AGENDA
CITY OF ANTIOCH PLANNING COMMISSION
ANTIOCH COUNCIL CHAMBERS
THIRD & “H” STREETS
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 2016
6:30 P.M.
NO PUBLIC HEARINGS WILL BEGIN AFTER 10:00 P.M.
UNLESS THERE IS A VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
TO HEAR THE MATTER

APPEAL

All items that can be appealed under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be
appealed within five (5) working days of the date of the decision. The final appeal date of
decisions made at this meeting is 5:00 p.m. on WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2016.

If you wish to speak, either during “public comments” or during an agenda item, fill out a
Speaker Request Form and place in the Speaker Card Tray. This will enable us to call
upon you to speak. Each speaker is limited to not more than 3 minutes. During public
hearings, each side is entitled to one “main presenter” who may have not more than 10
minutes. These time limits may be modified depending on the number of speakers,
number of items on the agenda or circumstances. No one may speak more than once on
an agenda item or during “public comments”. Groups who are here regarding an item may
identify themselves by raising their hands at the appropriate time to show support for one of
their speakers.

ROLL CALL 6:30 P.M.

Commissioners Motts, Chair
Zacharatos, Vice Chair
Parsons
Mason
Miller
Hinojosa
Husary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

CONSENT CALENDAR




All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered routine and are recommended for
approval by the staff. There will be one motion approving the items listed. There will be no
separate discussion of these items unless members of the Commission, staff or the public
request specific items to be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action.
1.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES: January 6, 2016 MINUTES
* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * *
NEW ITEM
2. General Plan and Specific Plan Update STAFF REPORT |

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURNMENT

Notice of Availability of Reports

This agenda is a summary of the discussion items and actions proposed to be taken by the
Planning Commission. For almost every agenda item, materials have been prepared by
the City staff for the Planning Commission’s consideration. These materials include staff
reports which explain in detail the item before the Commission and the reason for the
recommendation. The materials may also include resolutions or ordinances which are
proposed to be adopted. Other materials, such as maps and diagrams, may also be
included. All of these materials are available at the Community Development Department
located on the 2™ floor of City Hall, 3" and H Streets, Antioch, California, 94509, between
the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. or by appointment only between 1:00 p.m. and 5:00
p.m. Monday through Friday for inspection and copying (for a fee). Copies are also made
available at the Antioch Public Library for inspection. Questions on these materials may be
directed to the staff member who prepared them, or to the Community Development
Department, who will refer you to the appropriate person.

Notice of Opportunity to Address the Planning Commission
The public has the opportunity to address the Planning Commission on each agenda item.
You may be requested to complete a yellow Speaker Request form. Comments regarding
matters not on this Agenda may be addressed during the “Public Comment” section on the
agenda.

Accessibility
The meetings are accessible to those with disabilities. Auxiliary aids will be made available
for persons with hearing or vision disabilities upon request in advance at (925) 779-7009 or
TDD (925) 779-7081.




CITY OF ANTIOCH
PLANNING COMMISSION

Regular Meeting January 6, 2016
6:30 p.m. City Council Chambers

Chair Motts called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.M. on Wednesday, January 6, 2016, in
the City Council Chambers. He stated that all items that can be appealed under 9-
5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be appealed within five (5) working days of
the date of the decision. The final appeal date of decisions made at this meeting is 5:00
p.M. on Wednesday, January 13, 2016.

ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Parsons, Mason, Miller, Hinojosa
Vice Chair Zacharatos and Chair Motts

Staff: Interim City Attorney, Bill Galstan
Director of Community Development, Forrest Ebbs
Assistant City Engineer, Lynne Filson
Minutes Clerk, Kitty Eiden

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Approval of Minutes: A. October 21, 2015

B. November 4, 2015

On motion by Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Vice Chair Zacharatos, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved the minutes of October 21, 2015
and November 4, 2015, as presented. The motion carried the following vote:

AYES: Parsons, Zacharatos, Mason, Miller, Hinojosa, Motts
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

2-17-16
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NEW PUBLIC HEARING

2. UP-15-12 — Somerville Towne Center — Kevin Le of Courtney + Le Architects,
applicant, on behalf of Times Equities Inc., the property owner, requests a use
permit and design review for the construction of two new buildings containing
drive-throughs within the existing parking lot at the southeastern corner of the
Somersville Towne Center shopping mall complex. The project site is located at
2500 Somerville at the intersection of Fairview Drive (APN 074-450-036).

Director of Community Development Ebbs presented the staff report dated December
14, 2015, recommending the Planning Commission approve a use permit and design
review for the two drive-through buildings for fast food restaurants subject to the
conditions of approval contained in the staff reports attached resolution.

Chair Motts opened the public hearing.

John Le, Courtney & Le Architects, explained the project would be adding square
footage; however, parking was abundant at the shopping center. He noted three
driveways would be closed and one would remain for access. He stated they would
abide by the conditions of approval; however, he requested General Condition #2 be
amended to provide an additional two (2) year term from the date of approval to allow
additional time to negotiate leases, if needed.

In response to Chair Motts, John Le stated there had been interest from multiple retail
tenants; however, they did not have signed leases at this time.

In response to Commissioner Parsons, Director of Community Development Ebbs
stated that given the request from the applicant; staff's recommendation would be to
amend General Condition #2 to indicate the approval expires four years from the date of
approval with a provision for a one year extension.

Chair Motts closed the public hearing.

Commissioners Parsons thanked the applicant for bringing this project to Antioch.
Commissioner Hinojosa stated she liked the project and was excited to more
businesses located in the area. She thanked the applicant for their consideration in

designing the stop signs adjacent to building “B”.

Chair Motts concurred with Commissioner Hinojosa noting the project would be a
welcomed sight in the area.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-01

On motion by Commissioner Hinojosa, seconded by Commissioner Parsons, the
Planning Commission approved the use permit and design review for the two
drive-through buildings for fast food restaurants subject to the conditions of
approval contained in the staff reports attached resolution. With the following
revision to General Condition #2.

#2 This approval expires four years from the date of approval (Expires
January 6, 2020), unless the use has been established or a building permit
has been issued and construction has diligently commenced thereon and
has not expired, or an extension has been approved by the Zoning
Administrator. Requests for extensions must be received in writing with
the appropriate fees prior to the expiration of this approval. No more than
one, one year extension shall be granted.

The motion carried the following vote:

AYES: Parsons, Zacharatos, Mason, Miller, Hinojosa, Motts
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

3. PD-14-03 -~ Vineyards at Sand Creek Residential Subdivision - GBN
Partners, LLC, requests approval of: an Environmental Impact Report; a General
Plan Amendment (GP-14-01) from Business Park, Public/Quasi-Public, and
Open Space/Senior Housing to Medium Low Density Residential District; a
Master Development Plan, Final Development Plan and Planned Development
Rezone (PD-14-03); a Resource Management Plan; a Vesting Tentative Map
(Subdivision 9390); and a Development Agreement. The project consists of the
development of a gated residential community on 141.6 total acres; including up
to 650 single-family residential units, private streets, two parks, a segment of the
Sand Creek Regional Trail, two stormwater detention basins, and landscaped
and open space areas. The project site is bounded by a residential subdivision
to the north, the future extension of Sand Creek to the south, Heidorn Ranch
Road and City of Brentwood city limits to the east, and future Hillcrest Avenue
extension and vacant residential land to the west (APNs 057-030-003 and 057-
050-007).

Director of Community Development Ebbs presented the staff report dated January 6,
2016, recommending the Planning Commission consider the proposed Vineyards and
Sand Creek Project and make a recommendation to the City Council. He explained the
Planning Commission had been provided with a minor change to the conditions of
approval relating to timing of the infrastructure improvements.  Additionally,
correspondences received, as late as this afternoon, were provided on the dais.




Planning Commission Minutes City Coundil Chambers
January 6, 2016 Page 4 of 10

In response to Commissioner Hinojosa, Director of Community Development Ebbs
explained staff had not made a written recommendation on the General Plan
amendment as his recommendations were based on existing adopted policy and this
project was inconsistent with the General Plan. He stated best service to the Planning
Commission was to bring forward all existing policies and any changes wouid be
deferred to them. He commented any recommendation by staff on the project would be
personal and not based on official policy adopted by the City Council. Speaking to
removing the Business Park designation for this property, he noted there would be
opportunity through the General Plan Land Use Element update to reassign
employment generating land uses elsewhere in the focus area. He further noted there
were no other formal applications for projects in the Sand Creek focus area at this time.
Additionally, he clarified any new policies coming forward as part of the General Plan
Land Use Element update, would be discussed at the Planning Commission Study
Session on January 20, 2016, and would conclude when Council adopted the update
later this year. He noted the decision to hold a project to a standard yet to be
developed was not feasible as it should be measured against today’s General Plan.

in response to Commissioner Parsons, Director of Community Development Ebbs
clarified the Planning Commission would be making a recommendation on policy to the
City Council who would make the ultimate decision.

Chair Motts opened the public hearing.

Matt Beinke, GBN Partners LLC applicant from The Vineyards and Sand Creek, gave a
history of the project and an overhead presentation which included the site plan and
project constraints. He announced they were in the process of purchasing the corner
property which they felt was necessary as it sits at the City limit boundary line and
would set the tone for the area. He noted they would participate in the police services
district and because it was a private community, the burden would not be borne by the
City.

Phil VanderToolen, VanderToolen and Associates Landscape Architects, gave an
overhead presentation of the landscape amenities including gated entries, pool area,
park features, trail system and entry features. Also reviewed were the streetscapes and
plant palette.

Mark Day, Dahlin Group Architecture and Planning, provided examples of architecture
following the guidelines and standards written to insure a quality project would be
brought forward. He discussed their intent to create California/outdoor rooms and
stated the homes would be energy efficient and meet or exceed building standards.

Commissioner Hinojosa spoke in support of the covered patios/California room options.

In response to the Commission, Mark Day stated they believed they had sufficient lot
coverage to allow for an additional accessory structure and noted his experience had
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been the builders were providing the option and pre-plotting to accommodate for
California rooms.

Matt Beinke, GBN Partners LLC applicant from The Vineyards and Sand Creek, clarified
they developed the project after considering infrastructure needs, adjacent development
of similar size as well as the mixed use high density development to the east in the City
of Brentwood. In addition, he noted infrastructure improvements provided the first
segments to Dozier-Libbey Medical High School and Kaiser Hospital. Speaking to the
Sand Creek trail, he reported they worked with Save Mount Diablo to create the Sand
Creek protective corridor that they would be designating. He thanked City staff for their
time and efforts to assist them in addressing all of the issues.

In response to the Commission, Phil VanderToolen explained the property line would
remain the same for homes with and without sidewalks. He noted parking would occur
on the arterials.

In response to the Commission, Matt Beinke explained the gate house was designed to
be manned or unmanned. He stated the Sand Creek Regional Trail exists in the
location it will be permitted to be by the resource agencies.

Assistant City Engineer Filson added the intent was to retain the trail along Sand Creek
and not adjacent to the roadway.

Matt Beinke added keeping the trail away from the roadway was their goal. He stated
they do not anticipate building a single story product; however, through the guidelines
they created a single story profile home. He noted the senior housing designation
would not require any changes to the proposed lot size or setbacks. He further noted
with the proposed tree coverage, the type of home would not be evident until directly in
front of the home.

Jack Roddy, Brentwood resident, spoke in support of the project and the developers.

Kevin Fitzgerald, Antioch resident and Business owner, spoke in support of the
Vineyards at Sand Creek. He noted the project would provide infrastructure and be a
catalyst for planning in the area. Additionally, he noted the project would provide union
jobs and fund police services. He gave a historical perspective of the Roddy Ranch
project.

Cleve Palmer, Antioch resident, spoke in support of the project noting it would provide
local transitional housing for Antioch residents.

Greg Souza, Antioch resident, spoke in opposition to any development inconsistent with
the General Plan. He noted with current proposals in front of the Planning Commission,
he believes FUA1 would exceed 4000 homes. He further noted the Sand Creek
Specific Plan envisioned larger lots with an emphasis on businesses. He expressed
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concern for the projects impacts on City services and schools. He urged the Planning
Commission not to recommend approval to the City Council.

Commissioner Hinojosa clarified the Sand Creek focus area allowed for a maximum of
4000 units and that was based on whether or not that number was achievable given
constraints.

Bob Lilley, representing the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW),
spoke in favor of the project. He stated this project would provide infrastructure and be
a catalyst for future development which would benefit the entire City. He noted there
was a deviation from the General Plan; however, the General Plan made assumptions
that had not come to pass. He advocated on behalf of his workers to have the
opportunity to work on a good project that would enhance the community.

Arim Hodess, representing Plumbers Local #159, spoke in support of the Vineyards
project. He concurred with comments from Bob Lilley. He stated this was the first
project that had come forward as a fiscal benefit to the City and relocating the business
park was necessary. He urged the Planning Commission to make a recommendation to
the City Council to amend the General Plan and approve the project.

Wendy Aghily, Antioch resident, stated this property was the only portion of FUA1
designated for business. She noted she had met with Richland developers who
indicated they would be bringing forward a destination retail place for their parcel which
they confirmed to be a strip mall. She discussed the report she previously submitted as
it pertained to Antioch demographics and local jobs. She noted the proposal before the
Commission was in conflict with the General Plan as it pertained to minimum lot sizes.
She further noted that with the overabundance of peopie in Antioch living below the
poverty level, she feels homes of this size, in this area, would become rentals. She
stated the Planning Commission was being asked to approve a development in hopes
the General Plan would be changed, on land the developer does not own yet.

Juan Pablo Galvan, representing Save Mount Diablo, stated they looked forward to
further participation in the holistic planning process for the Sand Creek focus area. With
regards to this project, he reported they had a discussion with the applicant, toured the
site and the proposed mitigation property. He stated they were encouraged that the
applicant had guaranteed to permanently protect the entire length of the creek corridor
and they would encourage that to be carried through the Sand Creek focus area. He
noted they were pleased with the quality and location of the proposed mitigation
property.

Josh Young, Antioch resident, spoke in support of the development noting it was a
prime opportunity to take advantage of the economy. He noted projects such as this
brought positive attention to Antioch as a place for families to live and were essential to
the future growth of the City.
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Terry Ramus, Antioch resident, provided written comments asking the City o give
serious consideration to the following infrastructure and planning issues: planning area
in FUA1 was happening in a piece meal fashion and the City had not planned ahead,
the City needed to make sure connections to the bypass take place at Laurel Road and
Sand Creek Road; infrastructure needed fo be completed in a timely manner; the
Business Park location should be considered and planned for; and he questioned what
guaranteed the quality of development should the project be sold to another developer.
Additionally, he suggested a provision be included for additional community
infrastructure.

Mark Gabriel Avelos and Joshua Harvey, Antioch residents, presented written comment
in support of the Vineyards at Sand Creek.

Lucia Albers and Alan lannuccone, Brentwood residents, spoke in support of the
project.

Donald Freitas, Antioch resident, stated the goal for FUA1 was fo develop a dynamic
community that included residential, commercial and retail components. He stated the
Planning Commission had the opportunity to move the community forward by approving
this project to change the perception of Antioch and provide the needed infrastructure
for the community. He explained the concept was as development moved west
properties would get larger. He urged the Planning Commission to make a
recommendation to the City Council to approve the project.

Allen Payton, Antioch resident, stated an assessment should be included for homes in
the Sand Creek area for the unfinished portion of Prewett Park. He noted the plan was
as development moved south, larger homes would be built, on larger lots. He further
noted there was property near Slatten Ranch, the BART station, East 18™ Street and
along the waterfront that could be utilized for employment generating development.

Commissioner Parsons read written comment from Tim Forrester representing the
Antioch Unified School District who asked the Planning Commission to carefully
consider the benefits of the project.

Chair Motts closed the public hearing; he then reopened the public hearing to allow for
the applicant’s rebuttal.

Rebuttal

Matt Beinke thanked the Planning Commission for the opportunity to present the project
and requested the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council.

Chair Motts closed the public hearing. He declared a recess at 8:32 P.M. The meeting
reconvened at 8:45 P.M. with all Planning Commissioners present.
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Commissioner Parsons stated she liked the project and supported a gated community.
She noted due to surrounding land use, a Business Park would not be feasible at this
location; therefore, she would recommend the City Council amend the General Plan to
allow the project to move forward.

In response to Commissioner Hinojosa, Director of Community Development Ebbs
provided a general overview of the fiscal impact analysis study. He added there was
vacant business park space in the current market and an opportunity in the General
Plan Land Use Element to look at sites adjacent to the freeway.

A motion was made by Commissioner Mason, seconded by Commissioner
Parsons to approve the resolutions recommending the City Council;

1) Certify the Environmental Impact Report

2) Approve of the General Plan Amendment

3) Approve the Development Agreement

4) Approve an Ordinance to rezone to Planned Development District (PD-15-*%)
5) Approve the Resource Management Plan

6) Approve the Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan

Discussion on the motion followed.

Commissioner Hinojosa complimented the consultant who prepared the Economic
Study and stated based on information provided, she felt comfortable with the General
Plan Amendment for the land use designation. Speaking to residential density, she
stated the product before the Commission was an excellent example of how this type of
housing could be done on smaller lots; therefore she was comfortable with lowering the
square foot lot threshold. She noted she had reservations on what the minimum
standard should be and she hoped that issue would be discussed during the Land Use
Study Session. She further noted she would have preferred to see a single story
housing product.

Commissioner Zacharatos stated this project would provide a gated community and
complete utilities for the area. She noted it would also provide a housing product that
would benefit the City.

Commissioner Miller stated he would not support deviating from the City’s General Plan
and voiced his support for keeping the business park designation for the property.

Chair Motts stated he understood Commissioner Miller's concerns and noted Business
Park development could be placed in areas more feasible. He stated he believed the
General Plan amendments were consistent with the studies indicating a change was
warranted. He noted given the nature of how the project had come forward and given
the quality of product being proposed, he supported the amendments to the General
Plan.
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Director of Community Development Ebbs suggested if the density issue was a concern
for setting precedent, the Planning Commission could add a finding to the resolution
that the approval was based on the consideration that the project was on the far east
side adjacent to much higher density and on flat land.

Chair Motts supported staff's recommended finding and noted market changes were
also a factor in his support of the General Plan amendments.

Commissioner Hinojosa acknowledged Commissioner Miller’s position on this project.
She noted she does not support projects coming forward with General Plan
amendments: however, she had muitiple conversations with Director of Community
Development Ebbs who assured her as they moved through the Land Use Element
update, that issue would be addressed. She stated she shared concerns that the
process was not ideal and she had reservations for moving forward with a
recommendation to the City Council in advance of the Specific Plan Study Session on
January 20, 2016. She stated she had moved past that and felt it was time to move
forward. She noted this project would install the infrastructure needed to facilitate
development and lead to increased revenues generated by more residents in the
community. Additionally, she believed the project fit into the community, followed the
General Plan and Land Use standards, provided sufficient biological and environmental
mitigation and worked collaborative with stakeholders to build consensus and pay their
fair share toward costs to the City for services while committing to hire local labor. She
stated she had respect for how the applicant had gone through this process and she
was excited for the project to be coming forward; therefore, she noted she supported
the project as presented.

In response to Chair Motts, Director of Community Development Ebbs siated a
development impact fee and park in lieu fee were included in the conditions of approval
and could be utilized for further improvements at Prewett Park.

Following the discussion the previous motion was amended as follows:
RESOLUTION NOS. 2016-02, 2016-03, 2016-04, 2016-05, 2016-06

On motion by Commissioner Mason, seconded by Commissioner Parsons, the
Planning Commission approved the resolutions recommending the City Council;

1) Certify the Environmental Impact Report

2) Approve of the General Plan Amendment

3) Approve the Development Agreement

4) Approve an Ordinance to rezone to Planned Development District (PD-15-")
5) Approve the Resource Management Plan

6) Approve the Vesting Tentative Map/Final Development Plan
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With the amended conditions of approval provided on the dais this evening and
with the addition of a finding to the resolution addressing the General Plan
Amendment as follows:

“Whereas, the subject property is basically flat and located adjacent to high
density residential development in the City of Brentwood,”

The motion carried the following vote:

AYES: Parsons, Zacharatos, Mason, Hinojosa, Motts
NOES: Miller

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Director of Community Development Ebbs reminded the Planning Commission that a
Sand Creek Focus Area public workshop would be held at 6:30 p.M. on January 20,
2015 at Prewett Park Community Center. He stated he wouid be sending out a report
on the format of the Study Session to Commission members prior to the event. He
noted it would be a Planning Commission meeting and the format would include various
stations with ways for the public to provide input. He reported staff and Mayor Harper
held the last of the interviews for the Planning Commission vacant seafs today and
Mayor Harper would be making a decision for his appointees at the January 26, 2016
City Council meeting.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Chair Motts reported on his attendance at the TRANSPLAN meeting on December 10,
2015.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Motts adjourned the Planning Commission at 9:14 p.m. to the next regularly
scheduled meeting to be held on January 20, 2016.

Respectfully Submitted,
Kitty Eiden




STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 17, 2016

Prepared by: Forrest Ebbs, Community Development Director
Date: February 9, 2016
Subject: Report on the General Plan Land Use Element Update and

Downtown Specific Plan Efforts

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the report.

BACKGROUND

In late 2014, the Community Development Department initiated two important planning
efforts: a Downtown Specific Plan and an update to the General Plan Land Use
Element and Zoning Ordinance. The Downtown Specific Plan was supported by a grant
from the Strategic Growth Council, an inter-agency council of the State of California. A
contract for both assignments was signed with Loewke and Associates, a local planning
consulting firm, and work began. In the summer of 2015, the City of Antioch held two
joint  City Council/Planning Commission/Economic Development Commission
workshops at the Nick Rodriguez Community Center. Input from Council members, the
Commissions and public comments were gained at each workshop. Based on that
input, refined information was presented later that summer to the City Council in one
meeting on the Downtown Specific Plan, and in another meeting on the General Plan
Update. These Council meetings yielded a preferred alternative for Downtown, and
direction on General Plan Focus Areas, and the consultant and staff continued with their
efforts.

In October 2015, the contract with Loewke and Associates was cancelled at the
direction of the Community Development Director and City Manager. Since that time,
staff has claimed complete control and responsibility of both projects and is seeing them
through completion.

LAND USE ELEMENT UPDATE

State law requires that every City adopt a General Plan, which is a “comprehensive plan
for the physical development of a community”. This General Plan must contain the
following seven chapters, or elements: Land Use, Circulation, Conservation, Open
Space, Noise, Safety, and Housing. The General Plan is required to maintain internal
consistency across its elements. Further, the Zoning Ordinance must be consistent with
the Land Use Element. Because the Land Use Element is often the driver for many
other elements, it is critical that it remain current.

2
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The Antioch General Plan Land Use Element relies on multiple focus areas, which are
unique planning areas with specific policy issues. These focus areas are as follows:

“‘A” Street Interchange

East Lone Tree Specific Plan
Eastern Employment Areas
Ginochio Property
Rivertown/Urban Waterfront
Roddy Ranch

Hillcrest Station Area

Sand Creek

Somerville Road Corridor
Western Gateway

Areas outside of these focus areas have traditional zoning-like General Plan
designations of Commercial, Industrial, etc.

Since preparation of the current General Plan in 2003, much has changed in the City of
Antioch. As a result, there is a need to address and update a number of important
issues related to the Land Use Element. Staff has identified the following issues as
most critical for the current Land Use Element and associated Zoning Ordinance
update.

Sand Creek Focus Area — The policies contained in the Sand Creek Focus Area
are very specific and anticipate a level and type of development that does not
seem feasible in today’s economy. More so, it is unclear if these policies reflect
the current values of the community and the City Council. There remain many
unresolved policies related to housing density, open space, circulation and other
important concerns. A public workshop was held on January 20, 2016 to
educate and solicit input from the public. The results of the workshop are
attached hereto.

Wilbur Avenue Annexation Area — Since adoption of the current General Plan,
the City has annexed significant territory along Wilbur Avenue. The land use
policy for these mixed industrial and residential neighborhoods is
underdeveloped and may pose a barrier to strategic improvement and
development.

Somerville Road Corridor — There are some inconsistencies and understated
policies affecting this area that may preclude optimal development and economic
benefit to the City. Staff anticipates new policies to clarify the City’s priorities and
to strengthen the sales tax generating uses in this area.

Designations Citywide — There are a number of sites throughout the City that
have a General Plan Land Use Designation that is inconsistent with the current
and anticipated land use. For example, an established commercial property
adjacent to a residential neighborhood may inadvertently have a residential
designation. This error requires extensive effort to correct on a site-by-site basis,
but can readily be corrected through the comprehensive update. Land Use Table



— The current General Plan contains a very specific land use table that is more
commonly seen in a Zoning Ordinance. Because specific land use direction is
provided in the Zoning Ordinance, staff is unaware of the benefits of having this
effort duplicated in the General Plan. Usually, General Plans offer broad policy
direction and Zoning Ordinances provide specific standards to implement that

policy.
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN

The Downtown Specific Plan is also progressing under staff's direction. The City of
Antioch has spent significant time and resources over the past decades to develop
multiple concepts and downtown plans. Each of these efforts has promoted the same
broad goals of renewed interest, investment, and economic development of Downtown
Antioch. Most recently, the City’s prior consultant prepared an opportunities and
constraints analysis to examine the causes for current conditions and to guide our
efforts moving forward. These documents provide the needed raw materials for a
simple, yet effective, Downtown Specific Plan. Staff is currently working on multiple
ground-level strategies to encourage reinvestment, to achieve short and long term
targets, and to promote those long-held visions for Downtown Antioch. To date, staff
has completed drafts of the goals and objectives for the plan and has created a current
and accurate land use map and table to guide development.

Moving forward, staff anticipates the following actions:

e March 16, 2016: Staff will bring to the Planning Commission multiple land use
scenarios for the Sand Creek Focus Area and will request direction. These
scenarios will reflect the input received at the 1/20/16 workshop and will offer a
variety of options for varying levels of development. This discussion will be held
as a public hearing to optimize participation and awareness in the community.

e April 20, 2016: Staff will bring to the Planning Commission a Downtown Specific
Plan draft for review and comment.

Beyond these two dates, staff anticipates using the second meeting of each month
specifically for these two efforts. The first meeting of each month will be reserved for
current applications and other business. Staff’s goal is to complete both of these efforts
within calendar year 2016.

ATTACHMENT

A: Results of January 20, 2016 Public Workshop — Sand Creek Focus Area



ATTACHMENT “A”



Workshop Results

On January 20, 2016, the Planning Commission hosted a Public Workshop
regarding the Sand Creek Focus Area and the General Plan Land Use Element
Update. The Public Workshop offered multiple opportunities for attendees to
provide direct and indirect feedback about the future of the Sand Creek Focus
Area. One of these opportunities was a 38-question written survey that attendees
were invited to complete anonymously. Another opportunity involved “voting” for
priorities with tickets and jars. The results of these two activities are summarized
herein.

The purpose of the Workshop was to engage and educate the community and to
gather basic and early feedback to help inform the plan development and decision-
making process. The actual written surveys remain on file in the Community
Development Department.

Questions about the Public Workshop, these results, the Sand Creek Focus Area, or
any related matter may be directed to Forrest Ebbs, AICP, Community
Development Director, at febbs@ci.antioch.us or at (925) 779-7038.

A1
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Tell us about yourself...

e QOver 70 people attended the workshop.
e 30 Completed Surveys were received.
e 90% of respondents live in Antioch, 10% live elsewhere
O 7% live in Brentwood.
e Respondents who live in Antioch have been here for an average of 27 years.
O Less than 1% have lived here for less than ten years
0 58% plan to stay there in current house for more than 5 years
= 27% plan to move in the next 2-5 years.
O 23% have kids in Antioch Unified School District.

0 50% use Kaiser Permanent Antioch Medical Center on Deer Valley

Road.

/ N
Cities of Employment

Retired
28%

Unemployed _____ |
3%

Brentwood

4%

San Leandro
4%

San Francisco

\_ 10% )
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Parks, Trails and Recreation Uses

e 55% of the respondents frequently use local parks in Antioch.
O 58% drive to local parks.

e 76% of the

respondents Regional Parks Used

East Bay Hills 4141 Trail
4% 4%

frequently use
regional parks in

. Mt. Diablo State
Antioch. Park
4%

0 44% Round Valley
Regional
frequently Preserve
4%
use Contra
Loma
Regional

Park.

0 24%
frequently

use Black
Diamond Mines Regional Preserve.

o 82% stated that they would be more likely to use a large regional park with
hiking/biking trails, large amenities, and/or access to nature INSTEAD of a
local neighborhood park with a tot lot, playground and/or athletic fields.

e 74% would use a walking/biking trail along Sand Creek.
« 68% already use the existing Antioch trail system.

e 68% think that parks should all be public and available to the whole city as
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Transportation

e When asked about traffic on Lone Tree Way between Dallas Ranch Road and
State Route 4...

0 44% of respondents believe that it sometimes works, but they’re often
stuck in traffic.

0 40% believe ! Perception of Traffic on Lone Tree |
that traffic is Way
really tough
most of the

time they drive

through there. Mostly in
Traffic

. 40%
e 24% use bikes for
transportation,
though 43% use

them for recreation.

. J

e 50% would ride bike
if it were more convenient.

e 15% anticipate using eBART to commute to work at least part of the time.
e 82% do not ride the bus.
e The average respondent commutes 42 minutes.

e 59% believe that the commute from the Sand Creek Focus Area would be 40
minute to 1 hour.
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Housing Preferences

e 68% of respondents prefer a smaller house with a larger yard.

e 73% are more concerned with the quality of the neighborhood and the
shared amenities THAN the house and internal amenities.

e 57% of respondents are not currently interested in senior housing or do not
expect to be interested later in life.

e 68% believe that Antioch needs more wealthy CEOs or professionals.

0 Of those, 58% believe that other problems need to be solved to attract
these professionals.

Housing Preferences

68%

32%

3,000 SF, 4/5 Bedrooms, 2/3- Car Garage,& Small 2,000 SF, 3/4 Bedrooms, 2-Car Garage & Moderate

Yard Sized Yard
N\ J
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Sand Creek Focus Area

o 87% of respondents prefer natural parks over developed parks in the Sand
Creek Focus Area.

o 83% felt preserved hillsides without housing would be more beneficial to the
City of Antioch than highly-priced view houses offering executive-quality
housing.

Houses / Lot Size / Open Space

33% 33%

22%

11%

Large Houses/Very Large Large Houses/Very Large  Large Houses/Large Lots/Few  Large Houses/Mid-Sized
Lots/Few Development Lots/Heavy Restrictions to Restrictions/More PUBLIC  Lots/No Restrictions/Lots of
Restrictions Maintain Natural Appearance Open Space PUBLIC Open Space

-

e 83% would not consider purchasing a house in the Sand Creek Focus Area.

e 43% believe that regular houses with some large executive houses would be
best for the Sand Creek Focus Area.

0 33% preferred a mixture of apartments, townhouses, small-lot houses,
regular houses, and some large executive houses.

0 24% preferred apartments, townhouses, and small-lot houses, with
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more preserved open spaces.



e 52% believe that new development should pay for all new infrastructure
without any City help. 44% believe that the City should help out only when
there are new jobs or other direct economic return to the City in the long run
from the project.

How long should it take to build out the Sand Creek
Focus Area?

Let the Free Market
Decide
7%

o 70% believe that the Sand Creek Focus Area does not necessarily need to
have large retail outlets, but that any future residents should support existing
retail on Lone Tree Way and at Slatten Ranch.

o 13% preferred Small-Lot Subdivisions with More Preserved Open Space.

0 52% preferred Mid-Sized Lots, Traditional Neighborhoods, and
Moderate Open Space.

0 13% preferred Large Lots with Minimal Preserved Open Space.
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Priority Jar Exercise

Participants were each given 10 tickets and asked to express their priorities by

inserting tickets into the jars labeled with the priority topics that mattered most to

them. 49 people participated. Participants were given the option to place a ticket

in the “Other” jar and write their priority on their ticket. The results are as follows:

/

Preservation of Natural Areas
Hillside Development/Preservation
Jobs and Retail Services
Traffic-Local

Other (see below)

Low Residential Density

Sand Creek Walking Path

New Developed Parks
Traffic-Regional

Large Lot Sizes

Priority Jars

168

\

High Density/High Efficiency/Solar Homes

High Density Development

Preserve Open Space

Not Enough Police to Staff Antioch Now

High Density Homes

Build Affordable Housing for Seniors/Income Based
Meet the Infrastructure Needs of Older Antioch First!
| Support Development in FUA 1

We Need More Starter Homes

More Density Homes

"Other" Votes Described

RPRRPRRRRRLRRLRRER
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Summary

e 70% of respondents had a positive perception of the workshop.

-

Perception of Workshop
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