, and other environmental constraints present within the Focus
Area, including, but not limited to constraints posed by slopes and abandoned mines
present within portions of the Focus Area; on appropriate design responses to such
constraints, and on General Plan policies. Such poalicies include, and but are not limited
to, identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and
facilities performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of natural
topography and environmental resources, policies intended to protect public health and
safety, and implementation of ... (a) Resource Management Plan...”

Thus, the General Plan anticipates the delineation of areas to be kept in open space based on
the environmental performance standards contained in General Plan policies, including those
cited in Comment L-44 as part of the city’s development and environmental review process.
As discussed in General Response 1, this approach is consistent with the provisions of
CEQA.

Please refer to Response L-44. The “Option B” map would also be subject to the policies of
the General Plan, which provide environmental performance standards to be applied to
individual development projects during the City’s development and environmental review
process. Because of the citywide nature of the General Plan, it is impossible to provide
detailed land use planning for all properties within the General Plan study area, and necessary
to provide for a genera delineation of required open space, with additional requirements
imposed when specific land use plans are submitted to and reviewed by the City.

The comment represents the opinion of the author of Comment Letter L. For the reasons set
forth in Responses L-44 and L-45, the City believes that options presented to the Planning
Commission (including “Option A” and “Option B” for the Sand Creek Focus Ared) are
consistent with General Plan hillside policies and other provisions of the General Plan.

The discussion of light and glare impacts contained in the Draft EIR is not limited to impacts
on residential areas. While the fourth mitigation measure contained in the Draft EIR refersto
impacts that commercial and industrial uses might have on adjacent residential development,
the first three mitigation measures are applicable to the urban/wildland edge. These
mitigation measures, which the Planning Commission included in its recommendation on the
General Plan read asfollows:

4.1.2A. The City shall modify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: The City of Antioch shall require that sources of

Policy 4.4.6.71 for the Sand Creek Focus Area differs between Option A and B in that the policy refersto 5,000 units

under Option A, and to 4,000 units under Option B.
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L-48

L-49

L-50

lighting within the General Plan area be limited to the minimum standard required
to ensure safe circulation and visibility.

4.1.2B. The City shal maodify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: Within rural areas the City of Antioch shall require
street lighting to be limited to intersections and other locations that are needed to
maintain safe access (e.g., sharp curves).

4.1.2C. The City shall modify the proposed General Plan to incorporate a policy
with the following provision: The City of Antioch shall require exterior lighting for
buildingsto be of alow profile and intensity.

In addition, based on the recommendations of the EBRPD made to the Planning Commission,
detailed performance standards to address buffers and transitions between urban and open
space areas, and thereby protect open space lands from the impacts of urban development
(including light and glare) have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan (Section
10.5).

Please refer to Response L-44 for a discussion of the impacts of “Option A” and to General
Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the Genera Plan EIR. In the
absence of detailed development plans, site-specific analysis of the impacts that devel opment
within specific portions of the Sand Creek Specific Plan might have on specific portions of
the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve is not possible, the conclusions set forth in
Comment L-48 are speculative and ignore the policies set forth in the proposed Antioch
General Plan. As described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR for the General Plan, it is a
“Program EIR,” which evaluates the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan. This
project consists of a Genera Plan for the entire City, not any particular development
proposa. Similarly, the Draft EIR is a Program EIR addressing the impacts of the General
Plan as a whole, rather than a project-specific EIR. The General Plan does not address
specific development proposals. Rather, the General Plan establishes an overal policy
framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals.

As stated in Response 47, the discussion of light and glare impacts contained in the Draft EIR
is not limited to impacts on residential areas. While the fourth mitigation measure contained
in the Draft EIR (the only one referred to in Comments L-47 and L-49) refers to impacts that
commercia and industrial uses might have on adjacent residential development, the first three
mitigation measures are applicable to the urban/wildland edge. In addition, based on the
recommendations of the EBRPD made to the Planning Commission, detailed performance
standards to address buffers and transitions between urban and open space areas, and thereby
protect open space lands from the impacts of urban development (including light and glare)
have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan (Section 10.5).

Based on the presentation made by the EBRPD to the Planning Commission, the General
Plan was revised to include buffering and transition policies recommended by EBRPD. The
performance standards set forth in the policy recommended by EBRPD included provisions
to ensure that visual impacts in the vicinity of EBRPD facilities will be reduced to aless than
significant level. See Response A-11 for a description of these policies.
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L-51 The comment is incorrect. The studies presented in the 2002 Sand Creek Specific Plan EIR
described potential hazards associated with the mines, and were the best and most up-to-date
information available at the time the General Plan EIR was prepared. Additional analysis
included in the September 2003 Draft EIR for the Sand Creek Specific Plan does not alter any
of the analysis contained in the Draft General Plan EIR. Whether the Sand Creek EIR was
certified is irrelevant to the use of that information. That analysis was incorporated into the
proposed General Plan and Draft EIR to create performance standards, which will be utilized
in the development of this area. See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic
nature of the General Plan EIR and the preparation of performance standards for application
in subsequent devel opment projects.

L-52 The General Plan states that access tunnels and mine openings constructed as part of the
former mining operations within the Sand Creek Focus Area were generaly well
documented, and have been relocated and sealed over the years. However, the EIR also notes
that ventilation shafts are more numerous, their locations are poorly documented, and often
closed in a manner that could become unsafe over time. The Draft EIR clearly states that
these mines “present a possible risk of collapse and surface subsidence that could
compromise the integrity of buildings developed overlying the mine tunnels.” The General
Plan requires that site-specific analysis be undertaken, and appropriate mitigation be
implemented to prevent structural collapse or subsidence that would endanger buildings
designed for human occupancy, and states that should it be necessary, closed mines are to be
placed within areas designated for permanent open space. Thus, the General Plan provides
clear performance standards for mitigation as permitted in a Program EIR under CEQA (see
General Response 1). To ensure that the City’'s policy regarding mitigation of hazards
associated with closed minesis clear, policies related to historic mineral extraction in Section
11.3.2 of the General Plan have been modified as follows.

m.  “As appropriate and necessary to protect public health and safety, abandoned
mines shall be placed in natural open space areas, with appropriate buffer areas
to prevent unauthorized entry.

n.  Within areas of known historic mining activities, site-specific investigations
shall be undertaken prior to approval of development to determine the location
of any remaining mine openings, the potential for subsidence of collapse, and
necessary measures to protect public health and safety, and prevent the collapse
or structural damage to structures intended for human occupancy due to mine-
related ground failure or subsidence. Such measures shall be incorporated into
project approvals.

0. All identified mine openings shall be effectively sealed.

p. Construction of structures for human occupancy shall be prohibited within
areas found to have a high probability of surface collapse or subsidence, unless
foundations are designed that would not be affected by such surface collapse or
subsidence, as determined by site-specific investigations and engineered
structural design.
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L-53

L-55

g. The locations of al oil or gas wells on proposed development sites shall be
identified in development plans. Project sponsors of development containing
existing or former oil or gas wells shall submit documentation demonstrating
that all abandoned wells have been properly abandoned pursuant to the
requirements of the California Department of Conservation Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources.”

Most of the discussion in Comment L-53 refers to site-specific comments for the Sand Creek
Specific Plan. As stated above, the studies and nature of the hazards have been incorporated
into the proposed Genera Plan to create performance standards. These hazards are an issue
for one individual project, and, in addition to meeting the performance standards and policies
required by the General Plan, this development will be required to meet the requirements of
CEQA. As noted in General Response 1, the specificity required by CEQA for second tier
environmental documents may be more detailed than for a program level EIR on a General
Plan.

The adequacy of mitigation measures in an EIR for a specific development project that has
not been certified isirrelevant to the General Plan EIR. Responses to the comment’ s assertion
regarding the adequacy of General Plan mitigation measures is provided in response to the
specific comments that follow.

The comment is incorrect in that it assumes that development will cover the entire Sand
Creek Specific Plan area. As discussed in Response L-44, all but the most northeasterly
portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area are designated “/Open Space.” Implementation of
General Plan policies will result in the delineation of lands for permanent preservation in
open space. The delineation of those lands will occur as part of site-specific planning process
being undertaken for the Sand Creek Focus Area. As shown in Figure 4.8 of the proposed
General Plan, the areain which the mine hazards are present is designated Hillside and Estate
Residential/Open Space. The performance standards and policies in the proposed General
Plan will be applied to the Sand Creek Specific Plan a part of its development and
environmental review, and the Specific Plan will provide a site-specific delineation of where
development may occur consistent with the policies of the General Plan. In areas found to
have significant mine hazards, the open space designation will be applied. Thus, the General
Plan anticipates the delineation of areas to be kept in open space based on the environmental
performance standards contained in General Plan policies, including those cited in Comment
L-44 as part of the City’s development and environmental review process. As discussed in
General Response 1, this approach fully complies with the provisions of CEQA.

See Responses L-44 and L-54 for a discussion of the relationship between General Plan
policies and the land use map presented in Figure 4.8 of the proposed Genera Plan. As
discussed in those responses, the General Plan sets performance standards to be applied as
part of the development and environmental review of specific development projects, such as
the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The Genera Plan is not the correct venue to provide site-
specific land use planning for privately owned lands such as those within the Sand Creek
Focus Area. The purpose of the General Plan is to set City policy regarding future land use
and environmental management, and to provide performance standards that individual
development proposals will be required to meet. Thus, the General Plan establishes an overall
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L-56

policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals. Also, as stated in
Response L-54, the area in which mine hazards are present is designated Hillside and Estate
Residential/Open Space, and in areas found to have significant and unavoidable mine hazards
the open space designation will be applied. General Plan policy would prohibit the
development of structures for human occupancy in locations subject to a “high probability of
surface collapse.”

The Genera Plan sets forth the commonly accepted performance standard that subsidence of
the ground level does not prohibit development if the structures for human occupancy can be
designed so as to avoid collapse and significant structural damage. The General Plan is dso
based on the commonly accepted performance standard that subsidence of the ground level
would prohibit development, even though structures could be protected if such development
would endanger the health and safety of occupants and visitors to the site. To ensure that this
performance standard is clear, Policy 11.3.2 of the General Plan has been modified to read as
follows:

a. Limit development in those areas, which, due to adverse geological conditions,
will be hazardous to the overall community and those who will inhabit the area.

b. Require evaluations of potential slope stability for developments proposed within
hillside areas, and incorporate the recommendations of these studies into project
devel opment requirements.

c. Require specialized soils reports in areas suspected of having problems with
potential bearing strength, expansion, settlement, or subsidence, including
implementation of the recommendations of these reports into the project
development, such that structures designed for human occupancy are not in

danger of collapse or significant structural damage with corresponding hazards to
human occupants. Where structural damage can be mitigated through structural
design, ensure that potential soils hazards do not pose risks of human injury or
loss of life in outdoor areas of a development site.

d. Where development is proposed within an identified or potential liquefaction
hazard area (as determined by the City), adequate and appropriate measures such
as (but not limited to) designing foundations in a manner that limits the effects of
liquefaction, the placement of an engineered fill with low liquefaction potential,
and the alternative siting of structures in areas with a lower liquefaction risk,
shall be implemented to reduce potential liquefaction hazards. Any such
measures shall be submitted to the City of Antioch Building Division for review
prior to the approval of the building permits.

Please refer to Response L-55. The General Plan process establishes performance standards
and a framework, which the City will utilize to evaluate the proposed development of the
Sand Creek Focus Area. The City has just released a new Specific Plan Draft EIR for the
Sand Creek Specific Plan (September 2003). The Specific Plan EIR process is the correct
venue to discuss and implement specific mitigation measures for on-site mines.
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L-57

L-58

L-59

L-60

Please refer to Response L-56. Section 10.7.2 of the Genera Plan sets forth policies to protect
water quality. As noted in response A-2, these policies have been modified to address
contamination from runoff.

As discussed in Response L-24, Policy 10.3.2 of the General Plan requires that the
preservation of open space needs to be accompanied by adequate funding for its management.
It is not necessary to establish a geological hazards abatement district in the General Plan. If,
based on subsequent site-specific analysis, it becomes necessary to place lands with geologic
hazards in permanent open space pursuant to General Plan policy, a management entity and
funding source for the open space would be identified. This management entity would
perform the functions of a geological hazards abatement district. Such an entity is one of
several possible approaches to management of lands set aside for the protection of public
health and safety. The General Plan properly requires that active management of such land
occur, but need not specify the form of management.

This comment makes a general statement that is detailed in subsequent specific comments.
The City does not concur with this comment since the Draft EIR does analyze existing land
use patterns, compatibility of proposed land uses within the proposed Genera Plan, and
consistency with regional planning efforts.

See Responses F-1 and F-2 for a discussion of the relationship between the Antioch General
Plan and the County’ s 65/35 Land Preservation Plan. As stated in those comments, the Contra
Costa County 65/35 Land Preservation Plan limits urban development within the County, not
within individual cities. It is recognized, however, that the County LAFCO will consider the
ULL in any deliberations regarding spheres of influence and annexations. The Draft EIR
explains that, in the original voter approval of Measure C in 1990, the voters approved an
Urban Limit Line that would alow development of portions of the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio properties. Only later did the County Board of Supervisors move the ULL to
prohibit development of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties. Thus, development of
those portions of the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties that were included within the
original ULL, as proposed by the General Plan, would not be inconsistent with Measure C as
approved by the voters, and no significant land use impact would result.

The Draft EIR further explains that, under the provisions of Measure C-1990, the County is
required to review the location of the ULL every five years. Given that the balance of
residential land within Antioch would be built out by about 2020, it is reasonable and prudent
to recognize the possibility that urban development might occur within portions of the Roddy
Ranch and Ginochio property outside of the ULL approved by the voters in 1990 sometime
between 2020 and 2030. There is aready a road network and a golf course outside of the
ULL. To address the possibility of development in the future, the proposed Antioch General
Plan extends the sunset date of the Urban Limit Line as it was approved by the voters by ten
years from 2010 to 2020, and includes policies to guide development of this area when and if
it occurs. As stated in Responses F-1 and F-2, urban development of these areas will require
development of a Fina Development Plan and mitigation of impacts resulting from
development will be provided in compliance with all CEQA requirements, General Plan
policies, and the provisions of State and Federal law. Development within the Roddy Ranch
and Ginochio Property Focus Areas will also require modification of the ULL (if
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L-61

L-62

L-63

L-64

L-65

development outside of the area originally approved by the voters is proposed), extension of
Antioch’s sphere of influence, and annexation to the City.

Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, and L-60.

Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, and L-60. In a responsible planning effort, the proposed
Antioch General Plan addresses the possibilities of the City’s growth over the next 26 years,
and plans for the possibility that areas that voters approved for devel opment under Measure C
in 1990 could be developed between 2020 and 2030. As noted in Responses F-1 and F-2,
current City policy is that development within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio properties
would not occur until some time after the year 2020, at least ten years beyond the current
expiration date of Measure C (2010). Additionally, Chapter 3.0 of the proposed General Plan
discusses both the County’ s and the City’ s growth management policies and details the City’s
strict regulations on yearly development within the City, which include provisions regarding
when and where devel opment can occur.

The comment represents a conclusion on the part of the Commentor with which the City does
not concur. Please refer to Responses F-1, F-2, L-60, and L-62 for the reasons the City
believes the contrary conclusion in the Draft EIR is supported by evidence on the record.

The comment is based on its author’'s assumptions, and specifically discusses what the
comment’ s author presumes the outcome of the Sand Creek Specific Plan’s development and
environmental review process will be. As stated previously, the General Plan establishes an
overal policy framework the City will use as a means of evaluating such proposals. The
assumptions that the comment makes are derived from the maximum number of dwelling
units and the minimum amount of open space that the General Plan allow. The Specific Plan
process will delineate the ultimate boundaries of development and open space based upon the
requirements of General Plan policies and environmental performance standards. As
previoudy stated, Policy 4.4.6.7] specifically states that, although the General Plan identifies
a maximum allowable number of dwelling units within the Sand Creek Focus Area, the
“actual development yield is not guaranteed by the Genera Plan, and could be substantially
lower.” This General Plan policy notes that the actual development yield is dependent upon
mitigation of environmental constraints and on General Plan policies such as, but not limited
to, identification of appropriate residential development types, public services and facilities
performance standards, environmental policies aimed at protection of natural topography and
environmental resources, policies intended to protect public heath and safety, and
implementation of an RMP. Thus, although a minimum of 25 percent of the Sand Creek
Focus Areais required to be preserved in open space, exclusive of lands developed for golf
course use, actual preservation of open space is anticipated to be substantially greater.

Pursuant to the California Resources Code Section 21104(c), an agency shal only make
substantive comments that are within an area of expertise of the agency. Discussion of
population, housing, and employment projections are not within the EBRPD’s area of
expertise. Consequently, EBRPD Comments L-64 through L-67 violate this statutory
provision, and arguably, the City is not obligated to respond. Nevertheless, the City provides
the following responses to these improper comments.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-168



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Comment L-65 isincorrect. As stated on page 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR:

“As shown in Table 4.10.D, build out of the proposed General Plan in 2030 would
result in a larger population and household, and a much larger employment base
than ABAG has projected. However, Table 4.10.E indicates that the population
projections have been exceeded in 2001, and the housing projections have almost
been met in 2001 and been exceeded in 2003. This data indicates that the region is
(currently) growing at a faster rate than ABAG projected. Therefore, projections
for 2025 will be exceeded whether or not the proposed General Plan is
implemented.”

It is also important to note that ABAG projections are for the year 2025, while the City of
Antioch does not anticipate build out of its General Plan until sometime thereafter,
approximately 2030. Thus, the Antioch General Plan provides for growth beyond ABAG's
current projection horizon.

L-66 This comment ignores Policy 3.6.2a and Sections 3.6.2 and 3.6.3 of the proposed Genera
Plan, which provide specific rate of growth and development allocation policies. To define
the number of allowable dwelling units per year, Policy 3.6.2arequires that the City:

a. Limit the issuance of single-family development allocations to a maximum
annual average of 600, recognizing that the actual rate of growth will vary from
year to year. Thus, unused development allocations may be redlocated in
subsequent years, and development allocations may be moved forward from
future years, provided that the annual average of 600 development allocations
may nhot be exceeded during any given five-year period (i.e., no more than 3,000
development allocations may be issued for any given five-year period).

Policy 3.6.2c defines how residential development allocations are to be counted, while Policy
3.6.2d requires that the City place specific limits by ordinance on various types of residential
development. These policies read as follows:

c. To facilitate the development of housing required to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community and special needs groups identified in the
Housing Element, age-restricted housing and multiple-family dwellings shall be
counted as less than one single family dwelling unit for the purposes of
residential development allocations. The relationship between an allocation for a
single-family dwelling and an allocation for age-restricted housing and multiple-
family dwellings shall be based on such factors as differences in traffic
generation, school impacts, and demand for new recreation facilities.

d. Inorder to avoid a predominance of any one housing type, limits shall be placed
on the number of annual alocations that may be granted to age-restricted senior
housing, single family detached housing, and multifamily housing.

Policy 3.6.2f addresses the relationship between the City’ s growth management program and
State Housing Element law by ensuring that the City’s growth management program will not
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constrain the production of housing for all economic segments of the community, as required
by State Housing element law. That Policy reads as follows.

f. To facilitate the development of housing required to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community and special needs groups identified in the
Housing Element, exempt the following types of developments from limitations
on the annual issuance of development allocations, whether for single-family or
multi-family residential development. Dwelling units approved pursuant to the
following exemptions shall not be counted against the established maximum
annual development allocation.

(1) Income-restricted housing needed to meet the quantified objectives for very
low and low income housing set forth in the Housing Element, along with
“density bonus’ dwelling units approved pursuant to the provisions of the
Housing Element and the City’ s Density Bonus ordinance.

(2) Dwelling units designed for one or more Special Needs Groups, as defined in
the Housing Element (i.e., handicapped, income-restricted senior housing),
pursuant to programs set forth in the Housing Element as needed to meet the
Housing Element’ s quantified objectives for housing of special needs groups.

(3) Dwedlling units within development projects having vested rights through a
valid (unexpired") development agreement or vesting map.

(4) Construction of asingle dwelling unit by or for the owner of the lot of record
on which the dwelling unit is to be constructed.

(5) Construction of asecond dwelling unit on alot of record.
(6) Development of a project of four or fewer dwelling units.
(7) Development projects within the Rivertown Focused Planning Area.

L-67 To achieve a balance between local employment and housing opportunities, the policies
contained within the proposed General Plan do not need to link the rate of residential and
employment-generating development as suggested in the comment. The initial concept of the
City’s Measure U was to emphasize such alinkage; however, reliance on such alinkage as an
economic development strategy would not address the causes of the current imbalance
between jobs and housing, nor would it provide any incentive for new employment-
generating land uses. The most likely outcome of such a linkage would be to ow down the
rate of residential development, without increasing the rate of employment-generating
development, thereby exacerbating the existing imbalance.

Rather than create an artificial and ineffective linkage between residential and employment
growth rates, the General Plan sets forth a growth management strategy that controls the

! The majority of existing development agreements expired on December 31, 2002.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-170



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

annual rate of residential growth within Antioch. The City’s growth management strategy
also includes enforcement of public services and facilities performance for new development
within the City. This strategy is detailed in the General Plan Growth Management Element.

The second part of the strategy to achieve a balance between local employment and housing
opportunities is contained in the General Plan Economic Development Element, which sets
forth a program to facilitate the development of new employment-generating development
within Antioch, including a description of the incentives that the City will offer for such
development. Part of the strategy for increasing employment-generating development within
Antioch is to provide lands for the development of housing for the executives of the
businesses the City seeks to attract. This is a common strategy in many communities
throughout the State, and is compatible with State Housing Element law that seeks to
facilitate housing opportunities for all economic segments of the community, including very
low, low, moderate, and above moderate income housing. As one of the more affordable
communities in Contra Costa County, Antioch has found that it has primarily attracted
middle-end housing (i.e., housing that is attractive to the average home buyer in the County).

L-68 The uses specified in the Black Diamond Mines Regiona Preserve do not constitute a region
plan with which consistency of the Antioch General Plan needs to be analyzed in the EIR.
Rather, EBRPD’s comments on the General Plan and the General Plan EIR, especially those
addressing biological and visual resource issues, express the District’s concerns with the
conclusions reached in the EIR regarding impacts in general and impacts on the Black
Diamond Mine Preserve in particular. As noted in responses to Comment Letters A, B, and L,
the Antioch General Plan contains provisions to mitigate the impacts of future development
on biological and visual resources, and to mitigate impacts on the Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve.

Although not acknowledged in this comment, the City has worked with the East Bay
Regional Parks District to address issues of land use compatibility with the Black Diamond
Mine Preserve. Thus, the General Plan has been modified at the request of EBRPD to include
policies for buffers and transitions to mitigate the impacts of development permitted by the
Antioch General Plan on the District’ sfacilities.

L-69 Referencesto the size of the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve on page 4.11-14 of the
EIR are hereby revised to reflect the current preserve size of 5,984 acres. However, the
difference in acreage, which is less than 10 percent of the area of the preserve, does not
change the analysis contained within the Draft EIR.

Because of the programmatic nature of the General Plan, it is not necessary to describe each
and every facility contained within the Preserve. Such analysis would more appropriately be
undertaken for a project-level EIR where site-specific impacts are being analyzed, and
impacts might differentially affect different facilities within the Preserve. CEQA clearly
states in Section 15146 that “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to
the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.”
Finally, the City of Antioch concurs that the EBRPD has no authority to require a dedication
of land, and acknowledges that the District has accepted numerous donations in the past.
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L-70 The General Plan Draft EIR is not intended to address the concerns raised by a public agency
or other party on a particular development project, except as it affects the policy direction and
performance standards set by the General Plan. The comment notes that EBRPD is concerned
with the potential impacts of the General Plan on visual quality, trail and facilities
maintenance, public safety, cultural resources, and special-status species within the Black
Diamond Mines Preserve.

Several comments in the EBRPD’s comment letter have addressed potential impacts on
visual resources and specia-status species within the Preserve. The City has responded to
those specific comments. Comment Letter L does not provide any explanation as to how the
General Plan might create impacts on trail and facilities maintenance, public safety, or
cultural resources within the Preserve. The comment also asserts that the General Plan will
“significantly increase the EBRPD’s costs for regional park operations, public safety, and
habitat management,” but offers no analysis as to how or why such an impact might occur.

Cdlifornia Resources Code Section 21104(c) states that a responsible or other public agency’s
comments “ shall be supported by specific documentation.” The District has not provided any
documentation or details regarding these alleged impacts. Nonetheless, given the program-
level analysis of the Draft EIR, the current lack of specific development proposals for lands
in proximity to the Preserve, and the failure of EBRPD to provide any details regarding the
alleged impacts, it is impossible for the City to provide a specific response. Generally,
however, the comment appears to be addressing the secondary economic impacts that the
General Plan might have on EBRPD’s operations resulting from increased use of the Black
Diamond Mines Regiona Preserve. The City would expect the EBRPD to consider increase
use of itsfacilities as a public benefit, rather than an adverse impact.

L-71  The proposed Antioch General Plan isintended to provide for a“system of park, recreational,
and open space lands of sufficient size and in the appropriate locations, including provision of
a range of recreationa facilities, to serve the needs of Antioch residents of al ages.” To
achieve this objective, the Genera Plan Growth Management Element sets a performance
standard for new development of five acres of improved public and/or private neighborhood
parks and public community parkland per 1,000 population, including appropriate
recreational facilities.” Specific policies to facilitate this system are set forth in Section 8.9.2
of the General Plan, Parks and Recreational Facilities policies.

Policy 8.9.2b describes types of park facilities, and defines a “regional park” as a “park
having a wide range of improvements not usually found in neighborhood or community
parks, and designed to meet recreational needs of an entire regional population. Regional
parks are generally over 100 acres and serve a population within a 30-minute driving time.
Regiona parks are generally provided by County and State agencies, as well as regional
agencies such as EBRPD, and are therefore not included in local park standards.” Unlike the
City, the agencies administering regional parks have not established performance standards
that would define the relationship between population growth and the need for new regional
parks. Thus, while the City can clearly define the demand for new local parks that would be
generated by 55,000 new residents through the year 2030, the City has no basis for
determining the acreage of regional park land that would be needed to meet the needs of that
same population, making speculative any discussion of potential regional park needs.
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L-72 See Response L-71. The potential impacts identified at the end of page 27 of Comment
Letter L would result from general usage of the park. Because the park service aregional and
not alocal population, it isimpossible to determine what level of impact, if any, would result
from development within the Antioch General Plan study area as compared to growth
anywhere else in the region the Black Diamond Mines Preserve serves. The concluding
paragraph of Comment 73 asserts that population growth in Antioch would create a
disproportionate impact on the Preserve that “would not be mitigated by concomitant
increases in entrance fees or other assessments.” It is EBPRD, not the City, which has the
authority to impose or determine entrance fees for its facilities. Moreover, no documentation
is provided by EBRPD to support the District’s assertion, as required by California Resources
Code Section 21104(c). Because the Preserve is a regiona facility serving a regional
population, there is no basis to single out one adjacent City and demand that it provide a
funding mechanism or fee for regional parks in the absence of other cities in the regional
service area doing the same. Should the EBRPD provide such documentation or prepare afee
study to support establishment of an impact fee for regional park facilities, the City will
consider whether it is appropriate for new development in Antioch to contribute to such a
funding mechanism.

L-73 The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). To better support the
analysis of impacts of the proposed General Plan on water resources will be less than
significant, Response F-7 adds text more specifically describing water resource availability to
support future growth in Antioch. In addition, the EIR states on page 4.12.2 that the new
multi-purpose pipeline being constructed by CCWD will enable the CCWD to meet projected
demands for the service area through 2040.

The performance standards related to Water Storage and Distribution in the Growth
Management Element of the proposed General Plan ensure that a clear linkage exists between
growth and the expansion of services and infrastructure. Also the water facilities policies as
provided in the proposed General Plan and listed below will ensure that water facilities will
have sufficient capacity.

8.4.2 Water Facilities Policies

i. As part of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage
capacity for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to
provide fire flows required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

j. Ensure that adequate infrastructure is in place and operational prior to occupancy
or new development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact
the performance of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element will
continue to be met.

k. Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.
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L-74

L-75

. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving
infrastructure, replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and
improving the efficiency of water transmission facilities.

m. Permit the construction of interim facilities only when it is found that
construction of such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction
of master planned facilities.

n. Periodically evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the
comparison of proposed development projects to the performance standards of
the Growth Management Element.

0. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from
water conservation programs only after several years of experience with the
implementation of such programs.

p. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain
appropriate long-term master plans and refine the delivery of service and
facilities to maintain the performance standards set forth in the Growth
Management Element.

The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). Please refer to Response
L-73.

The issues raised in this comment (analysis of water supply) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-65). The Draft EIR does not
need to analyze activities that are currently ongoing within the City. Future water demands
will be met by the CCWD and have been analyzed by the CCWD to ensure availability. The
Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan does not need to analyze subsequent individua
projects that would occur under the proposed General Plan. A similar approach was upheld
by the Court in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351.
In that case, the County prepared a hazardous waste management plan representing an initial
assessment of the County’s hazardous waste management needs. The Plan contained criteria
for siting future facilities and designated generally acceptable locations; site-specific analysis,
however, was deferred to subsequent “project EIRs.” The petitioners argued that the County
“piecemealed” its environmental review. The Court disagreed, stating:

“The omission of any description of specific potentia future facilities. . . does not,
in our view, render the FEIR deficient . . . . The Plan does not propose a single
project divided into parts; it merely serves as a hazardous waste management
assessment and overview, with any separate future projects . . . to be accompanied
by additional EIRs. Repeated commitments are made in both the Plan and the FEIR
for preparation of future CEQA documents prior to approval, upon a finding of
consistency with the Plan, of any hazardous waste management facilities.”

(5 Cal. App.4th at 371-371)
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L-76

L-77

L-78

L-79

L-80

Please refer to Response L-73.

The issues raised in this by EBRPD in Comments L-76 through L-86 are outside of the area
of expertise of the agency providing the comment, and are also beyond the District’s mission
as a public agency to the extent that such comments are concerned with CEQA requirements
rather than substantive issues related to the operations and expertise of the District. Comment
L-77 provides a summary of CEQA requirements for the discussion of a reasonable range of
aternatives within an EIR, and provides a broad assertion regarding the adequacy of the
General Plan EIR's evaluation of alternatives. The specific reasoning for this assertion is
presented in subsequent comments. The City of Antioch does not concur with the EBRPD’s
conclusion for the reasons stated in responses to the specific comments that follow.

This comment summarizes CEQA Guidelines, and states that a full and accurate analysis of
aternativesis required under CEQA. The City concurs with this statement. The City does not
concur with the assertion in Comment L-78 that the General Plan would result in significant
unavoidable impacts in relation to biological resources, land use, and recreation for the
reasons stated in responses to specific biological resources, land use, and regional recreation
comments from EBRPD.

The conclusion of the Alternatives discussion is correct. As stated on pages 6-9 and 6-12, of
the Draft EIR, “athough development that would occur as part of the No Project, Existing
General Plan Alternative could enable the City to meet its ‘fair share’ housing allocation in
the near term, the long-term construction of sufficient housing would be less likely under the
No Project, Existing General Plan Alternative due to the lower number of housing units
constructed at build out (compared to the proposed Genera Plan).” Also, on page 6-16, the
Draft EIR states that the “reduction in development that would occur as part of the Reduced
Development Alternative would make affordable housing more difficult to produce and may
make it difficult for the City to meet its ‘fair share’ housing allocation in the future.” As
shown in ABAG's projections (listed in the Draft EIR) the population of Antioch and the
entire region will significantly increase throughout the planning period of the General Plan.
The cost of housing is driven by supply and demand. Therefore, knowing that the demand is
increasing and having less supply, the cost of housing will increase. Hence, it will be more
difficult for the City of Antioch to meet the needs of all economic segments of the
community.

The comment incorrectly implies that the City of Antioch is relying on fair share housing
objectives other than those provided by ABAG. Even a cursory review of the General Plan
Housing Element would show that housing needs projections used in the Housing Element
for ABAG are for the years 1999-2006 (Table 9.BB of the General Plan). During this period,
ABAG has projected a need of 4,459 new dwelling units to be constructed to meet Antioch’s
fair share of regional housing needs. While it is clear that sufficient land is currently available
within Antioch to meet the City’s share of regional housing needs for this and the next few
housing elements, it is also clear that the inventory of lands available to continue meeting the
City’s share of regional housing needs will run out. The General Plan is a long-range
planning document setting policy through the year 2030. To only plan for housing through
2006 would be irresponsible. As stated on page 1-2 of the proposed General Plan:
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L-81

L-82

L-83

“State law (Government Code 65302, et. seq.) requires that every California city and
county prepare and adopt a “comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical
development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in
the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” According to State
guidelines for the preparation of general plans, the role of the General Plan is to
establish a document that will “...act as a ‘constitution’ for development, the
foundation upon which al land use decisions are to be based. It expresses community
development goals and embodies public policy relative to the distribution of future
land use, both public and private.”

As further mandated by the State, the General Plan must serve to:

= |dentify land use, circulation, environmental, economic, and social goas and
policies for the City and its surrounding planning area as they relate to land use
and development;”

The housing need that the proposed General Plan assumes is based upon the ABAG
projections that extend to year 2025. These are the same projections that other cities within
the Bay Area utilize to prepare long-term planning documents.

Because a City’'s General Plan is intended by the California Government Code to serve as a
“congtitution for development,” and to manage growth and development with a long-term,
comprehensive view of the community, Comment L-81 is correct in its observation that a
General Plan isinherently growth inducing. A General Plan is not a development project or a
collection of development projects; its purpose is to guide new growth in a manner that is
beneficial to the community and protective of its natural environment. Thus, al of the
detailed discussion regarding the impacts of a General Plan represent an anaysis of the
indirect impacts that will result from the growth that the proposed General Plan will induce.
Essentially, the detailed impact discussion in a General Plan EIR is an analysis of the growth
inducing impacts of the Plan, and the portion of the Genera Plan EIR labeled “Growth
Inducing Impacts’ is asummary of the potential impacts from the General Plan.

The reference to Riverside County is a typographical error due to the consultant’s location in
Riverside County. The typographical error does not render the anaysis in the Draft
inadeguate. The statement cited in the comment was intended to apply to the City of Antioch,
and is an accurate description of the purpose of the City’s General Plan.

As noted in Response L-81, all of the detailed discussion of impacts in the General Plan EIR
are a discussion of the growth inducing impacts of the General Plan, which, as a policy
document, does not itself create any direct physical impacts, except through the growth it
induces. Chapter 3.0 of the General Plan provides strict growth management policies that are
incorporated to provide for the City's fair share of the region’s population increase. The
Chapter also provides performance standards for the construction of infrastructure to support
this increase. The Growth Management Element also provides for logical development based
on. Among other things, the availability of adequate public services and facilities.
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L-84

L-85

The assertion in the General Plan and EIR regarding the beneficia effects of new
development near transit is based on the provisions of the regiona air quality management
plan (see Comment Letter E and related responses).

The comment is incorrect in stating that the development within areas that are now open
space will not be near transit. As stated on page 4-64 and 4-69 of the proposed General Plan
(Section 4.4.6.7 of the Land Use Element):

c. The Sand Creek Focus Area is intended to be “transit-friendly,” including appropriate
provisions for public transit and non-motorized forms of transportation.

d. With implementation of smart growth principles and the introduction of arail transit stop
in the vicinity of the Focus Area, the Commercial/Employment area located adjacent to
the transit stop, may be developed as a mixed-use area, incorporating high intensity,
residential, commercial, and office uses. Such development could occur at densities as
high as an FAR of 1.0 for non-residential uses and mixed-use buildings, up to 20 units
per acre for residential areas. Residential development should incorporate residential
village themes, providing identifiable neighborhood areas within the Focus Area. The
identity of individual neighborhoods should be reinforced with differing architectural
styles and location within the community.

Each of the cities surrounding Antioch (Pittsburg, Brentwood, and Oakley) have recently
completed updates of their General Plans, setting forth their long-term growth plans. Thereis
no evidence that the provisions of the Antioch General Plan would cause any of these cities to
modify their General Plans to accommodate additional growth. As pointed out in numerous
comments by EBRPD, areas to the south and southeast of the City are located outside of the
County’s ULL. Further, as stated in Response F-2, the only lands outside of the existing ULL
where the Antioch General Plan proposes urban development are lands that were included
within the ULL when it was approved by the voters. As stated in Response F-1, the Genera
Plan intends that development of those lands currently outside of the Urban Limit Line not
occur until approximately 2020. That is 10 years after the current expiration date for
Measure C.

It isimpossible to list al of the projects that might occur through 2030. To attempt to do this
would be speculative. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines in Section 15145, “If, after a
thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate the discussion of the impact.”
As stated on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR:

“Due to the broad project objectives associated with the implementation of the proposed
General Plan, the cumulative analysis presented in this Program EIR does not evaluate the
site-specific impacts of individual projects. Project-level analysis will be prepared on a
project-by-project basis. The proposed General Plan addresses cumulative growth anticipated
to occur in Antioch and its General Plan study area resulting from build out of the proposed
General Plan in combination with growth throughout Contra Costa County.

The cumulative impact analysis is based on the anticipated population growth within Contra
Costa County. Population growth is a major factor contributing to direct impacts on habitat,
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housing, job markets, transportation, and development. Additionally, these direct impacts can
cause secondary impacts to biological resources, air quality, density, and the overall quality
of life within Antioch. For this reason, using population growth as a measure to determine
cumulative impacts is applicable when examining a large-scale policy action such as a
Genera Plan.”

L-86 Please refer to Response L-85.

L-87 Please refer to Response L-85. The comment presents the opinion of the comment writer,
with which the City does not concur. The Draft EIR notes in Section 4.3 that a draft HCP is
being prepared for eastern Contra Costa County, and that Contra Costa County, Brentwood,
Clayton, Oakley, Pittsburg, Contra Costa Water District, and the East Bay Regional Park Dis-
trict are participating in that effort. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the HCP will address
the conservation of threatened and endangered animal and plant species, such as verna pool
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchii), San Joaquin kit fox, California red-legged frog, Alameda
whipsnake, soft bird’s beak (Cordylanthus mollis ssp. mallis), and Contra Costa wallflower
(Erysimum capitatum var. angustatum). Because the Draft EIR already identified in the East
County HCP process and the HCP is a mitigation program, not a cumulative impact, it was
unnecessary to include a second discussion of the HCP in the Draft EIR.

L-88 Pursuant to the California Resources Code Section 21104(c), a “responsible or other public
agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those activities involved in a project
which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out or
approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by specific documentation.”
The requirements of Caifornia General Plan law are not within the District's area of
expertise. Thus, under CEQA, the City is arguably not obligated to provide a response to this
comment. Nevertheless, the City provides the following response.

The comment raises no substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Moreover, Comment L-88 is incorrect. The land use classifications shown in Figure 4.1
(Proposed General Plan Land Use) are the same as those reflected in Tables 4.B through 4.D
(included below). This Figure and Table identify 10 focused policy areas, described in the
General Plan as “Focus Areas.” Policies specific to each Focus Area are set forth in Section
4.4.6 of the General Plan. For each Focus Area, a general description of size and location is
provided, along with a summary of the purpose and primary issues facing the area. Focus
Area policies also provide a clear policy direction for each area, along with a land use map
providing a delineation of land uses. Focus Area policies set forth descriptions of permitted
land use types and building density/intensity requirements. In many cases, these Focus Area
policies refer to designations shown in Figure 4.1 (General Plan Land Use Map) and Table
4.A (Appropriate Land Use Types). General Plan policies set forth standards for permitted
building intensity or population density for all land use categories included in Figure 4.1 and
Table 4.A. These standards are set forth in Section 4.4.1.1 (Residentiad Land Use
Designations), 4.4.1.2, (Commercial Land Use Designations), 4.4.1.3 (Employment-
Generating Land Use Designations) and 4.4.1.4 (Community and Public Land Use
Designations). Please refer to Response L-90 for a discussion of land use categories within
Focus Aresas.
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Table 4.B — Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the City of Antioch

Business
Single-Family Multi-Family Park/
(Dwelling (Dwelling Commercial/ Industrial
Land Uses Units) Units) Office (sq.ft.) (sq.ft.)

Residential
Estate Residential 905 - -- -
Low Density Residential 4,100 - -- -
Med Low Density Residential 14,884 - -- -
Medium Density Residential 6,490 4,330 -- -
High Density Residential 5,310 -- -
Subtotal 26,379 9,640
Commercial
Convenience Commercial -- -- 277,900 --
Neighborhood Commercial - - 1,781,100 -
Service Commercial -- -- 776,680 --
Commercial Office -- -- 1,482,650 --
Subtotal - - 4,318,330 -
Industrial
Business Park -- -- -- 3,353,210
Special
Mixed Use - 325 -- 324,950
Public Institutional -- -- - 5,968,350
Open Space - - - -
Subtotal - 325 -- 9,646,510
Focus Areas’
“A” Street Interchange 120 -- 894,960 --
East Lone Tree Specific Plan 980 250 1,135,000 2,152,300
Eastern Employment Areas 12 248 25,000 5,926,125
Ginochio Property - - -- -
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront 1,755 2,225 1,028,325 3,489,100
Roddy Ranch - - -- -
SR-4 Frontage 109 -- - 5,878,900
Sand Creek Specific Plan 3,537 433 1,240,000 2,600,000
Somersville Road Corridor - 360 2,045,530 -
Western Gateway -- 340 560,350 --

Subtotal 6,513 3,856 6,929,165 20,046,425
TOTAL 32,892 13,821 11,247,495 29,692,935
Population ! Figures indicated represent the maximum permitted

Employed Population
Total Jobs
Retail Jobs
Non-Retail Jobs
Jobs/Population Ratio

development intensity. The actual yield of future
development is not guaranteed by the General Plan,
but is dependent upon appropriate responses to
General Plan policies. The ultimate development
yield may be less than the maximums stated in this

table.
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Table 4.C — Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the Unincorporated Area

Land Uses

Single-Family
(Dwelling
Unit)

Multi-Family
(Dwelling Unit)

Commercial/
Office (sq.ft.)

Business Park/
Industrial (sq.ft.)

Residential

Estate Residential

15

Low Density Residential

Med Low Density Residential

250

Medium Density Residential

30

High Density Residential

Subtotal

295

Commercial

Convenience Commercial

Neighborhood Commercial

Service Commercial

Commercial Office

Subtotal

Industrial

Business Park

Special

Mixed Use

Public Institutional

Open Space

Subtotal

Focus Areas’

“A” Street Interchange

East Lone Tree Specific Plan

Eastern Employment Areas

Ginochio Property”

175,000

Rivertown/Urban Waterfront

Roddy Ranch®

425,000

SR-4 Frontage

Sand Creek Specific Plan

Somersville Road Corridor

1,581,690

Western Gateway

Subtotal

600,000

8,719,565

TOTAL

575

600,000

8,719,565

Population
Employed Population
Total Jobs
Retail Jobs
Non-Retail Jobs
Jobs/Population Ratio

! Figures indicated represent the

development

maximum permitted
intensity. The actual

yield of future

development is not guaranteed by the General Plan, but
is dependent upon appropriate responses to General
Plan policies. The ultimate development yield may be
less than the maximums stated in this table.

2

Urban development

is dependent

upon future

revisions to the Urban Limit Line (see Policy 4.3.2F).
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Table 4.D — Anticipated General Plan Build Out in the General Plan Study Area
Single-Family Multi-Family
(Dwelling (Dwelling Commercial/ Business Park/
Land Uses Units) Units) Office (sq.ft.) | Industrial (sq.ft.)

Residential
Estate Residential 920 -- -- --
Low Density Residential 4,100 -- -- --
Med Low Density Residential 15,134 -- -- --
Medium Density Residential 6,520 4,330 -- --
High Density Residential - 5,310 -- --
Subtotal 26,674 9,640 - --
Commercial
Convenience Commercial -- - 277,900 -
Neighborhood Commercial - -- 1,781,100 --
Service Commercial -- - 776,680 -
Commercial Office -- - 1,482,650 -
Subtotal - -- 4,318,330 --
Industrial
Business Park -- -- -- 3,353,210
Special
Mixed Use - 325 -- 324,950
Public Institutional - -- -- 5,968,350
Open Space -- -- -- --
Subtotal - 325 -- 9,646,510
Focus Areas’
“A” Street Interchange 120 -- 894,960 --
East Lone Tree Specific Plan 980 250 1,135,000 2,152,300
Eastern Employment Areas 12 248 25,000 13,064,000
Ginochio Property” 1,215 135 175,000 -
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront 1,755 2,225 1,028,325 3,489,100
Roddy Ranch? 1,500 200 425,000 --
SR-4 Frontage 109 - - 5,878,900
Sand Creek Specific Plan 3,537 500 1,240,000 2,600,000
Somersville Road Corridor -- - 2,045,530 1,581,690
Western Gateway -- 340 - 560,350
Subtotal 9,228 4,431 7,529,165 29,326,340
TOTAL 35,902 14,396 11,847,495 38,972,850
Population 137,571 ' Figures indicated represent the maximum permitted
Employed Population 77,035 development intensity. The actual vyield of future
Total Jobs 75.255 development is not guaranteed by the General Plan, but

Retail Jobs 15.160 Iis dependent upon appropriate responses to General

Non-Retail Jobs 60095 Plan policies. Thg ultimate de\{elopment yield may be
Jobs/Population Ratio _1_98 less than the maximums stated in this table.

2

Urban development

is dependent

upon future

revisions to the Urban Limit Line (see Policy 4.3.2F).
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L-89

L-90

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Comment L-89 indicates a minor error on the General Plan Land Use Map and Tables 4.B-
4.D. The Service Commercia and Neighborhood Commercial land use designations were
intended to be combined into a single Neighborhood Commercial designation in the tables
and discussion of permitted land uses and building intensity.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
The purpose of identifying land use designations specific to individual Focus Aress is to
provide for mixes of land uses that are appropriate to different settings throughout the
General Plan study area. An analysis of each land use type described for each Focus Area
map indicates the following regarding permitted land uses, population density, and/or
building intensity.

Rivertown Focus Area

Dow Wetlands Preserve. Policy “a’ for the Rivertown Focus Area states that the Dow
Wetlands Preserve “is intended to protect existing wetland resources, and isto remain in
open space use.” Thus, no building is permitted, and building intensity/population density
standards are unnecessary. Thisis specified in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Genera Plan.

Business Park. Policy “b” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated
Business Park “shall comply with the provisions of the Business Park land use category.”
The Business Park land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.3, including purpose
and maximum allowable development intensity. Permitted uses for Business Park areas
aredescribed in Table 4.A

Marina. Policy “c” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated Marina
“shall comply with the provisions of the Marina/Support Services land use designation.”
The Marina/Support Services land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.2,
including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity. Permitted uses for
Marina/Support Services areas are described in Table 4.A

Commercia. Policy “d” for the Rivertown Focus Area requires that areas designated
Commercia “comply with the provisions of the Neighborhood/ Community Commercial
land use designation.” The Neighborhood/Community Commercial land use designation
is described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable devel opment
intensity. Permitted uses for Neighborhood/ Community Commercial Services areas are
described in Table 4.A.

Medium Density Residential. Policy “€” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas
designated Medium Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the Medium
Density Residential land use category.” The Medium Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for Medium Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

High Density Residential. Policy “f” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas
designated High Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the High
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Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for High Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

Mixed-Use Residential/Commercial. Policy “g” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that
areas designated Mixed-Use Residential/Commercia “may consist of a mix of the uses
identified as appropriate for the High Density Residentia designation (see Section
4.4.1.1) and the Convenience Commercial designation (see Section 4.4.1.2).” Thus,
requirements for development intensity and population density for the residentia
development within this land use category are set forth in Section 4.4.1.1, while
requirements for development intensity for the commercial development within this land
use category are set forth in Section 4.4.1.2. Permitted land uses for both residential
development (High Density Residential) and commercia development (Convenience
Commercial) are set forth in Table 4.A.

Open Space. Policy “h” for the Rivertown Focus Area states that areas designated Open
Space “shall comply with the provisions of the Open Space land use designation.” The
Open Space land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.4, including purpose and
maximum allowable density. Permitted uses for Open Space areas are described in
Table4.A

Industrial. This land use designation is intended to reflect the General Industrial land use
designation set forth in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element. To clarify this intent,
the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy “i” for the Rivertown Focus
Areato read asfollows:

i. The “Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.2 shall comply with the

provisions of the General Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the |l and Use Element.

Water-Oriented Commercia/lndustrial. This land use designation is also intended to
reflect the General Industrial land use designation set forth in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land
Use Element, and provide for opportunities for uses related to the adjacent San Joaquin
River. To clarify this intent, the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy
“j” for the Rivertown Focus Areato read asfollows:

. The “Water-Oriented Commercial/Industrial” areaidentified in Figure 4.2 is
intended to facilitate the revitalization of Rodgers Point. Development within
this land use category may comply with either the provisions of the General
Industrial land use category described in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use

Element or the provisions of the Marina/Support Services land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.2.

Flood Control/Wetlands Mitigation Area, Park, Recreation. These designations are
intended to reflect existing open space uses within the Rivertown Focus Area. No change
in the existing use of these sites is anticipated by the General Plan. To clarify this intent,
the General Plan has been modified to include a new Policy “k” for the Rivertown Focus
Areato read asfollows:

k. The “Flood/Control/Wetlands Mitigation Area,” “Park,” and “Recreation”
designations identified in Figure 4.2 are intended to identify existing open
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space uses that are not anticipated to change. Uses within these areas shall

comply with the provisions of the Open Space land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element.

Somer sville Road Focus Area

Commercia. Policy “a’ for the Somersville Road Focus Area requires that areas
designated Commercial “comply with the provisons of the Somersville Road
Commercia land use category.” The Somersville Road Commercia land use designation
is described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for Somersville Road Commercial areas are described in
Table 4.A.

Regional Commercial. Policy “b” for the Somersville Road Focus Area requires that
areas designated Regional Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Regional
Commercia land use category.” The Regional Commercial land use designation is
described in Section 4.4.1.2, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for Regional Commercial areas are described in Table 4.A.

High Density Residential. Policy “c” for the Somersville Road Focus Area states that
areas designated High Density Residential “shall comply with the provisions of the
Medium Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
density, including building and population standards. Permitted uses for High Density
Residential areas are described in Table 4.A

Business Park and Residential. Figure 4.3 of the General Plan identifies proposed land
uses for the “Chevron Parcel” as Business Park east of the future extension of Century
Boulevard, and Residential to the west. Policy “f” for the Somersville Road Focus Area
states that the division between business park and residential uses “shall be determined
through approval of a planned development for the site. A minimum of 40 percent of the
site is to be devoted to business park and related commercial and open space uses.” The
policy further states that residential development is to consist of “medium density
housing products, consisting of a “combination of small lot single family detached and
multi-family development.” To better describe permitted land uses and development
intensity, Figure 4.3 of the General Plan has been modified to show the boundaries of the
Chevron property, and Policy “f” for the Somersville Road Focus Area has been modified
to read asfollows:

f.  The development of the “Chevron property,” located on the west side of Somersville
Road, SOUth of Buchanan Road shaII comply W|th the oIIowmg prowsons of-the

The primary land use intent for this site isamix of low-rise etfiees business park
and medium density residential housing products.

For illustrative purposes, Figure 4.3 shows the property divided into effice
business park and residential portions. The specific development design of the
site shall be determined through approval of a planned development for the site.
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A minimum of 40 percent of the site is to be devoted to business park and related
commercia and open space uses.

Business Park and related commercia uses shall front along the entire length of
Somersville. Although it would be desirable to have business park and related
commercia uses fronting along Buchanan Road at least as far west as the flood
control channel, residential uses may front along Buchanan Road. The Business
park areas shall comply with the provisions of the Business Park land use
category.

Development of the site should be heavily landscaped. Business park and related
commercia uses should be one or two stories, and clustered in a park-like
setting.

A common design theme for business park and residential uses within the 193-
acre site is to be provided, including compatible architectural, landscaping, and

signage.

Residential uses within the Chevron site may consist of a combination of small
lot single family detached and multi-family development, and shall be consistent
with the provisions of the Medium Density Residential land use category.
Adequate separation shall be maintained between new office and multi-family

uses and existing residential neighborhoods. If parking areas are located along
the residential edge, sufficient noise mitigation shall be provided.

As part of site development, a community gateway monument shall be provided,
including distinctive signage and landscaping at the northwest corner of the site,
expressing the theme of Antioch as “Gateway to the Delta” Such signage and
monumentation must portray a high quality design image for the City.

The City should work with the owner of the Chevron property to annex it into
Antioch.

Eastern Waterfront Focus Area

Business Park (Eastern Waterfront Business Park). Policy “a” for the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area states that areas designated Business Park specify the maximum allowable
development intensity for areas designated Business Park within the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area as a Floor Area Ratio of 0.55'. Permitted uses for Eastern Waterfront
Business Park areas are described in Table 4.A

Commercia. Policy “b” for the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area requires that areas
designated Commercial “comply with the provisions of the Neighborhood Commercial
land use designation.” The Neighborhood Commercial land use designation is described
in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Genera Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) represents the ratio between allowable floor area on a site and the size of the site. For example,
an FAR of 1.0 permits one square foot of building floor area (excluding garages and parking) for each square foot of
land within the development site, while an FAR of 0.5 represents %2 square foot of building area for each square foot of
land within the development site. Thus, if the maximum allowable density for a site is an FAR of 0.55, the maximum
allowable square footage of building square would be determined by multiplying the total square footage of the
development site by 0.55.
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development intensity. Permitted uses for Neighborhood Commercial areas are described
inTable4.A.

Multi-Family Residential. Policy “c” for the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area requires that
areas designated Multi-Family Residential “comply with the provisions of the High
Density Residential land use category.” The High Density Residential land use
designation is described in Section 4.4.1.1, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity/population standards. Permitted uses for High Density Residential
areas are described in Table 4.A. To clarify the land use map for the Eastern Waterfront
Focus Area, Figure 4.4 has been revised to identify the single residential area within the
Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as “High Density Residential,” rather than “Residential .”

General Industrial. The General Industrial land use designation is described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development
intensity. Permitted uses for General Industrial areas are described in Table 4.A. To
simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy
“d” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

d. The “General Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the

provisions of the Genera Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the |l and Use Element.

Rail-Served Industrial. The Rail-Served Industrial land use designation is described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the Genera Plan, including purpose and maximum alowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Rail-Served Industrial areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
anew Policy “€" to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

e. The “Rail-Served Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the

provisions of the Rail-Served Industrial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.3 of the |l and Use Element.

Light Industrial. The Light Industrial land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.3
of the Genera Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity.
Permitted uses for Rail-Served Industrial areas are described in Table 4.A. To simplify
finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy “f” to the
Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

f. The “Light Industrial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the

provisions of the Light Industrial land use category described in Section 4.4.1.3
of the Land Use Element.

Regional Commercial. The Regional Commercial land use designation is described in
Section 4.4.1.2 of the General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Regional Commercial areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
anew Policy “g” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

g. The "Regional Commercial” area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the

provisions of the Regional Commercial land use category described in Section
4.4.1.2 of the |l and Use Element.
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Marina/Supporting Uses. The Marina/Supporting Uses land use designation is described
in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Generad Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable
development intensity. Permitted uses for Marina/Supporting Uses areas are described in
Table 4.A. To simplify finding this information, the General Plan has been revised to add
anew Policy “h” to the Eastern Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

h. The “Marina/Supporting Uses’ area identified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with

the provisions of the Marina/Supporting Uses land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.2 of the |l and Use Element.

Open Space. The Open Space land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the
General Plan, including purpose and maximum alowable development intensity.
Permitted uses for Open Space areas are described in Table 4.A. To simplify finding this
information, the General Plan has been revised to add a new Policy “i” to the Eastern
Waterfront Focus Area as follows:

i. The"Open Space’ areaidentified in Figure 4.4 shall comply with the provisions
of the Open Space land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use

Element.

SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area

Transit-Oriented Development. Policy “a’ for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines
the purpose of Transit-Oriented Development within this area. The uses permitted within
Transit-Oriented Development land use designations are delineated in Table 4.A. The
Transit-Oriented Development land use designation is described in Section 4.4.1.2 of the
General Plan, including purpose and maximum allowable development intensity and
population standards. To simplify finding this information, General Plan Policy “a’ for
the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area has been revised to read as follows:

a. Areas designated “Transit-Oriented Development” in Figure 4.5 are intended to
provide a cohesive, mixed-use community within walking distance of a proposed
rail transit station east of Hillcrest Avenue. Commercial and employment-
generating uses within the transit-oriented development area will also serve
adjacent residential areas. Appropriate land use types within this area are
specified for Transit-Oriented Development in Table 4.A Section-4.4-12 of the
Land Use Element, and include a mix of multi-family residential, office, retail,
restaurants, commercial services, business park, and light industrial uses.
Development within this shall comply with the policies for Transit-Oriented
Development set forth in Section 4.4.1.2. The size and intensity of transit-
oriented development within the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area will be
proportional to the level of transit service being offered.

Commercia. Policy “b” for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Commercial. As set forth in Policy “b,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Neighborhood
Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.
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Business Park. Policy “c” for the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Business Park. As set forth in Policy “c,” the maximum allowable
development intensity for areas designated Business Park within the SR-4/160 Frontage
Focus Areaisan FAR of 0.4. Appropriate use types are set forth in Table 4.A. to simplify
determining appropriate land uses within this land use category, Policy “c” for the SR-
4/160 Frontage Focus Area has been revised to read as follows:

Business Park/Public Institutional. Two small areas of Business Park/Public Institutional
were recommended by the Planning Commission to be added to the SR-4/160 Frontage
Focus Area in recognition of their ownership by church groups interested in building
church facilities for their congregations. The Commission recommended retaining the
proposed Business Park designation, while aso applying the existing
“Public/Institutional” designation to the sites as an overlay. This would retain the ability
of each congregation or subsequent owners to develop a church on the sites, while also
permitting development of business park uses should the property owners not pursue
development of church facilities. The Planning Commission intended to apply the same
Public/Ingtitutional designation as is described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use
Element, including a description of the designation’s purpose and maximum allowable
building intensity. To clarify the Commission’s recommendation, a new Policy “d” has
been added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Areato read as follows:

d. The “Business Park/Public Institutional” area identified in Figure 4.5 may

comply with either the provisions of the Business Park land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element or the Public Institutional

land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4.

Medium L ow Density Residential. A small area of Medium-Low Density Residential was
recommended by the Planning Commission to be added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus
Areain recognition of the residential growth allocations approved by the City Council for
that property. The Commission recommended applying the same Medium-Low Density
Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element, including a
description of the designation’s purpose, building intensity, and population density
standards. An identification of appropriate land use types for this designation is presented
in Table 4.A. To clarify the Commission’s recommendation, a new Policy “€’ has been
added to the SR-4/160 Frontage Focus Areato read as follows:

e. The “Medium/Low Density Residential” area identified in Figure 4.5 shall
comply with the provisions of the Medium Low Density Residential land use
category described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element.

“A” Street Interchange Focus Area

Commercial. Policy “a’ for the“A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Commercial. As set forth in Policy “a,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Neighborhood
Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.
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Commercia/Office. Paolicy “b” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the
purpose of areas designated Commercia/Office. As set forth in Policy “b,” appropriate
land use types and maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for
Neighborhood Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Land Use Element.

Office. Policy “c” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of areas
designated Office. As set forth in Policy “c,” appropriate land use types and maximum
development intensity within this area are as specified for Office in Section 4.4.1.3 of the
Land Use Element.

Residentia. Policy “d” for the “A” Street Interchange Focus Area defines the purpose of
areas designated Residential. As set forth in Policy “d,” appropriate land use types and
maximum development intensity within this area are as specified for Low Medium
Density Residential in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element.

Western Gateway Focus Area

Mixed Use Residential/Commercial. Policy “b” for the Western Gateway Focus Area
states that areas with this designation may be developed with a mix of the uses identified
as appropriate for the High Density Residential and Convenience Commercial land use
designations. Policy “b” for the Western Gateway Focus Area refers to the discussion of
High Density Residential in Section 4.4.1.1 of the Land Use Element and to the
discussion of Convenience Commercial in Section 4.4.1.2. To clarify that this reference
includes both development standards and maximum allowable development intensity,
Policy “b” of the Western Gateway Focus Area has been modified to read as follows:

b. Areasdesignated “Mixed Use Residential/Commercial” in Figure 4.7 may consist
of a mix of the uses identified as appropriate for the High Density Residential
designation (see Section 4.4.1.1 for maximum allowable development intensity
and appropriate land use types) and the Convenience Commercial designation
(see Section 4.4.1.2 for maximum alowable development intensity and
appropriate land use types).

Office. Policy “c” for the Western Gateway Focus Area defines the purpose of areas
designated Office. As set forth in Policy “c,” development within this category is to
comply with the provisions of the Office designation in Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use
Element.

Sand Creek Focus Area

Policies “b” through “d” for the Sand Creek Focus Area require that development within
this Focus Area “make a substantial commitment to employment-generating uses. Up to
100 acres are to be devoted to employment-generating uses.” Policy “b” identifies the
appropriate primary land use types, while Policy “c” identifies appropriate secondary
uses of lands to be devoted to employment-generating uses, and requires that up to 100
acres are to be devoted to these employment-generating uses. Policy “d” defines the
maximum allowable development intensity for employment-generating lands within the
Sand Creek Focus Area. These employment-generating uses are intended to be developed
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within the areas shown for Mixed Use Medical Facility, Business Park, and
Commercia/Open Space in Figure 4.8. To clarify that these are the intended locations for
employment-generating development, and the relationship of the approved medical
facility to the 100 acres, Policy “b” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has been modified to
read as follows:

b. Sand Creek Focus Area development shall make a substantial commitment to
employment-generating uses. Up to 100 acres are to be devoted to employment-
generating uses within the areas shown for Business Park and Commercial/Open

Space, in addition to the area shown as Mixed Use Medical Facility. Appropriate
primary land uses within employment-generating areas include:

- Administrative and Professional Offices
- Research and Development

- Light Manufacturing and Assembly

- Hogpital and related medical uses

Policy “€” for the Sand Creek Focus Area states that a “maximum of 95 acres of retail
commercia uses designed to service the local community may be developed,” and sets a
maximum overall development intensity of 0.3 FAR. This development is intended to
occur within the areas shown as Commercial/Open Space on figure 4.8. Policy “f”
permits office development within this area to be developed at a higher development
intensity (FAR of 0.50). To clarify the locations intended for retail development, Policies
“e” and “f” for the Sand Creek Focus Area have been modified to read as follows:

e. A maximum of 95 acres of retail commercial uses designed to service the local

community may be developed within the areas shown for Commercia/Open
Space, with amaximum overall development intensity of a0.3 FAR.

f. Up to 1.24 million sguare feet of retail commercial uses may be constructed.

Within areas designated for retail use (areas shown for Commercial/Open Space),
office development may be developed at a maximum FAR of 0.5.

Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space. Policy “m” defines the maximum number of
dwelling units per acre for Hillside Estate Housing. This category is intended to reflect
the provisions of the Estate Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of the
Land Use Element. To clarify thisintent, Policy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has
been modified to read asfollows:

Hillside Estate Housing consists of residential development within the hilly
portions of the Focus Area that are designated for residential development.
Appropriate land use types include Large Lot Residential. Within these areas,
typical flat land roadway standards may be modified (e.g., narrower street
sections, sower design speeds) to minimize required grading. Mass grading
would not be permitted within this residential type. Rough grading would be
limited to streets and building pad areas. Residential densities within Hillside
Estate Areas are to be limited to one dwelling unit per gross devel opable acre (1
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du/ac), with typical lot sizes ranging upward from 20,000 square feet. The

anticipated population density for this land use type is up to four persons per
developed acre. Included in this category is custom home development, wherein

semi-improved lots are sold to individuas for construction of custom homes.
Approximately 20 percent of Hillside Estate Housing should be devoted to
custom home sites.

Executive and Estate Residential/Open Space. Policy “m” defines the maximum number

of dwelling units per acre for Executive Estate Housing. This category is intended to
reflect the provisions of the Estate Residential designation described in Section 4.4.1.1 of
the Land Use Element. To clarify this intent, Policy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area
has been modified to read as follows:

Executive Estate Housing consists of large lot suburban subdivisions within the
flatter portions of the Focus Area. Appropriate land use types include Large Lot
Residential. Densities of Executive Housing areas would typicaly be 2 du/ac,
with lot sizes ranging upward from 12,000 square feet. The anticipated

population density for this land use typeis up to four persons per developed acre.

Golf Course-Oriented Housing. Policy “m” defines the maximum number of dwelling
units per acre for Golf Course-Oriented housing to be devel oped within the area shown as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space in Figure 4.8. To clarify this intent and the
population density correlated to the building intensity standard set forth in the General
Plan, Palicy “m” for the Sand Creek Focus Area has been modified to read as follows:

Golf Course-Oriented Housing consists of residential dwelling units fronting on a
golf course to be constructed within the portion of the Focus Area identified as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space in Figure 4.8. Appropriate land use
types include Single Family Detached and Small Lot Single Family detached for
lots fronting on the golf course. Maximum densities for golf course-oriented
housing would typically be 4 du/ac, with lot sizes as small as 5,000 square feet
for lots actually fronting on the golf course. The anticipated population density

for this land use type is up to eight to twelve persons per acre developed with

residential uses.

Single Family Detached Housing. Policy “n” defines the maximum number of dwelling
units per acre for single-family detached housing to be developed within areas shown as
Golf Course/Senior Housing/Open Space, Residential, and Low Density Residential in
Figure 4.8. To clarify this intent and the population density correlated to the building
intensity standard set forth in the General Plan, Policy “n” for the Sand Creek Focus Area
has been modified to read asfollows:

Single-Family Detached housing within suburban-style subdivisions with lot
sizes ranging from 7,000 square feet to 10,000 square feet may aso be devel oped
within the Sand Creek Focus Area within areas shown as Golf Course/Senior

Housing/Open Space, Residential, and Low Density Residential in Figure 4.8.
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The anticipated population density for this land use type is up to eight to twelve
persons per acre developed with residential uses.

Multi-Family Housing. Policy “0” for the Sand Creek Focus Area defines the maximum
acreage and maximum number of dwelling units per acre for multi-family detached
housing to be developed within areas shown as shown for residential development that
are “located adjacent to the main transportation routes within the Focus Area, and in
close proximity to retail commercia areas.” To clarify the population density correlated
to the building intensity standard set forth in the General Plan, Policy “0” for the Sand
Creek Focus Area has been modified to read asfollows:

A total of 25 to 35 acresisto be reserved for multi-family housing to a maximum
density of 20 du/ac. Areas devoted to multi-family housing should be located
adjacent to the main transportation routes within the Focus Area, and in close
proximity to retail commercia areas. The anticipated population density for this

land use typeis up to forty persons per acre developed with residential uses.

Policy “p” for the Sand Creek Focus Area calls for the development of “age-restricted
senior housing... as a means of expanding the range of housing choice within Antioch,
while reducing the Focus Area s overall traffic and school impacts.” Such senior housing
may consist of Single Family Detached, Small Lot Single Family Detached, of Multi-
Family Attached Housing, each of which is defined in Table 4.A of the General Plan.
Policy “p” states that age-restricted senior housing may be developed in any of the
residential areas of the Sand Creek Focus Area.

With the exception of the northeasternmost portions of the Sand Creek Focus Area, the
land uses identified in Figure 4.8 for Sand Creek Focus Area Option A have a “/Open
Space” designation in addition to an urban land use. This “/Open Space” designation is
intended to indicate that portions of these designations are anticipated to placed in
permanent natural open space to implement the biological resource policies of the
General Plan, including policies specifically set forth for the Sand Creek Focus Area. The
specific delineation of open space and development areas will be undertaken as part of
the Specific Plan that is required to be prepared for the Sand Creek Focus Area. Thus, the
land use map set forth in Figure 4.8 (referred to in EBRDP comments as the “Option A”
map) allows for the implementation of the performance standards contained in General
Plan policies and for the precise delineation of open space lands consistent those policies
and performance standards as part of the site-specific land use planning and the City’s
development and environmental review process that will occur following General Plan
adoption. The development prepared as part of the Sand Creek Specific Plan will be
required to provide greater detail to Figure 4.8 by undertaking a precise delineation of
lands for development and lands for open space within those areas designated “/Open
Space” pursuant to the policies of the General Plan.

The “Option B” map considered by the Planning Commission provides a baseline
delineation between open space and development areas based on the Framework Plan
included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Asisthe case for the “Option A” map, a more
precise delineation of the boundaries between development and open space consistent
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with General Plan policies and performance standards would occur as part of the site-
specific land use planning and the City’s development and environmental review process
that will occur following General Plan adoption. To clarify this intent, Genera Plan
Implementation Measure 12.4d has been modified as follows:

Interpretation of the General Plan Land Use Map. In any case where
uncertainty exists regarding the location of boundaries of any land use category,
proposed public facility symbol, circulation alignment, or other symbol or line
found on the official maps, the following procedures will be used to resolve such
uncertainty.

Boundaries shown as approximately following lot lines shall be construed to
be following such lot lines.

Where a land use category applied to a parcel is not mapped to include an
adjacent street or dley, the category shall be considered to extend to the
centerline of the right-of-way.

Boundaries shown as following or approximately following the limits of any
municipal corporation shall be construed as following such limits.

Boundaries shown as following or approximately following section lines,
half-section lines, or quarter-section lines shall be construed as following
such lines.

Boundaries shown as following or approximately following railroad lines
shall be construed to lie midway between the main tracks of such railroad
lines.

Boundaries shown as following or approximately following high water lines
shall be construed to follow the mean high water lines of such water bodies,
and, in the event of change in the mean high water line, shall be construed as
moving with the actual mean high water line.

Boundaries shown as following or approximately following the centerlines of
streams, creeks, rivers, or other continuously flowing water courses shall be
construed as following the channel centerline of such water courses taken at
mean low water, and, in the event of a natural change in the location of such
streams, rivers, or other water courses, the zone boundary shall be construed
as moving with the channel centerline.

Boundaries shown as separated from, and paralel or approximately parallel
to, any of the features listed above shall be construed to be paralel to such
features and at such distances therefrom as are shown on the map.

Symbols that indicate appropriate locations for proposed public facilities are
not property specific. They indicate only the general area within which a
specific facility should be established.

Within Focus Areas, boundaries on land use maps will generaly follow the
above rules, but may be modified consistent with General Plan policies to reflect
site-specific conditions and analysis.
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Public/Quasi Public, School. These designations in Figure 4.8 identify the anticipation
locations for public uses within the Focus Area. Development within these areas is
intended to be consistent with the Public/Institutional land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element. To clarify thisintent, anew Policy “q" has been
added to the General Plan to read asfollows:

g. Areasidentified as Public/Quasi Public and Schoal in Figure 4.8 are intended to
identify locations for new public and ingtitutional uses to serve the future
development of the Sand Creek Focus Area. Development within these areasisto

be consistent with the provisions of the Public/Ingtitutional land use category
described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the Land Use Element.

East Lone Tree Focus Area

Policy “a" sets the maximum development intensity for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
areain terms of number of single- and multi-family dwelling units, and maximum sgquare
footage for commercial/office and Business Park/Industrial uses. The intent of the
General Plan isthat single-family residential development reflect the City’s Low Density
Residential designation, commercial/office development reflect a mix of the City’'s
Regional Retail and Office designations, and business park/industrial uses reflect a mix
of the City’s Business Park and Light Industrial designations, as set forth in the adopted
East Lone Tree Specific Plan. To clarify the intent of the General Plan, Policy “a’ for the
East Lone Tree Specific Plan Focus Area has been modified as follows:

a. The maximum development intensity for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
areashal be asfollows:

Single-Family Residential: 1,100 dwelling units, developed within the areas

shown as " Residential/Open Space in Figure 4.9, subject to the provisions of

the Low Density Residential land use category described in Section 4.4.1.1
of the Land Use Element.

Multi-Family Residential: 250 dwelling units, developed within the areas

shown as " Residential/Open Space in Figure 4.9, subject to the provisions of

the High Density Residential land use category described in Section 4.4.1.1
of the L and Use Element.

Commercia/Office: 1,135,000 square feet, developed within the areas shown
as “Office/Retail,” “Regional Retail,” or “Regiona Retail/Employment
Generating Lands in Figure 4.9. Such development may include a mix of
uses that comply with the provisions of the Regional Retail land use category

described in Section 4.4.1.2 or the Office land use category described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the Land Use Element.

Business Park/Industrial: 2,152,300 square feet, developed within the areas

shown as “Regional Retail/Employment Generating Lands’ in Figure 4.9.
Such development may include a mix of uses that comply with the provisions
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of the Business Park or Light Industrial land use categories described in
Section 4.4.1.3 of the |l and Use Element.

Open Space/Public. Uses within this area shown in Figure 4.9 are intended to include a
mix of uses permitted within the City’s Open Space and Public/Institutional land use
categories. To clarify this intent, a new Policy “b” for the East Lone Tree Specific Plan
Focus Area has been added to the General Plan asfollows.

b. Land uses within the area shown as Open Space/Public in Figure 4.9 may
include a mix of uses that comply with the provisions of the Open Space or

Public/Ingtitutional land use category described in Section 4.4.1.4 of the
Land Use Element.

Roddy Ranch Focus Area

Residential Development. Policy “a’ defines the alowable building intensity for
residential development within the Roddy Ranch Focus Area, and describes the specific
residential land use types that would be appropriate within the areas to be devoted to
residential use. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for development would
be limited to the area included within the ULL asit was originally approved by the voters
in 1990 (approximately 750 acres). Population density has generally been estimated at 3.0
persons per unit for single-family development and 2.0 persons per unit for multi-family
units. To clarify population standards, Policy “a’ for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area has
been modified as follows.

a. Residential development within Roddy Ranch shall not exceed a maximum

of 2-3 dwelling units per devel opable acre (6-9 persons per developable acre)

with the permitted development area set forth in Policy 4.3.2f (approximately
750 acres), and shall include a range of Estate Residentia, Single-Family

Detached and Multi-Family Attached residential product types (as defined in
Table 4.A) in a resort-style setting. Senior, age-restricted residential
development is appropriate, but is not to be the dominant focus of Roddy
Ranch residential development. For purposes of determining density within
the Roddy Ranch focus area, a “developable acre” shall be defined as lands
not committed to open space and having steep slopes. These lands will be
mapped in the Final Development Plan.

Commercia Development. Policies “d” and “€” define the maximum amount of
commercia development permitted within the Roddy Ranch Focus Area. Policy “d”
limits neighborhood-serving retail commercial uses to 10-20 acres and 100,000 to
225,000 sguare feet, thus establishing building intensity standards. Policy “€” defines
permitted visitor-serving uses. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for
development would be limited to the area included within ULL as it was originaly
approved by the voters in 1990 (approximately 750 acres). To clarify development
intensity standards for visitor-serving uses, Policy “€” for the Roddy Ranch Focus Area
has been modified as follows.
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e. Visitor-serving commercia uses (e.g., hote and restaurants) may also be
developed within Roddy Ranch. Such visitor-serving uses would be oriented
toward the golf course. The hotel may include a maximum of 250 rooms with
ancillary retail, conference, restaurant, and recreational uses. Visitor-serving
commercial uses may occupy a total of 20 acres at a maximum building
intensity of 0.50.

Ginochio Property Focus Area

Residential Development. Policy “c” defines the alowable building intensity for
residential development within the Ginochio Property Focus Area, and describes the
specific residential land use types that would be appropriate within the areas to be
devoted to residential use. As discussed in Response F-1, areas appropriate for
development would be limited to the area included within the ULL as it was originaly
approved by the voters in 1990 (approximately 250 acres). Population density has
generally been estimated at 3.0 persons per unit for single-family development and 2.0
persons per unit for multi-family units. To clarify population standards, Policy “c” for the
Ginochio Property Focus Area has been modified as follows:

c. Residentia development within the Ginochio Property shall not exceed a
maximum of 2.0 dwelling units per developable acre acre (6 persons per

developable acre) with the permitted development area set forth in Policy

4.3.2f (approximately 250 acres), and shall include a range of Single-Family
Detached and Multi-Family Attached residential product types (as defined in

Table 4.A) in a resort-style development within the northern portion of the
site. Large Lot Residential development consisting of custom home sites on
five and ten acre parcelsis appropriate, provided that the maximum density is
not exceeded. Senior, age-restricted residential development is anticipated to
be an important component of the Ginochio Property’s residential
development. For purposes of determining density within the Ginochio
Property focus area, a “developable acre” shall be defined as lands not
committed to open space and having steep slopes. These lands will be
mapped in the Final Development Plan. Development may occur on lands
with steep slopes at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 10 acres
(1 du/10ac). The mapping of such lands will occur as part of the Final
Development Plan.

Commercia Development. Policy “f” defines the maximum amount of commercia
development permitted within the Ginochio Property Focus Area. Policy “d” limits
neighborhood-serving retail commercial uses to 10-15 acres and 100,000 to 175,000
square feet, thus establishing building intensity standards.

L-91 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Please refer to the discussion of the Sand Creek Focus Areain Response L-90.

L-92 The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
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L-93

L-94

L-95

L-96

Table 4.A identifies that public and private schools are permitted uses within all areas
designated Estate Residential, Low Density Residential, Medium Low Density Residential,
and High Density Residential subject to the provisions of Land Use Element Policy 4.4.2.2b.
Table 4.A also identifies that public and private schools are permitted uses within all areas
designated Public Institutional. Together, these are the areas designated in the General Plan
for schools. Sites for liquid and solid waste disposal facilities would fall within the Public
Institutional land use designation.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan land use designations) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
While the General Plan Open Space Element is required to designate lands for open space
use, there is no requirement that such designation be done through a map identifying specific
parcels. Some lands are specifically mapped for open space in Figure 4.1 and land use maps
for individual focus areas. In addition, the Resource Management Element and
Environmental Hazards Element of the General Plan contain performance standards for the
designation of open space lands to be set aside for preservation in open space when applying
General Plan performance standards during the City’s development and environmental
review process.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of General Plan implementation programs) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Implementation Action 12.2 b describes the City’s development and environmental review
process. As stated in Response L-93, the performance standards contained in General Plan
policies will be applied to individual development projects during the City’ s development and
environmental review process. Lands required to be preserved in open space pursuant to the
policies of the General Plan will be so preserved.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Conservation Element) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
While the General Plan needs to consider the effect that proposed development would have
on natural resources, and to provide for the management and wise use of resources, the
General Plan is not required to include discussion of the anticipated effects of such
development. Discussion of the effects of proposed development is the purpose of the
environmental documentation prepared for the General Plan pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Noise Element) are outside
of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Information on existing and projected noise within Antioch is provided in Section 4.9 of the
General Plan EIR. While EBRPD provided extensive comments on many issues addressed in
the Genera Plan EIR, it did not provide any comments on the EIR's noise analysis.
Preparation of the General Plan Noise Element was based on the analysis and findings set
forth in Section 4.9 of the EIR. To clarify the manner in which the City has intended to use
the noise information of Section 4.9 of the EIR, a new Policy 11.6.2a has been added to the
General Plan asfollows.
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L-97

L-98

L-99

a. Implementation of the noise objective contained in Section 11.6.1 and the
palicies contained in Section 11.6.2 of the Environmental Hazards Element shall
be based on noise data contained in Section 4.9 of the General Plan EIR, unless a
noise analysis conducted pursuant to the City’s development and environmental
review process provides more up-to-date and accurate noise projections, as
determined by the City.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan Circulation Element) are
outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88).
Comment L-97 is incorrect. The circulation map set forth in Figure 7.1 was prepared based
on the provisions of the Land Use Element, and was designed to meet the performance
standards set forth in the Growth Management Element. The correlation of land use,
circulation, and roadway performance standards is demonstrated in the analysis presented in
Section 4.13 of the General Plan EIR. While EBRPD provided extensive comments on many
issues addressed in the General Plan EIR, it did not provide any comments on the EIR's
traffic analysis.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. In addition, the issues raised in this Comment (adequacy of the General Plan)
are outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see also Response
L-88). Although the “Option A” map does not delineate boundaries between development
areas and lands to be preserved in open space, the policies of “Option B” provide clear
performance standards for such delineation to occur as part of the development and
environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. Such delineation is to be
based on site-specific biologica analysis beyond that which can reasonably be accomplished
in a Citywide Genera Plan.

The designations in the General Plan identify appropriate land use, but do not guarantee that
maximum alowable density can be achieved or that every inch of ground will be
developable. The General Plan represents a broad policy statement. It is not the purpose of
the General Plan, nor is it appropriate for the plan to provide site-specific land use planning
for all properties, or to provide mapping of al lands that need to be retained in open space to
mitigate the impacts of new development and to implement the policies contained in the
General Plan. It is the purpose of the Genera Plan to, among other things, establish
performance standards for the development of lands and management of the environment
within the General Plan study area. These performance standards may then be applied to
properties as part of the City’s project-level development and environmental review process,
and it is at that time that precise delineation of the lands needed to be set aside in open space
pursuant to the policies of the Antioch General Plan can and should occur. Both General Plan
law and CEQA recognize and permit such a system of defining citywide policy and
performance standards, and implementing them with individual developments.

This comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. In addition, the issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan)
are outside of the area of expertise of the agency providing the comment (see also Response
L-88). As noted in Response L-98, the proposed General Plan provides an overall framework
and policy direction for the development of this area. Further discussion as to how the land
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L-100

L-101

L-102

use designations for the Sand Creek Focus Area fit with policies for that Focus Area is
presented in Response L-90. Whether EBRPD’s “Option C" map is the only land use map
that would be consistent with the policies proposed for the General Plan is an opinion of the
comment writer with which the City does not concur for the reasons set forth in Responses L -
90 and L-98.

This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. As such, no response is required; however, aresponse is provided for informational
purposes. The City is very much aware of and carefully considered the advantages and
disadvantages of participating in the East County HCP/NCCP. Based on that consideration,
Antioch has to date respectfully declined to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. In taking
that action, the City understands that special-status species must still be protected per the
provisions of State and Federal law, as well as local policies (such as those contained in the
Antioch General Plan) and ordinances, and intends to comply with all applicable laws and
regulations.

Additional EBRPD comments regarding the proposed Genera Plan are included as
Document M. The comments are al so responded to accordingly.

As discussed in Responses to the Comments of EBRPD in Comment Letter L, the City of
Antioch does not concur with EBRPD’s assertions regarding the adequacy of the General
Plan EIR. The City believes that the Genera Plan EIR complies with the provisions of
CEQA.
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Antioch General Plan Update Comments

Prcparcd by EBEPD Staff: Brad Olson, Linda Chavez and Larry Tong
September 4, 2003

Please find attached redtine/strikecut documents showing specific changes to the General Plan
proposed by EBRPD staff. Additionally, please note the following comments.

Page £-5: The General Plan 1s nol inlemally consistent. Housing goats conflict with open space
goals. The City cannot reasonably expect to he able to develop housing and other urban uses that —
the high rate proposed while atso preserving open space effectively. The General Plan should be
revised to explain how these two conflicting poals will be harmonized. Propoesed developments
within Sand Creek Vailey ((ption A and to a lesser extent Option B) and at Roddy Ranch appear
2+ be in conflict with a number of proposed open space policies. This includes policies b d, e
amdl .

Pagpe 1-%: The General Plan has nol explained why the City believed that it needs to plan for and
permit development of 3,500 high-cnd homes on Roddy Ranch and the Ginochio Property,
There is, for exampic, no cvidence to support the conclision that this number of homes i3
necessary o anract executives and thetr businesses 1o rélocate to Antioch, The housi_ng mix )
secms inappropristely weighted to high end housing, when the likely growih in demand will be
for middle and low income housing. This is especially important because most of the high-end
hrasing wonld be localed in the pame open space areas.

Page 1-10: The General Plan does not identify the growing need for recreation and open space
for Cily residents, 3

Pages 1-1% tham 1-13: The General Plan arguments for increasing home prices prompting the
need for higher end hornes make no sense. As prices increase, lower priced homes will hecome
more desirable, not less Jesirable,

Paye 1-22: The General Plan discussion of parks and recreation provides no information on the

tvpes of trail uscrs, which will include eguesinans, plus there is no mention of the regional trails
existing and planned for the area. The General Plan shoold include regional facilitics (parks and
trails), not just local city and private tacilties. Increased population would mean increased 5
recreational detnand of all kinds, Water facilities (Contra Loma and City Community Poal) will
in particular be impacted by the increase in population.

- Fage 2-1: Public and Private hillsides and open space located to the South of the City of Aatioch ]
(the “Mt. Diabio foethills™) serves as the backdrop to the City and are among the City™s most
valued and dominant features. As such, it would meke sense for the City’= vision of a beautiful 6
comumunity to mclude preservation of open space. This vision should be clearly articulated in the
policies of the General Plan. —

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docM.cdr (9/25/03)



Page 2-2¢ Growth in properly lax base seems to be 3 major incentive for the City of Anlioch to
want to grow has preposcd in the General lan Date; yet it does not appear to be discussed in —
that document. 7

Pages 2-3 thru 2-5; Ammexation of the (Finochio and Roddy Branch properties in order 1o build
low-density, high-end housing on the edge of town does not in any way lend #tself © non- ]
motorized transportation to employment centers. These developments will instead result in more
single passenger vehicle trips. Infill, densification and transit-oriented development in the

downtown arca, by conirast, will support these goals, The General Plan should be modified to 8
o cmphasize transit otiented development and move away from sprawl-type development.

Pape 2-5; Refers to an equitable solution to regional traffic congestion, yet Antioch alone is o

proposimg huge aonexatons of about 3,000 acres of open space to build nearly 2,000 units of ]

primarily {ow-density development that will be dependent vn automobile ransportation. As 9

such, the General Plan works against rather than contributing (o a regional solution.

Pages 3-4 thru 3-7: The discussion of “equitable mitigation™ fails 1o acknowledze Antioch’s lack

of participation in, or opposition to, numerous regional planning and mittzation efforts that strive ]
to achieve this equality. This includes the East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Flan and the 10
Shaping our Future plasning processes.,

Page 3-12: The General Plan needs a performance standard for reginnal parks that meel the
City’s need for open space, hiking, swimiming, quist enjoyment, etc. RS

Page 3-15: References a need for 2 “system™ to mitigate tor project-related impacts to other
jurisdictions, yet the Cieneral Flan and DEIR fail to acknowledge CRRPD as onc of the 12
“jurisdictions™ that would be impacted by Antioch’s growth,

Page 3-16: "The Regional Cooperalion Policies 3.7.2 should include maintaining ongoing
- communications with the ERRPD. _113

Tables on Pages 4-15 through 4-17: These three tables are not consistent. Each table uses

different tigures for growth in heusing units, yet there is no explanation of the purpose of the
tables or these discrepancies. For example, Roddy Ranch is 2,625 units in Table 4.C and 1,760 14
umits in Table 4.1}, Sand Creek 1s 4 970 units in Table 4.B and 5,037 in Table 4.

Pages 4-2 ihru 4-76: The General Plan Figure 4.10 shows the entire 2,160 acre Roddy Ranch

arca as proposed development. The actual developable area is considerably less because the map
"does not show the existing conservation casement and golf cowrse. This leaves sbout 1080 acres 15
of potential development area when all of these constraints are placed within the Roddy Ranch.

Even-with thus reduced footpont and establishment of the proposed "Antioch Corridor” under —
Sand Creek Option B, it appears that development of Roddy Ranch would sever the two northern

kit fox comridors identified in the draft #ast Contra Costa Habitat Congervation Plan by placing 16
up o 2,625 housing units in these two areas which presently separate Black Diamond Mines
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from Cowell Ranch. There i1s no discussion of (his mnpact in the Gengral Plan or DEIR. Such
analysis 1s inappropriately deferred to a futire Specific Plag and BIR

16
Page 4-23: The Open Space designation under Community and Public Eand Tlse Designations —
4.4.1.4 shoutd clarify that it includes other areas to be preserved or protected as open space, nof ]
just: (1) lands owned by public agencies, or {2} lands which are already prograrnmed for 17

acquisition.

Payes 5-20 then 521 The disenszsion of transitions and buffering policies should also provide
for policies to protect public open space, conservation sasement areas and land set aside as ]
mitigation from the effects of development. This should include bulfers for aestheiics, ght and )
plare, noise, fire safety, habitat management, special-status speeies ocelirrenecs and the public’s 18
guict enjoyment of protected arcas.

‘ R—
Pages 5-20 thru 5-21: The General Plan needs to provide for an open space transition/huffer
overlay zone. The overlay zone would be applied to parcels adjacent or near to significant open
space areas. H would be used in conjunction with the hase coming that wold allow lor

development of the parcel. The ovetlay zone weuld require the development to provide buffers 19
and transitions to the open space areas. The overlay zone needs (o be included in the open space
action program,

Page 7-0; Section 7.0 Circulation shauld include 2 map of ll the exisling amnd propused trails
(both lacal and regional) indicating class Jevel. :l 20

Page ¥4 Proposed Delta De Anwa Trail extension (o Neroly Roead 15 a Class [ rail.

Page 7-%: Figure 7.1 shows Empire Mine Road continwing to function as a major collectior road
with the development of the Sand Creek Valley, Previons Antioch documents have stated that
this road would be abandoned when the Sand Creek Vallev is developed. If this road is to be
retained, it will greatly aflect the viabilily of the proposed Antioch Corridor shown onder Cplion 22
B. The subject corridor would cross Empire Mine Road at least twice, which will greatly
ineresse the potential for road kill of kit fox and other species, and it will serve to fragment the
comidor.

FFage 7-9: Figure 7.1 shows Empire Mine Road as an Arterial. This needs to be either deleted or —

the impacts from the proposed arterial fully addressed in the <3P and EIR. |23
Pages 7-11 thru 7-13: Retentiom of Emprire Mine Road through the Sand Creek Valley following
it potential development would appear to be inconsistent with 8 number of the traffic and 24

circulation policies in Section 7.3.2. This includes b, u and w.

Payge 8-8: The General Plan states that regional parks are “generally provided by County and —
siate agencics”, however in this case, the Hast Bay Regional Park Distriet provides such parks. 25
The (eneral Plan needs to ovaluate consistency with the District’s 1997 Master Plan policies.

Page 8-9: The General Plan policies regarding fire protection should include the need for fuel —
breaks between proposed development and public open space, it should address consistency with 26
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cxisting open space fuel management practices, including tivestock grazing, prescribed fire,
mowing, pest management, and 1t should provide for appropriate buffers berween these exisling T
uscs and proposed developments. For exaimple, the City historically has required a minimum of
a 300-foor buffer between lands, which are grazed and residential areas. Development on the 26
Zeka’Higgins property needs to provide such a buffer berween proposed residential areas and
existing FBRPT) parklands, which are currently grazed.

[age B-9 The Fire Protection Folicics should include additional policies to provide for firehreaks
and bullers, and Lo include a Fire Management Plan policy particular for development of the City ]
that is expanding into the urban wildland interface areas or developments adjacent Lo open space,

which is etther landscaped ot with natuml vegetabion. 27
h Page 9-23: ‘Table 9.1 provides for up to 1,710.72 aeres of development on the Roddy Ranch, yet

page 4-72 of the General Plan acknowledges that considerably less acreage within Reddy Ranch ]

12 actually developable. If such figures are used to address housing needs and housing )3

projections, then these fgures need to be revised to reflect actual canditions and constraints on
this property.

Page 10-3: Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve is presently 5,984 acres in size. One of the
significant aciivines at this park not listed in this section is camping. The District currently

operates two group camips mn this patk, incluwding the St Mine Group Camp, which is within 29
1,500 feet of proposed development in the Sand Creek Valley under Oplion A.

Page 10-4: Section 10.3.2 4. Should be modiGed W drop “incorporate”™ and change to shall
preserve and pratect agtaral open space arcas in the projoct design, :l 30

Page 10-5: The discussion of grassland vatues fails to mention & number of special-status

apecies (hat are known to inhabit this habitat type within the Antioch Flanning Area, including

San Joaquin kit fox, California tger salamander (sestivation habitat), American badger, western 31
burrowing owl and golden cagle.

W Page 11-6: Fire Hazards policy “a." is too vague. T'uel modifications and buffers need to
address existing land management practices on District lands. 132

The General Plan policies for the entire City's General Plan, and spaciﬁcall}r,: the Sand Creek —
Area [{ption A) are inadequate. They [zl o adequately do the foliowing:

« Contain the state-mandaled Open Space Element detailing the programs for preserving
open space for natural resource protection, the managed production of rescurees, outdaor 33
recrealion, and protecticn of public health and safety. [Govt Code Sec 65302.¢ and
65560]

1

»  Address open space tor preservation of natural resources, such as arcas required for

preservation of habitat for wrldlife. [(Govt Code Sec 63560.h.1 ]
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»  Address open space for managed production of resources, such as agricultural lands.
[Govt Code See 65360.b.2]

»  Address open space for outdoor recreation, such as areas of outstanding seenic beauly,
areas particularly suited for open space purposes, arcas which serve as links between
open space reservations, including wildlife corvidors. [Govt Code Sec 65560.b.3]

e Assess present and future demand fer regional parks and recreational Tacilities in areas
particularly suited lor such open space usage. [Govi Clode Sec 65560.b.3 ]

*  Address open space [or public health and safety, such as areas that require special

management because of underground mines and the unstable soil and water qmllt}
hazards related to them, [Govt Code Sec 653560.h.4]

* Address open space for public health and safety, such as open space zoning regulations
that implement foel breaks and fucl reduction to address wildfire hazards. [Govt Code
HSee 65560.h.4]

= Provide {or regional parklands and teails mn the open space action program, including but
not limited to the adoption ol an open space zoning ordinance that [acilitates open space
uses i a manner consistent with the GP open space goals and policies. |Govt Code Sec
63564 and 65910

FAEREPTRANIQCEXhib 25 (G Coreurenls) . doc
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Pages 10:3 oo 107 Deatt Autipeh Ceneeal By

10.0 Rescurce Management

10.1 INTRODUCTION

The Fesourcs Maragemant asclion doog inslute
o me Opan 9pace ebiopheg 204 prlines
However. s needs to be faganded. Az masdsleds
by 1he Siate {Soveranenl Gode Addice 105
sechons B0 - G556 3], an sper space, elemerl
im seguircd 3% 8 part of e Caneral Plan znd
sl wiehade an npeEn space acish progrgm
[Lanvernrent Code Section 05554

The focus o the Reasowts Managesent
Eberrient 15 on conservation and e of
prviorrmiental resoues and open space
|ssues throeghourt Be General Flan Planning
Arga, While lbe mejarity of ihe pivately
e and within the presanl Cily limiks bos
peen developad or comwritied i deysibpawen)
of Lrban uses, Sonificant anvirsnmestal ard
oA SpaGe resourees remain. The porion of
the Flanning A oviskde of Arfioch's present
tily boundanas is iergafy undevslogped, s
alzn containg slgniflcant anvirornemental ghd
oOEy SpAane resourced. As Anliceh srparnds 1o
thea soudtt ared s popalalion grows, a5 fulune
industrial and emcioyrment-generating
develgprnent ocours in e norlern portdon of
Hw Ftarming Area, 83 Rodgers Peint and a
shreline trail are developoed along e San
Soaquin Rwar, the nedd o wisely rsnaoes
natural respames Wik Dacoir mars acuke,
This wilk ental balamcing such compelng
ohitctives 23 the need far:

s Conparveblon of fesoures;

& Chpart Space presensation,

+ Adequzle witer an energy resoumas la
sypport futre populaons.

= Providing pub®c ace5s fo pen Epase
BTEa6,

+ Exparding sxlzting madway and hginvay
ayEhems;

¢ Ermuring bousing o il sconomic
segrients of the community, and

* Erguring econaniic daveiapnmerin a
manner thal protects AnBoch's deautikl
safing and ennhances the guality of e of
its. peider1%.

The Resturce Managemsnt Elemeant
addracees bhe wsa, Hanagenwenl, and
protackon of envirmnmental eSLLECES,
mchuding open space, hickogical msouroes, alr
quekity, watet resources, cultural resources,
and enery rescurces. Comkkngd, theze
1oplcs cover ail major aspacks of Anlicch's
nalxal seting, and encompas: slakt
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requiremants for preparation of General Pran
Open Space and Conservation Bements. in
MAry Cases, Hiers are overiaps In he isseses
addressed here with olher dements of the
General Plan. For evarmple, hiliskde apan
9pBce issuas ane addressed in tha Communiy
Imaga and Ceslgn Element (Seckon 5.4.14).
Artleving B local batancs between jobe and
hauslrg, as discuassd in the Land Ues and
Ecanomic Davalopment Elemenls, and
eliminating traffic congestion i the community
ara key componenta of mairdsating good local
st qualily. Dipen spaga for the proteclion of
public haaith and safery |2 addressed in lhe
Hazards Eimmanl, whiliz ocpen spece for pubsc
recreation is addrassed in the Publie Serdces
and Facdibias Eearranl.

10.2 GCALS OF THE
RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

T pronede Tor a susteined high quality of
life, i iz the gual of the Rasource
Menegemant Ebsment to accamgplish the
folkowing:

« CORSENFE ard entiancs the unigue
fiatural

Daauty of Antiock’'s physical serting,
and

controd Hhe expansion of Lrban
devalaorment by protecling opet
space

where it is important £ preserve
natural

ERYiromental processes and areas of
cuiltural ard hiskorical value,

Opran space prvwides 3 vanaty of
communily benedts, including nesreation
usa, viziral enjoymant, protaction of
habitat arsac, and hazard protection. In
Antiach, this means protecting the San
Jpaquin and naturst creeks, as well a3
i alpalneng natural beaches and
ghorelines, It alse Mmoans openng up
viewe of the River, and presarving views
of Mt Diablo and its foathills b protect the
baauty of the physical sefting of the Cily,
fritierent in Anloch’s open speace goal ia
presdlsion of & wide range of recreational
lands @nd facilitias, inchuding parks for
active and peseive racreation, special
pritpoese and mull-use rails, and



presarvation ol the nalyral envirpnment for
lhe enjoyment of area residents.

Protection of centain types of open spaca
is requirad by [sw, The provisions of the
state and federal endangered species
acts, the federal Claan Water Act, and
state requirementa for streem alterabon
agreanens all require mtigation of
impacts on nalural habitats, The
provigions of the Califomia Environmental
Cuality A0 sksn require analysis and
provision of mitigalon for physical fmpacts
on habitate ard cuitural resources, The
City of Antinch recognizes its reasponsibildy
1 2ot &% 2 respersible steward Tor the
natural envirgrment, and to sirke an
apgropnata balaneg betwaen presenving
that ervirgn ment and wovidics lands for
the housing, employmernt, acd shogssg
needs of an expanding population.

 Minimize the wuse OF water and
erergy

FESOUrces 50 a5 {0 ensure 3
sustainae

IOg-LErim SUnOiy.

The history of sefiement in Calfornia —
fram prehistovic native villages to modern
urban developanent — & largaly tled 1o the
availability of water, Theoughout the state,
graundwater rascrces are baing
averdrawn, while demands on large-scale
water projects to cortinue supplying uhan
growth increase, Presently, every majar
urbhan area of the slake reguires the
importation of water from dislanl sowses,
Without major statewida invesiment in
coety water ranapod fagitities, grovwdh in
s0me brban areas may eventually need o
b curtailed for lack of dependabla wakar
supplies. During major droughis in the
e, public swerenass of fhe need for
water conservation grew. This awaransss
slackad off during wel perlods. Wator
resounce projecls for the slals ndicate that
lhe need for signiflcant, permanent water
congarvation will affect large areas of e
Stale by 20403 Although the Canlra Cosis
Woter CHatrict indicalas that it has
sifficient water supplies commited
thrcugh 2040, tha City's desire to achieve
& balance betwean local jobs ard housing
maang that local employmeot growth must
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necur in the future at @ faster rate than hasg
previousty besr projeclad. Thus, water
conservation will nesd o bacome par of
Antioch's overall vigion and its en0mic
devalapmrent pragrarm.

The availability of rellable, cheap electrical
ang natural gas supplies was moulineky
taken for gramted untit the summer of
2003, when costs soered and rglling
tackows hil portions of the state. Crisis
wae averted with the conslructien of row
pawet gerteraling fagities ard higher
enargy cosls. As The immediacy of ensigy
ehortages fades, 50 has the public's
wilingress o feducs He arardy
coRELHMpion. However, electricity and
natural ges dermands of 3 growing
slatewids popukaton will eventually
crutziFp the capacity of exiating cremy
generating

faclitias, ard could plunge the

sate me another anergy erisls. Thus,
energy conservabion also needs to
becnyne part of Antioch's overall vision,

10.3 OPEN SPACE OBJECTIVE
AND PGLICIES

As discussad in the Land Lse Elemenl, a
gresl des! of open land remains in the
Artioch Planning Area, Apgroximately 38
parcanl of the land within the City (6,383
acres) ard taady 46 percent of the land
within the wmseraraled portion of the
General Plan Flarning Aree (2,240 atres]
ara undevaltped B open space use.
Additional kend {528 acres i\ the City and
381 gores i unincomorated areas) is in
agricutirral uss, Dwveral, opan Bpace LSES,
Insleging agreoture, open water,

recreational lands, and vacant lands accound

fow approximately hall of he land wilnin the
City, ar over 60 percent of the
uninoorporated [and within the General Flan

- ShEly Araa Mo apen space aress nclude

Bleck Diarmond hMinss and Condra Lome
regional parks, Anlach Ounee Katlonat
Wildlife Refuge, and municipal perkkands.

Active Racrestion Larkds, Cly residents
have scoess to | variety of kecal parks,
recreational factiies, regional parks, and
open gpace asas. The Clty oversees the



lmeal parks and recreational fackiies, whils
the East Bay Regiona] Fark District
(EBRPD} ovarsers the iegional faclitles.
The following descrigtlon of ¢pen space and
recreation faciiies within the City of Anfioch
l& dividad o Four sechions. parks and
recreation Faciilies; eoneaticn programs;
special use faciliies, 2md regional Facidties
and Irails.

The Gity cwns and administers 28 parks,
varying i size and arsanllies from the 2-
acre Deadield Park to the 98-aoes Prewatl
Family Watar Park. Creer 400 acres of parks
and gpsn Space argac ara located within the
City, 200 acras of which are developed. The
remaining 200 acres consist of acreage
awaiting devalopmant or are areas managed
exclusively B3 open gpace.

The East Bay Reginital Park District
nperates three faciities in the Antoeh araa,
the largesl of which is Black Diamond Mines
Regionzl Freserve. @ 5584 5. 350-g0ne 0pen
spaes oran accegssed by mukipte use Irails
{i.6., pedestiian, bike, amd squesiian ails).
The Preserve offers naturalist programs,
and vigikors can tour the undergeeund minim
musatrn and a histonc cemelery, Ficnic
areas and horso staglng areas are also
available. Ty wdldernies groun samps arg
facakad in the southem gorlion of the prrk
Addifional open space preserves

ana lacalad o the southeasl of Ankach
adiacent to the Los Vagueras resetvor and
within he CowsB Ranch,

Contra Loma Regionzk Park, adiacent to the
Lone Tros Golf Course on tha sowtham
adge of the City, is 775 acres in size. Tha
park surrounds the Conira Loma Reservoir,
and offers muliple e talls for hiking,
biking, and horseback fding, The reserair
is gualiable far Rshirg, boalkng, saliboarding,
&nd swimming. The Park zlso prvides
plerdc areas, horzashos pits, and a food
copcesdan stand. EBRPD also malntains
the Antkoch Regional Shorelne, which
cowiglste of T acres Fonlng the San Jogquin
River, norh of downtown Anlinch. The
Shoreline has a S50-foot long fishing pler, a
srall heash, phenic lables and tarbeques,
ard a 4.5-acre mesdow, Swirmming iz rat
aliewed al the Antloch Reqlanal Shorellne
Fark The EBRPD zlzo oversees the Delta
Deinza Raglonal Tralk, which originatas at

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docM.cdr (9/25/03)

Bay Faint in the West Pitsbury area, and
runs et tr & conrsction with the Marsh
Creek Trail in Ookley, The Trail rhssss
Antioeh from ifs westem bounddary wilh
Pillsbuxy at approxmataly Somersville
Road. gngd parglleks the Contra Costa Canaf
to Wikd Horse Road 2t Hillerest Avenue,

Agrfcuiturs. Artioeh is located |nan area
of

Confta Costa County that has Faditonally
contgined areas of land used for grazing,
orchards, field and row crops, The Cly has
sppraximataly 5606 acres of grazing and
former agricultural lands.

Passiye Gpen Space. Passive open space
in ard nesr the City of Antioch consigte of
hillgidaa, vacant lands, and the San Joaguin
River. Yiews of natural fealures Roth within
tha City and of Ihe surrcunding topography
are 8 valusblke resourcs for many of the
Cily’s residents. Malural features {hat can be
viewed from the Ciy ncleda ML Dlablo, the
surredinding ridgetines, and the S4n Joaguin
River, Theso views contribute a feeling of
commenity idertity, a5 well as visual

enjoymemt.

The City & Incatad on the southem bank of
the San Joagquin River, naar its confluance
with 1he Sacramenio Fiver, The confieence
of thesa rhvarg & Incated in the Sacremento-
San Joaqun Delta, an area that is largaly
|&vetl, with viewes to the rarth and sast. To
presane open space and views along the
Fiwee, ared to atlract raskdents down to the
ares, the City Res developed projects such
a5 Ihe Munlcipal Public Marna (built in
1GEE) and he Anlpch Riverfront
Promenade,

In t8811, the Cly snactad the Hillside
Ptanned Development {HFD) Ordinanee jo
protect hillzides, fdges, and ridgelings within
Ine Clty, The Ordinance was revised and
adomed i 199 g padt of the Zening
Ordinance and applies to thoea hillzide
areas & whith one or more of the follbwing
appiy:

= A prademinant portion of the anea hes
slopes in excess of 10 percent;

» A gignifican area of slopgs of 25 parcent
oF grester; or

1 A signtficani ddoeline, hilitop, or exposed
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skope is located In fhe araa.

The purpose of tha Ordinance is to promote
& teote harmandous visuad and funclicnal
relationship between the nalural and Dol
enwiranments. The HPD Digiricts are
resarvad for residential uses thal are
custered in a manner that will presarve
shyrrileart Realures of hilbide reas, suwch as
drainage swales, slreams, ataspr glopes,
rdielres, ook ouleroppings, and native
vegedaion.

As of 190E, the Clty had three HPD Districls
Iocated in the south amd southwest pofions
of tha City, This lard could be devalopad ar
redieviboped at any tne with uses as
spacifind in the General Plan or Zoning
Ordinance. Arass desgnaked, cumantly or
in the future, as HPD Districts will be
deveioped and should not be conskdered
pErmansdtt passive opan space. Hawaver,
Ihese argas will be developad in a nanner
which presarves valued cpen space
characteriglics,

10.35.1 Open Space Dbjective

MMabain, preserve and acguire open Space
and #s ausociged nalwal resounces by

_providing parks for active and passive

recraathon, ralls, and by presenving ralural,
scanic, and other Open Spaca MBSCUTCES.

10.3.2 Qpen Space Policies

a, Establish a gomprehances systerm of
pubic open space, facikties for omanzed
racroalion; active Infermal play,
recrealional frael along fenmal, netumet,
and riverront traits; passive recreaion;
and enpoyment of the natural enviceramendt,

b. Irplemant the deslgn standards of te
Community Tmage ard Besign Ekement 5o
as-to malntain views of the San Josquin
Hiver, Mount Digblo, Black Demend Mines
Regional Preseme, and its feoihills, and
other scenic laatures, erd protect 1he
natural character of Anticch's Rillside
arpas.

. Maintain the shoredine of the San Joadin
Rhver as an Integrated system of natural
(weallare 5 and recreational {draits and
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viewpants) cpen space as st forth in the
Land tse Ewment amd Public Services
and Facililies Element,

. Wheia significant natural features are
presant [e.q., acealn valleys ond rfidgelimes,
natural creeks, ik Sutcngs, and nier
sigAificent or unusial iandscepe fealunash,
require new development to incorporate
mabural open EpAcE areas into project
design, Raquire dedicalion ta pubdlc
agency or dedication of a conservation
sasgment, praparaton of maintanance
plans, and provision of appropriake
mginlenance and ranagement iunding, in
parpetuty, of such LIPS aress.

. Require proposed developmant projects
conlzining signifcart natursl rescurces

[er.gg. sEtsHive or unuzurd ha bitats, =pecial-
slalus species, habited finkages, sleap slopes,
cultural resources, wiklland fire hazards,
g} ke prapan Resource Management
Plans o selne apoeopitie- respenses-te
SenreraHPlar-peicioe-cating, provile for their
priteclion ar presarvation. Tha porpase of
the Rasauice bManegemant Plan is to ook
beyord the legal status of Spacies af he
time tha plan i prepared, and provide @
Igng-term plan of consarvailon and
manzgement of Ihe natural commenities
found ansite.

Resource Management Piams shall
acomplish the Enlonwing.

« Determing the significance of the
regolrces that are found onsite and
iher mlalktship w eseUrces in tha
stemourding area, incloding pubE: cpon
spaca, hatillat [inkages and widife
OVETTHEM Comdons;

+ Defipepraas-thatorla-baEnsure that the

mnst slgndleant teenrsss il b maintained
_in long-tem opan: space, sad

« Establish rechanisme and sdeguate
g to ensure the

loRt-tern pralaction and mansgement
of lards retained inopen spaceln
pemetiiy

1. Entourags pubilic aceass 1o creek
comidors through the establshment of
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Irallg adlacent ko ripadan resources. Prowide
Sdeqguale bufers between crecks ard trails 1o
rFutent sengitive habials, special-ainiss species
mnd walar quality

Q. Weovofeacibla tRearporale Fresern angd
profet gignilican] exshng nalural fealges as
gad of_the design of new devefopment
priojects rather than removing e, Whera
praservalicn of natural fealures is not
feemible, eRemRrrER-HRE—Fa-Rradae e,
wnlnduge natwal fegymes ko peoject design.
Sigeificard nalem | fealures Shat cannal be
Prosen e o inlreduced ivle e pragct desiye
on-sle shall ge mimgaped of-gite by, presaryadicn
and raeloration of similar netural ipabara s within
of Adgaceit e AnEGck Plaaring Areas.

10.4 BIOLOGILAL RESOURCES
OBIECTIVE AND POLICIES

Allhtugh it is largedy orbanized, potlons of
remaining undeveloped lands contain
vegetation gnd habitat types the Califomia
Department of Fistt and Game considers
rare ated warhy of consldecation in the
Cafifornia Matural Diversity Database:

v Mative grasslands

= YWarnal pooks

» Stabiized miador dunas
1 Seagonal wetlands

= Freshwater seeps

» Frostyeater marghas

« Coactsl rackigh marahes
+ Alkaline floodplaing

v Alkal sgape

* Yalley ok woodiands

+ Rlparlan wondland

Orassiaivd, Metive grassleds have been
reduces 1 30 percant of el farmer area in
Califormia. Mative grassland in the Antioch
Plannirtg Area woukd ba dominatedd by
purgde needlegrass [(Nassels DUCAFA). A
warety of spring wikiflowers arz also found
I nalive grazslands. Bacausa of tha resly of
this ¢nog atundant vedatation bypa, the
California Depantment of Fish and Same
may requast mitigation for prajects that
kmpacd rative grassbayds. Additionally,
apecial-otatus plats e rmore likely 1o be
fowr N urdisturbed nalive vagetation.
Mativa grasslands are most [kely to be
faund scattared In Ihe =cuthem pat of Ihe
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Anfioch Planning Area. A numbkar of special-
status Lpecies 3m fraow) B inhakit beth aative
gnd rgnnalive grasskind habitads, mEiedieg Sen
Jdrimaquine kit bax, Califogrnea tiger salamerder,
Agnarican badgar, wastsm burrawireg owl ard
galdert GaEe.

Vernal Pools. Yernal pooke are seasonai
walkands hplcally nccurring in depressions
in grasslands. These depressions collect
waler durkwy the winlar and spring rains, and
dry ange the mne caase. As the ponds dy
in the spring, a8 suocesskan of diferent plant
gpcies bigam around the edges of the pood.
A high quakity vemal pool will disay
concentrie fings of differenl aalors of Nowers
in bloorm inomid-spring.  Because vema!
poods lend 1o ba izolated from each other,
ey miey plissess 8 unbkue Tlora thal
inchudes speciat-status, federally protected
plants and specizl-stalus ammals, Yemal
pocls 2 mosl likely to be found i ihe
souther pardion of tha Antloch Planning
Area. A number of special-sktus plants and
Hrivoetateates A kpown to make s of s
uriagbial habtat e,

stabilized Interior Dunes. The
Antfoch

Dunes along Ine banks of the San Joaguin
River comain 8 unigue assemblaga of plant
and animal spacies, several of which am
fored twrwhers abse i the world, Scattered
grasses and forbs, some of which reach
ghrub size, form the ground cover. The
fecderally endangered Aalicch Dunes
evanlng-primrose (Denorhera aeitoides
50, iowadli) and Comtra Costa walllfower
{Erysimurm capitatinm

S5 0LATQUREALLN) 2re found here amongst
TROMe COMIMKN Spacies, A number of special-
slatz andmals oocur in this habitat, the marst
sensitive of which are the Ingecls, including
tha fadarally andangered Leange's malzimark
By,

Wietlands. Seasonal wetlaneds and ponds
Rkt waler for only part of the year, and can
be found in any parf of the Amloch Planning
Asaa, bul ara mome commen 2lang the San
Joaquin River and seasonsi streams i te
soltherm portlon of the Planning Area
Coastal brackish marshes are wet year
round and are fourd along ihe banks of the
San Joaguin River. If pickleweed
(Saifcormia sp.) 16 prasand, coastal brackish
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marshes may contain suitable habilat for the
Statle and Federally erdangered salt marsh
harhest mouee. Other Bated specias
asenciated with tha coastal bracklsh marsh
i the Antioeh Planning Area inchade
Califprmia clapper rail [RaINLS fohirostris
obsoletus), Californiz black ralf
{Lateraiius Jamalcansts corurnicuius).

Alkaline fipodplains exsl akong the banks of
the San Joaqumn River, Thesa may appaar
tarren because of the difficllly of grawing in
highly alkaline, requently disturbed acit. |f
ungmtected, such barmen [ands tend 10
altract pecple seeking retreation in frur-
wheel drive vehicles, which reduces Ihe
vepetation aver luther Stande of
picklewesd and saktgress growing wilhin
gikallne foadpalns can be habitat for the
Stete amd fedarafly endangered salt marsh
harvest mouse {RETIrICoRDomys
rayvivenrrisy.

Open Water, This category includes the
San Joaguin River and permanent
walarbodios, such as natural of man-made
lakas, pards, and reseevoirs. Although open
water does not provide habitat For many
Hanl spacies, i i important for wildlfe and
fish. Tha San doaquin River is used ag a
magvemend cheritior, foraging, and bracding
habilat for a variety of native and ran-native
fizh inciuding steelhead [N pericins
ITYEIRS), Chinosk salmon ECRCHTIYACHUS
Eshawylsoha), dela smalt (HYDOrREsLS
transpacificus), striped bass (Morone
$axatirs), and many sthers, Water

birds and weterfowls use the lakes and
rvers lar foraging ard breeding ard
slopovers durtng migration.

oak woodland. Osk woodiands are
importart habitat for nomenous common and
spaciakslalue wikllifa spachs. Slua oak
wid land 2 Faund an notth-Tache slopes
ard in shady ravines in the ht. Diablo
Toothllle. Valiey pak woodlands once
dominated the edges of the

Ceniral Vatley in vast park-like sfands.
Yatley ooke are the kangas] and longast-ed
of the Cakifomia oaks, This habitat type haz
haen much raduced by conversion of land 1o
agricudture and because modem geazing
palerns pravent the reganeralion of young
oaks. Yalley ok stends are sl Faund in
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Anbiaeh in Contra Loma Regional Park and
alhar southeren porions of the Antoch
Fianning Ared.

Riparian. Riparian vegetation refers lo the
native sorub of fomsl oecurving kg
streams and riverbanis, [0 Tipaian areos,
Ihe rpols of freas and cdher vegetatan can
easity reach tha water mble. Such arpas are
prone to frequent flooding, Riparian
vegetatlon used to e found slong most
perennial and imMermittenl strasms n the
Antioch Planning &rea and along the San
Joaquin River, This wegelaton type has
become rare due to dishurbance by

catihe, rivardfront developmeant, and the filling
or channelizing of small steeams in urban
afeag. .

Fiparian areas pravide amporiard hrescing
and foraging habitat for many species of
Yirds, mammals, replles, and amphibians.
The lederalkydisted Califorria red-leggesd
frag (B3ha aurord draytoml) occurs alorg
creskn in the Plannmg Area and the state-
listed Swainss's hawk will nest In Baga
trews such as cottormwonds that grow aleng
creeks,

special-Status Species. Speciztstatus
species are definad a3;

v Specles that are Ested, or designated as
candidaes for lsting, as threaiensd or
emdengerzd undar Ihe Federal
Endargered Species Act,

+ Speciss thet ang ilsted, or designatad as
candidates for listing 25 rare (plants),
threatened, or andangared under the
Califomiz Endangersd S pecias Al

» Planl spesles on Ligt 14, List 1B, List 2,
and List 3 in the California Mative Plant
Sneimty's fveniory of Rare and
Endgandgered Vascliar Fants of
Califorma;

» Widlifa species ieted by the Califamia
Department of Fish and Garme a5 species
of speck concem or fully protected
species; '

« Specas thal meet the definition of rare or
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endangared under the Califarmia
Evironmantal Quakity Act {under Saction
TEIBG of CEQAA), and

= Congiderad o be a taxon of special
coneen by local agencies.

10.4.1 Bislogical Resources
Ohjective

Preserve natural streams and habitats
| supporting rare and endengared spacios of
plams znd animala.

10,4.2 Biological Resources
Policies

a, Compky with the fedoral palley of no net
Inss of wetlands through avoidance and
1 This Saction of CEQA guidelines slales il any
species nat mchaded an any formal lI5t, can
neveriheless be coneldarad rare or erdangarad if
the species can be ahown to meet he critariz for
listing. Clustered devaloprment. Where
presetyalion n pdace iz found not o be
feasible {such a5 whera a road crossing

| cannot be avoided, or where shore
stabilizakon or crestion of sharslkine Irals
must encroacth into riganan habitals),
require 1) an-sile replacamant of welland

{ areas, 2) off-site replanemant, or 3)
restoration of degraded wetland aress 2t a
rsinirmiarn ratlo of one acre of
replecement/restorakion for each atre of
impacted onsite habit=t, such thal the
vaklta of impacled habitat 15 replaced.

b. Precerve in place and reslore existing
wetlands abid ripanah resoress along the
Zan Joaquin River and other natural
straams In the Planning Area, axcoph
where 2 need for studiurad fiood
protecton s unavoidable.

¢. Require appropriels setbecks adjacent ko
nalral streams © provide adeqgurade tarfler
argas ensuring the prajastisa probaclion of
biglogical rescurges, including E=nagive natus)
faakalgl, spedsliak-etatug apacies helwiEts snd watar
gulity orolectian

d, Through the project approwva and design
review pIOCESSEs, requireg new
devebpmant projecis to protect sensilive
habitat greas, incleding, but nal Ermited te,
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gk wooands, chapaTai, sorub riganan
wnellarsd, panelz, vemal posls, and Hative
grasstands, Engure e praserdateon n
piace of habitat arees found 1o be
ocoupiedd by siate end federally protscted
specles. Where preserved habitat sreas
aGtupy aveas thal would othenwiss be
graded as part of & develpment project,
faciilale {he transter of allowabls density
o other, nonsensitive portions of the sike.

e. Limit uges within preserve and sildetness
afeas 10 passive recreation, public iraile, aml
resource-dependant achivilies compalitds
withe the proteciicn of natural habvitats.,

f. Theough the project raview process,
TEVIEW RGeS OO PETTRI th

Fposed
ramoval of oak trees and ailior toes of Fiswd

trees only an a case-hy-case basdes where
remectval is shown {0 (e pecegsary,

a. Preserve hertege trees throughoud the
Plannirg] Arsa.

Head 1o define "wriage froe”

h. Within areas adjacent 10 preserve
habllats, saquive tha incomoration of
nativa wegetation and mwsd prohinithe
introduction of imvasive spesied I the
{andscape plans for new development
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ahd Buffering Poficies

These policies are foclzed an
nrotecting existing angd planned
residential uses from the effects

of afjacent [and uses, These
policies do not acknowledgs the

betwean existing and proposed
gevelopments and existing open
Sprace ang agricuitural areas,

Tha discussion.of kansilians 2nd
polickes ngl;!tef!&_tﬂub!%‘. cpen space.
conservatioh easement areas and land
56l aside as mitigaliun from the effacts
ol davelopment. This should
buffers for aesthetics, hght ang gl
neige, fire_safety, habitat rr‘ﬂ]‘]-ﬁﬂf’.!ﬂ?ni
speniabatatus species ooourrences ang
ihe public’s quist enjoyment of projecied
Areds.

The General Plan needs ko proyide for
an opan spacy iransitiondbailes gverlay
Tane. The overay zone would e
appled 1o parcets adjacent or near fo
significant upen spaee dreag. [t wolid
e wzed. in conjunclicn willt the bage
saning that would afow for deveiognent
of Ihe parcal, The overlay zone would
require. he devalpnment 1o, provide
buffers and transdions o the goan

to e ciuded in the: open, space Aclion
pragram.

a. Minimiza the nurmber and axtent of
Locations where non-residenial 2nd use
designations abut residential land use
designations. Wharn such tand use
relationships cannot be awidad, sirive o
sa madways o separate the residenti
and non-residential usas,

b, Ensure fhat the design of new
favelppment proposed along & boundary
petwean resikdartial and non-resdential
11568 provides suficlent probection ang
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buffering for the residential use, while
mainkairing the development feasibdity of
fha nonresidential use. The burdan to
provide buffers and fransilions o achiswe
compatibifity shauld generally be on the
second use o ba develaped, Whare thers
I% bara graund W start from, bodh uses
shauld participate in providing butiers
algrey the hondany hatween them,

. Provide appropdate buffering (o separale
eesidential and non-residential uses, using
one gr more of the foflowing lechnloues 58
appwopriale.

- Incraase sethacks along rozadways
andd comiron property lines betveen
rasidentialnen-residentlal Lsas.

- Provide a heavily landscaped screen
along the roadway or o
proparty line separating residental
2wt norsresidential use,

« Locate moise-generating aoivities
such g parking areas: keding docks,;
ared service, auldeor stevage, and
trazh collection arees as far from
resiclanilal pges as possibie.

- Where a mulifamity residential Lse 15
located adiacent along 3 common owtdoor
storage, 2t trash collecticn areas) abeng
thee conirnan property line.

1}t ia recognizad that residamial ard
npnregidentlal propertiaa will somatimes abul
dlorg a tirnmen property ine [such 83 betaean
neithborhead shopping cenlers and adjacand
neighbohoods).

- Design the residential araa with culde-
S0 rUnnEng perpendicular o B
ending at the non-residential use,
fackitaling graolar separation of
resideniial and nonresidentiat
skuchirk than woubd be possibe i
residential shreeds ran paralis to the
boundary of the non-residential use,

. Where a difference in residential densiy
iz indicated on ihe General Plan land use
map, the size of parcels and characker of
davelspriaatd facing #ach othar across &
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street or @long & cammen prapesty line
should be similar. creating a transiton
Eebwean the dengitles in each araa.

&, Whare muli-lamily gevelopmend is
InGated adjagent to a singbe-lfamilly
neighborhood, appropriste buffering is to be
providhed,

- Increase sethacks for mcbti-famiy
gevednpmert along common property
knas with singa family development

- Provide a heavy landscaped screen
alnmy the propacty ling of the multifamily
e,

- Lowaie nuiss-aenerating activities
such as parking and irash collection
areas as far frem the single famiky
neighborhood ares as possible,

T Thee transilien frowm lovear b higher
regidential dengsify should aoour within the
higher dansily arsa.

1. Enintermupted fences a&nd walls are o be
anvmided, unless they are weeded fora
apegifc soreening, aafaty, or sound
attenuation purpose,

h. Wilhers thay arg naadad, fances or walls
shauld reigte to both He sile baing
develzped and sumpunding developmerns,
ocpen spaces, streets, and pedestrian ways.

|. Fenging arl walks sholld resoact ewisting
view comrmidors to the greatest extent
possibbe.

- Fencing and walls should incorporate
[ndscape slemens or che g es in
materials, cobor, ar lexture in order to
prevent graffii, wndue glare, heal, o
reflecting, or aesthelic inconsistencies.

A543 Onen Space and Agripuituea

The recommendad policies could be
cobed wilh the above policles under
24,13, The iopic. areas and guesiinns
thal follow i this section_ara nof
proposed as dlscrete policies. onky
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guestipns that shouid be sddressad
through additional policy stalements.

a. Minimize fhe numizer and sxtent of
Innations whers residential, commarsigl.
indusinal and ranspodstiog dand.ues
degzignations abut existing open space
ard agricutural areas, o lands
desighater]

sugh tand Lse retaticnships cannat be
ayolded, use pufiers and compatibls
recrestiona! kand use designations
bufter and orotert open space and
agqriesihure from the adverse effects of
residantial, commercial, irdustrial and
trangporiation deveiepmant,

k. Ensure that the design of
devglonmant proposed along a
bounckany with open space ar agriculiure
privdices sHfclent prolection andg
agriculture! ses, The, burdan tg provide
beflers and rangillons o achizye
compafibility skl be oo hg prmposed
development land use.

In gdasigping buffer aceas, he following
Geitenia $hal ba consslerad and provided
for, fwhart applicable] within the buffer
Brmas eatablizted rough devalnprgnt
appravals

- Aestetlcs. How il devgiopment
affect vimws from adjpcen] uoen shace
areas? Vihat are the zensiive fand
uges within QPN SeaGe ANean and hevy
might thay be affected by changes in 1he
yisgal gpvirpnment?

- Light and Glare: Wil 5 proppasd
glarg i open space areas? Wil
increassd naghitinee lighting, affect open
spape Uses or wikilife habjiats within
ihal open space?

- Meise: How will propoased
developmerts afect he pubic’s guiet
snigyment of pubkc opea space? Ywhat
e the Sensitive hoeise recepiors in cpen
EpAcs Jreas and how san oronesed
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developmernt 12locate noise ganarating
|Brd uses away from neiss sensitive
arass? How will noize generatec by
agricutural uses affect noise levols
within propased deselapment areag’?
Haw gan preposad notse sensiive Yses
b retocated awsy ol oiss
gengrating agricutural areas?

- Fire Safety: How wilt_deveiapmerli
space and agniculiual areas? How
wianhd develpment afect or be affactad
adiacent apen space and agocutiural
fanls. Haednding thvesios bk grazing,
presenbie fra plol pesl manageman,
L LSkt el restiralin
ang clber practices?

= Public Safety: How will development
admgm Jaopen EPGE O ﬁﬁﬁ@.lql}!u!ﬂ'
arezs increase the rigk of vandelisa,
irmepass and theft in adincent open
space and aqricuttural araas?

= Habitat Management: How wil
proposed developriant affact habitat
yales on adjacent 0pen space arees’
How wili developmanis prevent the
spraag_ of ingroguced animals and pant
pests inle adlacend open fecs and
anouiiral areas®  How will proposed
develapments afast valdiFe migration
corriders betemen or within open space
arnpr eancultural Areas?

M‘mt@ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬂm.mﬂ
shacs areas allec] 1he mraintsn ange of
existing publis facilities, such as roRds.
\rails, kences, gates and restrpoms?
Howe wiili desvelopment adiacent to open
spate or egrisullural areas facililale
Hegal public acgase?

- Buffer Mansgemtent Funding: Wil
prposed developmant provide. 2
machanism o ensiire necessany and
agenuate Lnding for the pemensal
managament for iands thal are el aside

g hufers katwean devalopmant o
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QPEN SRAGR 07 Forisatural areas.
Folentizl {unding meachanisms fnchuding
andawments, 2ones of Beneft o
Landsuaning 2o highling, Assessmeant
Chatrict, Home Qwners Associedion. dues
o pihar, parmanent funding sources.
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Swiigeated changes In Cenaral Plan
policles included in this section
ragarding oOption B arve also
re:evant to option A and C. in
general, the goal of the suggested
changes I to maka the provisions
OF the podicies more speciFl; 50
that they can be used bry the City
o Impiement the Generad Plan's
aoaks. We have made a menbar of
tomments under transition @nd
butfering policies in a naw Sgction
5.4.153 and Open Space andd
Eiolagical Resource Poiicies in
sections 10.3.2 and 10.4.2,
Tespettively, that shoukd aiso e
appHed to the Following specific
pollcies for the Sand Cresk Focus
Ared.

4.4.5.78 Sand Creak {0ption B The
Sand

Cresk Focus Area encomgasses
apprecarnalaty 2,712 acrggs In the southarn
portion of the City of Antinch [Figure 4.85).

This Focus Area is bpunded by axsting
reeidential n@ighborheods to the nodh, Black
Dizrreond Mirses Regionat Presanng to the
west, the city Ilmits to the scuth, and the City
of Bremwood to tha easl. Empire Mine Road
and Deer Yalley Road run in a genoral
norhsouth direction through the Focus Amss,
dividing it rowghly into thirds.,

A. PUrpose and Primary Issues. The
City's

previous General Plan identified the Sand
Creek Focus Arag as a comblnatlon of b
expstingpaliny 2nd planning srasa idenlified
in the

presdous Gangral Plan: the southern parien
of “Focused Folicy Area 1687 {and the
antirety of Fulura Urban Area 1.7 Previous
General Plan podicy ted the liming of
devefopmend within this Focus Areg o
pragrassive build oul of 1he land Inmediataly
1o the morth (e ared generaliy kadwn g
Jouheast Antech), and to agreement on an
digrimant kar the SR-4 bypass,

Theough fhe 19505, build oo of Soadhaeast
Antioch was largely comgleted, an afignment
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for the SR-4 bypoes was oeleciad, znd
financing for conslcuclion of the bypass waa
A in place. Az a result, the City initiated
stepped up its planning eforts for the Sacd
Creek Focus Aras with area kndowners.
Becayze of the mudtipls ownerships within
the Sand Greek Focus Ares, detatled
coordinalkyn of accase and Infrasireciura,
atong with ihe establishment of workakie
flnancing rechanksmes was necessany n
Fdiban to land use pianning,

Sand Creck, as wel g5 natural hillsides and
canyane within the Sand Creek Focus Araa,
tontain habitats for senative plant ool
animal species, o5 wall As hahial linkages
and movernent comidors. Qvenall, the
wastarn paetion of the Fecus Arsa is mora
envionmentally sensiiive than the easlern
pericn In terms of steep lnpography,
bantggical habitets and Erkages, and the
exitence of abandoned coal mines. anrd
rcienity 10 pubic Gret spac ak Black
Ciamend Mines Fegomi Preserve, The
west et of the Sard Creek Focus Araa
SEFYES BS & inkags batween o renionalky
significant biocks of grassland, Decades of
whan ard agricutoral ea hava greatly
reduted the width of this Inkane,
substantially increasing the ecological
importance of ihe remaining Enkage

within the Sand Creedt Focus Asea, Land
fias baen presardad [0 reglonal parks and
permanenl open space, prmaly in
axlensie grassland 1o the mmediale west
atd norbwast, 25 well as zouth of the Sand
Creek Foous Area, These preserves
rapresatt a significant bvasimant of public
rasources, and are a valued public assel,

Etresm and ripanan commANties oooupy A
small poriion of the Focue Area, but are
widely dlsibuled. Besanse of their high
bAntic vakue, stream and rparkan
comraurilies within the Formes Ama ana
considered b be a sensitive resource, FThe
Focus Area also inclikdes an oak woodkand
anid ispvenng and chaparaliaenn
communiies someauaty, which, because of
their it high wildile value, are & considered
o be & senyitive resource.

#. PoOBCY DirECHON. The arvionmerntal
senstivity of portiang of the Sand Cregk
Foous Area was recoghized in the Cliy's
previous General Plan; however, policy
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diredion was very ganaral. As an example,
tha previcus Genaral Plan did not provice:
any indigalian ef he maximnum alftwatle
development inlensity for Fulsre Lirban Ares
1. The previcus General Flan abbo atated
that while the area between Contra Loma
Boulevsind and Empire Mine Road was
designated Estate Reskiendial, “the actual
density shoukd b basad on i develo s it
plan thar ensures that the special
characterlsiics of the arga, including sheep
sinpes, riparian habilat, ard cther
enviionmeanial consraknts, are
acoommodated, The kaliowing policy
discussion and policies fgr the Sand Creek
Foous Area are intended to povide clear
direction for the tura developraent and
environmantal managemant of e arog.

The Sand Creek Focus Area s intended o
funchon as 2 large-scale planned
community, prviding needad housing and
grployment oppotunities, This Focars Ared
iz alza intended 1o provide substantial
employment oppotunities Up to
approxlmatedy ZB0 acres ara o be dewvored
to retal and empleyment generating LEes,
which will regult in the creation of up to
6,500 jobs Bt build o, Residerdtial
Jevalapmant withln the Sand

Craek Fosus Area will prcevige for 2 rangea of
housing types, inchiding Upper ncome
heusing, golf course-oriented age-resdricted
housing for seeiors, sebuban shgle-family
detached housing, and multifamily
daymlapriaent.

The fellowirg policies apply 1o developmen
wilki ther Sand Creek Facus Area.

a. Prige ko or concurrent with apprreals of
any devalgpmeant applicalicns ethar than
major employment-generating ses
tinchaging, bat not limited ko a medical
lacilty on the Kaizer proparty}, & Spacflc
Flan for the Sand Creek Faous Ares i
bo prapared and approved. Such Specfic
Plan ghall provide detalled gukiange for
dentify project for protect-relatad and wwa,
prenvision ard financing of required pubBe
sendoes and facilifies, open space
preservation, commyniy desigr,
raeraational amenitles, and cormmunity
improvements within the erea proposed
for devalgprnent.
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b. Sand Creek Focus Ares developrrsit
shell make a spbslantial cammitmernd 10
employment-generating uses. UVpie 107
acres zra 1o be devoted fo employmend
generating uses. Apprapdlate pimery land
uses wilkin emgeymanl-y ererating argas
inchude:

= Admilnistrative and Professionad
CHfices

- Research and Developmen

- Ll Manufactiring and Azsembly
- Hospilal ari releled medical usas

c. Secandary, suppeerl and ancilary uses
within arnpiiyment-generaling areas
inchude:

- Banks and Financial Senicas

- Busingss Support Sondoes

- Eating and Drinking Extabbshmenis
- Health Chubs and Spas

- Loy iney gt Vistior Services

- Storage and Distribution — Light

- Chvic; Adeinietratien

- Culural Faciliies

- Cay Care Centers

d. The maxirmum developmer intensity for
emplowment-genetating lands shall be an
owverall FAR of 0.5

&, A mapimm of 95 acres of retall
commercial uses designed fo service the
Izl commumity may be devakped, with 2
MERATHIM overed dewedopmatl imensity of
203 FaR.

f. Up to 1.24 million sgurars fegl of ratal
commerctd uses may be consirucled,
Within arees designeted for mlail use,
cffica devetopment may be devaleped al a
maxirdim FAR of 0.5

a. Appropriata uses within tha retail porlions
af thes Foeus Area nclude:

- Administrative and Professions
CHficas

- Aulomcdive Usas.

- Bankz and Finarcial Services

- Pusiness Support Services

- Eatirg) and Drdoking Eslablishments
- Food and Beverage Sakes

- Genersl Merchand e

= Health Clnbe snd Spas
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- Parsanal Services

- Pasonal Instruction

- Theaters

- Chyvic Administration

« Cubursdl Facilifes

- Dray Care Centers

- Resldantial develkwment as part of a
mixed-yse redical faciity

h. Commarckl areas shall be deslined as
cohesive certers, and not in namew
carrldors or commearcial strips.

1, Each commarciad conder shall establish an
ientifiakle architectural theme, indluding
bwildings, signage and landscaping.

j. Commergial 2nd empoyment-genersling
daveinpments shall ke designed to
accomenadate public ransst and non-
metorized lorme of transportation,

k. A rrazirnUim of 3,000 dweliig units

may be constructed within the Sand Creek
Foous Area. |, ingluding appropriata
denzily bonuses may be grantad far
development of aga-restrictad housing faor
saniors, howewer, such densiy bonuses
méy ol eecesd the fedal maximom of

4 000 dwelling units for the Sand

Creak Focus Area.

I I 15 recogrilzed Ihat altheugh the ulimzte
development yiedd for 1he Focus Area may
be na higher than the 4§ 000

dwalllng urt maxtrum, the achual
devalopment yedd is not quaranteed by
the General Plan, and ¢ouid be
substanti=fy kower, The actual residential
tawabopraan yield of the Sand Creek
Focum Area will deperd on the nalure arxd
sevarty of binlogical, genlogic, and ather
enviranmentsl comatraints presar wilhin
the Feceis Ares, inclading, byl net Bmited
o constraints posed by slepes and
abardoned mines present withan portlons
of dhe Focus Area and peoximity to bk
open =pace at Biack Diamond Mines
Reginnad Praserve, on appropriate deslgn
feaponses W such constrairds, and on
General Flan policies. Such poficies
includa, and but ar net Brmited to,
idertifcation of appiopriate residential
devalopment types, public servicas and
facililies performance standards, )
enivirciimantal pollcies aimad al protection
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of natural lopography and envirgnmantal
resources, polies infended o protact
pubkc haalth and safety, and
implemantation of the Resource
MManagament Pan called for in Poley r,”
bghger.

mi. Ag a means of expanding the range of
honaing choices available within Antinch,
three types of "upscede” howsig are Lo ba
prowvided, incloding Hillside Estate
Houging, Exsculive Extate Heusing, and
Gall Courge-Ciented Howsing.

Hilsida Eslate Housing congiats of
rasdantial developmant within the hilly
portlons onslaees ol s e 20% in sHhe
Fooug Area that ara

designated for meidential devekpment,
Appropiate land use types incleda tamge
Lat Residential. Within these areas,

bpieal Rak land roadway standards may be
medified {e.4., namower slrsal sactions,
slower design speeds) in minimize
requined grading. Mase grading woukd rel
b pre mithend weithin this residential type.
Rough graditg wanld e bried o streets
and buitding pad areas. Residential
densiliea within Hilgide Estate Areas are
k3 b Ikmiliad 10 one dwelling unit per gross
developakle acre (1 dutach, with bypical lot
gizes ranging upward from H) 300 souara
feet. Included in this cotegory 18 cuslom
homea development, wheremn sem-improved
Igte arw Sold 1o ind lviduals for construction
of custam homes. Approximataly 20
percerl of Hillside Estate Housing should
ba devated to custom home sibes.

Executive Estate Houting sotissls of langs
It suburban subdhvisions within the fatter
portions of i Foeus Arsa, Appropriala
lzand use types hclude Large Lot
Resitenlial. Densities of Exective
Hounaing arsas wollkd typlcally be 2 dufae,
with lol 3=es ranging upward from 72,000
s{Leang faeal.

Golf Course-Oriented Housing consizsts of
residential dweling units fronting on a golf
courae i ber conslrucled within the Foous
Area, Appropriete land uss hypes inchda
Slegla Famlly Detached and Small Lot
Elngle Family tedached for [os fromting on
the gelf eourse. Maximum dansities for
golf course-criented housing woukd

[y
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typucally D 4 dudae, with [ot sizes as small
ge 5007 sguere fest for Iole aclually
fronting on the golf cowse.

n. Single-Family Betachear] housineg within
subwrban-ste subdivisions with ol sizes
rarging fom 7,000 squeare foal to 10,000
sguare fead may alzo be developed within
Iha Sand Cretk Foous Arma.

o A mEnienum, iotal of 25 to 23 acres are o
be reserved for multi-family housing 1o a
maximurn densty of 20 duwfac. Aress
deveted o rruli-Family howsing showd ba
kocated adjacent o the main trenspodation
routas within the Focus Ares. and in close
proximity b relad commercld areas.

i Ade-reairicted senlor housing shoukd be
develnped within the Foous Area a6 2
means of expanding the range of houging
choice within Antloch, while reducing the
Foous Ares's overall traffic and schodal
impacts. Such senicr hausing may consist
of Singhe Family Detached, Zmaf Lot
Singhke Family Detachead, of Mutti-Fatnib
Attached Housing, and may be devaloped
in any of the residential areas of the Sand
Creck Fooug Area.

¢ Sard Creek, ridgelines, hilltops, Lillgides
gresdar than 20% slope, stands of

oak reas.- and gnificant landferms ahal
be: preserved n thelr natural condlion.
Crweral, a minimum of 25 percant of the
Sand Creek Focus Area shall be

preservad I oper space, exclusive af
lands developed for golf cowrse use,
Ardaruate bufler areas adjacent to the top
of banks along Sand Creek 1o prolec
sensiive plant and_emphibizn habitals grd
waten quaiity, end 9 syistitgprotect edsling
areas of permanently preserved

open space adjacent W fhe Sand Creek
Focus Area, inciuding but not limited to Hhe
Bleck Diamond Mines ReglonzHPark
Fresgree, shall

ba provided. Buffers estabished adjacant
I mxdsling open space araas shall ba
onisten rith M Lpen Spacs and -
fariciloral Traneition gnd Byterinn Faiiciss

an adequate width to avold significant
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Bk gt ksl panegament, pebks
BLCRES MERAERIIEN

tilcrogical resource impacts within the
BRisHRG DREn SE araas.

t. Because of the polantial sensitivity of the
habitat areas within the Sand Creek Foous
Area, preparation and approval of a
Rasource Manegement Flan to provide for
mutlgation of blological resturtes impadts
on ands presensed in natrral open space,
ranagement of natural open apace, shall
he racuirad pelor to development of the
Sand Creek Focus Areg, A pertane
Fuueding raechanism, sich os an inersst
bessring endee, Joos Gl Benedl
bandscake aue Lighing Assessmen
Brstricl, o Home Owoers Azeprislion duss
shall he Rridad do fund Me pergtu
g emenl of bpen spaAts Areds ol atide
L - mitigae e the impaats, qf
e uet‘ogrneﬂt i dha Sang Crei spacifis

r

= & viable grasshand linkage of 2 % il
mynpaEm wicth shall be
redained using linkages in Horae Yallay
ant the ridge betwean Horse Valley amd
the Sand Creek drainaga af the weastem
end of Ihe Focus Area._The gagi of
il SHCT A cridar wwill e o pnne
2 permanenlly proiectad witdlis moverment
mﬂwmﬁ afﬂ_ﬂ.ﬂ:’}iﬂlét_ﬁlaﬂk
Criamand Mines Regiongd Fresetes wif
Coweli Ranch State Parkn C-mmimluﬂ of
22 City of. E!mm;-«uq-_:laﬂd Aonoha Cnsﬂa
Gty who may hews fand vee peisdiction
e portnns of this. ridog.

t. To mitigate impacts, for éach acre of
grassiand Ihat will be st to futura
development within the Focus Area, an
approefate-and soual of groaker amount of
grassland shall be

preserved one or off-site, j 5he 3oulh
Antioch Blannixg Atge.

u. Ponds, wetlands, and alkad gresstand
asanclaled with upper Horze Creek shall
he redained in namrar opan space, along
spnsltive Dlatt and amphibian Habitas ate

water aualicy. i impacts
on fhe Horee Creek shream and rparkain
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downstraam are unavaagable to
accommodate infrastructure, apprpigts
campensatory mitiyatien shall be required

aff-sa. I e Stk Antioch Pranning Arc,

v. Ghaparral, scneb, and rock outcop
carrLnlty withn Ine westarn porton of
the Focus Arsa {west of Emgire hine
Road). as weall az adjacart grassland
comrmurnity Bak s soitabls habitat for the
Alarneda whipsnake (RZSHCOpRIS
lataralis

ELryXaNENUS) shal e retained In natural
opran spaca. YWithin ather portions of the
Fopus Area, e chagarral, scrub, and rock
auterog shall be retained in natlea spen
space conigueus to the required
graasland inkage to protedt the grassland
Tinkage south of the chaparral, scrub, and
QUEGTE Coamwriindty, Bui-ned e pedkich
aofn ol Whet dosy e Tean?

w, ¥Wlinin the western porton of the Foous
Area (west of Empire Mine Road), the oak
wondland and savanna cormamienity shall
he presensed nnatlrel open space.
Wiehin gther portions of the Foous Area,
the oak wiodland and savarna
community shall be preserved i natural
apent space where I overlaps the rock
OUCTods ComumrERiby.

A AS appropriate and necessary 1o protec
public heakth and safety, abandoned
mitees hall be ircheded within reguired
ndurak open Spece araas, along with
appropriate buffer aress and measures o
prevent vnauthorized ertry,

& Gaeptegjcal Hagard Abatemen Distric!
shalLbe permaneniy setablished muer gl
: 1 e s

Forus Area and undlag Tiom this DR

r I
protecilon of both pukdic and ecolupical
healin stardards,

y. Mass grading within the =tesper portlons
or the Foous Area (generally exceeding 25
20 parcent stopas) it baavaided
protitaitect.
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. Impacts of resicdential devalopmant on the
Anficoch Unified School Digtrict and
Branmwood school dlstricts will be

mitigated pursuant 10 & develnper
agreement with the Ciglrict.

d43, Projedt entry, strediscape, and
larklscape design elements ara to be
deslghed o create and maintain a SO
kdentiflcation of tha Sand Creek Focus Area
az en identifia ble “commuenity” digtined fom
Srritheast Antlach.

bb. The Sand Creek Focus Ares 55 inlended
to be degigned to be "ransi-Iriendly,”
iruzhuding appropriate provislisns for poblic
transit and non-molorized korms of
Lransprartation.

oc. A golf course shatl be provided within the
Forcus Args, dezigred in such a way as to
maximze frontage for residential

ehwetlings and it ran sene 55 5 buffer
belnernseyeitprmRnl Arkatandanen
2RALS ArEys 5Rfasins a5 Miigption for
deeeloptmert in the Sand Creek Study Ared.

Tha goff course shall be desigried 1o retain
the exisliog frad wiltin Szand Creek.

The g6lf coursa and Sand Creak comdor
shall functicn as a vieugl menity from the
prlmary aceess road within the Focus Ares
(Ltalles Ranch Road!Sand Creck Road),
Az parl of the goF course clubhouss,
banquet ard conference Tacilties shall e
preciled.

dd. A park program, providieg scliva ard
passive recreationsl opporunities is o be
peovided. In addillon bo a golf coursa and
preservalion of neturel open spaga within
Sand Creek and the steeper portions of
the Focus Amea, e devedopraent shall
meat the Ciby's astabliched park
standards. A sparte campleax s o be
developead.

The spors compley g intended lo ke
Iocated within the Flood Conlrol District's
detentlon basin.

Neinhbarhood park facilities may be
priveiely mainlained for the excusive use
of project residentz, The sparts complex

[Ey]
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within the Sard Creek Detontion Sasin will
be mainiamed by the City,

ee. Development of an appropriate level of
padestrian and Heyela grculaton
Ihesughiou the eoimm pnity i 2 be
provided, incluging pathways connecting
e residential neighborbcods, as well s
non-residential and recieational
companents of the communily, Sand
Creek Foous Area development zhould
| slso prevdde recraalional teai systans foe
jﬂgging and bic'_.w.‘:li'lg. induding areas for
Sand Crauh ard Huse Vallay Q&ﬁﬂ.&.ﬂ:ﬂii
inglye e bufters betwaen the creek and B
el e SRS RlAT and Amshikian
natilats, a0d e prodec wptar gualily,

#. Empirg Mine Roag, hetwesns Mega Bt
Eative oad e nteance I, the Roddy Banch
Golf Coorse in Home Yailey, sbail be
abantanes) @6 A cotrdtlon of developraest

MMMEMM

cupnectiuns, Ty ﬁaﬂmﬂmm
Sl be reuzed, 55
apwpna're fur sengzgency vishivly Buosss,

ior open spacs gnd habitel Tanagemert,
and.far s pumie e Far ooq-yadicidar

ACCHSE 10 OO0 SNICE ATGAE.
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Open Space. These land uses ane of A
basiaally open space nature, and Inciude
parks, as well as other open space argas.
Ceraln gpen space areas, sush as hosa that
exist o protect senskive envircomental
resqUrcas, might ot be open to public uza,
while ather lands may be owned and managed
by private enlilies, and tharefare not opan to
tha general pubtic. The most prevalent public
open space uses are City and regionat parks,
as well a3 private open space sreas within
resientizl devetopments. it is Intended that
this dasignafion be applled sriy to lands
owned by pUBIC SQBMCIES privae properics

with eonzerration casorents o ather depa

restibars, lands sel aside as mibigeakon far
devalaprent impacts. oF ladds which are already
programmed for aoquisiion.

The lecations of existing and programimed
reighborhood 2nd community parks are in
most casas specifically defined on the Land
Liza Map. In the case of a park whgse
acquisition has bean programmed, e
uktimate configuration of the park may ba
diffarert fram Ihat which i shown on the
General Plan land uze map. in addiion to
public parks and open spaces, this categery
designales cartain privately owned fands usad
for moreation and low-intensity, open space
activitles, Appropriate privabe sestor USes In
this categary include comaterlas and and that
is rastricted to agricutiural use, This
deskynation also inchudes a higher intensity of
uses that are of open space character. Tha
range of allowable uses includes, but is not
timiled to, country chubs, golf coursas, tennks
clubs, driving rangss, aguestrian centars,
marinas, and other privately owned areas
rasarvad for activa recreational use.

o Appropriafe Land Use Types: See Tabte
4.4

=« Maximum Allowate Development
Intensity: Mo FAR siandard requirsd.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter M: EBRPD Exhibit 25, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

M-1

M-2

M-3

M-4

M-5

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The Introduction to the
General Plan states on Page 1-9:

“It is also important that all parties using the General Plan recognize that resources are not
unlimited, and that not all community objectives can be achieved concurrently. In addition,
there are often trade-offs between community objectives. As aresult, the blind pursuit of one
objective may, in some cases, inhibit the achievement of other community objectives. For
example, the Antioch General Plan recognizes the need to increase local employment
opportunities. However, to permit an “anything goes,” unmanaged expansion of employment-
generating uses could result in significant traffic and air quality impacts, and inhibit
achievement of objectives related to waterfront and Rivertown revitalization. Thus, the
General Plan strikes a balance between competing objectives, and provides statements of
community priorities.”

The Genera Plan is itself an explanation as to how the City intends to address competing
objectives of housing for all economic segments of the community and preservation of
significant environmental features. Thus, the General Plan land use map identifies areas for
the development of new housing opportunities to meet the needs of all economic segments of
the community, while General Plan policies provide for the protection of significant
environmental features within those lands. General Plan policies adso provide for the
clustering of development within areas planned for development onto the least sensitive
portions of a development site, permitting land to be set aside for the preservation of open
space without losing appropriate development opportunities.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment presents
an opinion beyond the expertise of the EBRPD regarding the types of housing that might be
needed in Antioch to support its economic development program. See Response L-67 for a
discussion of the City’s economic development program and the role that executive housing
is expected to play.

The comment is incorrect. Both the Growth Management Element and the Resource
Management Element address the need for expanding park facilities within Antioch to serve
an expanding population.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment presents
an opinion beyond the expertise of the EBRPD regarding the types of housing that might be
needed in Antioch to support its economic development program. The General Plan provides
for housing for al economic segments of the community, including new housing for very
low, low, moderate, and above moderate income households.

The comment refers to a discussion in the Introduction of the General Plan that looks at
emerging trends and changes in recreation in the future. Discussion of the types of
recreational facilities needed for the future and policies for the provision of such facilities is
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OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

M-7

M-8

M-9

presented in the Public Services and Facilities Element. Because the Genera Plan is a
statement of City policy, it directly addresses the types of recreational facilities that the City
provides. In addition, the General Plan includes policies for coordinating its activities with
those of other agencies. To clarify the intent of the General Plan relative to coordination with
agencies providing regional recreational facilities, Policy 3.7.2c of the General Plan has been
revised as set forth in Response |-7.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). Antioch's vision
regarding preservation of view and visual resources is clearly set forth in the Community
Image and Design Element of the General Plan.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The comment is
incorrect. Growth in property tax base is not amajor incentive for the growth initiativesin the
General Plan. The reasons for the General Plan’s growth proposals are set forth in the
Community Vision Chapter of the General Plan (2.0) and the goals and objectives set forth in
each Element of the General Plan.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). The General Plan does,
in fact, provide for transit-oriented development in the vicinity of existing and planned rail
transit stations. As aresult, the General Plan provides for a range of development typesin the
community, including high-density transit-oriented development, traditional suburban style
residential and non-residential development, and resort-oriented development in a more open,
rural setting.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). Table 4.C of the
General Plan identifies a projected build out of existing unincorporated areas within the
Genera Plan study area at 3,010 dwelling units (2,715 units within the Roddy Ranch and
Ginochio Property), not 9,000 units as stated in the comment. Based on the revisions to
Policy 4.3.2f set forth in Comment F-1, the anticipated yield of residential development
within the Roddy Ranch and Ginochio Property would be reduced by 715 units in the
Ginochio Property Focus Area. The Genera Plan text referred to in the comment addresses
an inequity in the funding of regional roadway infrastructure between communities who are
creating jobs in central and western Contra Costa County without concurrent increases in
housing for those workers, and communities providing the housing for those workers.
Although a home-to-work trip is caused equally by the location of housing and employment,
the current funding formula used in the County places a greater burden on communities
response for only ¥ of the trip (the location of housing). Genera Plan policy calls for
communities that increase their employment base without providing housing for new workers
to pay their fair share for the transportation facilities required by these new workers in their
home-to-work trips. To a greater degree, the City of Antioch is also addressing this issue
through programs to increase local employment opportunities and create a balance between
local housing and employment.
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M-10

M-11

M-12

M-13

M-14

M-15

M-16

M-17

M-18

M-19

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See also Response A-16
for adiscussion of the City decision not to participate in the HCP/NCCP process. The policy
cited in the comment calls for mitigation of impacts that development in one community
causes in another community, but does not obligate the City to participate in every regiona
planning and mitigation process. The City is participating in the Shaping Our Future process.

Provision of regional parks is the responsibility of parties other than the City of Antioch, and
performance standards for the provision of such facilities are not required by General Plan
law. It is unlikely that such facilities would be provided within the General Plan study area.
Should agencies providing regiona parks propose performance standards for regional parks
to be applied in communities throughout their service area, the City of Antioch will consider
such standards pursuant to the provisions of Policy 3.7.2c of the General Plan.

See Response M-11 for a discussion of working with the EBRPD. The “jurisdictions’ in
Objective 3.7.1c refers to “surrounding jurisdictions,” and is intended to address Contra
County and the Cities of Pittsburg, Oakley, and Brentwood.

Policy 3.7.2¢ has been revised to include the EBRPD. See Response I-7.
The tables have been corrected. See Response L-88.

The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of
expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See Responses F-1 and
L-90 for a discussion of what level of development might be permitted within the Roddy
Ranch Focus Area.

See Response A-8 for a discussion of the grassand linkage. As stated in that response,
General Plan Policy “t” for the Sand Creek Focus Area requires the preservation of a“viable
grassland linkage.” Placing 2,000 or more dwelling units within such a corridor would be
inconsistent with the Policy.

It is not the policy of the City to designate lands for open space and no other use, unless such
lands are already committed to open space use. See Response L-93 for a discussion of using
performance standards for the designation of open space. As stated in General Response 3,
State law requires that zoning and development approvals be consistent with the General
Plan. Thisincludes consistency with General Plan policies.

Based on input from EBRPD, the Planning Commission recommended adding the buffering
and transition policies recommended by the District. These policies are included in the
Planning Commission’s recommended General Plan being reviewed by the City Council.

To implement the buffering and transition policies added to the General Plan based on input
from EBRPD, General Plan implementation program 12.2 a3 has been modified as follows.

2. Revise the text of the zoning ordinance to reflect the provisions of the adopted
General Plan in relation to the following issues.
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M-20

M-21

M-22

M-23

M-24

M-25

M-26

- Modify permitted uses within zoning designations to reflect the delineation of
appropriate uses set forth in the Land Use Element.

- Establish development standards for mixed-use buildings within the downtown
area and within transit-oriented development nodes. Typicaly, a mixed-use
building would consist of residential dwelling units placed on the upper floors of
buildings having commercial or office uses on the ground floor.

- Modify zoning standards to reflect appropriate locations for churches and schools
as set forth in the Land Use Element.

- Add requirements for the provision of charging stations for electric vehicles in
major commercial and employment-generating devel opments.

- Establish standards for boat storage yards, including standards for stackable
storage.

- Establish density bonuses for senior housing projects.

- Establish standards for the development of residential care facilities.

- Maodify zoning standards to incorporate standards for open space transitions and
buffers.

Existing and proposed City trails and bicycle routes are described in Table 7.B, which has
been renamed Existing and Proposed Bicycle Facilities and Trails.

Table 7.B has been revised to reflect the proposed De Anzatrail asaClass| facility.

The City Council has, as a matter of policy, agreed to abandon Empire Mine Road from its
current terminus at the southern edge of existing development, approximately Mesa Ridge
Drive, southerly into the Zeka/Higgins property. Legal access into the ZekalHiggins property
must be maintained. This proposed abandonment will be reflected on the General Plan
Circulation map.

See Response M-22.
See Response M-22.
See Response L-68 for adiscussion regarding analysis of EBRPD’ s plans.

Requirements for the design of fuel breaks falls under the responsibility of the Contra Costa
County Fire Protection District. Policy 11.5.2a has been modified to read as follows:

a. Where new development borders wildland areas, require appropriate fuel
modification and use of fire retardant building materials per the reguirements of the

Contra Costa County Fire Protection District. Fuel modification may be permitted to
extend beyond the boundaries of the site for which wildland fire protection is being
provided only if the adjacent owner provides written permission, the proposed fuel
modification is consistent with the management practices of the agency controlling

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-225



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

M-27

M-28

M-29

M-30

M-31

M-32

M-33

such land (if it is in permanent open space), and the off-site fuel modification activity
will not significantly impact sensitive habitat areas.

See Response M-26.

See Response F-1 for a discussion of developable acres within Roddy Ranch. As stated in
that response, the potential development area would be limited to the approximately 750
acres that were included within the ULL at the time it was originally approved by votersin
1990. The figure cited in the comment reflects the size of the Roddy Ranch Focus Area
within which development might occur pursuant to the policies and provisions of the General
Plan. Table 9.V shows no anticipated development within Roddy Ranch in the present
Housing Element period through 2006, consistent with City policy for Roddy Ranch.

Based on EBRPD’ s presentation to the Planning Commission, this information was included
in the Commission’s General Plan recommendation to the City Council.

This request had previously been made to the City by EBRPD. There is no substantive
difference between the present wording of the policy and EBRPD’s proposed wording. As
part of its deliberations on the General Plan, the City Council will consider EBRPD’ s request.

Based on EBRPD’ s presentation to the Planning Commission, this information was included
in the Commission’s General Plan recommendation to the City Council.

See Response M-26.
The issues raised in this comment (adequacy of the General Plan) are outside of the area of

expertise of the agency providing the comment (see Response L-88). See Responses L-93 and
L-94.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-226



TRANSPLAN COMMITTEE

EAST COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
Antioch « Brentwood - Oaldey « Pittsburg + Contra Costa County
651 Pine Street -- North Wing 4™ Floor, Martlnez, CA 94553-0095

Angust &, 2003

Alexis Morris, Assistant Plarmer
Antioch Departmenr of Commuuity Development R E@ IE ”ME@
F.Q. Box 5007 : .
Antioch, CA 94531-5007 AUG 18 7003
; CHTY OF AMTIOGH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Motris: s
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the City’s General Plan Update,

I have reviewed the Traffic and Circulation Section of the environmental document, in keeping with TRANSPLAN
procedures under the Measare C Transpertation Iniprovement and Growlh Management program. Based on my
tevigw, | offer the following commmenis.

b, Analysis of project impacts on iraffic service obiectives. The DEIR doesn’t appear to inchide analysis of the —
project’s impacts on East County traffic scrvice ohjectives, as required by Measure C and by TRANSPLAN
procedures. The East County dction Plan developed by TRANSPLAN sets three types of traffic service
objectives for designated East County roadways — level-of-service for roadways and interseclions, defay index
for roadways, and peak-period vehicle occupancy on designated roads. These traffic service objectves serve as
performance standards for regional routes in East County, TRANSPLAN procedures call for this review for
generz! plan amendments and for any project, public or private, which has the potential to significantly impact
regional transportation routes. The DEIR traffic analysis for the City’s General Plan Update includes level-of-
service forecasts, but doesn't compare them 1o the East County Action Plan traffic service objectives. Nor does 1
the DEIR contain amy analysis of delay index or peak-period vehicle occupancy. It would be advisable to
perform these analyses, as they are a required element of the Measure C process and TRANSPLAN procedures.

I can provide you with a copy of the East County Action Plan if you need it to refer o the specific raffic service
objectives for each regional route that would be impacted by the General Plan Update. The repional routes
potentially impacted by the General Plan Update include State Route 4, Lone Tree Way, Deer Valley Road,
Hillerest Avenue, Vasco Road and Balfour Road.

2. Forecasts for State Roule 4 freeway. The level-of-service forecasts for the State Rowte 4 freeway are given as —_
"D and “E,” depending en the segment. This differs from the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s forecasts
of level-of-service “F" for the State Route 4 freeway, even with all of the planmed improvements to that facility. 2
Additional discussion of these forecasts is suggested, to determine why the Cily’s forecasts are more optimistic.

TRANSPLAN in June sent a letter offering comments on the Draft General Plan Update. I believe that letter was
sent to Jeff Rogers of City staff.

If you have questions either about the June letter on the Draft General Plan Update, or on the above comements
tegarding the DEIR, please contact me at your conveonienca,

incerely,
Ld

‘Q Aﬁ&_,u.
ohn Greitzer
TRANSPLAN staff

T rarspartationtC namitteed TransplaniLetkast Antioch DEIR comments avg 03 doe

! TEANSPLAN Committee
TEAMSPEAN Technical Advisory Cornitiee

Fhone: 925,335.1201 Fax: 9253351300 IgrRied oo conira-costa. ca. s ww transptan. us

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docN.cdr (9/25/03)
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CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter N:  Transplan Committee

N-1  The proposed Antioch General Plan incorporates traffic service standards into the Growth
Management Element as required by Measure C in terms of level of service for roadways and
intersections. As discussed in Response C-1, average daily traffic on roadway links and
freeway mainlines is the appropriate measure of analysis for a citywide General Plan, and is
consistent with the approach taken by other jurisdictions for their General Plan in Contra
Costa County (e.g., Oakley). Delay index and peak period vehicle occupancy are appropriate
measures of the effectiveness of General Plan policies as monitored over time and use in
subsequent analysis of individual development projects, but are not appropriate analysis tools
for acitywide General Plan. The General Plan analysis utilized CCTA’ s East County regional
traffic model, which includes assumptions on use of transit and vehicle occupancy. The City
concurs that all development will be consistent with the East County Action Plan. To clarify
the relationship between General Plan policies and the East County Action Plan, Policy
3.4.4a have been revised to read as follows.

a. Place ultimate responsibility for mitigating the impacts of future growth and
development, including construction of new and widened roadways to meet the
performance standards set forth in the General Plan for Routes of Regional
Significance and Basic Routes, with individual development projects. The City’s
Capital Improvements Program will be used primarily to address the impacts of
existing development, and to facilitate adopted economic devel opment programs.

N-2  The socioeconomic projections upon which current traffic modeling is based, assumes a
continuing severe imbalance between local employment and housing opportunities in eastern
Contra Costa County, assuming a continuation and expansion of the existing commute pattern
that Antioch and surrounding communities suffer from. The projected jobs housing balanceis
not supported by the Antioch General Plan, nor is it supported by the General Plans of the
cities of Pittsburg, Oakley, and Brentwood. The difference in the traffic modeling and
analysis prepared for the Antioch General Plan Draft EIR and CCTA’s analyses is that the
Antioch General Plan traffic analysis is based on buildout of the Antioch, Pittsburg, Oakley,
and Brentwood General Plans and implementation of the cities' economic development plans,
leading to a balance between local employment and housing opportunities. In addition, as
discussion in Response F-8, because the Draft EIR is analyzing General Plan buildout, it does
not assume a financially constrained roadway system would support buildout of General Plan
land uses.
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CONTRA COSTA COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMAYION COMMISSION

651 Pinc Street, Eighth Floor = Martinez, CA 94553-1229
(W25} 646-4090 + FAX {925) 6442240

COMMISSIONERS ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS

Faderal Glover David Kurrent Hitlmrd Bartke

EXECUTIVE DFFICER Supweriver Memier Fubitc: daniber Fublie Menber
ANNAMARIA FERRELLA Milkv Groenberg Dwight Meudows Gearge H. Schmidl
ity Member Special Disivier Mentber bpecial Darcicr dMember
Davitd Jumesoo Bub Schroder Den Talzin
Sproial District dfember ity Murnber City Mamber

Guyle B_ Uilketn
Supervisor Mesmier

September 3, 2003

Victor Camiglia, Deputy Drector
of Community Development : s
City of Antioch RE@EDWE@ i
P. O, Box 5007
Antioch, CA 94531-5007 SEF 05 Zﬁqa

O CITY Pt | kol

Re:  Draft General Plan Update — EIR
Dear My, Carniglia:

Thank you for submitting the subject document for LAFCQ’s review and
comments. In reviewing the document, [ note that my April 29, 2003 letter
to Patrick Roche, County Community Development, with a copy forwarded
to Nina Oshinsky is not included with those of other responders. Since a
copy of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was 1
not forwarded to LAFCQ, 1t was my hope that by forwarding a copy of the
letter to Ms. Oshinsky, it would be included in the Draft General Plan EIR.
A copy of my letter 15 attached; piease incorporate it within this response.

According to the Initial Study, “the General Plan provides policy direction —
and implementation strategies for managing future growth and change
within the City over the long term (20-25 years)”. Wiil future
implementation strategies include a submittal to LAFCO requesting an
expansion of the City’s SOI7 If so, it is unclear. More specifically, the
Roddy Ranch and Ginechio properties are included in the City’s planning
area but they are both outside the City’s sphere of influence boundary and
the County’s Urban Limit Line (ULL). If a sphere request, in anticipation of
annexatior:, 15 part of the City’s long-range plans for those areas, then it
should be clearly stated in the General Plan ETR.
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This Commission will begin its Countywide Sphere of Influence (SOI)/
Municipal Service Review Program {MSR) mn 2404, Special districts will be
reviewed first, followed by cities. The requirement for LAFCOs to conduct
reviews of local municipal services was established with the passage of AB
2838, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 (see Gov.C.Sec. 56430),
sScrvice reviews are intended to support SOI updates, amendments, creation
of new SOIs, etc. Because of the nature of analysis that may be required
when preparing such rcviews, this Commission, whenever possible, will
integrate service reviews with the CEQA process.

The Califorma Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} encourages the
consideration of multiple related actions where appropriate. Whenever
possible, LFACO will work to streamline the service review process by (a)
integrating SOI proposai processing and related CEQA processes with
service reviews; (b) placing a high priority on reviews of services affected
by pending or anticipated proposals; (¢) working with city and county
planncrs to identify areas where the short-tern conduct of service reviews 1s
needed to support orderly growth and development, and {d) requesting that 3
technical information needed for service reviews be included in the General,
Specific and Master Service Plans of land use agencies and special districts.

As yon can see, a city’s General Plan EIR will be an important resource for
the MSR, so it is imperative that the City of Antioch’s document clearly
state any proposed actions relating to a change in the coity’s sphere of
influence and/cr annexation, including pre-zoning unincorporated areas.

If you have any questions regarding comments raised in this letter, please
call me at 925-646-409C; e-mail at aperr@lafeo.co.contra.costa.ca.us.

Sincerely,

.

MW@

Annamaria Perrelia

ce: LAFC Commissioners
Patrick Roche
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I S
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY LOCAL Aw.=NCY FCAMATION COMMISSION
651 Pine Streed, Eighth Floer - Martinez, €4 945531228

(325 €46-4030 » FAX (928) 646-2240

COMMISSXONERS ALTERNATE COMMISSIOMNERS
Fediral Glover David Kurremt Eichard Barike
EXECUTIVE OFFICER Supervisor Member Public Memper Pubtic Member
ANNAMARIA PERRELLA Millin Greenhasg, Dwighi Meadaws George IL Schmidl
Clty Member Epecia) Districe Member Speeia] Dintrict Memtber
Trmvid Jameson Ral Schroder Do Thlzin
Spreeaf District Member Ciry Member ity Membar
Garke B. Tlkema
Supervisor Member
DATE: April 29, 2003
TO: Patrick Roche, CDD -

4" Floor, N. Wing _

FROM: Annamaria Perrella

SUBJECT:  Nofice of Preparation, General Plan EIR: City of Antioch

Thank you for including me on the distribution for your ietter to Nira Oshinsky,
City of Antioch Community Development Department. | don't recall receiving a
copy of the subject document from the City. If | had, my response re proposed
actions relating to changes in Antioch’s sphere of influense (SQ)) or annexations
would have been the same as yours ~ although | doubt that | could have said it
better. | agree that the City should “clarify its intentions with respect to possible
expansion of its sphere of influence boundary and pre-zone of certain
unincorporated areas”,

Moreover, the City should be aware that prior to submitting an SOl amendment
request to LAFCO, it must meet with the County at least 30 days prior to
submitting the application in order to reach agreement on the boundaries,
development standards and zoning requirements within the sphere to ensure that
development occurs in a manner that reflects the concems of the affected city
and is accomplished in & anner that promotes the logical and orderly
development of areas within the sphere area.

If no agreement is reached, the application may be submitted, and the -
Commission will consider the SOI consistent with iis adopted policies re SO's,
municipal service reviews, annexations and the County's Urban Limit Line.

With respect to 50ls and municipal service reviews, the Commission will begin
its Countywide SOI Update Program/Municipal Service Review Process in 2004.
A proposed timeline for each city's review will be considered by LAFCO within
the next few months. | expect to recommend that Antioch’s {(and Pittsburg's) SO!
boundary be reviewed in March 2004. That timeline, however, does not
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Patrick Roche 2

preclude a city from meetirig with the County and submitting an SO1 amendment
request prior to any such proposed timeline. Enclosed for reference is the
Commission's recently-adopted Municipal Service Review Guidelines.

Again, thank you for including me on the distributicn list re your response to
Anticch's General Plan £IR.

Enclosure
ce:  LAFC Commissioners
Nina Oshinsky
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter O: Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Committee (Annamaria

O-1.

O-3.

Perrella)

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges receipt of the letter dated April 29, 2003, from the
Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Committee (Annamaria Perrella) regarding the Notice
of Preparation.

General Plan law requires that a city include all of the land within itsincorporated boundaries
in its General Plan. State law further permits a city to include such other lands as are, in its
judgment, related to its planning efforts. An EIR need not specify every action that might be
taken from the present through the end of the General Plan time frame, but is required to
analyze the effects of changes to the physical environment that will result from the action
being considered. The City has not yet determined whether or when it might request an
expansion to its sphere of influence.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan includes performance standards for public services and
facilities, describes planned land uses, and sets forth discussion regarding projected growth
over the next 20-25 years. All of these considerations would be of assistance in the
preparation of the service reviews mentioned in the comment. The City of Antioch concurs
that the Genera Plan will be an important resource to be used in the preparation of a
municipal service review by LAFCO, and will assiss LAFCO by providing needed
information. However, as stated in Response O-2, the City does not anticipate development
within Roddy Ranch and the Ginochio Property in the immediate future. Pursuant to the
provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000, the municipa service review being
prepared by LAFCO is to be reviewed by LAFCO on a five-year basis. Thus, any potential
action regarding the Roddy Ranch or Ginochio Property is not anticipated to occur until long
after the effective life of the current municipal service review. As of this writing, the City has
not yet determined whether and/or when it might make other requests to expand its sphere of
influence, or annex property.
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- RECEIVED

: : . o : : . SEP 08 20
Ta: City of Antioch Planning Commission and Antioch City Council CITY OF ANTIOOH
From: Nancy Bachmann, Antioch resident COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Re: Pubiic Input on the Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed City Plan
Date: Sept. 8, 2003

| am very concerned about two arsas of the environmaental impact of the proposed city
plan.

First, | fsal that the plan inadequately addresses the traffic impact of the future growth

that would be allowed by the proposed plan. Heavy traffic is probably the single —
biggest problem that we have in Antioch now. it effects sveryone's daily life on many

levels. There are the day to day difficuities of getting to work or school and the

resultant loss of family time as commuters need to spend more and more time to covar 1
the same distances. Aiso significant is the inadequate tax base we have in Antioch
because businesses cannot afferd to seltle in a city with such constant traffic jams.

Second, the air quality is not adequately protected in the proposed plan. Most people

move to Antioch to raise their familles, Children are particularly vuinerable to air borne
pollutants, suffering the results of childhood exposure the rest of their lives. The other

mast vulnerable group is seniors, As we construct more and more senior housing this

growing segment of the population will be exposed to life threatening poliutants. 2
Indeed, all of us are effected with every breath we fgke, It is inconceivable that the city
could approve a general plan that simply gives up on the vital nged for ¢lean air.

| think that, although there are many positive aspects of the proposad general plan, the —
essential elemants of traffic and air quality are addressed in such an inadequate way
as to maka the entire plan unacceptable to the majority of the population of Anticch. |
urge the City Council and the Planning Commission to come up with clear plans and
achievable goals to solve these to essential problems before the plan is approved.

Nancy Bachmann
4427 Pampas Ct.
Antioch, CA 94531
(925)778-8837
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter P:  Nancy Bachmann

P-1

P-2

P-3.

The City understands the Commentor’s concerns with potential traffic impacts of the future
growth that would be allowed by the proposed General Plan. A thorough Traffic Analysis
was prepared to address traffic impacts with and without adoption of the proposed General
Plan. The Genera Plan provides a program of mitigating traffic impacts through a number of
means including:

Improving the balance of local employment and housing opportunities;
Implementation of roadway performance standards for all new devel opment;

Slowing the rate of residentia growth through aresidential growth management program,;

Establishment of transit-oriented development in the vicinity of existing and future rail
transit stations;

Expanding the use of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation; and

Transportation demand and systems management programs.

The Draft EIR found that with implementation of General Plan polices, significant impacts on
roadway levels of service will be limited to roadways outside of the City that would occur
with or without the proposed General Plan or any future development within Antioch.

The City understands the Commentor’s concerns regarding air quality effects on children and
senior citizens. Air quality impacts were analyzed using methodol ogies recommended by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District and assumptions within its air quality impact
assessment guidelines. Please refer to Responses E-1 through E-13.

The City has developed clear plans and goals to address traffic and air quality concerns as a
result of both General Plan Polices and environmental mitigation measures that specifically
address both issues. These are found in the Growth Management, Transportation, and
Environmental Resources Elements of the General Plan.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter Q: Bill Chadwick

Q-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the Genera Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27." The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the Genera Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

1 Thedeadline for EIR comments was September 8.
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RECEIVED

Too AUS 15 2003
[Jonald F['ﬁlms, I\'iﬂ}'{}r _ CLILY Ur AN 100

City of Antiech - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PO Box 5007

Antioch, CA 94531-3007

From:

Paul Cooney

3204 Gentrytown Drive
Antioch, CA 94509

Subject: Commenis for General Plan public review
Please add the following comments to the official record:

The City of Antioch has introduced a new General Plan document together with an EIR
document for the same. The city has allowed 45 day for review and comments of the
documents. We all agree that this is a very important document which will guide city
planning actions for the next 10 lo 20 years. It will cantinue o have a lasting legacy long
after its dermise.

T ask for a 90 day extension of the review period to allow an adequate period for review —
after the documents are really made available for serious review.
The documents have not been available for the fallowing reasons:
1} While the City of Antioch is to be commended for iis recent efforts to upgrade its
web site, it failed to publish the subject documents on that site.
2) Icannot afford to spend $50.00 on a paper copy.
3) The £3.00 CDs in PDF format have not, in fact, been readily available,
4} The one copy at the public library is in heavy demand during their somewhat :
linited hours of business. 1
5} Asldiscovered the last time [ attempted to review a document at the city office
counter, there are too many distractions in that place of business to review and
digest a large document.

Having talked with people whe work for the city, I was surprised that they were not well
aware of the city’s plans to roll out this document to the public using web and CD media.

‘éuﬁgﬁ;}r ﬁ?/
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter R:  Paul Cooney

R-1.  The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan and EIR. The letter
reguests that the time frame for comment on the General Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27." The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the Genera Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

1 Thedeadline for EIR comments was September 8.
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RECEWER

A6 15 2003

! CIEY Ur s
_COMMIRNITY DEVELGF%ENT

Augast 14¢h, 2003

Mayur Donald Freitas
Blear sir.

T would like to ask vou, to plcase postpone the deadline on the
GGeneral pian fer 30 days, from Aupgust 27th, to September 27th,
This is lo allow the citizens of Antioch to coment and for the

City Offictals to make an informed and intelipent decision an the
General Piun. 1

As 2a Antioch long time resident, and a registered voter,
1 urge you to please, pive us the time t6 get better mformed on
such an important issue.

Thank you.

S -

3204 Gentrytown Dr.
Antiovch, Ca, 04509
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter S:  Sonya L. Cooney

S1.  The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the Genera Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27. The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the Genera Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

1 Thedeadline for EIR comments was September 8.
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East Contra Costa County
Habitat Conservation Plan Association

August 22, 2003
Victor Camiglia RECEIVED
Planning Di
Ciatyn??inuiiifm AUG 27 2003

OF ANTIOUH !
P O Box 5007 COMNUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Antioch, CA 94531-5007 i

Be: Comments of the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plag Association
(HCPA) on the Diraft BIR for the Antioch General Plan Update

Dear Ihj;[.).é{mutvﬂ‘-ﬂiaz

Thank you for the opportumty to comrment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Antloch’s General Plan Update, The HCPA oifers the following comment:

Page 20 of Draft Framework for a Resource Management Plan (RMP), Appendix D to the Draft
EIR, contains the following statement:

CONSISTENCY WITH DRAFT HABITAT CONSERVATON PLAN

Whils this Plan and the RMP are being developed independent of the Draft
Habitat Conservation Plan that is currently being prepared by Contra Costa
County (HCP), the general direction and approach of this Plan and the RMP is
axpected to be consistent with HCP. Therefore, these documents and the HCP
wilt complernent sach other and provide measures that will aid in protecting the
region’s biodivarsity.

The HICP A shares the hope that the two separate planning eforts will be consistent and —
complementary. In some ways, the two emerging plans do have significant complementary

features. Both plans recogiize the importance of San Joaquin kit fox and Alameda wlipsnake to

the design of effective conservation strategies to the region generally, and to the Antioch area
specilically. Both plans ars also partially complementary with respect to conservation objectives

within the Sand Creak Valley area of Antioch.

However, there appears to be a significant difference between the HCP and the RMP in the area
south of the City of Antioch, at least in termns of how these priorities are presented in the fipures'.
The HCP proposes a series of coordinated conservation actions for that region to protect
important resources, connect existing public lands in the aeea, and proteet movement routes for
kit fox and other species. The figures 10 the RMP identify no conservation priorities in that ares
and give the impression that the proposed cornidor of conservation in the Sand Creek area has no

* the figures appear to be inconsistent with the text
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Mr. Victor Camiglia
August 22, 2003
Page2of2

connection to the south. Isuggest we arrange 2 meeting in the future to discuss this matter and _~—
seek consistency in our respective plamning.

Should you have any questions cor to schedule a meeting, please contact John Kopchik of the 1
Contra Costa County Commuuty Development Department at (925) 335-1227.

Si.ucerely,

ﬂpﬂh}k Principal Planner
wra Costa County Cornrnunity Development Department, Coordinating Agency
Edst Contra Coata County Habitat Conservation Plan Association

Cc:  HCPA Member Agency Staff
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

ResponsetoLetter T: East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan
Association

T-1.  Pleaserefer to Response A-8.
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Attn: Alexis Morris

Assistant Planner

Community Development Department
City of Antioch

P.O. Box 5007

Anfigch, CA  94531-5007

Re.  City of Antioch (reneral Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Repori
Comments of The Zeka Group, Inc, Gwner
Zeka/Higging Ranch Property

Dear City of Antioch:

Our offices represeat The Zeka Group Inc, (Zeka) with regard to the Zeka/Higgins Ranch
property. The Zeka/Higgins Ranch property is located at the western end of the Sand Creck Focus
Area and Futurc Urban Arca 1 (FUA #1) as such areas are identified in the City’s current General Plan
and related documents. By this letter, Zeka submits written comments on the City’s Draft
Enwmnmental Impact Report (DEIR), prepared by the City of Antioch (City) for the City’s General
Plan {pdate.' Zeka’s comments are set forth herein in two parts: {1 General Comments, confirming
the general validity of the DEIR under the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) as a Program
EIR, for the purpose of dentifying the impacts of the General Plan Update at a program level; and (2) :
Specific Comments on specific portions of the text of the DEIR.

! These comments are subnutted in response w the Notice of Awvailabitity of the Draft Environmental Inpzct Report (DEIR} for the
City of Antiach (General Plan Update, issued by the City and requesting all written comments by September &, 2003,
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Attn: Alexis Mormis

Assistant Planner

Community Development Department
September §, 2003

Page 2

[. General Comments
Background

The proposed General Plan is a long-range document, proposing a comprehensive strategy for
managing the City’s future. Under state law, the General Plan establishes a “constitution” for ]
development, the foundation upon which future specific land use decisions are to be based,

The DEIR m tum describes the environmental consequences and impacts that may result fron
the update of the City’s General Plan. The DEIR assumes itapacts of the proposed General Plan and its
implementing policies through the year 2030.

The subject DEIR is expressly stated to be a “Program EIR.” A Program EIR under CEQA is
prepared for an agency program or scries of actions that can be characterized as one, large project, like
the subject General Plan. The DEIR thus evaluates the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General
Pian, '

The subject DEIR is not intended to evaluate the Zeka/Higgins Ranch project, {or any future
development project} on a specific, “project level™ basis. The DEIR properly confirms as follows: 1

A General Plan EIR, addressing the impacts of countywide and local policy decisions,
can be thought of as a “first tier” document, cvaluating the large-scale impacts on the
environment that can be expected to result from adoption of the General Plan, but does not
necessarily address the site-specific impacts that each subsequent development may have.
CEQA requires each of those subsequent development projects be evaluated for their particutar
site-specific impacts. These impacts are typically encompassed in “sccond-tier documents,”
such as Project EIRs, Focused EIRs, or (Mitigated) Negative Declarations, which typically
cvaluate the impacts of a single activity undertaken to implement the overall plan, (See DEIR at
p. 2-2, first full paragraph).

Thus, 1t is anticipated that the Zeka/Higgins Ranch project will be further evaluated as part of an
upcoming Specific Plan, and later project level applications {e.g., applications for rezoning, vesting
tentative map, development plan) consistent with the General Plan and Specific Plan. These project
level apphecations will necessarily be required to have their own subsequent, “project level”
environmental review as mandated by CEQA.
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Attn: Alexis Mormis

Assistant Planner

Community Development Departiment
September 8, 2003

Page 3

Validity of DEIR

Zzeka believes, subject to the Specific Comments mads herein, that the DEIR is a thorough and
complete environmental review document, and is legally sufficient as a Program EIR under CEQA and
all related laws and guidelines to describe the broad-scale impacts of the proposed General Plan |,

Update.
Current and Proposed Zeka/Higgins Ranch General Plan Designations

Currently {prior to adoption by the City Council of the General Plan Update), the Zeka/Higgins
Ranch preperty cartrics a residential designation, aliowing up to fwo units per acre. ]

The proposed General Plan update sets forth two options for the Sand Creek Focus Area. At
Sections 4.4.6.7A and 4.4.6.78 the Generat Plan update proposes “Option A™ and in the alternative
“Option B.” '

The Option A land use map (see Fipure 4.8A) provides a designation of the Zeka/Higgins Ranch | 3
property of “Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space”” This designation recognizes that the
upcoming Specific Plan and project applications will narrow and/or specifically identify the areas on
the project site which will be “open space™ and the areas that can be safely and sensitively developed.
The Optien B land use map (see Figure 4.8B) instead prematurely attempts to define the specific areas
of project open space and development as part of this General Plan process, by designating only the
north east corner of the ZekaHiggins Ranch property as *Hillside and Estate Residential.”

As stated in previous comrespondence to the City, the Option B Jand use map is not supported by the __
DEIR and is inconststent with the broad purposes of the General Plan Update. The text of Option B,
however, sets forth certain protective policies which help to address issues regarding protection of
grassland linkages, preservation of oak woodland and savannah communities, protection of whipsnake
habitat, and which provide for safe development near sbardoned mines. (As set forth under Specific
Comments below, Zeka generally supports these Option B policies, provided they are narrowed to
allow for future protocol and project-level studies that will more specifically identify areas of open
space and development.) —

At time of this writing, the Planning Commission has formally recommended to the City Council ™ |
that the Option A /aad use map be adopted by the City Council, together with the text and protective
pelicies sci forth under Option B. Zeka has generally supported that recommendation. That |5
recommendation s consistent with identifying the DEIR as a Program DEIR, and with the fact that the
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Attn: Alexis Morris

Assistant Planner

Commurity Development Department
September 8, 2003

Page 4

specific Plan and later development applications will address specific environmental impacts of future
development on the site. T

Zeka helieves that the DEIR is legally sufficient, as a Program DFEIR, to address the broad-scale
impacts of the proposed General Plan update, provided that the General Plan update consists of a Land
Use map and designation consistent with the Option A land use map and with the Specific Comments |
set forth below. As set forth more clearly under Specific Comments, Zeka does not believe that the
DEIR would be legally sufficient fo justify the designation of the ZekaHigpins property under the
Option B land use map.

II. Specific Comroents

As set forth below, our Specific Comments address three areas: Geologic and Seismic Hazards;
Biological Resources; and Land Use.

A. Geologic and Seismic Hazards.
The DEIR at p. 4.6-11 sets forth Impact 4.6.4, as follows:

“Collapse of historic coal mine tunnels conld result in subsidence of lands located above
the mines, potentially causing damage to foundations or other improvements.”

Comments:

Pieasze reference the report prepared by Zeka’s mining consultant, Marc E. Orman, P.E., G.E., of |
Sierra Geotechnical, dated July 1, 2003 (“Ovman Report™). A copy of the Orman Report was submitted
to the City on July 3, 2003, and is attached hereto as Ait. “A” for the City’s reference. The Orman’
Report confirms that the General Plan should not prematurely desipnate the southern, Hillside Estate
areas of the Zeka/Higgins Ranch property as “open space,” based upon current knowledge of the
potential tmpacts of underground coal mining activities. _ 6

Instead, the Orman Report sets forth a “Recommended Study and Mitigation Plan,” that would
be performed in areas around underground coal mining openings on the Zeka/Higgins Ranch property
as part of future development activity. Such mmtigation measures include: aetial surveying, detailed
mapping, surface monitoring, a drilling program, and potential downhole testing and monitoring,
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Assistant Planner

Community Development Department
September 8, 2003

Page 5

Zeka would agree to the specific, strict mitigation measures found in such Recommended Study
and Mitigation Plan, and has no objection to such mitigation measures being added as part of future |
development approvals on the Zeka/Higgins Ranch. 6

We note here that the DEIR at proposed policy “x™ at p, 4-66, states:
As appropriate and necessary to protect public heaith and safety, abandoned mines shail be
included within required natural open space areas, along with appropriate buffer areas and
Tneasures to prevent unanthorized entry.

We believe the Orman Report mitigation measures can replace this proposed policy. Alternatively,
this policy should be revised to confirm that limited development can take place in areas of
underground mines, provided that the mitigation measures identified in the Orman Report {or otherwise
identified and adopted as part of the DEIR) are implemented.

B. Biological Resources

The DEIR at p. 4.3-26 references proposed (eneral Plan policies that are intended to address
impacts on wildlife movement and habitat linkage. The General Plan under Section 4.4.6.78 Sand
Creek (Option B} proposes policies “s” through “w” to address these impacis.

Comments

As set forth herein, Zeka has indicated general acceptance of the Option B policies, subject to—
ensuring that they are not utilized to prematurely designate large areas of any property as “cpen space.”
All such policies should be interpreted flexibly to allow for the future project-level studies that will be
performed, and which will identify specific arcas which will be designated for permanent open space,
utilized as mitigation lands, or developed in a sensitive manner.

Thus, for example, policy “v” currently states that “chuparral, scrub and rock outerop
commuuity... that is suitable habitat for the Alameda whipsnake...shail be retained in open space.”
This policy would be overbroad if interpreted to prohibit any future development in areas merely
shown to be potential “habitat™ for whipsnakes. This policy should be amended to provide for future
project-level studies, which may identify halvtat areas where no snakes have ever existed, and where
Hmited development is acceptable.

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docU.cdr (9/25/03)



Atin: Alexis Morris

Agsistant Planner
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For further example, policy “w™ states that, within certain broad geographical areas, “the oak
woodland and savannah community shall be preserved in natural open space.” This policy is T
overbroad, and not supported by data in the DEIR or supporting documents. Some of these areas may
be arcas where limited development will have the Jeast impacts on the envirorment. Some of these
types of areas have traditionally been the areas where residential development has been allowed i the | g
County. The policy shouid be narrowed to provide for recognition of the sensitivity of these areas, and
the need for identified protective or mitigation measures andfor aveidance as may be necessary, based
upon review of project development plans.

C. Land EUse

The DEIR at Chapter 4.8 evaluates Land Use impacts. Section 4.8.1 sets forth the existiﬁg land use
setting, and provides a discussion of the Contra Costa County 65/35 Land Preservation PFlan {Urban
Limit Line}.

Comment:

Zeka agrees with the DEIR’s discussion of the Urban Limit Line (ULL). The ULL was__
approved by the voters of the County through Measure C in 1990, and confirms that urban
development within the County is to be limited to no more than 35% of the lands within the County,
while open space uses (including agriculture, wetlands, and parks) shall account for at least 65% of
such lands. To ensure compliance with the “65/35" rule, the County drew and enforced the current
ULL.

The Zcka/Higgins Ranch is within the City of Antioch, and is consistent with the ULL, and with
the spirit and intent of the County’s General Plan and the ULL.

The DEIR, at p. 4.8-9, sets forth Impact 4.8.1 as follows:

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would aler the amount of land designated for
various types of urhan, riral, and open space uses. Changes in the pattern of land uses would
result in the development of structures or facilifies within areas that are currently undeveloped.
Relative to adjacent land uses, this intensification of development may contribute to create
sigmificant land use impacts. :

It is tmpostant to note here that the Zeka/Higgins Ranch property has been reviewed and
considered for development for over a decade. Usnlike other properties within FUA #1, the
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Asgsistant Planner

Community Development Department
September 8, 2003
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Zeka/Higgins ranch property currently holds & General Plan designation for residential use, up o two
units per acre. In determining the impacts on adjacent land uses, such current Gemeral Plan
designation should be the baseline when tooking at the Zeka/Higgins Ranch property. 9

The DEIR further sets forth proposed “General Plan Policies” at p. 4.8-15 and 4.8-16 (see
General Plan policies labeled Sections 4.3.2, 43.3, 5.4.12}, to address impacts of new development.

Comments:

While Zeka is does not generally object to the DEIR analysis here, we strongly beligve that the
General Plan, when considered and adopted by the City Council, will need to allow for some flexibitity
with regard to land pianning, land design, and lot size. That flexibility will help to implement these 10
policies and related policies. Examples of General Plan text amendments that are necessary to ensare
such implementation are as follows: : ]

A. General Plan Proposed Land Use Table 4.A. This table appears to limit certain “Estate
Residential” lots and “Large Lot Residential™ lots to ¥ acre in size. The proposed Land
Use Table appears to be inconsistent with the City’s approach to allow “clustering”
where appropriate to better preserve open space. 'We strongly recommend that Land Use
Table 4.A be modified to allow clustering lots down te a minimum of 7,000 square feet |11
in all areas. This does not necessarily dictate that higher density will be approved in
hillside areas; it instead aflows for a more sensitively designed land plan. The City can
retain strict control over density by limiting placement and percentages of such lots.

B. General Plan at p. 4-19: The General Plan states that no development should oceur on
slopes exceeding 20%. Again, we believe such a striet, ‘no-exception™ requirement
should be amended to provide for limited, sensitive hillside development, consistent with |12
hillside design guidelines. —

C. The General Plan at p. 4-65, subsection “k” under “Option B™ Hmits the area to a_
maximum of 4,000 dwelling units. The “Option A" maximum of 5,000 dwelling units
should be retained. These are merely “maximum™ numbers. The actual lot count will of |3
course be determined through the Specific Plan process and later development
applications, —

D. The General Plan at p. 4-66, sabsection “s,” under “Qption B” discusses the inelusion of ]
“vital grassland linkages,” Again, we simply comment that these policies should not be

—~
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drafted or interpreted so strictly as to specifically define at the General Plan stage the -
open space areas of lands and mdividual properties within FUA #1. We note, for
example, that potential grassland linkage areas include linkages to the Roddy Ranch area.
The General Plan, however, further proposes that such Roddy Ranch atea be developed
as & master planned enclave, with certain suburban densities. (See General Plan at pp.4-
73, 4-76.) It would seem inconsistent to require open space linkages to areas planned for |4
development. We would further note that we do not believe the DEIR, the General Plaz,
nor the current Resource Management Plan has set forth sufficient data to show that
preservation of grasslands and providing the proposed “linkages” will protect species
such as the Tiger Salamander, Kit fox, Burrowing Owl, and/or Alameda Whipsnake.

We greatly apprcciatc-thc City's review of these comments on the DEIR. —
Very truly vours,
.
Allan C, Moore

Enc. (Qrman Report dated July 1, 2003)

¢c: Vic Carniglia, Deputy Director, Community Development Department

Louisa Kao
The Zeka Group, Ine.

Michael Milani
Milam & Asscciates

Doug Dahlin
Dahlin Group

Mark Orman
Sierra Geotechnical

Joel Keller
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SIERRA GEOTECHNICAL

P.0. Box 236 » Chicago Park, CA 95712 « Phone (530} 346-9360

July 1, 2003

City of Antioch
P.C. Box 5007
Antioch, CA 94531-5007

Attn: Joseph G. Brandt — Director of Community Development
Victor Camiglia — Deputy Director of Community Devalopment and
Planning :

RE: City Update of General Plan, Plannlng Commission Hearing July 9, 2003,
Zeka Group/ Higgins Ranch Property.

Dear Mr. Carniglia and Mr. Brandt,

This summary report has been prepared by Marc E. Oman, P.E., G.E., of Sierra
Geotechnical, who has been retalned by The Zeka Group to perform an initial
assessment of potential impacts to development from histaric underground coal
mining activities on the southern portion of a parcel of land know as tha Zeka
Ranch which used to be referred to as the Higgins Ranch. The site is located
within the City of Antioch, California

introduction .

| am a registered Civil and Geotechnical Engineer in the State of California. My
education includes Bachelor of Science degrees in Geophysics, and Civil
Engingering, and a Masters of Science degree in Geotechnical Engingering. The
first degree was awarded in 1881 and since that time ! have worked on over 50
mining and quarry projects, including underground coal mines, underground
precicus metal mines and open pit mines, These mines have been located in
Pennsyivania, the wastern United $tates, Chile, Pem, Costa Rica, and West
Africa. 1have performed other types of geologic and geotechnical services for
landfills and civil facilities, however, the main focus of my carear has been
related to the earth sciences and the mining industry.

| have provided a list of some of the mining and quarry projects, that | have been

involved with, attached to this letter. Copies of my diplomas, transcripts,
registration certificates, and references are available upon request.
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City of Antioch ' July 1, 2003
Higgins Ranch Property

Scope of this Assessment.

As part of this scope of work | have reviewed historical reperts and studies
conceming the site, reviewed preiiminary development plans, performed a site
vigit, and prepared a work plan to identify potential impacts and a mitigation plans
to address concerns about the abandoned underground coal mines which are
located on the property. 1 also aftended meetings with Michael Milani of Milani &
Associates and Dotg Dahlin of the Dahiin Group, who has been involved with
this preject for many years,

Reports and Studies which were reviewed as part of this assessment included
the following:

1. U.8. Department of the intericr, office of Surface Mitiing (OSM) and East
Bay Regional Park District (EBRFPD), Various carrespondence, memaos,
and reports conceming the closure of portals, gir shafts and drainage adits
within the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve and Higgins Ranch.

Including:
1a.} Bate #746 through #9890

1b.)  Letter of Transmittal dated March 18, 1958
From: John Waters, Director of Mining QOperations Black Diamond
Mines
To:  Kevin O'Dea of Baseline Environmental Consulting in
Petaluma, CA Attachment of Ron Crane Geo. Kap, USGS
Antioch South Quadrant.
Bate #4341 through #436.

1e.)  Features found on Empire and West Hartley Mine
{Per abave described attached Map by GSM)
Bate #421 through #430.

1d.)  inter-Departmental Correspondence of East Bay Regional Park
District Letter from John Waters to Richard Trudeau dated January
149, 1981,
Bate #590 through #9582,

le.) Noronville-West Hartley Mine Shait Closure Antioch, Califormia
Final Report prepared by Marline Van Dyke, Chvil Engineer of
Cifice of Surface Mining, Western Technical Center dated March
24 1883,
Bate #1013 through #1032,

2. Department of Geologic Sciences, Califomnia State University, Hayward,

October 2-4, 1987, “Field Trip Guidebook to the Black Diamond Mines
Regional Preserve and The Hayward Fault in Hayward and San Leandro”,
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Fall Conference of the Far Westermn Section of the National Association of
Teachers.

3. Raymond Sulfivan, undated article, "The Eany Tertiary Successions in the
Black Diamond Mines Regional Praserve, Contra Costa County”,
Department of Geosciences, San Francisco State University.

4. Raymond Sullivan and Jacque Duvall, undated article, “Field Trip; The
Geology of the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, Contra Costa
County, California”, Department of Geosciences, San Francisco State
University.

5. ENGIO, Inc., March 29, 2002, “Zeka Ranch Parcels D and E Antioch
California, Preliminary Geotechnical Assessment”, unpublished report.

8. Purcell, Roades & Associates, Navember 24, 1993, “Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment, Limited Sail and Creek \Water Testing,
Higgins Ranch, Anfioch, California for Zeka International, Inc.”,
unpuhlished report.

7. Blymyer Engineers, Inc, March 27, 2002 "Water Quality Evaluation Report
Former Old Empire Mine — Dewatering Shaft Higgins Ranch Antioch,
California”, unpublished Report,

B. Blymyer Engineers, Ing, March 26, 2002, “File Review Summary Water
Quality Study — Former Oid Empire Mine Higgins Ranch — Sand Creek
Antioch, California”, unpublished Report.

8. Blymyer Engineers, Inc., March 27, 2002, “Acid Mine Drairiage Treatment
Technology Sumimary and Discharge Alternative Assessment Former Oid
Empire Mine — Dewater Shaft Higgins Ranch, Antioch CA’, unpublished
report. :

10.Gasch & Associates, April 2002, “Geophysical and Geological
Investigation for Evidence of Historic Coal Mine Workings on the Northemn
Portion of the Higgins Ranch, Antioch, Contra Costa County, California”,
unpublished report.

Site Visit

A site visit was performed on June 24, 2003. During this visit | toured the
scuth area of Zeka Ranch and cbserved several of the closed portals,
dewatering shaft, and ventilation shafts. 1 also shserved many of {he rock
outcrops within this area which potentially overfie the: old mine workings.
These included portions of the Markiay Sandstone, Nortonville Shale, and
Domengine Sandstone. '
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Preliminary Conglusions

1. Based upon the information which | have been provided, #is my opinion
that the south area of Zeka Ranch (much of which has been designated as
araa for potential Hillside Estate lots in the City's Specific Plan Subcommittze
Land Use Map) should not be designated as “open space”® in your updated
General Plan based on concerns regarding the effects of underground coal
mining. As set forth below in this document under the heading
"Recormmended Study and Mitigation Plen”, detailed study and engineering
analyses of the site, and mitigation measures and other safe safeguards, can
be performed at the time the landawner submits a specific iand use
application { a project level application) for the site. Many of the near surface
features which have posed a hazard in the past have been mitigated by the
OSM and EBRPD, If underground mine openings are found to be iocated
below the proposed development areas they can be mitigated at that time to
pravide safe and stable areas which could be developed as planned by the
Zeka Group.

2. Itis likely that portions of the proposed development are located above the
old underground coal mine workings of the West Hartley, Empire, and Star
Mines. Atthe present time the workings are flooded 1o 2 leve! of
approximately the Old Empire mine drainage shaft which is at an elevation of
about 365 feet above mean sea level.

3. Based on the locations of the portals, ventilation shafts, and the proposed
development, mining probably occurred several hundreds of feet below the
proposed future development area.

4. Flooding of the workings would prevent air slaking from degrading the rock
which supports the mine rocfs. In addition, the buoyant forces due to the
flocding would lessen the effective stresses at depth and reduce the potential
for roof collapse.

5. The rock formations which are located within the proposed devejopment
area, and were mined in their coal seams, are sedimentary daposits which
were originally lying horizontally and flat. Subsequent fauiting has tilted
these beds o the north. Several of the rock units contained in the Markley
Sandstene, Nortonville Shale, and Domengine Sandstone, which avedie the
mine workings, appear to be massive and competent at the suface. These
units would act to bridge over any underground mine openings and lessen the
potential for collapse and surface subsidence,
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6. Goal mining was performed in a systematic manner down aiong the flat
lying coal beds which are now tilted to the north. Mining was performed atong
strike and down the dip of the coal veins which are located within the
Domengine Sandstone formation. “Strike is generally defined as the line of

intersection between a horizontal plana and the planar surface being
measured. itis found by measuring the compass direction of a horizontal line
&t the surface. Dip is the slope of the surface at right angles to this line.”
(Comptan, 1862) The formation and coal velns dip at about 25 to 40 degrees
to the north. The direction and progression of mining can be predicted with
relative accuracy once the geology is understood.

7. Repnrtadiy,.me majority of surface effects of the coal mining activities,
which ceased over 160 years ago, have been the coilapse of near surface
features such as ventilation shafts and portals.

Recommeanded Study and Mitigaticn Plan

The recommended study and mitigation plan for underground coal mining
openings on Zeka Ranch is outlined below. It would be performed in Phases
and some of the items may change as information is gathered from the
previous phases. '

1. Literature Review - All available reports, studies, maps, memas, and
letters concerning the Empire, West Hartley, and Star mines operations
would be reviewed in detall in an attempt to determine the locafion of
underground mine workings located on the site. Information would be
requested from the EBRFD, O8M, California State University of Hayward,
San Francisco Sfata University, and other sources.

2. Aeral Survey ~ High altitude aerial photography with ground control wouid
be used to develop a base map with 2 foct contours. In add ition, aeral
photo sterec pairs would be ascertaired and examined for surfacial
geologic features, evidence of subsidence, and mining.

3. Detailedt Surface Geolegic Mapping — A detailed geologic map woukd be
prepared of the site using the base map prepared as part of Phase 2. The
map would inciude the locations of formational contacts, faults, and
structural data. In addition, overiays would be prepared of the proposed
development areas, and mine maps acquired in Phase 1.

4. Surface Deformation Monitoring — Monuments would be installed on the
surface to monitor ground subsidence. These monuments would be
instailed in areas of the proposed devsinpment and above areas where
there are known mine workings below the surface. These monuments
would either be manually surveyed on a scheduled interval or monitored
with electronic data loggers. They would be constructad out of durable
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materials and could be monitored even after development had been
completed.

5. Surface Geophysical Surveys — Surface geophysical surveys would be
conducted in the proposed development areas using cne ar more
fechnigues. These could include reflection seismic, magnetic and electro
magnetometry surveys. These would be used to locate subsurface
features related to the past mining activities and structural geologic
information such as faulting, contacts, and bedding attitudes.

6. Driling Program - A drilling program would be performed to investigate
the locations of mine openings or confirm that no mining had taken place
in these areas. Angled core holes would be advanced to deterrmine the
rock quality in proposed development areas and determine mine opening
locaticns. In addition the core would be oriented such that discontinuities
suich as joints, shear zones, veins, bedding, contacts, and faults could ba
measured and plotied within & three dimensional geologic model. In
addftion sampies of the core would be recovered for laboratory testing.

Some holes would be located within the deveiopment area even where the
information indicates that no mining had taken place. The purpose of
these holes would be to confirm our conclusions and clear areas for
development without further study. Areas where the coal seams were
encounterad in the core holes would be cleared for deveicpment without
further investigation.

7. Downhole Testing and Monitoring - If necessary extensometers may be
installed in areas above mine openings to monitor stress and strain
changes in these rocks over time. Cther toois that may be used include
downhole gecphysics to measure in-place rock properties and
tomography or sonar which could be used in the holes that intersacted
ming epenings to map them out.

8. Laboratory Testing — Laboratory testing would be performead in a rock
mechanics lab to determine the strength of the rock mass and
discontinuities above the mine workings.

9. Detailed Geologic Madeling — Once the above phases had been
completed a detaited three dimensional computer geoipgic model would
be developed for the site. The model wouid include all geologic
information and the location of the mine workings which were discoverad
below the proposed development areas.

10.Engineering Analyses - Once the model had been completed and alf of the

data reviewed engineering analyses would be performed to determine the
risk of surface subsidence due to underground mine collapse. ) in some
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areas if is determined that surface subsidence is highly unlikely due to
mine opening collapse then the area would be cleared for development.
Surface and subsurface monitoring would likely continue in these areas for
some fime into the future.

11, Mitigation — Once the studies and engineering analyses, outiined above,
were completed, and if thera were indications that surface subsidence
may oceur in the future a mitigation prograrm would be developed for areas
within the proposed development. Most likely these mined areas within
the proposed development would be partially backfilled with a grout
material which wouild have the capability to prevent collapse. Grouting
would be performed through drill holes which were advanced for this

purpose.

| am available before July 8™ or after the 23" to mest and discuss this project
further. 1 can alse be contacted by phone at (530) 273-9402 to answer any
questions that may arise.

Best Regards,
Sierra Geotechnical

f  E

Marc E. Orman, P.E,, G.E.
Owner

CC:  Louisa Kao — The Zaka Group
Alan Moore _
Michae! Milani — Milani & Assoclates
Doug Dahlin - The Dahlin Group

Attached: List of Mining and Quarry Projects

Reference: Compten, R.R., 1962, Manual of Field Geolegy, John Wiley & Sons, inc.,
New York.
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Marc hae been involved with are presented below

10.

MINE AND QUARRY EXPERIENCE

MARC £, ORMAN, P.E,, G.E,

Mar¢ Oman has design, permitting, closure, reciamation, construction quality assurance, and
forensic experience on dozens of mine and quarry projects located throughout the Wester
United States, Central and South America, and West Africa. A list of some of the projects that

Zenda Ming,
Kern County, California
Client: Equinax Ressources Lid.

Marigold Mins,
Valmy, Nevada
Client: Marigold Mining Company

Snow Caps Mine
independence, California
Ciient. Sunshine Mining Company

Pinsan Mine
Golconda, Nevada

.Client: Rayrock Mining Company

Delamar Siver Mine
Silver City, Idahsc
Client: NERCO - Delamar

Beil Mountain
Churchill County, Nevada
Client: Bell Min. Mining Co.

Basin Creek
Basin Creel, Montana
Client. Pegasus Gold Carp.

Bema- Refuglo Mine
Copiapc, Chile
Client: Minera! Rosurces

Andacells Gold Mine
L a Serena, Chile
Client. Bechtel Chile

Rand Mine
Randshburg, Caiffornia
Chent. Rand Minlng Co.

R:\CANO030\Graphics\EIR\RTC\docU.cdr (9/25/03)

11.

12,

13

14.

15,

16,

17,

18.

15.

Rochester Sitver Mine
Lovalock, Nevada
Client: Cosur-Rochester, Ing,

Cresson Mine
Cripple Creek, Colorado
Client: NERCO

Victor Mine
Wictor, Colerado
Client: NERCO

Sanchez Copper Mine
Safford, Arizona :
Ciient: Arizona Copper Company

Cerro Codorado
MNorthern Chile
Cliant: Bechtel ARA J.Vent,

Mante Verde
Antofagasta, Chile
Client: -Bachtel Chije

Florida Canyon Mine
Imlay, Nevada
Client. Pegasus Gold Corp.

Mina lvan-Zar
Arntofanasta, Chile
Client: Minera Rayrock Lid,

Caslle Maountain Project
San Bernarding, California
Cient: Viceroy Resources

Cotosseur Mine
Montana
Client: LAC Minerals Lid,

( Document U ]



21, McLaughiin Mine 34, Ichapriem Gold Mine
l.ake County, California Tarkwa, Ghana
Cilent: Homestake Mining Co. Client. LTA Process Eng. Ltd.
22, Goldfields 35, Wassa Mine
Goldfieids, Nevada ' Akyempim, Ghana
Client: American Pacific Minerals Clent: Satellife Goldfieids 144,
23.  Rawhitle Project 38.  Proyecto t.omas Bayas
MNevada Anfofagasta, Chile
Kennecott-Rawhide Mining Co. Client: Gibraltar Mines Ltd.
24 Maqui Magui 37.  Andacollo Copper mine
Cayamarea, Pen Andacolio, Chils
Cliant: Newmont Gold Com. Client Canada Tungsten Ltd.
23 Carachugo Ming 38.  ElAbra
Cayamarca, Periy Calama, Chile
Client: Newmnont Gold Corp. Client: Bechtel ~ ARA
26.  Mina Bellavista 38, La Libertad
Miramar, Costa Rica Micaragqua
Client: Minera Rayrock inc. Client: Greenstane Resources
27.  Montana Tunnels 40 White Mesa Copper Project
Montana Page, Arirona
Client: Pegasus Gold Corp. Client. Mesa Mining Inc.
28.  Talapoosa 41, Radomire Tomic
Churehill County, Navada Chuguitamata, Chile
Client: Miramar Mining Corp. Client: Bachtel Chile
28, Dee Gold Mine 42, Ruby Hill Mina
Beowaws, Nevada Eureka, Nevada
Client. Dee Goid Mining Co. Client: Homestake Mining Co,
30.  Beartrack Mine 43.  Coilahuasi Copper Project
Salmon, idaho Narthern Chile
Client Mesridian Golg Client Bechtel Chile
31.  Pierina 44,  Zaca Mine
Huaraz, Peru Alpine County, Cakfomia
Client: Barrick Gold Corp. Client: Westem States Minerals Co.
32, Tarkwa Gold Mine 45.  Lisbon Valley Heap Leach
Tarkwa, Ghana Southeastarn Litgh
Chent: Takoradi Geld Lid. Client: Summo USA Corp.
33. Teberzbie Gold Mine 48.  Portiand Mine
Tariiwa, Ghana Kingman, Arizona

(‘Document U )

Mine and Quarry Experience of Marc E. Orman, P.E., G.E.

Client: Teberebie Goldfields, Ltd. Client: Westem States Minerals Ca.
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47,
48,
42,
50,
) 51.
32,

53.

57,

L

Mine and Quarry Experience of Marc E. Oman, P.E., G.E.

Robertson Mine
Lander County, Nevada
Client: Amax Gold Com.

San Cristobal
Nearthern Chile
Client. Bechtel - ARA

Mina Santa Rosa
Panama
Client: Greenstone Resources

Gray Rocks Quarry
Shasta Courty, CA
Client: Lebigh Southwest Cement

Lehigh Southwest Shale Guamy
Shasta County, CA
Cilent: Lehigh Southwest Cement

Steops Limestone Property
Shasta County, CA
Gilent: Lehigh Southwest Cement

Tehachapi Limestone Quany
Kem County, CA
Cliert: Calaveras Cement Company

Hanson Parmanente Cement Ciuarmy
Santa Clara County, CA
Ciient: Hanson Permanents Cement

Confidential Quarmy Projects
Caifomnia
Client. Granite Construction

Westemn Pennsylvania Coal Mines
Beaver County, Pennsylvania
Cllent: Confidentia!

Mountain Pass Mine
San Bernarding, CA
Ciient: Malycorp Ine,

AG-Minerals
Carlsbad, New Mexizo
Client: Westarn Ag-Minerals Co.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter U: Gagen, McCoy, McHahon & Armstrong

U-1

uU-2

U-3

uU-5

The City recognizes and acknowledges that the General Plan EIR is a Program EIR and the
ZekalHiggins Ranch project would be subject to separate environmental analysis on a
“project level” basis, which is a subsequent, separate review beyond the scope of this General
Plan EIR.

The City appreciates the comment’s conclusion that, subject to certain comments in comment
letter U, the General Plan EIR is a “thorough and complete environmental document, and is
legally sufficient as a Program EIR under CEQA” statutes and guidelines.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission is recommending that the Zeka/Higgins Ranch be
designated as Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space. A Draft Specific Plan and Specific
Plan for the Sand Creek Focus Area, which includes the Zeka/Higgins Ranch has been
prepared and will identify the areas for open space and development. Following adoption of
the proposed General Plan by the City Council, the Sand Creek Specific Plan will be required
to be consistent with the provisions of the updated General Plan.

The comment does nhot raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment notes support for the Planning Commission’s recommended
policies for the Sand Creek Focus Area if they are narrowed to alow for future protocol
project-level studies that will more specifically identify areas of open space and devel opment.
The Draft Genera Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission aready provides for
such site-specific analysis through preparation of an RMP. The General Plan requires such a
plan to be prepared to delineate precisely the lands that would be preserved in open space
based on the performance standards contained in General Plan policies.

The City understands and acknowledges that a Specific Plan and later development
applications will address site-specific environmental impacts of the development of the
ZekalHiggins Ranch site, and will apply the performance standards contained in the General
Plan policiesto the property based on site-specific analysis.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The site-specific study regarding mine hazards identified in the comment will
be reviewed by the City as part of the site-specific analysis to be undertaken in the
development and environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The
description of the Orman Report presented in the comment appears to be consistent with the
General Plan policy regarding mine safety that requires site-specific investigations to
determine the location of any mine openings and the potential for subsidence of collapse. The
specific contents and recommendations of the Orman Report have not been reviewed as part
of the Genera Plan, but will be reviewed against Genera Plan policies as part of the review
of the Sand Creek Specific Plan.

The comment does nhot raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan policy cited in the comment is an appropriate statement for
the General Plan to make. As noted in Response U-6, review of the Orman Report will occur
as part of the Sand Creek Specific Plan. The Planning Commission is recommending that the
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

site be designated as Hillside and Estate Residential/Open Space, and has not designated any
specific portion of the site as Open Space. Policy “x” for the Sand Creek Focus Area does not
designate any particular land area as open space, but sets forth a performance standard for
application in the development and environmental review for specific projects (e.g., Sand
Creek Specific Plan). As part of the development and environmental review of the Sand
Creek Specific Plan, the City will review the Orman Report against the performance
standards of the Genera Plan.

U-8  The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The site-specific location of suitable habitat would be determined through
preparation and adoption of an RMP as prescribed in Sand Creek Focus Area Policy
Direction “s.”

U-9  The comment requests that the General Plan EIR utilize the existing General Plan designation
of the site rather than existing conditions as the baseline for determining impacts on adjacent
lands. As stated in Response G-5, CEQA does not permit “plan to plan” analysis. CEQA
Guidelines call for analysis of “changes to existing physical conditions in the area affected by
the project.” “Plan to plan” analyses tend to underestimate changes to existing physical
conditions since they are based on using a plan rather than existing physical conditions as the
baseline against which impacts are measured.

U-10. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The General Plan is genera in nature, and site-specific land planning is a
function of subsequent development projects. The purpose of the Genera Plan is to provide
clear policy direction and performance standards for the subsequent review of proposed
projects.

U-11. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment requests that Land Use Table 4.A be modified to alow
clustering lots down to a minimum of 7,000 square feet square feet in all areas. This request
will be considered by the City Council during its public hearings on the General Plan. The
clustering Policy cited in Response U-12, below, could permit lot sizes smaller than 20,000
square feet where clustering of units is “needed to accommodate the unit yield and still
maintain the topographic uniqueness of the area.”

U-12. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The dope reference in the General Plan discussion of Estate Residential was
intended to be to 25 percent slopes, and has been revised as follows:

Neighborhood entry signage is encouraged to create a sense of community, and
define Estate Residential neighborhoods as special places. Within hillside areas,
dwelling units should be clustered on land that is relatively flat, and re development
should eeeur be avoided on slopes exceeding 20 25 percent. Due to the unique nature
of these areas, a clustering of units may be needed to accommodate the unit yield and
still maintain the topographic uniqueness of the area. Developments in these areas
should be oriented around a major amenity that increases public exposure to the more
hilly terrain. Examples of such amenitiesinclude golf courses and equestrian centers.

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-264



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

U-13. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City concurs that the maximum development yield described in Sand
Creek Focus Area policies represents the maximum, and that the actual lot count will be
determined through the application of General Plan policies during the development and
environmental review process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan and subsequent development
projects.

U-14. Policy 4.4.6.7t cals for the preservation of a “viable grassand linkage... using linkages in
Horse Valley and the ridge between Horse Valley and the Sand Creek drainage at the western
end of the Focus Area. The goal of preserving such a corridor will be to provide a
permanently protected wildlife movement corridor through the Sand Creek Valley to connect
open space and habitat at Black Diamond Mines Regiona Preserve with Cowell Ranch State
Park. Completion of such a corridor is contingent upon the cooperation with the City of
Brentwood and Contra Costa County, each of which may have land use jurisdiction over
portions of this corridor.” The specific delineation of this linkage is to occur based on site-
specific analysis to be undertaken as part of the development and environmenta review
process for the Sand Creek Specific Plan.

As noted in this comment, future development within the Roddy Ranch will be required to
provide for the continuity of the grassland linkage called for in Policy 4.4.6.7t. Asisthe case
for the Sand Creek Focus Area, future development of the Roddy Ranch Focus Area will be
required to be designed so as to meet the performance standards set forth in the General Plan.
For the Sand Creek Focus Area, this will entail a precise delineation of the boundaries of
development and open space within land designated “Hillside and Estate Residential/Open
Space” based on the application of General Plan to site-specific conditions. For the Roddy
Ranch Focus Area, thiswill entail a precise delineation of the boundaries of development and
open space within land designated “Mixed Use Planned Community/Resort” based on the
application of General Plan to site-specific conditions.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter V: Sherry Starks

V-1. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The request for
additional time was considered by the City Council, which extended the date for taking action
on the General Plan from October 14 to at least October 28.
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‘ - RECEIVED

SEP 08 2003 From:  Sherry Starks
CITY OF ANTIOCH 046 Tovon Way
" COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Antioch, CA_, 94531

(925} 777-0569

October 1, 2002
Antigch Planning Commission
City Halt Third and H strests
Antioch, CA., 84531

RE: Draft Envirgnmental impact Report of Antioch's General Plan

Dear Planning Commission,

People are not born into this world as environmentalist; it is the experiences they
have baen given, the classes they take, the books that they have read, the knowiedge that
they have gained, that gives them a love and respect for the world that surrounds them, and
makes them intg environmentalists. Anyong who gives time to study the environment and
the effect that humans have had on it will become an envirenmentalist

| have read and reviewed the DEIR of the Generat Plan, and this is a letter in
response to that DEIR. 3ince the Planning Commission and f do have one common goal {We
both want what is best for Antioch!) I have compiled the following for your review and
cansideraticn.

indian Burlal Grounds. There has not been enough research to determine if there
are any Indian burial Grounds anywhere on the Sand Creek Plan Site.

indian Historical Sites, There have been no determination or rasearch to show that
this is not & historical site.

30 we did not have the battle of..., no one famous in our American history stept there, ]
no historical buildings to speak of, s0- what happened there? We happened there. This is 2
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land that Indians once |lved on far thousands of years, this is where qur rough and rugged
pioneers came tg, and this land is our history.

itis the anly place wherea kids can go stand on a ridge look out and fee! what life was
Hike a thousand years age here in Antioch, no sewer, no PG&E, no running water, just you
and the golden hills, paradise, Gods' Country, and yes aur Antioch.

History is not just in the inanimate obiects of the white man, History lives in the b
gxperience of the complex emations aroused onty by being surrounded by grandeur, strange,
awe inspiring, and the divine land that has history way beyond our comprehension. There is
gold In those golden hills, and the gold is being able to feel, breathe, e fascinated,
intrigued, romanced and experience the vastness, the magnificence of virgin Antioch in
abundance with nature and wonder how many indians stood right where you stand, how they
lived, died, battled, ate, slept, feel the history of the land itself. Children don't have those
experiences in a concrete jungle and those experiences are well worth preserving for our
shildren arnd our children's ¢hitdren.

Gpen Space

Webster's defines open space as nautical, covered space above an upper deck that __
has only temporary means of closing it, theoretically regarded as nonwatertight or as
insufficient to exclude the weather. It is not a term that describes land.

I have been unable to find any other definition of open space in current Unabridged
Dictionaries of the English Language, phrase dictionaries or even on fine through Webster's
Site. | learned when | was in the third grade that if a word was not in the dictionary (the
kasis of which our language is written and understood} then we could not use it in any
writing or school work, !t is an excellent rule because it keeps people from using made up
words., Cur own past President Clinton tayed with the definition of the word “SEX” when to
most everyone the definition of sex was clear. The purpose of putting things in writing is to
tring about a clear specific understanding and intent of the writing. The words “open
space” are an ambiguous deseription of land because to date it has been used {0 describe
interior decorating, airport terminals, to commuter lanes. When in writing a wriler uses
ambiguity to clearly define intent, the only intent that becomes clearly defined is the intent
10 create ambiguity and the writing itself becomes nebulous, unsubstantial, tanebrous, and,
amphiboiogical, People belleve that Clinton ruined himself by saying, “I did not have sex
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with that woman,”. His play on words crealed a lack of trust, and respect in the publics
eyes. ¥hen Clinton announced “ | did indeed have sex with that woman.” He then became —
& foolish moron and never regained the trust and respect.

Imagine for a moment thal | own a coffee shop and that you come into my shop, sit
down and ask me for a cup of coffes.

Of course | say 10 you, “"Coming right up!™. fthen return to your table with a piece of
cake and leave the cake in front of you saying “There you go.”.

Since you do know the difference between coffee and cake you proceed to teli me,
“Excuse me, but i asked for a cup of coffes, not cake.”.

| look at you and gay, © Ch yes you did and that is just what | gave you, that is
mocha cake the finest In my ¢offee shop!™,

By now you would think me to be more than a bit odd, and if you didn't get up and
leave, rather than deal with such nonsense you may say caimly, * Oh, uh welfl, { would like
my cuffee fresh brewed and served plain in & cup without any further processing, please.”.

| reply 10 you then , “Oh well you do have that, it is right in front of you. | told you that
is Mocha- it is made with coffee so, it has your cup of coffee in it. Here let me put some
sprinkies on it then you will feel better,”.

Well, | can not determine what you would think, say, or do after | tried that on you
but, this is what has been happening with open space. We want virgin Antioch land, We
want it plain without any further processing, PLEASE!  Your offering golf courses with =
sprinkles and with this deal we are not getting any virgin land. This DEIR needs to be
rewritten with words drewn from an English dictionary to clearly define this development
Instead of using misleading word games that makes this City ook like they are pulting a
Willie Clinton.

Water

Water tables included water use from 2000. We are now almoest through the year —
2002 and since then the population of Antioch has grown to beyond 96,735 this is an
increase of 6,203 people since Y2K {please view table 9 and 10, page 70) plus many
businesses and restaurants have moved in that are not included. Water tables do not shaw 6
current use and if not based on current use cannot determing prajected use. This DEIR
needs to be rewritten with current up to date Information othenwise the Information is
misleading. -
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Past water use tables show no drought years. We have just had an Ef Nino- these
water tables do not show curment drought levels with our current population. How can ane
calculate what we will have in a drought if we don’t know what we will have- many people
have moved into this area since 1990, 177.823 peopie have moved to this area and there
IS no représentation of these numbers in the water use charts to even determine drought
supply water. This section of the DEIR lacks sufficient data to determine the drought supply
water fevels,

Crought year restrictions of 5%, 10%, and 15%, are not realistic since most people
are already conserving water and have planted drought resistant landscaping due to the last —]
drought, To have a realistic gauge (with the preaxisting knowladga that you have- we will
have a drought.} then all Antioch residents should be informed o not conserve water for a
time periad then that amount of water be used as the base supply. Then and only then wil 7
we have encugh information to see if we will have enough water for just purselves without
this development during drought. To say that we can rely on people consenving 5%, 10%,
and 15% is a false statement If we do not know how peaple are conserving currently,

i have heard many horror stories of Antioch’s last drought, the restrictions and the —
effect that it had on residents lives down to not even beaing able to lush toilets. Our river
became so dry that saft water was flushing up from the bay and there were very strict water
restrictions. Droughts do happen, and we will have many more droughts. | do not see that
we have new sources of water now so, | am very concernad that when we do have another 8
drought that we wilt not have encugh water for those that live here now. An accurate way to
tell would e to pul the last drought year records when we had the restrictions to show how
much water we had then (In 3 drought) to see if it matches 2002 water use. This
information is not provided and should be,

Golf Course

The Golf Course will consume one mitlion gallons of water a day. This information is
deleted from this DEIR and not ingluded in the tables. The golf courses water use will have
a devastating effect on our tofal water use. This DEIR has 1o contaln all information
pertinent to water use.

Run Off of One Millicn Gallons Of Water From The Golf Course Per Day.
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Water table charts do show that run off from the area will go to the San Joaquin
River which is our source of drinking water. When the goif course is put in all pesticides and |
tertilizers will enter into the San Joaquin River and will pollute our drinking water with
pesticides and fertilizers. This information has been deleted from the DEIR, CEQA reguires 10
that an EIR must specify sources and loads of specific pollutants and thelr effest on aquatic
resources and groundwater, among other impacts.

This DEIR does not mention where the million gallons of water a day is coming from
for the golf course, nor is it included in any of the water table charts to show the effect it will |
have on the total water use. This DEIR is flawed because an EIR must identify the water
supply for the proposed project, and analyze whether the water supply is adeqguate to meet
the demand for the proposed project and it users,

The analysis lacks sufficient details concerning water demand, making it difficult to
determine if demand figures take into consideration ail planned and permitted uses that
require water (e.g full build out, goif courses, landscaping, business use and type of,
Olympic sized pool, hospital, etc.). A revised section must transparently identify how water
demand figures were tevelopead.

11
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Galf Course and Drought.

The goif course is not included with the drought plan and neeads to be, :I 3

Senior Housing Development.

Senior Recreational facilities are not ineluded in this DEIR. Senior Services have not
treen included in this DEIR such as busing, medical services, meals on wheels, and other
special servicas. Agcording to this plan Antioch will end up with 5,000+ seniors in one area
of town, they will get together, they will be talking amongst themselves, and they will be
requiring this city to provide services that they deserve. In order for Antioch to make
informed and correct decisions on this matter more information has to be contained in this
DEIR on the financial impact of 5,000+ services for Senigrs. —

Fire and Police service does not reflect the type of area being serviced. Senior —
Housing will increase emergency medical, police, and fire response trips, in ratio to the area

‘served, Seniors do require more Fire Dept. calls since they are the first to respond when
seconds count. They are Seniors and this is a new development that can be plannad
properiy and shoutd be, They should have their own smail Fire and Police Dept. close to of in

14
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the center of their development to service them properly and not to take away services from
the rest of the community. 15

Senior Housing is not being placed were seniors without drivers licenses will have
£asy access 1o shopping, medical complexes, already existing Senior Recrgation center, —
BART or 4, once thase Seniars are no longer atle to drive this focation will keep them haxed
in. Bus service must be provided! Sand Creek Specific plan will place at least 5,000
Seniors in gne area of town and will increase city services provided to them this impact on 16
senior provided services will far exceed any tax revenue collected. The impact on Senior
Senvices will drain an already tacking system, and take away services from already existing
senior Gty residents.

Many people gver the age of 55 are now caring for their aging parents. in most of
these senior homes we will have not ane senior but several. Qur community Is made up of
many ethnic backgrounds many of which have generations of families living under one roof.
Also many seniors are taking in boarders t0 cover the high cost of living, and in Antiogh we
do have many homes which are caregivers homes that rent out rooms to the aged and
provide meals and housekeeping to them. A Senior Housing Development wlil have all
these types of family units, but they won't be paying taxes for all but one house. | strongly
urge the Planning Commission to have some studies done In Catifornia since Prop. 60 an
Senior Housing Developments and the effect on the taxes and City Senior Services along
with County Services the impact ¢n the community and community services. The Seniors
carry a heavy vote but, once you add another 5,000 the scales are tipped in the Seniors
favor which can be a devastating impact and drain on this city with few doliars in taxes. The
city that | lived in before here had many Seniors, the Senior vote was very strong, therefore; 17
they received many amenities such as a beautiful ¢enior center with a full cafeterla (they
had free hot lunches daily}, an entire wing of classrooms {with a plethora of classes 1o take)
a full library, bitliards room, a theater, gym, banguet room (that had dance lessons, square
dancing, bingo, and ete.}, an activities director, and a full staff of people along with their
own Bus and driver. All of which they deserve and | hope to have a5 a Senior! But my point
is that | have heard Councll member Conley say many times that Antioch will make money
off of this Senior Develepment and | strongly caution the city not {0 even think this way
because cities don't make money off of Seniors. Singe our city alfready can not afford to rent
enough trailers to house our schoot chiidren | doubt we ¢an afford all the many amenities
that Seniors will desire, deserve and rack up.
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Prop. 60

Tax Revenue from Senior Housing Development. This DEIR |acks any reference to
Proposition 80 The Transfer of Property Tax Base For People Over 55. This tax law allows  —
pecple over the age 55 to transfer their old tax base to their new residence. Far exampie a
senior over the age of 55 can move {0 Anticch and bring their old tax base with them. If they
ived in a house for 40 years, sold it and bought one for the same of lesser value then they 18
can transfer what little tax they have heen paying for 40 years to Antioch and that will be all
Astioch will receive in taxes. There will be no money made on this project.

Schoaols
_ Our schools are already overcrowded! Antioch can not afford to even rent enough
fraliers to house the school children that we now have. Whatever calcuiations this DEIR has
) to determine what we will need to house the new students will not be enough to house what
' we have because the ¢hildren are packed in like sardines already and are grossly
overcrowded, If you build another school to house the new kids so what- it won't be helping
the enes that are already jammed inte the 100 already axisting trailers that Antioch has
skimped on instead of buiiding real schools. If you can not afford to even rent enough
trailers then why bring in maore kids. The thought process of this city resembies that of the
indigent welfaré tMom that doesn't have enough money 1o fead the children she has but,
keeps having more babigs to get more welfare money. You make me want to seream “Stop
having more kids!, Use some birth ¢ontrol, or stop bullding rmore houses!* Since our
chiidren are our futire then they should not be viewed as something to gain money off of by
scrimping on, they deserve better than trallers with outhouses.
Other districts will rent traiters for their sehools after the existing schoois are
dermolished by disasters such as flood, humicane, earthquake, or tornadoes but, here in
Antioch we purchase these flimsy fire traps because we have preexisting natural disasters
that accur within our system. The frail, unsiable and sleazy trailers adhere ta the most
whimsical demands of the fastuous Antioch City Council to bang growth beyond the
constrains of already existing actual school buildings. Transient trashy trailers have adnered
10 the fluky prehensiie decisions of the council predecessors and will continue to concesl
the neglectful disregard to properly hause its’ schoo! chiidren and offer them safe, secure,
solid foundations,
Putting our children into trashy trailers is not a resolution 1o overcrowded schools.
Traiters do not have running water and children need to wash their hands immediately after
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they cough or sneeze otherwise they will spread their disease. 1 am surprised that to date
the city has not been sued over the iack of heatthy conditions in their ciassrooms. Summers —
in Antioch are hot and dry,  Due to gross overcrowding children attand schoo! in the
summer. They have to stay well hydrated to stay healthy, in order to stay hydrated they need
water available to them. | am surprised that to date Antioch has not been sued over this
health issue. Attending school in Anticchs summer heat deprives children of healthy
summer outdoor activities such as swirnming. Many PE class hours are lost due to it being
o0 hot te have PE. Thus the time is spent sitting and goofing off. Children are extremely
uncomfortable in the heat, even the air conditioned classrooms are hot when they are
jammed packed full with overheated stinky sweaty bodies, Children are irritable, teachers
are irritabie, tempers are boiling and more children get into fights when it |s hot. Chitdren
are sweltering, and so uncomfortable that they can not concentrate on schoolwork. Then o
change classes they are back into the bailing heat and when they get to their next class they
find that the desk is soaking wet from the previous students stinky smelly sweat. (Antioch's
Board of Education thinks this i5 healthy?) Trailers do not have running water to refill the
heavy water bottles that they must lug arcund all day, and water fountains provide only
warm water. Teachers hate teaching year round school in the summer {and it shows) and
wolld much rather have the time off to pursue other things (That normal teachers do like
surmmer futoring jobs, spend time with their own kids, take extra classes, and ste.,) rather
than being hot and uncomfortable with a bunch of students that are beyond miserable.

Year round schoot schedules with tracks are a unhealthy alternative. This system
deprives children of healthy neighborhood friendships. My own daughter for exampte has
made very good friends in school but a1 [ve too far away for her to visit on her own, while
there are many children living in our neighborhood, they are not on the same track as her so
when she is off they are in schoo!, and when she is in school they are off. Since there is not
cormnmon time off schoo! and common time in school she has been deprived of making
healthy friendships within her neighborhood due 6 the tracking system. Having friendships
within & child's neighborhood is an important part of developrment and carries over intp
feelings of beionging, and a sense of pride that transfers to how they feel about their school.

Having normal summer vacation times are also very important to our children's
deveiopment. Parents usually ptan ahead with work schedules to take time off in the
summsr. Summer camps run during the summer months so children who have reduced
summer vacations can not attend summer camps and have famiiy vacations too. Going
away to summer camp teachas them things that they can not iearn in school or at home, to
be independent. They learn a great deal about the environment and why we should protect
. 1 have many happy memories of summer camp ai! of which nty own daughter has been
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deprived of, Summer activities such as swim lessons, day camps, summer schoof and
ttoring, Vacation Bible School, horseback riding lessons, basketbatl day camps, speacial
library programs, and soccer day camps, are all pianned for daytime summer activities
when Antiochs’ children are in school. Many young girls and boys start their first work
experience of baby sitting, gardening, mowing lawns, walking dogs, washing cars, pet sitting,
while off school during the summer., While older teens need the summer time off for jobs as
camp counseiors, junior lifeguards, food service, tutors in summer schools, of amusement
park attendants. Famillies that run thelr own businesses depend on their young adult
children to help out in the summer and summer is a time for kids to hang out at family
husinesses to learn the trades of thelr own families or to work on summer fix up prajects at
home such &s painting rooms, putting in a deck, or titing a den. All these early work
gxperiences are essantial to healthy development into adulthood, Without these
experignces teens lack learning basic work ethics that are essential to holding jobs later in
life.

Having abnormal vacation times such as our tracking system, bring on other
problems. Parents don't have these times off, there are no summer camps avaitable, ail the
other kids in the neighborhaod are in school, there s no off track school, kids are bored and
have nothing to do. So the kid's get sent off to bhe with other family members who have tha
time off like Grandparents but all cousing are in school and aren't off so the kids hang out
with Grandma all day taking care of Great Grandpa feeding him his mush, telling him what
tme it is every ten minutes while adjusting the room temperature every fifteen minutes and
calling Grandma when it's time to change Great Grandpas’ depends. Time that shouwld be
spent as real play time with other kids and learning Important kife lessons is being spent with
adults therefore depriving children of their fun time, putting them in isolation and keeping
them from doing what is normal for a id in the sumsmer- like baing a kid. Antioeh's
decisions 1o hang growth beyond our already existing school buildings does hurt Antioch
kids!

| have heard teachers say that with the vear round school teachers don't have to
review work after breaks, unlike normal sehool schedules where children forget what they
learned over the summer and then have to be retaught everything. This thought process is
detrimental to students because the leaming curve is all about learning and then learning
agam, Many childrea benefit from reviewing work in fact it strengthens their ability to
remember it. Chilidren who do not have reviews are not actually leaming the material,
Antiochs’ students are not learning the basics. The majority of Antioch students do not
graduate regular high sghool,
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Having childran move every three months to & new classroom offers them no
stablity. Chidren need classrooms that they can sav are theirs, this is where the
schogl/class pride comes from, it is having something that is theirs for the duration of the
year. Teachars who have to move often have much less materials in the classrooms
hecause itis based on having the bare necessities. One teacher told me “...H they
{students) don't use it daify then | don't want to have move i, and it isn't even in the
classroom.”, “... decorating is a snap, we just throw seme work on the wails before parents
tome in, otherwise we're redecarating the walls every thrge months,” Very sad, but true. |
can’t help but think of the oppostunities these chitdren are missing out gn, the books theyz
could have referenced that are missing from classrogoms, addiional school materiais that
could have let someone “getit” or learn a new concept in ancther way, all the learning stuff
{piles of the teachers things that say I'm a tgacher because | like to read stuff and have lots
of stuff for you to read too, and if you want o make 1t in this world then you gotta love to 21
have lots of stuff to read and do, because people who don’t have all this stuff never make it
hecause they never learn to read a bunch of different stuff on their own, they just learn to
read what is assigned and if you do that then you never become anyone because pegpie
whic make It, do more in life than just what is assigned, because that is what life is about.
That's where their learning life begins, is by seeing how teachers learned to be teachers by
exampie. Intzlligent peopie have lots of stuff to read, lugheads have little o amuse thelr
mirds- just the bare necessities.), but also, what their transient trailer life style has taught
them. To never be stable, live with the bare necessities (therefore; be a lughead), always he
prepared to move, never grow ropts, and if the adults in charge can't get it together for them
10 have one room for ust 175 days of the yaar then why showid they have respect for the
sysiemn when the system obviously doesn't give a care about the kigs.

Outhcouses

Quthouses for Antioch's larger trailer park schools is immaoral, ebscene, indecant, —
raunchy, vulgar, and disgustingl Quthouses are disease infested, dungy, foul, nasty, filthy,
dirty, gross, disgusting idea. The only thought worse then this ane is that AUSD does not
even Know why it is wrongl This action borderlines on chitld abuse. If AUSD told all the
teachers that they would be installing outhouses there would be quite an uproar. If my owrn 22
plumbing went out and instead of fixing it | purchased an outhouse then my neighbors would
be running to the city screaaming and the Planning Commission {you} would tet me that )
befter get my head examined, call a plumber, and remove the port a potty immediatety
because it is against city codes and outhouses are dirty and disgusting and that's why
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plumbing was invented and hello; this is the yvear 2002 people don't use outhouses ..
anymore and you would be thinking what a hatf-wit, retarded-moron because that's what
people wouid think of anybody who chooses to use an guthouse or, forces schoot children 22
1o use outhouses when HELLO; this is the year 2002 and, Antioch does have plumbers
available,

General Plan —

Itis an okl plan. iIf | wore the clothes that | wore back then | would look fike a fooll .

Back in the Eighties | had & totaily different plan for my life, now | get a hearty laugh when |
think about what | wanted then, and I'm glad that my Iife never took those turns, Itis good

to have a plan and it is good to follow a plan but, when the plan no jonger works, or when

other things around you change, it is okay fo change plans. This plan for now does not work.
We have no guarantee that if we build a business park, big businesses will come. We are

not buiiding casings with prostitutes here and there is nothing here to attract big businesses.
Antioch needs to stop reproducing, and drop the welfare recipient thought process; bringing

In mare kids with not solve our grassly overcrowdad school system,

23

Bring Jobhs To Antioch

Since this city is so concemed about making jobs available then why are we even —
looking at contractors and builders who don't even live in Antioch to build here. If this city is
truly concerned about bringing jobs to Antioch, then we wauld have had restrictions on
Antioch based Campanies only to be hired, and wotld not he taiking 10 pretentious Boig
Builders who don't even live here, and will be paying millions of tax dollars {on what they
make off of Antioch) 10 whatever highfalutin pompous money squandering city that they
crawled out of. These building contracts (JOBS) are not being held exclusive to Antioch's
construction businesses and Antioch's residents which they should be . Bllllons of
$5300lars$$% will be made!!! These builders businesses should be based here so that all
of the taxes they pay will in fact be coming back to Antioch.

24

Bedroom Community

Qver and over | have heard said *Antioch Is a Bedroom Community” used as a
premise t¢ argue land development (that cught not be) so the city council can “Bring
Business Te Antioch™ by adding & gargantuan business park, and without this business park 25
whatever happens to Antioeh wili be devastating because Antioch just does not have the tax
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base without that business park because we are a bedroom community, This is a false
argument because the premise |5 false. Antiosh is not a hedroom community, we do have a
very affluent tax base, we pay Mello-Roos, plus extra tax depending on where you iive, and
we atready have businesses that atso pay taxes.

The term bedroom community means a population of people sieeping in one area
and commuting 1o work In another, bedroom communities do not have businesses 1o speak
of other than a few gas stations, fast feod joints, and a grocery store. The towns are ghost
towhs during the day, and all other business is done in the big city, Antioch is full of
cammuters but, they spenrd their mongy in Antioch. We now have two Orchard Suppty
Stores, two Benny’s, four Mc Donatd's, two Kentucky Fried Chicken's, three Burger King's,
three Taco Bell's, two large Albertson's, three large specialty paint stores, thirteen new car
dealerships, Krispy Kreme, an enormous movie theater, fairgrounds, an ertire hospital
{another on its way), a big Costeo, a giant Walmart, Sgar's, Mervyn's, K-Mart, Safeway,
SaveMari, and Gotischalk's. The list goes on and on but, the point is Antioch has
businesses, and the type of businesses that will sustain in our uncertain economy. Along
with all that therg are megabucks being made on construgtion here. Any business that has
gnything to do with building are making monsy,

As of August 15, 2002 Antioch had issued 3,537 current Antioch business licenses.
YES 3,537. Yes, | called the Antioch business license number {out of the phone book)
myself. Algust 15, 2002 @ 4:50 PM, Antioth had 3,537 current business licenses paid for
and issued . This number does not include an unknown amount of unlicensed businesses.

The actual number of how many people are employed in Antiech is much higher than
this when you add in city empiovees, (police, fire, parks, roads, sewer, water district, animal
services, library, etc.) and Antioch Unified School Distrigt (teachers, administration, janitorial
staff, grounds, kitchen cooks, staff and aids et¢.). My point is -Anticch has emptoyment
opportunities, thers are jobs here, —

Antioch does not have huge corporate businesses but, we don't have direct freeway —
access, or schools for their kids, So instead of asking “When are they coming?”, we should
tie asking the realistic- "Why woukd they even want to come here to sit In our traffic and
have their kids sit in portable classrooms?”, If we want to attract corporate husiness then
we have to be attractive {o them. We are not a comporate magnet because many other cities
have many buildings sitting empty {due to our slumping economy) without congested
freeways, direct freeway access, actual (already exlsting, bullt in the ground} school
buildings, and a staunch city council that represents the views of the citizens. Antioch's own
short comings repel any corporate prospect. -
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tven though Antioch is net a bedroom community, bedroom communities do exist
guite well by spending within their budget. They are not sacrificing their most precious land —
to put up a parking lof, all the while erving peor mouth,

The people who maved out here did not come thinking that their big city jobs wouid
follow them. They moved here because they liked the area, quiet, a bit secluded, with
rolling nills and cows, a nice place 1o raise kids and close enough to the big ¢ity. They came
because they tiked it the way it was. Not what it is being made into. They knew that they
would be paying Melip-Roos and Delleved that was the trade off for not having many
businessas.

27

Earthquakes

This DEIR lacks sufficient data and research of non-major fault fines in the ganeral
plan site. Page 4.5-16, paragraph 6, states * |t is possible that future investigation could
ldentify active faults In the planning area.”, fusther investigation needs to be done since this 28
area has mines undarneath.

This DEIR lacks sufficient data about building structures aver mines and shafts in an
area wherg faults run through it. Also the developers that ¢laim to have knowledge and
expertise in building over mines and shafts do not have the expertise to hulld over mines,
shafts and fault lines.

If they think that they are that Godly to hackfili the mine and shaft voids after 200
millign tons of coal were removed from those foothills and make them safe to build or, wall
then these are the guys to hire ta build us some skyscrapers along our water front first,
What do you think? ey? Did you say that the foundations would cost too much to held up &
skyscraper down there? Well golly gosh, if it would cost too mugh for them to put up a
skyscraper then how will those developers shore up millions of tons of rock? They won't
because they can't, even if they had the technology they dor't have that king of money!- but,
they will fake it then tater not be available, responsible or, accountable when houses cave in
and people die,

Sink holes do appear after seismic aé:tivity in the ptan area so simple logic demands
that more seisric studles of the pian area needs to be done. Black Diamond Fault and
Antioch Fault runs through the planning area with reported creep and scattered sesmicity or
movement, and dangers increase by another fault Clayton just four miles south with a
maximum 6.9 magnitude. Large cracks appear during dry seasons that cannot be caused
by erosion sp the garth along FUA-1 is moving. Antioch High School's pool was built on the
Antioch Fault fine and is costing this ity seme big bucks, we don't need another money pit
to gobhie up funds, -
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Revilallzation

Along A Street and The Waterfront bulldings should be built as talt as possible,
axecutives like to live and work in tall building close to the freeways and this is the perfect
place far this to happen. The tatler the bulkdings the better] Lets go BIG here, ARAG
requires it and the bigger the better, the sky is the limit and let us not waste this open space
here.

A street is our main entrance into our city so make it & grand entrance and let people
Know we are a big ¢ity with big tall buildings and big money that goes with big tall buildings
and big success. Short buildings mean little money and short comings. Big exegutives do
not like short buiidings and shaort money, they want big t2ll buildings that say big money,
because that is where big executives work in big tall buildings so if you want the big
executives then build tall huildings and they will fill them up. Executives do not care about
executive hausing because they already live in the half million dellar houses that are already
here but, they work where the tall buildings are (not in Anticeh) Concord, San Francisco and
ather cities.

A Streef should be made one way to lure shoppers in and down to our Waterfront,
sort of like trapping them but, making it quicker to get to our shopping area and deleting
some lights. If feft @ two way then it will be a deterrent just by the time factor. Big shopping
areas often are one way and again we want to be big 50 we have to act big.

Cross walks should alf be the blinking signal type such as the oneg on A Street. This
witl encourage pedestrian safety, foot traffic and shoppers.

Landscaping showld be consistent throughout A Street to The Watarfront with
seasonal flowering ptants and irees. For example flowering plur: frees, roses, mums, and
camellias, (This is a poor example, | need more time to do research and give good
suggestions actusl ptants). 5o that with each season our city whl be in full bloom. Rowers
attract people and people will come to our city just to see our beautiful flowers and Antioch
wlit e known for its flowers.

Parking garages should alsa be added in with ample spaces,

An eleetric, or tracked trolley type transportation for shoppers on the Pittsburgh
shopping area on Somerville that runs a loop between Antioch along A Street to the
Waterfront and back along Somerville will also lure shoppers from Pritsburgh and provide
Iransportation for our Senior Citizens. —

Apartments ar conda’s for Serior Citizens should be placed near the hub of shopping —]
and our best eateries, Yes | will say it -in big tall buildings with a lovely view of the water and 32
Mount Diabio.
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Medical office buildings shauld also be placed in the area, make them tall too!
Animal Services 32

Animal Services have been excluded from this DEIR and need to be included. If built
out this development wilt add one-slxth of the aready axlsting population, along with their
tats, gogds, rabbits, and birds. Our Anmal Services will have to ardd another buiding to
service all tha new animats being brought in. Since many animals are given up for adoption 33
when people maove, then perhaps some additional tax for Animal Serviges wouwld be
appropriate.

Finally | request that a DEIR that meets CEQA's reguirements be completed and
circutated. The current DEIR containg pervasive flaws that render i inadequate as a basis

for informed decision-making. 34

with All Due Respect,

SincEeiy,

Sherry . Starks
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

Responseto Letter W: Sherry Starks

W-1.

Please refer to General Comment 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the
General Plan EIR. The General Plan incorporates performance standards to ensure
appropriate analysis and mitigation of impacts to Indian Burial Grounds or Indian Historic
Sites as part of the City’s development and environmental review process. The comment
addresses the Sand Creek Focus Area, and was previously provided on October 1, 2002, in
response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and is thus inapplicable to the General
Plan Draft EIR.

The comment does nhot raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Certification of the EIR and the adoption of the General Plan do not alter
the events that previously occurred within the community. This comment was initially
provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and is
thus inapplicable to the General Plan Draft EIR.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment has indicated a belief that the term *open space” is not clearly
defined in the General Plan. “Open Space,” as used in the Antioch General Plan is defined in
Government Code Section 655560b as follows.

“(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources including, but not limited
to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal life, including habitat for
fish and wildlife species,; areas required for ecologic and other scientific study
purposes; rivers, streams, bays and estuaries; areas adjacent to military
installations, military training routes, and restricted airspace that can provide
additional buffer zones to military activities and complement the resource values of
the military lands; and coastal beaches, |akeshores, banks of rivers and streams, and
watershed lands.

(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, including but not
limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural lands and areas of economic
importance for the production of food or fiber; areas required for recharge of
ground water basins; bays, estuaries, marshes, rivers and streams which are
important for the management of commercia fisheries; and areas containing major
mineral deposits, including those in short supply.

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including but not limited to, areas of
outstanding scenic, historic and cultural value; areas particularly suited for park and
recreation purposes, including access to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers and
streams; and areas which serve as links between major recreation and open-space
reservations, including utility easements, banks of rivers and streams, trails, and
scenic highway corridors.

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited to, areas
which require special management or regulation because of hazardous or special
conditions such as earthquake fault zones, unstable soil areas, flood plains,
watersheds, areas presenting high fire risks, areas required for the protection of

R:A\CANO3O\EIR\Final EIR\FEIR and Response to Comments.doc (10/16/03) 2-283



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
OCTOBER 2003 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

CITY OF ANTIOCH

W-7.

W-8.

water quality and water reservoirs and areas required for the protection and
enhancement of air quality.”

See Response W-3.

The General Plan uses the statutory definition of “open space.” No revisions to the General
Plan text are needed.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR This comment was initialy provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the
Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

See Response F-7.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR. However, the following objective and polices regarding water
supply and availability have been included in the General Plan to ensure adequate supply and
availability:

8.4.1 Water Facilities Objective

Ensure a water system capable of providing high quality water to existing and future
residences, businesses, institutions, recreational facilities, and other uses within the City of
Antioch during peak use conditions, with sufficient water in storage reservoirs for emergency
and fire protection needs.

84.2 Water FacilitiesPolicies

b. Aspart of the design of water systems, provide adequate pumping and storage capacity
for both drought and emergency conditions, as well as the ability to provide fire flows
required by the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District.

c. Ensure that adequate infrastructure is in place and operational prior to occupancy or new
development, such that (1) new development will not negatively impact the performance
of water facilities serving existing developed areas, and (2) the performance standards set
forth in the Growth Management Element will continue to be met.

d. Maintain an up-to-date master plan of water facilities.

e. Maintain existing levels of water service by protecting and improving infrastructure,
replacing water mains and pumping facilities as necessary, and improving the efficiency
of water transmission facilities.

f. Permit the construction of interim facilities only when it is found that construction of
such facilities will not impair the financing or timely construction of master planned
facilities.

g. Periodicaly evaluate local water consumption patterns, the adequacy of existing
facilities, and the need for new facilities, including this information in the comparison of

proposed development projects to the performance standards of the Growth Management
Element.
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W-10.

W-11.

W-12.

W-13.

W-14.

W-15.

W-16.

W-17.

W-18.

W-19.

h. Incorporate expected reductions in the need for water facilities resulting from water
conservation programs only after several years of experience with the implementation of
such programs.

i. Provide the Contra Costa Water District with timely information on development
proposals and projected levels of future growth so that it can maintain appropriate long-
term master plans and refine the delivery of service and facilities to maintain the
performance standards set forth in the Growth Management Element.

This comment was initialy provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and refersto that document, not the General Plan Draft EIR.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and refers to that document, not the General Plan Draft EIR. See
General Response 1 for adiscussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.

See Response F-7 for adiscussion of water source availability.

See Response F-7 for a discussion of water source availability. This comment was initially
provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and
does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

See General Response 1 for adiscussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

See General Response 1 for a discussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

See General Response 1 for adiscussion of the programmatic nature of the General Plan EIR.
This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

CEQA requires analysis of changes to the physical environment. Fiscal issues such as those
raised on Comment W-18 are not addressed in EIRs. This comment was initially provided on
October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to
the General Plan Draft EIR.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and was directed at that project, not the General Plan Draft EIR.
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W-20.

W-21.

W-22.

W-23.

W-24.

W-25,

W-26.

School facilities and funding for schools are not within the authority of the City, but rather
the independent Antioch Unified School District. To ensure that the City does its part to
facilitate the provision of adequate school facilities, specific policies consistent with the
provisions of State law are provided in Section 3.5.8 of the Growth Management Element and
Section 8.8 of the Public Services and Facilities Element.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
and calendars are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see
Response W-19).

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see Response
W-19).

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. School facilities
are the responsibility of the independent Antioch Unified School District (see Response
W-19).

The comment does nhot raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The existing Antioch General Plan was adopted in 1988, and is in need of
updating, which iswhy the City has prepared the proposed General Plan.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The City must provide for economic use of property, and cannot discriminate
deny such use based on the address of the landowner wishing to exercise that use and develop
property in a manner consistent with the provisions of the General Plan. This comment was
initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek Specific Plan Draft EIR,
and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. The current
balance of jobs and housing within Antioch is heavily weighted toward housing. In the year
2000, there was a total of 17,030 jobs within the City, compared to a total of 43,811
employed residents; aratio of 0.39 job for each employed resident. The vision of the City as
described in the General Plan states in part: “Antioch’s vision has moved from bedroom
suburb to full-service providing a broad range of community services and amenities.”

This comment was initialy provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. Access to both
Cdifornia Highway 4 and 160 currently exist within the City. The Economic Development
Element contained in the proposed General Plan addresses the issue of attracting new
business to the community.
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W-27.

W-28.

W-29.

W-30.

W-31.

This comment was initially provided on October 1, 2002, in response to the Sand Creek
Specific Plan Draft EIR, and does not refer to the General Plan Draft EIR. CEQA requires
analysis of changes to the physical environment. Fiscal issues such as those raised in
Comment W-18 are not addressed in EIRs.

The statement made in the Draft EIR is correct. None of the mapping of faults accomplished
in the San Francisco Bay Area to date has indicated any evidence of an active fault being
present within the City of Antioch. However, it cannot be rule out with 100 percent certainty
that future geotechnical investigations will not find an active fault within the community.
Thus, the General Plan has formulated a set of performance standards to ensure that the
potential for severe ground shaking is investigated and mitigated as part of the City’'s
development and environmental review process.

The General Plan has formulated a set of performance standards to ensure that regarding
historic mineral extraction asfollows:

11.32r As appropriate and necessary to protect public health and safety,
abandoned mines shall be placed in natural open space areas, with
appropriate buffer areasto prevent unauthorized entry.

11.3.2s Within areas of known historic mining activities, site-specific
investigations shall be undertaken prior to approval of development to
determine the location of any remaining mine openings, the potential for
subsidence of collapse, and necessary measures to protect public health and
safety. Such measures shall be incorporated into project approvals.

11.3.2t  All identified mine openings shall be effectively sealed.

11.3.2v  Construction of structures for human occupancy shall be prohibited within
areas found to have a high probability of surface collapse or subsidence,
unless foundations are designed that would not be affected by such surface
collapse or subsidence, as determined by site-specific investigations and
engineered structural design.

11.3.2w Thelocations of all oil or gas wells on proposed devel opment sites shall be
identified in development plans. Project sponsors of development
containing existing or former oil or gas wells shall submit documentation
demongtrating that all abandoned wells have been properly abandoned
pursuant to the requirements of the California Department of Conservation
Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The “A” Street Focus Area provides for revitalization of the area, including
development of tall “signature buildings’ at key locations. Similar policies are provided for
the Rivertown Focus Area.

The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The provisions of the“A” Street and Rivertown Focus Areas address strategies
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to revitalize these areas. The City Council will consider the suggestion provided in Comment
W-31 as part of its deliberations on the Genera Plan.

W-32. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. General Plan policies aready provide for senior citizen housing. The City
Council will consider the suggestion provided in Comment W-32 as part of its deliberations
on the Genera Plan.

W-33. The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. A discussion of animal services has been added to the Public Services and
Facilities Element as part of the discussion of Police Department Services.
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Responseto Letter X: DaveWalters

X-1.  The comment does not raise any substantive environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, but requests additional time for review of the General Plan. The letter requests
that the time frame for comment on the Genera Plan be extended from August 27 to
September 27. The August 27 date refers to the date that the Planning Commission made its
recommendation on the Genera Plan to the City Council. The City Council conducted a
workshop on the General Plan on September 23, and will hold public hearings in October.

1 Thedeadline for EIR comments was September 8.
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