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R e: Comm ent., on Rec ir cu late d Dr a ft Envi r on me ntal Impact Report 
for t he Saran ap Vill age .Mixed Use Pr oject {SCH # 2014032060) 

Dear lvlr . Nelson: 

These comments are subm itted on behaU of Saranap Area Resident$ for 
Responsible Development ("Saranap Area Residents"), as a supplement to the 
previous comment letters submitted by Saranap Area Residents on November 17, 
2014 and January 21, 2015, regarding the Envil-onmental Impact Report prepared 
fo1· the Saranap Village Mixed Use Project ("Project'') in Contra Costa County 
("County"). Copies of our previous comment letters are attached hereto as 
Att.achments 1 and 2, respectively, and incorporated herein by reference, including 
the expert comments submitted by l.v1r. Matt Hage mann and Mr . Anders 
Sutherland. 

The interests of Saranap Area Residents are descr ibed in the attached 
comments, which address numerous deficiencies in the City's initial Draft 
Environmental Impact Repor t (''DEIR ") for the Project . Unfortunate ly, the City's 
Recirculated DEIR (''RDEIR") does not remedy these deficiencies, and introduces 
new deficiencies. Based upon our review of the RDEIR and County records, we 
conclude that the RDEIR is inadequate under CEQA and must be withdrawn. The 
RDEIR fails to adequately describe the revise d Project or applicable mitigation 
measu res. As a result, the RDEIR fails to fully identify and mit igate the Project's 
potentially significant environmental impacts . J n addition , the RDElR fails to 
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provide a sufficiently detailed environmenta l setti ng to enable an adequate analys is 
of significant impacts, and fails to identify and reduce the Project's potent ially 
significant impacts on air quali ty, greenhouse gases, haza rdous materials , 
stor mwater and lan d use. These defect.~ render the RDEIR inadequate as an 
informatio,;al documen t . The numerous defects in the County's analys is, set forth in 
greater detai l in the following paragraphs and fur ther explained in the attached 
comment letters, are fata l en-ors . The County must withdraw the RDEIR and 
prepare a revised RDEIR which fully complies with CEQA. 

I. THE RDEIR ARBITRARILY INCREASES THE TIMELINE FOR 
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION, ARTIFICIALLY REDUCING 
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS. 

Despite the fact that the revised Project is smaller in size than the or iginally 
proposed Project, the RDEIR assumes without explanatio n that the revised Project 
would ta ke 28 months to construct, with construct ion spanning over tlu:ee years .1 

This estimated timeline is 9 months longer t han the original 19-month Project 
construction schedule that was estimated in the DEIR .2 As a resu lt of this change, 
the Project's construction emissions are spread over a longer period, with fewer 
average daily emissions. Based on these low average daily emissions, the RDEIR 
estimates that the revised Project will not exceed certa in previously identified 
significant impacts, and will require "fewer controls" to mitigate other impacts .3 

The arbitra ry change in the length of the l~mstruction period is unsupported 
by evidence. The RDEIR uses unreasonable assu mptions about the construction 
schedule in order to avoid full identificat ion, analysi s, and mit igation of significant 
impacts. By calculating the Project's construct ion emissio ns under an assumption 
that construction will take 147% more time than originally estimated fo1· the 
Project , the average da ily emissions are greatly reduced , which allows the County to 
avoid a finding of significant impacts, and allows the Applicant to avoid air qua lity 
mitigatio n measures dming construction. The result is a cost savings for the 
Applicant but an undue th reat to the health and air quality of the County's 

1 RDEIR pp. 6-15, 6-30. 
'DEIR pp. 1. 1, 3-17. 
3 E.g. RDEIR p. 6-29. 
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RDEIR mus t be revised to accurate ly reflec t ai r quality impacts and hea lth risks 2 cont. 
residents and workers. The RDEIR provi des no justificat ion for thi s chan ge, and t he 1 
during constructio n . 

II . THE RD E IR FAI LS T O ADEQUATELY DESC RIB E TH E P ROJ ECT . 

As desc ribed in the p revious comment let ters, the DE IR did not adequate ly 
describe const ru ction staging areas, const ruct ion traffic, Project wate r 
require ments , dispos al plans for excavated soil, and ot her essent ial Project-re late d 
deta ils. The RDEIR does not address these flaws in the DEIR, an d the refore the 
RDEI R is similar ly flawed and must be revise d and recircu late d. 

III . THE RDEIR FAILS TO ADEQUAT ELY ADDR ES S AIR QUALITY 
IMPACTS. 

The DEIR failed to incorporate standard dust contro l measures recommended 
by the Bay Area Air Qua lity Management Distr ict, address air pollution imp acts on 
P roject residents from nearby sources, use an accurate est imate of demolition haul 
trips , and address other pote n tially significant a ir qual ity impacts . The RDEIR does 
not remedy t hese flaws and therefo re remains inadequate under CEQA. 

IV. THE R DE IR FAILS TO ADEQUA TELY ADDRES S GRE ENH OUS E 
GAS EMI S SION S . 

Th e DEIR overest imate d the amou nt of green house gas ('GHO") reductions 
that would be achieved through standard energy saving measures, and also 
proposed improper "defe rred• mitigation for OHO impacts, in t he form of a futu re 
GHG reduction plan . T he RDETR does not address these significant flaws. Without 
revision and recirculation, the RDEIR's analysis of GHG impacts rema ins 
inadequate. 

V. THE RDEIR FAI LS TO ADE QUATELY ADDRE SS HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS. 

The DEIR did not analyze whe t her past remova l of un dergrou nd storage 
tanks met soil clea nup standards for res identia l land use, or explore other 
pote nti ally haz ardous soil conditions on the Project site. Without t his informat ion, 
and without comprehensive soil test ing as part of the CEQA review process , 

8W9•012J 

3 

4 

5 

6 

6-16 

July 6, 2016 
Page 4 

Adam_Broadwell 

workers and residents could be exposed to conta mination . The RDEI R does not 
address these issues and remains inadeq uate. 

VI. THE RDEIR FAILS TO ADEQ UATE LY ADDRESS LA1'1) USE 
IMPACTS. 

Bot h the DEIR and RDEIR improper ly conclude that the Project's land use 
imp acts would be Jess than significant . The County Zoning Code requires a 
minimum lot size of 15 acres for a mixed -use Planned Uni t Development.• Th e 
Project occupies a much sma ller area, and is t herefore inconsistent with the 
minimum lot size requirement. The RDEIR states that the County is consideri ng a 

revision to its General Plan or Zoning Code to red uoe the minim um lot size 
requirement. Otherwise, the Project will require a variance from the requiremen t .• 
The Pr oject s ite remains inconsistent wit h the require ments of the Zoning Code, 
a nd pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines this is a potentially significant impact .6 

According ly, the RDEI R must be revised to acknowledge that the Project will create 
a potent ially significant land use impact . 

VII. CONCL USION 

We thank the County for this opportun ity to com men t on the RDEIR and 
urge the County to p repare a nd circulate a revised RDETR which adequate ly 
describes the Projec t, identifies the P1·oject's potentia lly significant imp acts, and 
requires the Applicant to incorporate all feas ible mitigatio n measures into the 
Project to red uce impacts to a Jess than signifi cant leve l. 

Attachments 
ELW:ljl 

• ROEIR p. 3-9. 
• Ibid. 

Sincerely , 

~ W-U-
Ellen L. Wehr 

• CEQA Gu ideline,,, Appendix G, Section X C'Land Use"). 
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