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SUMMARY

Contra Costa County is experiencing the pains oades of poorly planned growth, but it has
also started to fix its quality of life problemsttvsmart growth solutions.

Support for smart growth and open space proteati@ontra Costa County is steadily growing.
A few communities have focused development withilsteng urban areas to protect open space
and promote the creation of pedestrian-friendlghkborhoods and shopping districts. At the
county level, Supervisors have provided temporaoygetion to 15,000 acres of unincorporated
county land by redrawing the county’s Urban Limibhé. Through the dedicated work of local
residents and organizations, Cowell Ranch and attears have become permanently protected
open spaces.

Despite this progress, the effects of poor landplsening and sprawl development throughout
the county will continue to be felt for years ta@® The environmental and social costs of
decades of sprawl development include chronicitratingestion, declining housing
affordability, disappearing agricultural lands anen space, increased segregation along race
and class lines, and rising infrastructure costise impacts of sprawl development on county
residents is sometimes hard to measure, but sestatatics demonstrate the breadth and depth
of the problem:

* Since 1996, freeway congestion has increased itr&€a@wosta County by 50%.

» Ten percent of Contra Costa County’s prime farmlaasl been lost since 1990, and 70% of
its orchards have been chopped down since 1950.

» Ofthe Bay Area’s nine counties, Contra Costa Cpisthe second least affordable in terms
of housing.

* Twenty three percent of Contra Costa County’s cgpexce is at risk of development — the
highest percentage among the nine Bay Area counties

» Contra Costa County is racially segregated, wighiighest proportion of non-Caucasians
living in the older communities of the county. Fxample, 37% of West County residents
are non-Caucasian compared to only 8% in the contiesiiof Central County which have
faced most of their suburbanization over the l@sy&ars.

There is growing recognition of the problems causgdprawl, but this new consciousness
needs to be translated into action. County ressdeist work with local and county elected
officials to pursue smart growth policies that bheanew life into existing communities,
improve and expand public transportation, presepan space and agricultural lands, and
promote walking and bicycling as alternatives twidg. With smart growth, Contra Costa
County can move toward environmental sustainabgiogial equity and economic vitality.

Contra Costa County can immediately take sevenadrebe steps to turn the tide away from Los
Angeles style sprawl toward smart growth:

* Hold the Line! Preserve the County’s Urban Limit Line. Preserving the Urban Limit
Line is essential for protecting the county’s uniporated open space and focusing
reinvestment in existing urban areas. To prevaaiibhes from shifting each time new



Supervisors are elected, the Urban Limit Line stidod put before the county’s voters to
encourage lasting protection of unincorporateddand

* Reward Cities that Promote Smart Growth and Affordable Housing. The County
Supervisors should create a Smart Growth Fund smdde other financial incentives to
encourage well-planned, transit-oriented developrttet includes affordable housing.

* Reduce Traffic Through Better Land Use and Transpotation Choices. When Measure
C, the transportation and growth management meagpm®ved in 1988, is placed before
voters in the next few years for re-authorizatibshould be improved to stimulate land use
planning that reduces auto dependence. The newuve@sshould condition transportation
grants on local land use planning that avoids spaaa makes efficient use of existing
transportation investments.

» Tackle Sprawl at the City Level. Cities can play a significant role in stemming sgra
through examining, and modifying, their planninggesses, ordinances and zoning codes.
Cities should promote infill development by champsprawl-inducing zoning codes,
imposing high fees for developing open spacel preparing focused specific plans to build
community consensus around smart growth projects.

* Improve the Design of New Developments inside therhhan Limit Line. New
developments should create pedestrian-friendly sosmd neighborhoods instead of auto-
dependant malls and subdivisions. Both the coantyits cities should adopt livable
community design standards and apply them to allp®jects.

The challenges of planning for the future are @slyebut the costs of continuing to follow
antiquated sprawl-style development are high. &gramwth will not cure all of the county’s ills,
but it is the surest way for the communities of €aiCosta County to remain places where
people want to live, work, and visit, for generasdo come.



Infill Development at El Cerrito Plaza BART
In this vision of the future, new mixed-use devekaqnt provides additional housing, shops, and slifeetn the
current BART parking lot site and adjacent parc8efore-and-after digital re-imaging courtesy of\&t

Price/Urban Advantage.




1. INTRODUCTION

Contra Costa County has sometimes been known ad/tild West of development” because of
its free-wheeling approach to urban growth. Newdstibions, malls, and office parks have
spread rapidly across the landscape in ways thet against long-term livability or
sustainability. But a growing number of citizenyd&d&ome to realize that current patterns of
suburban sprawl aren’t inevitable. As a result edforts are starting up to promote the
alternative: smarter growth.

This report not only surveys current sprawl thré@atsach Contra Costa city (in the process
updating the 1996 repo@ontra Costa County: Land Use and Abusit equally importantly
identifies specific infill development opportungi@nd policies that can bring about an
alternative path of development. This new approacild create more livable, walkable
communities, provide more affordable housing, angpen space. Far from opposing growth,
this report seeks to help create responsible dpe@at in localities where it is best suited.

Smart Growth or Sprawl® intended to provide useful information to albse concerned about
the county's future—elected officials, urban plarspgommunity activists, civic leaders,
residents, and members of the news media.

The Costs of Sprawl

Much suburban development in recent
decades tends to be characterized by the
following features:

= Traffic Winding roads and cul-de-sacs
form a fragmented, disconnected street
pattern, severely limiting options for
walking, bicycling, and public
transportation. In addition, many
subdivisions hide behind gates or
privacy walls, creating further
disconnections between subdivisions Sprawl development in Antioch. Photo by Jennifeufie
and the rest of the community.

= Loss of Open Spac&prawl development gobbles up farmland and wédtiébitat. Rather
than being contiguous with previous neighborhoouk@nnected to them, sprawl often
leaps out onto new “greenfield” sites in the coysitte. Even years later, after the spaces in
between the initial projects fill in with urban ddgpment, the result is a hodgepodge of
disconnected subdivisions. This mode of developraensumes open space rapidly and
creates fragmented street patterns that make vgadkificult.

= Lack of Housing ChoicesNew housing in sprawling areas is predominaritigls-family,
which is unaffordable for middle and lower inconmubkeholds. In fact two-thirds of
housing built in the Bay Area in the 1990s was keirigmily homes, while the need for more
affordable housing types — such as townhouses,ospgbartments, senior and assisted



housing — has continued to grow. Another featditgmcal subdivision development is that
it consumes greater amounts of land compared ghherhoods with a mix of housing

types.

= The Lack of Downtowns or Centers
Traditionally, cities had a core to them where
people could go to shop, work, meet friends,
or participate in cultural activities. Recent
suburban communities often lack any sort of
downtown at all, or have at most a faux
downtown contained in a mall.

= Homogenous Land Usekarge areas of one
type of land use characterize sprawl
development, for example single-family
homes, office parks, malls, or commercial
strips. This separation of land uses forces
people to drive long distances. In contrast,
the traditional North American town of the
late nineteenth or early twentieth centuries
featured mixed-use buildings and a greater
balance of shops, homes, and offices within
each part of a city.

These features combine to produce the
automobile-dependent style of development that
is often called “suburban sprawl.” Sprawl development in the southern portion of At

Nationwide, sprawl development accelerated ggggn?ti%?tfrZ?jtiE:)isaT?\r/vgﬁg%glsﬁr%?g ected street
during the second half of the twentieth neighborhoods around the downtown (top).
century. One result is a dramatic rise in

consumption of open land around cities and towme Sudy by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) found that in most largenmgolitan areas land consumption rose
more than twice as fast as population growth betvl&50 and 1990. In the boom economy of

the 1990s this loss of open space reached thréiemakres a year.

There are a variety of factors — such as the coctsdn of freeways, cheap gasoline, lending
policies that favor suburbs, and the declining fyalf urban schools — that lead to urban sprawil.
Some are understandable, like the desire for ctpaiat, safe living. Others are less palatable
like race and class-based prejudice. Togethesetfeetors have lead to an approach to
development with enormous problems.

In California, the state tax system also encourageswl. Proposition 13 in 1978 rolled back
property taxes and has limited local governmeriigitg to raise taxes. As a result, many cities
zone land for types of businesses, such as mallsatomobile dealerships, that are likely to
increase revenues from the portion of the saleshi@xgoes to local government. These land



uses contribute to sprawl. Cities also place higimutting fees on new development in order to
fund new infrastructure and services, helping tser&ousing prices.

Sprawl development imposes huge financial, enviramtad, social, and cultural costs on society.
Many of these impacts cannot be quantified, sudtsa®ntributions to global warming or to the
loss of vitality and cultural identity in older @&s. Still, a growing amount is known about the
costs of sprawl.

Infrastructure Costs

Low-density sprawl costs municipal governments mortte long run than compact
development or growth within existing urban aregmawl requires that new roads, water mains,
sewer pipes, and other infrastructure be extenaledgreenfield areas, while infill development
often requires only upgrades to existing infradtrces. The exact amount of savings to
municipalities is a subject of debate and dependsssumptions made about different types of
development.

One authoritative 1992 study by Rutgers Univergityfessor Robert Burchell and others found
that sprawl in some parts of the United Stateseg®ed road costs 23.9 percent and water and
sewer costs 7.6 percent compared
with more compact development at
the urban edge. A 1999 study by the  Residential Infrastructure Costs (from Frank, 1989)
Center for Energy and the
Environment looked at different
patterns of development in the
Minneapolis/St. Paul area and found
an even greater gap. Houses in a
sprawl subdivision faced local
infrastructure costs of $18,374 per unit
compared with $7,813 per unit for
homes in a Smart Growth scenario.
Increased densities appeared to be the %0 ]
. 30 15 12 10 5 3 1 0.25
primary reason—more closely spaced Dwelling Units Per Acre
houses require less new road, water,
and sewer infrastructure per uhitill
another study by James Frank for the Urban Landtubs in 1989 found municipal
infrastructure costs for infill development lower dne-third or more (depending on density)
than in various sprawl scenarids.
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$25,000 4

Municipal Capital Costs
Per Housing Unit

Local governments in California may benefit fromvngevelopment initially because they

charge high fees to cover infrastructure and sesvitn Contra Costa County these fees currently
range from around $10,000 per unit to as much A€0H6. However, such assessments mainly
cover up-front costs of new roads, schools, pakd,other public amenities, and don'’t pay for
ongoing operations and maintenance. These expanssde covered from general property
taxes, which are severely limited by Proposition 38 even if sprawl development covers its
initial costs, it is often a long-term financiakd for local governments and residents.



The Contra Costa Grand Jury came to similar comatgs In 1990 it issued a report
recommending that the county stop permitting dgualent in unincorporated areas. The Grand
Jury concluded that “Both city and county governtaactively foster new development in order
to increase tax revenue, with apparent little aib@rto possible adverse long range
consequences of emphasizing short term gdifi§i& report warned local governments that new
demands for services such as schools, parks, pbleg@rotection, and social programs would
outstrip the tax revenue that new residential dgu@kent provides. Unfortunately this warning
has not led to significant change within the county

Traffic

Traffic congestion is the leading concern of maaynty residents. Throughout the Bay Area as
a whole, the Metropolitan Transportation Commiss&apects congestion (measured as “vehicle
hours of delay”) to increase 152 percent betwe@8 Ehd 2025.The duration of the average
work trip is expected to increase by 25 percent tivis period® Bay Area residents traveled in a
motor vehicle an average of 11.6 miles daily in@@nd 18.7 in 2000, but are expected to travel
21.5 miles daily in 2020.

The nature of suburban development in places lieti@ Costa County virtually requires
automobile use. Freeway congestion in the courgwdry 50 percent between 1996 and 2901.
Congestion on many of the county’s arterial stresédso worsening, in part because of the lack
of connecting through-streets within suburban dgwelent. Subdivisions, office parks, and
shopping centers all dump their traffic onto a $maiber of arterial roads, and drivers have
little choice of route. These main streets therobexjammed with cars and require large,
elaborately signalized intersections when they rodedr arterials. Ygnacio Valley Road, San
Pablo Boulevard, Treat Boulevard, Willow Pass R&ah Ramon Valley Boulevard, and
Camino Tassajara are examples. Meanwhile, altematodes of travel such as public transit,
bicycling, or walking are often not feasible be@uo$the spread-out nature of the county’s land
use, the lack of connecting road patterns, angeldestrian-unfriendly nature of arterial streets.

Lack of Housing Choices

The Bay Area, like the entire state, is in the inafsa deepening housing crisis. For more than
two decades the number of new jobs and residestfahautstripped the number of new housing
units. In addition new housing units are largehgke-family homes, which are unaffordable to
the vast majority of residents. The result is itgthhousing prices, long-distance commuting,
and growing hardship for less affluent residents.

Reasons for the lack of new housing include zoomdes that require low-density, sprawling
types of development, the inherently greater chgbeto developers of creating well-designed
higher-density or infill neighborhoods, and NIMBNdt In My Backyard) opposition from
neighbors’ Many cities also resist zoning for affordable hingssince this often increases
demand for city services (schools, parks, librams.) without contributing a corresponding
amount of tax revenue (property taxes being limiggdProposition 13).

Under state law; the Association of Bay Area Gomeents (ABAG) has established housing
production targets for each city in the region. Séhgoals are further broken down by income—
cities are expected to change zoning and othelatguos to ensure that housing is available to



those making at least 120 percent, 80-120 per66rB0 percent, and below 50 percent of area
median income. But according to a 2002 report bse@belt Alliance and the Non-Profit
Housing Association of Northern California, 89 pEtof the Bay Area cities and counties were
not complying with this state-mandated “fair shanetising proces¥. This regional failure to
construct sufficient housing, especially affordaltdeising, affects nearly everyone through sky-
rocketing housing prices and rents.

Not only is there an overall lack of housing, e balance between jobs and housing within
various parts of the Bay Area has become seriakawed and leads to increased traffic
congestion as people have to commute long distanagerk. Such “jobs/housing imbalance” is
becoming especially acute in Silicon Valley, Saarfisco, and the inner East BayBy

allowing rapid economic development without ensgisafficient housing for workers, cities in
these locations have increased development presswther places such as northern and eastern
Contra Costa County, which have been the placeast Iresistance to new housing.

Within Contra Costa County, new housing is beirepted in East County cities like Antioch
and Brentwood, while new jobs are being create@entral County locations such as Walnut
Creek and Concord. There is also a mismatch wghmticular cities between the types and
prices of new housing and the incomes of many werka San Ramon, for example, the
median price of new housing was about $550,000@22But many jobs in that city’s
businesses are for lower paid service workers, mémhom will have to commute long
distances from areas with less expensive homes.

Equity Costs
Sprawl development poses huge but often unquabifieosts on society in terms of increasing

inequities between different demographic groupsgewgraphical areas. In Contra Costa
County, sprawl has meant that investment has flowecentral and South County areas while
West County cities such as Richmond have suffened & lack of jobs, capital, and tax base.
The result is a concentration of poverty and isotadf minority communities, in addition to
declining urban schools and services.

Overall, 37 percent of West County residents armbes of minority groups, compared with 8
percent of Central County residefts=orty-nine percent of West County residents ase af

low or moderate income, compared with 31 percenCfntral County and 39 percent for the
county as a whole. Some Richmond neighborhoode@sealmost entirely African-American.
Even in the real estate boom of the 1990s, velty ltew investment took place in the central
neighborhoods of this city, despite its enviablealion close to BART and freeways.

Suburban sprawl also causes the demise of downtdwegies such as Pittsburg and Antioch,
for example, almost all new investment is focusedsabdivisions in the hills south of Route 4,
while empty buildings and vacant lots plague olitwntown neighborhoods near the Delta.
These wonderful historic districts could becomeeagsource of community pride and
identity—and could provide walkable, transit-orieshtiving environments for many people—
but have suffered as city leaders have allowedIdpweent to sprawl elsewhere.



Other equity issues exist as well. The countywats lof affordable housing hits elderly and
lower-income residents extremely hard. Lower-incavoekers must often endure long
commutes and spend more time away from their familResidents of older West County or
North County communities without cars may have oweas to new jobs in South or Central
County. Since inexpensive housing is often locaieal the county’s oil refineries and other
chemical industries—and other communities residting affordable housing—Ilower-income
residents may also suffer disproportionately frastiytion and risks of toxic chemical exposure.

Environmental Costs

As of 2000, the Bay Area had 234,746 acres of (866 square miles) at high risk of sprawl
development over the next 30 yeht€ontra Costa had the highest percentage of its lan
threatened by development (22.8 percent) of anyptyoBesides this potential great loss of open
space and wildlife habitat, the impacts of sprawlude fragmentation of the remaining habitat
as wildlife corridors are cut by new roads and tlgwments, water pollution (from road, yard,
and construction runoff), and the introduction iEo-invasive nonnative species used in
landscaping into local watersheds.

Automobile-dependent sprawl development leadsgbériresource consumption and generation
of certain pollutants. Energy use in motor vehi¢kdmost entirely from petroleum) is expected
to rise 28 percent in the Bay Area between 199828%* Such consumption helps make the
United States even more dependent on imports oha@newable resource.

Although modeling by the Metropolitan Transportat@ommission (MTC) shows emissions of
many local air pollutants declining due to cleagmegines, particulate emissions (including road
dust and diesel engine emissions) are expectéset®® percent These fine particles have
been linked to a variety of respiratory problenduding asthma. Carbon dioxide emissions
from motor vehicle use are also expected to risézbpercent between 1998 and 2625,
contributing to global warming.

One impact of sprawl just beginning to be appredatationwide is the loss of groundwater
recharge as rainfall hits pavement in new commesgind is channeled into storm drains rather
than filtering into local aquifers. A recent stuolyU.S. metropolitan areas by American Rivers,
the Natural Resources Defense Council, and SmanvtArAmerica finds that groundwater
losses range as high as 132.8 billion gallons aipehe sprawling Atlanta regiod.Water
consumption is also greater in the Bay Area’s sdgpmpared with its more urban
communities, due to larger expanses of lawn andislzaping as well as the fact that eastern Bay
Area locations are hotter then older urban arezseclto the Golden Gate.

Loss of Farmland

Eastern Contra Costa County is in possession oé sirthe best farmland in the world, with
topsoil 30 feet deep in places. In addition to gofl, the area enjoys a mild Mediterranean
climate, availability of water, and close proximityurban markets. Unfortunately, much of this
ideal farming and grazing land is being convertadhbn-agricultural purposes, primarily
residential development. Despite the loss of laggiculture plays a significant role in Contra
Costa’s economy. In 1998 vegetable, field, serdt, &nd nut crops in East County produced
$51.2 million in gross revenue, a 65% increasevwenue from 1988.




In 1996, Greenbelt Alliance reported that more th@mpercent of Contra Costa County’s prime
farmland had been lost over the previous 25 yedatk,much more threatened by
suburbanization® Between 1992 and 2000 over 13,000 additional amfré&ming and grazing
land were converted to non-agricultural uses. tiheowords, Contra Costa lost over one
thousand acres of the best farmland in the la$tt gigars.’

Conversions to Non-Agriculture Uses 92-94 94-96 96-98 98-2000 | TOTAL
Prime Farmland Converted 123 413 259 1,085 1,880
Total Agricultural Land Converted 3,375 2,220 3,220 4,999 13,814

Data compiled from California Department of Consgian Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program bi-annuaCalifornia Farmland Conversioreports.

Not surprisingly, the total number of individuatias has also decreased. From 1992 to 1997
Contra Costa County lost 88 farms, with the totahber declining from 675 to 587 While the
county saw 43,000 jobs added to its economy betW866 and 2000, in the same time period it
experienced a decline of 600 people working inadttire from 3,200 to 2,608.As suburban
development spreads, agriculture becomes lesseviehlmers are facing pressures of urban
growth, rising land values, and increased t&%es.

1,334 acres of farmland lost between 1998 and 2@830a result of 16 individual conversions of
various sized parcels from important farmland toaumr land® Most of this was for smaller
housing developments, although a 500-acre pard¢bEiBrentwood area was converted for a
golf community. The Diablo Vista Middle School aachew sewage facility on Jersey Island
also occurred on previous farmland.

Thirty-seven additional developments took placgmzing land, farmland of lesser importance
(low quality soil, lack of irrigation, or other ldnances to high-quality farming), and “other”
non-agricultural land—wetlands, dense brush afeasgensity rural settlements, €ttA total of
11,934 acres were converted in this way, includimegg700-acre Gale Ridge community, other
medium sized and smaller housing developmentsadad golf courses and golfing
communities.

Quality of Life

Sprawl leads to the decline of many older downtoams neighborhood centers, with their rich
history and sense of identity. New malls with naéibchain stores drive traditional, locally
owned downtown stores out of business— for exantilépp Mall helped kill stores in
downtown Richmond and Sun Valley Mall helped undaeshops in downtown Concord. New
office parks and subdivisions also draw residen@yafrom older cities, which then suffer a
declining tax base and a concentration of povéitg result is the near-total abandonment of
certain communities with the richest historic anttural legacies. In their place we have generic
subdivisions, strips, malls, and office parks floain a “geography of nowhere” as author James
Howard Kunstler has notéd.
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Recent suburban development does offer benefits
for many residents but at the cost of declining
quality of life for other Bay Area communities.

As traffic mounts, open space disappears, older
cities decline, and affordable housing vanishes,
individuals and businesses begin to wonder
whether the advantages of the region are worth
the costs, and consider moving elsewhere. For
those committed to the region, daily life becomes
slowly more difficult.

A landmark 2002 report by Reid Ewing at

Antioch is planning sprawl development on Rutgers University, Rolf Pendall at Cornell

2,700-acre Future Urbanization Area 1 University, and Don Chen of the nonprofit

l(DFhUAl)’ at the very fringe of the Bay Area. organization Smart Growth America, comparing

oto bv Jennifer Kaufe . . . .
metropolitan regions nationwide, concluded that

“People living in sprawling regions tend to driveegter distances, own more cars, breathe more
polluted air, face a greater risk of traffic fatia$, and walk and use transit le8%.”

Conversely, a 2000 study by the Natural Resourederide Council and the U.S. EPA
comparing an infill subdivision in Sacramento watlsprawling counterpart found that the infill
neighborhood offered many quality-of-life advantageesidents traveled only half as much in
motor vehicles each year, and the average distarmgpermarkets, schools, and public transit
was about one-tenth that in the spraw! locafion.

What Is Smart Growth?

Smart growth seeks to reverse the basic proce$sgsawl. Though there is no universally
accepted definition, ABAG defines the term as “depment that revitalizes central cities and
older suburbs, supports and enhances public trgmeinotes walking and bicycling, and
preserves open spaces and agricultural lands.’ARmerican Planning Association defines the
concept as follows:

“Smart growth means using comprehensive plannirgutde, design, develop, revitalize
and build communities for all that:
« have a unique sense of community and place;
« preserve and enhance valuable natural and cutesaurces;
« equitably distribute the costs and benefits of ttgument;
« expand the range of transportation, employmentnanging choices in a
fiscally responsible manner;
« value long-range, regional considerations of snatality over short term
incremental geographically isolated actions; and
« promotes public health and healthy communities.

“Compact, transit accessible, pedestrian-orientegled use development patterns and
land reuse epitomize the application of the prilespf smart growth.
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“In contrast to prevalent development practicesarsmgrowth refocuses a larger share of
regional growth within central cities, urbanizeé@as, inner suburbs, and areas that are
already served by infrastructure. Smart growth ceduhe share of growth that occurs on
newly urbanizing land, existing farmlands, andnwisonmentally sensitive areas. In
areas with intense growth pressure, developmemwly urbanizing areas should be
planned and developed according to smart growticipies.”®

A main motivation of the smart growth movement oadilly has been to create more efficiency
in government expenditures, since sprawl requireatgr expenses for roads, sewers, water
mains, schools, and public services. But smart tir@iso uses land more efficiently—saving
open space—and makes walking, biking, and puldicsjportation more feasible.

Smart growth differs from previous growth controlnanagement techniques in that it tries to
rethink the form of development, rather than jttisg limits. Whereas growth caps or
moratoria are often criticized on equity grounds++gising housing prices and thus excluding
lower-income people from communities—smart growah potentially ensure a diverse mixture
of housing types and prices that can meet the nefetiany residents.

States such as Maryland, New Jersey, MinnesotgdDrend Washington have become leaders
in pursuing smart growth. These and other states éaacted statewide land use planning
principles and created incentives for local goveznta to improve their development practices.
Maryland, for example, makes state infrastructuests conditional on local establishment of
“priority funding zones,” and has also establisb&te programs to preserve “rural legacy” lands
and to locate public buildings within downtowns amtdan centers. Similar programs could be
developed by the state of California or Contra €&bunty. For example, the county might
provide incentive funds for planning and developtneithin older downtowns or other
designated smart growth zones throughout the cotiey MTC already makes some such
grants available through its Transportation fordble Communities (TLC) and Housing
Incentive Program (HIP) grant programs.

Cities have allowed prime sites like the EICeriitel Norte BART Station area to be used for -style developmer
often to gain sales tax revenue. However, thesasazan eventually be redeveloped as mixed-useittraltesges with
boulevard-style street design.

During the past ten years the urban design movekmawn as the “New Urbanism” has
influenced community design principles. This movahwlls for the creation of walkable,
people-oriented neighborhoods based often on imadittown models from a century or more
ago. These design ideals fit closely with smartghoefforts.
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Smart growth goes beyond New Urbanism and condestomn accommodating new residents
and jobs within existing urban areas. Doing thguires careful planning by various levels of
government to establish a context in which goocetigament will happen. Local governments
may need to rezone key sites, develop detaileds@ad design guidelines for development,
improve amenities such as sidewalks, street teggbparks, and upgrade community services.

Under a smart growth framework, infill developmeah occur in several ways: through building
on vacant lots, reuse of underutilized sites s@cpaaking lots and old industrial lands, and
rehabilitation or expansion of existing buildings.

Such infill is typically possible in certain typeslocations:

= |n older downtowns that have been neglected forsyea

= Along arterial strips that have many parking lets;ant parcels, and older one-story
buildings,

= Near BART stations and other transit facilities,

= On “grayfield” lands occupied by older shopping tegs, office parks, and parking lots,

= On “brownfield” lands that may require cleanup fromustrial contamination, and

= In existing residential neighborhoods where landensitan be encouraged to add
“secondary units” to existing properties.

Smart growth then becomes a process of identifgpprtunity sites within existing cities and
towns—in particular areas large enough to becomengghborhood centers—and developing
collaborations between city governments, commugribups, and developers to ensure that
appropriate development happens.

The Regional Context

From a population of 4.6 million in 1970, the BayeA grew to 6.0 million in 1990 and 6.7
million in 2000, and is expected to add another mikon residents by 2020. Similar growth is
occurring statewide. Coupled with rapid increasegrbanized land area, resource consumption,
and traffic, this trend is extremely worrisome. Yigny citizens and elected leaders throughout
the region are realizing that by growing smarterBlay Area can accommodate additional
residents while minimizing negative environmentapacts, and while actually improving the
vitality of many existing communities.

Smart Growth Planning

Concern about the negative impacts of growth has beounting in the Bay Area for decades.
Greenbelt Alliance staff and board members have beéhe forefront of a number of efforts to
rethink growth. In 1991, for example, the Bay Vis2020 report, compiled by a blue-ribbon
commission of leaders from throughout the regi@mctuded that “we must improve our ways
of managing growth or we will lose many of the died that make this region such a special
place.” Unfortunately followup efforts in the staggislature to strengthen our regional
governance structure were narrowly defeated.

In 1996, representatives of nonprofit organizatimetuding Greenbelt Alliance formed a
regional campaign—now known as the Transportatiwhlaand Use Coalition—to improve
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regional planning. This coalition has succeede®wsing some regional transportation funding
priorities, especially to support public transitdehas been a catalyst for smart growth planning.

At the same time, another regional coalition—thg Beea Alliance for Sustainable
Communities—began a wide-ranging considerationoef goals of environment, economy, and
equity might be simultaneously met within regiodalelopment. This group has produced a
Compact for a Sustainable Bay Area (availablenatv.bayareaalliance.oygand has also helped
stimulate smart growth discussions.

In 1998 these two coalitions and staff of existiagional agencies initiated a regional smart
growth planning process. This process has beerditaded by ABAG with support and
participation from the Metropolitan TransportatiBommission, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, the Bay Conservation and Dyuakent Commission, and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Two rounds of workskhapere held in 2001 and 2002, with
public gatherings in every county. Analysts dietllthree alternative growth scenarios from the

Smart Growth AlternativesThe Association of Bay Area Governments and othencies developed these
three scenarios after workshops in 2001 and 2082d&d areas indicate locations of new development.

public input: one in which most growth takes plateentral cities, one in which growth
emphasizes a “network of neighborhoods” built atbtransit corridors and the existing
transportation system, and one which emphasizeartsmsuburbs” that are more compact,
walkable, mixed-use, and mixed-income.

The regional smart growth process has now develapagle growth scenario combining
elements of all these alternatives but most cloakdyned with the network of neighborhoods
model. This scenario is likely to be used as tlsstiar implementation incentives, and as an
alternative land use scenario to be modeled witiemnext Regional Transportation Plan. Further
information is available at ABAG’s web siteww.abag.ca.gov/planning/smartgrowth/

Various pieces of state legislation are also seetarpromote smart growth. In particular, in
September 2002 Governor Davis signed into law 8%, authored by Assemblymember Pat
Wiggins. This bill requires state infrastructurading to be evaluated according to planning
priorities, and establishes these priorities a® Promote infill development and equity, 2) to
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protect environmental and agricultural resourced, 3 to encourage efficient development
patterns’’ So after decades of inaction California as a statéhe first time has adopted smart
growth-oriented planning principles.

Contra Costa Compared with Other Counties

As a rapidly growing and recently developed cou@iyntra Costa feels growth pressures more
acutely than many other parts of the Bay Area. Bancisco and San Mateo counties for
example have long been urbanized and are relatstable in population. Marin County has
much of its land off-limits to development in th@l@en Gate National Recreation Area, Point
Reyes National Seashore, and agricultural preseNagza County has adopted relatively strict
zoning provisions to protect its vineyards and scé&mdscapes.

With almost 23 percent of its open space landsatered by development, Contra Costa County
now has the most lands at risk of development pfcaunty in the Bay Area. Although parts of
the county still feel relatively rural, and its idEnts have managed to preserve an impressive
number of parks and agricultural areas, the coisrynong the most rapidly urbanizing parts of
the Bay Area and faces great challenges in bringbaput smarter growth.
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2. HISTORY OF COUNTY GROWTH & OPEN SPACE PROTECTION

County History

When white settlers first set eyes on what
is now Contra Costa County, they were
met with a stunning landscape. Mt. Diablo
dominated the skyline, but it towered
above a very different environment than
what we see today. There were miles of
pristine Bay coastlines, lush valleys filled
with salmon streams, and rolling
grasslands carpeted in wildflowers and
sprinkled with majestic oak trees. Tule
marshes teeming with wildlife covered
vast stretches of the valley floor. There

was an abundance of food for the Native Contra Costa County still contains stunningly béalr

American villages that flourished here. views of open space, although sprawl development ha
covered a growing percentage of the landscape.

During the early 1800s the land was divided intarggh rancheof as much as 16,000 acres.
When American settlers arrived in the 1850s theagkdyidiscovered that the soil was
exceptionally fertile, the water table easily astigle, and the climate conducive for growing a
tremendous variety of crops. Contra Costa—the “spgpshore”—was soon transformed into
one of the most productive farming regions in thetédl States.

County SubAreas: West, East, Central, and Southi{Valley)
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Martinez became its first city, serving as a popatapover for steamboats filled with 49ers in
search of gold. Port Costa served as a bustlipgpsty port until a railroad bridge across the
Carquinez straits cut into its business. Miningnewprouted in the foothills near Black
Diamond Mine when coal was discovered there in@®&0’s. Richmond and San Pablo were
predominantly wheat-growing areas until 1902, wBé&mdard Oil built what was at the time the
world’s largest oil refinery. During World War Ithe population on the county’s west side grew
rapidly as people were brought in to work in thgpgards.

In 1937 the Caldecott tunnel and accompanying nogdovements considerably shortened the

distance from Central County to Oakland and Sandisao. Visitors came in droves, fell in love
with the scenic landscape, expansive orchardgpgkesvns, and sunny weather, and decided to
stay.

Suburbanization, fueled by low interest Gl loarte¥vorld War Il, rapidly transformed Central
County into a bedroom community for job center®akland and San Francisco. The
construction of Highways 24 and 680 in the mid-19680 opened up enormous areas to
development. But even at that time orchards stiéteshed from Concord to San Ramon.
Picturesque towns connected by two-lane countrggaatted Central and East County, and
there was not an office building or shopping cetidre seen in most towns.

Back then, a child growing up in Walnut Creek coeitgoy a bicycle ride to Danville along mile
after mile of orchards, encountering only a handfulbrm workers along the way. The Delta
served as a wonderful playground for young peogie would go clamming or fishing along its
banks. The fish were plentiful and 12 foot sturgeand 40-50 pound stripers were not
uncommon. Catching frogs and tadpoles along tleasstbeds was a ritual of growing up.

Much has changed over the last 30
years. The orchards have disappeared
from Central County and are rapidly
giving way to suburban sprawl in East
County. The creeks have been mostly
channelized for flood control. The clam
beds are all gone and the fish
population has dwindled. Even if you
do catch a fish, chances are it is unsafe
to eat. Many priceless experiences of
childhood, taken for granted just one
generation ago, are no longer a
possibility for our children today.

Today, typical visitors enter the
county by freeway, most of which

are congested for extended periods of walnut Creek in 1960 was a small town, and Pleastlhtlid not
the day. A visitor’s first impression exist. Much of central Contra Costa County was stitched or
might be to admire the remaining farmed. The roads marked 24 and 680 are smalledgwessors of the

natural ridges which serve as a scenic Curent freeways. (Metsker's Map, 1960).
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backdrop to a vast sea of suburban homes pouringveu the lowlands, creeping up hillsides,
and spilling out towards Brentwood and the Centedley. Air pollution hangs over the interior
valleys on warm summer days, and noise and congestive become part of daily life.

The once idyllic towns have been transformed intsthy undifferentiated communities

connected by a maze of freeways and mile after ofigaiburban tract homes. Contra Costa
County was once known for having some of the rickess in the world. Now, much of the

prime agricultural land is under pavement and &maining acreage seems destined for the same
fate. Many of the scenic charms that once beckpeegle to come and stay are no longer
evident, and those that remain are now in dangbeinig irretrievably lost.

No one expects to return to the halcyon days of.yBut while growth may seem inevitable, it
does not have to come at the expense of destrayengery qualities that have made Contra
Costa County an attractive and inviting place. CaQtosta does not have to follow the example
of Los Angeles and urbanize all its remaining famnas and open space. Instead, growth can be
channeled in ways that will enhance and revitaleecounty’s existing communities.

County General Plan Update, 1984-1990

One of the first efforts by citizens to shape thteife of Contra Costa County began in 1984.
Large-scale developments were being proposed fireBksland, Marsh Canyon, Briones
Valley, Deer Valley, Lone Tree Valley, Cowell Ran&iscovery Bay, Veal Tract, and the San
Ramon Valley. East County was being transformenhfeoquiet farming area to a patchwork of
bedroom communities. Much of the development whisiggplace in areas that lacked
infrastructure, causing traffic conditions to deteate and draining investment away from
existing cities. Development was not proceedingrirorderly fashion, but was instead hop-
scotching all over the county, fragmenting the arbad and rural areas and ruining the basic
character and charm of the places it touched. tfpis of development did not make economic
or environmental sense and was detrimental toothg-term best interest of the entire county.

In 1984, local representatives of People for Opeec8 (now called Greenbelt Alliance), the
Sierra Club, and Audubon Society urged the couatsegnment to undertake a comprehensive
update of its General Plan. This planning docungestipposed to serve as a blueprint upon
which all land use decisions are based, yet itfwdeen thoroughly revised since 1963. The
Board of Supervisors agreed and set up a GenaalAlvisory Committee to complement the
work of county staff.

A coalition of citizen groups worked together orstbtommittee to advocate for a visionary
General Plan that included permanent protectiosifpificant resource areas, including riparian
corridors, wetlands, scenic ridges, and agricultiarads. They also worked to get policies
adopted that would direct growth to existing citigscontiguous lands with adequate public
services, have new growth pay its own way and epedd on subsidies from current residents,
and encourage the county and cities to work togetheperatively to ensure that the future
quality of life would be equal to or better thae thresent.

The revision of the General Plan would take yearsoimplete. In the meantime, the county was
still approving scores of new developments. In 18&6citizen groups called on county leaders
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to enact a moratorium on new approvals until the General Plan was finished. They
organized a campaign and convinced a dozen ottigsrt with them in calling for the
moratorium. At first it looked like the citizen grps would prevail, but it wasn’t long before
development interests organized and pressured ofahg cities to back off. These forces also
took control of the General Plan process and madethat the final outcome would ensure the
floodgates remained open for continued sprawl! agraént. By 1990, after years of effort, it
appeared to the citizen coalition that working tlgio the official channels would be fruitless.

Measure F versus Measure C, 1990

Unable to influence the General Plan process didtie citizen groups organized a campaign
to protect the county’s open space by initiativeey collected 33,000 signatures to put Measure
F, “The Open Space and Wildlife Conservation Iti&" on the ballot. It called for city-
centered growth, large parcel zoning outside ad¢<ito protect farmland and open space, and
permanent protection of scenic ridges and otharrabfeatures. Meanwhile, the Board of
Supervisors in cooperation with development intisresuntered by putting their own measure
on the ballot to confuse the voters: Measure C'@b&35 Land Preservation Plan." This measure
purported to allow only 35 percent of county laade urbanized, but actually contained
loopholes allowing considerably more development.

The contest between the two measures was neveleorlalaying field. The county counsel
gave Measure F the unappealing official ballot narfrift.and Use Initiative for Unincorporated
Areas.” The Yes on C/No on F campaigns raked ioralkined $430,000—more than ten times
the amount raised by Measure F supporters. Thé negespaper also came in solidly behind
Measure C, which was not surprising as it had cbesily been a cheerleader for sprawl
development® Most voters who chose Measure C thought they wetieg for open space
protection. Instead they received a new General tPlat opened up 110 square miles to
development and allowed most of the remaining gparce to be carved up into five-acre
ranchettes.

Measure C’s “Urban Limit Line”

Measure C also expropriated the concept of an
urban limit line (ULL) from conservationists, but
watered it down to render it almost meaningless.
An urban growth boundary is a long-term fixed
line drawn around cities that divides land to be
developed from that which is to be protected as
open space. The idea is to accommodate growth
more compactly by encouraging investment within
existing cities. In Contra Costa County’s case, the
supervisors chose to seek a countywide ULL rathef
than pushing for city-by-city growth boundaries,
as has occurred to a large extent in Sonoma
County. While both strategies can potentially be  t55sarjara Valley east of Danville and San Ramas
effective, a countywide approach runs the risk of been one of the most recent development battlegsoun
including more land for development between

cities.
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Unfortunately the land outside Measure C’s line wasproperly protected, as it could be
subdivided into five-acre residential parcels. Rartmore, so much land was included inside the
ULL that it actually encouraged more sprawl inste&dkeining it in. As of 1990, when the plan
passed, 75,000 acres of open space were up fa, gralamount of land about twice the size of
San Francisco. This was far more than necessang&d the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) population growth projectionteTcapacious ULL opened up vast areas
for more sprawl development, while doing nothinget@ourage investment in existing cities.

According to arguments for Measure C, only 35 parroéthe county was to be urbanized, yet
the ULL actually included 46 percent of the lan@lisTwas rationalized on the basis that golf
courses and unbuildable portions of each propentydcbe re-dedicated as open space to meet
the 65 percent requirement. Theoretically, the wholunty could be urbanized under this plan if
the developers only built on 35 percent of eacleglaand left 65 percent as “open space.”
Moreover, the line itself was a moving target ttatld be changed by a 4-1 vote of the
Supervisors. Adjustments to the urban limit liner@veoon made to accommodate development
in both Dougherty Valley and Discovery Bay. In athrds, Measure C and the 1990 General
Plan simply borrowed environmental rhetoric to gloser a business-as-usual approach. Many
of the land use policies influencing developmedatpstill depend on decisions made by a
largely misinformed electorate over a decade ago.

In the mid-1990s Contra Costa County revised thedlldse Element of its General Plan to more
fully take into account the impact of various balleeasures and amendments. Other parts of the
plan were not updated, but the document is now knasvthe 1996 General Plan covering the
time period from 1995-2010. (As required by state,lthe Housing Element was updated

further in 2002.)

Urban Limit Line Tightened in 2000

Under Measure C, every five years the Contra COstanty Board of Supervisors has the right
to review the county’s urban limit line and redrw certain findings are made. During the
1990s citizen pressure to save open space grewaticaitty, and the national movement for
smart growth gained adherents in the county. Irstlemer of 2000, after much anticipation and
debate, the supervisors moved in the ULL by unaostyopassing the latest updated version.
The 2000 modifications to the line saved more th&®00 acres—22 square miles—from
sprawling development, mostly in the eastern phith@ county and the Tassajara Valley. It was
a huge victory for the county supervisors and dgoettrpreservationists. Through this action the
county essentially restricted sprawl outside ofdiies of Antioch, Brentwood, and Pittsburg. It
also prevented sprawl development in parts of tesadjara Valley near San Ramon. The revised
ULL encourages developers to plan smart projesigénalready existing cities.

In recent years public agencies and nonprofit degdions, such as the East Bay Regional Park
District, Save Mount Diablo and the Martinez Lanmai§t, have also been instrumental in
protecting much public open space. As of 1992, @ Acres had been permanently protected.
By 2002, that figure had grown to 116,464 acres frduding the 69,184-acre Los Vaqueros
Reservoir site or the 6,853-acre Concord Naval WesStation}* This increase in protected
land came from the passage of Measure AA in 1988iging $225 million worth of park bonds
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that agencies used to permanently preserve 5,088 acContra Costa County. Protected land
now represents some 25 percent of the County’' D06acres.

Cowell Ranch

Until the summer of 2000, the nearly six-squaresaibwell Ranch, Brentwood'’s largest Special
Planning Area, was at risk of being developed. Ipars proposed about 5,000 units, a golf
course, and a two million square foot business fmarkhis site located on county land outside
city borders.

However, in the summer of 2000 the County Boar8uervisors unanimously voted to pull in
the Urban Limit Line and put the majority of CowBlanch out-of-bounds for development.
Then-Supervisor (now Assemblymember) Joe Canciaméhotiated a compromise with the
Cowell Foundation, the Trust for Public Land (TPahd developer Signature Properties that
would allow 460 acres to remain inside the ULL (witit any guarantees of development) while
the balance of the land was optioned to TPL formaarent protection. In 2002 TPL raised the
necessary $13.5 million and the state Parks anceReéan Department has agreed to manage the
land as a state park. The Cowell Foundation rethmgl60-acre parcel that will be considered

for development.

The Shaping Our Future Process

After opting out of the regional smart growth pregeonducted by the Association of Bay Area
Governments and four other agencies, in April 2G02tra Costa County began its own growth
vision project known as Shaping Our Future. Thecgss is designed to develop a community-
based 20-year vision for dealing with challengeshsas reducing traffic congestion, using land
more efficiently, revitalizing older downtowns, apceserving the integrity of existing
neighborhoods. Whereas national smart growth adesdsave frequently pushed for affordable
housing programs, improved public transit, and i0#wiity-oriented provisions—and equity
issues were frequently raised within the ABAG-ledional process—Shaping Our Future
materials did not mention improving equity as algoa

The County hired Fregonese-Calthorpe Associatesnsulting firm based in Portland, to run
the Contra Costa process. One of the consultargsaicts was to commission a poll of county
residents, which showed strong support for grondimagement planning and improved public
transit. Traffic congestion was highest on thedispublic concerns, with 71 percent of residents
saying they were “very concerned” about it. Usipgio space for new development instead of
redeveloping previously developed areas was alsigbfconcern, with 52 percent “very
concerned” and 84 percent either “very concernedsomewhat concerned?

The project began with a 2001 workshop held jointith the regional agencies. Then the
county’s consultants conducted additional publietimgs in Walnut Creek and Martinez in late
2002, with workshops in Richmond and East Countyedeld in early 2003. More information
is available througlwww.shapingourfuture.org
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Lands “At Risk” of Development in Contra Costa Cotyn
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3. CURRENT CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
EAST COUNTY

Connoisseurs claim that East County produces thigis®sweetest bing cherries. Yet over the
last 50 years, more than 70 percent of orchardseomlands have been lost and much of what is
left is threatened by suburbanization. East Coimtyrrently one of the Bay Area’s leading hot
spots for development. If prevailing trends conginiis population will explode from 160,000 in
1996 to nearly 250,000 by the year 2010—equivateaidding another city the size of Concord.

The new homes being built in East County are matketimarily to commuters, even though
jobs are often up to 60 miles away, reachable alulgg already-congested highways. The low
cost of homes is more than offset by high commutmgts. At 32 cents per mile (a typical rate
for calculating the cost of driving), a 120-mileura trip commute costs $280,000 over the life
of a 30-year mortgage. It also adds up to a tremesdvaste of time, a drain on family life, and
a deterrent to community involvement. Developers lanal jurisdictions now advocate the
building of business parks to bring jobs to Easti@g. However, instead of creating new jobs,
these are more likely to take jobs away from oBlay Area communities, causing employment
loss and increased commuting elsewhere in the megio

Building roads in the East County to accommoddteeat residents will cost billions of dollars
and exacerbate traffic impacts downstream in Ce@wanty. Highway 4 is already operating
beyond design capacity, and the funds do not &xigtiden it east of Bailey Road in Pittsburg.
Traffic projections show that building out East @buwill more than double the traffic demand
on Highway 4 by the year 2088 East County also lacks the sewage disposal capauit a
reliable water supply for anticipated growth. Nelietess, the cities of Antioch, Pittsburg,
Brentwood, and Contra Costa County itself contittuapprove new projects and have become
highly dependent on development fees to balangelibdgets.

Amidst all this growth, the historic downtown
centers of Antioch and Pittsburg have languished,
with many vacant lots and empty storefronts.

Pittsburg’s downtown has been almost entirely The historic downtowns of Antioch
abandoned, and the city has allowed dozens of and Pittsburg offer considerable
blocks to be redeveloped with suburban-style development potential...older

single family homes. Both cities have become corridors, such as Railroad Ave. and

“divided communities,” with newer, more affluent  Willow Pass Road in Pittsburg and
areas to the south of Highway 4 very different from “A” Street in Antioch, also offer
older districts to the north. “Big box” commercial extensive possibilities for infill.
developments being promoted throughout East
County are likely to further undercut traditional
downtown businesses.

East County possesses great opportunities for enguawth, however. The historic downtowns
of Antioch and Pittsburg offer considerable devetept potential, and unlike most suburban
areas have the potential to create dynamic, wadkahixed-use centers of activity. Certain older
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corridors, such as Railroad Ave. and Willow PasadRio Pittsburg and “A” Street in Antioch,
also offer extensive possibilities for infill dee@iment that could convert these streets into
attractive, pedestrian-oriented boulevards. Vatist surface parking lots, and older one-story
buildings could be redeveloped into three to fis@sstructures with apartments above
storefronts. At the same time, streetscape imprevessuch as wider sidewalks, street trees,
pedestrian-oriented street lighting, and storefretdil should be encouraged to help make these
corridors centers of community activity.

The Bay Point BART station and underused commeagidlindustrial land near Suisun Bay and
the San Joaquin River offer further opportunitis3mart Growth in East County. Eventually
large, inefficient uses of land such as County B4t in Antioch might also be redeveloped as
mixed-use neighborhoods with a substantial numbegsidential units.

Antioch

This city is situated in a unique natural settingttgives it much of its character. The San
Joaquin River Delta area provides the boundarprganbrth. To the south, Antioch is bordered
by rolling foothills that stretch up towards Mount
Diablo. The rich soils that underlie much of the
flatlands between the hills and the Delta were onceg
one of the best wheat growing areas in the region.
Since the 1970s, Antioch has transformed itself
from an industrial-based economy to a bedroom
community that has recently surpassed Richmond
to become the second largest city in Contra Costa
County. Antioch has expanded its borders greatly
in recent years, and its current city limits
encompass 28.8 square miles. The city’s growing
population has generated substantial traffic oalloc
roadways and Highway 4. In the late 1990s 74.2  powntown Antioch has a wealth of historic buildip
percent of residents drove alone to work with an  many now empty or used for storage.

average travel time of 41.6 minut¥s.

Antioch Growth in Population and Employment

Current Expected | Number of Expected Number | Expected
Population 2025 Housing Housing of Jobs Jobs in
(2000) Population| Units (2000)| Units in 2025| (2000) 2025
Antioch 91,293 118,800 29,656 40,870 17,060 29,850

Lone Tree Valley (FUA-1)

Antioch is planning development of a 2,700-acretbved grazing land at the city’s southern
border in Lone Tree Valley. The Sand Creek Speéifam, which covers Lone Tree Valley also
known as FUA#1, calls for building 5,000 housimats, two employment centers, and a golf
course. One of the employment centers is the appr&aiser medical center, estimated to
provide 2,600 jobs. The other is planned for thetexa portion of Lone Tree Valley. Even
though economic analyses show there is no market fusiness park in that part of town, the
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city expects this second location to generate 2(6()000 jobs. Additionally, when built out
retail and small businesses proposed for Lone Vedley are expected to generate an additional
3,000 jobs®™ Thus, if built out as currently proposed, the S&neek Specific Plan would create
5,000 new units of housing and 8,600 jobs. Allre$ development would generate an estimated
143,331 two-way car trips per d&greatly aggravating traffic on Route 4 and artestigeets.

In order to attract new businesses to Antioch thsetern portion of Lone Tree Valley is planned
for estate-sized executive housing, a very ineffituse of landThis rugged area borders Black
Diamond Mines Regional Preserve and, accordinggehvironmental review for the Sand
Creek Specific Plan also presents a hazard ofdabdiding beneath the houses since the area is
riddled with abandoned mines.

Development in Lone Tree Valley would likely incdugrowth on two properties to the south,
Roddy Ranch and the Ginnochio/Nunn properties.d®fitihas already shown interest in
expanding south of Lone Tree Valley by proposir@emeral Plan that includes both of these
properties for urban use, even though both aredsutee county’s urban limit line (ULL). The
pressure to develop these lands will only increfasigy infrastructure and utilities are brought to
their borders through development of the Sand C&edcific Plan. The city may then be able to
petition the Local Agency Formation Commission (L&®) to allow annexation outside the
ULL.

Map by Tom Robinsi

Lone Tree Valley doesn't need to be developeddptawling subdivisions. The city of Antioch
has 3,683 acres of vacant land within their cityité without the inclusion of Future Urban Area
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#1 that can be developed for housing and othersndéwe City should focus development within
their existing infrastructure and preserve thenglhills and ranchlands to the South by
establishing an Urban Growth Boundary and onlywalg development beyond the urban
growth boundary if the voters of Antioch approve.

Downtown

The downtown and Rivertown areas of
Antioch are home to many historic
buildings and opportunities for new
infill commercial and residential
development. In addition, the Antioch
Amtrak station can provide a focus for
transit-oriented development.

The Rivertown Business District is the
advocate for Downtown Antioch and
aims to create an economically vital
and attractive downtown through a
“Rivertown Renaissance.” The EdenHousing is building 57 units of affordable housing
group’s goals include attracting arts downtown Antiocl

and entertainment related businesses and eveetgifyihg available sites, and marketing these
locations to businesses suited to the &fea.

Some plans for the revitalization of the area aes¢nted in the West Rivertown District Urban
Design Concept Plafi. There has been little development downtown inake 10 years, but in
April 2002 Eden Housing broke ground for 57 unitsffordable housing at™and J streets.
This project may act as a catalyst for furtherliaievelopment.

To ensure efficient use of land Antioch should ed&isrevising its zoning code and General
Plan Land Use designations. Currently, the gémpdaa has a maximum residential density of
only 20 dwelling units per acre (less than thatahy small apartment buildings) and a large
minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet (prevensin@ll-scale development such as found in
many traditional American towns) for the more irgi@e multifamily residential zones.

In studies for its new General Plan, the City ofiéch has identified Somerset Road, “A”
Street, and County East Mall as sites for potentidévelopment. All of these should be
aggressively pursued as an alternative to contispeawl on open land to the south and east. In
addition, the 73-acre County Fairgrounds just sowlest of downtown Antioch, currently used
for stock car racing and other activities, is anaisite for a new residential neighborhood. This
well-located parcel, near downtown and a possiltieré BART or commuter transit station, is
appropriate for urban development. Fairgrounds/éiets could be relocated to another location
in the county.
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Potential Antioch Transit Village

Intensive development of a mi-use transit village is possible where the Unioniff@atracks cros:
L Street in Antioch. BART or e-BART service (usklrpropelled diesel-powered rail cars) is
possible on this line. The underutilized Countyrfia@unds could be redeveloped as a new
neighborhood, with fair activities relocated to @ peripheral site. Before-and-after digital re-
imaging courtesy of Steve Price/Urban Advantage.
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Leading Infill Brentwood

Opportunities in This city is situated on some

Antioch of the best agricultural soils in

A D the world and is bounded on
— Downtown H

b~ St o orvands e bt

C — County Fairgrounds . .

D — 10" Street West waterways. Historically a

E — Vacant Land on farmtown, Brentwood has

Somersville Rd. recently been transformed into

F — Auto dealer strip on a sprawling bedroom suburb.

Somersville Rd. . .

G — Count It is currently the third fastest
— y East . L7 . . 39

Mall/Century Plaza growing city in Californie®

H — Somersville Rd. The population at the end of

| — Contra Loma Blvd. S of 2002 was estimated at 31,000,

Putnam which is 8,000 more than

shown in the 2000 census.
Brentwood’s city limits
encompass 11.9 square miles,
the sphere of influence is 20.8
square miles, and the entire
planning area covers 66
square miles. The city’s General Plan would triple current population and create a
community the size of Antioch.

Brentwood Growth in Population and Employméft

2000 Expected | Number of Expected | Number | Expected
Population 2021 Housing Housing of Jobs | Jobs in
Population | Units (2000)| Units in 2021| (2000) 2021
Brentwood 23,302 76,226 7,497 26,653 5,160, 43,087

In November 2000 Brentwood finalized annexatioit®otentral area. Development in this area
and throughout the northern part of the city estiiblassic leapfrog patterns.

Developments
Like Antioch, Brentwood has included the GinochiofM property in its planning area as

Special Planning Area (SPA) R, despite the sitedeutside the county’s ULL. Two other sites
located south of Ginochio/Nunn, SPAs G and H, &e autside the ULL. The city has annexed
154 acres of SPA H (outside the ULL) to accommodateyh school and middle school.
Projects within Brentwood are already under cowsima that will bring infrastructure to the
border of these are85.

Nearly 6,000 acres of agricultural land lie witlBrentwood’s planning area, some 2,500 acres
of which fall within the City of Brentwood Agricultal Conservation Area. Despite ideal soll
and various strategies suggested or employed bgitthto preserve farmland, farming can be
difficult in this fast-developing area. The cityAgiricultural Enterprise Program cites expensive
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land and labor, and the proximity of new residdmt@&elopment, as negative impacts on local
farming** Some landowners are actively seeking urbaniza@¥ithe sixteen conversions of
agricultural land to urban land in Contra Costa i@guetween 1998 and 2000, twelve of them
took place in the Brentwood ar&aViost of this land was converted for new housing
developments, such as the 500-acre Summersetayothanity.

Downtown

Brentwood’s small but historic downtown provides thaditional business core for the city.
However, many of Brentwood’s newer residents conenboitother communities for work and
shopping patterns often follow. Big box retailare currently locating on Lone Tree Way in
Antioch and will probably be interested in DeltapEessway locations in the future, draining
further revenues from the small business distithe heart of towf\’

A smart growth strategy for Brentwood would inclddeusing development within this
downtown area while avoiding competing outlyingarethat would undercut local businesses.
Redeveloping underused lots and adding floors i&tiag structures to provide housing would
increase pedestrian traffic downtown and counteidhs of business to outlying areas. The city
may need to revise its General Plan and zoning tmdasure that such development happens.
Currently, for example, the General Plan resthetight in the downtown to one or two stories.
Two stories might be a minimum instead of a maximwith three-to-five story buildings
allowed. A modest expansion of the downtown areghtralso be pursued, to make it a focus of
surrounding development.

Pittsburg

Located along the southern shore of Suisun Baywest of Antioch, Pittsburg stretches toward
rolling hills to the south. The city experience@ichgrowth during the 1970s and 1980s as it
morphed from an industrial center into a bedroommuinity. Pittsburg’s current city limits
encompass 15.6 square miles, its sphere of infei@aad the city is able to annex) covers 18.2
square miles, and its planning area (land therody eventually be able to annex on landowner
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request) covers 41.1 square miles. West of Pitgsisuthe unincorporated community of Bay
Point, which falls within Pittsburg’s sphere ofluénce and planning area.

Pittsburg/Bay Point Growth in Population and Employent”

Current 2020 Number of Expected Number Jobs
Population Projected Housing Housing of Jobs | Expected
Population | Units (2000) | Units in 2020| (2000) in 2020
Pittsburg 54,30( 83,600 19,100 29,300 19,500 39,900
Bay Point 15,000 15,700 6,200 6,500 4,800 5,300
Total 69,300 99,300 25,300 35,800 24,300 45,100

Developments
The San Marco development south of Bay Point amgghWay 4 consists of 3,000 units on 554

acres. It remains underway despite the fact tlreatldvelopment company, owned by Albert
Seeno, Jr., has been fined $1 million under theakgered Species Act for killing threatened
red-legged frogs and deliberately destroying thabitat*® The Seeno family has been behind
many of the developments that have led Pittsbusptaw! southwards across Highway 4 into
the foothills.

Two other projects are currently stalled. Despé#eilng the proposal approved by the Planning
Commission, Albert Seeno Il withdrew his applicatifor the 779-unit, 231-acre San Marco
Meadows and Sky Ranch Il developments before tyecouncil vote scheduled for early
October 2002. These projects were being contegtealise of their size, location, and lack of
environmental revieW’ It was assumed that Seeno would gain an advaitage November
2002 election if the vote was postponed. HoweVer Seeno-supportive council majority was
not reelected. It is unclear when or if these dgwelents will be approved.

Bailey Estates, one of the few large projects itsBurg that the Seeno family is not involved in,
is also on hold. The city’s planning commission \pased to consider approval of a full
environmental study for the 257-unit, 122-acre ttgwment when the project application was
withdrawn by the developer, Bailey Estates LLC. phaject site is surrounded by open space
and is adjacent to the Concord Naval Weapons $tatilast easemefit.
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BART Station Area Development

The Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station that
opened in 1996 represents yet another failure
to take advantage of the system’s transit-
oriented development opportunities. The City
of Pittsburg allowed a shopping center and
single-family housing to be developed near
the station site, and much of the remaining
land is occupied by a large BART surface
parking lot.

_ _ S Pittsburg has allowed a shopping center to
To its credit, the municipality did develop a be built next to the new Bay Point BART
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station Area SpecifiCstation, along with a low-density

Plan that covers 295 acres of land adjacent to tRgpdivision. By local developer Albert

use area in the immediate V|C|n|ty of the potentai”y be redevek)ped into more

- 49 - - :
station.” However, the city council then intensive transit-oriented development.
decided to downzone the 35 acres of the Alves

Ranch property, near the BART Station, from
high density to low. The landowner has
successfully sued the city council alleging
conflicts of interest with two of the council
members because of their relationship with
prominent local developer Albert Seeno, Jr.
who owns neighboring high-density zoned
property and unsuccessfully attempted to
purchase Alves Rancfl.Such squabbles—and
the undue influence of developers such as
Seeno—are a serious obstacle to better land use
in such areas.

Remaining opportunities at the BART station incled@struction on BART's parking lot (with
parking accommodated underneath or in a structdezglopment on an adjoining 3.5-acre
parcel, and eventual redevelopment of the 9.7-@aleHills Center commercial site.

Pittsburg’s General Plan also proposes another Bstfion at Railroad Avenue. This station’s
proximity to downtown could provide the impetus fsrrevitalization, and could also help spur
“transit village” type development along RailroadeA However, there currently is no timeframe
or funding for this extension, which would also &dwg be evaluated in comparison with other
regional needs.
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Leading Infill Opportunties in Pittsburg

A — Willow Pass Road F Atlantic Shopping Center

B — Bay Point BART G— POSCO vacant industrial land
C — Historic Downtown H— North Park Plaza

D —10" Street Area + Commercial and vacant land

E — Railroad Ave. Corridor 3 County East Mall/Century Plaza

Downtown Pittsburg is full of empty lots and abaneld buildings, yet its small blocks and street guiel well
suited for redevelopment as a compact, walkablenoamity.

Downtown

As development has spread south of the freewayast past Bay Point, downtown Pittsburg
has languished, with many vacant buildings, emptty, land commercial properties used mainly
for storage. Yet this nineteenth-century centeviges an excellent opportunity for infill
development. One of the oldest settlements in @ddasta County, the city’s New York
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Landing Historic District contains many buildingshastoric character as well as large vacant
parcels.

Unfortunately, much redevelopment to date in dowm®ittsburg has seen suburban-style
housing replace old cannery buildings. Privacy svatid cul-de-sacs have in some places
replaced the old gridded neighborhoods. But mahgradevelopment opportunities still remain,
particularly in the core of the downtown. The aiigvoted a chapter of its recent General Plan to
the downtown area and expects the area’s populatiammost double to 7,814 from a 2000
count of around 4,000.

Corridor Redevelopment

Large infill development opportunities also exikirg several older arterial corridors in
Pittsburg, especially Railroad Ave.,

which forms a central spine of the city

between downtown and the hills, and

the 10" Street/Willow Pass Road

corridor, which runs from downtown

west through the community of Bay

Point. Both of these are wide streets

with many vacant or underutilized sites.

Three-to-five story buildings along the

street right of way, combined with an

extensive package of streetscape improvements] bowise thousands of residents in transit-
accessible locations.

The City of Pittsburg
General Plan develops a
new, boulevard-style
street design proposal for
Willow Pass Road.
Photo: City of Pittsburg.

Oakley

Although Oakley is a very new city, incorporated.B09, many of the buildings in the city’s
small business district date back to the beginoirtipe 28" century. This core offers
possibilities for new development that would hedpablish a real community center. Otherwise
virtually all growth is taking place in undevelopagricultural areas.

The various alternatives currently under consid@naor the city's new General Plan call for
population to grow from 27,000 currently to 40,G&®)000 residents by 2020, with most new
growth in greenfield areas. This historic farmiragrenunity will become a new bedroom
suburb. Though the proposed plan has statemestgpport of mixed-use developments and
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multi-family buildings that might liven up the hasic business district; most of the new housing
would be built within single family home subdivism The General Plan intends to preserve the
city's "rural character” on 451 acres of agricwdtdand, primarily for vineyards, orchards and
equestrian facilities, and on luxury residentias$ levhere horses will be permitted. But this token
amount of upscale rural uses will bear little reskamce to traditional agricultural land.

Projects
Included in the City of Oakley planning boundary avithin the City's proposed Expansion

Areas are several projects of ndte.

The 2,371-acre Cypress Corridor Special PlannirepAmcompasses all of Oakley east of
Marsh Creek and northeast of the Burlington Norileanta Fe Railroad. Included in this area is
the Dutch Slough (described below). With the exioepdf the Slough, this entire area has been
designated as a primary residential area with sconamercial and public services, specifically
at the intersection of Sellers and East Cypressi®da order to accommodate these
developments and those proposed further east i@ypeess Corridor Expansion Area,
infrastructure would have to be expanded signitiyaCypress Road would be widened into a
divided four lane arterial, water and wastewatangport systems would be upgraded, and levees
along Marsh Creek would have to be reinforced pasesof this area is in the 100-year
floodplain. Further, the sandy Delta soils posesla of liquefaction in the event of an
earthquake, requiring builders to incur greatetsos

The Dutch Slough is a 1,166-acre tract in the m@shcorner of Oakley between the Contra
Costa Canal and the San Joaquin Delta. Formerlgrityerty of Emerson Dairy, the county's
last dairy farm, the land was to be the site 00@,6nits of housing. Urban expansion closing in
on the dairy was one factor in the owners’ decisiolose the busines$However, this family
that has been on the land for 150 years decideatk with the Coastal Conservancy and the
Natural Heritage Institute to turn the propertyiatprotected tidal marsh. Due to its topography,
ecology, and soil composition this parcel is unlgwseited as a research site on marsh
ecosystems. After negotiating with the city of GgkICALFED (a collaboration of federal and
state agencies concerned about the Delta) andatiifer@ia Coastal Conservancy purchased the
land in October, 2002 for $30 million.

Cypress Lakes, a development of 1,330 homes witirmmede lakes and a golf course, was
approved by the County in 1993. Some site engingdras begun, but a list of conditions still
needs to be met before a plan is finalized andilmglpermits are issued. This is expected to
happen by April of 2003, but must occur no latemtt\pril of 2004 if the development is to
move forward. Because it is located in the 100-yiead plain, this project will have its own
system of levees rumored to cost $10 million. Theppsed development falls outside of the
Oakley city limits but within the city's proposegZess Corridor Expansion Area and the
county's urban limit line. Oakley is hoping to axnkeis project to better manage its sphere of
influence and gain additional tax revenues. Orifyrset up by Brookfield Homes, the project
was sold to Shea Homes when Brookfield found theld@ment too challenging. Though the
subdivision has its own school, the thousands oplgecommuting to and from their homes
every day is expected have a significant impadboal traffic conditions.
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The Hotchkiss Tract, or Lesher Lakes, lies betwbemewly designated Dutch Slough and the
future Cypress Lakes development, and is signifigdarger than the latter. Like Cypress

Lakes, it is within Oakley's proposed Cypress ConmriExpansion Area and is designated in the
new city's draft General Plan as primarily low-amedium-density single family housing
(roughly .8 — 3.8 dwelling units per acre). Unlikgpress Lakes, however, the Hotchkiss Tract is
below sea level and would require even more exgerevees to make the area habitable.
Because the tract is currently divided among omige owners, it could be acquired relatively
easily for either conservation or development.

Bethel Island is 6,000 acres of former marsh dichinghe 1800's and still used mostly for
agricultural land. It is surrounded by levees aadks for recreational power boats.
Approximately 2,300 people call the island homee Titmin issue faced in attempting to develop
the island is the fact that it is below sea level depends on the strength of the levees to keep it
habitable. These levees are built on the islantsable sand and peat soils, making them
vulnerable in the event of an earthquake. Becatideaisk of flood, homes have to be built

with sufficient protection in the form of elevation levees. Lastly, because it is so remote,
Bethel Island cannot command the property valulsrareas can, making it difficult for
developers to make a profit above the additionaionposed by the island’'s characteristics.

Delta Coves, a proposed 556-unit development, das bontroversial since the early 1970's.
Despite winning a federal court order in the 198@&uiring the county to approve the project
(and $1.5 million in damages), the developers mtesubmitted any specific plans for the use
of the site.

One of the Bay Area’s most environmentally destvactlevelopments is Discovery Bay, a 6.7-
square-mile, 10,000-resident subdivision east dl&abuilt around artificial waterways.

Isolated from commercial services and employmentess, built behind levees to channel flood
water away from the community and into existingskprotected settlements, and designed
around man-made canals with backyard docks, tislopment represents one of the worst
forms of suburban sprawl. Though not completelytpthe project is fully approved, so it is
mentioned here simply as an example of what ndotalrhough the development has attempted
to incorporate as a city, and thereby expand intmsnding unincorporated land, it has no tax
revenue and so has not been able to finance tloegs oA Safeway has recently opened nearby,
which should help reduce the distance residentd teeravel in order to shop. This development
is made all the worse for having inspired otheks It, such as Delta Coves.

Heron's Landing is a recent name for an area afoxppately 1,000 acres east of Discovery Bay
and west of the San Joaquin River. Because thisitawithin the ULL, it is coveted by
developers, but due to the challenges of buildintpé Delta (flood control, flamable peat and
unstable sandy soils) and the remoteness fromesieof the county, every project has proven
too expensive to pursue so far.

The land immediately east of Discovery Bay Boulevarowned by the Mormon Church and is
protected from development by the urban limit line.
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Unincorporated Areas in East County

Bay Point (formerly West Pittsburg) is an unincagied community just west of Pittsburg,
population 19,500 people. This area has seen gapudth in recent years as commuters flock to
its relatively inexpensive housing and BART accé4any vacant or underutilized parcels still
offer great opportunities for new housing, espéciabng Willow Pass Road and the Port
Chicago Highway (the latter offers opportunities doeation of a small downtown). The county
has designated much of Bay Point as a redevelopaneat and in 2002 drafted a plan for
rezoning this area. This effort may facilitate linfievelopment. However, the draft plan
unnecessarily restricts building heights to thteeiss and densities to 29 units per acre in many
locations. These limits should be raised and mimmimeights and densities added to ensure
efficient use of land.

Byron, a tiny farming community southeast of Breoba, has big plans. Though this area is not
incorporated, a group of landowners and the chambeosmmerce have drawn up an unofficial
general plan that imagines this town of 916 growg the tens of thousands in the coming
years. This ambition is in stark contrast to thentg’'s General Plan, which allows for far less
urbanization.

Byron Airport, currently used mostly for recreatiovill be the subject of study by a consultant
to assess the feasibility of upgrading the factlityserve more flights and large craft, such as
private and commercial passenger craft and agliteLand surrounding the site is highly
sensitive due to the presence of various endangpedes.

Knightsen, population 861, is still a traditiongr@ultural community. Most residents want it to

remain agricultural. Although parts of this hanfldt within the Urban Limit Line, it looks as if
this community will be known more for its horsearthts houses for the foreseeable future.
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CENTRAL COUNTY

The central portion of Contra Costa County sawnsitee suburban development between 1950
and 2000. Now many early subdivisions have becdeapyg enclaves with mature trees and
older, relatively affluent residents. Core areagvainut Creek, Concord, and Pleasant Hill are
seeing dramatic new office development in respomsegional growth pressures and BART
accessibility.

Although the central area has seen some of the
county’s best development, sprawl continues in
a number of locations, frequently in the form
of upper-end residential developments.
Orinda’s Montanera development in Gateway
Valley, Martinez’s projects in the Reliez and
Alhambra Valleys, Crystal Ranch in Concord},
and recent subdivisions in Clayton are classi
sprawl projects that consume large amounts|of
open space and are poorly connected to
existing cities. Developers are also eyeing the _ _
former Concord Naval Weapons Station Oak G_rove Plaza in Concord is an example of anrc
lands, which if approved for development shopping mz_ill that could be transformed into a

! ) walkable neighborhood center.
would re-open the floodgates of sprawl in
Central County.

[

Affluent Central County communities, especially in
the Lamorinda area (Lafayette, Moraga, and
Orinda), tend to resist infill development and
affordable housing, and don’t see themselves as
interdependent with struggling West County cities
such as Richmond or the rapidly sprawling East
County. Overcoming such isolationist attitudes will
be a major challenge in county smart growth

planning.
This large vacant parcel is within a few blocks Traffic continues to grow in Central County. I-680
the Concord BART static is already built out to the physical limits of its

right-of-way and expanding it further would
require taking homes by eminent domain or buildiogble-decker structures at exorbitant cost.
Many arterial streets are increasingly jammed, rsawl East County and South County
development will only add additional vehicles.

Concord

Downtown Concord is a prime candidate for infilvdpment given its proximity to BART and
the availability of businesses and services. Thods®f county residents might be
accommodated here rather than in East County splevelopment. However, the City of
Concord’s redevelopment efforts that began in $180% have never come to complete fruition.
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The downtown area remains sleepy and half-desestiitmany surface parking lots, vacant
lots, and underutilized parcels still availablemBART. A number of new office buildings have
been constructed in recent years, but these telnel soburban-style glass boxes that do not
relate well to the streetscape and provide litideial interest.

Still, Concord’s downtown potential may yet be izad. The 259-unit Legacy Partners luxury
apartment project on Galindo Street at Clayton Re&d be completed in 2003. The city has
also invested in urban design improvements andkargpgarage at Todos Santos Plaza, the
heart of the downtown.

Planners are now in the middle of a two-year pretesipdate the city’s zoning codes—an
opportunity to rethink code obstacles to infill @gapment. The city might for example become
one of the first Bay Area communities to enact minn zoned densities, as called for by its new
Housing Element. This document also recommendslanalowable lot sizes for single family
homes, and identifies 22 “key housing opportunitgss totaling 68 acres that could
accommodate 1432 units even under existing zoNiffgen combined with other vacant and
redevelopable land, the city believes it has roon8{346 infill homes. Even more could be built
if current zoning limits were changed, since thes& density on some multifamily sites to 10-
24 units per acre and set large minimum lot sipesihgle family homes of between 6,000 and
40,000 square feet.

Leading Infill Opportunities in the Martinez/Concat Area

A — Downtown Martinez D — Willow Pass Road, Cont
B — Alhambra Ave, Martinez E — Concord BART StatiArea
C — Commercial/Industrial Lands, Concord F — GéayRoad, Concord

Like most Contra Costa County jurisdictions, Concbhas a looming problem in meeting its
affordable housing needs. The “fair share” targetdoy ABAG for the city for the 1999-2006
period call for 726 low- or very-low-income unitach987 above-moderate-income units.
However, only 168 low- or very-low-income homes &built, under construction, approved, or
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under review between January 1999 and late 2002pared with 1307 above-moderate-income
dwelling units. The city will need to make subsiantfforts to reduce this disparity.

Martinez

Bypassed by development in recent decades in t@voore centrally located suburbs like
Walnut Creek and Concord, downtown Martinez norleisehas enormous possibilities for new
housing and other revitalization.

The city began preparing a Master Plan for its
downtown and waterfront areas in 1999, and expects
to prepare a further Specific Plan for these anats
detailed zoning changes to promote new
development. The Master Plan forsees as many as
3,000 new dwelling units in the downtown area. It
also endorses the idea of a continuous Alhambra
Creek “creekwalk” through town, forming a central
urban amenity similar to the restored San Luis
Creek in San Luis Obispo. A number of landscaped

paths and public spaces along Alhambra Creek To help revitalize downtown Martinez, the cit
have already been created. creating a “creekwalk” along Alhambra Creek.

The city has adopted a strategy called a downtown

overlay district zoning that somewhat increases

allowable densities and reduces parking requiresifentinfill buildings in the downtown.
However, height limits are still two stories in mh@ases and maximum residential densities are
set at the average of surrounding lots (which neydrsy low). These and other regulations are
likely to preclude intensive infill development. fler zoning revisions should be considered to
take advantage of the downtown'’s possibilities.e®ihfill opportunities exist along Alhambra
Avenue south of the downtown, which might beconmeogie dynamic corridor leading into the
city’s center.

Sprawl development, however, is proceeding in seratportions of Martinez near Briones Park,
with a number of pending or recently approved dgwelents off Reliez Valley Road and
Alhambra Valley Road. The county and city shouldkvogether to forestall future growth in
these locations.

Clayton

Clayton Ranch, an area of 1,038 acres locatedtfofive miles east of the City of Clayton, was
once intended as the site of a large developmegoskion to this proposal helped launch the
countywide effort to pull in the urban limit linen 1999, the East Bay Regional Park District
purchased an easement to protect the ranch perthaasmopen space. Unfortunately, the
Measure K park bond that would have provided theglad funding to open this area as a park
was narrowly defeated in 2002.

Although mainly a collection of upper-middle-claggodivisions, Clayton is now trying to
reconstruct an historic downtown for itself. A feameteenth-century buildings have been
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preserved in the Main Street area, and the City
has added old-fashioned street lamps, benches,
and boardwalk-style sidewalks. Planners also
envision a new downtown park that can serve
as a community gathering place. A modest
amount of infill housing is possible in the
downtown. Elsewhere the city continues to
issue permits for small amounts of sprawl
development at the foot of Mount Diablo.

Walnut Creek

After five decades of rapid growth Walnut
Creek has relatively little vacant land
remaining. However, the city has many
opportunities to pursue infill development and
in particular to bring more housing and mixed
use development to its downtowhin its draft
North Main Street Specific Plan, for

example the city deve|0ped several NMalnut Crek’s North Main Street Specific Plan shc
alternative scenarios for a six-block area just  yeyelopment opportunity sites that could createamit
north of downtown. These options included  village near BART.

a transit village that would provide 657

housing units and 95 hotel rooms, even

without using the site of an existing Target stditee plan envisions making North Main Street a
far more attractive pedestrian corridor betweerddentown and BART?

One factor preventing new downtown housing innégears has been high land prices driven
by the office market. Rezoning some commercial f@ndesidential uses with ground-floor

retail could help. Another problem is the heightitimeasure that Walnut Creek voters passed in
1985, which places a six-story limit on the entity and freezes building heights at the level
allowed in each zoning district at that time.
Single family homes are generally limited to 25
feet and multiunit buildings to 30 feet, except
for a 50 foot limit in certain downtown
locations®® This measure limits new housing
development in many areas, particularly on
former commercial or industrial sites with low
zoned heights. Modifying or repealing this ill-
advised measure should be considered.

Another 1993 growth limitation plan passed
by voters capped commercial development
at 750,000 square feet and limited residential
growth to 2,550 units during the 1993-2003
period. The city expects to consider whether
to continue this limit during a General Plan

Design guidelines such as established in the N
Main Street Specific Plan can help ensure attractiv
and pedestrian-oriented infill development.
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revision in 2003, the first since 1989. Plannenseex this process to provide an opportunity for
considering infill housing in the downtown. Othening revisions might be considered as well:
lot size and parking requirements are relativejhhn most areas. Even under existing zoning
the city estimates it has vacant sites for 728lsifagnily homes and 1,085 multifamily units,
excluding the North Main Street area.

Leading Infill Opportunities in Pleasant Hill/Walna Creek

A — Sun Valley Shopping Center

B — Commercial/Industrial Land

C — Contra Costa Boulevard

D — Taylor Blvd.W of Pleasant Hill Rd.
E — Gregory Lane at Pleasant Hill Rd.
F — Oak Park Blvd. at Putham Blvd.

G — Contra Costa Shopping Center

H — Monument Boulevard

| — Clayton Road
J — Ygnacio Valleg and Clayton Road
K — Oak Grove Shopiiegter
L — Underiigied Commercial Land
M — Underzg¢il Commercial Land
N — Countrywd&itopping Center
O — North Maie&trWwalnut Creek
P — North Main St./BART t&ia
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Pleasant Hill

The Pleasant Hill BART station area—
actually mainly on unincorporated county
land—has been an ongoing experiment in
transit-oriented development for more
than 20 years, with mixed success. Much
office and residential construction has
indeed taken place in this area largely
under county jurisdiction. But the large,
bland office buildings and inward-facing  aerial perspective and plan of station area develept ai
condominium complexes add little to the  Pleasant Hill BART. Contra Costa County/LennertyIl€o
vitality of the place. Many buildings turn

their back on the street, and the core area

around the BART station area remains

dominated by surface parking lots and wide, pe@eastr
unfriendly arterials.

However, planning around Pleasant Hill BART is pdigo
embark on a new phase that would at long last geoai
walkable center to the station area. A PleasahtBART
Station Area Master Plan in 2001, based on pulegigh
“charettes” or workshops, set forth detailed urtasign
standards. The plan envisions buildings of betwieanand 12
stories providing apartments, shops, offices, aralip spaces
next to the BART station. While more residentiaiksimight
have been obtained, this plan goes a long way therating a
more attractive, human-scaled core to this “traviage.”

Additional infill development elsewhere in PleasHiit is possible in a number of locations:
= along Contra Costa Boulevard,
= at the DVC Plaza (K-Mart) Shopping Center,
= at the intersection of Patterson Boulevard and Patk Boulevard,
= at the intersection of Gregory Lane and PleasahRdad,
= along Taylor Boulevard near Pleasant Hill Road, and
= in and around the Contra Costa Shopping Centeghwmight be redeveloped.

Small bits of remnant farmland also remain in vasiplaces, which might be developed into
apartment housing (current zoning allows only grfgmily housing on some prime sites).
Pleasant Hill should also encourage second unitssanany large residential lots (the city
passed an ordinance in 1989 allowing such unitddvuthave been built), and should change its
zoning to raise its 2 1/2-story, 35-foot heightition residential buildings and to institute
minimum heights of approximately this level alongjor streets.

The city is aggressively promoting a newly credtdmlvntown” along Contra Costa Boulevard.

While this 28-acre private retail and entertainmeiter does provide a walkable shopping
district for a town that never had one, the origpr@mise of a 1991 plan was watered down
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under pressure from retailers, and the developmantconsists largely of one-story buildings
housing chain stores, with little housing. Anotpesblem is that this apparently public space is
owned by a private firm when public ownership wolddpreferable. Still, there remains
possibility that a pedestrian-oriented districthaévelop around this nucleus and extend further
down Contra Costa Boulevard.

Lafayette

Although local residents sometimes believe that dnmorinda area is completely built-out,
downtown Lafayette offers great potential for titsiented development. This one-mile
stretch along Mount Diablo Boulevard near the BA®ation could house several thousand new
residents and become a dynamic, pedestrian-orieetaér for much of the tri-city area.

Several recent projects have begun Lafayette’'sfwamation. In 2001 the four-story Town
Center Apartments complex opened immediately adjacethe BART station, providing 75
market-rate units. A loft housing project nearbgas to open in early 2003. And in recent years
the city has put substantial effort into upgradisgown square and relandscaping a portion of
Mount Diablo Boulevard as a pedestrian-friendlgettined avenue.

Many more vacant or redevelopable sites exist
downtown in addition to the BART station parking
lot, where housing might be built over parking. The
main problem is likely to be local opposition,
especially to affordable housing. In 2001 Lafayette
rejected a proposal for an assisted living facility
north of Highway 24 adjacent to the BART statiof
This location may be a prime example of a situation
in which county, regional, or state agencies need
put pressure on the local government to

accommodate its fair share of the Bay Area’s Builtin 2001, the new Town Center Apartns in
housing need. downtown Lafayette next to BART have proven very

popular

—

—+

Lafayette’s 2002 General Plan calls attention ®odbwntown’s potential, but sets maximum
residential densities in multifamily buildings & 8nits per acre and a height limit of 35 feet
(two-and-a-half stories) for many areas. Theredisnmimum height limit, and several recent
one-story buildings have been constructed. Tozedhe downtown’s potential, the City should
consider creating a Downtown Specific Plan withiagmrevisions.

Orinda

Although more limited in size, downtown Orinda afsfters possibilities for transit-oriented
development near a BART station. The city is comsid) establishing a redevelopment zone in
its downtown, which might help in this regard.

In its 2002 Housing Element the city identified 3¥&cels that could accommodate residential
development, but expected these to produce at Hfdstnits. This is probably due to the fact
that city zoning requires very large minimum lates of 20,000 to 40,000 square feet (one to
two units per acre) in many areas. The city’s higlaensity multifamily residential zoning only
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allows 7-10 units per acre and a height of 27 {®ed stories), making the city a prime example
of a place where local codes prevent the possilafimore intensive development. Again,
regional action to require compliance with fair hhousing goals may be required.

Orinda is also threatened by sprawl. In 1999, ttyeapproved the Montanera project consisting
of 225 luxury homes on 978 acres with a golf coufde development would be located in the
steep Gateway Valley just east of the CaldicottnBlnThe project is controversial because of
threats to endangered species, the proximity to BEagRegional Park District Land, and the
massive amount of grading required. The city adsled to require the developer to make any
units affordable to lower income residents. CutyelMlontanera is being challenged in court by
environmental groups. It is unclear if this develgmt will move forward in its current form.

Moraga

Like Orinda, Moraga has adopted zoning codes tieatgmt the possibility of any sort of
intensive infill development, such as apartmentdaugs that might provide housing for modest-
income workers. The city’s highest allowable resttsd densities are six to eight units per acre
with a two-story height limit. However, since thgyas not located near BART and freeway
access, it is less desirable as a smart growthidomca

In July 2000, the city approved a general develagrp&an for Palos Colorados, a 123-unit
development, although this project is delayed bgdtion. Another proposed development,
Rancho Laguna, is currently undergoing an envirarial@ssessment.

Leading Infill Opportunities in Lafayette and Dowwtvn Walnut Creek
A — Downtown Lafayette/Mt. Diablo Blvd C — North&h St./BART Station Area
B — Lafayette BART Parking Lots D — Mt. Diablogl., Walnut Creek
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TRI-VALLEY

Until the mid-1970s the San Ramon Valley was alragacultural area nestled between scenic
hillsides, with the small village of Danville andet hamlet of San Ramon as its main settlements.
However, the opening of Interstate 680 in 1966 onpd access to the area and suburban sprawl
began to cover the valley. Bishop Ranch in San Relmezame one of the Bay Area’s largest
business parks. In recent years battles have beghtfover enormous residential developments
proposed for Dougherty Valley and Tassajara Valley.

Development in this part of the county has occuarea large scale, with huge subdivisions and
less of the incremental development that took plac@entral or West County locations. Since
much of the development is so new and few urbaasaggisted before 1960, there are fewer
opportunities for infill development. Still, somemortunities exist, mainly in central Danville
and San Ramon.

The Tri-Valley area (which includes the San Ramafidy as well as Alameda County’s
Amador and Livermore Valleys to the south and eastirrently in an approximate jobs-
housing balance. The shortage is in affordable ihguMany of the jobs, despite Bishop Ranch,
are low-paid service sector positions, while mdshe housing is upscale single-family
residential. This has resulted in heavy traffic tue-commuters from other parts of the Bay
Area and an equally heavy out-commute to Silicolieyand San Francisco. Less than 25
percent of people who live in the Tri-Valley wohete.

Danville

Although not incorporated as a city until 1982, Bide began as a small agricultural town in the
mid-nineteenth century. The opening of the CaldiGoinnel in 1937 increased access to central
and southern portions of the county and led to @lssmmount of suburban development in the
1940s. However, most of the town'’s residences aisthbsses have been constructed in only the
last 20 or 30 years. Some infill development opyaties exist in and around the historic
downtown, and in particular along Railroad Avenud &an Ramon Valley Boulevard. Several
older shopping centers along these corridors nagéntually be recycled as more intensive
mixed-use development.

Much to its credit, Danville approved an open spaeection measure in 2000. It was also the
first city in Contra Costa County and the Tri-Vallarea (including part of Alameda county) to
finish and get approval for its housing element] has donated substantial city resources toward
building assisted living facilities. City leaderave also been active participants in regional
planning efforts.

However, the city’s zoning code makes infill antbedable developments difficult. Future
development is restricted to as little as one peitfive acres in single family home areas, and a
modest 22 units per acre in multi-unit-building @enMuch of the city is also zoned for very
large minimum lot sizes (10,000 to 100,000 squeet for single-family homes), creating
housing too expensive for most working familiest Borprisingly, the median new single-
family home price in Danville in 2000 was $908,06®uilding heights are limited to 35 feet
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throughout the city, and developers must provide parking spaces per unit for all new
residential construction, both factors likely taluee future housing supply and drive up costs.
The city allows owners of existing single-familyrhes to construct second units, but charges
permitting fees of $33,355 for these, a policyljki® discourage this additional source of
housing.

San Ramon

San Ramon consisted only of farms and a few seattenildings along San Ramon Valley
Boulevard until the mid-1960s. Incorporated in 198@ city consists almost entirely of strip
malls and single family subdivisions.

Lacking a downtown, San Ramon is now planning a ciew center at the intersection of
Camino Ramon and Bollinger Canyon Road, and in 206 consultants to conduct
workshops and come up with plans. However, rathem treating a vibrant downtown for the
City, the process seems likely to produce sevargkl public office buildings in standard
suburban style on two blocks divided by large aater

Still, there is potential for a much more tradishnvalkable downtown at the civic center
location if several empty adjoining parcels aredysenetwork of secondary streets and blocks is
created, and buildings are oriented along thesetstrA more traditional mix of shops, housing,
entertainment, and civic buildings could be sougith) parking tucked behind structures or in
garages. The adjoining Bishop Ranch office par& affers huge opportunities for infill
development. Residential towers could easily beqaan the enormous spaces between office
buildings, and secondary streets added. This idamagion in which high-rise housing would
make sense: there are no single-family homes nganiolysuch apartments could house large
numbers of single workers or couples employedeabffice complex.

Unincorporated Areas

Most South County development has occurred on laadsolled by the county. These
unincorporated communities include Alamo, an afflusuburban area along I- 680 between
Danville and Walnut Creek, and Blackhawk, the hgged enclave east of Danville. Built in the
1980s, this sprawling development consumed settemakand acres of rolling ranchland at the
foot of Mount Diablo and is one of the prototypiédaherican gated communities.

The county supervisors have also approved majordexelopment in Dougherty and Tassajara
Valleys outside the limits of existing cities.

Dougherty Valley

This development sits on 5,978 acres in an uniraratpd part of Contra Costa County adjacent
to the city of San Ramon. After years of controyehe supervisors approved this 11,000-home
development in 1992, and it is now being built.néligh project backers promised to create
affordable housing, after approval the main develpBhapell Industries, asked for and received
a change in the affordable housing requirement &€hormous subdivision will now have only
five percent of units available for below-marketeraacomes, a much lower percentage than
found in existing housing in nearby incorporatechomunities.
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Other promised amenities such as a grocery stala &own center have also been eliminated
from the plan. One of the most bitter issues fqanents of the development concerns schools.
At the time of the approval, Shapell offered toldhtine schools without any financial assistance.
But the local school district then spent state e€bond money to reimburse Shapell for school
construction. Now project backers brag about tg@irprofit building public schools.

Tassajara Valley

The Tassajara Valley, just east of Dougherty Valieyhe site of another major planned
development. In 1995 the Tassajara Valley Progeriyers Association asked the County to
rezone 4,491 acres of ranch land for 5,950 hous#8@0,000 square feet of commercial or
office space. Originally the project proposal irt#d the entire area from Danville town limits
south to the Alameda County line.

In 1996 Shapell Industries filed a separate devetny application for part of the property, the
300-acre Wendt Ranch. Although this site was isdlaputside the service area for the East Bay
Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), and the most ssitive area biologically with two creeks
traversing the property, a lame duck Board of Suipers approved the development during the
week of Thanksgiving (the last meeting before tbe board would take office).

After a town hall meeting in Danville and signifitasopposition throughout the county, the
property owners withdrew the larger development ia1997. Two years later the Board of
Supervisors examined the feasibility and enviroriade@mpacts of moving the urban limit line
northward to exclude the valley from urbanizatiblowever, at the same time the supervisors
allowed Shapell to “study” development on the nemthportion. Labeled the Camino Tassajara
site, this 1000-acre parcel east of Danville onsttvathern slopes of Mount Diablo had been
previously designated “scenic ridgeland” and “gngzZand of regional significance.”

Leading Infill Opportunity
Areas, Danville and San
Ramon

A — Railroad Ave., Danville
B — San Ramon Valley Blvd.
C — San Ramon Valley Blvd.
D — Crow Canyon Commons
and Adjoining Malls

E — Bishop Ranch Business
Park

F — San Ramon Civic Center
and Adjoining Lots
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In 2000, the supervisors did in fact contract thé Ureventing development on much of the
original Tassajara site. Yet despite the pleasi®@&nvironmental community and the Town of
Danville, the board voted 4-1 to allow the Camiras3ajara portion to remain open for potential
development.

The current plan for what Shapell now calls “Alaeek” calls for approximately 1,400
housing units on 767 acres, 1,060 of which willbbairy homes. In a small concession to the
need for affordable housing, an outside contraetmuld construct and operate some senior low-
income units. Again rejecting the advice of mangtighout the county, the Supervisors
approved the proposal in July 2002 with only SupernvGerber, the representative from the
district dissenting.

When this billion-dollar development was approvédysll offered to pay a relatively modest
$8.5 million into a county livable communities fyritdis fund still has not been established or
defined. The county avoided channeling these mantesexisting programs for affordable
housing and open space acquisition that have w&béshed goals, guidelines, and policies but
very little money.

Approved by the County Board
Supervisors in 2002, the Tassajara Valley
development lacks a walkable street
network, local stores, a neighborhood
center, or a significant amount of
affordable housing. All traffic will be
funneled onto Camino Tassajara,
increasing congestion on this route.
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WEST COUNTY

Much of the west side of the Contra Costa hills &lasady been developed. However, some
sprawl threats remain, particularly in the unin@gied community of El Sobrante and in
Hercules, where several large-scale developmeatsraterway.

When it comes to smart growth, West County has nogapprtunities for infill and transit-
oriented construction. Development opportunitiesuad its BART stations, for example, have
still been largely overlooked. San Pablo Avenue,historic spine of West County, has
enormous potential for new neighborhood centersbandevard-type development. Cities such
as Richmond have been almost totally bypassedugsiment in the real estate boom of recent
years, with the exception of isolated areas sudlax) the waterfront, and could house tens of
thousands of new Contra Costa residents, althofigtissto improve local schools would also
be needed.

A main challenge will be to ensure that the besefitfuture growth are spread countywide to
include such West County areas, which were alnutatly bypassed during the real estate boom
of the 1990s.

El Cerrito

Traditionally resistant to infill development, El
Cerrito may now be changing somewhat with &
new planning process to establish urban design
guidelines for the San Pablo Avenue corridor
near Del Norte BART. Sitill, the city’s track
record has been poor to date. City decision-
makers succumbed to fiscal zoning pressures|in
the late 1990s by allowing El Cerrito Plaza to be
redeveloped with big-box retailers, a Honda
dealership, and Target store to occupy prime
parcels next to Del Norte BART. The one This abandoned Albertson’s store along San P
bright spot has been Del Norte Plaza, a 135- Avenue in El Cerrito is ripe for redevelopm
unit mixed-use project next to BART

completed in 1994.

If it can summon the political will, this small gibf 23,000 has enormous potential to make San
Pablo Avenue into a dynamic mixed-use boulevardgsimgumany new residents. In 1992 the city
in fact set a goal of adding 1,018 additional nfaitiily units within its Housing Element.
However, to date only 271 have been built. The ésggroblem seems to be lack of political
interest, combined with NIMBY opposition. Politicisa have simply been more interested in
commercial businesses producing sales tax revédrauneih housing projects that might produce
little revenue but require city services.

Another obstacle may be zoning limits of 35-45 sipier acre along the San Pablo corridor, and

restrictive lot size, setback, and parking stanslafdr example, under current zoning a
developer of two-bedroom condominiums next to BARJuld have to provide two parking
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spaces per unit plus guest parking—qgreatly raisorgtruction costs—even though this is an
ideal location for households to own at most orf@clke. Also, the city’s Redevelopment
Agency is out of money until 2005-6, reducing tltg’s ability to assist new infill housing.

Smart Growth Creates Street Life

In this re-envisioning of El Cerrito’s Fairmont Aveetween the BART station and San Pablo Avenue,
new infill buildings and street redesign help addlity to a neighborhood. Digital re-imaging coedy

of Steve Price/Urban Advantage.
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Richmond

While Central, East, and South
County have grown exponentially
in recent decades, Richmond has
stagnated. There has been
virtually no new investment in the
city’s downtown, except for a
small number of affordable
housing projects built by
nonprofits. Like East Oakland and
West Oakland—and the East
County municipality of
Pittsburg—Richmond is a prime

example of how currgnt pqttems The Richmond Transit Village plan calls for 231 nbmuses

of sprawl lead to the isolation of shops, a small performing arts center, and pockeksnear the
lower-income minority groups BART station. Credit: City of Richmond/Calthorpeséaiates.
within older cities.

ABAG's regional smart growth vision and early dsadif Shaping Our Future documents call for
focusing much new development in places like Richdhmstead of on East County farmland.
However, given past experience this will not hapyéhout strong policies to limit sprawl
development elsewhere and to share the tax beoéfiesxent growth with West County. Places
like Richmond (and to a lesser extent other WestnBocities) are caught in a cycle of
disinvestment that includes deteriorating housimg iafrastructure, poor schools, a lack of jobs,
crime, and rising social service needs. Only syatemeinvestment is likely to make a
difference long-term. State, regional, and coueadership will be needed to make this happen.

There is hope that reinvestment will
happen. Richmond’s central location,
excellent transportation connections, and
beautiful shoreline and views offer strong
advantages. Work on the transit village
development at the BART station area is
about to begin, although the decision to
build 231 relatively low-density
townhouses instead of more intensive
residential development is questionable.
Excellent infill development potential also
exists along San Pablo Avenue and at Hilltop Mall in Richmond is a large 1960s mall thatizb
Hilltop Mall if this aging 1960s shopping be _redevelop_ed into_ a compact urban village sebyed
center is redeveloped. The city’s rapid bus or light rail transit on San Pablo Ave.
Redevelopment Agency has been pursuing severaqgisapn former brownfield sites, including
a North Shoreline Specific Plan, ongoing residémtial commercial development at Marina Bay
(the site of World War Il shipyards), and a “Rofie Riveter” Museum at the old Ford Plant on
the waterfront.
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Leading Infill Opportunity Areas, El Cerrito and Rihnmond

A — Downtown Richmond/BART/AMTRAK D — El Cerrito DéNorte BART
B — Downtown San Pablo E — El Cerrito Plaza/BART
C — San Pablo Avenue

San Pablo

Sandwiched almost entirely within the City of Riatymd, San Pablo is the smallest city in the
county in terms of geographic size. It is perhagst Bnown these days for its casino, which has
been a huge revenue generator for the city. Sulstagdevelopment potential exists along San
Pablo Avenue, and the city has the potential tatera vibrant new downtown for itself where
shopping center development currently exists neairtersection of Broadway and San Pablo
Avenues.

Pinole

North of Richmond, the City of Pinole
contains a small but delightful historic
downtown around the intersection of
Tennent and San Pablo Avenues. This
center has substantial infill development
possibilities, and could become a center
of shops, services, dining, and culture for
the northern portion of West County.

Pinole has a historic downtown center that cc
become a center of shops, services, and restaurants
for surrounding suburban are:
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Hercules

Hercules, which grew from just 252 residents in@8¥ 17,000 in 1990, continued to expand in
the subsequent decade, adding almost 3,000 modemesin the 1990s. Although Hercules has
created more multi-family housing than places BHan Ramon, conventional subdivisions and
big-box retail dominates the landscape. The cijy&atest sprawl threat is in a hilly area adjacent
to the Franklin Canyon Golf Course along Highwayw#ere 630 acres were annexed in 1990.
This site is currently proposed for a 577-unit depenent, a hotel, and a retail center on the
slopes above the golf coureThe project is currently under review. Anotheraairethe city’'s
sphere of influence, east of the city limits to Stie Road on both sides of Highway 4, is also
proposed for annexation, but there is not preseamtyytimeline for annexation or development.

In 2000-2001 the city conducted a New Urbanist-inegpseries of workshops to develop a new
Central Hercules Plan for the large vacant sitééncommunity’s center, once occupied by the
Hercules dynamite factory. City leaders even totrpato Florida to view New Urbanist
projects there. Zoning and design regulations Heeen revised to promote more mixed,
pedestrian-oriented housing in this location. Reddy dense housing around the future Capitol
Corridor rail station is also underway, as is tB8-8nit Victoria-by-the-Bay development on the
city’s northern fringe, billed as the nation’s lagj residential subdivision on a brownfield site.

The municipality’s Housing Element calculates téa¢n without Franklin Canyon some 2,700
additional units can be built in the city underremt zoning, which favors low-density single
family homes (most recent subdivisions in the biye been built at densities of three to five
units per acre). If the New Urbanist-style ReguigtCode for the Central Hercules Plan were
extended to the entire city, probably two or thiees as many units could be constructed.

A Neighborhood Center in Hercu

In this reimaging of a suburban
arterial streetscape, new shops,
offices, and sidewalk design help
create a pedestrian-oriented
atmosphere. Before-and-after digital
re-imaging courtesy of Steve
Price/Urban Advantage.
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Unincorporated Areas

El Sobrante

El Sobrante, literally translated, means “the ledis,” and much of this unincorporated
community east of Richmond has been left over fd@velopment because of its difficult
topography, clay soils, and the cost of pumpingewsd serve homes at elevations above 400
feet. However, the Bay Area housing crunch andldwease in developable land near San
Francisco have made El Sobrante’s hard-to-buildglaiincreasingly attractive.

Of major concern to residents is a proposed dewsdap along Clark Road, which presently
dead-ends at Wildcat Canyon Regional Park. Onerledrahd eighty single family homes are
proposed for this 144-acre parcel adjacent to #nke3 This project is currently under review.
Residents are concerned about traffic impacts badtestability of the development, which will
require a complex underground buttressing systeamébor it on the hillside.

Another development in the preliminary study phaggél Sobrante is Forest Green, a project of
135 homes proposed on 81 acres adjacent to thie Rtad project and the East Bay Waldorf
School® Underground water on this site has slowed dowrldgwment plans.

The Park Glen development, located on 400 acr&anfPablo ridge between Valley View Road
and Tri Lane is also a sprawl threat, but a stgattitinking one. Proposed over a decade ago as
a 1,400-home development, the project disappeareédater reappeared as “Emerald Heights,”
consisting of 172 homes on the parcel’'s more stalkions. This project is still in the
preliminary study phase and now calls for only &4nks near San Pablo Dam Road and Castro
Ranch Road.

There have been some victories against sprawl oBtante in recent years. The Golden Oaks,
a 254-home subdivision proposed for 230 acres @amPablo Dam Road adjacent to the slide-
plagued Carriage Hills developments, was effecyigebpped when the parcel was placed
outside the urban limit line. Similarly, the CasRanch development of roughly 200 homes
adjacent to Kennedy Grove Regional Recreation sr@sadelayed by a citizen lawsuit. The East
Bay Regional Park District and the county's El Sobe Service District were then able to garner
funds to purchase the majority of the prop&ftj smaller project of 52 homes on the remaining
33 acres is awaiting final permits and will prolyabégin construction in spring 2063.

Finally, in early 2002 Contra Costa County approaddowntown El Sobrante Transportation
and Land Use Plan that, if implemented, would prenpedestrian and streetscape
improvements, traffic calming, multi-family housiagd a village center. These improvements
could help transform El Sobrante into a real toather than a collection of sprawling
subdivisions’?

Rodeo

An attractive but sleepy town right on the Bay, Rodvould be a prime location for future
development were it not for the giant Philips 6fnexy next door. As it is, this unincorporated
community has delightful residential streets wiglnlg twentieth century homes and space for
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substantial infill development. But this 8,000-mersettlement is unlikely to expand greatly
with the refinery looming over it.

Crockett

Also an unincorporated community governed by thentg Crockett is a charming and hilly
town right next to the Carquinez Bridge with littleom to expand. But there is potentially space
for hundreds of new housing units within its contp&0-block grid.

Other Unincorporated Lands

Many other unincorporated bits of county land afeih and around Richmond. In past decades
the county allowed most of these areas to be dpedlavith sprawl subdivisions for middle-class
residents, and much of this housing stock is ncowsing its age. The area at the intersection of
San Pablo Avenue and Tara Hills Drive perhaps hibldsnost potential for redevelopment into

a village center that might be linked by rapid basvice with Richmond and points south.

Leading Infill Opportunities, Richmond/El Sobrant&inole/Hercules

A — San Pablo Ave./San Pablo Downtown E — SardPake./Pinole
B — San Pablo Dam Road/El Sobrante F — DowntownolBi
C — Hilltop Mall G — Hercules at 1-80

D — Tara Hills Drive at San Pablo Ave.
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4. INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES

Transportation

As shown by a poll conducted for the Shaping Ouufeuprocess, citizens in Contra Costa
County are deeply concerned about traffic congasiighile it might seem that the solution is to
expand and improve major roads, doing so may ooksen conditions. Expanding road
capacity induces further sprawl and automobile leseling to further congestion. One U.C.
Berkeley study found that up to 90 percent of neadrcapacity is filled within five yeafs.
Expanding roads also reduces incentives for campadbr riders to take public transit, or for
workers to choose to live near their jobs.

A new strategy is clearly needed, one that linkagportation investment to smart land use
planning. Contra Costa County will have an enorma®ortunity in coming years to rethink its
transportation planning.

The Transportation Sales Tax Measure C

When the Measure C sales tax for transportatiomargments—not to be confused with the
1990 Measure C affecting land use—first went tdobah 1986, it was rejected. When the
supervisors placed this ballot proposition befartews again in 1988, it passed due to added
growth management and open space components. Thiea@@osta Transportation Improvement
and Growth Management Ordinance imposed 20-yeahalfigercent sales tax that was
intended to relieve existing congestion problent emsure that future developments were self-
sustaining in terms of public infrastructure.

The measure required the county and its citieslopaGrowth Management Elements as part of
their General Plans, including performance starsléodfire, police, parks, water, flood control,
and sewer facilities. General Plans were also ntedda include traffic service standards for
key intersections and routes of regional signifeeanVhile these requirements sound promising,
in practice the success of Measure C has beeretmit

In order to receive their share of funds for lowald improvements, jurisdictions must submit an
annual compliance checklist to the Contra CostanGotransportation Authority (CCTA)
affirming that new developments or adopted Gerfelart amendments are in compliance with
the requirements of Measure C. If they are unabiibmit a satisfactory compliance checklist,
they must simply produce a “Statement of Progresslining their work to meet the standards
of compliancé* A major problem with this approach is that enfone@t depends on CCTA
members deciding to “punish” other cities. To dateMeasure C funding has been withheld.

One requirement of Measure C is that a traffic ysialis required on any project that will
generate more than 100 vehicle trips per day. Tiadysis must demonstrate that important
intersections and regional routes of significandénet drop below their adopted level of
service (LOS) standard. Exceptions are only peeatiita five-year capital improvement
program is in place to bring the service up toatlepted standard, or if the developer pays to
fully mitigate the impacts of the development. Qo@phole in the ordinance is that a waiver is
granted if an intersection or roadway already edsdbe set traffic standards, as long as a
consistent LOS is maintained. In practice, this msghat a roadway that is already at level F
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(most congested) is exempt from growth restrictiasis can remain at level F even with
continued growth. That jurisdiction may increasegastion indefinitely without resulting in a
loss of funding. Another problem is with the autdahe LOS itself, which measures the flow of
cars instead of the ease with which people carhrdaar destinations by any mode. Relying on
the LOS tends to encourage double right-turn laimgde left-turn lands, and huge intersections
that may speed up car traffic but are dangerousuafriecendly to pedestrians.

In addition to such loopholes, Measure C’s growdnagement provisions have been flagrantly
violated on more than one occasion. One exampdedf violations is the 2002 Camino
Tassajara Combined General Plan Amendment allogonge Tassajara Valley development to
go forward. When a level of service study was donghe intersection of Camino Tassajara and
Crow Canyon Road/Blackhawk Road, county staff ceiteed that standards were met. Upon
investigation by the Town of Danville it was foutigat the numbers used in the study were
highly inaccurate and that the Camino Tassajanaraetas therefore in violation of the Contra
Costa County General Plan. The Town of Danvilledtadlenged the County on these issues as
well as concerns about the accuracy of the
Environmental Impact Report of the plan,
but no Measure C funding has been withheld
thus far.

Despite these problems Measure C was a
step in the right direction. “Measure C has
provided a structured way to plan
transportation projects county wide,” says
Millie Greenberg of the Danville Town
Council and the CCTA. “It has given us a
unified county voice when dealing with the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission.”

Lone Tree Road in Antioch is one of the many exgu

While Measure C will not expire until farm roads that have made possible East Countydpra
2009, a renewal measure is being planned The land opposite is designated for a business. park
by thé CCTA for 2004. This Credit: Jennifer Kaufer.

reauthorization of Measure C offers an opportutatgreate a better balance between transit and
roads, and also to add much stronger linkages leetivansportation funding and local smart
growth planning. The previous version of Measurée@oted only 5 percent of its funding to
buses, less than 3 percent to paratransit forltlezlg and disabled, and almost nothing towards
bicycle and pedestrian safety. As a result (whemlmoed with sprawling land use) Contra Costa
County has the worst bus service of the centralB&a and is one of the most unsafe places to
be a pedestrian, according to reports by the Saiffaansportation Policy Project. Instead, the
previous Measure C spent most of its money on haghexpansions and the very expensive
extension of BART to Bay Point. While this BART ersion has the potential to help focus East
County growth in a compact, transit-oriented ways potential has mostly been squandered by
the City of Pittsburg.
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Highway 4 East

Because of the road’s role as the main gatewayasb Eounty, pressure has built for years to
widen Highway 4. The portion between the Highwag #terchange and Bailey Road in
Pittsburg has been widened to eight lanes from fand now includes two High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lanes. Additional plans call for canting the eight lane widening to Loveridge
Road, including a 44- to 60-foot-wide median fotufe BART extensions. As a consequence of
this widening, the interchanges at Railroad Aveané Loveridge Road in Pittsburg will be
reconstructed.

Projects that are top priority for the CCTA but get funded include further widening from
Loveridge to SR 160 (the Antioch Bridge), with mizeeti interchanges at Somersville Road,
Lone Tree Way, and Hillcrest Aven8HOV lanes are included with all widening plans. But
this Highway 4 capacity expansion is likely to faate further East County sprawl.

Increased traffic from an expanded Highway 4 tl@esicongestion on outlets at either end of
the highway. No significant changes are plannedrfarstate 680 and State Route 24 aside from
an HOV lane between Marina Vista in Martinez andtNdlain Street in Walnut Creek. These
highways are already at capacity during peak corarhnites, and doubling the size of Highway

4 is guaranteed to add further congestion.

Highway 4 Bypass

In 1990 Assemblymember Bill Baker sponsored atbithuthorize four demonstration private
toll road projects. Many legislators voted for @sied on his assurances that no state or federal
funds would be used. The proposed 85-mile Mid-StateRoad, from Sunol to Vacaville, was
chosen as one of the projedike California Toll Road Company, a consortiumha Bank of
Paris, Westpac of Australia, and Parson’s Engingdrased in Southern California, contracted
to build the road, but later abandoned the projgotvever, efforts to increase road capacity in
the East County portions of this route continue.

Currently a road extension is being constructechfBrentwood to Highway 4 at Lone Tree
Way. The plan is to construct three segments fulyddcal governments and Measure C.
Segment Two, a two-lane section from Lone Tree Wayalfour Road, was completed and
opened to traffic in April of 2002. Segment Oneusrently being designed and will include a
four lane highway from Highway 4 just south of M&8treet to Lone Tree Way. Construction is
scheduled for 2004 to 2006. Segment Three, plafordabtween 2005 and 2010, is also in the
design stage. This section would include a two-laigeway from Balfour Road to the County’s
Agricultural Core®®

Vasco Road connects East County cities south terimere, and the “general safety
improvements” that are planned will likely incredbe use of this road further. These
improvements include straightening the road tovalior higher speeds and widening to allow
for shoulders.

These East County road expansions will facilita@w| development in the area and lead to

rapidly increasing traffic volumes in this agriauthl area. Once again, infrastructure built with
taxpayer dollars is subsidizing suburban sprawé méw Measure C should fund infrastructure
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that supports smart growth in existing urban pogiof the county rather than sprawl-serving
East County road projects.

Highway 4 West

Highway 4 has already been expanded to a fourdapeessway between Interstate 80 and
Cummings Skyway. Now Caltrans wants to do an amldhti upgrade to freeway standards that
will cost $40 million and add two more lanes to toeridor. There is no traffic demand currently
for this “full freeway” and it would just spur mospraw! along the corridor, for example
increasing pressure to develop Franklin Canyonarchles. Ignoring past experience, the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority expects tlamand—and congestion—will remain
relatively low” on the route despite this expansibn

Caldecott Tunnel

One main factor limiting commutes between Contrat€&ounty and Alameda County or San
Francisco is the limited capacity of the Caldedaihnel through the Oakland Hills. Designed
with two bores of constant direction and one retgdore to accommodate the direction of
commute traffic, the tunnel has been a bottleneckdmmuters for many years.

In 1998, the Metropolitan Transportation Commiss@aong with the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency, the Contra Costaspaatation Authority, and Caltrans,
began to brainstorm about ways to relieve the cstriggeat the Caldecott Tunnel bottleneck.
They produced a study showing several possibiliié® most popular was to drill a fourth bore
through the hill. The study failed to seriously gug other options such as improving BART or
bus service on the corridor, adding tolls or otinarket pricing mechanisms to reduce
automobile traffic, converting a lane to carpod &us-only use, or improving regional land use
planning to reduce commuting.

As there are already two bores allowing travehm direction of commute traffic, this fourth
bore would mostly affect reverse commuters and eeekravelers who are slowed by the two
lane tunnel currently allotted to them. The stumiyrfd that by 2020, a fourth bore “would allow
1,600 additional reverse commuters to travel thnaing tunnel and eliminate the 12-minute
backup anticipated for reverse-commute and weekeffit 20 years from now®

Proponents argue that a fourth bore is not a rapddaity increase, since it would not
accommodate the main commute direction. However ngw tunnel would definitely represent
a capacity increase for the growing flow of revereenmute traffic. Also, these additional lanes
are quite likely to be used to expand capacity matever direction desired a decade or more
from now, when initial agreements about their useehlong been forgotten. Combined with
other current and planned road expansions, an degabaldecott Tunnel would encourage
further auto development in Central, South, and Easinty.

The fourth bore project receives most of its supfrom Contra Costa County and the California
Transportation Commission. Ultimately, funding wiltbke or break this project. While
Governor Gray Davis has included $36 million in shate budget package for a fourth bore, the
actual cost of a two-lane bore would be $185 milfftbThe earliest the new tunnel would be
constructed is in 2006-7.
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BART, e-BART, and Buses

For years politicians have promised additional BA€Xiensions in the county but have never
had money to back up such promises. The origindRBAax did not fund anything beyond
Concord. The 1988 Measure C transportation salesuported the extension of BART to
Pittburg/Bay Point with 28 percent of its funds,anig that East County received more money
per capita from Measure C than any other regiath@tounty. However, a further extension of
this BART line would cost at least $768 million fus extend service to Hillcrest Road in
Antioch.”® This is more than is expected to be available evigmoptimistic assumptions.

Planners have been exploring other alternatives. @uld be to develop a lower-cost rail
system, dubbed e-BART, using self-propelled diesé&tars on existing or new tracks within
existing railroad right-of-ways. Frequencies wobdgsimilar to BART schedules. Constructing
e-BART with new tracks would cost $433 million tach Hillcrest Road and $802 million to
reach Byron (half as much per mile as BART). Howetlgere is an option to use existing tracks,
which would have a capital cost of $257 milliorHiicrest Road and $377 million to Byron.
This option has the downside of sharing one sé&tagks with freight trains, and service would
have to be scheduled carefully. However, this petauld later be upgraded by adding new
tracks. A phased e-BART option would have the hbietiedt it could be constructed in a timely
fashion (seven years) at much lower cost than BARWwever, the cost of e-BART is still likely
to be high enough that East County will have tood®obetween an extension only to Hillcrest or
more limited service all the way to Byron.

Two bus options could also be pursued. An exprassizstem could be developed with $44
million in capital funding and operated for $7 nailh a year, running on seven express bus
corridors connecting East County to Walnut Creekycdrd, the Tri-Valley area, and the BART
system. This system could be in place within twargé"

Likewise, the county could develop a “bus rapichsil (BRT) system in which buses would
operate on dedicated lanes with light-rail-typeistes.” Such a program would cost $184
million to construct to Hillcrest and $406 millida extend to Byron—one quarter as much per
mile as a BART extension and one-half as muchBART. This system would use high-
occupancy vehicle lanes on Highway 4, transitioiong two-lane busway on an existing rail
right-of-way between Loveridge Way and Byron. Talirnative could be up and running
within seven years and could be upgraded to BARAr athere is enough ridership. Buses
could also pick people up in their neighborhoodsteegetting on the BRT busway. BRT could
have all the transit-oriented-development-attracbenefits of e-BART, but would be cheaper
and would have the flexibility of being able to asunodate buses coming from city streets.

Water

Alamo Creek

The East Bay Municipal Utility District and the Gom Costa Local Agency Formation
Committee (LAFCO) agreed in October, 2002 that EBMWIill expand its water service area to
include the unserved portion of the Alamo Creelde#ial development project in Tassajara
Valley, east of Danvillé® This agreement will provide service to the apprately 800 homes

in the 1,400-unit development that did not alrebdye a water source.
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To receive approval for the expansion, developesmjsed a minimum of $8.5 million for
various water conservation measures. Much of theewaevill go for water-saving devices
installed in the new homes, although some fundispay for water savings programs EBMUD is
currently planning in the rest of the service atélader the agreement, residents of the new
development will be asked to limit their water usagowever, they will only be held
accountable by their own homeowners’ associatidnchvis unlikely to penalize water wasters.

Opponents of the development do not believe thas@wation measures will hold up in the long
term or in the case of drought. One critic poirie@BMUD'’s past statements that it does not
have enough water even for population expansiohimits former ared? Danville and the

Sierra Club are suing the county, with the help &ddrmer EBMUD board member, claiming,
among other problems, that the development willtiggly impact the area water supply.

In response to critics, the EBMUD Board voted 6ir 2003 to require an advisory vote of
EBMUD users for any future expansions of the disgiUltimate Service Boundary. This
requirement will make future expansions much maffecdit.

Los Vaqueros Reservoir

The completion of the Los Vaqueros Reservoir betwi96 and 1998 led to a total loss of
nearly 1,300 acres of non-prime farmland and mieae tL00 acres of grazing laftiThe Contra
Costa Water District is currently looking into ageave expansion of the reservoir between
Brentwood and Livermore from 1,500 to 3,330 acrasta increase the volume of water by
500%. The project, which could cost up to $900iamll would make Los Vaqueros one of the
largest reservoirs in the Bay Aré4.

The water district claims that the proposed projeatild increase the overall quality of water
that would be received by Contra Costa and otharayecustomers by taking fresher, less-salty
water from the Delta in the spring and storingditdrier times. District officials also say thaeth
reservoir would use current amounts of Delta watere efficiently, rather than taking a larger
quantity.

However, opponents are concerned that increasegrtiount of water available could
encourage more suburban sprawl and increased e@tsumption, and argue for better
conservation rather than expansion. Some peoplalsoaipset that the district is not keeping the
promise it made upon approval of the original reserin the 1980s that the local Contra Costa
customers who pay for the reservoir through theitewbills would be its sole beneficiaries. The
proposed expansion would serve customers in Freamaheastern portions of Alameda and
Santa Clara counties, as well as Contra Costa.

The project is dependent upon the approval of Bistustomers, who will get to cast a vote on

the issue in November of 2003. The District wilt madertake comprehensive environmental
impact studies unless voters give their approval.
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5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Contra Costa County, like the Bay Area as a whHalkes a housing shortage that is forcing
growing numbers of people to devote a high perggntd their income to housing and/or to
commute long distances to their jobs from commasitvith more inexpensive housing. Many
Bay Area workers can'’t afford to live where theyrwancluding such important community
members as firefighters, schoolteachers, and nutsdg strong action by many levels of
government—including cities, the state, and rediagancies—can help increase the supply of
housing in general and affordable units in paricudnd better match new homes with job
locations. In particular, municipal action is negde review city zoning, parking standards,
permitting processes, and development fees, asawédl assist affordable housing developers
with loans, grants, or infrastructure.

In an effort to provide more housing affordablénbmseholds making 80 percent or less than the
county median income, the state requires citiescanmties to develop General Plan Housing
Elements that set forth realistic strategies fmoammodating people of all income levels. ABAG
also sets “fair share” new housing targets by inedenel for each municipality.

These mechanisms, however, haven'’t led to sufficieange. During the 1988-98 period, 40
key cities in the Bay Area provided less than edtbi the affordable housing that ABAG
indicated was needed in their communities. Withoamtfa Costa County, the city of Walnut
Creek met only 38 percent of its affordable housiagd and San Ramon met only 6 peréént.
ABAG assigned Concord a fair share goal of 1,418 afordable housing units for the 1988-
1995 period, but between 1988 and 1998 only 56 Wweilewhile the city allowed construction
of 1,154 market-rate unit.0n unincorporated county lands developers bullf one-sixth of
the housing needed for low and very-low income f@si but were allowed to construct more
than three times as many units as needed for mi@dend above-moderate income families.
According to the Contra Costa Smart Growth ActieenPContra Costa was the second least
affordable county in the Bay Area.

Projected Housing Need and Units Built, 1988-1998,
Unincorporated Contra Costa County

1988-95 1988-98

Income Group Projected Housing Need Actual Units Built Difference

Very Low 1,289 259 -1,030 (Shortage
Low 903 90 -813 (Shortage
Affordable Housing Total 2,192 349 -1,843 (Shortage
Moderate 1,289 2,228 +939 (Surplus
Above Moderate 2,966 11,316 +8,350 (Surplus
Moderate and Above Totg 4,255 13,893 +9,638 (Surplus

Affordable Housing Needs by City

Housing Elements from the county’s cities were ttube updated in 2001 for the first time in
ten years. These documents are an excellent gaceunicipalities to start implementing smart
growth principles such as allowing higher densigyealopment, lowering parking requirements,
and instituting minimum densities for new developmélowever, by late 2002 only two out of
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18 cities along with the county government itselfl i submitted a document that the California
Department of Housing and Community Development@ii€ertified as compliant with state
standards. Reasons for noncompliance include &darowth policies, aversion to new housing
—particularly affordable units — on the part of gorasidents, and the lack of meaningful state
penalties for not submitting timely and satisfagtblousing Elements. Another explanation is
the basic attraction of high-end homes and commlkeociretail projects that return higher profits
to developers and higher tax revenues to cities dffardable housing.

Cities can be sued in order to halt developmetiarative commercial projects until they
develop and implement adequate affordable housiograms. After its housing element was
rejected by HCD in 1992, the Sacramento County conitynof Folsom built thousands of
market rate homes. A suit by Legal Services of Nem California and the California
Affordable Housing Law Project on behalf of a laveome, disabled renter forced Folsom to
stop development and adopt several model polibigisdould have been included in the rejected
Housing Element in the first pla¢@The city zoned more land for compact, affordaldlading,
established a new housing trust fund, increasedni@unt of redevelopment money it set aside
for affordable housing, and created a new jobs-ingugikage fee for commercial and industrial
development. It also adopted “inclusionary zoningguiring that 15 percent of all new housing
be affordable to lower income residents.

Legal methods are the last option affordable hauatoivocates want to use. They prefer that
cities draft a good housing element initially ahdrt follow through with their plans. The Nine
County Housing Advocacy Network, an alliance obafable housing advocates, smart growth
proponents, environmentalists, and faith-basednzgtions, has worked with cities to adopt
policies for the recent housing element updateswitecreate significantly more affordable
housing.

Several Contra Costa cities have taken steps tessldffordable housing needs. Walnut Creek
has proposed a jobs-housing linkage fee in its Imeuging element. San Ramon has proposed
language that would require developers to makee2&emt of all new units affordable. Most
cities allow “secondary” units to be constructe@asting single family homes, potentially a
way to increase the supply of small, affordablesini

However, there is room for improvement everywhétest cities still have no policies
mandating a certain percentage of affordable wwittsin new development (known as
“inclusionary zoning”). Concord spends more ofrédevelopment tax increase on sidewalk
repair than on affordable housing. Walnut Creekiireg more parking for a two-bedroom
apartment than for a single family home, reduchngdrea available for new apartment
construction and increasing costs.

Despite these obstacles, several new affordablsiilpaevelopments are planned or currently
under construction. Coggins Square in Pleasantdtilgood example of a so-called
inclusionary development. Developed by BRIDGE ,rgdanon-profit affordable housing
developer, and located adjacent to the PleasahBRIRT Station, it contains 87 units of
affordable family apartments. The five-story builgliprovides parking in a common enclosed
garage. Above the parking, four floors of with actare of unit types enclose two public
courtyards.
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In Antioch, non-profit Eden Housing is building &6ordable apartments in its West Rivertown
Village project between™and %' and | and J streets. At 25 units/acre this is dinme density
development of three-story buildings that fits wtitle surrounding neighborhood. The
development includes an on-site daycare centerprainity room, a computer lab for residents,
laundry facilities, and play areas for children.

Compliance With State Requirements
At the end of 2002 most Contra Costa County cititsusing Elements were still out of
compliance with state Department of Housing and @anity Development requirements:

City

ANTIOCH

BRENTWOOD

CLAYTON
CONCORD
DANVILLE
EL CERRITO
HERCULES
LAFAYETTE
MARTINEZ
MORAGA
ORINDA
PINOLE
PITTSBURG

PLEASANT HILL

RICHMOND
SAN PABLO
SAN RAMON

WALNUT CREEK

COUNTY

Local StatusDate Adopted

ADOPTED
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
ADOPTED
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
ADOPTED
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
ADOPTED
ADOPTED
ADOPTED
ADOPTED
DRAFT
ADOPTED

08/28/2002
03/08/2002

09/30/2002
03/05/2002

10/04/2002
07/18/2002
03/12/2002
06/04/2002

08/06/2001
08/19/2002

08/05/2002
10/16/2002
07/18/2002
12/18/2001

Ways to Increase Affordable Housing
Cities in Contra Costa County can take a numbsteyfs to ensure that sufficient quantities of

affordable housing are built. These strategiesiohel

_HCD Review

04/15/2002

08/23/2002

03/26/2002

Compliance

ouT
ouT
ouT
ouT
IN
IN REVIEW
ouT
ouT
ouT
IN REVIEW
IN REVIEW
IN REVIEW
ouT
IN REVIEW
ouT
IN
ouT
ouT
IN

= Complete a state-certified Housing Element lispdjcies to increase affordable housing
= Establish an Affordable Housing Trust Fund to pdevgrants or loans to non-profit builders
= Revise zoning to decrease minimum lot sizes, ivere@dlowable densities, and raise
allowable building heights (usually to the threefit@ story level)
= Adopt “inclusionary zoning” requiring 12-15 perceaftunits to be affordable in projects of
more than 10 units
= Increase the redevelopment “set-aside” funds flordéble housing from the state-mandated
20% to 25% or 30#, and target a significant portibthese to low, very-low, and extremely-
low income households.
= Reduce parking standards near transit or downtowations, to reduce development costs
= Assemble and market land for affordable housingigpment
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= Encourage owners of single family homes to creatersdary units

= Prepare Specific Plans on likely infill developmantas, establishing urban design standards
and conducting environmental review in advanceevetbpment

» Reduce permitting delays for projects meeting zgmeguirements

= Stand up to neighborhood opponents of developmetibaensure that there is a community
process to obtain neighbors’ buy-in

6. SMART GROWTH STRATEGIES

There is substantial sentiment in the county, asvahby the polling done by Shaping Our
Future, in favor of saving Contra Costa’s remairopgn space and pursuing smart growth
instead. Many local officials and planners agrag. ddven the juggernaut of interests in favor of
sprawl it will not be easy to reverse directioncBees-long processes of sprawl coupled with
disinvestment from older parts of the county wal be reversed quickly. Strong action by
county and local governments is needed to begipribeess.

Some of the main strategies likely to bring abaug& Growth in the county include the
following:

At the County Level:

= Preserve and Strengthen the County’s Urban Limit Lhe. Doing this is essential not
just to preserve open space, but to begin to coeateitions under which developers will
move away from relatively easy greenfield projetd instead consider reinvestment in
existing urban areas. To avoid spraw! within thistang ULL, the line should be moved
further in to preclude development on the edgeéBreftwood, Antioch, Pittsburg,
Hercules, Danville, and other locations. Areashiartast like the Veal Tract and Bethel
Island should not be considered for developmerity development should be kept
within existing urban areas, and city requestsiteea open land denied.

. Adopt Design Standards for New DevelopmentPevelop a set of “livable
community” design standards for any new infill eegnfield subdivisions. These might
require appropriate minimum densities, connecttnges networks, good connections to
surrounding neighborhoods and transit, short b&zés, sidewalks, a neighborhood
center with stores and other facilities, a mix oit sizes and types, garages set back from
streets, and preservation of creeks, hillsides,vestthnds.

" Strengthen Open Space AcquisitionTo ensure that greenbelt lands are secure, they
must be permanently protected through open spasaresnt or acquisition as parkland.
The county can take the lead by building a strogmgncspace acquisition fund to assist in
such protection.

" Adopt Large-Lot Agricultural Zoning . Contra Costa County agricultural zoning should
be revised to prevent subdivision of farmland feicMansions” and hobby farms.
Currently the county allows five-acre parcels tesbbdivided; neighboring Alameda
County has a 160-320 acre minimums. For ranchla®d;acre minimum zoning should
be adopted. For more intensive agriculture, a @@0tacre minimum parcel size is
appropriate.

. Establish and Use the Smart Growth FundThe Livable Communities Fund under the
Tassajara Valley development agreement should fireede The fund should provide
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planning grants to Contra Costa County cities foecHic Plans covering infill
development areas or designated smart growth ztimagyht also offer incentives such
as infrastructure or public amenity grants to supaffordable housing in smart growth
locations.

Update Transportation Sales Tax MeasureWhen the Measure C transportation sales
tax is put to the voters the next time, it showldus on improved mass transit and
maintenance of local streets, plus important comiyouilding transportation programs
such as transit for the elderly and disabled (‘ppareit”) and programs improving safety
and access for pedestrians and bicyclists. CoristaCCounty needs to improve
individuals’ transportation choices by ensuringesafutes to schools for children and
access to jobs for working people. The county néedsok closely at which
transportation systems get people where they reegd,trather than focusing on sprawl-
inducing highway projects. Lastly, if the countytashave a decent transportation system,
it needs to change the way it is growing. Rathanth complicated Growth Management
Program, it must adopt and stick to urban growtimolaries, and encourage
developments that support public transportatiore fiéw Measure C should tie cities’
funding grants to local land use planning that as@iprawl and revitalizes existing
neighborhoods.

Ensure Affordable Housing Gets Built To make sure that all Contra Costa County
cities work aggressively to provide affordable hogsthe County should offer incentive
funding similar to that provided by the housingantive programs offered by both the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and San Ma&eunty (both of which make
available incentive grants of $1-2,000 per bedrdominfill housing near transit). Other
county infrastructure grants to local governmehtsudd be conditioned on local
compliance with state affordable housing law arglomal fair share housing targets.
Sponsor Design Charettes and Educational Processd$ie workshops sponsored by
Shaping Our Future should be a first step towardicoing county dialogue and
education about future growth choices. The counbukl sponsor additional design
charettes to develop innovative approaches foreretisld malls and revitalization of
downtowns and commercial corridors. The county@@ldo send newsletters and other
materials to every household outlining growth opsidor the county’s future.

Consider Countywide Fiscal Reform Cities throughout the county will have difficulty
escaping the temptations of fiscal zoning unlesentives for this are removed. Less-
well-off Contra Costa cities will also have a héirde escaping the cycle of
disinvestment and concentrated poverty unless tmtagvenues are more equitably
apportioned. The county should seek state legisiailowing it to establish a
countywide pool to share local sales taxes, topp®dioned to local governments on the
basis of population.

At the City Level:

Stop Permitting Sprawl. By allowing sprawl development, cities ensure dgwment
that over time will cost more to service and degrdee countywide quality of life. Even
if some development is allowed on greenfield landhould be in the form of compact,
mixed-use communities with well-connected streéivoeks and clearly defined
neighborhood centers. In most cases this will neamging city zoning codes and
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developing detailed Specific Plans and design staisdin advance of development to
ensure that these characteristics are incorporated.

Focus on Existing DowntownsThe greatest assets most cities possess ardigteiric
downtowns and neighborhood centers. These sites th# possibility of accommodating
thousands of dwelling units as well as creatingkadale districts rich in local history and
culture. In Contra Costa County the historic downts of Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch,
and Martinez, among others, have been neglectedefrades and offer substantial infill
development opportunities. Even Walnut Creek, winag perhaps the county’s most
active historic downtown, could create thousandsnits of downtown housing and
undertake additional streetscape improvements witoits successful development of
downtown retail.

Focus on Arterial Corridors. Underutilized arterial corridors are another nenmart
growth opportunity. Again, targeted municipal plamnwill be necessary to ensure smart
development. The starting point is to change zonodges to prevent strip development
and large surface parking lots along these rodMeshanisms include minimum height
requirements of at least two stories for buildinggimum floor-area ratios,
requirements that buildings be built along theettrand provisions allowing or
encouraging housing. City action to redesign sidiesvand streets and to assemble or
redevelop certain parcels may be necessary as well.

Focus on Brownfield/Greyfield Sites Cities can take the lead by identifying browrdiel
sites (often contaminated former industrial areas) grayfield sites (large surface
parking lots and underused commercial facilitieshsas failing shopping centers).
Municipal planners can then prepare Specific Planthese areas, develop design
standards, change zoning where appropriate, anklwithr developers, neighbors, and
community groups to ensure that appropriate redeweént occurs.

Prepare Specific PlansHighly focused plans for particular locations areessential

tool for smart growth because they develop commuoahsensus on specific types of
development. To be effective, Specific Plans shaudtlde detailed urban design
guidelines, zoning changes, and environmental wewghile a powerful vehicle for
bridging the gap between neighbors and developach plans can also reflect broader
city-wide and regional needs, and should not nec#ggive immediate neighbors the
final say over development. Once a Specific Plandeen approved for an area,
development should be fast-tracked. Any projecttmgehe design guidelines and
zoning established for the area should not hawveaibthrough extensive conditional use
permit hearings.

Change Zoning Every city in Contra Costa County has provisiongs zoning code

that work against smart growth. These typicallyetéthe form of low building height
limits, large minimum lot size requirements, densgstrictions on multifamily housing,
and high parking requirements even for sites rexpablic transit. Revising these
counterproductive zoning requirements should beaaity.

Establish Differential Fees for Infill, Smart Growth, and Accessory UnitsWhile

some Contra Costa cities do charge higher feegrémnfield development compared to
infill, the differences are not great. Since spramposes a wide range of long-term costs
on the community, it should be discouraged thranglal impact fees that are far higher,
perhaps double or triple those for infill. Pernmgfifees might be waived entirely for
affordable housing in infill locations or for aceesy (secondary) units on existing single
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family home lots. (While most Contra Costa citiesvipermit such secondary units, they
charge permitting fees of up to $30,000 per unsgalraging their development.)
Establish Design Guidelines and Stronger Design Rew. One main problem with

both infill and greenfield development to datehiattit is often not designed to enhance
the entire city’s character and livability. New eéépments often hide from surrounding
neighborhoods behind privacy walls. Apartment anowercial buildings turn blank

walls to the street. Subdivisions fail to includgesvalks or to connect their streets to
surrounding areas. Seas of asphalt surround shgpppimters or fast food outlets,
discouraging pedestrians. Detailed design standardsserything from block size and
street connectivity to building facades and thelation to the street can help ensure more
livable and walkable urban landscapes. Such gmeglare in fact being developed in
many forward-thinking jurisdictions around the patiand in Contra Costa cities such as
El Cerrito (for the San Pablo Avenue corridor) &ddinut Creek (for its North Main
Street Area).

Ensure Affordable Housing It is not enough for cities to identify vacartesior even to
zone these for relatively high-density housing; roipal governments must ensure that
affordable housing actually gets built. In practiosss may mean establishing and
enforcing an inclusionary zoning ordinance reqgird@velopers to make at least10 to 15
percent of units in new housing developments peemidy affordable. Other steps may
include setting up a well-capitalized city housfogd to assist nonprofit builders of
affordable housing, purchasing and assembling &teaffordable housing, and changing
fees and permit processes to make such developeasiatr. Cities may also need to play
a lead role in mediating conflicts with neighbonsl @verriding NIMBY opposition. (For
a list of suggested strategies, see p. 21)
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7. CONCLUSION

Smart growth requires more work than sprawl devalonpt—by citizens, public agencies, and
builders—especially since for many decades inceathave been put in place to favor the latter.
However, the advantages for Contra Costa Countgraa in the long run. Livable communities
and revitalized downtowns are positive sociallgcélly, and environmentally for cities. Local
governments and residents showlahtto move in this direction.

Growing smarter will require political leadershipdacareful planning. Incentives must be set up
to encourage better development. A county smasvidror livable communities fund is one
important device to provide those incentives. Betré are many other potential initiatives, such
as countywide tax sharing, an improved Measurea@sportation sales tax, and new design
standards for development on county land. CitiesHeir part will need to revise their zoning
codes, develop plans for prime infill areas, essaldtronger urban design guidelines, and
aggressively work to ensure that affordable hougetg built. These activities will not be easy
politically until a majority of citizens realizebdt the American Dream of suburban life has
produced a nightmare for many people instead. Bch steps are possible in many cases if
presented as positive, constructive strategiesgate more livable communities.

Incentives alone will not be enough, however. Esteanger steps will be necessary. State or
regional agencies may need to require local govemsnto create affordable housing and follow
growth management goals as a condition of receivifigstructure grants. Political leaders may
also need to make substantial changes to thetatastructure, so as to reduce pressures for
fiscal zoning and potentially to share revenue etwrich and poor municipalities. Given the
entrenched nature of current problems, only poweasdtions such as these will bring about
change in some Contra Costa cities.

Residents of Contra Costa County are deeply coadaxhout long-term growth directions, as
shown by responses to Shaping Our Future polliegdership can help channel this general
concern into specific action. The challenge nowb®the county’'s planners, elected officials,
and civic organizations is to develop and nurtur@enstandings of how to do this.
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APPENDIX A: AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS BY CITY, 1999 -2006

Compiled from Association of Bay Area Governmeatsithents.
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Average
Jurisidiction Mﬁgg\r/;te Yearlg/

Need
ANTIOCH [ 1156 1,873
BRENTWOOD 4,078 906 476 958 1,733 543
CLAYTON 446| 55/ 33| 84| 274 59
CONCORD 2,319 453 273 606 987 309
DANVILLE 1,110 140 88| 216 666 148
EL CERRITO 185 37| 23| 48| 77 25|
HERCULES 792 101 62 195 434 106
LAFAYETTE 194 30, 17 42| 105| 26|
MARTINEZ 1,341 248 139 341 613 179
MORAGA 214 32| 17 45| 120 29
OAKLEY 1,208 209 125 321 553 161
ORINDA 221| 31 18 43 129 29|
PINOLE 288 48| 35| 74 131 38|
PITTSBURG 2,513 534 296 696 987 335
PLEASANT HILL 714 129 79 175 331 95|
RICHMOND 2,603 471 273 625 1,234 347
SAN PABLO 494| 147 69 123 155| 66|
SAN RAMON 4,447 599 372 984 2,497 593
WALNUT CREEK 1,653 289 195 418 751 220
VNS e 5,4361,101 64 1,40 2,292 725




Project/Area Units Not Built/status Acres
East County
Antioch:
S. E. Antioch Planning Area 13666 Under Construction 4500
Future Urban Area #2 1300 Under Construction 800
Future Urban Area #1 5000 Not yet approved;likely in '03 2700
Mira Vista, Almondridge, Sky Ranch 1437 Under Construction 250
Total Antioch: 21403 8250
Brentwood:
Corner future Grant & Shady Willow 220 Approved / Not yet built 81.24
At Shady Willow/Sand Creek/Fairview 56 Approved / Not yet built 11.6
Corner Fairview & Apricot 138 Approved / Not yet built 48.79
At New Sand Crk/Fairview/UPRR 56 Approved / Not yet built 23
S of Balfour/W of Concord Ave 60 Approved / Not yet built 11.9
W of Fairview/S of Apricot 55 Approved / Not yet built 18.6
W of Fairview/S of Lone Tree 132 Approved / Not yet built 44.03
E of Fairview/N of Minnesota 53 Approved / Not yet built 29
Crossroads 64 Under Construction 23.73
At Sunset/Brentwood Bl/Havenwood 133 Approved / Not yet built 25.74
Tuscany 51 Under Construction 29.3
Summerset Orchards 245 Under Construction 74
At Fairview/UPRR/Sand Creek 73 Under Construction 23.73
Brentwood Park 245 Under Construction 86
Garin Ranch 156 Under Construction 24.2
California Orchard 196 Under Construction 87.34
Meridian Point 115 Under Construction 35.37
Traditions 69 Under Construction 18.95
Diablo Vista 119 Built 24
Campanello 192 Under Construction 57.1
Hearthstone 82 Under Construction 27
Hallmark, Heritage 183 Built 45.26
Summerset Development 992 Under Construction 356
California Grove 71 Built 14.52
Ashton Place/ Glenwood/Lyon Groves 442 Under Construction 114
Trailside 68 Built 11.5
Providence 121 Built 24.92
Summerset 7939 511 Under Construction 26
Brentwood Hills 278 Built 98.4
Shadow Lakes 937 Under Construction 283
Deer Ridge 1031 Under Construction 308.6
Summerset 7642 1213 Built 227
California Spirit / California Glory 483 Built 141
Total Brentwood: 8840 2454.82
Oakley:
Stonewood Il 167 Reduced from 248 to 167 lots a7
Marsh Creek Glen 225 Approved 8/00 41
Amberwood 2, 5,7 & 8 182 Approved 7/01 41.7
Delta Point 98 Red. fr. 145; under constr. 21.09
Laurel Woods Il 55 Completed 15.74
Laurel Crest 72 Under construction 19.04
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Sterling Oaks 57 57 lots instead of 53 32.8

Laurel Crest Il & Il 128 Almost complete 35.9
Delta Isle 197 Reduced from 236 to 197 lots 35.9
Quail Glen sub 36 __ _Partially approved [ 171
Amador Estates 12 __ Gradinghasbegun | ¢ 434
Sterling Vineyards 42 ___ Almostcomplete [ 15.09
Sub 7599 N Approved | 36
Total Oakley: 1282 330.3
Pittsburg:

Bailey Estates 252 Final EIR being prepared 122
Brickyard Americana 193 Completed 43
Harbor Lights 253 Under Construction 46.3
Highlands Ranch 600 Under Construction 174
Jubilee 51 Completed 9.5
Marina Walk 120 Completed 23
Montreux 154 Final EIR being prepared 147
Oak Hills South 442 Completed 87.3
Oak Hills South 459 Under Construction 211
Oak Hill South Unit 5 245 Under Construction 53
Ridge Farms 243 Under Review 76
Rockridge 56 Completed 7.6

San Marco 1363 Under Construction 415
Sky Ranch 370 Under Review 166.5
Village at New York Landing 114 Completed 26.99
Willow Heights 120 Approved 16.5
Total Pittsburg: 5035 1624.69

East County
Unincorporated

Discovery Bay:

Discovery Bay West 1947 Under construction 753

Heron's Landing N/A App. for 3745 u. withdrawn N/A

Total Discovery Bay: 1947 753
Central County

Martinez:

Brittany Hills 80 Under construction 20

Images 68 Approved 66.6

Alhambra Highlands | & Il 144 Final Map Pending 163.2

Total Martinez: 292 249.8

Concord:

Crystyl Ranch 454 Under Construction 454

Montecito 183 Under Construction 85

Parkside Residential 61 Under Construction 6.77

Total Concord: 698 545.77

Moraga:

Palos Colorados 123 Incomplete application 460.2

Total Moraga: 123 460.2

Orinda:

Montenera in Gateway Valley 225 Apprvd; challenged in court 1000
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Total Orinda: 225 1000

Central County

Unincorporated

Mt. Diablo/Morgan Territory:

Mountain Meadows Il 40 Tentative map appvl pending 96

Total Mt. Diablo/Morgan Terr: 40 96

South County

Danville:

Magee Ranch 259 Under Construction 583

The Meadows 192 Selling Units 44.4

Total Danville: 451 627.4

San Ramon:

Henry Ranch 104 0 units built 197.9

Thomas Ranch 140 0 units built 117

Four Oaks 53 0 units built 17.58

Cambrio Townhomes 85 0 units built 10

San Ramon Heights 154 0 units built 116

Bollinger Crest 72 0 units built 4.39

Crown Ridge 104 0 units built 85

Deerwood Ridge/Highland 126 0 units built 215

Canyon Point 114 0 units built 12.76

Old Mill Village 125 Completed 6.12

Wiedemann Ranch/Norris Cyn Estates 371 Approved tentative maps 1100

Total San Ramon: 1448 1688.25

South County

Unincorporated

Alamo:

Stone Valley Oaks 47 Development commencing 100

Total Alamo: 47 100

Danville Unincorporated:

Dougherty Valley 11000 Under Construction 5978

Tassajara Valley (Alamo Creek) 1400 Approved 767

Total Danville Unincorporated: 12400 6745
West County

Hercules

Shuler 139 0 units built 20

W aterfront General 217 Under construction 40

W aterfront Town Center TBD 0 units built 60

New Pacific / Catellus 880 Under construction 110

KB Home 125 0 units built 35

MRB Cottage Lane 58 Completed 20

Franklin Canyon 1156 Pending completion of EIR 630

Total Hercules: 2575 915

San Pablo:

Abella 292 Under Construction 21
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Total San Pablo: 292 21
Richmond:

Clark Road 204 Pending completion of EIR 144
Forest Green 188 Pending completion of EIR 81
Pinole Pointe 211 Tentative map under Review 32
Seacliff villas/Estates 150 Approved 34.35
Canyon Oaks 65 Under construction 17.74
Castro Ranch 51 EIR in progress 33
Johnson Property 188 Awaiting Geotech report 81
Country Club Vista 644 Under construction 290
Total Richmond: 1701 713.09
TOTAL CONTRA COSTA COUNTY: 58799 26574.32
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631 Howard Street, Suite 510
San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 543-6771
FAX: (415) 543-6781
info@greenbelt.org
www.greenbelt.org
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Greenbelt Alliance East Bay Office
1601 North Main Street, Suite 105
Walnut Creek, CA 94596
Phone: (925) 932-7776
FAX: (925) 932-1970
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