Attachment 17

EXHIBIT “A”

Analysis of Lack of Significant New Information From the Concurrent Extension

The following analysis demonstrates, for cach category of environmental analysis in
Chapter 3 of the EIR, thart revising the Project to include the Concurrent Extension would not
require recirculation. As discussed below, the impacts of the Project are generally the same under
either the Concurrent Extension or the Deferred Extension because constructing Stoneridge Drive as
part of the initial phase of the project instead of in 2030 does not change the proposed uses of the

project.

There are, however, four instances where ic appears that constructing Stoneridge
Drive under the Concurrent Extension rather than the Deferred Extension may result in
transportation impacts thar are different from those identified in the EIR’s Project-level
transportation analysis. We have defined these impacts as “Concurrent Extension Impacts.” The
Concurrent Extension Impacts do not require recirculation because the Draft EIR discloses each of
these impacts either as a cumulative impact of the Project or as a project-level impact of the Existing

Specific Plan Alternative.

The foregoing analysis applies equally to the impacts of the Concurrent Extension
with the Ice Center Alternative, should it be adopted instead of the Project. As a consequence, the
analysis below separately discusses the impacts of the Ice Center Alternative only to the extent they
are likely to differ from the impacts of the Project with the Concurrent Extension.

3.1 Aestherics and Visnal Qualicy

While the Concurrent Extension would widen segments of Stoneridge Drive at an
earlier date than the Deferred Extension, the Concurrent Extension would not add new construction
or roadways elsewhere on the projecr site that would result in new impacts to scenic resources, visual
character, or light and glarc. Accordingly, revising the Project to include the Concurrent Extension
would not result in new significant aesthetics and visual quality impacts, or substantial increases in
previously identified aesthetics and visual quality impacts.

3.2 Air Quality

Revising the Project to include the Concurrent Extension would not result in new
significant air quality impacts, or substantial increases in previously identified air quality impacts.

A Impact AQ-1. Conflicts with an applicable air quality plan.

The Draft EIR concludes that, with the Deferred Fxtension, the Project will not
conflict with an applicable air quality plan, resulting in a less than significant impact. (Impact AQ-

1, Draft EIR, page 3.2-11.)

As with the Deferred Extension, construction of the Concurrent Extension would
not tesult in conflicts with an applicable air quality plan. The Draft EIR indicates that the
applicable air quality plan is based on the 1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan. The 1989
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Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan assumes the Concurrent Extension and approximately cwice as many
trips as the Project. The Concurrent Extension, like the Deferred Extension, would generate fewer
trips than assumed in the adopted air quality plan and, consequently, would result in growth and
local traffic congestion at levels below the baseline assumed by the adopted air quality plan. Revising
the Projecr to include the Concurrent Extension would, therefore, just as with the Deferred
Extension, result in a less than significant impact to applicable air quality plans.

While the Ice Center Alternative would generate more trips than the Project, the
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan would still generate more than 1.5 times as many trips. The Tce
Center Alternative with the Concurrent Extension would, therefore, still result in a less than

significant impact to applicable air quality plans.
B. Impact AQ-2. Shore-term air quality emissions.

The Draft EIR concludes that, with the Deferred Extension, the Project will result in
less than significant short-term air quality impacts after mitigation. (Impact AQ-2, Draft EIR, page
3.2-12)) The construction of two additional fanes of Stoneridge Drive as part of the Project with the
Concurrent Extension would generate slightly more construction-related emissions than with the
Deferred Extension. However, the dust control measures of mitigation measure AQ-2.1 would
apply to reduce the additional impacts of the Concurrent Extension to a less than significant level.

C. Impact AQ-3. Regional emissions.

The Draft EIR concludes that, with the Deferred Extension, the Project will result in
significant and unavoidable regional emission impacts after mitigation. {Impact AQ-3, Draft EIR,
page 3.2-13.) The regional emissions analysis of the Draft EIR is based on the trip gencration rates
of the project, which will not change with the Concurrent Extension. Regional emissions impacts
therefore will remain significant and unavoidable under the Concurrent Extension, as with the
Deferred Extension.

D. Impact AQ-4. Localized carbon monoxide air quality impacts.

The Drafc EIR concludes that, with the Deferred Extension, the Project will resuit in
less than significant localized carbon monoxide air qualicy impacts. {Impact AQ-4, Draft EIR, page
3.2-16.) The Draft EIR based its analysis of localized carbon monoxide air quality impacts under
2015 conditions that assumed the Concurrent Extension. The Draft EIR therefore has already
analyzed the impacts of the Concurrent Extension on localized air quality.

E. Impact AQ-5. Toxic air contaminants.

The Draft EIR concludes that, with the Deferred Extension, the Project will result in
less than significant toxic air contaminant impacts after mitigation. (Impact AQ-5, Draft EIR, page
3.2-17.) Potential exposure of onsite residents to toxic air contaminants due to proximity to [-580
would not change under Concurrent Extension because it would nor alter the distance between the
Project’s senior housing uses and I-580. The impact of the Concurrent Extension therefore would
be che same as the impact of the Deferred Extension assumed in the Draft EIR. Potential exposure
of off-site residents and nearby schools would be the same with the Concurrent Extension because,
as stated in the Draft EIR, “the proposed project would not cause area roadways (other than 1-580)
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to exceed CARB's screening threshold for high-traffic roadways, including Stoneridge Drive (even
with extension of Stoneridge Drive, which is not part of the proposed project but is included in the
City’s General Plan).” (Draft EIR, page 3.2-18.) Exposure from the Livermaore Airport would be
the same with the Concurrent Extension because Livermore Airport operations would not be
affected by the Concurrent FExtension.

E. Impact AQ-6. Odors.

The Draft EIR concludes that, under the Deferred Fxrension, the Project will result
in less than significant odor impacts. {Impact AQ-6, Draft EIR, page 3.2-19.) Because the uses of
the Project site would be the same with the Concurrent Extension, the Project would not generate
any significant additional odors as a result of the Concurrent Extension.

G. Impact AQ-7. Greenhouse gasses.

The Draft EIR concludes that, under the Deferred Extension, the Project will result
in less than significant greenhouse gas impacts. (Impact AQ-7, Draft EIR, page 3.2-19.) Mobile,
area and indirect source generation rates will be the same with the Concurrent Extension because the
number of vehicle trips generated and uses conducted by the Project will be the same. Greenhouse
gas impacts therefore will be the same with the Concurrent Extension.

3.3 Biological Resources

The Project witl disturb the surface of the entire project site regardless of the
Concurrent Extension or the Deferred Extension and, like the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Existing
Specific Plan Alternative (which assumes the Concurrent Extension), pose the same potential
impacts to biological resources. The biological resources impacts of the Concurrent Extension are
therefore the same as those identified for the in the Draft EIR. Construction of a second bridge
across Arroyo Mocho to accommodate two additional lanes of Stoneridge Drive with the
Concurrent Extension is the anly exception. However, as stated in the Final EIR, the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIR for bridge construction impacts (including Bio-2.1, 2.2, 2.3,
2.4,32 4.1,42,5.1,6.1,62,6.3,and 7.1, 8.1, HY-4.1, and NO-2.1, 2.2 and 4.1, and CR-1)
would also apply 1o reduce the impacts of the second Arroyo Mocho bridge to the same less than
significant level as the impacts of the first bridge. (Final EIR, page 3-24.)

The Concurrent Extension therefore will not pose any new significant biological
resources impacts or substantially increase the severity of such impacts beyond what is identified in

the Draft FIR.

3.4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Concurrent Extension of an additional two lanes of Stoneridge Drive during
buildout of the project will not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding potential hazards
and hazardous materials impacts. Most such risks are associated with the proposed uses of the
project site, which remain unchanged with the Concurrent Extension; the potential for a hazardous
release with the Concurrent Extension is therefore the samc as under the Deferred Extension. Any
potential for exposure to hazardous materials due to earlier construction of Stoneridge Drive with
the Concurrent Extension will, as with the Deferred Extension, be reduced 10 a less than significant
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level through compliance with federal, state and local use, storage and transport regulations and the
mitigation measurcs proposed in the Draft EIR.

The Concurrent Extension therefore will not pose any new significant hazards or
hazardous materials impacts or substantially increase the severity of such tmpacts beyond what is

identified in the Draft EIR.

3.5 Hydrology and Warer Qualiry

Impacts on hydrology and water quality will remain substantially the same with the
Concurrent Extension because the Concurrent Fxtension will not alter the proposed uses of the
project site. 'The Concurrent Extension of an additional two lanes of Stoneridge Drive may
introduce limited additional impervious area at an earlier date than the Deferred Extension. The
Concurrent Extension would also require the construction of a second bridge across Arroyo Mocho
carlier than otherwise anticipated. (See, Section 3.3 above for related mitigation). However, the
aggregate impacts of the Concurrent Extension and the Deferred Extension are the same.
Compliance with the same BMPs, local, state and federal permitting requirements, and mitigation
measures discussed in the Draft EIR will reduce any potential additional impacts of the Concurrent
Extension to a less than significant level. Biological Resources

The Concurrent Extension therefore will not pose any new signiftcant hydrology or
water quality impacts or substantially increase the severity of such impacts beyond what is identified

in the Draft EIR.

3.6 Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The analysis of the Draft EIR comprehends the impacts of the Concurrent Extension
because the proposed uses of the Staples Ranch site are the same under the Concurrent Extension
and the Deferred Extension. The Concurrent Extension therefore will not pose any new significant
land use or agricultural resources impacts or substantially increase the severity of such impacts
beyond what is identified in the Draft EIR.

3.7  Noise

‘I'he impacts of constructing an additional two lanes of Stoneridge Drive and pile-
driving associated with the construction of a second bridge across Arroyo Mocho will be the same as
the impacts analyzed by the Draft EIR for the first two lanes and first bridge of Stoneridge Drive.
The combined noise impacts of contemporancous construction of both halves of Stoneridge Drive
with the Concurrent Extension will not be greater than with the Deferred Extension because the
noise created by the construction of each half of Stoneridge Drive will be reduced to a less than
significant leve] by the noise attenuation measures of Mitigation Measure NO-3.1.  Additional pile-
driving noise impacts associated with the construction of a second bridge across Arroyo Mocho
would also be mirtigared o a less than significant level by Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 because it
requircs compliance with the same peak particle velocity standard regardless of whether one or two
bridges are constructed at any given time. The same notification requirements of Mitigation
measure NQO-2.2 would also apply 1w reduce pile-driving impacts to a less than significant level.
(See, Section 3.3 above for additional related mitigation).
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Ambient transportation noise levels may be higher with the Concurrent Extension
due to addirional through-traffic along Stoneridge Drive under project conditions. The Draft EIR
analyzed these impacts at the cumulative level along with the impacts of additional traffic caused by
cumulative projects. The Draft EIR determined that the cumulative ambient transportarion noise
impacts of the Project would be less than significant through implementation of mitigation measures
identified at the project level. As such, while the Concurrent Extension could introduce addirional
ambient transportation noise impacts at an carlier date than the Deferred Extension, the Drafr EIR
has already analyzed such impacts at the cumulative level and has deemed them to be less than
signiﬁcant after mitigation.

All other porential noise impacts of the Concurrent Extension are the samc as the
Deferred Extension because the proposed uses of the project site with either scenario remain the
same.

The Concurrent Fxtension therefore poses no new significant noise impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of such impacts beyond those identified in the Draft EIR.

3.8 Population, Employment and Housing

The potential population, employment and housing impacts of the Concurrent
Extension are the same as the Deferred Extension because the Concurrent Extension will not change
the uses of the project site. Indirect population growth, if any, as a result of construction of
Stoneridge Drive could be induced at an earlier date as a result of the Concurrent Exrension, but the
total amount of induced growth would be the same with the Concurrent Extension as with the
Deferred Fxtension. As stated in the Draft EIR, the growth-inducing impacts of the Project and the
lce Center have been anticipated by the more intensive uses of the project site contemplated by the
1989 Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan (which assumes the Concurrent Extension}, and are therefore

less than significant.

The Concurrent Extension therefore poses no new significant impacts to population,
. . . . P - g v p p p
employment ar housing, or substantial increases in the severity of such impacts beyond those

identified in the Draft EIR.
3.9 Transportarion

Revising the Project to include the Concurrent Extension would nort require
recirculation hecause this revision would not result in new significant transportation impacts or
intensify the severity of transportation impacts beyond those already disclosed and assessed in the

Draft EIR.

As a threshold marter, many of the project-level impacrs analyzed in the
transportation analysis of the Draft EIR are independent ot the Deferred Extension, and are
therefore the same whether the Exrension is Deferred or Concurrent. These impacts include Impact
TR-4 (air wraffic patterns, Drafe DEIR, page 3.9-40), Impact TR-5 (BART expansion, Draft EIR,
page 3.9-40), Impact TR-6 (design feature and incompatible use hazards, Draft EIR, page 3.9-41),
Impact TR-7 (emergency access, Draft EIR, page 3.9-42), Impact TR-8 {parking capacity, Draft
EIR, page 43): Impact TR-9 (alternative transportation, Draft EIR, page 43); Impact TR-10 (freight
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