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1. Introduction

This Program Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared on behalf of
the Concord Planning and Economic Development Department (City) in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City is the lead agency responsible for
ensuring that the proposed Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan (General Plan) complies
with CEQA.

This Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR, Comments on and Responses to Comments on
the Draft EIR, and minor corrections and clarifications to the Draft EIR, is intended to
disclose to City decision makers, responsible agencies, and organizations, and the general
public, the potential impacts of implementing the General Plan. This program level analysis
addresses potential impacts of activities associated with implementation of the General Plan,
which are described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR, which has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), responds to comments addressing the Draft EIR, published January 05,
2007. The Final EIR is intended to aid the City as it considers adoption of the General Plan.
This Response Addendum, combined with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR on the
project. This Final EIR amends and incorporates by reference the Draft EIR, which is available
as a separately bound document from the City of Concord Planning Division, 1950 Parkside
Drive, in Concord.

The primary purpose of this Final EIR is to revise and refine the environmental analysis and
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR in response to comments received during the 45-day
public review period. The review period for the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
20060062093) was from January 05 to February 21, 2007.

Although there are no areas of controversy, there are several potential significant
transportation effects associated with the proposed General Plan that are significant and
unavoidable. Other potentially significant effects will require mitigation. Other potentially
significant impacts can be avoided or reduced to levels that are not significant through
implementation of the policies or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR.

Upon issuance of this Final EIR, the City will hold public hearings to certify this EIR and to
consider adoption of the proposed General Plan. The City will determine the adequacy of this
Final EIR, and, if determined adequate, will make findings and certify the document as
compliant with CEQA.

Copies of the Final EIR have been mailed to agencies and other parties that received the Draft

EIR or have requested the Final EIR. The Final EIR is also available at the City of Concord
Planning Division, 1950 Parkside Drive, in Concord.
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The remainder of this document is organized as follows:

Section 2 — Responses to Comments — A list of all comment letters received during the
comment period on the Draft EIR and written responses to each comment.

Section 3 — Draft EIR Revisions and Corrections — minor corrections and clarifications to the
text of the Draft FIR.

3/3/2008 1-2



2 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses

2.1 COMMENTS

Twenty one sets of written comments were received on the Draft EIR by the close of the 45-
day comment period on February 21, 2007. Oral comments of the Draft EIR also were
recorded at the Planning Commission public hearing held February 21, 2007. More
specifically, comments on the Draft EIR were received from the agencies and individuals
listed in Table 2-1. Copies of the comment letters are included in this chapter in Section 2.2.
Five oral comments on the Draft EIR were made during the Public Hearing held on February
21, 2007 by individuals listed in Table 2-2.

Table 2-1 Comment Letters Received on Draft EIR
Comment Set Commenting Agency or Individual ‘ Date
Federal and State Agencies
l. California State Lands Commission January 25, 2007
2. State of California - Department of February 21, 2007
Transportation
3. State of California — Public Utilities Commission January 25, 2007
Regional
4. Bay Area Quality Management District February 23, 2007
5. East Bay Regional Parks District February 21, 2007
6. East Bay Municipal Utility District February 22, 2007
7. California Native Plant Society February 21, 2007
8. Greenbelt Alliance February 21, 2007
9. BCDC March 05, 2007
County
10. Contra Costa County — Community February 21, 2007
Development Department
I. Contra Costa County Fire Protection District February 12, 2007
12. Contra Costa County Flood Control February 26, 2007
Local
13. ‘ Mount Diablo Unified School District ‘ February 22, 2007
Transportation
14. | TRANSPLAN Committee | February 15, 2007
Public Health
I5. Morrison Foerster (John Muir Health) February 21, 2007
l6. Public and Environmental Health Advisory Board February 21, 2007
3/3/2008 2-1
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Table 2-1 Comment Letters Received on Draft EIR

Comment Set Commenting Agency or Individual Date

(PEHAB)

17. Contra Costa Asthma Coalition February 21, 2007
Individuals

18. Oscar Baeza September 02, 2006
19. Richard Kerr January 23, 2007
20. Rosanne Neito February 28, 2007
21. Paul Choisser March 12, 2007

Table 2-2 Oral Comments on Draft EIR—Planning Commission Public Hearing
Comment Set Commenting Individual Date

22. Dick Kerr February 21, 2007

23. Robert Chung February 21, 2007

24, Mary Lou Laubscher February 21, 2007

25. Michael Kent February 21, 2007

26. Paul Choisser February 21, 2007

2.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to each comment contained in the twenty one comment letters and each comment
on the Draft EIR made at the Planning Commission Public Hearing are listed on the
following page, following the comment letters and hearing transcript. Responses are keyed to
comment numbers shown on the right hand side of each comment letter and the hearing
transcript.

Additions to the Draft EIR are underlined; deletions are in strikethreugh format.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govermnor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South : (916) 574-1800 FAX (918) 574-1810
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1814
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

January 22, 2007

File Ref: SCH# 2006062093

City of Concord o]~ S
Planning Division RECEIveD
1950 Parkside Drive, MS/53 , JAN

Building D, Permit Center &5 2007

Concord, Ca 94519 PLANNING

Dear Mr. Woods:

Subject: The DEIR analyzes the potential impacts of the Concord 2030 Urban Area
General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance Update project. The General Plan
Update will serve as a guide for development over the next 23 years, i.e. the
period through 2030. Concurrent with the General Plan Update, the Zoning
Ordinance Update will include a comprehensive review of land use
regulations, development standards and review process.

Staff of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has received the above
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report. Under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Concord is the Lead Agency and the CSLC is a
Responsible and/or Trustee Agency for any and all projects which could directly or
indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust resources or uses,
and the public easement in navigable waters.

The State acquired sovereign ownership of all tidelands and submerged lands
and beds of navigable waterways upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The
State holds these lands for the benefit of all the people of the State for statewide Public
Trust purposes which include waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related
recreation, habitat preservation, and open space. The landward boundaries of the
State’s sovereign interests in areas that are subject to tidal action are generally based
upon the ordinary high water marks of these waterways as they last naturally existed.
Thus, such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.
The State's sovereign interests are under the jurisdiction of the SLC. Should any
development occur along Carquinez Straits or Pacheco Creek, then a lease and
potentially, additional environmental review, would be required from our office.
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Mr. Phillip Woods 2 January 22, 2007

Please contact Nanci Smith at (916) 574-1862 regarding any leasing questions
or comments. ‘

Sincerely,

e ey p
/’ﬁ,@ s it g [ e J . /
# f{/'f A G P L AT TN £ o - 7

Marina R. Brand, Assistant Chief

Division of Environmental Planning
and Management

cc: Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Nanci Smith, CSLC
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Philip Woods, Principal Planner
February 16, 2006
Page 2

EBMUD’s Aqueduct right-of-way with associated safety, landscape and liability
impacts.

3. The 2030 General Plan encourages more industrial and port activity on the CNWS-
Tidal area. Any such activity also has the potential to increase encroachment on
EBMUD’s Aqueduct right-of-way due to increased traffic on adjacent roads.

EBMUD understands that the 2030 General Plan consists of policies and proposals to
guide future development of the City of Concord within its Planning Area, and that no
specific projects are proposed at this time. However, given the concerns noted above,
EBMUD requests that plans and environmental documents for all specific development
projects subsequently proposed in the vicinity of EBMUD’s Aqueduct right-of-way be
submitted for a detailed assessment of impacts.

EBMUD has the following comments regarding any proposed activity within the
Aqueduct right-of-way

+  Zoning shall not be changed on the Aqueduct right-of-way.

+  Any proposed projects or changes to the area in the vicinity of the Aqueduct right-of-
way be must be submitted to EBMUD for review and comment, and may require
permits from EBMUD.

+  All Aqueduct crossings involving mechanical excavation on the right-of-way require
potholing of all three Aqueducts at the site of the proposed crossing. Visible
reference markings showing the Aqueduct alignments and depths to top of pipe shall
be maintained for the duration of any mechanical excavation. Entry permits are
required for pothole work.

« No longitudinal encroachments such as drainage ditches, utility lines, pipelines or
roads will be permitted within the Aqueduct right-of-way. All property line fences
must also be located completely outside the Aqueduct property lines. Any pipelines
crossing below the Aqueducts must be encased in a steel conduit, and a minimum of
two feet of clearance between the casing and the bottom of the Aqueducts. Pipeline
crossings shall be perpendicular to the Aqueducts and on a constant grade across
EBMUD property. Sanitary sewers, water lines or petroleum product lines crossing
above the Aqueducts must be encased in a steel or PVC conduit or reinforced
concrete with a minimum vertical clearance of one foot between the pipeline and the
top of the Aqueducts.

A temporary six-foot chain link security fence will be required along both sides of

EBMUD’s property line right-of-way prior to and during all work on the adjacent site.

6-E
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Philip Woods, Principal Planner
February 16, 2006
Page 3

The fencing must be kept intact through the entire project, and if it is breached at any
time, the security fence shall be restored/repaired immediately.

»  Overhead electrical power conductors across EBMUD property shall be a minimum
0f 30 feet above ground. Communications/cable crossings shall be a minimum of
20 feet above ground. Supporting poles or towers shall be located outside the
Aqueduct right-of-way. Buried electrical cables shall be installed in conduit and
encased in red concrete across the entire width of the Aqueduct right-of-way. All
other buried cables shall be installed in conduit and encased in the appropriate
Underground Service Alert (USA) colored concrete across the entire width of the
Aqueduct right-of-way.

+  On pressurized pipe crossings, shutoff valves shall be provided outside and adjacent
to both sides of EBMUD’s property. At the point of crossing, steel pipelines and
casings shall incorporate electrolysis test leads, bond leads, and leads necessary for

interference testing. Corrosion control devices, when required, must be approved
by EBMUD.

« Street and road crossings constructed on grade shall incorporate protection of the
Aqueducts and shall be publicly owned and maintained. Based on the load carrying
capability of the Aqueduct, protective measures will be designed by EBMUD or by
the applicant’s licensed engineer to EBMUD standards with specific EBMUD
approval of each design.

«  Gravity drainage of EBMUD's property shall be maintained. Open channels
© constructed across the right-of-way shall be paved with reinforced concrete.

Headwalls, inlets and other appurtenances shall be located outside EBMUD's
property. Paved drainage ditches shall be provided outside EBMUD’s property at the
top and/or toe of fill slopes or cuts constructed adjacent to EBMUD's property. Any
changes in finished grade must be approved by EBMUD's Aqueduct Section. Earth
fills or cuts on adjacent property shall not encroach onto EBMUD's property, except
where authorized for vehicular crossings on grade, and except where EBMUD
determines that there will be no detrimental effect on the Aqueducts or their
maintenance.

« No buildings, portions of buildings, or other structures shall be constructed on
EBMUD's property unless specific approval is given by EBMUD. No pile driving
will be allowed within 50 feet of the Aqueducts and no vibrating compaction
equipment will be allowed over the Aqueducts. The type and weight of any
construction equipment working on the Aqueduct right-of-way must be approved by
EBMUD.




Philip Woods, Principal Planner
February 16, 2006
Page 4

. All EBMUD survey monuments and markers shall be undisturbed. If any EBMUD .

survey marker must be disturbed, it will be replaced or relocated by EBMUD at the
applicant’s expense. Any costs for inspection, review, permit fees/licenses and
related expenses shall be the responsibility of the applicant. A preconstruction
meeting will be required prior to start of construction work.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. Rehnstrom,
Senior Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-1365.

‘,..wS'mgerely,

V/1 lliam R Kirkpatrick
Mlanagel of Water Dlstributlon Plalmmg

WRK:GAA:sb
sb06_041.doc
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6. Response to East Bay Municipal Utility District, February 22, 2007.

6-A:

6-B:

6-Cto F:

3/3/2008

Comment noted; however, page 3.11-19 of the Draft EIR does provide the
following text:

While EBMUD does not provide water or wastewater services to Concord,
EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueduct right-of-way are located within the City
Limits. As such, any subsequent development projects within the right-of-way
vicinity would be required to consult with EBMUD.

Mitigation Measure

All proposed activities resulting from subsequent projects in the vicinity of the
Mokelumne Aqueduct right-of-way must be submitted to EBMUD for
approval and which shall meet all EBMUD requirements regarding activities
near the Aqueduct right-of-way.

Page 3.11-5 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“East Bay Municipal District - Mokelumne Aqueduct.

Although East Bay Municipal District (EBMUD) does not provide water or

wastewater services to the City of Concord, sections of the Mokelumne
Aqueduct are located within the City limits. The Aqueduct right-of-way is

parallel to the west of State Highway 242. It also crosses under State Highway
4 and continues north along the eastern toe of Contra Costa Water Districts

Mallard Reservoir and parallel to the Port Chicago Highway.”

Please refer to Response 6-A above.
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These standards show noise levels that are “normally acceptable”,
“conditionally acceptable”, and “normally unacceptable” and “clearly
unacceptable” for different types of land use.

Policy S-2.1.2: Require a noise study and mitigation measures for all projects
that have noise exposure greater than “normally acceptable” levels.

The need for mitigation of exterior noise exposure for development shall be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Within urban residential neighborhoods
where medium and high density residential development and mixed use
development is planned, the City will balance the need for noise mitigation
with urban design considerations, and may not require exterior walls along
streets where an attractive pedestrian-oriented environment with porches and
front stoops is desired.

Policy S-2.1.3: Consider an increase of four or more dBA to be “significant”
if the resulting noise level would exceed that described as “normally
acceptable” in Figure 7-8.

When an increase in noise would result in a “significant” impact to residents
or businesses, then mitigation will be required to reduce noise exposure. If the
increase is four dBA or more, the change in noise is discretional. If the
increase in noise is three dBA or less, then the noise impact is considered
insignificant and no mitigation is needed. By setting a specific threshold of
significance in the General Plan, this policy will facilitate making a
determination of environmental impact, as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act. It will help the City judge whether (1) the
potential impact of a development project on the noise environment warrants
mitigation, or (2) a statement of overriding considerations will be required.

Policy S-2.1.4: Promote the use of noise attenuation measures to improve the
acoustic environment inside residences where existing single-family
residential development is located on an arterial street.

Principle S-2.2: Mitigate Noise Sources.

Policy S-2.2.1: Provide for the mitigation of noise exposure in areas of the
City exposed to noise levels in excess of the “normally acceptable” standards

to the extent feasible (see Figures 7-2, 7-3 and 7-8).

Policy S-2.2.2: Reduce noise intrusion generated by miscellaneous noise
sources through conditions of approval to control noise-generating activities.

Policy S-2.2.3: Use the Buchanan Field Airport—Noise Contour Map (see
Figure 7-3) for evaluation of noise impacts around Buchanan Field Airport.

2-115
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The Buchanan Field Airport Noise Contours will be used in conjunction with
the noise contours for car and truck noise during the development review
process.

Policy S-2.2.4: Require new noise sources to use best available control
technology (BACT) to minimize noise emissions.

Noise from mechanical equipment can be reduced by soundproofing
materials and sound-deadening installation; controlling hours of operation
also will reduce noise impacts during the morning or evening.

Policy S-2.2.5: Require developers to reduce the noise impacts of new
development on adjacent properties through appropriate means.

Increasing setbacks, screening, use of soundproofing materials and double-
glazing windows, as well as fences and walls, building orientation and design,
and landscaping all can help buffer or mask sound.

The commentor has incorrectly stated the City’s Service Standards and Goals
for parkland that is provided on page 3.10-7 of the EIR.

Page 3.10-5 states the following:

The current General Plan contain both a specific park performance standard
(Growth Management Element Policy 2.1.1, Standard a.), which establishes a
requirement for new park development at the ratio of 5 acres per 1,000
residents, and a broad parks goal (Parks, Open Space, and Conservation
Element Policy 1.1.1), which calls for parks acquisition and development at a
ratio of 6 acres of park land per 1,000 residents. The City’s policy is to
maintain the higher ratio of 6 acres of park land per 1,000 residents through a
combination of new park land provided by new development at the ratio of 5
acres per 1,000 residents, plus additional park lands paid for through other
funding sources such as park land bonds.

Page 3.10-7 states the following:

Policy GM-2.1.1: Establish performance standards, to be maintained through
capital projects, for the following facilities and service:

a. Parks. Five acres of park per 1,000 residents.
Policy POS-1.1.1: Acquire and develop additional neighborhood and

community parks to serve existing and future needs, at a ratio of 6 acres of
park land per 1,000 residents.

2-116



20-J: Comment noted; however, this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of
the Draft EIR, and as such, no EIR text revisions are necessary.

20-K Such detailed analysis is not warranted for this programmatic level EIR.

20-L: Comment noted.

3/3/2008 2-117



RECEIVED
February 23, 2007 MAR 1 2 2007
PLANNING

Paul Choisser
1741 Lynwood Drive
Concord, CA 94519-1210

To: Concord Planning Commission and Planning Department Staff
Re: Concord 2030 Urban General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (GP 05-004)

Dear Members of the Concord Planning Commission and Planning Department Staff (i.e. Principal Planner
Phillip Woods)

This letter is to memorialize and clarify, in retrospect, the comments | made at the Concord Planning
Commission public hearing/close of comment period regarding the Concord General Plan and
corresponding Draft Environmental Impact Report on Wednesday, February 21, 2007.

Again, | would like to take this occasion to reiterate that | am a long time resident of the City of Concord,
having resided here in Concord for some 46 years with some intervening time living around the area
(Antioch, Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, Montclair, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, and Fort Jones
(Siskiyou County). | have been a public agency City Planner (Alameda County Department of Water
Resources, City of Orinda and City of Novato Planning Departments) for some twenty (20) years, and now
have owned the private firm PAC Environmental and Urban Planning Consulting Services for some three (3)
years. | have the following comments and observations:

RE: The Masonic Lodge:

Under General Plan Chapter 6 Parks, Open Spaces ;

Figure 6-6 Cultural and Historic Resources, and; and Conservation
Table 8-5 City of Concord Designated Historic Sites and Structures
and corresponding;

Draft Environmental Impact Report;

Chapter 3 Cultural Resources;

Figure 3.5-1 Historic Resources, and;

Table 3.5-1 City of Concord Designated Historic Sites and Structures;

There is no indication of the historic status of the Historic Masonic Lodge nor does the text of either
document discuss the history of that historic structure, how it had been listed as historic on a local registry of
historic structures and subsequently removed from that registry. | am aware that under previous
consideration of that structure in Public Hearings and staff reports there was correspondence from the
California Office of Historic Preservation regarding the environmental impact of removing (i.e.

demolishing) that structure, and potential negative legal consequences or ramifications of not conducting an
Environmental Impact Report regarding such. In reviewing the documents (GP, DEIR) | am aware that the
documents were both circulated to that State Office and no comments were forthcoming. | believe that this
action warrants discussion in both documents.

RE: Bicycle parking:

Under General Plan Chapter 5 Transportation and Circulation;
5.3 Goals, Principals and Policies;

| believe there should be text requiring that all new development install bicycle parking and securing
facilities. Without this requirement being included in the General Plan an impact might be perceived that the
General Plan actually discourages the use of alternative forms of transportation to automobile vehicular
transportation. This could be perceived to make the general Plan documents internally inconsistent thus
rendering the Environmental Impact Report inadequate. (I know that's a stretch but | believe it to be good
public policy. The General Plan would in this way inform the Concord Zoning Ordinance to develop minimum
standards for bicycle parking in various types of developments which the City of Concord currently does not
have on the books).
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RE: The Concord Naval Weapons Station section of the Biological Resources Map (i.e. GP Figure 6-4
Special Status Species and Ecological Areas, and DEIR Figure 3.4 Special Status Species and Ecological
Areas):

Under General Plan Chapter 6 Parks, Open Space and Conservation;
Figure 6-4 Special Status Species and Ecological Areas; and the
corresponding;

Draft Environmental Impact Report Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources;
Figure 3.4 Special Status Species and Ecological Areas;

The legends for both maps do not indicate what the designation of the dotted purple line semi-circles around
the Los Medanos Hills area of the Concord Naval Weapons Station site means (i.e. the map legend fails to
identify what this purple dotted

area indicates).

In listing of species in the Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS), and the entire City in general, the map
appears selective for which species it chooses to map. The text in the DEIR and Dr. Jim Hale, who holds a
Doctorate in Biological Sciences from the University of California at Berkeley, is an instructor there, and who
has been studying the CNWS for some twenty (20) years, indicate to me that there are species which
habituate the site that have not been indicated on either of the maps. In particular four (4) avifauna (bird)
species are absent. They are:

The American Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

The Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)

The Peregrin Falcon (Falco peregrinus)

The Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) (habitat areas incorrectly indicated on the maps)

Additionally, in reviewing the text of the DEIR it becomes apparent that there are a number of special status
species plants and animals not indicated on the maps. | believe they should be included on the maps,
otherwise, the maps could mislead an individual reading them to construe the idea that there are only a
limited number and limited specific locations for the habitats of various special status species existing in the
Concord area.

| believe all of the above issues need to be addressed, clarified and/or corrected in order for the DEIR to be
certified as adequate and for the General Plan to be a complete document. | hope you will give weight to my
concerns and address them appropriately. Thank you.

In addition, | would like to express my appreciation to staff for their professionalism and for being
forthcoming in helping to direct me to address my assessment of the General Plan and Draft EIR fo the
appropriate City officials.

Thank you, again.

§incqge!y,

ML, Ol

ul A. Choisser

cc:
Randall Thompson, Attorney at Law

Dr. Jim Hale

California Audubon Society, Mt. Diablo Chapter
California State Office of Historic Preservation
California Native Plant Society

Concord Naval Weapons Station Neighborhood Alliance
Concord Historical Society

East bay Bicycle Coalition

Dana Estates Neighborhood Alliance

Friends of Mt. Diablo Creek

Greenbelt Alliance

Save Mt. Diablo

Sierra Club

21-C
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21. Mr. Paul Choisser, March 12, 2007.

21-A:

21-B:

21-C:

21-D and E:

3/3/2008

Comment noted. Please refer to Response 20-E.

Comment noted; however, the General Plan does provide numerous policies
regarding bicycle facilities and trails, some of which are provided below.

Principle T-1.6: Provide a Safe and Comprehensive Bicycle Network.

Policy T-1.6.1: Implement strategies and actions for enhanced bicycle
circulation throughout the City.

The City’s Trails Master Plan establishes a specific program for the
City to follow.

Policy T-1.6.2: Require provision of bicycle facilities in new
developments, where appropriate.

Examples include weather protected bicycle parking and direct and
safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists to adjacent routes.

Policy T-1.6.3: Encourage transit operators to provide adequate
bicycle accommodations.

Policy T-1.6.4: Encourage new development to provide bicycle access
to parks, schools, and transit stops in the design of new residential
neighborhoods.

Further, please refer to Response 5-A.

As indicated in the legend of Figure 3.4-2, Special Status Species and
Ecologically Significant Areas, the dotted purple lines are defined as “Potential
Tiger Salamander Upland Habitat.”

The graphic for the EIR reflects the information obtained from the CNDDB
database and the Environmental Condition of Property Report for the CNWS
(Department of Navy, 2006). Figure 3.4-2 does depict occurrences of
burrowing owl in the Planning Area. No known occurrences of peregrine
falcon or American bald eagle are indicated in the CNDDB or the
Environmental Condition of Property Report for the CNWS for the Planning
Area. Further, the text contained in the Biological Resources section of the
Draft EIR does provide a discussion regarding the golden eagle and other
special-status or otherwise protected species, particularly migratory birds and
birds of prey.
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After completion of base reuse planning for the CNWS, a General Plan
Amendment (GPA) will be prepared. This GPA will include any needed
modifications or additions to environmental resources mapping needed as a
result of base reuse planning. The base reuse planning effort is separate from
the General Plan Update. Please note that the EIR on the proposed General
Plan is a “Program” EIR. Any future individual development projects will be
subject to subsequent CEQA compliance, including evaluation of individual
impacts to sensitive status species.
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2-2 Oral Comments on Draft EIR—Planning Commission Public Hearing,
February 21,2007 :

Planning Commission Final Minutes ‘ . February 21,.2007'

2. Concord 2030 Urban General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report
(GP 05-004) — Public hearing to receive oral comments from the public on the
Concord 2030 Urban General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR). The public review and comment period ends on February 21, 2007.
Project Planner: Phillip Woods @ 671-3284. ‘

Principal Planner Phillip Woods presented the staff report dated February 21, 2007, to
receive oral comments on the DEIR for the Concord 2030 General Plan update and
confirm upcoming meetings on the General Plan Update process. He explained that all -
issues would be addressed in the Final EIR to be distributed in late March. In addition to
the four letters attached to the staff report, staff had received an additional nine letters
including a letter from the Contra Costa Asthma Coalition, TRANSPLAN, Contra Costa
Fire Department, Department of Transportation, - Greenbelt Alliance, Contra Costa
Community Development Department, John Muir Health, the East Bay Regional Park
District,-and the California Native Plant Society. ‘

Mr. Woods took this opportunity to introduce the Planning Consultant staff members
who were present in the audience. He explained that in spring 2006, the Commission had
held a series of public hearings to provide policy direction for a 2030 Draft General Plan.
The draft plan for 2006 had jncorporated development parameters for housing and jobs
for the Concord Naval Weapons Station. The Commission had determined that fhe
inclusion of development parameters for the General Plan for the Naval Weapons Station
was contradictory to the Concord Reuse Plan that was being initiated. The Commission
had recommended a change to the update project by refocusing and shifting the emphasis
to the existing urban areas by taking out the proposed development parameters for the
Concord Naval Weapons Station. : .

- On April 3, 2006, the City Council confirmed the Commission’s recommendation for a
refocused General Plan and approved a revised scope that eliminated the proposed
development parameters for the Contra Naval Weapons Station. Based on the direction
given by the Commission to the Council, staff and the City’s General Plan Consultant,
Dyett and Bhatia, the changes were then incorporated into the refocused General Plan

- document now before the Commission. : ‘ - e

- Mr. Woods further explained that on June 26, 2006, the City had held an EIR scoping
session on the refocused General Plan Update, the purpose of which was to receive public
input regarding the scope and content of the environmental analysis to ascertain the
potential impacts of the proposed project. Comment letters had been included as

-~Appendix B to the DEIR. After the current meeting, a Response to Comment document
would be incorporated into the Final EIR, to be circulated for 10 days of public review.
A hearing schedule for the Planning Commission and City Council review had been
proposed with two Planning Commission meetings scheduled for April 18 and May 2
followed by two City Council study sessions and two City Council public hearings.

- Mr. Woods requested that the Commission receive oral comments on the DEIR and
confirm the hearing schedule for the General Plan Update project. ‘
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" PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

. DICK KERR, 1790 Ellis Street, #27, Concord, identified himself as the owner of
property at Concord Boulevard adjacent to Concord Court and Mt. Diablo Creek, that
was 60 feet wide by 423 feet long, a portion of what used to be a railroad years ago and
which had been owned by Newhall Land and F arming prior to his purchase in 1992. He
described how he had acquired that land and explained that he had addressed the
Commission on the same issue some months ago. Since that time he had no comments
from anyone in that regard. : '

Mr. Kerr referred to a seven-page letter that he had submitted to the City asking for the
removal of the trail designation that had been placed on his.land and all the railroad
property coming from Clayton Road to Myrtle and Bailey Roads. He described his
uﬁderstanding of why that trail designation had been placed on the ‘property.

Mr. Kerr stated that he wanted to use the land to build a retirement-home. He reiterated
his request to remove the trail designation from his land and place it in the creek or the
flat land on the opposite side of the creek, both of which were City owned lands. He
noted that there were other owners of the railroad land, all of whom had received copies
of his letters and his comments. o , '

Planning Manager Raines reported that planning staff had met with Mr. Kerr on
numerous occasions, which meetings had also included members of the City Attomney’s
office with responses to Mr. Kerr in writing on his issues. She stated that his concerns
related to environmental issues would be responded to in the EIR. She added that the
concern related to the movement of the trail had been responded to. She also noted that
Mr. Kerr had requested that the future land use designation of his parcel be Low Density
Residential, and staff had indicated that proposal would be brought forward to the
Planning Commission as part of the General Plan update.

Mr. Kerr noted his understanding that a recommendation would be forthcoming to
recommend a Low Density Residential designation on his property, although he had not
been provided anything on the subject of the trail. ‘

ROGER CHUNG, 21 Coronado Court, Walnut Creek, the owner of property adjacent to
Mr. Kerr’s immediately west of and continuing on towards Clayton Road, also
approximately 60 feet wide, commented that if a trail was executed on the property he
would have little use of the property. He stated that he had not heard from staff on the
General Plan proposal and had been the owner of the property since-1993.- He too
objected to the trail designation on his property since that would preclude any
development of that property. ‘

Chair Bjerke clarified that the item before the Commission was the DEIR for the next
General Plan. While the General Plan update would affect the entire City, he noted that
not everyone in the City had been noticed individually. - He explained that various land
use designation changes would be considered as part of the General Plan update.
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MARY LOU LAUBSCHER, 1122 Lovell Court, Concord, speaking as a resident and as
a member of the Contra Costa Public and Environmental Health Advisory Board
(CCPEHAB) to the Board of Supervisors, commented on the topic of air. She stated that
the CCPEHAB Board was alarmed by the accelerated asthma rate in the County and its
impact on children, primarily a result of particulate matter from woodstoves and
fireplaces. She noted that the City had the opportunity to limit new wood burning stoves
and fireplaces for the next 20 years. She urged the elimination of wood smoke in
Concord for the health of future generations in the community. She submitted a letter
and packet to the Chair. She urged the adoption of non-polluting fireplaces.

MICHAEL KENT, Contra Costa' County Health Department representing the Contra
Costa Asthma Coalition, 597 Center Avenue, #100, Martinez, which had been created in
2002 to help people in the County with asthma, explained that the Coalition was
comprised of the American Lung Association, County Health Department, Child Care
Council, John Muir Health, Kaiser, La Clinica De La Raza, and the Mt. Diablo Unified
School District working to help people in medical care and with asthma ‘education.

Mr. Kent requested that the Final EIR conduct an analysis of the amount of particulate
matter generated by new wood burning fireplaces of the 6,000 homes anticipated for
- Concord that did not include any potential homes in the area of the Concord Naval
Weapons Station. He estimated 300 pounds particulate matter from woodstoves from the
new homes each winter night. He urged that the Commission consider those
environmental impacts in the EIR. -

Mr. Kent stated it was important to limit wood smoke given the particulate matter created
that contributed to asthma, cancer, lung disease, heart disease and the like. He noted that
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) had already called for 30
Spare the Air nights this year and he emphasized the need for more aggressive wood
stove controls. He referred to a new federal standard for a 24-hour particulate matter
maximum from 65 to 35 parts per billion, which the General Plan did not reflect.

Mr. Kent recommended that the City adopt an ordinance as a mitigation measure that
would allow new homes to have only Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) certified
wood stoves or gas inserts rather than fireplaces. He suggested that would be an easy
ordinance to implement and stated that the County had enacted a similar ordinance, as -
had the cities of Martinez and Clayton, and 41 cities and counties in the Bay Area.

When asked by Vice Chair Brumley, Mr. Kent reported that a certified wood stove could
generate 100 percent less particulate matter than a non-certified stove. He stated that gas
inserts were even cleaner than pellet stoves. ‘

PAUL CHOISSER, 1741 Lynwood Drive, Concord, a 46-year resident, inquired whether

or not the report had to be modified to address the new impacts associated with the
document. y '
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Ms. Raines stated in response to the speaker that the document being addressed at this
time was the DEIR for the General Plan Update. The comments received through the
public comment.period, which ended this date, would be taken by the General Plan
Consultant would respond to those comments and letters received through the comment
period. The responses plus the DEIR would become the Final EIR (FEIR), which
document would then be used by the decision makers to inform them as to whether or not
further modifications needed to be made to the General Plan update based upon any
identified impacts contained in the EIR that needed to be miti gated.

Mr. Choisser referred to Chapter 5, Transportation and Circulation, 5.3 Goals, Principles
and Policies, and recommended a principal, policy and goals requirement that all new
development shall install bicycle parking and security facilities. By not including that
impact, he suggested there could be a perception that the General Plan discouraged
alternative uses of transportation which might make the document internally inconsistent
and therefore make the DEIR inadequate.

 Speaking to Chapter 6, Parks, Open Spaces and Conservation, Figure 6-6, Cultural and
- Historic Resources, Table 6-5, City of Concord, Designated Historic Sites and Strictures
and corresponding EIR Chapter 3, Cultural Resources Figure 3.5-1, Historic Resources
Table 3.5-1, City of Concord Historic Sites and Structures, Mr. Choisser suggested that
the document had not included the Masonic Lodge as an historic structure. He
recommended text discussion of the historic structure in the historic registry and how it
had later been removed from that registry. ' : ‘

Mr. Choisser also spoke to Chapter 6, Parks, Open Space and Conservation, Figure 6-4,
and the EIR Chapter 3.4 Figure 3.4-2, and noted that the legend on both the maps in
Figure 6-4 in the General Plan and Figure 3.4-2 in the EIR did not reflect what the dotted
purple line semi-circles around the Los Medanos Hills and the Concord Naval Weapons
Station sites indicated.

Further, Mr. Choisser commented that he was a city planner with his own consultant
service and had been a public agency city planner for 20 years. In his consulting service
- he had spoken to a biologic consultant who had 20 years of review of the Concord Naval
Weapons Station site and who had indicatéd that the site was a known habitat of
Peregrine Falcons, Golden Eagles and an American Bald Eagle, and the area between the
Los Medanos Hills and Lynwood Drive appeared to be prime habitat for the burrowing
owl, none of which had been indicated in the document.

Mr. Choisser otherwise commented that staff had done an excellent job in the process.
He stated that he would subsequently prepare a letter to support his comments.

Commissioner Costa thanked Mr. Choisser for his comments and reiterated that this date

was the closing of the DEIR. He emphasized that everything counted and he urged all
citizens to become involved in the process.

12
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PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

Commissioner Jensen moved that the Planning Commission confirm the proposed
Concord 2030 Urban Area General Plan and DEIR hearing schedule as proposed Table
1. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Costa.

AYES: Jensen, Costa, Brumley, Bjerke
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Sylls

Chair Bjerke thanked staff for the work and the continuation of the public outreach effort
and emphasized the importance of the EIRs and updated General Plan.

Commissioner Costa commented that the Commission could be used to help share the
message of emphasizing the importance of the City’s General Plan.

13



Response to Oral Comments

22: Dick Kerr. Comment noted. This is not a comment regarding CEQA or
environmental analysis.

23: Robert Chung. Comment noted. This is not a comment regarding CEQA or
environmental analysis.

24: Mary Lou Laubbscher. Refer to Response 16-A.
25: Michael Kent. Refer to Responses 16 and 17-A to E.

26. Paul Choisser. Refer to Responses 21-A to E.
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3 Corrections to the Draft EIR

This section includes additional revisions and corrections to the Draft EIR that were not part
of the above responses to comments. These minor revisions are based on EIR consultant
review. Text additions appear in underline. These corrections do not change the meaning or
intent of any of the text, nor do they change the overall analysis or findings of the Draft EIR.

Any minor changes to the proposed General Plan, as identified by City Staff or the City’s EIR
consultant, do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant
environmental impacts or mitigation measures.

All references to “project sponsor” in the Draft EIR are hereby revised as “project
applicant”.

3.1-1. Page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measures

ired: As mitigation the following policies have been added to
the General Plan and the Draft FIR:

Proposed Policy S-1.3.5: Prohibit installation of wood-burning fireplaces in new residential

development, except for EPA-certified wood-burning devices, and seek grant funding for a
wood-burning stove “changeout” program to encourage owners of word-burning fireplaces
in existing residences to replace them with EPA-certified devices, and prepare homeowner
information handouts describing low-emission alternatives to wood-burning fireplaces.

Many homes are equipped with fireplaces, which are a growing source of localized air pollution.
Smoke released from fireplaces and wood stoves contains carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide,
volatile organic compounds, and inhalable particulate matter (PM). The changeout programs
have been successful in areas of the State where emissions from wood-burning fireplaces cause
significant air pollution. PGe&E and the Hearth Products Association have offered incentives in
the past in the form of cash rebates to encourage replacement of old wood-burning appliances with
more efficient ones.

Page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measures

As mitigation the following policies have been added to the General Plan and
the Draft EIR:

e Participate in car sharing demonstration programs at new high density,
mixed-use developments initiated by the BAAOMD or other regional
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agencies in support of Transportation Control Measures in BAAQMD’s
Clean Air Plan.

e Establish preferential parking provisions in the Zoning Ordinance for car
sharing programs.”

TCM 17 is clear that the BAAQMD and other regional agencies are
ultimately responsible for supporting the car sharing programs. They and
not the City would be expected to provide funding and incentives beyond
the zoning changes necessary to facilitate that program.

Page 3.1-19 is hereby revised and TCM-10 and a mitigation measure in support of TCM-10
are added to Table 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR as follows:

“Table 3.1-5: Clean Air Plan TCMs to be Implemented by Local
Governments

TCM in the 2005 Ozone

Strategy Policies in the Proposed General Plan Consistent with the TCM
TCM-10, Work with the school district to implement the Safe
Youth Transportation Routes to Schools Program"

Page 3.1-23 of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measures

Ne—programmatic —mitigation—measures—are—feasible—and—sSite-specific

measures shall be identified during CEQA review of specific development
proposals made to the City. As mitigation the following policies have been
added to the General Plan and the Draft EIR:

e Require project applicants to implement all feasible control measures to
reduce combustion emissions from construction equipment.

e “Require new residential developers to inform future residents of any
potential health impacts resulting from nearby sources of dust, toxic air

contaminants (TACs) or odors, and where mitigation cannot reduce these
impacts.”

Page 3.1-22 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“Impact 3.1-4: Reuse and intensification could expose existing and proposed sensitive
receptors to objectionable odors and/or TACs. (Less than Significant)

Development proposed under the Concord 2030 General Plan could place residential and
other sensitive receptors in proximity to light industrial uses, which could result in odor and
TAC impacts depending on the types of industries proposed. Additionally, sensitive receptors
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proposed to be located close to freeways and major arterials are at risk of greater exposure to
TAGs, particularly diesel PM.”

Page 3.1-23 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

The following proposed policy in the Concord 2030 General Plan would reduce potential air
pollution impacts, including odors and toxics:

“Policy S-1.1.2: Site projects in locations and/or in a manner that will reduce air pollution
exposure of sensitive receptors and disapprove projects that expose sensitive receptors to

unhealthy levels of toxic air contaminants (TACs) without adequate mitigation.

Policy LU-1.1.4: Mitigate residential uses from impacts of more intensive land uses through
good site planning and/or appropriate operational measures.

Mitigation Measures

As mitigation the following policies have been added to the General Plan and the Draft EIR:

Require new development to comply with all applicable dust control measures promulgated
by the BAAQMD for new construction.

The BAAOMD includes these in its CEQA Guidelines in the section addressing construction
emissions.

“Require new residential developers to inform future residents of any potential health impacts

resulting from nearby sources of dust, toxic air contaminants (TACs) or odors, and where

mitigation cannot reduce these impacts.”

In addition, all new development under the proposed General Plan and within the Urban
Limit Line would be subject to further CEQA review to evaluate project-level impacts of
odors and toxics specific to their site, time and project description and to avoid potential
conflicts in land uses. Analysis of potential eder impacts conducted would include both the
following situations: 1) sources of odorous/toxic emissions locating near existing sensitive
receptors, and 2) receptors locating near existing odor/toxics sources. Any significant impacts
would be mitigated to a less than significant level.”

Page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

“Open Space Action Plan

Concord’s Open Space Action Plan consists of the goals, principles and policies presented in
this element. These include policy direction for specific actions and programs which the City
Council intends to pursue to implement the ideas for open space systems contained in this
element. Additional detail on how the action plan will be implemented is in Volume III,
Implementation Program; see Table 5, Implementation Actions for Parks, Open Space and
Conservation Flement. Taken together, these initiatives specifically respond to and are
consistent with the Government Codels requirements for an Open Space Action Plan, that is
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to include “specific programs which the legislative body intends to pursue in implementing its
open space plan” (Section 65564).”

Page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to reflect the following:
“San Francisco Bay Plan and San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) regulates new
development and Bay fill within Bay waters up to the shoreline, and the land area between the
shoreline and the line 100 feet upland and parallel to the shoreline which defines the BCDC’s

100-foot “shoreline band” jurisdiction. The shoreline is located at the mean high tide line
except in marsh areas, where the shorehne is located at ﬁve feet above means sea level the

This is to ensure as much pubhc access to the Bay as possible and to protect port-priority
lands and sensitive environments. It also regulates all filling and dredging of the San Francisco
Bay system; has jurisdiction over substantial changes to land use, building construction or
remodeling, and subdivision of property near the shoreline; and works to minimize pressures
to fill the Bay system by reserving suitable areas for crucial water oriented uses. BCDC H-also
has jurisdiction over certain marshlands. The BCDC’s San Francisco Bay Plan designates

priority use areas, which are to minimize the necessity for future bay fill to create new sites for
these uses (McAteer-Petris Act). be—resewed—fer—a—pafﬁe&}a{—ase—m—efder—te—mmmn%e—the

Page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“State Lands Commission

The State Lands Commission has jurisdiction over 4.5 million acres of land held in trust for
California’s. The Commission’s jurisdiction includes a 3-mile wide section of tidal and
submerged land adjacent to the coast of offshore island, including bays, estuaries, and
lagoons. It also includes the waters and underlying beds of more than 120 rivers, lakes,
streams and sloughs. The State holds these lands for the public trust purposes of water-related
commerce, navigation, fisheries, recreation, and open space. The State Lands Commission
may grant dredging permits and issue land use leases for actives within its jurisdiction. It does
not have a comprehensive use plan for these lands but manages them according to State laws
and regulations. While no development is planned under any such lands within Concord,

such as Carquinez Straits or Pacheco Creek, coordination with the Commission would be
required should development occur in any such areas.”

Page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to include the specific text of this policy,
following Policy GM-1.3.6:

“Further, TRANSPAC has developer-based mitigation programs, not a regional fee as other
areas of the County have adopted. As part of the implementation of Measure ], local

jurisdictions will be amending their General Plan growth management elements; however,
this does not have to occur until March 31, 2009 and CCTA still has not promulgated
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guidance documents for that effort. For these reasons, the 2030 General Plan and EIR do not
reflect mitigation that may be adopted to respond to Measure I’s requirements, including
regional mitigation programs. The City intends to do this before Measure J’s effective date --

April 1, 2009.”

Mitigation Measures

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce freeway impacts to a
level that is less than significant. Increasing freeway capacity by adding lanes would not be
feasible because of the high cost, the negative impacts on air quality, and other factors.
Adding lanes is inconsistent with the policies of the responsible regional agencies. As noted
previously, MTC’s regional transportation plan makes no commitments to widen freeway
facilities in the Concord area eeunty. The emphasis is on maintaining and enhancing the
existing system and supporting multimodal solutions, and not feunding for funding for
freeway widening over the planning horizon for the General Plan Update.”

Page 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised to include the proposed policy, S-1.2.7:

Proposed S-1.2.7: Endeavor to replace City gasoline powered vehicles with hybrid or clean-
fuel vehicles when vehicle replacement purchases are made.

Page 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measure

Proposed Policy LU-8.1.6: Establish guidelines and incentives such as streamlined
development review for new development incorporating green building measures.

Green building measures could include additional building insulation that exceeds the State’s
Title 24 requirements or could include projects that achieve a “Silver” rating or better under the
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Certification (LEED) green building program. Details
will be established in consultation with the development community.

Proposed Policy LU-8.1.7: Incorporate green building principles and practices into the

planning, design, construction, management, renovation, operations, and demolition of all
facilities that are constructed, owned, managed, or financed by the City.

Page 3.7-16 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

Policy S-3.1.3:  Require geologic studies to be conducted on all structures, including
those not for human occupancy, located above and below ground,
whenever a project is located within an Earthquake Fault Zone as
identified by the California Geological Survey Serviee.

Figure 3.10-2, Trails Master Plan, will be incorporated into the Draft EIR.
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Page 3.10-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

POS-1.1.7: Identify new park sites within the City limits to ensure that a minimum of 89

acres of park and recreation facilities be set aside for Concord residents
through the parkland dedication process under the City’s subdivision
regulations or acquired by use of in lieu fees paid by subdividers.

This action will meet the parkland standard set in the Growth Management
Element of the General Plan. Additionally, as part of implementation of the
City’s long-term policy for new parkland, as expressed Policy POS-1.1.1, the City
intends to acquire a total of 217 acres of new parkland to meet the 6-acre
standard by 2030

Page 3.11-5 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“East Bay Municipal District - Mokelumne Aqueduct.

Although Fast Bay Municipal District (EBMUD) does not provide water or wastewater

services to the City of Concord, sections of the Mokelumne Aqueduct are located within the
City limits. The Aqueduct right-of-way is parallel to the west of State Highway 242. It also
crosses under State Highway 4 and continues north along the eastern toe of Contra Costa

Water Districts Mallard Reservoir and parallel to the Port Chicago Highway.”

Page 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows, to reflect the current status of serving
station locations with Advanced Life Support personnel; the text is hereby corrected, as
follows:

“The CCCFPD’s rescue and advanced life support services are delivered through a combined
response from CCCFPD and American Medical Response ambulance service. CCCFPD
paramedic personnel are currently located at all fire stations, with the exception of Station 22.
Station 22 does not currently have a full time on-staff paramedic fire fighter.”

Page 3.11-10 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

The CCCFD attempts to establish 1.5 mile travel distance radit between development and the
closest fire station. Currently, excluding the Naval Weapons Station, 85.2 percent of
incorporated Concord is within 1.5 miles of a fully staffed fire station (Station 18 is a reserve
station).

Page 3.11-1 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

“Enrollment and Capacity

In 2006, public school enrollment in Concord was approximately 7540 7,310 elementary
school students, 353140 2,994 middle school students, and %280 7,249 high school students, for
a total of approximately 474900 17,614 students. On average, enrollment for all schools is +5
17 percent below the capacity of existing school facilities. Table 3.11-1 shows the enrollment
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and capacity of public school facilities. One-elementary—sehoel-andfFour high schools are

currently over capacity.”

Page 3.11-2, Table 3.11-1, o the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:

Table 3.11-1: Existing Public Schools in Concord (20056-20076)
% Above or
Total Enrollment Total Capacity Below
Name Location (20065-20076) (2004) Capacity

Elementary Schools
Ayers 5120 Myrtle Dr 429- 403 510 —+6% -21%
Cambridge 1135 Lacey Ln 695 705 702 750 1% -36%
El Monte 1400 Dina Dr 522 473 678 -23% -30%
Highlands 1326 Pennsylvania Bl 669 665 74810 —+4% -18%
Holbrook 3333 Ronald Wy 493 461 546 570 —+0% -19%
Meadow Homes 1371 Detroit Av 891 868 870 882 2% -2%
Monte Gardens 3841 Larkspur Dr 579 576 594 618 3% -71%
Mountain View 1705 Thornwood Dr 442 443 666 702 -34% -37%
Silverwood 1649 Claycord Av 407 406 546510 -25% -20%
Sun Terrace 2448 Floyd Ln 609 572 807762 -25%
Westwood 1748 West St 375391 486 474 23% -18%
Woodside 761 San Simeon Dr 445 474 630 -29% -25%
Wren Avenue 3339 Wren Ave 410 407 606 -32% -33%
Ygnacio Valley 2217 Chalomar Rd 546 527 558 606 2% -13%

Total Elementary 52 7371 8973 9.108 —+6% -19%
Middle Schools
El Dorado 1750 West St 1,014 967 1,207 1,187 -16% -19%
Glenbrook 2351 Olivera Rd 676 669 926 937 -27% -29%
Oak Grove 2050 Minert Rd 658 635 1,091 1,101 -40% -42%
Pine Hollow 5522 Pine Hollow Rd 760 723 938918 -19% -21%

Total Middle School 3,108 2,994 4,162 4,143 -25% -28%
High Schools
Clayton Valley 1101 Alberta Wy +874 1,894 +939 1,975 -3%-4%
Concord 4200 Concord Bl +660 1,639 +583 5%2%
Crossroads 1266 San Carlos Av 5352 50 45 6%16%
Mt. Diablo 2450 Grant St +,698 1,655 +739 1,939 2%-15%
Nueva Vista 1101 Alberta Wy 5+ 52 5045 2%16%
Olympic 2730 Salvio Street 344 366 375 -8%-2%
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Table 3.11-1: Existing Public Schools in Concord (20056-20076)

% Above or

Total Enrollment Total Capacity Below
Name Location (20065-20076) (2004) Capacity
Summit 4200 Concord Bl 5452 50 45 2%16%
Ygnacio Valley 755 Oak Grove Rd +55+ 1,539 2,026 -23%-24%
Total High School %4282 7,249 %84+2.8,058 7% -10%
Total All Schools 17,902 17,614 20,947 21,309 -15%-17%

Source: 2005-2006 Enroliment data from California Department of Education, 2006; Capacity data from Mt. Diablo Unified
School District, Facilities Plan, 2007 .4-

Page 3.11-15 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“The projected student population was calculated according to total single family and multi-
family housing units under buildout according to the proposed General Plan. The school
facilities calculations were based on Mt. Diablo Unified School District’s assumption on
student generation factors for single-family (0.6213—444) and multi-family (0.1896—1666)
housing, as well as average breakdowns by level of education (K-5:-47 42 percent, 6-8: 27 17
percent, and 9-12:26 41 percent)....”

Table 3.11-9: Student Generation Assumptions

Household Type Student Generation Factors
Single Family 0.6213444
Multi-Family 0.1896166

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 20075.

Table 3.11-10: Education Level Breakdowns Assumptions

School Type Education Breakdowns
Elementary School (K-5) 4742%
Middle School (6-8) 2717%
High School (9-12) 2641%
Total 100%

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dept of Research and Development, 20057.
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Impact

3.11-1. New development under the proposed General Plan will increase the
demand for school facilities. (Less than Significant)

In 2006, public school enrollment in Concord was approximately +490017,614 students.
According to total housing unit projections at buildout, the proposed General Plan will result
in approximately 6,585 new households and ;090 1,248 new elementary, middle, and high
school students. The generation of new students by household is detailed in Table 3.11-11.

Table 3.11-11: Student Projections Based on Household Type

Household Type New Households Student Generation Factors' New Students
Single Family - 6213 0444 -
Multi Family 6,584 .1896 0166 1,248 1693
Total 6,584 N/A 1,248 1,093

' The generation factor is for public school students in the Mt. Diablo Unified School District.

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dyett and Bhatia, 20067.

Using the Mt. Diablo Unified School District’s 2006-2007 student generation factors, this the
total student population at buildout will result in approximately 9,533 elementary school
students (K-5), 3,858 middle school students (6-8), and 9,306 high school students. The
distribution of total students by school type at buildout is detailed in Table 3.11-12.

Table 3.11-12: Student Population at Buildout

Percent Change Percent Capacity at
rom 2006 Buildout

Category (Grades) Number of Total Students Enrollment Current Capacity

105 89%
K-5 8,026 9,533 29 9,039 9,108

93 82%
6-8 3;403 3,858 29 3,928 4,143

115 97%
9-12 7566 9,306 28 7654 8,058

107 9+%
Total +8,995 22,697 29 20621 21,309

" Assumes 1,000 students for a middle school (grades 6-8).

Source: Mt. Diablo Unified School District, Dyett and Bhatia, 20067.
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This increase in student population represents an increase in demand for school facilities, an
average of 29 percent increase in student enrollment from 2006 levels. Two new school
facilities will be needed” as the existing elementarys—middle; and high school facilities would
not be sufficient to accommodate the student population at buildout. At buildout, existing
schools will be above capacity by an average of seven percent.

However, policies in the proposed General Plan are aimed at coordinating an increase in
demand with appropriate agencies in order to ensure that this new development is met with
appropriate school capacity. Proposed General Plan policies that ensure that sufficient land is
identified and reserved to accommodate projected growth in the community (PF-2.1.2)
would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation is
warranted because SB 50, specifically California Government Code section 65995(e) is the

exclusive method for financing school facilities and preempts all measures, both financial and

nonfinancial, to mitigate the impacts of land use approvals on school facilities. As a
consequence, the City and other local responsible agencies are preempted by this state law

from imposing any other mitigation.

Page 3.12-2 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:
“To evaluate potential impacts on hillside visual resources, a viewshed analysis was done,
using three key “viewpoints” within the City of Concord: Downtown Concord, North

Concord BART station, and the Sleep Train Cencerd Pavilion area.”

Page 3.12-3 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected and the following policy was deleted.

Page 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR text is hereby corrected, as follows:

“Any development under the General Plan would be required to obtain an encroachment
permit from the Department of Transportation for any work or traffic control within the
State Right of Way.”

Page 4-17, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR text is hereby revised to add a table as
follows:

“Table 4.3-2 compares land use by acreage at buildout for each alternative, and Table 4.3-2A
compares the land use buildout of vacant and underutilized land for the General Plan and
alternatives.”

? Or additional classroom space at existing schools.
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Table 4.3-2A: Land Use Buildout for Vacant and Underutilized Land for General Plan and

Alternatives (acres)

General Plan Alternative | Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Project
Low Density 0 0 0 0 I
Medium Density 13 66 I5 I5 5
High Density 83 25 25 10
Central Area Mixed Use 0 0 0 39
Mixed Use 47
Commercial Mixed Use 101 78 75 75 0
Downtown Pedestrian
District 9 8 8 8 0
Downtown Mixed Use 191 67 15 15 0
Neighborhood
Community Commercial 29 16 44 44 185
West Concord Mixed
Use 99 0 156 156 0
Industrial Mixed Use 24 0 0 0 0
Service Commercial 59 59 102 102 0
Regional Commercial 92 145 134 134 130
Community Office 0 0 2 2 23
Regional Office 0 52 10 10 53
Office Business Park Il 73 I I 195
Industrial Business Park 48 27 68 68 0
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