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PEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICK OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRGNMENT)
.. 1000 NAVY PENTAGON - '
© WASHINGTON, D.C, 203501060 . DEC 2 1 2006

- Ms. Lydia Du Borg
City Manager -
- City of Concord
11950 Parkside Drive
‘Concord CA 94519

- _Dear Mﬁ. Du Borg,

We havc recelved your letter and Michacl anbt’s lctter of Decembcr 18, 2006 1hat
included the City of Concord’s questions to the Navy. As requested, we will provxde written
responses by Janvary 4, 2007 and have enclosed herein a similar list of questions for the City of
Concord. My staff will be available to meet with your staff on January 4 or 5 to discuss our
responses and provide further clarification if needed. We will also be avaxlable to meet on
J anuary 8 or 9 priot to the city COlmcll meetmg, if you desire. _

_ As stated in my Deoember 14 2006 letter to you, I rémam convinced that keepmg;m
~ open dlalogue with the public and the entlre city council is essential to this process. Again, I
-request to be placed on the agenda to address the city council at its scheduled January 9, 2007
meeting to articulate the Navy views on using the Exchange Authority at Naval Weapons Station
Seal Beach Detachment Concord pursuant to Title 10, Section 2869 of the United States Code. I
do not wish to delay this discussion as suggested in your letter. If additional rcsearch is needed
to answer questions from the city council and the public that arise from the January 9™ council
meeting, we will be available for follow on meetings with you and your staff as necessaty. We
: wﬂl also be avaxlable for a follow on sessmn at the city council meetmg on January 16 as well.

Please give Ms. Klmberly Kesler a call upon confizmatton, I smcerely apprcc:ate your
a cooperatxon in th1s eﬂ'oxt v _

(Insmllatzons and Enwronment)

o Copy tor :

. Sen. Dianne Femstem :
- Sen, BarbaraBoxer
~ Rep. George Miller
- Rep. Ellen Tauscher

. Mark Peterson, Mayor
- Bill Shinn, Vice Mayor - -
~_Helen Allen, Council Member
Michael Chavez, Council Member -
Laura Hoffmeister, Council Member
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Questl_ons

NEPAICEQA Isaues

1. Federal law does not requrre that the redevelopment plan which is developed as part

o process was completed prior to submittal of the redevelopment plan to HUD and the '

- of the reuse plan to HUD, would the City be wrllmg to forego completing an ElR untrl

_of the Clty’s application to HUD and the Navy within the framework of the Base
Closure process be an “approved project” or a project that is enforceable under state

and iocal land use laws. California law provides a framework for Federal approvalof -

a reuse plan before preparation of a draft EIR, NEPA, which is often completed
jointly or before CEQA, Is typically completed after submittal of the redevelopment
plan to HUD and the Navy The Navy does not know of any cases where the CEQA

Navy, If appropriate environmental planning compliance can occur after submission
after HUD approval of the reuse plan" .
In clrcumstanoes where a jolnt document is not barng prepared fora reuse project ’

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.5 permits a local agency to use the
federal EIS In lieu of an EIR, if the EIS meets certain substantive requirsments of

'CEQA. In accordance with DBCRA, the EIS is typically prepared after the reuse plan

Is submifted to HUD and the Navy (P.L. 101-510, Section 2005(b)(7)(K)(i) and (fi).

~ Therefore, the local agency is not required by CEQA to undertake environmental

review before federal review and appraval of the redevelopment (reuse) plan. The -
CEQA Guidelines address this option for CEQA complianoe as an appropriate

- alternative for a scenario where “the NEPA documnent is ready before CEQA
" document.”. (Cal. Code Regs fit. 14, § 1221).) Can the Clty staff envision any

clrocumstances where this approach would be a viable altermative to completing the
City's CEQA obligation, with the EIS considering the impacts of a reclevelopment

-~ (reuss) plan that has been developed and submltted for federal review in advance of

any CEQA complranoe? v o ,
Could the City refer to its Reuse (Redevolopment) Plan submitted to HUD asa

- "Proposal,” "Draft Final Reuse Plan” or “Preliminary Reuse Plan™? The plan would
“then go through the NEPA and CEQA process afier the submittal fo HUD and the
Navy. Once the NEPA ROD s slgned and the EIR is certi‘led tﬁe Reuse Plan would, _

 be finalrzed and adopted by the Crty

. What consultations wlll the city need to carry out wrth regards to sensltrve species
‘and cultural resources? For which species/habitats will the ¢ity need fo consult: Mth
.regulators or requrre Specral troatment in the CEQA dooumentatron'? Lo

Under your proposed Programmatlc EIR process presented in our meetrng on 30
‘Nov 2008, what is the general time ling for the completion of the major components

. of the EIR (NOP, DEIR, FEIR, Certrf'catron. submital, etc.)'? When would you begm |
- this CEQA prooess” S I :

‘Wlll your Phase Ill planning documents be adopted by the Clty in such a way that

they will require another CEQA document before property conveyance ocours? How

will you ensure that there are no substantial changes from the Redevelopment .
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(Reuse) Plan submitted to HUD? Was the City mtendmg to complete its Phase Ill
documentation pnor to conveyance? What is your timeline for Phase lll'? o

' i Ptanning, Zonmg and Entitlement lssues

7 Outede of the BRAC process what is the City’s normatl process and timelme for :
pmperty entrtlement and zonmg? At what polnt is CEQA required in that prccess?

' 8 What are the oity’s responsibilmes for protection of endangered spectes and cuitural
resources, and how do these responsibthues impact the zomng process?

9. Compared to the Clty’s normal pianning. zoning and entttlement process what are
the advantages to the City of proceeding with the preparation of a reuse pian rn
accordance with the standandized BRAC plenning process? S

. 10, Under BRAC preparation ofa reuse plan Is an option for the LRA rather than a

" - requirement for conveyance. - In the event that NWS Concord is not surplused, the
BRAC reuse planning pracess (including the homeless outreach portion) in R
- 2905(b)(7) Is not triggered. in that case, would the City be willing to undertake reuse .
pienntng ac‘ivrtles on its own, utilizing its general plannmg and zoning authonty?

OutreachIScreening lssues

1. WiII the City s screenlng and outreach process include other city and county entltres"

12.Does the City intend to. support pubhc uses by desrgnatmg specit'c prc:perty for
Public Benefit Conveyances (PBC), which requires potential recipients to submit an
- application to the appropriate sponsoring federal agency for approval? Or does the

- City intend to incorporate public uses into its development plan for conveyance by
some other means?. How will the City determine the amount of property fo be
desngnated for speciﬁc pubho uses? o . o

13.1n the stendardrzed BRAC prooess. the LRA mcorporates public benefit uses intc its
reuse plan, but a specific PBC grantee Is selected by the authorized Federal entity
~ from among eligible applicants (i.e., grantees for public parks are selected by the -
Depariment of Interior from the etigrbte applicants). How will the City ensure that all
potentlaliy eiiglble entrties are aware of the City's plans for public beneﬁt uses?

14, The Citys October 10 2006 00ncord Communrty Reuse Project presentation ,
indicates that the timeline for NEPA/CEQA review and adopting a Reuse Plan is
winter 2008 to winter 2009. The Concord Community Reuse Project material mailed

_ by the City November 9, 2009 also states that ‘it is anticipated the city will adopt a
© + Community Reuse Plan in early 2009.” The city website further describes Phase lll
" as the phase in which the LRA will prepare, finalize and adopt the detailed Reuse
- and communfty facilities plans, It states that the start date for this phase will notbe
- determined until Phase Il Is cormplete, The timeline for Phase Il is shown as 2006 to
©2009. Does the city intend ta meet the statutory deadiines as discussed in our.
"' November 30, 2006 meeting and will your public lnformation be revrsed to reﬂect a v
schedule that meete the statutcry deadhnes? o - ,
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16. What s the City's tmeline (including milestories and projected dates) for completing.
the outreach and screening process, submitting the reuse plan to HUD in a form that
- will not be substantially changed, and then implementing the reuse plan throughthe -

~ zoning and entitlement process? L
-~ 16. What are the City's current resbonsibilitiéé for brovidi'ng émergénéy shelter ahd -
- transitional housing for the homeless (e.g., what is the City’s role in implementing
- Section 50800 of the California Health and Safety Code)? -~ - .
17. As a member of the Contra Costa HOME Consortium, is the Cty obligated to
accommodate providers who serve the homeless in areas outside of the City of
_ 18. Whatls the City's current process to identify and accommodate the requirements of |
the homeless? How does the current process differ from what would be required

under the standardized BRAC process? . |
19, How does he City curently accommodate both the needs of the community for
economic development and the needs of the homeless in the area? If 2869 authority .
were utilized, what would be the City's proposed process to accommodate the needs
of the homeless considering the particulars of this specific installation?

20. Approsimately how many people are in transitional housing in the County now? How | S
 much additional transitional housing is needed? ' o

21. Since no HUD approval of homeless dutreach screening is required when propery s
~notdeclared surplus, what is the benefit to the City of obtaining HUD's approval of its
- homeless assistance application under the standardized BRAC process? ,
22.__'Deveip'pmén_t, issues R FEUE -
23, It isund_efstobd ’t‘hat‘ one of the C&ty’s }mvajof concerns is {hat ihe usé 6f the 2869
- exchange authority at the beginning of the process would lead to a developer
" influenced planning process.. Do the Gty staff believe that the City's usual planning,
entitlement, and zoning pracesses will not provide an adequate framework for = .
community input and local control? Given tha City’s existing authority over property
entitternent and zoning, please explain how the developers would be able to unduly
 influence a City and community controlled procass. o
 24.1s there currently a zoning overlay for the property?
. 25.1s the City propasing to impiemént a aevéiopmént agreement that allows enhanoed .
use of the property, above and beyond a basic zoning overiay, in exchange for public o Y
26, HowIs the City currently addressing developer proposals for projects in the City of
~ Concord? How would this change under the standardized BRAC process? How o
*would it change under a 2869 scenario? - e e e

. "27., ;Ié it'_t_he' City's ;irefej'éhce to ‘seléct or inﬂdehce who agqu}rés,tltle to the prgpe(ty? ‘
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28, If the property Is not surplus, what would the City's process be, including community
involvement, for amending its General Plan and applicable Specific Plans to include
development of the Inland Area?

29, The City has expressed its concern that the use of the 2869 exchange authority now
would lead to a developer influence planning process. Has the City evaluated
options that could be employed to protect the integrity of its planning process?
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