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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

A. Process 

On September 3, 2013 the City of Alameda (Lead Agency) released for public review a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the City’s proposed Alameda Point Project 
(SCH# 2013012043). The public review and comment period on the Draft EIR, which began on 
September 3, 2013 and closed on October 21, 2013, was 48 days. 

The Draft EIR for the proposed Alameda Point Project (proposed project) together with this 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR volume, this document constitutes the Final EIR for the 
proposed project. The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that 
must be considered by decision-makers before approving the proposed project and must reflect 
the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis of the significant environmental effects of 
the proposed project on the environment (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, Section 15090). CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies the following: 

“The final EIR shall consist of: 
 
(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 
 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 

summary. 
 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 

review and consultation process. 
 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. This Response to Comments Document reproduces the written comments from public 
agencies and the general public and also contains summaries of oral comments, and contains 
good faith, reasoned responses by the Lead Agency to those comments.  



1. Introduction 
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B. Organization 

This EIR Response to Comments Document for the proposed project contains information in 
response to comments raised during the public comment period. 

Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to 
Comments Document.  

Chapter 2, Agencies, Organizations and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR, lists all 
agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during the 
public review and comment period. The list also indicates the receipt date of each written 
correspondence. 

Chapter 3, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR, contains comment letters received 
during the review and comment period. The responses to the comments are provided following 
each letter. 

Chapter 4, Responses to Comments Received at the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR, contains a 
summary of all environmental topics raised regarding the Draft EIR at the public hearings held at 
the Planning Board meeting and joint City Council-Planning Board meeting on September 9 and 
September 25, 2013, respectively. 

Chapter 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR, contains text changes to the Draft EIR. Some changes were 
initiated by the City; others were made in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Agencies and Persons Commenting on the 
Draft EIR 

A. Agencies and Persons Commenting in Writing 

The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments on the Draft 
EIR during the public review period. The 48-day public review and comment period on the Draft 
EIR began on September 3, 2013 and closed at 5:00 p.m. on October 21, 2013. 

 

Letter Person/Agency and Signatory Date 

Federal Agency  

1 United States Department of Veterans Affairs
(Douglas Roaldson, Environmental Program Manager) 

October 22, 2013

State Agency 

2 Department of Transportation
(Erik Alm, AICP, District Branch Chief) 

October 21, 2013

3 Public Utilities Commission
(Ken Chiang, Utilities Engineer) 

September 9, 2013

Regional and Local Agencies 

4 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control District
(Shin-Roei Lee, Division Chief, Watershed Division) 

October 17, 2013

5 San Francisco Bay Trail 
(Lee Chien Huo, Bay Trail Planner) 

October 21, 2013

6 Alameda Unified School District
(Kirsten Vital, Superintendent) 

October 18, 2013

7 City of Oakland Department of Planning, Building, and 
Neighborhood Preservation 
 (Rachel Flynn, Director of Planning and Building) 

October 18, 2013

8 East Bay Municipal Utility District
(William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution 
Planning) 

October 17, 2013

9 East Bay Regional Park District
(Larry Tong, Interagency Planning Manager) 

October 21, 2013



2. Agencies and Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR 
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Letter Person/Agency and Signatory Date 

Regional and Local Agencies (cont.) 

10 Alameda Architectural Preservation Society
(Karin Sidwell, Preservation Action Committee Chairmen) 

October 21, 2013

11 Alameda Point Collaborative
(Doug Biggs, Executive Director) 

October 21, 2013

12 Bayview Estates Homeowners Association
(Michael Karp, President) 

October 18, 2013

13 Bike Walk Alameda 
(Lucy Gigli, President) 

October 17, 2013

14 Center on Urban Environmental Law
(Paul Stanton Kibel, Associate Professor and CUEL 
Co-Director) 

October 3, 2013

15 Golden Gate Audubon Society
(Michael Lynes, Executive Director) 

October 21, 2013

16 Housing Opportunities Make Economic Sense
(Helen L. Sause, President) 

October 21, 2013

17 Oakland Chinatown Coalition
(Oakland Chinatown Coalition) 

October 21, 2013

18 Sierra Club 
(Norman La Force, Legal Committee for the Sierra Club 
San Francisco Bay Area Chapter) 

October 20, 2013

Individuals 

19 Richard Bangert  October 21, 2013

20 Homeowners on Bayview Drive October 15, 2013

21 Slow Factory 
(Todd Edelman, Director) 

October 18, 2013

22 Selina Faulhaber October 1, 2013

23 David Gaskin and Phil McPherson September 25, 2013

24 D. Kakimoto September 19, 2013

25 Khyber Investments 
(Craig Miott, MBA) 

October 21, 2013

26 Darcy Morrison   October 21, 2013

27 Dee Rosario  October 20, 2013

28 William Smith October 21, 2013

29 Jon Spangler  September 9, 2013

30 Eugenie Thompson October 21, 2013

31 Philip Tribuzio  September 15, 2013



2. Agencies and Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR 
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Letter Person/Agency and Signatory Date 

Individuals (cont.) 

32 Philip Tribuzio  October 18, 2013

33 Ewart Wetherill  October 21, 2013

34 John Knox White  September, 2013

35 Brian Schumacher October 28, 2013

 

B. Commenters at the Public Hearing 

Planning Board 
The following persons offered public comment during the City of Alameda Planning Board 
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR held at the Alameda City Hall on September 9, 2013: 

 Ethan Clifton 

 Doug deHaan 

 Karen Bey 

Joint City Council and Planning Board 
The following persons offered public comment during the joint City of Alameda City Council and 
Planning Board Public Hearing on the Draft EIR held at the Alameda City Hall on September 25, 
2013: 

 Dorothy Kamimoto 

 Susan Galleymore 

 Helen Sause 

 Chuck Kapelky 

 Bill Smith 

 John Spangler 

 Karen Bey 

 Diane Lichtenstein 

 Adrian Lackadat 

 Alex Danenbaum 

 Doug deHann 

 Bob Sacuria 

 Doug Biggs 

 Craig Miott 

 Amanda Shepard 
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CHAPTER 3 
Written Comments on the Draft EIR and 
Responses to Comments 

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters submitted during the public review period on 
the Draft EIR, and the responses to those comments. Each written comment letter is designated 
with a number (1 through 35) in the upper right-hand corner of the letter. The letters are grouped 
by agency, organization, and individuals, as presented in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. They are 
further organized alphabetically; however, Letter 35 was received after the close of the comment 
period and does not appear in the alphabetic sequence. 

Within each written comment letter, individual comments are labeled with a number in the 
margin. Immediately following each comment letter is an individual response to each numbered 
comment. Where responses have resulted in changes to the Draft EIR, these changes also appear 
in Chapter 5 of this response to comments document.  



>>> "Janes, Larry G." <Larry.Janes@va.gov> 10/22/2013 2:30 PM >>> 
Please see below for Department of Veterans Affairs, VA Sierra Pacific Network, comments on your EIR. 
 
Larry Janes 
Capital Asset Manager 
VA Sierra Pacific Network 
 
Dear Mr. Thomas: 
 
The United States Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) applauds the City of Alameda (City) in preparing 
a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that proposes to adopt and implement a comprehensive 
zoning amendment, an associated general plan amendment, a Master Infrastructure Plan, and a Town 
Center and Waterfront Precise Plan at Alameda Point. 
 
The VA offers the following EIR clarifications: 
 

         The VA’s Transfer Parcel does not include any San Francisco Bay submerged water areas. 
Figures 3‐1, 3‐2, 3‐3, 3‐5, 3‐6, 3‐7, 3‐8, 3‐10 inaccurately reflect that the land transfer as 
including submerged waters beyond the rip‐rap. Your figures 3‐11, 3‐12, 3‐13, 3‐14 factually 
depict the actual 623.6 acre Navy to VA Transfer Parcel up to and including the shoreline rip‐rap.  

 

         Throughout your EIR and in Figures 3‐1, 3‐6, 3‐7, 3‐10: the term “Nature Reserve” is used to 
identify the undeveloped portion of the VA Transfer Parcel. The VA would like to make clear that 
it will not provide a “Nature Reserve”. Instead, the VA uses the term “Managed Undeveloped 
Area”. The Managed Undeveloped Area is identified as a 511.2 acre area reserved for the long‐
term persistence and sustainability of the Federal listed endangered California Least Tern (CLT) 
as managed pursuant to the VA’s 2012 Biological Opinion. This Managed Undeveloped Area will 
only be actively managed for the CLT. It will not be actively managed for other species.  

 

         The VA would like to clarify that with the exception of the possible seasonally administered 
shoreline trail immediately adjacent to and inside the shoreline rip‐rap (Figure 3‐7); the 
remainder of the managed undeveloped area will not be publically accessible.  

 

         Please correct page 3‐18 to indicate that the VA’s 623.6 acre Transfer Parcel is made up of a 
112.4 acre Development Area; and a 511.2 Undeveloped Area. The 112.4 acre Development 
area will include a Clinic on 20 acres, a National Cemetery on 80 acres, and utilities and other 
support buildings on the remaining 12.4 acres.  

 
The VA believes the zoning outlined in the EIR aligns with and is complementary to our shared 
commitment to responsibly re‐invigorating Alameda Point. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Larry 
 

Doug  
Douglas Roaldson 

Comment Letter 1
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Environmental Program Manager 
Green Environmental Management Systems 
VA Sierra Pacific Network (VISN 21) 
201 Walnut Ave, Room 1020 
Mare Island CA 94592‐1107 
707‐562‐8426 (office) 
707‐235‐4602 (BB) 
douglas.roaldson@va.gov 
 

Comment Letter 1

3-3
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Letter 1. United States Department of Veterans Affairs 
(Douglas Roaldson, Environmental Program Manager) 

1-1 The City acknowledges that the VA’s Transfer Parcel does not include submerged waters 
beyond the rip-rap.  

1-2 The City acknowledges the requirements of the Biological Opinion, which is discussed in 
detail on pages 3-10 of the Project Description, on page 4.K-6 related to visual resources, 
and throughout Section 4.E, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the portion of the VA Transfer Area referred to in the Draft EIR as 
“Natural Reserve” will be actively managed consistent with that document. 

1-3 As stated on page 3-18 of the Draft EIR, access to the Natural Reserve will be limited to 
a seasonally accessible trail. 

1-4 The City acknowledges that the VA’s 623.6 acre Transfer Parcel is made up of a 112.4 acre 
Development Area; and a 511.2 Undeveloped Area. The 112.4 acre Development area will 
include a Clinic on 20 acres, a National Cemetery on 80 acres, and utilities and other 
support buildings on the remaining 12.4 acres. Pages 4-4 to 4-5 of the Draft EIR accurately 
describe the VA project under “Cumulative Context.” The text on page 3-18 of the Draft 
EIR describes the overall open (undeveloped) space areas, and the reference to “30 acres of 
Veterans’ facilities” is intended to encompass the 20-acre clinic grounds plus the 
approximately 12 acres of utilities serving the clinic as well as the supporting buildings 
noted by the commenter. The following bullet is revised on page 3-18 of the Draft EIR as 
follows: 

 Approximately 624 acres Over 700 acres of former runways to the west of 
the urban areas of Alameda Point, which are planned for a Nature Reserve, 
30 112.4 acres of Veterans’ facilities, and public park lands; 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
111 GRAND AVENUE 
P. O. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623·0660 
PHONE (510) 286·6053 
FAX (510) 286·5559 
'!'Ty 711 

October 21,2013 

Mr. Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

ALA260026 
ALA-260-RO.26 
SCH#2013012043 

Alameda Point General Plan and Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan, and 
Old Town Center lind Waterfront Plan - Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 
the environmental review process for the Alameda Point project. The following comments are 
based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Trallsportatioll Impacts 011 State Facilities 

We are concerned that the DEIR did not include grandfathered segments in the impact analysis. 
From Table 4.C-3, the proposed plan will generate approximate 33,429 daily, 2,928 AM and 
3,294 PM peak hour trips. Caltrans believes that majority of new trips generated to and from the 
proposed plan will significantly impact State Route 260 (Webster and Posey Tubes) since it is the 
most direct link between the development in Alameda and Oakland. Please discuss these 
impacts. 

On page 4C-16, one of the policies the DEIR refers to is the development of TSMITDM fees 
collection mechanism. As mentioned in the previous comment, the DElR describes certain 
segments of state facilities that are 'grandfathered' segments since it was already operating at 
level of service (LOS) F when the CMP network was established. Please discuss how 
TSMlTDM fees would be allocated for improvements for 'grandfathered' segments. 

On page 4C-25, the DEIR indicates that it analyzed six freeway mainline locations but only one 
segment ofI-980 and one segment ofI-580 were included in the DEIR since only those segments 
had any meaningful traffic increase (increase over existing volumes of more than 2.5 percent). As 
the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), we would like to review the analysis 
for the four mainlines that were not included in the DEIR. Any traffic increase to State facilities 
that are already operating at poor levels of service can potentially increase delays and queue 
lengths which can jeopardize safety on the SHS. Any additional traffic impacts on State facilities 
also require mitigation. 

Referring to the previous comment, page 4C-48 includes freeway analysis only for Interstate (1-) 
980 segment but not the 1-580 segment. Furthermore, it indicated that the LOS will drops from C 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 

Comment Letter 2
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Mr. Andrew Thomas/City of Alameda 
October 21, 2013 
Page 2 

·16U·and·WithdeiisitYiiicfeaseffbm2S:8fo·26.6:H6Wever,·theDEIRTbtIDo"thlsImpacC 
insignificant because the change of volume is less than 3 percent. If the assessment is such that 3 
percent change of volume is insignificant, please clarifY why 2.5 percent was used in the previous 
comment. 

On pages 4C-54 and 4C-55, it provides cumulative conditions for mainline facilities. Please 
include SR-260 cumulative conditions. 

On page 4C-55 & 4C-55, it states, "no change in LOS and minimal, if any, in density under 
existing conditions." However, Table 4.C-21 clearly shows a number of ramp locations during 
both AM and PM peaks with one LOS degradation. At one particnlar location, northbound 
Interstate 880 Broadway off-ramp, the LOS degrades from E (without project) to F (with project) 
in PM peak. 

On page 4C-92, it indicates that State Route 260 Volume/Capacity ratio would increase by 2.5 
percent for northbound and 1.2 percent for southbound. On Page 4C-23, the proposed project 
will generate 3,294 in the PM peak hour. Assuming a majority of these trips will access the 
project site through SR-260, please verifY how the 2.5 and 1.2 percentages were derived. 

State Route 260 Transportation Concept Report 
In our Notice of Preparation comment letter, we recommended that the DEIR consider issues that 
were addressed in Cal trans' SR 260 Transportation Concept Report (TCR). The TCR identified a 
number of factors contributing to congestion on this particular route. Please reference the TCR as 
Caltrans' 25-year vision statement for this route. 

Transportation Demand Management Strategies 
For Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a, it requires sponsors to develop a Transportation Demand 
Management program aimed at meeting the General Plan peak-hour trip reduction goals. 
However, to provide uniformity throughout the proposed plan, we recommend the City develop 
and guide trip reduction strategies for projects within the proposed plan. Some strategies could 
include improving public transit, bicycling, and pedestrian facilities, residents & employees 
receiving transit passes at a reduced rate in lieu of free parking, and reducing the parking 
requirements. 

We also recommend that the City refer to, "Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart 
Growth\" an MTC study funded by the Department, for sample parking ratios and strategies that 
support compact growth and Transit Oriented Development. Also considerapplying for 
Transform'S GreenTRIP certification to further implement TDM strategies II. Doing so will 
encourage alternate forms of transportation, reduce regional vehicle miles traveled and lessen 
future traffic impacts on the state highways. 

The document has should also expound on opportunities to improve non-auto transportation 
connection from Alameda to OakIand and SF. Current pedestrian and bicycle access to/from 
Alameda is limited and future developments at the Point could exact some mitigation fees to fund 

'. http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart.growth/parking .. study.htm 
)) http://transforrnca.orglGreenTRlP 

"Galtrans improves mC'bdity across California" 
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Mr. Andrew Thomas/City of Alameda 
October 21, 2013 
Page 3 

pedestrianlbike capital improvements. This would also be an opportunity to implement some of 
the goals and recommendations from the 2009 Alameda Estuary Crossing report. 

For Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, the DEIR states that the City shall adopt a Transportation 
Network Monitoring and Improvement program to identifY fair share contlibution for roadway 
improvements. Please coordinate with Caltrans in the development of this program. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Yatrnan K wan, AICP of my staff 
at (510) 622-1670. 

Sincerely, 

ERIK ALM, AICP 
District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Caltran.'> improves mobility across California" 

Comment Letter 2
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Letter 2. California Department of Transportation 
(Erik Alm, AICP, District Branch Chief) 

2-1 The “grandfathered segments” were included in the freeway segments identified for 
analysis and are described in the Significance Criteria, as noted on page 4.C-21 of the 
Draft EIR. The “grandfathered segment” includes arterial segments of SR 260 (Webster 
Tube) from Seventh and Webster Streets in Oakland to Atlantic Avenue in Alameda. 

 The traffic analysis was undertaken using the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission (CTC)’s Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model (“the Model”). Use 
of the Model is recommended by Alameda CTC for the analysis of large, mixed use 
projects, and is standard industry practice for evaluation of the transportation impacts of 
such projects in Alameda County. 

 Regarding the results of the analysis, as noted in the comment, the Webster and Posey 
Tubes (SR 260) provide the most direct route between the project site and Oakland, 
where traffic can reach Interstate 880 and other destinations. Because the Model takes 
into account congestion (which translates to travel time), among other factors, the 
modeling showed that because the Webster and Posey Tubes do not have additional 
capacity to accept significantly more automobile trips during the peak hour commute 
periods, the addition of project traffic to the network would not substantially increase 
peak-hour, peak-direction volumes in the Tubes (i.e., outbound from Alameda in the 
morning and inbound to Alameda in the afternoon). This is because, although the Model 
assigned many of the project trips to the tubes, the Model also projects that many of the 
additional peak-direction trips will be diverted to the other less congested Estuary 
crossings, such as the Park Street Bridge, the Fruitvale Bridge, the High Street Bridge 
and the Bay Farm Bridge or would alter their travel time. 

2-2 The TDM program fees would be used to implement the travel reduction strategies, not to 
implement physical improvements to “grandfathered” segments. It is anticipated that the 
TDM program would provide a certain degree of relief from congestion that would 
otherwise occur, as a result of the reduction in vehicle trips generated by the project. 
Please also see response to Comment 7-9. 

2-3 According to the Alameda CTC model forecasts,used to estimate the future peak hour 
volumes on the State highway system, the peak hour traffic volumes on the freeway 
mainline exhibited very little increases with the development of the project as increases 
less than 2.5 percent were considered to occur within the normal daily fluctuations in 
volumes. The methodology and freeway analysis is presented on pages 4.C-25, 4.C-34, 
4.C-48, and 4.C-55 of the Draft EIR. As explained in response to Comment 2-1, this can 
be attributed to capacity constraints on the system and peak spreading1 since the analysis 

                                                      
1 Peak spreading means that as traffic congestion grows during the peak travel times, motorists may shift their 

departure time to a non-peak hour. 
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covered only the one hour peak during the morning and evening. For additional 
information, please see the technical memorandum entitled Freeways and Ramps 
Analysis – Impacts and Mitigations, to City Staff dated June 30, 2013, which documents 
the freeway analysis, presented in Appendix A of this Final EIR. Please also see 
response to Comment 7-9. 

2-4 The freeway analysis for both of the segments referred to by the comment is presented on 
page 4.C-34 and summarized in Table 4.C-13 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.C-48 presents the 
freeway impact finding, which is only for the one mainline segment of I-980. The change 
in LOS occurs since the 0.8 increase in passenger car per hour per lane happens to fall at 
the threshold between LOS C and D. The discussion of the I-580 segment was not 
included in the discussion on page 4C-48 since the LOS did not change.  

 The three percent change in volumes on the freeway mainline is considered a threshold 
that is within normal daily variation in peak hour traffic volumes on a freeway segment, 
and a threshold upon which the driver would perceive a difference in traffic conditions, 
which in this case is based on density. The 2.5 percent change in peak hour volume with 
the project was used to screen freeway segments for further impact analysis due to the 
project (see page 4.C-25 and response to Comment 2-4) and not to determine impacts.  

2-5 Pages 4.C-54 and 4.C-55 of the Draft EIR present the results for freeway mainline 
conditions. SR 260 was considered as part of the Congestion Management Program 
Analysis starting on page 4.C-88 and detailed in Appendix G3 of the Draft EIR.  

2-6 The comment is correct that page 4.C-54 of the Draft EIR incorrectly presents the result 
of the existing condition when this section was meant to describe the results of the 
“cumulative” impacts to freeway ramps. As shown in Table 4.C-21, under the cumulative 
condition, the LOS designation changes at several ramp locations. Impact 4.C-7 on 
page 4.C-82, is also mislabeled as“existing” condition when it should be labeled 
“cumulative.” These cumulative impacts to the freeway ramps are correctly described 
under Impact 4.C-7, which found that the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on freeway ramps. The significance finding is based on the magnitude 
of change in traffic volumes associated with the proposed project at the ramps and on the 
mainline, which are considered to be imperceptible to the driver. Please see Chapter 5 for 
text edits to pages 4.C-54 and 4.C-82. These edits do not affect the conclusions of the 
analysis. 

2-7 As described on page 4.C-91 of the Draft EIR, the traffic baseline forecasts for 2035 were 
extracted at the required CMP and MTS highway segments from the Alameda CTC 
Model for the PM peak hour. The “With Project” forecasts at the roadway segments for 
the proposed project were obtained by manually adding the proposed project trips to the 
“No Project” forecasts. The minimal increase in peak hour traffic at the Webster-Posey 
Tubes (SR260) can be attributed to capacity constraints on the system and peak 
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spreading2 since the analysis covered only the one hour peak during the evening. Please 
also see response to Comment 7-9. 

2-8 The SR 260 Transportation Concept Report (TCR) provides the 25-year vision Caltrans 
has established for SR 260. The planned and programmed capital improvements from the 
TCR were included in the Model. 

2-9 Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR requires a TDM program 
which would be developed and monitored specifically to reduce vehicular trips to and 
from Alameda Point as a whole and not a project-by-project basis. The intent of the TDM 
program is to incorporate strategies, such as improved public transit, bicycling and 
pedestrian facilities, and reduced parking on a scale that would generate synergy between 
developments that occur on the site.  

2-10 These comments are noted. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR 
requires a TDM program, which would be developed and monitored specifically to 
reduce vehicular trips to and from Alameda Point. 

2-11 These comments are noted. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR 
requires a TDM program, which would be developed and monitored specifically to 
reduce vehicular trips to and from Alameda Point. 

2-12 Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, requires the implementation of a monitoring and 
improvement program that would be established to regularly assess the success of the 
TDM program. Regarding coordination related to the development of the program, the 
City will involve Caltrans on an as-needed basis. The City will continue to coordinate 
with Caltrans and the Alameda CTC on regional solutions to the regional transportation 
system to accommodate the region’s priority development areas as identified in the 
regional Sustainable Communities Strategy Plan Bay Area.  

                                                      
2 Peak spreading means that as traffic congestion grows during the peak travel times, motorists may shift their 

departure time to a non-peak hour. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

(213) 576-7083 
 
 
 
September 9, 2013  
 
Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Dear Mr. Thomas: 
 
Re: SCH 2013012043 Alameda Naval Air Station Point General Plan Project, DEIR 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of 
highway-rail crossings (crossings) in California.  The California Public Utilities Code requires 
Commission approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the 
Commission exclusive power on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings in California.  
The Commission Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) is in receipt of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed City of Alameda (City) Naval Air 
Station Point General Plan project. 
 
The project area includes active railroad tracks.  RCES recommends that the City add 
language to the Naval air Station Point General Plan so that any future development 
adjacent to or near the railroad/light rail right-of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of the 
rail corridor in mind.  New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on streets 
and at intersections, but also at at-grade crossings.  This includes considering 
pedestrian/bike circulation patterns or destinations with respect to railroad ROW and 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Mitigation measures to consider 
include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares, 
improvements to existing at-grade crossings due to increase in traffic volumes and 
continuous vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate barriers to limit the access of 
trespassers onto the railroad ROW. 
 
If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7076, 
ykc@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
C: State Clearinghouse 
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Letter 3. Public Utilities Commission 
(Ken Chiang, Utilities Engineer) 

3-1 The comment is not correct. While the Beltline Railroad operated on the project site in 
the past, all tracks were removed and no active railroads exist on the site. 



October 17, 2013 
       CIWQS Place ID No. 799853 
City of Alameda  
Community Development Department  
2263 Santa Clara 
Alameda, CA, 94070 

Attn: Andrew Thomas (athomas@alamedaca.gov) 

Subject:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Point 
Project, Alameda, California 

  State Clearinghouse Number (SCH #) 2013012043 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Alameda Point Project, Alameda, California (DEIR), dated September, 2013.  The DEIR 
evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the redevelopment and reuse of the 
878 acres of land and approximately 1,229 acres of water at the former Naval Air Station 
Alameda (NAS Alameda).  San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water 
Board) staff has the following comments on the DEIR. 

Comment 1, Section E. Biological Resources, Impacts to Special Status Birds, pages 4.E-56 
through 4.E-62. 
Special status birds discussed in this section of the DEIR include the California least tern colony 
in the former NAS Alameda runways and birds that roost on the Breakwater Island.  One of the 
mitigation measures proposed for reducing impacts to breeding terns and roosting birds is the 
establishment of a no wake zone during the least tern breeding season (USFWS Biological 
Opinion mitigation measure BO-AMM-10f).  However, the use of Breakwater Island as a 
roosting site by special status bird species is a year round activity that occurs outside of the least 
tern breeding season.  Therefore, mitigation measures that may be effective at minimizing 
impacts to breeding success at the least tern colony, may not be effective at sustaining roosting at 
Breakwater Island.  

Many of the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR for reducing impacts to roosting birds 
rely on voluntary compliance by members of the boating public.  For example, USFWS 
Biological Opinion mitigation measures BO-AMM-10e and BO-AMM-10f establish 300 foot 
watercraft exclusion zones from breakwaters and the least tern colony and no wake zones.  But it 
is not clear how compliance with these mitigation measures will be enforced.   

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1e also relies on providing information to the public about sensitive 
biological resources and assuming near complete compliance on the part of the public.  It does 
not seem likely that a mitigation measure that relies significantly on complete compliance on the 
part of the general public can actually be successful in reducing impacts to sensitive species to a 
less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.E-2b (page 4.E-65) requires marina operators to provide educational 
information on sensitive species and habitats to boaters.  The DEIR should provide 
documentation of the success of such voluntary compliance measures on reducing impacts to 
sensitive habitats and species.  Without a study of the effectiveness of such mitigation measures, 
it is not possible to establish that the mitigation measure can reduce impacts to sensitive species 
and habitats to less than significant levels.

Comment 2, Section E. Biological Resources, Impacts to Eelgrass Beds, pages 4.E-63 
through 4.E-65. 
The discussion of potential impacts to eel grass beds relies too heavily on mitigation measures, 
and should be revised to place a greater emphasis on avoidance of eelgrass beds.

Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a requires eel grass beds to be relocated, if feasible.  Where relocation 
is not feasible, project proponents are required to provide compensatory mitigation consistent 
with  the California Draft Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CDEMP) for eelgrass.  However, in the 
experience of Water Board staff, the timing of eelgrass surveys in the CDEMP is problematic for 
the usual timelines for obtaining Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certifications from 
the Water Board.  The CDEMP requires eelgrass surveys to be conducted within 60 days of any 
in-water work near potential eelgrass beds.  If eelgrass beds are detected, project proponents are 
supposed to redesign projects as much as possible to avoid impacts to eelgrass.  By the time such 
project revisions are made and permits are revised to accommodate revised designs, the 60-day 
period in which the survey is valid is likely to have expired.

Successful eelgrass beds are dependent on proper substrate materials and appropriate depths 
below the water surface.  The science of relocating eelgrass beds is still fairly new and attempts 
to relocate eelgrass beds have a mixed record of success.  Therefore, mitigation measures that 
rely on relocating eelgrass beds should include an assessment of the feasibility of eelgrass 
relocation when evaluating whether or not the mitigation measure is actually capable of reducing 
impacts to eelgrass beds to a less than significant level.   Due to the high level of uncertainty 
associated with relocating eelgrass beds, mitigation ratios for eelgrass beds are likely to be fairly 
high.

A reliance on translocating eelgrass beds and/or providing offsite mitigation will also have the 
effect of exporting eelgrass habitat from the project area.  Eelgrass beds provide important 
primary productivity, foraging habitat, and refuge habitat for aquatic species.  The habitat values 
provided by eelgrass beds are more valuable when they are distributed in many locations 
throughout San Francisco Bay. Exporting this habitat from the project area will have the 
unintended effect of reducing general habitat quality in the local aquatic environment, since local 
foraging and refuge options will be reduced.   

When future projects apply to the Water Board for permits to impact eelgrass beds, the Water 
Board will require that all practicable options for avoiding impacts to eelgrass beds have been 
explored, including relocation or redesign of the proposed project, before permits are issued that 
would allow impacts, with appropriate mitigation, to the eelgrass beds.  Since permitting will 
emphasize avoidance over mitigation, the DEIR would be of more use to future project 
proponents if it was revised to place a greater emphasis on avoiding eelgrass beds.  Text on page 
4.E-68 states that impacts to eelgrass beds would be reduced to less than significant levels 
through compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.E-3a and compliance with regulatory 
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requirements.  Since regulatory requirements emphasize avoidance and the CDEMP emphasizes 
avoidance, mitigation measures in the DEIR should have also emphasized avoidance.   

Comment 3, Section E. Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.E-3a, page 4.E-69.  
This mitigation measure addresses mitigation for impacts to wetlands at former NAS Alameda.  
The first bullet item of this mitigation measure requires that, “existing wetlands in the Northwest 
Territories be preserved and incorporated into compatible open space to the maximum extent 
feasible.”  The term “maximum extent feasible” is not defined in this mitigation measure, and, 
therefore, this clause weakens the protection of the existing wetlands that is implied by the 
mitigation measure. Please revise this sentence to remove, “to the maximum extent feasible.”  
Since the Northwest Territories are in the process of being redeveloped and there are no known 
constraints on future uses that would preclude avoidance of existing wetlands, it should be 
feasible to design redevelopment in the Northwest Territories to avoid the existing wetlands.

The second bullet item in Mitigation Measure 4.E-3a requires that, “a minimum 300-foot 
wetland buffer shall be incorporated into project design wherever possible.”  However the basis 
of establishing that a buffer is not possible may take into account, “the quality of the wetlands, 
actual or potential wildlife use, existing and proposed future uses, amount and type of vegetation 
within the buffer, and angle and direction of slope in proximity to the wetland.”  The large list of 
potential extenuating circumstances may render the assurance of 300-foot buffers meaningless.  
Even where wetlands may appear to have low quality, such wetlands are often prime candidates 
for enhancement, since they possess appropriate hydrology and soils for sustaining wetlands.
Also, vegetation in the buffer can usually be enhanced with minimal effort.  The phrase “existing 
and proposed future uses” is not clear; does this refer to use of the wetland or use of the land for 
redevelopment.  Please delete, “wetland quality”, “amount and type of vegetation within the 
buffer”, and “existing and proposed future uses” from the factors that may be used to justify 
reducing the size of the surrounding buffer.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Brian Wines 
(bwines@waterboards.ca.gov) at (510) 622-2342.

Sincerely,      

Shin-Roei Lee  
Division Chief
Watershed Division

cc: State Clearinghouse (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)

Digitally signed by 
Shin-Roei Lee 
Date: 2013.10.17 
14:57:57 -07'00'
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Letter 4. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control District 
(Shin-Roei Lee, Division Chief, Watershed Division) 

4-1 Comment noted. The City agrees that special-status birds use Breakwater Island for 
roosting year-round, and that measures designed solely to protect nesting California least 
terns would not necessarily protect birds using Breakwater Island outside the tern nesting 
season. Accordingly, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.E.4a on page 4.E-73, 
which states: 

“The City shall deploy buoys between Breakwater Island and the shoreline to 
create a 500-foot access corridor for all marine craft, including pleasure crafts and 
ferries, under non-emergency situation, in order to minimize disturbance to 
biological habitat on the shoreline and on the breakwater. Signs shall be posted that 
include a speed limit of 10 mph on the harbor side of Breakwater Island.” 

4-2 Mitigation measures that rely on compliance by the public are frequently used to reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. In the case of the Alameda Point project, the use 
of buoys to indicate the edge of watercraft exclusion zones and no-wake zones, the 
distribution of educational materials at marinas, the posting of signage at marinas and on 
the breakwater, and education of marina operators are the most effective means of 
conveying the importance of, and limits of, such zones to boat operators.  

 In addition, CEQA requires the City to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that is designed to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures. 
Public Resources Code § 21081.6(a)(1). See Public Resources Code § 21080.6(b) (“The 
lead agency shall provide the measures to mitigate or avoid significant effect on the 
environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.”) The conditions of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and the lease between the 
City and marina operators will require that marina operators perform such compliance 
monitoring and enforcement. Monitoring by City staff, by property management staff 
acting on behalf of the City, and by biologists monitoring the least tern colony (who will 
report observations of non-compliance to the City), in addition to monitoring in response to 
any complaints the City receives, will allow the City to determine whether the marina 
operators are adequately enforcing these zones in compliance with their leases and use 
permits. If enforcement is inadequate, the City can rely on the conditions of the CUP and 
lease to ensure enforcement or terminate the CUP and lease. Therefore, it is anticipated that 
compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a can be adequately monitored and enforced.  

4-3 Please refer to the response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion of how these measures will 
be implemented, monitored, and enforced.  

4-4 The City appreciates the Regional Board’s comments regarding the challenges of 
permitting in-water projects while conforming to California Draft Eelgrass Mitigation 
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Policy (CDEMP) timelines for eelgrass surveys. The City agrees that conducting the 
survey within 60 days of the start of construction does not allow sufficient time for 
project modification to avoid any eelgrass beds (to the extent feasible) and for agency 
consultation regarding the effects on the eelgrass beds. Therefore the following revisions 
to Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a are made: 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a: Prior to marina or ferry terminal construction, the 
City shall ensure that the project applicant conducts a pre-construction survey to 
determine if native oysters and eelgrass are present in Seaplane Lagoon. 

 The eelgrass survey shall be conducted according to the methods contained 
in the California Draft Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CDEMP) (NMFS 2011), 
with the exception that the survey shall be conducted within 120 days (rather 
than 60 days, as recommended in the CDEMP) prior to the desired 
construction start date, to allow sufficient time for modification of project 
plans (if feasible) and agency consultation. 

 If found within or immediately adjacent to the construction footprint, the 
project applicant shall first determine whether avoidance of the beds is 
feasible. If feasible, impacts to the oyster or eelgrass bed shall be avoided. If 
complete avoidance is not feasible, the applicant shall request guidance from 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (or other applicable agency) as to the 
need and/or feasibility to move affected beds…. 

 Compensatory mitigation through eelgrass bed restoration can be successful. For 
example, Boyer and Wyllie-Echeverria (2010), which are cited in Mitigation 
Measure 4.E-2a, describe eelgrass restoration techniques and goals for San Francisco Bay 
and describe some methods that have been successful for eelgrass restoration. 

4-5 Eelgrass beds are distributed in a number of locations around the South and Central San 
Francisco Bay areas (Boyer and Wyllie-Echeverria 2010) and, at most, a very small 
proportion of available eelgrass beds in the region would be impacted by in-water 
activities. As a result, even if eelgrass beds are impacted, eelgrass habitat sufficient to 
support fish populations and thereby provide prey for piscivorous birds such as the 
California least tern will remain in the vicinity of Alameda Point. Nevertheless, the City 
agrees that relocation or compensatory mitigation should remain within San Francisco 
Bay in order to continue to support a healthy Bay ecosystem. Accordingly, the following 
bullet has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a: 

 The relocation or compensatory mitigation site for eelgrass or oyster beds 
shall be located within San Francisco Bay. 

4-6 Please refer to the response to Comment 4-4. 

4-7 Although the City clearly desires that wetlands in the Northwest Territories be avoided 
where feasible, as indicated by the inclusion of this bullet it may not be feasible, or even 
ecologically beneficial, for all wetlands in that area to be avoided. For example, it is 
possible that future wetland restoration or enhancement may be performed in the 
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Northwest Territories, or that wetlands may be consolidated into larger, more contiguous 
areas to allow for the overall enhancement of habitat conditions in that area while 
allowing increased human activity as well. Some wetland impacts may be necessary 
during wetland restoration or enhancement activities. Further, it is possible that impacts 
to small areas of lower-quality wetlands in one area (e.g., from a trail) would be 
necessary to allow for avoidance, enhancement, or restoration of higher-quality wetlands 
elsewhere in the Northwest Territories. A complete prohibition on any wetland impacts in 
the Northwest Territories would not provide the flexibility necessary for the City to allow 
both human use and wetland avoidance, enhancement, or restoration. In consultation with 
the regional agencies, the City will determine whether avoidance has been achieved “to 
the maximum extent feasible.” The Regional Board will have regulatory oversight over 
any plans to impact wetlands, and the Regional Board will thus have the ability to 
comment through the permitting process on whether avoidance has been performed to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

4-8 The City disagrees that anticipating that there may be extenuating circumstances which 
affect whether a 300-foot buffer can be provided around all wetlands would “render the 
assurance of 300-foot buffers meaningless.” The City intends to require 300-foot buffers 
where such buffers are possible, but the mitigation measure also recognizes that there are 
circumstances in which a reduced buffer may be necessary for the various reasons 
described in Mitigation Measure 4.E-3a. For example, some wetland areas within the 
Northwest Territories are less than 600 feet apart and, as a result, maintenance of a strict 
300-foot buffer would preclude any new activities, such as the creation of trails, between 
those wetlands. Creation of narrow trails or other passive recreational uses with large 
buffers, even if those buffers are less than 300 feet, would not impair water quality or 
habitat quality within those wetlands. If a 300-foot buffer cannot be established, 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-3a requires the largest possible buffer taking those extenuating 
circumstances into account. Flexibility in buffering would allow the City to ensure that 
human uses can be accommodated in areas such as the Northwest Territories while 
allowing for effective avoidance, enhancement, and restoration of the highest-quality 
wetland areas. For these reasons, the City does not agree that wetland quality, amount 
and type of vegetation within the buffer, and existing and proposed future uses, should be 
ruled out as factors pertinent to the size of effective wetlands buffers. The phrase 
“existing and proposed future uses” refers to the use of the land for redevelopment or any 
other activity associated with reuse of Alameda Point. 

 The City concurs that even low-quality wetlands can be enhanced. However, a 300-foot 
buffer is not necessary to maintain quality in a low-quality wetland.3 

                                                      
3 McElfish, J.M. Jr., Kishlinger, R.L., and S. Nichols, 2008. Setting Buffer Sizes for Wetlands, National Wetlands 

Newsletter, 30(2).  
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Letter 5. San Francisco Bay Trail 
(Lee Chien Huo, Bay Trail Planner) 

5-1 The comments do not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. The comments do address the proposed locations for the Bay Trail in areas 
that are constrained due to proximity to habitat for special status species and in areas 
where the U.S. Maritime Administration and US Hornet are located. The comment from 
the Bay Trail Project will be forwarded to the City of Alameda Planning Board and City 
Council for their deliberations on the location of the Bay Trail where limitations on 
public access may be necessary to protect special status species and/or maintain a safe 
and secure environment for maritime industrial uses and Bay Trail users.  
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Andrew THOMAS - Fwd: proposed language 

From: Jennifer Ott <jott@alamedaca.gov> 
To: A THOMAS@alamedaca.gov, KHeisler@esassoc.com, LLowe@esassoc.com, Garber@s ... 
Date: 10/18/20133:33 PM 
Subject: Fwd: proposed language 

FYI - please add to the group. 

Jen 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Vital, Kirsten" <1.O'ilal iridamcda.k 12.CH.US> 
Date: October 18, 20] 3, 1 :57:39 PM PDT 
To: "Jennifer Ott" <,lOll'qmLJmcdaC'l."llV> 
Cc: "John Russo ll <.1 Rll~Soi!I:atalTl(Xlaca.f2I.)"v> 
Subject: proposed language 

Dear Jennifer: 

It was a pleasure to talk with you on Wednesday regarding AUSD s input on the 
wording of Impact 4.L-3. Below are my suggested changes. AUSD is generally 
amenable to the current draft language, and we are hopeful that the City will be 
agreeable to the added sentence regarding our working cooperatively together to 
address school impacts. 

Best, Kirsten 

Public Schools Impacts 

Impact 4.L-3: Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially result in new 
students for local schools, but II auld nol and potentially require new or physically altered 
school facilities to maintain acceptable performance objectives. (Less tban Significant) 

Students generated from development of the proposed project would be within the boundaries of 
Paden or Ruby Bridges Elementary School, Wood Middle SchooL and Encinal High School. The 
Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) employs a student generation factor as a basis for 
determining the number of students generated by proposed residential development projects. The 
results of applying AUSD generation factors to the proposed project are shown in Table 4.L-4. As 
shown, the proposed project is anticipated to result in 427 new students: 186 elementary school 
students, 96 middle school students, and 145 high school students. 

file:IIC:\Documents and Settings\pb _ user\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\526154C9Ala... 10/21/2013 
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Even though Paden Elementary, Ruby Bridges Elementary, Wood Middle School and Encinal High 
School would generally serve students resulting from development of the proposed project, AUSD 
has reported that the aforementioned school sites have all long exceeded their true capacities 
(McPhetridge, 2013). To mitigate potential impacts resulting from an increase of approximately 427 
new students, AUSD levies_development fees for residential and eommercial development at the 
proposed project. Although pursuant to SB 50, payment of the development fees for schools is 
considered full and complete mitigation for the impacts of a development project on school 
facilities, the City and AUSD arrree to work cooperative Iv with one another to identifv additional. 
legallv appropriate wavs to alleviate costs of construction and ensure that all school impacts are 

adequate Iv addressed. As a result, the proposed projecLi "s impacts on schools would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

,(}(jj~;lnI ('M(~I 

Superintendent 
Alameda Unified School District 
2060 Challenger Drive 
Alameda, California 94501 
(510) 337-7060 

p·Jotice: This e-mail. any attachrnen!'s. is for the SOle use of the intended 
and rnay contain cunfidential and privileged information. 

dlS.c!nsu"", or distriiJUIIOn is If you ar{:; not the intended re(:lD!en! con fact the 
St::ndef e-mail and of the original messages. 
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Letter 6. Alameda Unified School District 
(Kirsten Vital, Superintendent) 

6-1 The City of Alameda is committed to working with Alameda Unified School District 
(AUSD, the State of California, and/or other parties to identify resources for providing 
educational facilities at Alameda Point. As described starting on page 4.L-5 of the Draft 
EIR, pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school district impact fees by new 
development is full mitigation for potential impacts to school facilities from new 
development. All new development at Alameda Point will be required to pay the AUSD 
impact fees.  

 In addition, the text changes are made to Impact 4.L-3 on page 4.L-10 of the Draft EIR: 

Impact 4.L-3: Development facilitated by the proposed project could 
potentially result in new students for local schools, but would not and 
potentially require new or physically altered school facilities to maintain 
acceptable performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 

Students generated from development of the proposed project would be within the 
boundaries of Paden or Ruby Bridges Elementary School, Wood Middle School, 
and Encinal High School. The Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) employs a 
student generation factor as a basis for determining the number of students 
generated by proposed residential development projects. The results of applying 
AUSD generation factors to the proposed project are shown in Table 4.L-4. As 
shown, the proposed project is anticipated to result in 427 new students: 186 
elementary school students, 96 middle school students, and 145 high school 
students. 

Even though Paden Elementary, Ruby Bridges Elementary, Wood Middle School and 
Encinal High School would generally serve students resulting from development of 
the proposed project,. However, the AUSD has reported that the aforementioned 
school sites have all long exceeded their true capacities (McPhetridge, 2013). To 
mitigate potential impacts resulting from an increase of approximately 427 new 
students, AUSD levies development fees for residential and commercial development. 
Pursuant to SB 50, payment of the development fees for schools is considered full and 
complete mitigation for the impacts of a development project on school facilities. As a 
result, the proposed project’s impacts on schools would be less than significant. While 
Ppayment of the adopted development fees ensures that the project would result in 
less than significant impacts related to the provision of school facilities, the City, 
together with AUSD, is committed to working with the State of California and/or 
other parties to identify additional, legally appropriate ways to alleviate costs of 
construction. As a result, the proposed project’s impacts on schools would be less than 
significant. 
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DALZIEL BUILDING· 250 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA, SUITE 3315' OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94612-2032 

Department of Planning, Building and Neighborhood Preservation 
Planning & Zoning Services Division 

October 21, 2013 

Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
City of Alameda 
Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 

(510) 238-394'1 
FAX (510) 238-6538 

TOO (510) 238-3254 

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Alameda Point General Plan and 
Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan, and Town Center and Waterfront Plan 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

The City of Oakland ("Oakland") appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Alameda Point Project ("Project") located in the City of Alameda 
("Alameda"). Overall, we believe the DEIR does not adequately address the impacts of development of 
the Project, including most notably, impacts on Oakland, which is immediately adjacent to the Project 
site. 

Please fully address the following City Of Oakland comments in the Final EIR: 

1. Pg.4.B-3 
City of Alameda General Plan Housing Element 

, Policy 5.5.e: Minimize commuting by balancing jobs alld nearby hOllsing opportunities. 

Comment: The DEIR states that the Project is designed to accommodate the rehabilitation, reuse,. 
and new construction of approximately 5.5 million square feet of commercial and workplace 

, facilities for approximately 8,900 jobs; and the rehabilitation and new construction of 1,42S 
residential units for approximately 3,240 residents. This jobs/housing imbalance in the Project is not 
in conformance with the City of Alameda's General Plan Housing Element Policy 5.S.e, and is likely to 
generate a large number of employment-related trips to Alameda Point from off the island of 
Alameda. 
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Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
October 21,2013 
Page 2 

2. Pg.3-41 
... the initial flood protection system would provide flood protection for up to IS-inches of sea 
level rise. These initial flood protection measures would be designed to be adapted if the amount 
offuture sea level rise exceeds IS-iuches ... 

Comment: The DEIR states that the flood protection system to be built around the perimeter of the 
Project Site may also be extended around the island perimeter to provide island-wide flood 
protection. The Final EIR should evaluate the potential for both the Project Site and island-wide 
flood protection systems to displace flood waters in the case of sea level rise onto similar lOW-lying 
waterfront lands within Oakland. 

3. Pg.3-45 

Comment: Given that development of the Project would cause severe impacts to Oakland, especially 
to the Chinatown community, related to increased traffic on Oakland's streets around 1-880 and the 
Webster and Posey Tubes, a share of the proceeds from the Alameda Point Infrastructure Fee 
Program being established to facilitate infrastructure implementation should be dedicated to the 
City of Oakland for improvements to pedestrian safety and other measures to reduce impacts to 
local residents·from increased vehicle traffic. 

4. Pg.3-63 
It is anticipated that buildout of the project site is likely to take many years aud thus sequeutial, 
logical, phasing of development and infrastructure is necessary to minimize uncertainty aud 
improve the economic feasibility of infrastructure development. 

Comment: This is an important point, and yet, the DEIR does not include an analysis of the feasibility 
and impacts of a proposed sequential phasing plan of development and infrastructure for the 
Project Site. The Final EIR should address this point, and analyze a sequential phasing plan of 
development and infrastructure for the Project Site from the commencement of construction 
through build out in 2035. 

5. Pg.4.C-7 

.Comment: What is the source for the crash data? 
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6. Pg.4.C-22 

Comment: Are the land use projections the most recent available? 

7. Pg. 4.C-23 

Comments: 
• More detail is required on the trip generation, particularly the resulting mode split. In particular, 

given that the site is currently served only by a single bus line (with 30-minute headway), transit 
mode split may be expected to be significantly lower than elsewhere on Alameda. 

e How does model trip generation compare to ITE trip generation? The Final EIR should show a 
comparison to ensure results are reasonable. 

• Project Vehicle Trip Generation: Provide details on the land use type and formula used from the 
travel demand model. The Final EIR should mention the multi-modal reduction taken in the 
project compared to the ITS trip generation base rates. 

8. Pgs.4.C-28-31 

Comments: 

• Many intersections show improved operations in Existing plus Project. This is counter-inWitive, 
since the proJect generally is adding more traffic. The Final EIR should incorporate additional 
detail on assignment of project trips (eg, select zone assignment or other figures) that allow 
assessment of reasonableness for model assignment. 

• The Final EIR should address why the existing conditions analysis in the Alameda Point EIR is 
significantly different from that in Oakland's Lake Merritt Station Area Plan in many cases. 

e Existing + Project: Project seems to be causing an improvement at several locations, it appears 
to be a result of re-optimizing the signal operations in the analysis. Please note that only existing 
signal timing shall be used in the analysis. Signal optimization is considered a mitigation measure 
for existing plus project, that requires associated hardware upgrades. 

9. Pg.4.C-29 

Comment: Table identifies significant impact at 29th/8th/9th, but does not address potential 
mitigation. Would a traffic signal at the intersection mitigate the impact? 
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. 10. Pg. 4.C-36-37 
Impact 4.C-2: Development facilitated by the proposed project wonld potentially result in a 
transportation impact at study intersection under Existing plus Project conditious. (Significant) 

Comment: Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b states that prior to issuance of the first building permits for 
any development project at Alameda Point, the City of Alameda shall adopt a Transportation 
Network Monitoring and Improvement Program to: 1) determine the cost of the transportation 
network improvements identified in this EIR; 2) identify appropriate means and formulas to collect 
fair share financial contributions from Alameda Point development; 3) monitor conditions at the 
locations that will be impacted by the redevelopment of Alameda Point; 4) monitor traffic generated 
by Alameda Point; and 5) establish the appropriate time to implement the necessary improvements 
described in this EIR to minimize or eliminate significant transportation impactsprior to the impacts 
occurring. 

This Transportation Network Monitoring and Improvement Program discussed in Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2b should be more fully developed and analyzed in the EIR, and include a discussion of 
the specific measures to protect and mitigate transportation impacts in Oakland. Further, a share of 
the funds received to implement the Transportation Network Monitoring and Improvement 
Program should be allocated to the City of Oakland for infrastructure improvements to mitigate the 
additional vehicle trips through Oakland. 

11. Pg. 4.C-38 

Comments: 
• Jackson and Sixth Street: signalized intersections with significant and unavoidable impacts shall 

be brought up to current signal standards to aid the signal in handling the impact caused by the 
project traffic and bring a nominal improvement to the lOS at the intersection. Please note this 
applies to all Signalized intersections with significant but unavoidable impacts. 

• Brush and 11th: See comment above. 

12. Pg. 4.C-39 

Comment: 23rd Avenue and Seventh Street, see comment for pg. 4.C-38 above. 
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13. Pg.4.C-51 

Comments: 
• At several intersections the Cumulative + Project vic ratio is lower than the cumulative vic 

ration. Please explain. 
• Please note that the comments from pg. 4.C-38 apply to Cumulative + Project Intersections with 

cumulative impacts as well. 

14. Pg.4.C-90 

Comment: EIR identifies a significant impact to pedestrian safety, but does not identify reasonable 
interventions (eg, countdown signals, curb extensions). 

15. Overall Transportation Chapter 

Comment: Overall there appears to be a discrepancy in the treatment of intersections with 
significant but unavoidable impacts between the City of Oakland and AI~meda. In Oakland the 
consistent mitigation measure is the TDM plan often with the majority of intersection receiving no 
proposed improvements. On the other hand in Alameda many options are proposed in addition to 
the TDM plan that includes signal optimization, repurposing existing lanes, and alteration of the 
signal phasing. At a minimum signal optimization, and upgrades to current standards should be 
proposed to reduce the delays caused by project traffic. 

16. Page 4.F-38 
Impact 4.F-2: Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially generate 
operational emissions that would result in a considerable net increase of criteria pollutauts and 
precursors for which the air basin is in nonattaiument under an applicable federal or state 
ambieut air quality standard. 

Comment: The impact discussion explains the increase in criteria air pollutant and precursor 
emissions from a variety of emission sources including onsite area and energy sources and mobile 
sources. The discussion explains that a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program would 
be developed and implemented for the proposed project to reduce use of single occupancy vehicles, 
and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes for project-related trips. 
The mitigation measure also references the TDM program and includes an incorrect reference to the 
location of a more comprehensive .discussion of the TOM program in the Transportation Chapter 
(the correct reference is 4.C-2a). 

The future TOM program mentioned in the Transportation and Project Description Chapters should 
be more fully developed and include a discussion of the specific measures to protect and mitigate 
impacts to the Oakland Chinatown community in addition to measures geared toward future project 
residents. Further, a share of the funds received to implement and monitor the TDM should be 
allocated to the City of Oakland for infrastructure improvements to mitigate the additional vehicle 
trips in the Oakland Chinatown area. 

Comment Letter 7

3-29

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-20

lsb
Text Box
7-21

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-23

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-24



Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
October 21,2013 
Page 6 

17. Pg.4.F-39 
Impact 4.F-3: Operation of the development facilitated by the proposed project could 
potentially expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants or 
respirable particulate matter (pM2.S). 

Project traffic would also increase DPM and PM2.S emissions near residences in Oakland Chinatown, 
although the volumes added, and therefore the increased cancer risk and PM2.S concentrations, 
would be less than for the locations discussed above; which are adjacent to the project site. 
Conservatively assuming that receptors are as close as 10 feet from the edge of the curb, Chinatown 
receptors along Seventh, Eighth, Jackson, Harrison, and Webster Streets would be subject to a 
project-generated increase in cancer risk of up to 0.3 in one million and an increased PM2.S 
concentration of up to 0.1 {1g/m3. Each of these would be well below the significance criteria of 10 in 
one million and 0.3 {1g/m3, respectively, and would also be less than significant. Chinatown receptors 
are close to 1-880, and thus subject to both DPM and PM2.S emissions from freeway traffic. 
Residential receptors on Seventh Street, for example (at a distance of about 300 feet from the 
freeway), are exposed to lifetime cancer risk of appraximately 22 in one million and PM2.S 
concentration of 0.13 pg/m3 from freewoy emissions, based on BMQMD's Google Earth-based 
screening tool. Vehicular emissions from cumulative traffic, including project traffic, would add a 
lifetime incremental cancer risk of approximately 14 in one million and a PM2.S concentration of 0.5 
pg/m3 to the eXisting baseline, for a total incremental cumulative cancer risk from traffic of up to 
about 36 in one million and total cumulative PM2.S concentration of up to 0.63 {1g/m3. Both of these 
totals would be below the BMQMD cumulative thresholds of 100 in one million cancer risk and 0.8 
pg/m3, respectively. Moreover, the praject's incrementol contribution of 0.3 in one million 
incremental lifetime cancer risk and PM2.S concentration of 0.1 {1g/m3 would not be considered 
substantial. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Mitigation: None required 

Comment: Although exposure to traffic generat;ed TACs in the Chinatowl1 community have been 
deemed less-than-significant, a framework for addressing the minimization of impacts to this 
community must be included in the mitigation measures. Goals, policies, and objectives to minimize· 

. potential TAC impacts in areas located within 500 ft. of freeways and high-volume roadways 
containing 100,000 or more average daily trips must be included in the Alameda Point EIR, as access 
from Oakland's Chinatown is essential to the project. Such a framework is required for consistency 
with the City of Oakland CEQA Thresholds of Significance. 

18. Pg.4.1-25 
Impact 4.1-6: Development facilitated by the proposed project would potentially place housing 
and other structures in an area subject to lOO-y~ar flooding, however would not subject people 
or structures to a substantial risk of loss from a IOO-year storm event. 

Comment: The DEIR reports that a system of levees, detention ponds and pumps will mitigate 
possible flooding caused by rare storm events and sea level rise. Possible impacts to the Port of 
Oakland from the Alameda Point flood protection system should be studied in detail to determine 
whether a system of levees will displace flood waters and jeopardize Port operations. Further, the 
EIR should reference the SF Bay Conservation Development Commission (BCDC) Adapting to Rising 
Tides (ART) Strategy. If the ART Strategy includes possible strategies for Alameda Point, these should 
be included in the EIR. As BCDC notes in its ART Strategy, sea level rise and storm adaptation 
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strategies should include a variety of scales - from site-specific strategies incorporated into 
development projects to regional and state strategies addressing larger issues like building codes, 
financing and governance. 

AB 375 calls for regional coordination in land use and transportation planning. It is imperative that 
the cities of Oakland and Alameda (and other surrounding jurisdictions) collaborate around climate 
adaptation strategies. Additionally, since Oakland's Chinatown provides the primary regional access 
to Alameda Point, impacts to the City of Oakland residents and infrastructure should be mitigated in 
addition to project mitigation measures. 

19. As stated in the City Of Oakland's NOP comments - Include comprehensive cumulative analysis in 
the Final EIR that considers the following Oakland projects: 

Lake Merritt Station Area Plan: The development program includes up to 4,917 new housing 
units, 4,084 new jobs, 403,790 square feet of additional retail space, 57,787 square feet of 
institutional, and 1,229,277 square feet of additional office space within the Planning Area as 
geographically delineated by 14'h Street, 1-880, Broadway/Franklin Street, and 4"'/5,h Avenue. 

- . West Oakland Specific Plan: 413-acre Planning Area generally defined by 1-580, 1-980, and 1-880; 
includes strategies for transit-oriented development at the West Oakland BART Station, to 
better link transportation choices with new housing, and employment options within the 
community. The development program includes up to 4,999 new housing units, 10,988 new 
jobs, and 4,705,000 square feet of new non-residential building space. 
Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan: 96 acre site bounded by 1-580, Grand Avenue, WebsterjValley 
Street, and Harrison Street/Bay Place/27th Street/Richmond Avenue/Brook Street. The 
development program includes up to 1.4 million square feet of retail/commercial, 900,000 
square feet of office, 120,000 square feet of hotel, and 1,800 housing units. 
Central Estuary Area Plan: Planning Area bounded by 19th Avenue, 54th Avenue, 1-880, and the 
Estuary. The development program includes up to 391 dwelling units, 31 live/work units, 
268,071 square feet or retail/commercial, 443,950 square feet of Office/R&D space, and 
374,857 square feet of industrial. 
Other Plans and Projects in Oakland, such as the Oak-to-Ninth Street proje'ct, Oakland Army 
Base Master Plan, Planned Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and other Active Major Projects 
in Oakland 
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20. Also as stated in the City Of Oakland's NOP comments; in 2004, Alameda entered into an Agreement 
with Oakland, the Oakland Chinatown Chamber of Commerce and Asian Health Services regarding 
its obligations to study and to mitigate traffiC and related impacts of potential development of 
Alameda Point ("Agreement"). The Agreement established the Oakland Chinatown Advisory 
Committee (HOCAC"), comprised of representatives from Oakland and Alameda. Alameda must 
provide the OCAC with opportunities to make recommendations to Alameda regarding traffic 
studies, mitigation measures, and alternatives, among other things. In addition, the Agreement 
obligates the Citv of Alameda to make certain payments to the Citv of Oakland to mitigate traffic 
impacts. 

The Agreement imposes these obligations in recognition that development ofthe Project would 
cause severe impacts to Oakland, especially to the Chinatown community, related to increased 
traffic on Oakland's streets around 1-880 and the Webster and Posey Tubes. The contractual 
obligations in the Agreement supplement and are consistent with Alameda's statutory obligations 
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") to study and to avoid or minimize impacts 
to the extent feasible. 

It is our understanding that ACTC will soon be conducting a traffic study of the Oakland Chinatown 
area. The City of Oakland will be participating the selection of the consultant for this ACTC study 
and will be incorporating the traffic concerns of Jack London Square, Chinatown, and the overall 
downtown. 

21. The EIR fails to include an adequate project description and environmental setting, adequate 
analysis of all environmental impact topics, including but not limited to land use and planning, 
transportation, and infrastructure, adequate analvsis of the cumulative impacts of the project, and 
an adequate discussion of alternatives and feasible mitigation measures. Given the impacts on 
Oakland have not been adequately studied in the DEIR, the new information required to be included 
would be significant and would require recirculation of the DEIR. 

Many of the impacts are determined in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable in the City of 
Alameda; while similar impacts are to occur in Oakland, they are not adequately identified or 
analyzed. As a result, there are almost certainly significant and unavoidable effects in Oakland that 
have not been addressed in the DEIR. A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for 
public review but before certification. See CEQA Guidelines 15088.5(0). "Information" includes 
additional data or other information, such as impacts on Oakland, including without limitation traffic 
and hydrological impacts. 

Instead of in-depth analysis, the DEIR simply concludes certain impacts to be significant and 
unavoidable without adequately analyzing the impacts on Oakland. The City of Alameda must 
adequately analyze Project impacts on Oakland to comply with CEQA. 

Comment Letter 7

3-32

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-30

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-31

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
7-32



Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
October 21, 2013 
Page 9 

22. Given these deficiencies, the DEIR is so fundamentally flawed that it does not provide opportunity 
for meaningful public review and must be recirculated pursuant to CEaA Guidelines 15088.5. 

The DEIR's discussion of how the Project will impact Oakland, its immediately adjacent neighbor, 
and the associated environmental impacts is so fundamentally flawed as to not provide meaningful 
opportunity for meaningful public review. See CEQA Guidelines 15088.5(0)(4) (recirculation is 
required when the Draft EIR is so "fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful pubic review is precluded"). 

The City of Alameda must consider the Project's environmental impacts on Oakland to ensure 
proper CEQA review and study suitable alternatives or mitigation measures to alleviate 
environmental impacts rather than rely on "significant and unavoidable impacts" that will more 
detrimentally impact Oakland. For these reasons, the OelR needs to address the deficiencies set 
forth above and must be recirculated in order for the public, particularly Oakland, to make an 
informed review of the Project. 

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact Ed Manasse, Strategic Planning 
Manager, at (510) 238-7733 or emanasse@oaklandnet.com. 

Sincerely, 

r::/::4t: 
achel Flynn 1 -
irector of Planning and Building 
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Letter 7. City of Oakland Department of Planning, 
Building, and Neighborhood Preservation 
(Rachel Flynn, Director of Planning and Building) 

7-1 The City of Alameda disagrees with the City of Oakland’s comments. The Draft EIR 
includes an extensive analysis of the impacts of the project in both Alameda and Oakland. 
For example, the Alameda Point EIR analyzes traffic at 24 Oakland intersections, and uses 
Oakland’s own significance criteria for this analysis (see Draft EIR Tables 4.C-8, 4.C-9, 
4.C-15, and 4.C-16). In contrast, the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR4 released by the 
City of Oakland for public review on November 1, 2013 considered the impacts of the 
proposed Oakland development on only three intersections in Alameda. 

 The Alameda Point Project Draft EIR used the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission (CTC)’s Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model (“the Model”), which 
is the recommended and industry standard tool for analysis of large, mixed use projects in 
Alameda County and is used by the City of Oakland for its environmental documents. A 
comparison of the environmental conclusions in this EIR and the City of Oakland’s 
environmental analyses reveals that the conclusions of this EIR with regard to traffic 
impacts in Oakland Chinatown are very similar to the City of Oakland’s conclusions with 
regard to impacts in Oakland Chinatown in Oakland’s recently released Lake Merritt 
Station Area Plan EIR.5 

 The Alameda Point Project Draft EIR contains an analysis of the additional traffic due to 
the proposed Alameda Point Project on Oakland Chinatown pedestrian circulation (Draft 
EIR, pages 4.C-83 – 4.C-87); an analysis of air quality impacts along streets in Chinatown 
(Draft EIR, pages 4.F-39 – 4.F.40); and a roadway noise analysis (Draft EIR, pages 4.G-18 
– 4.G-20), which includes Oakland street segments.  

 As discussed in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, the 
Alameda Point project would result in impacts to transportation facilities in Oakland and 
Chinatown. The EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce automobile trips and optimize 
signal timing in Oakland. These conclusions and mitigations are consistent with the City of 
Oakland’s conclusions in the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Draft EIR.6 By comparison to 
the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan project, the Alameda Point Draft EIR found that the 
proposed Alameda Point project traffic would represent a fraction of the new traffic 
currently being proposed by the City of Oakland in locations immediately adjacent to I-880 
and Chinatown. As documented on page 7 of the City of Oakland comment letter, the City 
of Oakland is currently planning over 15,119 new housing units and over 10 million square 
feet of non-residential new development in the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan, the West 
Oakland Specific Plan, the Broadway/Valdez Specific Plan, the Central Estuary Area Plan, 

                                                      
4 CEQA State Clearinghouse No. 2012033012. 
5 Ibid. 
6  Ibid. 
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and the Oak to Ninth Project. The Oak to Ninth Project also includes approximately 5,000 
new parking spaces. The Alameda Point project would have approximately 1,200 new 
housing units and three million square feet of new non-residential development (two 
million of the 5.5 million square feet of non-residential development is already occupied 
with non-residential uses and businesses in existing buildings at the former NAS Alameda). 
The Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR evaluates Oakland’s plans for approximately 5,000 
new residential units and approximately two million square feet of additional non-
residential development in the Lake Merritt/Chinatown neighborhood. The Lake Merritt 
Station Area Plan EIR finds that the traffic generated from the Oakland project would not 
impact pedestrian safety, that additional traffic at a number of Oakland intersections would 
result in automobile level of service impacts, and that at most of those locations the only 
feasible mitigation is signal retiming and that is not always feasible (see pages 3.2-130, 
3.2-131, 3.2-134 3.2-135, 23.2-150, 3.2-151, and 3.2-153 of the Lake Merritt Area Plan 
EIR). The analysis in the Alameda Point EIR is consistent with Oakland’s conclusions. 
These similar conclusions should be expected, because the Alameda Point EIR used City of 
Oakland’s own thresholds of significance for the analysis. Accordingly, there is no basis for 
Oakland’s “critique” of the traffic analysis in the Alameda Point Project Draft EIR. 

 Please also see responses to Comment 7-2 through 7-33, below. 

7-2 This comment misrepresents the facts about the City of Alameda and the City of Alameda 
General Plan. The proposed Alameda Point project is consistent with the City of Alameda 
General Plan. The General Plan establishes a citywide jobs housing balance as a policy 
objective to reduce off-island commute hour traffic. As stated on page 4.B-2 of the Draft 
EIR, the City of Alameda currently has more employed residents than jobs. The City of 
Alameda has approximately 26,970 jobs and 37,799 employed persons, which indicates 
that many of Alameda’s employed residents commute to work outside of the City. A major 
cause of the existing imbalance is that Alameda lost 18,000 jobs when the U.S. Navy 
closed NAS Alameda. Therefore a project with 5.5 million square feet of non-residential 
development and only 1,425 residential units at Alameda Point would improve the jobs-
housing balance in Alameda in conformance with the policies of the General Plan. 

7-3 The commenter is mistaken. The proposed project does not include flood protection around 
the entire perimeter of the City of Alameda. The proposed flood protection system is 
designed to protect the project site. As discussed in Section 4.I, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the Draft EIR, the sea level rise is an effect from global warming (as a 
referenced in recent technical studies such as that of the BCDC and the IPCC) – a 
phenomenon that is occurring and is anticipated to continue with time in the future. The 
San Francisco Bay Area is but only a part of the global phenomenon and Alameda Point 
and the areas in the vicinity, being located in the Bay Area would be subject to sea level 
rise. Therefore, preventing rising Bay levels from encroaching on portions of the 1,229-acre 
Alameda Point site must be viewed in the following context - that displacement of sea level 
rise from the entire project site of approximately 2 square miles (which is not proposed – 
only portions of the project site are proposed for flood protection) would represent 
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approximately 0.000001 percent of the earth’s 139 million square miles of oceans and 
approximately 0.028 percent of the Bay Area, and thus would have no perceptible effect on 
the amount of sea (Bay) level rise in Oakland or anywhere else on earth. Were Oakland’s 
position to be taken to its logical conclusion, no Bay Area community would be permitted 
to address sea level rise. 

 The project’s proposed Alameda Point flood and sea level rise protection system is 
consistent with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s 
(BCDC) Adapting to Rising Tides (ART) objectives and adaptation strategies. Page 3-41 
of the Draft EIR states that the adaptive measures for the Development Areas would 
include constructing a perimeter system of levees and floodwalls. The adaptive measures 
for the Reuse Areas would include elevating the initially constructed perimeter levees and 
floodwalls. The adapted perimeter measures would be elevated to meet the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) guidelines plus protect for sea-level rise as 
recommended by regional policies. As also described in the analysis of cumulative 
impacts under Impact 4.I-9, the proposed project, in combination with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant 
cumulative impact to people and/or property from a 100-year event in combination with 
sea level rise. The strategy for the proposed project includes raising the elevation of the 
site above the existing high tide flood levels plus accounting for projections of sea level 
rise. The proposed strategy would make approximately one-half of the entire land mass 
at the former NAS Alameda (the Northwest Territories and the federal Nature Reserve 
areas), approximately 655 acres, available as open space areas (i.e., undeveloped) and 
would allow these areas to inundate in a high tide event or higher sea levels. These 
open space areas would also be potentially designed as seasonal wetlands. There is no 
evidence that the flood protection system would result in the flooding of low-lying 
areas in Oakland. 

7-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
EIR. Please also see response to Comment 7-1. The traffic from Alameda’s Alameda Point 
project represents a fraction of the additional traffic that the City of Oakland is proposing to 
introduce onto the Oakland Chinatown roadway network. If the City of Oakland considers 
the Alameda Point contribution to the overall increase in traffic in Chinatown to be 
“severe”, then logic demands that the City of Oakland disclose the “severity” of its Plan’s 
impact on the Oakland Chinatown community. The Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Draft 
EIR7 fails to identify the impacts from the Oakland projects as “severe.” Furthermore, the 
City of Alameda cannot impose mitigation obligations on the City of Oakland. Over the last 
10 years, the City of Oakland has released a number of EIRs that examine the impacts of 
Oakland development on the Chinatown community. All of these EIRs, including the most 
recent Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR, conclude that with the exception of some signal 
timing adjustments, impacts to Chinatown intersections are significant and unavoidable. If 
the City of Oakland cannot identify feasible mitigation for these intersections, the City of 

                                                      
7 Ibid. 
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Oakland cannot demand that the City of Alameda project fund a fair-share of the costs of 
the improvements. 

7-5 The Draft EIR provides an analysis of the impacts of full buildout of the proposed 
development and recommends mitigation measures to lessen or avoid the impacts of the 
proposed development. Those measures are all designed to be implemented and monitored 
throughout the implementation of the proposed project, to ensure that any impacts 
associated with the project are mitigated when they occur during the 20 to 30 year buildout 
period. This approach provides maximum protection for the environment and ensures that 
no interim impacts occur prior to implementation of mitigation measures. 

7-6 The crash data was obtained from the California Highway Patrol’s Statewide Integrated 
Traffic Records System, for the period January 2009 through August 2012.  

7-7 The land use projections relied upon for the transportation analysis of the proposed 
project are those used in the most current version of the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission (CTC)’s Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model (“the Model”), which 
is the model recommended by Alameda CTC and is the industry standard tool for 
analysis of large, mixed use projects in Alameda County. The projections for Oakland are 
the same land use projections for 2030 that the City of Oakland provided to the CMA for 
the regional model and that are used for Oakland EIRs. As is the case throughout its 
letter, Oakland complains about the validity of data that Oakland itself compiled. 

7-8 The Travel Demand Model used in the analysis reflects current and future transit 
services, including specific routes, bus stop locations, and frequency of service as part of 
the inputs. For more details on the trip generation and the mode split, see response to 
Comment 7-9, below. 

7-9 The project vehicle trip generation shown in Table 4.C-3 is from the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission (CTC)’s Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model (“the 
Model”), which, as noted above in the response to Comment 7-7, is the recommended 
and industry standard tool for analysis of large, mixed use projects in Alameda County 
(and is the same approach used by the City of Oakland for such large projects). The 
following describes the Model methodology and approach. 

 The Alameda CTC recommends the use of the Model for the analysis of large, mixed use 
projects, such as the proposed project. The Model is maintained and updated by 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to ensure consistency and coordination 
between regional and local land use and transportation planning efforts and projects. The 
value of a travel demand model is that it can incorporate a wide variety of land uses and 
transportation infrastructure to forecast future travel patterns based on input and output 
information, which then can assist decision makers in making informed transportation 
planning decisions. The Model, like other such models developed by transportation 
agencies elsewhere in the Bay Area and throughout the United States, is generally 
thought to provide a more realistic assessment of large, mixed-use projects than would be 
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achieved through use-by-use application of trip generation rates provided by standard 
industry reference materials such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation manual. The reason for this is that a model can account for a certain amount 
of interaction among different land uses, whereas the ITE manual provides estimated 
traffic for each use individually and, therefore, typically results in an overestimate of 
travel demand. The ITE rates and formulas, for example, require manual adjustments to 
account for mixed-use development that internalize a certain percentage of on-site trips. 
Accordingly, when using the Model (or any comparable model) to forecast trip 
generation from large, mixed-use projects, it is neither customary nor relevant to compare 
the Model results to the use-by-use trip generation calculations that would be obtained 
from the use of the ITE rates.  

 The Model is a computer-based tool to assist in the development of large-scale 
transportation, or travel, forecasting. Inputs to the Model include the transportation 
network and variables such as population, employment, households, dwelling units, trip 
rates, transit fares, and local transportation system characteristics. Among other statistics 
and reports, outputs from the Model include plots of the transportation system with peak 
hour traffic volumes for every roadway segment. 

 The Model allows for the capture of interactions between a mix of uses (in this case, the 
proposed residential, commercial, manufacturing, recreational, and service uses) both 
internal to the project site as well as externally in the rest of Alameda, Oakland and the 
surrounding cities. Among other statistics and reports, outputs from the Model are maps 
of the transportation system with traffic volumes for every roadway segment. 

 The Model follows the four-step process of trip generation, trip distribution, mode split, 
and trip assignment. Starting with the inputs of land use and socioeconomic data (e.g., 
households, household residents, and employment by sectors) for existing conditions and 
future conditions based on the ABAG projections, the model calculates the number of 
person trips by traffic analysis zone (TAZ). Then, travel routes are estimated based on the 
travel time and distances on the roadway and transit networks between each TAZ pair. 
The Model separates the daily person trips by mode, including transit and park & ride, 
and then applies daily adjustments developed during model validation to estimate a.m. 
and p.m. peak hour vehicle and transit trips. Those peak hour automobile and transit trips 
are assigned to the networks based on the travel routes between TAZs assuming capacity 
constraints at key locations. This constrained model results in spreading the demand from 
the one single hour to more realistically represent future (2035) peak hour conditions.8 
The Model provides forecasts of a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes on the roadways and 
at the intersections and transit ridership. The Model accounts for both the new vehicle 
trips generated by the proposed project as well as the diversion to alternate routes of 
traffic due to capacity constraints in the roadway network. 

                                                      
8 A memorandum describing the constrained model methodology can be found on the Alameda County Transportation 

Commission website at: http://www.alamedactc.org/files/managed/Document/8974/Memo_Constrained_ 
Methodology_120702.pdf  
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 Thus, in the case of the proposed project, although the Webster and Posey Tubes are the 
closest automobile access points to the regional transportation network and I-880, 
because the Tubes are currently operating near capacity and do not have additional 
capacity to accept significantly more automobile trips during the peak commute periods, 
the Model assigned many project trips that would use the Tubes, if capacity were 
available, to other routes. (It is noted that the Tubes would still be the route of choice 
during non-peak periods, when capacity exists; however, the analysis in the EIR focuses 
on the peak periods of commute traffic, as is common and appropriate in CEQA 
analysis.) Instead, the Model projects that many of the additional trips will be diverted to 
the other Estuary crossings at the Park Street Bridge, the Fruitvale Bridge, the High Street 
Bridge and the Bay Farm Bridge. 

7-10 The project vehicle trip generation, shown in Table 4.C-3 is derived from the Model by 
summing the vehicle trips generated by the traffic analysis zones that represent the 
project. The Model does not provide details on trip generation by land use types as 
provided by ITE Trip Generation. Please see response to Comment 7-9 related to the trip 
generation and mode split in the Model. 

7-11 Improved operations at some analysis intersections can be attributed to the Highway 
Capacity Manual methodology, which bases the operations on average delay per vehicle 
for the overall intersection. A lower average intersection delay can result in situations 
where the increase in vehicles due to the project is added to a particular movement with 
less delay, such that the overall intersection average delay per vehicle decreases. That is, 
if the project is adding more trips to a through movement, which has less delay, the 
average delay for the intersection would decrease. Improved operations at some 
intersections can also be attributed to existing traffic being diverted to other roadways, as 
described in response to Comment 7-7. Printouts showing the Model’s assignment of 
project trips on the roadway network are available at the city offices for review.  

7-12 The existing conditions for Oakland intersections reported in the Alameda Point EIR 
were prepared using traffic count data gathered for recent environmental impact analysis 
documents completed by the City of Oakland9 and the Department of Veterans Affairs10 
or were the result of a 2012 traffic count. The City of Oakland rejected the City of 
Alameda’s requests to the City of Oakland for existing traffic count data from the Lake 
Merritt Station Area Plan. Given that the City of Oakland would not share the data 
requested, the City of Alameda had to conduct additional traffic counts. Typically, traffic 
volumes do vary from day to day, so the City of Oakland should expect that different 
traffic counts on different days would result in different counts.  

 In the future, if the City of Oakland would like the existing traffic count data to be 
consistent among City of Alameda and City of Oakland EIRs, the City of Oakland should 

                                                      
9 Central Estuary Implementation Guide Supplemental EIR (2012) 
10 Draft Environmental Assessment Transfer of Excess Property and Development of an Outpatient Clinic, Offices, 

and National Cemetery at the Former Naval Air Station Alameda, California (2013) 
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provide the data requested and required. Regional cooperation would save time and 
taxpayer dollars. The City of Oakland should not refuse to share data and then complain 
about the accuracy of data in its neighbors’ documents. 

7-13 The comment is not correct. As explained on page 4.C-27 of the Draft EIR, the impact 
analysis assumed no change in the signal timings to accommodate the addition of project 
traffic.  

7-14 Note “d” of Table 4.C-8 of the Draft EIR reads, “The 29th Ave./I-880 NB off-ramp 
intersection will be reconstructed beginning in late 2013. With completion scheduled for 
2017, before the project would add substantial traffic, this new intersection will avoid the 
project’s otherwise significant impact; therefore, no significant impact is identified in this 
EIR.” This interchange improvement would also modify the existing at-grade stop-
controlled intersection at 8th and 9th streets. 

7-15 The TDM program, and the required monitoring of its effectiveness, are required 
mitigation measures to reduce the automobile trips that are projected to be generated by 
the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b requires a monitoring program to 
regularly assess the success of the TDM program; depending on the success of the TDM 
program, the City would determine which of the physical intersection improvements 
identified in the EIR and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Report 
Program would be required to address residual transportation impacts based on the 
operation conditions of a particular intersection that can be attributed to vehicle traffic 
from Alameda Point. These locations include the Oakland intersections where actual 
improvements were determined to be feasible by the City of Oakland. 

 Consistent with the City of Alameda General Plan policy 4.4.2.f, the Draft EIR 
recommends Transportation Demand Management (TDM) as the primary mitigation 
measure for automobile related transportation impacts. See Mitigation Measure 4.C.2a. 
The Draft EIR describes the TDM program as part of the proposed project starting on 
page 3-22, under the Circulation Framework. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a in the Draft EIR 
requires implementation of the TDM program to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
project on the local roadway network. See in Draft EIR, Chapter 4.C, Transportation and 
Circulation, Impact 4.C-2, p. 4.C-37. In addition, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.C-
2b, a monitoring program would be established to regularly assess the success of the 
TDM program.  

 In accordance with the General Plan, the Draft EIR establishes the TDM program as the 
primary mitigation for reducing traffic impacts. General Plan Policy 4.4.2.f specifically 
requires that transportation mitigation should be designed to reduce the total amount of 
traffic generated by a project through TDM rather than widening roads, building new 
roads, or other physical improvements designed to accommodate more cars or allow them 
to operate at an improved level of service, but which would reduce the level of service for 
other modes of transportation, such as pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders (see 
page 4.C-16 of the Draft EIR). 
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 TDM refers to a range of strategies, measures, and services that, individually or combined 
into a comprehensive program, will help create the envisioned transit-oriented development 
at Alameda Point; achieve the City of Alameda’s General Plan goals to reduce automobile 
trips, and in particular, target the reduction of Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV) trips; and 
mitigate potential traffic impacts. TDM strategies are designed to change travel behavior 
(when, where, and by what means people travel) by using combinations of incentives, 
disincentives, and convenient services. 

 The Draft EIR requires that the City condition all development projects at Alameda Point 
to comply with the TDM program as a mitigation measure for all transportation impacts 
identified in the report. Beyond mitigating the potential traffic impacts of Alameda Point 
development, TDM contributes to meeting regional goals that include reducing traffic 
congestion on the Bay Area’s routes of regional significance; reducing the primary source 
of mobile emissions; improving safety, and thus increasing mobility, for those who 
bicycle, walk or take public transit; conserving energy; and improving the health of the 
population by encouraging physically active forms of transportation. 

 To achieve the General Plan goals for trip reduction at Alameda Point, the TDM program 
will require that all owners of property at Alameda Point annually fund, comply with, and 
collaboratively manage, monitor and continuously improve upon a TDM program that 
reduces single occupancy vehicle trips and improves the quality of life for those who live 
and work at Alameda Point. 

The TDM program will be developed by the City with the flexibility to: 

a) adapt to future phasing of Alameda Point land uses;  

b) implement transit services starting at the commencement of development and 
introduce larger and more comprehensive services as specific development 
thresholds are met; and 

c) use annual monitoring of performance as a mechanism for continuous 
improvement of individual employer TDM plans and services. 

 The property owners of Alameda Point will be required to pay a financing mechanism to 
fund, implement, and direct the management of the TDM program and be accountable for 
the TDM program’s success. As stated above, every development at Alameda Point will 
be required to comply with, and provide an annual financial contribution to fund the 
management and implementation of the TDM Plan. The TDM services funded by the 
development at Alameda Point will include: 

1. Shuttles, and buses, to supplement, compliment and expand AC Transit, BART and 
WETA services. 

2. Car and Bicycle Share Programs 

3. A Parking Program (pricing and management) 
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4. Annual monitoring and reporting (on- and off-site) 

5. An enforcement program to ensure that the program is successful. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b requires a monitoring program to regularly assess the success 
of the TDM program. Depending on the success of the TDM program, the City would 
determine which of the physical intersection improvements identified in the EIR and 
incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program would be required to 
address residual transportation impacts based on the operation conditions of a particular 
intersection that can be attributed to vehicle traffic from Alameda Point. 

 The mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR are consistent with Objective 4.4.2 of 
the General Plan. The mitigations are specifically designed to ensure that TDM is the 
primary mitigation measure to reduce the vehicle trips and, therefore, further reduce or 
eliminate the potential transportation impacts. The recommended mitigations then require 
that the City monitor the impacted locations until buildout of project to help ensure that 
the TDM program has successfully reduced any project impact to a less-than-significant 
level. In the event, and only in the event, that the City monitoring shows that the TDM 
program is not avoiding or sufficiently reducing the potential transportation impacts, the 
“second level” mitigations, calling for physical improvements, would be implemented to 
mitigate the level of service impact at a particular location. 

7-16 This is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

7-17 The City of Alameda has no jurisdictional authority to implement mitigation on Oakland 
or Caltrans facilities that would involve changes to the physical environment, updates to 
equipment and technologies in use (such as timing of signal systems), or other changes to 
City of Oakland/Caltrans property. However, in those locations where an impact to an 
Oakland signalized intersection has been found to be significant and unavoidable, the 
City of Oakland should consider potential improvements within its responsibility and 
jurisdiction, such as adjusting the signal timing with regard to the potential changes in 
traffic volumes, that are identified and recommended in the Draft EIR. As stated in the 
City of Oakland’s recently published Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR11, absent 
implementation of the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan, over which the City of Oakland 
has jurisdiction to implement mitigation from specific applicants, no change to signal 
timing was assumed, an assumption that “reflects current City of Oakland practice that 
incorporates basic signal timing changes into routine maintenance of the traffic signal 
system. It is expected that retiming of signals in areas with the greatest need (e.g., major 
streets, areas with rapidly shifting traffic patterns) would be prioritized as part of the 
regular ongoing maintenance of signal equipment.”12 It is further noted that that the Lake 
Merritt Station Area Plan EIR repeatedly states that retiming traffic signals to improve 

                                                      
11 CEQA State Clearinghouse No. 2012033012. 
12  City of Oakland, Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse 

No. 2012032012; November 2013; p. 3.2-72. Available on the internet at: http://www2.oaklandnet.com/ 
Government/o/PBN/OAK043804. 
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vehicle flow “would require greater wait time for pedestrians to cross intersections, and 
therefore be in conflict with City [of Oakland] policy concerning pedestrian safety and 
comfort.”13 

 Moreover, with specific application to the intersection of Sixth/Jackson Streets in 
Oakland, as stated on p. 4.C-38 of the Draft EIR, “An improvement identified as part of 
the Broadway-Jackson Interchange project to provide direct access to Sixth Street from 
the Posey Tube would reduce traffic through Oakland Chinatown. With the assistance of 
the ACTC, the cities of Alameda and Oakland are working to develop consensus on this 
improvement. To date, Oakland and Caltrans, which has jurisdiction over the freeway 
and its ramps, have not agreed upon a solution.” The City of Alameda has been, and will 
continue to be, an active participant in discussions and planning for potential 
improvements to this corridor, which includes the intersection of Sixth/Jackson Streets.  

 See response to Comment 7-1 and 7-4 regarding the conclusions of the Lake Merritt 
Station Area Plan EIR. 

 For the intersection of Jackson and Sixth Street, which is part of the Broadway-Jackson 
interchange, the City of Alameda is continuing to work with Alameda CTC and the City 
of Oakland to develop consensus on this improvement in order to bring an improvement 
to the LOS at those intersections. However, it should be noted that over the last 10 years 
and two separate efforts by the Alameda CTC to develop a “Broadway Jackson” 
improvement plan with Oakland, the City of Oakland has rejected every alternative 
development to-date. 

7-18 Please see response to Comment 7-17. 

7-19 Please see response to Comment 7-17. 

7-20 The intersection volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio reported in the EIR (for example, in 
Table 4.C-16, on page 4.C-51 of the Draft EIR) is the v/c ratio calculated using the 
methodology contained in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity 
Manual 2000 (HCM 2000). This methodology presents a v/c ratio that is not a strict 
arithmetic ratio of overall intersection volume divided by overall capacity, but rather 
reflects the volume-to-capacity relationship for so-called “critical movements,” which are 
the traffic lanes that are most important to intersection performance. Generally, these are 
conflicting movements, such as a left-turn against oncoming traffic. In calculating the 
v/c ratio, HCM 2000 takes into account factors such as lane width and the presence of 
heavy vehicles. As with average intersection delay, it is possible for overall intersection 
volume to increase and v/c ratio to decrease if there is a relatively greater increase in 
traffic volume in lanes with greater remaining capacity than those with lesser capacity. 
For example, while the total intersection volumes would increase with the project at the 
intersection of Jackson and Sixth streets, the overall intersection v/c ratio would decrease 

                                                      
13  Ibid; see for example, Impact TRAN-7, p. 3.2-131. 
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because the proposed project results in lower volumes for a critical movement, such as 
the northbound left-turns. 

7-21 Please see response to Comment 7-17. 

7-22 Pedestrian safety in Oakland Chinatown is discussed on pages 4.C-83 through 4.C-87 of 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identified a significant impact to pedestrians (Impact 4.C-9, 
page 4.C-83), and identified Mitigation Measure 4.C-9, page 4.C-87, “The City of 
Alameda shall implement TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b) 
and shall continue to work with the City of Oakland, the Alameda CTC, and Caltrans, to 
evaluate and implement measures to reduce or divert the volume of traffic that travels 
through Oakland Chinatown to and from Alameda Point and other City of Alameda 
destinations.” 

 The City of Alameda has no jurisdictional authority to implement mitigation on Oakland 
facilities that would involve changes to the physical environment (such as construction of 
curb extensions), updates to technologies in use (such as timing of signal systems), or 
other changes to City of Oakland property. However, in those locations where an impact 
to Oakland intersections have been found to be significant and unavoidable, the City of 
Alameda is committed to minimizing the traffic through Oakland Chinatown through the 
TDM program, which the City of Alameda has the authority and jurisdiction to 
implement, as well as through other methods that may result from discussions between 
the City of Alameda and the City of Oakland, the Alameda CTC, and Caltrans. See 
response to Comment 7-4 regarding findings of the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR. 

7-23 Oakland and Alameda have different thresholds of significance, so it is predictable that 
the significance conclusions for Oakland intersections might be different from the 
significance conclusions for Alameda intersections. The Alameda Point EIR’s findings 
for Oakland intersections are substantially consistent with the City of Oakland’s findings 
in the recently released Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Draft EIR, however. As noted 
above, in the response to Comment 7-17, the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR rejects 
as mitigation for intersection impact the retiming of traffic signals to improve vehicle 
flow because such changes would conflict with City of Oakland policy concerning 
pedestrians. The Lake Merritt Station Area Plan EIR similarly rejects as mitigation at a 
number of intersection the potential addition of additional travel lanes to improve traffic 
flow because such changes would require acquisition of right-of-way, and/or could result 
in loss of bicycle lanes, medians and/or on-street parking or narrowing of existing 
sidewalks. The City of Alameda would not propose improvements in Oakland that have 
been rejected in the City of Oakland’s own analyses and which would be outside the City 
of Alameda’s responsibility and jurisdiction. See also response to Comment 7-4. 

7-24 Please see response to Comments 7-15 and 7-16 regarding the TDM program. The TDM 
program, Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a (see page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR) is specifically 
designed to reduce automobile trips and automobile LOS impacts in both Alameda and in 
Oakland.  
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7-25 The City of Oakland’s CEQA air quality thresholds, including those for TACs, are based 
on the thresholds adopted by the BAAQMD in June 2010. The analysis of impacts 
included in the Alameda Point Draft EIR, including the analysis of TACs along roadways 
in Oakland, are also based on the methodologies and thresholds adopted by the 
BAAQMD in June 2010. Thus, the Alameda Point Draft EIR conclusions regarding the 
significance of the impact of TACs conform to the standards established by the 
BAAQMD and also are consistent with Oakland’s own approach and findings regarding 
TACs, including for much larger cumulative projects in Oakland in closer proximity to 
Chinatown such as the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan.  

7-26 Please see response to Comment 7-3. As stated under Impact 4.I-6 on page 4.I-25 of the 
Draft EIR, the level of risk from a 100-year flood event to the proposed development would 
depend on the location and design of the site development and structures and the protection 
provided by the emergency response/preparedness planning for the public in the event of a 
flood. The project site would be developed in accordance with the FEMA criteria and with 
additional consideration for sea level rise. As discussed under Impact 4.I-9 in the Draft EIR 
(also described in the response to comment 7-3 above), implementation of the proposed 
project, together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
vicinity would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people and/or property 
to flooding from a 100-year event and sea level rise. The proposed project itself would 
involve structural measures designed to abate flooding from high tides in a 100-year storm 
event combined with sea level rise of up to 18 inches initially and a future increase of 
55 inches and beyond with adaptive measures. The amount and timing of sea level rise are 
still much debated, and any increased flooding risks associated with sea level rise are 
expected to occur gradually with time. Regardless, the impending sea level rise is a global 
phenomenon and protection measures on the project site would have an insubstantial effect 
of displacement compared to the global rise in sea levels.  

7-27 As described in Chapter 3, Project Description and Section 4.I, Hydrology and Water 
Quality (pages 4.I-25 and 4.I-26 of the Draft EIR), sea level rise and stormwater adaptation 
strategies, such as the proposed storm drain and flood protection measures and the internal 
drainage system, would be implemented onsite. As also described under Impact 4.I-8, the 
project would involve future adaptive measures such as expansion of the levees or 
floodwalls within the proposed corridors along the shorelines. As discussed under 
Mitigation Measure 4.I-8, the City would implement steps such as applying for 
membership in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Community Rating System 
and cooperating with FEMA in its efforts to comply with recent congressional mandates to 
incorporate predictions of sea level rise into its Flood Insurance Studies and Flood 
Insurance Rate Mapping. Please see response to Comment 7-3. 

 The BCDC policies (applicable to the proposed project or the project area) indicate that 
projects with a life beyond the mid-century shall have flood protection measures that can 
be adapted to address additional sea level rise that is projected to occur by the end of the 
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century.14 Consistent with BCDC policy, as discussed under Impact 4.I-8 in Section 4.I 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the flood protection measures would be designed initially 
to accommodate 18 inches of sea level rise with capability to adapt to 55 inches 
(~1.4 meters) and beyond of sea level rise by 2100. Future adaptive measures would 
involve expanding the levees or floodwalls within the proposed corridors along the 
shorelines consistent with BCDC guidelines and policies. 

7-28 The commenter is mistaken. The proposed project is consistent with SB 375 (not 
AB 375). As stated in the Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-15, the proposed 
Alameda Point project is a Priority Development Area in the Plan Bay Area (i.e., 
ABAG/MTC Sustainable Communities Strategy or SCS). Success of the Alameda Point 
project will contribute to the success of the region’s plan to reduce regional greenhouse 
gas emissions, address climate change, and reduce regional vehicle miles travelled. 

 The City of Alameda agrees with the statement that the Cities of Oakland and Alameda 
should be collaborating on climate change and regional development issues. The Cities of 
Alameda and Oakland need to be coordinating their efforts to focus regional resources to 
improving the regional transportation system, including transit systems, bicycle facilities, 
pedestrian improvements, and I-880 modifications to improve circulation in and around 
Chinatown. The City of Alameda has been working with the City of Oakland, the 
Alameda CTC, and Caltrans, for more than 10 years to help develop a solution to traffic 
and pedestrian issues in the Sixth/Jackson Streets corridor in Oakland and is committed 
to continuing the dialogue concerning potential enhancements at this location. However, 
the City of Oakland must ultimately approve a plan for these improvements in order for 
them to be considered feasible. To date, the City of Oakland has been unwilling to 
approve any such plan. 

7-29 As stated in the response to Comment 7-7, above, the transportation analysis in the Draft 
EIR is relied upon the most current version of the Alameda Countywide Travel Demand 
Model (“the Model”), which is the recommended and industry standard tool for analysis 
of large, mixed use projects in Alameda County. The land use projections for Oakland are 
those that the City of Oakland provided to the Alameda CTC for the regional model, and 
include major projects in Oakland (such as those noted in the comment) and other 
communities. The other quantitative analyses in the Draft EIR—such as air quality, 
greenhouse gases, and noise—are based largely on the transportation analysis, and 
therefore also incorporate the referenced projects in Oakland. For other, non-quantifiable 
impacts that are generally more location-specific (e.g., aesthetics, geology, hydrology and 
water quality, biological resources, etc.), no substantial interaction between the proposed 
Alameda Point project and the Oakland projects noted in the comment would be 
anticipated because, for example, views affected by one project would not be 
substantially affected by another, substantially distant project. Likewise, site-specific 
soils and seismic conditions at the Alameda Point project site would not interact with 
those conditions at another, distant site. However, the Draft EIR does explicitly 

                                                      
14 CBG, Master Infrastructure Plan, October 31, 2013. 
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encompass broad geographic areas in its cumulative impacts analysis, where relevant 
(see, for example, Impact 4.E-7, which discusses cumulative biological resources impacts 
in “biologically linked areas sharing Central San Francisco Bay and its waters,” or 
Impact 4.I-0, which discusses cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts in “the 
Inner Harbor and the Bay”). 

7-30 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The City of 
Alameda is aware of its obligations and the City of Oakland’s obligations under the terms 
of the settlement agreement.  

7-31 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis.  

7-32 The Draft EIR found that the Alameda Point project would contribute to significant and 
unavoidable transportation impacts at intersections in the City of Oakland, as disclosed in 
Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. These impacts would 
occur because the intersections are already at capacity or will be at capacity with all of 
the development currently being proposed by the City of Oakland. The Draft EIR used 
the City of Oakland’s thresholds of significance and provided a level of detail and 
analysis that is comparable to the level of detail and analysis that Oakland provides for 
the public in its own EIRs.  

7-33 For the reasons explained above and based on substantial evidence in the record, the City 
of Alameda strongly disagrees with the comment. The City of Oakland appears to have a 
double standard for environmental documents. The Alameda Point Draft EIR provides an 
extensive discussion and disclosure of potentially significant impacts in Oakland and 
Chinatown, including significant and unavoidable impacts (see response to Comment 7-
32). Please refer, for example to Draft EIR Sections 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, 
4.F, Air Quality, and 4.G, Noise. Specifically, see the traffic analysis that includes 
numerous Oakland intersections (Draft EIR Tables 4.C-8, 4.C-9, 4.C-15, and 4.C-16), 
using Oakland’s own significance criteria; the Oakland Chinatown pedestrian analysis on 
page 4.C-83 – 4.C-87of the Draft EIR; the analysis of air quality impacts along streets in 
Chinatown on pages 4.F-39 – 4.F.40 of the Draft EIR; and the roadway noise analysis on 
pages 4.G-18 – 4.G-20 of the Draft (which also includes Oakland street segments). The 
analysis is equivalent in scope and detail to the scope and detail that the City of Oakland 
provides in its own environmental documents for projects in and around Oakland 
Chinatown.  



• , 

L, 

~o EASTBAY 
<"1"> MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 

October 17, 2013 

'-'--
Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 

PERMj --! 
/J. LP.M F Q t.. 

City of Alameda Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 

-...--
Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Re: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda 
Point Project, Alameda 

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (ErR) for the Alameda Point Project (Project) 
located in the City of Alameda (City) . EBMUD has the following comments. 

GENERAL 

Please make the following revisions to Chapter M (Utilities and Service Systems) related 
to wastewater conveyance and treatment: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Throughout the Wastewater section, please replace "Pump Station No.1 " with 
"P"fJmp StatiQn R "".As noted on page 4.M-3, this is an EBMUD 'owned facility·. 
EBMUD identifies this facility as "Pump Station R. " 

On page 4.M-3 (third paragraph, third sentence) and on page 4.M-ll (first paragraph 
of Impact 4.M-2, fourth sentence) please delete "capacity" from the phrase "current 
average dry weather flow capacity of approximately 54 mgd". 

On page 4.M-3 (last paragraph, last sentence) he document references the flow 
monitoring study required by EBMTJD under its Stipulated' Order and states that a 
draft report has been prepared. Please update this section to note that the final report 
was completed in March 2012 and approved by EPA in December of2012. 

Under Section M.3 Regulatory Setting, EBMUD suggests adding a description of the 
City of Alameda's NPDES Permit for its collection system and associated Stipulated 
Order. This permit regulates wastewater discharges from the City. 

Tl,1e last paragi-aph on, page 4.M-I 0 states that the projected wastewater flow from the 
project i~' !'up to 2.16 mgq" (fust 'sentence), but later states, in ·the same paragraph, 
"At buildout, the project would generate increased wastewater treatment demand of 
. >. 

375 ELEVENTH STREET . OAKLAND. CA 946074 24() • TOLL FREE 1.£J664 0·EBMUD 
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Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
October 17, 2013 
Page 2 

approximately 0.23 mgd." (third sentence). Please clarify the difference between 
these two numbers and whether each is a dry weather or wet weather flow. 

• EBMUD would appreciate the incorporation of sewer collection system replacement 
and rehabilitation in the project design, as described tmder Impact 4.M-2 on page 
4.M-l1 (last paragraph, second sentence). 

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David 1. Rehnstrom, 
Senior Civil Engineer, at (510) 287-1365. 

Sincerely, 

cyc~;o q1Ll~~~~ 
f"'rz-.... William R. Kirkpatrick 

Manager of Water Distribution Planning 

WRK:JAM:sb 
sb13 203.docx 
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Letter 8. East Bay Municipal Utility District 
(William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution 
Planning) 

8-1 In response to this comment, the term “Pump Station No. 1” is replaced with “Pump 
Station R” as a global edit throughout the Draft EIR, and specifically on the following 
pages of the Draft EIR:  

The last sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Wastewater” is revised as 
follows: 

Wastewater from the project site is collected and conveyed to an existing pump 
station (Pump Station No. 1R), located just west of the Main Gate at the northern 
edge of Alameda Point. As described below, wastewater collected at this pump 
station is transported via force main to the EBMUD Main Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (MWWTP) for treatment. 

The last sentence under the section heading “Onsite Wastewater Collection System” and 
the first sentence under the heading “Offsite Wastewater Transmission Facilities” is 
revised as follows: 

Recent flow monitoring conducted by the EBMUD just upstream of Pump 
Station RNo. 1 indicates the existing peak wet weather wastewater flow from 
Alameda Point is approximately 1.80 mgd. 

Offsite Wastewater Transmission Facilities 

The existing onsite wastewater collection system directs wastewater to Pump 
Station RNo. 1, described above. Since 2003, wastewater from this pump station gets 
directed eastward via an approximately 8,600-foot-long 20-inch force main to the 
Alameda Siphon facility near the Webster/Posey Tubes. 

The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.M-3 is revised as follows: 

The existing capacity of Pump Station RNo. 1 is approximately 7.5 mgd, and the 
20-inch diameter force main has a capacity of 12.1 mgd. The Alameda Siphon has 
an existing peak wastewater flow of approximately 28 mgd. 

The first incomplete sentence on page 4.M-12 is revised as follows: 

… diameter) and five lift stations, and would connect to the existing Pump 
Station RNo. 1 located at the Main Gate. 

8-2 In response to this comment, the third sentence of the first paragraph under the heading 
“Wastewater Treatment” is revised as follows: 
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The interceptor system then transports wastewater to EBMUD’s MWWTP, which 
has a current average dry weather flow capacity of approximately 54 mgd. 

The fourth sentence of the first paragraph under Impact 4.M-2 is also revised as follows: 

With a current average dry weather flow capacity of approximately 54 mgd, 
EBMUD has adequate dry weather capacity at the MWWTP for the projected 
wastewater flows. 

8-3 In response to this comment, the last sentence of the last paragraph on page 4.M-3 is 
revised as follows: 

A draft of tThis flow monitoring study was completed in March 2012 and 
approved by the EPA in December 2012has been prepared, and EBMUD is 
currently working with the EPA and various stakeholders to develop a long-term 
plan for region-wide reductions (EBMUD, 2013; CBG, 2013). 

8-4 A description of the Stipulated Order that the City of Alameda and other Satellite 
Agencies entered into with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), State 
Water Resources Control Board, and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) is described on page 4.M-4 of the Draft EIR. In response to 
this comment, a description of the City of Alameda’s NPDES permit for its collection 
system is inserted after the first paragraph on page 4.M-8 of the Draft EIR as follows: 

City of Alameda NPDES Permit No. CA0038474 

The proposed project would be subject to the requirements of the NPDES permit 
for the City of Alameda’s sewer collection system and wastewater discharges 
(Permit No. CA0038474, Order No. R2-2009-0081) (RWQCB, 2009). This permit 
prohibits the discharge of untreated or partially treated wastewater to any surface 
water stream or to any drainage system intended to convey storm water runoff to 
surface waters. It also prohibits discharge of chlorine, or any other toxic substance 
used for disinfection and cleanup of wastewater spills, to any surface water body. 
Provisions of this permit include proper sewer system management and reporting, 
consistent with statewide requirements. The City is required to specifically control 
inflow and infiltration and report any noncompliance, except that the City does not 
need to report noncompliance with Prohibition III.D. This particular prohibition 
ensures the City properly operates and maintains its wastewater collection systems 
so as to not cause or contribute to violations of the Clean Water Act. However, 
because EBMUD’s NPDES permit (CA0038440) requires EBMUD to report such 
discharges from its wet weather facilities, the City does not need to comply with 
Prohibition III.D. The NPDES permit also summarizes the 2009 Stipulated Order 
that EBMUD entered with the EPA, SWRCB, and RWQCB (see above for details). 
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The following reference is added after (Municode, 2013) on Draft EIR page 4.M-19: 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2009. Waste Discharge 
Requirements for the City of Alameda Sanitary Collection System, Alameda 
County, Order No. R2-2009-0081, NPDES No. CA0038474, adopted on 
November 18, 2009.  

8-5 Page 4.M-10 of the Draft EIR states, “At buildout, the project would generate increased 
wastewater treatment demand of approximately 0.23 mgd.” The 0.23 mgd value 
represents the increase in peak wet weather flow in comparison to existing peak flows at 
the EBMUD MWWTP. To correct this error, the second sentence of the last paragraph on 
page 4.M-10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

At buildout, the project would generate an incremental increased ofwastewater 
treatment demandpeak wet weather flow by of approximately 0.23 mgd. 

8-6 The proposed wastewater collection system improvements, including the replacement of 
the existing system, are described in Chapter 3, Project Description (Draft EIR pages 3-45 
to 3-46). A schematic of the proposed ultimate sanitary sewer system is also shown in 
Figure 3-16 of the Draft EIR.  



October 21, 20 I 3 

Andrew Thomas, AICP 
City Planner 
Planning and Building Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 

E-mail: athomas@alamedaca.gov 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Alameda Point General 
Plan and Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan, and Town Center and 
Waterfront Plan 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

The East Bay Regional Park District (the 'Park District') appreciates the opportunity to provide 

comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Alameda Point General 
Plan and Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan, and Town Center and Waterfront 

Plan. As a follow up to the Park District's letter dated Feb. 28, 2013 and included in Appendix 
B of the DEIR, the Park District especially appreciates the acknowledgement of 

I. The 147-acre Regional Park proposed in the Northwest Territory to be managed by the 

Park District as shown in Fig. 3-3, Fig. 3-6, Fig. 3-7 and elsewhere in the DEIR; 

2. The Bay Trail (Class I 12-foot wide) provisions and the Bicycle Lane (Class II IO-foot 

wide) provisions as shown in Fig. 3-7 and elsewhere in the DEIR. The seasonal trail (10-
foot wide) in the Nature Reserve will help protect the California Least Tern and other 

vital natural resources of the site. 

As indicated in the previous letter, the Park District is concerned regarding the DEIR evaluation 

of environmental effect of the General Plan Amendment. In particular, the DEIR does not seem 

to adequately discuss the impacts on the current Open Space Element, the Open Space Action 
Program (per Government Code Section 65564 Implementation), and the Parks and Recreation 

Element. 

As part of the action program to implement the Open Space Element, the Park District 

requests consideration of an implementation policy (similar to Implementation Policy 9.6j) to 
assure that there is an adequate long term funding for capital improvements, operations and 

maintenance of the Regional Park and Bay Trail components of the Alameda Point project. 

The District appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the draft 

environmental document for the Alameda Point project. We look forward to working with the 
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City of Alameda and the various stakeholders in developing a vision that can be implemented 

on Alameda Point that will benefit the City and the region as a whole. 

Please provide any future project materials to my attention. I can be reached at (510) 544-2621 

or ltong@ebparks.org should you have any questions. 

Sincerely. 

Larry Tong 
Interagency Planning Manager 

Cc: Doug Siden - EBRPD Board of Directors 
Robert E. Doyle - EBRPD General Manager 
Bob Nisbet - EBRPD Assistant General Manager 
Michael Anderson - EBRPD Assistant General Manager 
Brian Holt - EBRPD Senior Planner 
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Letter 9. East Bay Regional Park District 
(Larry Tong, Interagency Planning Manager) 

9-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental review. While the 
proposed project includes several hundred acres of large scale public open spaces and 
trails that will be used by residents of not only Alameda, but also Oakland, Berkeley, San 
Leandro and other cities from throughout the region, the determination regarding which 
entity will manage open space proposed for the Northwest Territories is an administrative 
question for the City of Alameda and does not affect the adequacy of the EIR or to the 
environmental process. At this time no decision has been made by the City of Alameda 
on this point. Although the Park District may be chosen by the City of Alameda to 
manage the Northwest Territories, as explained no such determination has yet been made. 
Further, as described on page 3-21 of the Draft EIR, the Bay Trail is an important 
component of the proposed project, but is required by the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service to operate seasonally to protect the California Least Tern and other vital natural 
resources of the area.  

9-2 The proposed project changes the zoning on several hundred acres of land from 
Manufacturing to Open Space, consistent with the City of Alameda General Plan Open 
Space Element and the Alameda Point Element (adopted 2003). The 2003 General Plan 
amendment established and planned these areas for future open space in the General Plan. 
As explained in the Draft EIR, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General 
Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, Open Space Action Program prepared in 
accordance with Section 65564, and Parks and Recreation Element. Please see the 
discussion of recreation and open space on pages 4.A-16, 4.A-21 to 4.A-22, and 4.L-7, 
4.L-11 and 4.L-12 of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 10. Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
(Karin Sidwell, Preservation Action Committee 
Chairmen) 

10-1 The outline of the NAS Historic District is shown on page 4.D-24 of the Draft EIR in 
Figure 4.D-7 and is discussed in detail in Section 4.D, Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources of the Draft EIR (see pages 4.D-6 through 4D-29 of the Draft EIR). The 
comment is correct that the zoning maps and the Master Infrastructure Plan maps do not 
show the outline of the NAS Historic District. Both the proposed draft zoning ordinance 
and draft Master Infrastructure Plan include a number of provisions to ensure that the 
integrity of the entire NAS Alameda Historic District is considered in all zoning and all 
infrastructure improvement decisions. The Draft EIR concludes in Impact 4.D-1, 
notwithstanding the project features to protect historical resources and the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR, that it remains possible that one or more historical 
resources could be adversely affected by demolition or substantial alteration, and for this 
reason the Draft EIR concludes that this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

10-2 The diagram referenced by the commenter was provided to the City by the U.S Navy. 
Although the diagram does not show Building 19 to be a contributing structure, the table 
on page 4.C-20 of the Draft EIR does list the building as a contributor. The map has been 
corrected in the Final EIR. This correction has no impact on the environmental analysis 
or the conclusions and findings in the Draft EIR regarding cultural resources. Neither the 
zoning, the Master Infrastructure Plan nor the Town Center and Waterfront Precise Plan 
proposes to remove or alter the Tower building (Building 19). Please see Chapter 5 of 
this Final EIR for a corrected map. 

10-3 The Collaborative’s proposal to consolidate and relocate their existing 200 housing units, 
which include the NCO houses, is shown in Figure 3-9 of the Project Description (see 
page 3-29 of Draft EIR).  

10-4 The comment relates to the proposed draft zoning ordinance, not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. The October 18, 2013 draft of the Zoning Ordinance includes 
references to the Cultural Landscape Report and the Guide to Preserving the Character 
of the NAS Alameda Historic District.  

10-5 The Draft EIR discloses that redevelopment and reuse of the properties within the NAS 
Alameda Historic District could result in significant unavoidable impacts to the 
contributing features, including the Seaplane Taxiway. The Draft EIR also includes 
Mitigation Measures 4.D-1a, 1b, and 1c which requires review of any new buildings 
proposed within the boundaries of the NAS Alameda Historic District to ensure that the 
new buildings are designed in a manner that is consistent with the character defining 
features of the Historic District (see page 4.D-36 of the Draft EIR). These mitigation 
measures are designed to ensure that the City of Alameda Historical Advisory Board 
reviews proposed new buildings and modifications to existing buildings and features on an 
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individual, and case-by-case basis to ensure that each proposal is compatible with the 
surrounding context. A “one-size-fits-all” approach, where all new buildings would need to 
be “significantly lower than historic resources” or limited to “30-40 feet” in height, is not 
recommended as part of the proposed project because the character defining features of 
existing structures varies dramatically within the Historic District. For example, a 30- to 
40-foot high building may not be compatible with the 50-60 foot high hangars, and it may 
not be appropriate immediately adjacent to the one and two story residential buildings in 
the residential area.  

10-6 The potentially significant impacts on the NAS Alameda Historic District are discussed 
and disclosed in Section 4.D, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 
In contrast, Impact 4.K-1 relates to scenic resources within a state scenic highway, and 
addresses significance criterion number two on Draft EIR page 4.K-10. The project site is 
not within a designated scenic highway; therefore, the project would have a less-than-
significant impact on scenic highway vistas, as discussed on page 4.K-13 of the Draft 
EIR. 

10-7 The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to determine whether there is an 
alternative development scenario that would: 1) avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project, and 2) meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.6(a) and 15126.6(c). The 
analysis in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR finds that a preservation alternative 
would reduce or eliminate the cultural resource impacts associated with the proposed 
project, but that the preservation alternative would fail to meet many of the project 
objectives. In response to the specific issues raised by the comment: 

1. The mitigation proposed for the impacts associated with the proposed project is 
specifically designed to allow the Historical Advisory Board and the general public 
the opportunity to review, evaluate and conditionally approve individual 
modification to existing contributing structures and new structure proposed within 
the NAS Alameda Historic District.  

2. The contributors to the Historic District are listed on pages 4.D-20 through 4.D-23 
(Table 4.D-1) and are shown on Figure 4.D-7 on page 4.D-24 of the Draft EIR.  

3. The Draft EIR analyzes cumulative impacts to cultural resources in Cumulative 
Impact 4.D-5 (Draft EIR pages 4.D-40 to 4.D-41). Impact 4.D-5 discusses the 
combined impact on cultural resources in combination with the effects of other 
projects in the vicinity of the project site that may have related impacts. 

4. Table 4.D-1 on pages 4.D-20 through 4.D-23 is the list of names and building 
numbers from the National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form for the 
Naval Air Station Alameda. If a building or feature was referred to by a different 
name in the text of the analysis, (because many of the buildings are known by 
several names), it would not affect the findings or conclusions of the environmental 
analysis. 
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5. The project does not propose any tree removals. On the contrary, the project is 
designed to increase the number of trees at Alameda Point. As described in the 
Draft EIR, (page 4.D-36) if a tree or other landscape element identified in the 
Cultural Landscape report is proposed for removal to accommodate an 
infrastructure improvement or a proposal for a new building, then that proposal 
would be reviewed by the Historical Advisory Board at a public meeting to 
determine if there is a way to avoid the removal of the tree or landscape feature 
and/or minimize the impact of the proposed removal on the integrity of the NAS 
Alameda Historic District. 

6.  When and if the Alameda Point Collaborative proposes a plan to consolidate their 
existing 200 housing units of supportive housing, and if that plan includes either: 
1) new construction in the NAS Alameda Historic District or 2) demolition of 
contributing structures such as the “NCO/CPO” units, then that proposal would be 
reviewed by the Historic Advisory Board at a noticed public hearing consistent 
with Mitigation Measures 4.D-1a, 1b, and 1c.  
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Letter 11. Alameda Point Collaborative 
(Doug Biggs, Executive Director) 

11-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges the agreement with the Alameda Point 
Collaborative (APC) and is committed to working with APC toward achieving the goals 
established by the agreement, as substantiated by in the final project objective on 
page 3-5 of the Draft EIR which reads: 

 Facilitating the relocation and consolidation of existing supportive housing 
providers in new facilities at Alameda Point to help ensure a mix of 
incomes and populations are represented at the project site. 

11-2 The General Plan Amendment to Chapter 4 (Transportation Element) shows Orion Street 
as a Local Residential Street north of West Midway Avenue. 

11-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges the goals of the APC and will continue working 
with the Supportive Housing Providers toward investment in infrastructure and public 
services improvements that serve the long-term needs of the residents in the Supportive 
Housing Units. 

11-4 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. The City agrees that housing development in the Main Street 
Neighborhood will be crucial to financing infrastructure and other required public and 
community benefits planned for that area and elsewhere at Alameda Point. The details of 
exactly where, how much and what type of housing occurs in the Main Street 
Neighborhood will be determined in the Master Plan for this zoning sub-district as 
required by the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment. 

11-5 The Standard of Reasonableness provide a general commitment to the future reuse goals 
of Alameda Point that led to the Legally Binding Agreement and Property Lease for 
200 units of supportive housing for a 59-year lease term. The Standards of 
Reasonableness were reviewed in preparing this EIR.15 The proposed project would be 
consistent with those Standards. The Supportive Housing Units are described as part of 
the project on page 3-28 of the Project Description, on page 4.A-22 under consistency 
with the Housing Element, and on page 4.B-8 of Population and Housing related to 
inclusionary housing. The proposed project is consistent with the Standards of 
Reasonableness in that it will continue to provide housing opportunities for the homeless 
population. Although job placement under buildout of the proposed project is not 
discussed in the EIR because it is not related to a physical effect on the environment, the 
City is committed to working with APCs in achieving the 15 percent hiring goal. 

                                                      
15 Standards of Reasonableness for Homeless Uses at the Alameda Naval Air Station, as amended January 2, 2007. 
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11-6 As explained in the Draft EIR, page 5-1 CEQA requires all EIRs to analyze the “no 
project” alternative, which consists of “the existing conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation [NOP] is published . . . as well as what would be reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(e)(2); Draft EIR, pages 5-1 and 5-2. The purpose of analyzing the no project 
alternative “is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the 
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(1).  

 The NOP for this EIR was issued on January 10, 2013. Accordingly, the analysis of the 
No Project Alternative, which is described on pages 5-5 to 5-6 of the Draft EIR, 
addresses the conditions that would exist if the proposed project is not approved, which 
consists of a continuation of the existing uses on the project site, with no new 
construction, but ongoing use of and reinvestment in existing residential and commercial 
buildings. In addition, because the project site would continue to be occupied the site 
would continue to require some construction work to repair and maintain existing 
facilities, as noted on pages 5-19 to 5-20, 5-26 to 5-27, 5-28, 5-29 of the Draft EIR. 

 The Draft EIR assesses the environmental impacts of each of the alternatives, including 
the No Project Alternative, in Section F of Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR (on pages 5-11 to 
5-29 of the Draft EIR). Thus, for example, the No Project Alternative would not correct 
ongoing and current deterioration of the cultural resources making up the NAS Alameda 
Historic District as described on pages 5-18 to 5-19 of the Draft EIR. In addition, because 
under the No Project Alternative the current substandard storm water systems and storm 
water runoff conditions would remain, they would likely continue to contribute to or even 
increase existing water quality issues (see page 5-29 of the Draft EIR). 

 A “significant effect on the environment” (significant impact) under CEQA consist of “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area affected by the project.” CEQA Guidelines § 15382; Public Resources 
Code § 21068. Because the No Project Alternative would involve the City making no 
change in the status quo, there would be no project approval, and CEQA does not require 
the lead agency to evaluate and mitigate the impacts from the lead agency taking “no 
action.” 

 The Alameda Point Collaborative housing is an existing condition on the project site. The 
Alameda Point Collaborative site is above the existing 100-year flood elevation under 
existing conditions plus 18 inches of sea level rise. Draft EIR, p. 3-39, Figure 3-12, and 
pp. 4.I-3 through 4.I-7. As explained in the Draft EIR, the City has a Comprehensive 
Emergency Services Management Plan to protect the safety and welfare of residents, 
employees and visitors in Alameda in the event of an emergency such as a flood, tsunami 
or earthquake. Continuation of existing conditions is not a significant impact for purposes 
of CEQA, please see pages 4.I-16 to 4.I-17 of the Draft EIR. 
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 As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project meets the project objective for 
reinvestment in infrastructure and deteriorating facilities (Objective B.1) better than the 
no project. The faster that the project is implemented the greater the potential for upgrade 
and replacement of infrastructure and other deteriorating conditions found at Alameda 
Point under the existing conditions, including the facilities used by the Supportive 
Housing Units. The City is committed to working with the Supportive Housing Providers 
to pursue financing mechanisms from numerous public and private sources to achieve 
new infrastructure and the relocation of the Supportive Housing Units into new facilities 
as soon as possible. 

11-7 The request is noted and the City welcomes the review of such plans by the APC when 
they are developed. 

11-8 Page 4.D-35 of the Draft EIR notes that the proposed project includes development of 
new residential development of the CPO housing area which could change the character 
of the district and/or require the removal of these or other contributing structures or 
features. This effect was identified as a potentially significant impact. Mitigation 
measures identified to reduce this and other impacts to the Historic District are listed on 
paged 4.D-36-37 of the Draft EIR. They include Measure 4.D-1a (City shall implement 
the requirements of the Historic Preservation Ordinance, which requires a certificate of 
approval by the HAB for modifications to contributors and resources within the Historic 
District), Mitigation Measure 4.D-1b (prior to approval of new buildings within the 
Historic District the City shall complete and adopt Guidelines for New Infill Development 
within the Historic District), and Mitigation Measure 4.D.1c (as a condition of approval 
for demolition or removal of a contributor to the Historic District, the City shall require 
that the project applicant to complete various documentation, public interpretation, and 
architectural salvage efforts prior to demolition). Page 4.D-37 of the Draft EIR concludes 
that these mitigation strategies would reduce, but not eliminate, potential significant 
adverse impacts to the NAS Alameda Historic District (including potential demolition of 
the CPO housing area). Therefore, even with implementation of the Mitigation 
Measure 4.D 1, demolition and/or substantial alteration of NAS Alameda Historic 
District contributors could result in significant and unavoidable impacts. New 
construction within this or other portions of the NAS Alameda Historic District would be 
subject to these same mitigation measures. Therefore, these measures would apply to 
both the potential removal of the CPOs and new replacement housing.  

11-9 The health risk impacts associated with proposed project construction are conservatively 
analyzed in Impact 4.F-1 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that supportive housing 
would not be downwind of significant project construction and would not represent the 
maximally exposed receptors. In addition, no individual receptor would be exposed to 
maximum exhaust emissions over the total duration of the project development, because 
construction would occur in different areas and at distances from sensitive receptors for 
more limited periods of time during the overall buildout period. Finally, as indicated on 
page 4.F-34 of the Draft EIR, the health risk estimates incorporate updated age sensitivity 
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factors and daily breathing rates that factor in the increased susceptibility of infants and 
children to carcinogens as compared to adults. Substantial emissions reductions would be 
achieved by implementing specified mitigation measures, which would in turn 
substantially reduce potential health risks of all sensitive receptors in the area, including 
the supportive housing residents. The localized TAC health risk impact was determined 
to be less than significant after mitigation. 

11-10 The City welcomes discussions with the Alameda Point Collaborative regarding 
coordination with an environmental justice organization, such as the Global Community 
Monitor, to establish a community air quality monitoring program. 

11-11 Construction noise impacts and proposed mitigation measures are described in 
Impact 4.G-1 of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the mitigation measures specified 
would ensure that construction would comply with the City of Alameda Noise Ordinance 
and would reduce the construction noise levels from the proposed project to the extent 
feasible. However, for some infrastructure projects, activities could occur outside the 
allowable hours permitted under the noise ordinance and potentially result in short-term 
significant noise impacts. Although phasing of development is not known at this time, 
supportive housing residents would not be exposed to the maximum noise levels for the 
entire 20 year construction period, but rather when construction occurs in close 
proximity. Individual residents would be exposed to reduced noise as construction 
progressed at greater distances and intervening structures are built. The City welcomes 
the Alameda Point Collaborative in assisting in complaint review and tracking efforts as 
warranted. 

11-12 Much of the process and performance standards in the Site Management Plan are guided 
by existing regulatory protocols and standards from public agencies including OSHA, 
BAAQMD, DTSC and RWQCB such that implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.Ja 
through e and 4.J-2 would be effective in reducing potential health risks from hazardous 
building materials or residual contamination to less than significant levels. Regardless, 
the City will coordinate with the Alameda Point Collaborative on abatement of any 
hazardous building materials that remain on the site for potential job opportunities for 
APC residents. The City will also include the Alameda Point Collaborative in the review 
process for the Site Management Plan and other City reports and programs, along with 
the regulatory agency review process to ensure that public safety is protected. 

11-13 The request is noted and the following responses incorporate the requested analysis 
(responses to Comments 11-14 through 11-19). 

11-14 In response to this comment, the following text is added under the No Project/No New 
Development Alternative on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would result in further deterioration of infrastructure services on 
residents resulting in increased displacement risks to residents due to the lack of 
reliable infrastructure services and exposure to flood hazards. This alternative 
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would not achieve the goal of rebuilding and maintain long-term operations of 
supportive housing and is unlikely to achieve the first source hiring goals. 

11-15 The following text is added under the Preservation/Less Development Alternative on 
page 5-6 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would attract limited investment and inadequate resources to 
rebuild housing and infrastructure. Residents would continue to be exposed to 
flood hazards and deteriorating, unreliable infrastructure, thereby increasing 
displacement risks for residents. This alternative does not achieve the objective of 
rebuilding and maintaining long-term operation of supportive housing. 

11-16 The following text is added under the Existing General Plan Alternative: More Housing 
and Less Jobs on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative is unlikely to achieve the project objectives of job creation, 
economic development and re-use of historic buildings. Buildout of a greater 
number of residential units in the Main Street Neighborhood is more likely to 
achieve rebuilding of supportive housing, but less likely to achieve first source 
hiring goals. 

With limited commercial development, preservation and adaptive reuse of existing 
historic buildings will not be achieved, thereby limiting re-investment in the 
district. This alternative would perform better at achieving the project objective of 
rebuilding and long-term operations of supportive housing but is unlikely to 
achieve first source hiring goals. 

11-17 The following text is added under the Multifamily Alternative on page 5-8 of the Draft 
EIR: 

This alternative would result in land areas remaining undeveloped and less 
infrastructure investment because it would not include new single-family 
residential uses. This alternative may not achieve the project objective of rebuilding 
and long-term operation of supportive housing. 

11-18 The following text is added under the Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Alternative on page 5-9 
of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would provide higher levels of development and infrastructure 
investment, thus making it easier to achieve the project objectives of rebuilding and 
maintaining long-term operation of supportive housing and achieving first source 
hiring goals. This alternative assumes that the real estate market can accomplish 
project objectives even with the imposition of Navy fees for housing above the no 
cost conveyance limits of 1,425 units. 
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11-19 The following text is added under the High-Density Alternative on page 5-10 of the Draft 
EIR: 

This alternative would provide higher levels of development and infrastructure 
investment, thus making it easier to achieve the project objectives of rebuilding and 
maintaining long-term operation of supportive housing and achieving first source 
hiring goals. This alternative assumes that the real estate market can accomplish 
project goals even with the imposition of Navy fees for housing above the no cost 
conveyance limits of 1,425 units. 
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Letter 12. Bayview Estates Homeowners Association 
(Michael Karp, President) 

12-1 In response to the comments received, the City conducted an onsite re-evaluation of the 
conditions on Bayview Drive and a review of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f. As a result of 
this re-evaluation, Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f is revised to read as follows: 

“The City shall implement TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 
C-2b, page 4.C-63 of the Draft EIR) and, when required to avoid the impact or 
reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following 
improvements:  

 Add a northbound right turn lane on High Street to provide a shared through-
left and right turn lane on the north bound approach,  

 Add an overlap phase for the northbound High Street right-turn movement 
and prohibit the conflicting westbound Otis Drive U-turn movement; and  

 Optimize the signal timing at High and Otis for both peak hours, and  

 Install traffic calming strategies on Bayview Drive to include improvements, 
such as: restriping Bayview Drive to create narrower driving lanes to reduce 
speeding, installing a cross walk and caution sign at the location of the public 
coastal access easement, and/or construction of sidewalk bulb-outs to 
improve pedestrian safety at the intersections of Bayview/Court Street and 
Bayview/Broadway.” 
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City Planner 
2363 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

re: Alameda Point EIR 

Mr. Thomas, 

(510)595-4 69 0 

PO BOX 2732 

ALAMEDA, CA 94501 

October 17, 2013 

Bike Walk Alameda has reviewed the EIR and would like you to consider the following biking and walking 
issues. 

1. Development at Alameda Point, provides opportunities to follow through on the recommendations of the 
Estuary Crossing Study. Given that increased traffic congestion is the key issue around this development, 
every way to enhance alternative transit -- bicycle, pedestrian and transit networks -- between Alameda and 
Oakland should be explored. A few years ago, the city funded the Estuary Crossing Study to look at this very 
issue. There were three preferred recommendations -- short-term (Tube improvements), medium-term (water 
shuttle), and long-term (a bridge with transit lanes). The long-term recommendation was deemed too ambitious 
at that time. Now, however, seems like the perfect time to revisit it. Not only would a bridge address the 
"significant and unavoidable" impacts of this development, but it would serve as a lifeline corridor to the 
mainland in the event of a disaster. 
One of the key issues around the bridge was the height it would have to be to accommodate the large Coast 
Guard cutters stationed at Coast Guard Island. Has the idea of mooring the Coast Guard cutters at Seaplane 
Lagoon been considered? Not only would that make the engineering of the bridge much simpler, but perhaps 
this location would be more convenient for the Coast Guard, which needs to be able to get their cutters to the 
Bay quickly when needed. 

2. Master Infrastructure Plan Part I, item IVlC'/2./b. (page 68): Shuttle service will be for reSidents and 
employers at Alameda Point. 
All transportation services and programs should serve the broader public, as well as residents and employers? 
The AP shuttles should be coordinated with other programs in Alameda (Alameda Landing's TOM program, for 
example) to ensure it's addressing and meeting the island's traffic mitigation goals. 
What are the standards, public input, and on-going public oversight of the TOM? 

3. Master Infrastructure Plan Part I, item IV/C'/2./d. (page 71): There will only be one ferry terminal for 
Alameda Point -- either the existing one at Main Street or the one to be built at Seaplane Lagoon. 
We strongly support the enhancement of transit connections between Alameda and Oakland, not just between 
Alameda and San Francisco. Losing the only ferry terminal on the estuary would be unwise. We favor 
improving and increasing transportation options and networks. The existing ferry service is not designed wilh 
the Oakland-Alameda connection in mind, but can -- and should -- be modified as Alameda Point builds out. 

A water shuttle service is the medium-term recommendation in the Estuary Crossing Study, and there is a 
water shuttle planned for Alameda Landing when a certain occupancy target is met. Alameda Point should 
contribute and support the AL water shuttle. 
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4. The mitigations proposed need to analyze their impact on the thresholds of significance for each mode. 
Most of the auto mitigations are proposed on bike priority streets and little to no analysis is made for 
degradation in bicycle service. if the mitigation were made. Where there is analysis, the conclusion is 
wrong. The mitigation is some cases would preclude the city from acting on long term bicycle plans. 

Mitigation issues: 
Auto Analysis 
The following auto mitigation are proposed for bike priority streets that have proposed bike infrasturure in the 
Bicycle Master Plan. We do not believe that the impacts to bicycle travel are 'less than Significant' as the EIR 
states. 
Park and Clement 4.C-5a: Clement is a bike priority street and part of the Cross Alameda Trail. If travel lanes 
are added for the mitigation, how would they impact the proposed bike lanes on Clement? 

Broadway/Otis 4.C-5c 
Broadway and Otis at Broadway are bike priority streets. Adding a left turn lane impacts the LOS of bike travel 
on Broadway. What is the evidence that this mitigation is 'less than significant for bicycle travel? 

Tilden/Blanding/Fernside 4.C-5d All three of these streets are bike priority streets. Adding a left turn lane 
could impact the LOS of bike travel along Fernside and Blanding. 

(Island Drive/Otis Drive and Doolittle Drive) 4.C-5g: Doolittle has bike lanes. Would the addition of a 
westbound turn lane impact LOS of bikes? 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5i (ParkIBlanding). Blanding is a bike priority street with class" facilities planned. 
What is the impact of the proposed mitigations on the long term bike facility plans 

Bicycle Analysis 
Mitigation Measure 4.C-5ziv (Oak Street Bike): We would like to propose a stronger mitigation for the 
'significant and unavoidable' impact on this main bike access to the Park Street Corridor. Park Street is a 
significant destination for all Alamedans with the civic corridor, entertainment, restaurants and high school. 
Oak Street is the only north/south bike way that serves the district. Significant mitigations should be proposed 
on this corridor. 
a." ... fund a fair share contribution to design standards for bicycle boulevard treatments in Alameda as 
described by the Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) and implement them on Oak Street. 
The BMP defines a bicycle boulevard, but no standards have been created for Alameda. "treatments such as 
traffic calming and traffic reduction, sign age and pavement markings, and intersection crossing treatments. 
Traffic calming features are utilized to facilitate bicycle travel while not encouraging additional motor vehicle 
traffic on the street." The completion of standards and implementation of treatments along Oak Street would 
be an appropriate level of mitigation. 

b. Use the latest tools, including green paint, and bike signals to prioritize biking along the two lane corridor. 

5. TDM program recommendations. 
TOM coordination: There should be coordination between the Alameda Landing, Alameda Point and 
other TDM programs, so that there will not be duplication in the programs and wasted funds. 
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PO BOX 27 32 

ALAMEDA, CA 94501 

Public Input: The public should have the opportunity through public meetings, such as the Te, 
planning board and city council to give regular input on TDM programs and changes that can be 
made. 

Public Benefit: Are there clearly defined goals of who has access to the programs? In order to 
benefit all Alamedans, access to the transportation programs should have a benefit for everyone. For 
example, bike sharing or shuttles should be available for everyone. This is especially important since 
not all of the new employees and residents would be taking the transit, but all Alamedans will be 
affected by their traffic and should have access to the programs that might improve transportation 
choices. 

6. Stargell to Alameda Point should be a Class 2A bike facility leading to the proposed class 2A facility on 
Main Street. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Lucy Gigli, President BikeAlameda 
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Letter 13. Bike Walk Alameda 
(Lucy Gigli, President) 

13-1 The comment addresses the proposed development transportation strategy and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. Numerous studies examining the feasibility of 
constructing a new bridge over or a new tunnel under the estuary have been completed 
over the 17 years since the Navy decommissioned the Naval Air Station. All of these 
studies, including the most recent Estuary Crossing Study Feasibility Report prepared in 
May 2009 by City of Alameda found that such crossings are not financially feasible. 

13-2 The comment addresses the proposed development transportation strategy and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. The comment is noted. 

13-3 The comment addresses the proposed transportation strategy and not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. The TDM program is currently being prepared by the City and a 
number of hearings have already been held on the content of the TDM program before 
the Transportation Commission and Planning Board. There will continue to be public 
hearings about the TDM program for Alameda Point over the next several months. 
Decisions about public access to, and project funding of, transportation services to and 
from Alameda Point will be made during both the preparation and implementation of the 
TDM program.  

13-4 The comment addresses the proposed development transportation strategy and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. The proposed project does not require the 
removal of the existing ferry terminal if the service moves to the Seaplane Lagoon.  

13-5 The comment addresses the proposed transportation strategy and not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. The TDM program may include water taxis to supplement, 
compliment and expand AC Transit, BART and WETA services. The proposed project 
does not preclude a water shuttle.  

13-6 The transportation analysis included an evaluation of the proposed project on four modes 
of transportation: bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and automobile. The analysis was 
conducted in accordance with the thresholds of significance prepared and recommended 
by the City of Alameda Transportation Commission. The specific threshold for each 
mode of travel is described on page 4.C-17 under Significance Criteria. 

The significance criteria used in this EIR were developed and recommended by the City 
of Alameda Transportation Commission on April 22, 2009 to implement General Plan 
Policy 4.4.2.d (see page 4.C-16 of the Draft EIR). General Plan Policy 4.4.2.d reads: 

Policy 4.4.2.d: All EIRs must include analysis of the effects of the project on the 
city’s transit, pedestrian and bicycling environment, including adjacent 
neighborhoods and the overall City network. 
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 Accordingly, the analysis addresses impacts to all modes of travel. When mitigation is 
proposed to mitigate an impact to a specific mode, the analysis also considered the 
impact of the mitigation on the other modes of travel. If the analysis revealed that the 
mitigation resulted in a secondary impact to another mode of transportation, then the 
analysis considered which mode has the highest priority at the particular location. The 
determination of priorities was conducted pursuant to the guidelines prepared by the 
Transportation Commission and the classification of the transportation facility in the City 
of Alameda General Plan Transportation Element. If the mitigation resulted in an impact 
to a higher priority mode, then the mitigation was either modified to avoid the impact or 
the mitigation was not recommended.  

 After each impact disclosed in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR identifies which mode will be 
impacted by the project or by the proposed mitigation. In some cases, it was necessary to 
adopt mitigation for a high priority mode, and the mitigation resulted in a significant and 
unavoidable impact to a lower priority mode. In other cases, it was necessary to disclose 
a significant and unavoidable impact to a mode caused by the project, because the 
mitigation would have resulted in an impact to a higher priority mode. In all cases, these 
primary and secondary impacts were described in the text and disclosed in the impact 
statements for each location.  

 Also, please also see response to Comment 34-1 revisions to text regarding revisions to 
certain mitigations for conformance with the General Plan.  

13-7 The bicycle impacts and the “less than significant” impact conclusions were determined 
by applying the thresholds of significance and analysis methodologies established by the 
City of Alameda Transportation Commission. Specifically, for Bicycle LOS, the 
methodology applies a segment-based analysis that is based on the traffic volume, lane 
width, and speed of traffic. Where the analysis intersection included bike priority streets 
(with either existing or proposed marked bike lanes, “sharrows,” or signed bike routes), 
the bike facility was considered in the impact and mitigation discussion.  

13-8 While travel lanes were considered on Clement Avenue approach as a possible 
mitigation, the consideration of impacts to pedestrians and consistency with the General 
Plan necessitated a lesser improvement that does not include adding travel lanes to 
Clement Avenue. Also see response to Comment 13-7.  

13-9 See response to Comment 13-7. Also, see revised Mitigation Measure 4.C-5c, presented 
in response to Comment 34-1, which no longer includes adding turn lanes. 

13-10 See response to Comment 13-7. Also, see revised Mitigation Measure 4.C-5d, presented in 
response to Comment 34-1, which no longer includes adding turn lanes. 

13-11 See revised Mitigation Measure 4.C-5g, presented in response to Comment 34-1, which 
no longer includes adding turn lanes. 
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13-12 See response to Comment 13-7. Also, see revised Mitigation Measure 4.C-5i, presented 
in response to Comment 34-1, which no longer includes adding turn lanes. 

13-13 As described in Mitigation Measure 4.C-5ziv, on page 4.C-81 of the Draft EIR, the 
project would be required to fund a fair share contribution to implement the completion 
of a bicycle boulevard with appropriate signage and striping along Oak Street from 
Blanding Avenue to Encinal Avenue to advise motorists and bicyclists to share the street. 
Design standards for bicycle boulevards would follow standard practices, such as those 
published by the Initiative for Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation (IBPI) at Portland State 
University entitled the “Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning & Design 
Guidebook.”16 

13-14 The proposed TDM program would be funded, implemented, and directed by, the 
property owners, residents and tenants of Alameda Point. The management of the TDM 
program will be accountable for the TDM program’s success. As such, the coordination 
between the two TDM programs will be done at the discretion of the programs. See 
response to Comment 13-3 regarding public process and preparation of the TDM 
program. 

13-15 The comment’s preference for a Class II bicycle lane over a Class I bicycle path, either of 
which would fulfill the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.C-2m, is noted. The 
comment does not address the environmental adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

 

                                                      
16  Initiative for Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation Center for Transportation Studies Center for Urban Studies 

Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. July, 2009. 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-101 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 14. Center on Urban Environmental Law 
(Paul Stanton Kibel, Associate Professor and CUEL 
Co-Director) 

14-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The City 
acknowledges receipt of the Flight Park Booklet and is using it as a resource as it 
prepares the Town Center and Waterfront Precise Plan. 

14-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The City 
appreciates the positive comment on the plan.  

14-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis. 

14-4 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis.  

14-5 As described on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, one of the project objectives is to enhance 
views of water and public access to the waterfront in all development and creatively 
encourage the usage of the waterfront, by providing a waterfront promenade, public art, 
open space, and other public amenities. 

14-6 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis.  

14-7 As explained on page 5-1 of Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, the range of 
alternatives should include those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)-(c)). Because the 
Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
related to views from the waterfront, no mitigation measure or alternative related to views 
from the waterfront is required. Although the comment does not cause the need for 
additional environmental analysis, the comment does raise planning, design, and cost 
issues relative to the design of the public open spaces that will need to be considered in 
the design of the future public open spaces. The City of Alameda appreciates the 
comments and suggestions provided. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
October 21, 2013 
 
Via Email and US Mail 
Andrew Thomas, Planning Services Manager 
City of Alameda 
Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
Email: athomas@ci.alameda.ca.us 
 

RE: Comments for the City of Alameda's Alameda Point Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (SCH No. 2013012043). 

 
Dear Mr. Thomas: 
 

I am writing on behalf of the Golden Gate Audubon Society to provide comments for the 
City of Alameda's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Alameda Point. GGAS 
appreciates the effort put into the DEIR, but has concerns about its adequacy with regard to 
Biological Resources, especially cumulative impacts on wildlife when considered with the planned 
redevelopment and management of the lands that will remain under federal jurisdiction. 

 
Since 1917, Golden Gate Audubon has worked to protect birds and their habitats in the 

Bay Area. We have been directly involved with research and protection of the endangered 
California Least Terns that nest at the former Alameda Naval Air Station (ANAS). Many of our 
members live in Alameda and many of our members use and enjoy Alameda's open space and 
natural resources. Therefore, we have great interest in the protection of the terns and other wildlife 
at Alameda Point. 
 
 Golden Gate Audubon appreciates the efforts of the City of Alameda to communicate with 
us and other stakeholders regarding development at Alameda Point. Overall, Golden Gate Audubon 
is supportive of redevelopment of the site. We continue to emphasize that redevelopment can and 
should be congruous with the conservation of the endangered tern colony and the maintenance of 
wildlife and open space values at Alameda Point, especially in Seaplane Lagoon, on the area 
known as the Alameda Wildlife Reserve (formerly the airstrip for ANAS), the Northwest 
Territories, and the surrounding waters.  
 
 The City of Alameda has long expressed support for the conservation of the California 
least terns at Alameda Point. (See, e.g., City of Alameda General Plan, Policies 9.3kk and 9.3mm) 
We urge the City to continue to uphold this tradition of conservation leadership as it plans for and 
implements the next phases of redevelopment and growth at Alameda Point. 
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Golden Gate Audubon Society – Comments to the Alameda Point DEIR 
October 21, 2013 
Page 2 of 7 

 
I. COMMENTS 
 

A. The Maps in the Project Description Should Be Amended to Reflect that the 
Northwest Territories Will Be Managed as a Regional Park. 
 

Golden Gate Audubon appreciates that the Project Description map (Figure 3-1) designates 
the former ANAS tarmac as a "nature reserve." This reinforces the intent that the portion of the 
area that will not be developed as part of the Dept. of Veterans Affairs (VA) facility will be 
managed as a natural area to the benefit of the endangered California Least Terns and other 
wildlife.  

 
Golden Gate Audubon further appreciates that the portion of the Northwest Territories that 

will not be developed by the VA is designated as green space. However, the map is not explicit that 
the area will be kept for open space (it is colored green, but not labeled). (DEIR, at 3-2, Fig. 3-1) 
This is a similar omission from other maps. Figure 3-3 does identify the remaining NWT area as 
"Regional Park". (Id. at 3-11) We note that the NWT park land is more fully described in the 
section covering "Primary Open Space". (Id. at 3-19) GGAS requests that the map on Figures 3-1, 
3-6, and 3-7 be amended to reflect that it will be formally designated as open and green space, 
preferably as a regional park. 

 
GGAS believes that the designation on the color maps (e.g., Figs. 3-1, 3-6, 3-7) is 

important because it normalizes the expectation among the community and decision-makers that 
the NWT portion not developed by the VA will be a regional park. The development of the park, 
preferably a naturalistic, wetland-oriented park, is a major part of the US Fish & Wildlife Service's 
assessment in its 2012 Biological Opinion for the Navy-VA transfer and redevelopment. The DEIR 
should reflect that fact. 

 
Finally, as has been previously expressed on a multiple occasions, GGAS strongly 

encourages the City of Alameda to resolve differences with the East Bay Regional Park District 
regarding the NWT and to invite the District to manager the park. The District has the resources 
and expertise to manage such a large park and to ensure it is managed in concert with the strictures 
of the Biological Opinion. 

 
B. Impacts to Biological Resources Must Be Better Described and Further 

Reduced. 
 

1. Impacts to and Mitigation Measures for Eelgrass Must Be Better 
Described. 

 
The DEIR acknowledges that activities will have significant negative impacts on eelgrass. 

(DEIR, at 4.E-63, Impact 4.E-2) As the DEIR acknowledges, eelgrass is extremely important to 
several species of fish and other marine animals in San Francisco Bay, and it has been significantly 
reduced from its historic range. GGAS is particularly concerned about the state of eelgrass as a 
spawning ground for fish and, necessarily, as a provider of forage for birds.  

 
While MM 4.E-2a appears to be well-founded, in at least as it depends on guidance from 

the National Marine Fisheries Services and established plans, GGAS is concerned about how the 
compliance process—particularly the requirement for compensatory mitigation—will be managed 
by the City. GGAS requests that, at a minimum, the Response-to-Comments provided with the 
FEIR detail how the City will ensure compliance with this Mitigation Measure. 
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Golden Gate Audubon Society – Comments to the Alameda Point DEIR 
October 21, 2013 
Page 3 of 7 

 
 
MM 4-2b is a source of concern because while educating boaters is important, the 

education materials are ultimately of little use if there is not an enforcement mechanism to ensure 
that boaters behave appropriately and minimize impacts. Therefore, GGAS requests that MM 4.E-
2b be amended to include some kind of enforcement mechanism (i.e. a commitment to patrol and 
issue citations), at least for a set amount time or during times of the year when eelgrass and other 
resources are most sensitive. 

 
MM 4.E-2c is a good start for ensuring that the project applicant minimizes invasive taxa. 

However, the MM should be amended to require submission and approval of a budget that provides 
for a specific financial commitment for implementation of the invasive species control plan. 
Moreover, the City should set forth a more comprehensive long-term plan for invasive species 
control in its waters should project applicants fail to meet the requirements of this MM. 

 
Finally, GGAS is not convinced that the three mitigation measures do render the impact 

"Less than Significant." Mitigating impacts to eelgrass, especially the kinds of direct impacts 
sought to be mitigated by MM 4.E-2a, are especially tricky. GGAS is not confident that even if a 
3.01:1 mitigation ratio is implement, the impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
GGAS believes that this will still likely be a Significant Impact and that a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations should be issued. 

 
2. Impacts to Wetlands Should Be Mitigated for at a Higher Mitigation 

Ratio. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-3c states that where direct impacts to jurisdictional waters occur 

and other mitigation measures are deemed inadequate, compensation shall be provided at 1:1 ratio. 
(DEIR, at 4.E-70) Because of the uncertainty of compensatory mitigation (i.e., areas in a mitigation 
bank may be of lesser quality, restored areas may not be self-sustaining, etc.), a higher mitigation 
measure is more appropriate. (See Ambrose, R. 2004. Wetland Mitigation in the United States: 
Assessing the Success of Mitigation Policies. Wetland (Australia) 19: 1-27, at 23 (concluding that 
"higher mitigation ratios may be necessary in order to end up with no net loss of wetland functions 
in a region"), available at http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/upload/2004_10_28_ 
wetlands_ambrose_wetlandmitigationinus.pdf) 

 
3. Impact 4.E-4 Is a Significant Impact that Is Not Minimized to a Less 

than Significant Level. 
 
Impact 4.E-4 acknowledges that the project will have a significant impact on native and 

migratory wildlife and the use of wildlife nursery sites. (DEIR, at 4.E-71) Disturbance from 
watercraft directly results in harm to birds and other wildlife, including disturbance during resting 
and foraging, stress and area-avoidance, and unnecessarily activity (swimming, diving, or flying), 
which can drain precious energy reserves, reducing the fitness of an animal or its young. The DEIR 
does a fairly good job of assessing these potential impacts. (See id. at 4.E-72) 

 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a is inadequate because it fails to explain why the marina and 

ferry access corridor (500 foot) is appropriately-sized. If a narrower corridor could be 
implemented, GGAS urges the City to consider it (or at least to explain and substantiate reasons for 
rejecting it). Moreover, the MM should include enforcement provisions to ensure that boaters (1) 
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Golden Gate Audubon Society – Comments to the Alameda Point DEIR 
October 21, 2013 
Page 4 of 7 

 
remain in the access corridor and (2) maintain a speed of no more than 10 mph. The DEIR does not 
provide any substantial evidence that MM 4.E-4a will be met without an enforcement mechanism.1 

 
4. The City Should Adopt Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and a 

"Lights Out for Birds" Policy to Reduce Impacts from Lights and 
Risks to Birds from Collisions with Buildings and Other Structures. 

 
The DEIR provides a good description of the potential risks to birds due to lights and 

collision risks in urban environments. The build-out of the former NAS will increase the number 
and height of some buildings and likely result in a net increase in illumination (due to increased 
night-time activity and modernized lighting systems).  

 
As part of its proposed Mitigation Measures, the City should adopt a set of Bird-Safe 

Building Guidelines similar to those adopted by the City of San Francisco in 2011 and the City of 
Oakland in 2012.2, 3 While MM 4.E-4b provides for some similar requirements, it lacks the 
comprehensive approach of similar bird-safe guidelines enacted in San Francisco and Oakland. 
Arguably, the mitigation measure does not mitigate the potential impact to the fullest feasible 
extent because it falls short of the benchmarks set by other, similar plans. 

 
Likewise, the DEIR would be strengthened if it included a statement that the City of 

Alameda would participate in a Lights Out for Birds program similar to that in San Francisco.4, 5 A 
"Lights Out for Birds" program encourages business and home owners to turn off unnecessary 
lights during the bird migration periods (March-May and August-November). More information is 
available at http://bird-friendly.audubon.org/lights-out-0. 

 
Finally, the DEIR relies heavily on mitigation measures set forth in the 2012 Biological 

Opinion covering the Navy-VA transfer and activities. GGAS reminds the City that the BO was 
intended only to cover the endangered Least Terns and provided mitigation measures intended to 
avoid a jeopardy finding (i.e., a finding that the VA proposal would jeopardize the continued 
survival of the California Least Tern species).  

 
The standard for CEQA is much lower, as far as "significant impacts" are concerned. The 

DEIR seems to conflate the two standards. The DEIR needs to be amended to clearly articulate 
whether lighting (and other potential impacts) will result in significant negative impacts and 
whether specific mitigation measures—not just those required by the BO—will reduce those 
impacts to less than significant levels.  

 

                                                 
1 The lack of enforcement begs a question similar to one legal academics pose about "international law": is a 
code or rule for behavior "law" if it cannot be enforced. (See D'Amato, A. 1985. Is International Law Really 
“Law”?, 79 NW. U. L. REV 1293, 1293) 
2 See San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-safe Buildings, available at http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=2506. 
3 See Cities Adopt Bird-friendly Building Codes, available at http://www.theepochtimes.com/n3/219515-
cities-adopt-bird-friendly-building-codes/?photo=2. 
4 Lights Out in SF Buildings to Save Birds, 2013, available at http://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Lights-
Out-In-SF-Buildings-To-Save-Birds-221557251.html 
5 Kwong, J. 2013. San Francisco Municipal Buildings Going Dark to Save Birds, available at 
http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/san-francisco-municipal-buildings-going-dark-to-save-the-
birds/Content?oid=2561251 
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Golden Gate Audubon Society – Comments to the Alameda Point DEIR 
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5. The DEIR Must Be Amended to Improve Protections for Nesting 

Birds. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4c fails to include adequate terms to protect nesting birds and 

reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. First, the MM requires surveys to be 
conducted no more than two weeks prior to construction—however, many species can initiate 
nesting and lay eggs within that window of time. The MM should be amended to reduce this risk 
by requiring surveys be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than one week (seven days) 
prior to the initiation of construction. 

 
The Mitigation Measure also fails to identify a buffer zone to avoid disturbance to nesting 

birds. The DEIR should be amended to require a minimum of 100 meters around an existing nest, 
unless a qualified biologist can demonstrate that a less buffer is necessary. At a minimum, the 
DEIR should be amended to identify a minimum buffer zone and set forth evidence to support it. 

 
GGAS also believes that the DEIR would be improved if it included a more comprehensive 

catalog of species that occur at Alameda Point. It is our understanding that such data were provided 
to the City by Leora Feeney, a long-time Alameda resident and expert ornithologist. Ms. Feeney 
and others have catalogued at least 185 bird species that occur at Alameda Point. At a minimum, 
such information should be considered in the environmental review process. 

 
6. The DEIR Should Be Amended to Include a Pest Management Plan 

that Avoids the Use of Unnecessary and Highly Toxic Rodenticides. 
 
Rodenticides are a major source of injury and mortality for raptors.6 Many of the 

rodenticides that harm raptors have also been found by the US EPA to pose an unreasonable risk to 
human health and the environment and the EPA is going through the regulatory process to ban or 
further regulate such poisons.7 

 
At a minimum, the DEIR should include a Mitigation Measure that sets forth action items 

for reducing rodenticide exposure to raptors. GGAS recommends that the City consider the "Don't 
Take the Bait" campaign adopted by the City of San Francisco. (Available at 
http://www.sfapproved.org/rodents). The campaign urges a voluntary ban on the most toxic 
rodenticides and urges retailers and city residents to avoid their use. For serious pest management 
issues, professionals should be retained who can assure that the toxics are not unnecessarily spread 
into the environment. Similar programs have been adopted by several Bay Area cities. For a more 
comprehensive discussion on this topic and additional resources, please visit 
http://www.raptorsarethesolution.org/. 

 
7. The DEIR Should Include a Mitigation Measure Banning the 

Maintenance of Feral Cat Colonies in the Project Area. 
 
The DEIR mentions increased predation on nesting birds, but completely fails to mention 

outdoor cats. (See DEIR, at 4.E-87) Outdoor cats are the single-largest human-induced cause of 

                                                 
6 California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife. 2013. Rodenticides Can Harm Wildlife, available at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/education/rodenticide/ 
7 See http://www.sfgate.com/homeandgarden/thedirt/article/Citizens-campaign-to-ban-baits-that-kill-wildlife-
3569772.php 
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mortality for birds in North America, killing upwards of 3.7 billion birds each year.8 The DEIR is 
silent as to the occurrence of outdoor cats in the project area. It is highly likely that residences will 
attract cat owners or people that feed feral cats. Moreover, employees of local businesses may also 
"adopt" feral cats and create "feeding stations" where food is dumped, ostensibly to feed cats. Such 
feeding stations not only subsidize feral cat populations, but also subsidize other non-native and 
human-tolerant species, including crows, ravens, raccoons, and Norway rats, all which may have 
significant negative impacts on birds and other wildlife. 

 
The DEIR should include a Mitigation Measure which ensures that impacts from outdoor 

cats are reduced to the greatest extent feasible. Specific provisions of the Mitigation Measure 
should include (1) a ban on feral cat feeding stations (or, preferably, the feeding of any wildlife), 
(2) a ban on Trap-Neuter-Return policies in the project area, which are likely to further subsidize 
the outdoor cat population, and (3) an education program to area homeowners encouraging them to 
keep their cats indoors, which lead to a longer, healthy life for cats and fewer impacts to local 
birds, small mammals, and other wildlife.9, 10  

 
8. The DEIR's Analysis of Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources 

Should Be Revised to Be More Comprehensive and Accurate. 
 

 GGAS points out that the DEIR erroneously states that the measures in the 2012 Biological 
Opinion were created to " ensure that the cumulative development of land now owned by the VA 
and the City would not result in impacts on the California least tern". (DEIR, at 4.E-93). That is 
simply not true. 

 
The purpose of the Biological Opinion was to reduce the likelihood of jeopardy to the 

continued existence of the California Least Tern as a species. Through communication with 
USFWS personnel, GGAS understands that some impacts to the California Least Terns are 
expected as a result of the VA project and, in all likelihood, the City's redevelopment activities.  

 
Therefore, the entire Cumulative Impacts section needs to be rewritten. If the DEIR is 

going to assume that the measures set forth in the BO reduce cumulative impacts to less than 
significant levels, it needs to clearly articulate its reasoning and set forth supporting evidence. It 
cannot assume that mitigation measures (i.e., those in the BO). which were not drafted for CEQA 
purposes, meet the standard for compliance with CEQA. 

 
GGAS is particularly concerned with the increase in ambient light, ambient noise, and 

predator pressures at the tern colony. Even without the VA project and the City's redevelopment, 
predator control at the colony is a challenge each year. The 2012 tern breeding season was almost a 
complete failure due to predation pressures. While 2013 appears to have been an exceptionally 
good year, the successes of the colony continue to hinge on effective predator management and 

 
8 See, e.g., Eilperin, J. 2013. Outdoor Cats Kill Up to 3.7 Billion Birds a Year, Study Says, available at 
http://articles.washingtonpost.com/2013-01-31/national/36650863_1_outdoor-cats-feral-cat-george-h-
fenwick; original study available at 
http://www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/cats/pdf/Loss_et_al_2013.pdf 
9 American Bird Conservancy, Cats Indoors, available at 
http://www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/cats/index.html. 
10 People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), Why All Cats Should Be Kept Indoors, available at 
http://www.peta.org/living/companion-animals/indoor-cats.aspx 
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ensuring that other factors (food supply, disturbance, and pollution levels) are maintained at levels 
that promote the terns' survivability. 

 
The DEIR fails to address these impacts in any meaningful way when considered 

cumulatively with the impacts from the VA project. Again, the VA project has not undergone 
CEQA review (and it will not). It is up to the City to understand the impacts of the VA project 
through a CEQA lens in order to understand the cumulative impacts. The failure of the DEIR to do 
so is perhaps its most glaring deficiency.11 
 
II. CONCLUSION 
 
 Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIR. GGAS appreciates the effort 
invested by the City in this document. However, we continue to have significant concerns about the 
adequacy of the environmental review, especially with regard to the impacts and mitigation 
measures identified above. We strongly encourage the City to consider these comments and others 
from the community and meaningfully incorporate them into a final EIR to ensure that this process 
is as credible and protective of the environment as possible. 
 
 If you would like to discuss these comments further, please contact me at (510) 843-9912 
or mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Michael Lynes 
Executive Director  

                                                 
11 GGAS notes that it raised this issue in its Scoping Comments, however the DEIR fails to address the issue 
at all. 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-109 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 15. Golden Gate Audubon Society 
(Michael Lynes, Executive Director) 

15-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. The City shares the 
Society’s interest in protecting terns and other wildlife at Alameda Point. 

15-2 The comment is noted and the City concurs.  

15-3 Comment noted. The City shares the Society’s support for the conservation of California 
least terns at Alameda Point. 

15-4 Comment noted. Additionally, in March 2013 the City Council adopted City of Alameda 
Resolution No. 14780 affirming the City’s support for creation of a “Nature Reserve” at 
Alameda Point and confirming that the land will remain as federal land over which the 
City has no jurisdiction. 

15-5 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental review. The 
proposed action being considered is the application of an Open Space zoning district on 
the lands commonly referred to as the Northwest Territories. As described in the draft 
zoning ordinance being considered for adoption, the use of this land under the proposed 
zoning would be limited to those uses that support public open space uses and natural 
habitat. Every park in Alameda is zoned “open space.”  

15-6 See comment 15-5. The Northwest Territories was designated for open space uses in the 
General Plan in 2003. The proposed zoning designation is consistent with the existing 
General Plan designation and is consistent with USFWS’ assessment in the 2012 
Biological Opinion.  

15-7 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis.  

15-8 The City concurs with the Society’s statements concerning the ecological importance of 
eelgrass. Please see response to Comment 4-4, which strengths Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a 
related to eelgrass. Also see response to Comment 15-12, below. 

15-9 The City will enforce compensatory mitigation requirements through the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), conditions of approval for future uses and 
improvements, and through lease provisions. Through the MMRP, City staff will track 
compliance with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a, including verification 
that any required compensatory mitigation is performed adequately. Please see 
comment 4-2 for additional information.  

15-10 Please refer to the response to Comment 4-2 regarding the mechanisms for enforcement 
of measures related to eelgrass beds.  
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15-11 Like all mitigation measures prescribed by the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.E-2c will 
be subject to compliance monitoring by the City under the MMRP. The City has the 
ability to condition entitlements and development permits and to include provisions in 
leases for marinas or ferry terminal proposals in order to ensure that the conditions of 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-2c are satisfied. Pursuant to its monitoring of compliance with all 
adopted mitigation measures and conditions of approval, the City will review the Marine 
Invasive Species Control Plan to ensure that it is appropriate and will enforce the 
implementation of the plan through the mechanisms described in the response to 
Comment 4-2. 

15-12 The City disagrees that the impact to eelgrass will be significant and unavoidable. Based on 
surveys of eelgrass beds conducted in the project vicinity in the past (as summarized in 
maps in Boyer and Wyllie-Echeverria [2010]), it is likely that impacts to eelgrass will be 
low, if any such impacts occur at all, because eelgrass may not be present in any waters 
where activities such as marina or ferry terminal development occurs. The City understands 
that eelgrass transplantation and restoration is challenging, and it will require that any such 
compensatory mitigation be performed appropriately. Enforcement of the necessary 
mitigation measures will occur as described in the responses to Comments 4-2 and 15-9. 
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.E-2a to 4.E-2c will reduce any 
impacts to eelgrass to less-than-significant levels. 

15-13 Mitigation Measure 4.E-3c requires “a minimum” 1:1 ratio. As indicated in Mitigation 
Measure 4.E-3c, the applicant will need to comply with the mitigation requirements of 
regulatory agencies as well, so this mitigation measure defines the minimum acceptable 
amount. Also, Mitigation Measure 4.E-3c requires development of a wetland mitigation 
and monitoring plan (unless mitigation is satisfied through the purchase of credits in a 
mitigation bank). The City will ensure that the mitigation approach is adequate, and to 
enforce remedial measures if monitoring of the wetland mitigation demonstrates that 
success criteria have not been achieved. Thus, the City will be able to ensure that 
compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts is adequate. 

15-14 The comment is acknowledged.  

15-15 The City disagrees that Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a is inadequate. The 500-foot width in 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a is based on the width of such a corridor envisioned by the 
Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the previously proposed Alameda National 
Wildlife Refuge.17 That document, prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), concluded that a 500-foot wide corridor was appropriate to allow for vehicles 
to pass each other while protecting wildlife on the shore and on Breakwater Island. It 
should be noted that such a 500-foot wide corridor was not required by the USFWS, in 
the most recent 2012 Biological Opinion (BO) for the Navy’s conveyance and the 
VA’s/City’s reuse of Alameda Point. It is the City’s opinion that a 500-foot wide corridor 

                                                      
17 Caffrey, C., 2005. The California Least Tern source population at the proposed Alameda National Wildlife Refuge, 

Golden Gate Audubon Society, Berkeley, CA. 
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is necessary to allow vehicles to pass each other safely; a narrower corridor may not 
allow large vessels to pass each other safely. Please refer to the response to Comment 4-2 
for information regarding the mechanisms by which the 500-foot wide corridor and the 
limit on boat speed will be enforced by the City. 

15-16 The comment is acknowledged.  

15-17 Mitigation Measure 4.E-4b contains substantive measures for bird-safe building design 
from the San Francisco and Oakland design guidelines cited in this comment. The City 
does not need to adopt a set of bird-safe building guidelines in order to reduce impacts of 
the Alameda Point Project on birds to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure 
4.E-4b will reduce the impacts of buildings on birds to a less-than-significant level. 

15-18 Participation in a “Lights Out for Birds” program is not necessary to reduce impacts of 
the Alameda Point Project on birds to a less-than-significant level and mitigation 
Measure 4.E-4b contains the substantive lighting-related measures for bird-safe building 
design from the San Francisco and Oakland design guidelines. In addition, development 
within the project area is subject to the restrictions on increases in lighting described in 
the 2012 BO and the subsequent design guidelines (the Memorandum of Agreement)18 
that the City formulated to ensure compliance with the BO’s requirements. As a result, 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4b will reduce the impacts of buildings on birds to a less-than-
significant level. 

15-19 The City recognizes that the 2012 Biological Opinion provided a no-jeopardy opinion for 
the California least tern.19 However, it should be noted that the conservation measures and 
conditions of the BO that provide for the conservation of the least tern are also applicable to 
and will be protective of numerous other wildlife species in the project area. The City does 
not agree that the sole purpose of the conservation measures and conditions in the BO are to 
avoid a jeopardy finding, because many of the BO’s conservation measures provide 
protection to the least terns at Alameda Point beyond what is necessary to avoid jeopardy 
and therefore, benefits other species as well. The comment seems to imply that because the 
standard of the USFWS’s section 7 consultation was to determine whether or not the 
proposed project would jeopardize the continued existence of the California least tern, the 
standards for CEQA compliance (mitigation of impacts to less-than-significant levels) 
necessitate more stringent mitigation measures. The applicable conservation measures and 
conditions included in the BO were conservation measures incorporated into the Project 
Description. While one of CEQA’s mandatory findings of significance for determining 
whether to prepare an EIR is whether the project will “cause a fish or wildlife species 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels” (CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a)(1)), the 
Significance Criteria used to analyze the impacts of the proposed project on biological 

                                                      
18 MOA, 2012. Memorandum of Agreement By and Between The United States of America, Acting By and Through 

the Department of Veterans Affairs and The City of Alameda. August 29, 2012. 
19 The 2010 BO also found that the conveyance and reuse of NAS Alameda, which includes both the Alameda Point 

project site and the VA project site, “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the snowy plover.” USFWS 
August 29, 2012 cover letter to 2012 BO. 
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resources in Section 4.E of the Draft EIR (see page 4.E-45), are based on CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G and cover a broader range of potential impacts, all of which are analyzed in the 
EIR and for which mitigation measures are identified. As a result, the analysis in the EIR 
goes well beyond simply avoiding a jeopardy determination, and the protection that will be 
provided by the mitigation measures identified in the EIR goes far beyond simply avoiding 
jeopardy of the California least tern. Moreover, many of the mitigation measures presented 
in Section 4.E, Biological Resources, have been expanded beyond the BO conservation 
measures and conditions. For example, the 500-foot wide corridor for boating and the 
implementation of a no-wake zone outside the least tern breeding season were not required 
by the BO, but rather have been identified by the City to reduce impacts to other wildlife 
species to less-than-significant levels, as described on page 4.E-74 of the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a. Please see response to Comment 15-28. 

15-20 Please refer to the response to Comment 15-19. The City is confident that the mitigation 
measures prescribed by the Draft EIR, with the minor refinements made in response to 
public comments, are adequate to mitigate impacts to biological resources to less-than-
significant levels. Further, these mitigation measures are in addition to the BO 
requirements. For example, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.E-4b, presented on 
page 4.E-77 of the Draft EIR, would further avoid and minimize potential impacts of 
night lighting and increased avian collisions on resident and migratory birds by requiring 
design features such as patterned or fritted glass and decreasing reflectivity of surfaces 
would make buildings appear less transparent. The measure also calls for limiting night 
lighting, which would reduce the potential for disorientation. Similarly, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.K-4, presented on page 4.K-20 of the Draft EIR, would reduce 
potential impacts related to new sources of substantial light or glare which could 
potentially adversely affect day or nighttime views in the project area to a less than 
significant level. 

15-21 In response to this comment, the second bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.E-4c has been 
revised as follows to provide greater assurance that new nests will not become 
established near Project construction areas between the timing of the pre-construction 
survey and commencement of construction: 

 To avoid and minimize potential impacts on nesting raptors and other birds, 
preconstruction surveys shall be performed not more than two weeks one 
week prior to initiating vegetation removal and/or construction activities 
during the breeding season (i.e., February 1 through August 31). 

15-22 The Draft EIR provides guidance regarding the typical minimum buffer zones to be 
implemented around active bird nests. The third bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.E-4c 
describes these buffers as 250 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds. However, site-
specific conditions, including the level and type of existing disturbance (as compared to 
the level and type of disturbance proposed by the reuse activity), the sensitivity of the 
species in question, the height of the nest, the presence or absence of screening vegetation 
or structures, and other variables may affect the size of the buffer that is necessary to 
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prevent nest abandonment as a result of project activities. Accordingly, Mitigation 
Measure 4.E-4c appropriately indicates typical buffer zones, and indicates that the actual 
buffer zone around a given nest will be determined by a qualified biologist in cooperation 
with the USFWS and/or CDFW. 

15-23 The City appreciates the information regarding the large number of bird species recorded 
at Alameda Point by Ms. Feeney. The City was aware of this information and considered 
the site’s importance to birds in the preparation of the Draft EIR. Inclusion of the list of 
bird species in the Draft EIR is not necessary, however, and it would not change the 
analyses or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

15-24 Comment noted. The City understands the potential risks to wildlife posed by 
rodenticides. 

15-25 The City disagrees that including a mitigation measure to reduce rodenticide exposure to 
raptors is necessary. There is no evidence that rodenticide use on the proposed project 
site will result in significant impacts, as the City employs best management practices and 
follows federal, state, and local regulations related to the application, storage, and 
disposal of products and well as training for those who handle the products. In addition, 
the EPA has ongoing regulatory actions to cancel and remove from the market mouse and 
rat poison bait products that fail to comply with EPA safety standards as found in the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) that should help in reducing the 
potential future impact to raptors and other animals. In its current form, FIFRA mandates 
that EPA regulate the use and sale of pesticides to protect human health and preserve the 
environment. Further, the City of Alameda has an integrated pest management policy 
which would apply to the project area.20 

15-26 Feral cats are discussed on page 4.E-6 as an “urban wildlife species” and on page 4.E-7 
which states that they are often found in developed/landscaped areas. The Draft EIR also 
discusses the City’s funding of the preparation and implementation of a predator 
management plan (on page 4.E-87 of the Draft EIR) in the project area west of Main 
Street, as required by the 2012 BO.21 The predator management plan includes measures 
to trap feral cats and to report observations of feral cats being fed by the public to the 
City. As required by the BO, the City will prohibit feral cat feeding stations and feral cat 
colonies on all lands conveyed by the Navy, and the City will install educational signage 
describing that prohibition. These measures are incorporated into the proposed project.  

15-27 Please refer to the response to Comment 15-26. In addition, the City will include 
measures in the zoning for the project site banning not only feral cat feeding stations, but 
also the release of any cats in the project area. Such zoning restrictions will preclude 
Trap-Neuter-Release programs from operating legally within the project area. These 
measures are incorporated into the proposed project.  

                                                      
20 City of Alameda Integrated Pest Management policy. Adopted by City Council Resolution June 15, 2010. 
21 City of Alameda, 2012. Alameda Point Predator Management Plan for Lands West of Main Street, Project # 3333-

03 prepared by H.T. Harvey & Associates for City of Alameda, December 5, 2012. 
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15-28 Please refer to the response to Comment 15-19. The conservation measures and 
conditions of the BO that provide for the conservation of the least tern are also applicable 
to and will be protective of numerous other wildlife species in the project area. The City 
does not agree that the sole purpose of the conservation measures and conditions in the 
BO are to avoid a jeopardy finding, as many of the BO’s conservation measures provide 
protection to the least terns at Alameda Point beyond what is necessary to avoid jeopardy 
and therefore benefit other species as well. Taking into account the measures 
incorporated into the project in compliance with the BO and the mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR, no additional measures are necessary to reduce impacts to 
least terns to a less-than-significant level. The Draft EIR found that even with 
implementation of these measures, development of the proposed project could have an 
effect, albeit a less-then-significant effect, on the least tern. For the sake of accuracy, the 
statement referred to in this comment on page 4.E-93 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

 As described above, the proposed project includes all of the applicable measures 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO), as 
embodied in the Navy’s Declaration of Restrictions, that were developed to 
ensure that the cumulative development of land now owned by the VA and the 
City would not result in significant impacts on the California least tern (see the 
Regulatory Framework section above for details on each measure). 

 The VA project is one of the cumulative projects analyzed in the EIR, and thus the 
combined effect of the VA project and the Alameda Point project have been analyzed. 
The 2012 BO was issued for both projects, and thus addresses the effects of both projects 
and the conservation measures appropriate for implementation by both projects for the 
conservation of least terns at Alameda Point. The City reviewed the EA for the VA 
project in preparing the cumulative impacts analysis to ensure that the VA project’s 
impacts were adequately considered in conjunction with those of the Alameda Point 
project. 

15-29 As described on page 4.E-93 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes all of the 
applicable measures from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Biological 
Opinion (BO), as embodied in the Navy’s Declaration of Restrictions, that were 
developed to ensure that the cumulative development of land now owned by the VA and 
the City does not have potential impacts on the least tern colony. Accordingly, the 
cumulative impacts assessment in the Draft EIR takes into account the impacts from, and 
the adopted BO conservation measures and conditions pertaining to, both the Alameda 
Point and VA projects. As described in the response to Comment 15-19, the BO 
conservation measures and conditions, which apply to both projects at Alameda Point, 
provide conservation value beyond simply avoiding jeopardy to the California least tern’s 
continued existence.  
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 The comment implies that the entire cumulative impacts assessment relies solely on the 
implementation of BO conservation measures and conditions to avoid significant 
cumulative impacts, but that is not the case. As described on page 4.E-93 of the Draft 
EIR, the cumulative impact assessment clearly refers to the mitigation measures 
addressing both projects. As described in Impact 4.E-7, with implementation of the BO’s 
conservation measures for both the VA and Alameda Point projects in the BO, in 
conjunction with the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for the Alameda 
Point project, the cumulative impact of these projects on the California least tern is less 
than significant. 

15-30 Please refer to the responses to comments 15-28 and 15-29 regarding the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of both the VA and Alameda Point projects in the cumulative impact 
analysis. As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 4.E-87, the City’s funding of the 
preparation and implementation of a predator management plan in the project area west 
of Main Street is required by the BO. The City has already prepared that plan and has 
funded the plan’s implementation. In addition, the City hired a lighting consultant to 
develop a set of lighting guidelines for projects in the redevelopment area to ensure 
against an increase in ambient light levels beyond those allowed by the BO. The VA and 
the City have agreed upon the implementation of those guidelines to ensure that any 
increase in lighting levels from redevelopment activities at Alameda Point do not exceed 
the thresholds outlined in the BO. The Draft EIR includes an extensive analysis of the 
effects of construction noise and boating noise and identifies Mitigation Measures 4.E-1a 
to 4.E-1c to address construction-phase noise impacts for in-water activities and 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a to limit boating noise by providing a speed limit for boats. 
Implementation of these measures will reduce project impacts on the California least tern 
to less-than-significant levels. 

15-31 Please refer to the responses to Comments 15-19, 15-28, 15-29, and 15-30. The VA 
Project is one of the cumulative projects analyzed in the EIR, hence the combined effect 
of the VA Project and the Alameda Point Project have been analyzed. The 2012 BO was 
issued for both projects, and thus addresses the effects of both projects and the 
conservation measures required to be implemented by both projects for the conservation 
of least terns at Alameda Point. The VA project was the subject of environmental review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the City reviewed the VA’s 
Environmental Assessment and, as described on page 4.E-92 of the Draft EIR, the 
cumulative analysis included the VA project. The conservation measures and conditions 
of the BO applying to the VA, coupled with those applying to the City’s Alameda Point 
Project and the mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR, are adequate to reduce 
impacts (both on a project-specific and cumulative level) on the California least tern 
colony to less-than-significant levels. 

15-32 Comment noted. The City appreciates these comments and has considered the Society’s 
comments carefully. 
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October 21, 2013 

Andrew Thomas, City Planner 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Re: Draft EIR for Alameda Point 

Dear Andrew Thomas: 

There are several fundamental questions that I feel need clarity, so the community knows what the 
possibilities of change are in analyzing the "project" and the "alternatives". It may be understood 
what the relationship is beyond the fact the requirement that the EIR examines alternatives. 

The overarching comment is that if the alternatives are truly that, and one can pick and chose one of 
the scenarios then it is clearly no choice. The Transit Oriented Alternative is the only one that 
provides even close to a balance of uses. It also is the one that will provide adequate housing to 
support the proposed retail (unless this area is to build on the notion of more big box store 
districts.) Nor will it support the traffic mitigation proposals. There simply must be an adequate 
population to make those ideas work. 

The question is from our viewpoint - the "project" is not very feasible and can the City choose 
instead to make one of the Alternatives into a project to build? Could we two months later say we 
are actually going to build this analyzed alternative? Achieving a mixture of uses including the 
public amenities, such as a post office, library, religious buildings, schools, neighborhood retail 
require a certain amount of shoppers, which are not likely to draw from other parts of the City. 

Further flaws in all of the plans is the statement that grid streets will link into the adjacent Alameda 
neighborhoods, yet the drawings do not illustrate these connections and the few that exit Alameda 
Point nearly all end at Main St. Realistically, does proposing up to 9,000 jobs with a "balance" of 
essentially 1,200 new homes work? Suggest a re-examination of the traffic impact premise. There 
are approximately 60 properties in all of Alameda currently for sale and so unlikely the rest of the 
island could absorb the number of workers who hopefully would desire to live here. 

The following attachment will reflect other concerns and comments for consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Helen L. Sause 
President 
H.O.M.E.S. 

cc: Planning board 
City manager 
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ALAMEDA POINT DRAFT EIR COMMENTARY 

fiR Chapter 1 Project Overview 

Comments: 

1. Does not address the diversity to absorb amount of land available in a reasonable 
amount of time. The absorption of retail, business park type uses in Alameda does not 
reflect that the absorption of the amount of square footage proposed is achievable 
without some more realistic component of housing. 

2. Analyze more carefully the number of jobs an island community can absorb without 
additional expansion of the housing resources. The Housing Element Sites to date do not 
come even close to achieving their development potential. So there must be a more 
realistic evaluation of this aspect of the EIR. 

3. The transit objectives and retail absorption are unlikely to succeed with 1,200 new units. 

4. Major concern is whether the infrastructure plan locks Alameda into a housing 
development decision to only 1,200 new units. If not, how is the system planned to be 
capable of adjustment to say more units and/or different mix of retail and/or light 
industrial? 

Chapter 3 Transportation and Circulation 

This section needed lots of analysis and fortunately Alameda has defined many policies to act as 
a framework. This analysis required a multi-modal and cumulative projects analysis. The 
mitigation measures needed to include Transportation Demand Management (TOM) plan. 

Comments: 

1. A TOM along with the Monitoring and Improvement Program are mitigation measures 
for almost all of the Potential Impacts. The EIR states on page 4 - 23 "The 
transportation modeling assumes that the share of trips made using transit will be 
consistent with existing transit ridership patterns in Alameda, and does not assume 
reduction in automobile trip generation rates to account for the potential future benefits 
of Transportation Demand Management (TOM) at the project site." 

a. Although the TDM is required, it seems that some calculation could be made on the 
projected outcome of the program. Please explain why the future benefits of the TOM 
cannot be calculated. 
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2. The analysis uses the project description and objectives (see Chapter 3) and the street 

design and transit infrastructure from the draft Master Infrastructure Plan. 

a. Page 2 -3 has a list of housing units per subarea for a total of 1,425. The 

Disposition Strategy has now suggested more of these units should be 

concentrated at the Town Center. And many of these would be multi-family. 

We would expect fewer cars, greater transit and bike usage. This should impact 

some of the calculations. 

b. An inter-transit center and better ferry service (more frequent, a new ferry 

facility at the Sea Plane Lagoon) are in the project. Why are these not 

mentioned in the EIR? Evaluating what they would contribute to the decrease of 

auto traffic is important. 

3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Table 2-2) 

a. There are 44 mitigation measures and 29 (or 65%) include at least one 

"significant and unavoidable" outcome for transit, bike, pedestrian or auto. 

b. Most of these impact auto travel 

c. Eleven or 25% are for intersections or roads outside of Alameda, and therefore 

under these counts are disturbing. Some of the reasons are provided in the 

details of Chapter 4. For example: 

• Existing policies prohibited some of the proposed mitigations. There is a policy 

on street width; many discarded cases were due to the modal preference 

(ranking of auto, transit, bike and pedestrian). 

o Shouldn't variances on the policy be considered? For example, at the 

Webster, Atlantic, Willie Stargell intersections transit overrides and 

therefore pedestrians and bikes are negatively impacted. 

• Not feasible or unlikely - some analysis noted that a certain proposal was not 

feasible or unlikely for reasons such as the purchase of a "right away". I don't 

understand why this is considered not feasible. 

• Jurisdiction - many of the intersections posing problems (e.g. LOS above E) are in 

Oakland. Alameda does not have the authority to implement the proposed 

measure. Other jurisdictions such as the CalTrans and the Alameda County 

Transportation Commission are involved. This will require Alameda to work 

with these agencies on the proposed measures. In many cases only a brief 

statement as to the status is provided. There should be consistency in the 

detail. A more expansive description of the status, likely outcome and schedule 

should be provided. The success of Alameda Point will depend on the 

completion of some of these mitigation measures outside the local jurisdiction. 

na? 
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4. Phasing - implementation of these mitigation measures is dependent upon a carefully 

planned phasing strategy. The EIR does not fully address this. In chapter 2 it states, "It 

is anticipated that development within the Development Areas would occur in cohesive 

areas and would be implemented in orderly phases." A TDM discusses the triggers. The 

EIR should expand on phasing impacts. 

S. "limits of the methodology to calculate bicycle LOS for this study do not include Class I 

bicycle paths." This is a statement from the EIR. What will be done to address this? 

6. The EIR discusses the challenges in finding a solution for safe biking on Wille Stargell, 
Appezatto and Main. Actually no good measure is recommended, and point 5 above 
applies here. The TDM and other plans will encourage biking. More work is needed to 
provide an adequate solution. 

Chapter 4 Land Use and Compatibility 

Comments: 

1. The EIR paints a very broad stroke for much of the proposed land use at AP (Alameda 
Point); however, at the same time, the uses outlined, particularly in the land use map 
provided in the EIR, do not appear to allow for flexibility for the designated uses. 

a. For example, the "Employment (AP-E)" zoning implies that no type of housing 
would be allowed or considered in that AP-E area. This specific example brings 
into question one of the principles of the EIR in regards to integrating AP in to the 
surrounding neighborhoods. The West End of Alameda is predominately 
residential. An employment park, as suggested by the EIR, does not appear to be 
compatible with the surrounding uses. If the AP-E were to be modified to allow 
for some style of housing mixed in (either horizontally or vertically) with the 
employment use, then the surrounding neighborhood and the new AP fabric may 
be better integrated. 

2. The "Alameda Landing Retail Strategy" prepared for Catellus Development Corporation 
by ALH-ECON in Sept 2012 shows that approximately 680,000 square feet represent the 
retail leakage from Alameda, not including the Alameda Landing development. Upon 
completion of the Alameda Landing and AP housing a retail need may be in the range of 
750,000 square feet. The EIR is calling for approximately 800,000 square feet of retail for 
the "Project" based on table 2-7 on page 3-33 and one million square feet of retail in the 
"Alternatives" section (in the Transit INFRASTRUCTURE I, OPEN SPACE: p. 78 Figure 31.) 
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3. The EIR notes 3 areas of open space: Nature Reserve, Primary, and Secondary spaces. 
Shown on the map are 2 small parks abutting each other in the Main Street 
neighborhood and 2 small parks abutting each other in the Enterprise Area next to 
Enterprise Park. None are shown in the historic district or central core. The text states 
that smaller neighborhood serving parks will be located even though they are not shown 
on the map; it continues to state what the spaces will include in the 3 types of areas; 
however, the need for neighborhood parks is not restated, apparently assuming that 
somehow they will appear. 

a. It is imperative that locations/delineations of parks of different types--e.g. tennis 
courts, recreation fields, picnic areas, etc.-- throughout several residential areas 
be clearly outlined so that developers will know that they must be provided. 
Perhaps "x" number of parks within "x" blocks of each neighborhood, some with 
tennis courts, some with picnic areas, and so forth. 

4. SCHOOLS: 4.L, P.10, Figure 4.L-4. There is a projected increase in total school enrollment 
of 427 students spread over grades K-12. The EIR concludes that there is less than 
significant impact, as the school district has the ability to generate fees from developers 
to build new schools. This seems like the City is throwing a potential problem to the 
school district. 

a. Over the years projections of student increases have been woefully inadequate-
note the portable buildings on all schools, which serve Alameda Point, excepting 
Ruby Bridges, which is very new. AUSD reports that each school (Paden, Ruby 
Bridges, Wood and Encinal High "have all long exceeded their true capacities"). 

b. In addition to lack of space, location is a major factor. Location of these schools is 
quite a ways away from the planned Alameda Point reSidential neighborhoods. 
Because of the distances, it is presumed that parents will drive their children to 
school; for an area geared toward lack of dependence on automobiles, this does 
not represent thoughtful planning. It is imperative that schools be planned near 
residential areas, in coordination with AUSD, so potential buyers are assured that 
their children can go to neighborhood schools, usually a major factor when a 
family looks to purchase a home. 

c. Thought should be given also to use of school buildings. Use of playing 
equipment, fields, auditoriums, and community rooms should be available to the 
public when not in school use to efficiently use the space and facilities to 
maximum advantage. 

5. Oriented Mix only. In the other alternatives the amount of retail is not specific but for 
this review purpose the assumption is made that the same one million is the same for 
the other alternatives). 

a. The delta between what is proposed for the alternatives vs. what is suggested by 
the retail study is 250,000 square feet. Does this difference need more research 
and does this number need to be more carefully understood regarding the real 
retail need and allocation? The danger for AP would be to designate too much 
retail above and beyond what could reasonably be supported. 250,000 square 
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feet is the equivalent of more than two structures the size of the Bladium 
Athletic Club. Is it realistic to move forward on the assumption that the additional 
250,000 square feet will be eventually filled or could that amount of space be 
better allocated throughout the site? 

b. Additionally, with 2.3 million square feet of existing built space at AP currently 
vacant and another l.4m square feet proposed, how does the 750,000 work with 
the total 3. 7m square feet of non-residential use? Or put in a simplified way, with 
a total of 5m square feet existing at AP currently and 5m square feet identified in 
Table 2-7 how are the existing and new, or replaced, structures allocated across 
the site and does this support the density needed to meet the project objectives? 

Chapter 5 Alternatives 

Comments: 

1. Table 5-6 on page 5-31 comprises a type of score card that provides a comparison of the 
suggested alternatives for AP. Items that should be addressed are as follows: 

a. The Economic Development and Employment Objectives category scores a + 1 for 
both the "EGP" ("Existing General Plan") and "Multi Family" options yet scores a 
o for "TOM ("Transit Oriented Mix") and "High Density." If the "Project" plan 
scores a base line 0 in this category why does the "EGP" and the "Multi Family" 
score a +1 while providing less non-residential square feet compared to the 
"Project"? More job creation, as proposed in the 'TOM" and "High Density" 
plans, would seem to create more economic development with a better balance 
of residential and non-residential. 

b. Based on the overall square miles of the 94501 zip code, minus AP (a total of 
6.65) and the number of housing units in that zip code (27,000 according to 
internet real estate sources) this amounts to approximately 6.2 units per acre 
spread over the entirety of the 94501 area. This includes all park and open space, 
roads, shopping areas, R&D parks, etc. The "High Density" alternative is calling 
for an equivalent density of 5.5 units per acre. This disparity should be addressed 
or the "High Density" category should be renamed to "Not as dense as the rest of 
Alameda." 

2. These comments point to the possible need to create a finer grained plan that allocates 
the spaces as outlined in the various alternatives. The general assignment for an EIR is to 
address the impacts of a proposed plan and this document is able to achieve that in a 
very broad way, allowing for a great deal of flexibility for interested developers to 
approach the project. However, the danger of too broad an approach may be that the 
space allocations hoped for are not properly apportioned throughout the site, leading to 
"lop-sided" development that does not, in the end, meet the originally intended 
objectives. At the very least the amount of square feet per use should be shown on the 
plan, per alternative, to illustrate a proportional sense of land use and allocation. 
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3. In addition it would be helpful to note examples of other developments with similar 
constraints and opportunities to AP, not just locally but internationally. Solutions to 

those projects may provide insights to the challenges at AP. 
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Letter 16. Housing Opportunities Make Economic 
Sense 
(Helen L. Sause, President) 

16-1 The Draft EIR included an evaluation of several alternatives. As discussed on page 5-1 of 
the Draft EIR, CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the proposed project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a), (d)). 
The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify ways to mitigate or avoid the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(b)). Therefore, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives that 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the 
project. (Id.) In compliance with CEQA, Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR describes six 
alternatives to the proposed project, including their ability to avoid or substantially lessen 
any significant impact of the proposed project, and evaluates their comparative 
environmental impacts and ability to meet the project objectives, all for consideration by 
the decision makers. 

16-2 The comment is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR analysis. As described in the 
Chapter 5, Alternatives, each of the various alternatives included some advantages and 
some environmental impacts.  

16-3 The City disagrees that the proposed project is not feasible. The City Council may adopt 
any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR if it finds that the alternative is feasible. If the 
City chooses to adopt an alternative that was not analyzed in the EIR, additional study 
would be performed to determine if that decision would result in additional 
environmental impact. 

16-4 As shown in Figure 3-7, the streets within Alameda Point would connect with Island 
Arterials and Collectors. As stated on page 4.B-2 of the Draft EIR, the City of Alameda 
currently has more employed residents than jobs. It is estimated that the City has 
approximately 26,970 jobs and 37,799 employed persons, which indicates that many of 
Alameda’s employed residents commute to work outside of the City. The ratio of jobs to 
employed residents within the City of Alameda is 0.71. Therefore, a proposed project at 
Alameda Point with a large amount of jobs and less housing would improve the City of 
Alameda’s overall jobs/housing balance and potentially reduce off-island commute 
traffic.  

16-5 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The Draft 
EIR assumed that the build out of the proposed project would take at least 20 to 30 years. 
The EIR also included an analysis of two alternatives that included more housing than the 
proposed project. The City Council may adopt any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR 
if it finds that the alternative is feasible. If the City chooses to adopt an alternative that 
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was not analyzed in the EIR, additional study would be performed to determine if that 
would result in additional impacts.  

16-6 Please see responses to Comments 16-4 and 16-5. 

16-7 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. Please see responses to Comments 16-4 and 16-5, above regarding an 
improved Citywide jobs-housing balance with the proposed project. 

16-8 The Draft Master Infrastructure Plan is designed to provide flexibility for the City of 
Alameda in the event that the City chooses to change the composition of the land uses at 
Alameda Point to address changing market conditions or community priorities.  

16-9 Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR requires a Transportation 
Demand Management program to reduce automobile trips.  

16-10 In accordance with the City of Alameda General Plan, the TDM program is designed to 
reduce residential trips by 10 percent and non-residential trips by 30 percent. As 
described on pages 4.C-23 and 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR, the TDM program is the primary 
mitigation to reduce transportation impacts in accordance with the General Plan. The 
additional analysis requested by the comment would not have changed the conclusion of 
the Draft EIR. The analysis would have simply confirmed that the potential impacts will 
still occur without the TDM program and that TDM mitigation is required to reduce or 
eliminate those impacts as required by the General Plan.  

16-11  The City agrees with the comment. As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, the 
Multifamily Alternative would generate about 10 percent fewer peak-hour trips than the 
project. Because the Multifamily Alternative would have the same development program 
as the proposed project except that all housing would be multi-family dwellings, the 
comment’s supposition regarding reduced trip generation for multi-family dwellings is 
confirmed in the Draft EIR. 

16-12 The ferry terminal is described in the EIR in Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-22 
of the Draft EIR. The City agrees with the comment. Ferry service to the Seaplane 
Lagoon is an important component of the TDM program and will help achieve the City’s 
goals for a transit oriented development at Alameda Point and a 10 percent reduction in 
residential trips and a 30 percent reduction in non-residential trips.  

16-13 The Draft EIR identified a number of impacts to a variety of travel modes, including 
automobiles, transit, bicycle and pedestrian.  

16-14 Mitigation measures are not considered feasible if they are prohibited by currently adopted 
plans and policies, or are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency for this EIR, which is 
the City of Alameda. In order for the City of Alameda, as CEQA lead agency, to 
demonstrate that the mitigation measures will be effective in reducing significant impacts to 
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a less-than-significant level, they must be feasible and within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the City. See Public Resources Code § 21081(a)(1)-(3). 

 The General Plan policy against widening streets is consistent with its other City policies to 
create a transit oriented development at Alameda Point and maintain and improve the 
quality of the citywide transportation infrastructure for alternative modes of transportation. 
Widening streets to accommodate more automobiles is a mitigation that is specifically 
designed to allow more automobiles to use city streets. The City policy is to reduce the 
number of automobiles on City streets by utilizing TDM strategies that make other modes 
of travel more attractive and effective. TDM strategies are specifically designed to reduce 
the amount of cars on the roads. In addition, widening streets to accommodate more 
automobiles can have a negative effect on pedestrians and bicyclists, which in turn may 
cause those pedestrians and bicyclists to use automobiles for more of their trips. Regarding 
the impacts on Oakland, the City agrees that the two cities need to be working together to 
solve regional transportation issues.  

16-15 With respective to phasing and implementation, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the 
impacts of full buildout of the proposed development and recommends mitigation 
measures to lessen or avoid the impacts of the proposed development. Those measures 
are all designed to be implemented and monitored throughout the implementation of the 
proposed project, to ensure that any impacts associated with the project are mitigated 
when they occur during the 20 to 30 year buildout period. This approach provides 
maximum protection for the environment and ensures that no interim impacts occur prior 
to implementation of mitigation measures. 

16-16 The Draft EIR used the thresholds recommended by the City of Alameda Transportation 
Commission. As described on page 4.C-24 of the Draft EIR, the Florida DOT method for 
bicycle LOS, which has been adopted by the City of Alameda, is based on bicyclists’ 
perceptions of their level of comfort along a roadway segment, including vehicles speeds, 
lane width, and vehicle volumes, which are not a concern on separated and protected 
paths not shared by vehicles. 

16-17 As presented on pages 4.C-45 through 4.C-47 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would require, as part of Mitigation Measures 4.C-2m, 4.C-2n, and 4.C-2o the 
construction of a Class I or Class II bicycle facility on Willie Stargell between Main and 
Webster streets on Main Street from Appezatto Parkway to Pacific Avenue, and on 
Central Avenue from Main Street-Pacific Street to Lincoln Avenue. Additionally, 
14.8 miles of onsite protected bikeways are being proposed in the MIP to further promote 
a safe and efficient biking environment. 

16-18 The comment addresses the proposed project and not the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis. The Planning Board has been having a series of public meetings on the draft 
zoning and has discussed these issues specifically. The Planning Board’s current draft of 
the zoning includes a number of new provisions to improve the interface between the 
Enterprise Sub-district and the adjacent neighborhoods.  
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16-19 The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the 
812,000 sqft of commercial identified in Table 2-7 includes both retail and services. The 
alternative excludes services, and would include one million square feet of retail. It is 
also important to note that “sales tax leakage” is a metric designed to measure how much 
retail shopping is being done by Alameda shoppers in other cities. It is not necessarily a 
“cap” on how much retail sales might occur in a jurisdiction. For examples, some cities, 
such as Emeryville do not have any “sales tax leakage,” but in fact, have a ‘sales tax 
surplus” because residents from other cities are shopping in Emeryville.  

16-20 As presented on page 3-4 of the Draft EIR, one of the key project objectives is creating 
an open space network that incorporates preservation, restoration and enhancement of 
wetlands and other natural habitats and provides for both passive and active recreational 
uses. The Open Space Framework is illustrated in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR, and it 
identifies open space within all sub-areas of the project site. The City agrees with the 
comment. Implementation of the open space network will require careful coordination 
during implementation of the development process. 

16-21 Section 4.L, Public Services and Recreation, acknowledges that AUSD has exceeded 
their capacities (page 4.L-10 of the Draft EIR). However, as further described in 
Section 4.L, AUSD levies development fees for residential and commercial development. 
Under Senate Bill (SB) 50 (described on Draft EIR pages 4.L-5 to 4.L-6), school districts 
may collect fees to offset the costs associated with increasing school capacity as a result 
of development. For the purposes of CEQA and pursuant to SB 50, payment of the 
development fees for schools is considered full mitigation of the impacts of a 
development project on school facilities. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately 
concluded that project impacts on schools would be less than significant. In addition, as 
described in response to Comment 6-1, the City will continue to work cooperatively with 
AUSD to identify potential sources, physical resources, and partnerships to improve 
AUSD’s ability to provide education facilities and services for Alameda’s youth.  

16-22 The comment does not address the environmental adequacy of the Draft EIR. In the event 
that an adopted school facility needs analysis concludes that new school facilities are 
needed as a result of the project, the City and the AUSD would jointly evaluate whether 
and where new school facilities should be built. As described in responses to Comments 6-
1 and 16-21, the City is committed to working with the State of California, AUSD, and/or 
other parties to identify additional, legally appropriate ways to alleviate costs of construction 
beyond the requirements of SB 50. 

16-23 This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, it 
should be noted that the use of school facilities is within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the AUSD. 

16-24 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. Please see response to Comment 16-19.  
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16-25 The proposed land use sub-areas are discussed starting on page 3-25 of the Draft EIR, 
and the density and intensity of development that potentially would be accommodated in 
each sub-area is shown in Table 3-1 on page 3-32 of the Draft EIR. Pending the receipt 
and review by the City of actual development proposals, it cannot be stated at this time 
with certainty with regard to all existing buildings on the project site which structures 
would be retained and which would be replaced. 

16-26 The tables in Chapter 5, Alternatives, are specifically designed to help decision makers 
and the public evaluate the potential benefits and potential environmental impacts of 
different alternatives. Different readers may disagree with the individual rankings. 
Ultimately, the City Council must decide which alternative or variations in the proposed 
project represent the best balance between achieving City objectives and minimizing 
environmental impacts.  

16-27 The names for the alternatives were chosen to distinguish the differences between the 
alternatives and the project. The comment is correct though in that given the large areas 
of open space in the plan, even the highest density alternative is relatively low density 
when compared to other areas of Alameda.  

16-28 The City agrees that successful development of Alameda Point will require careful and 
thoughtful decision making throughout the 20 to 30 year build out of the project site to 
ensure that all of the hoped for community benefits are achieved.  

16-29 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. Reuse of many former military bases throughout California has presented 
challenges, some of which have been more easily overcome than others. The experiences 
of various such facilities (see, for example, Treasure Island, Hunters Point, Moffett Field, 
Hamilton Air Force Base, Fort Ord in Monterey County, and the like) have been varied, 
although each may offer learning opportunities for Alameda decision-makers as they 
move forward with Alameda Point. 



OAKLAND CHINATOWN COALITION 

October 21, 2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Andrew Thomas 
City Planner 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Oakland Chinatown Coalition 

Comments on the Dran Environmental Impact Report for Alameda Point Project 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this document, We appreciate the City of 
Alameda's willingness to work with Oakland Chinatown Coalition members during the development of 
this Draft EIR. We are a coalition of nonprofit organizations, churches, businesses, and residents of 
Oakland Chinatown who are deeply affected by new development on the west end of Alameda. As 
organizations dedicated to preserving the health, safety, and vitality of Oakland Chinatown residents, 
merchants, workers, employers, and visitors, we have paid particularly close attention to traffic issues that 
will affect us. The impact of traffic on Oakland Chinatown is obvious to any casual observer who stands 
on any of the intersections at 7th and Harrison, 7th and Webster, Or 7th and Broadway on any day of the 
week during peak travel hours. Cumulatively, hundreds of cars line up and idle for hours each day in 
Oakland Chinatown, either coming out of the tube or waiting to enter the tube. While the impacts on 
pedestrian safety are important, and are discussed in the DEIR, equally important are the measurable 
negative impacts on air quality within our neighborhood. 

The Chinatown Community's key concern about the proposed project is the additional negative traffic 
impact it will have on our community. Traffic congestion, reduced air quality, and pedestrian safety 
problems arc real issues we face each day. In our opinion, the proposed project will add to those problems 
and diminish the quality or life in our neighborhood. Therefore, we expect that the EIR will explore all 
possible alternatives to route traffic away from using the Posey and Webster Street Tubes. In that regard, 
the EIR fails to evaluate an alternative whereby project traffic is channeled to other routes providing 
access to/from Alameda lying to the south. The EIR as prcsently written seems to assume that traffic will 
seek other routes when congestion and delay in the tubes become so bad that drivers will be forced to use 
the other routes. That premise is not acceptable to the Chinatown community. 

We are particularly concerned with the inconsistencies, missing data, and errors in the traffic 
methodology in this draft EIR that render it difficult (0 assess whether the impacts to Oakland Chinatown 
have been adequately analyzed and appropriate mitigation measures developed, in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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COMMENTS ON DEIR 
FOR THE 

ALAMEDA POINT PROJECT 

Our analysis indicates there are inconsistencies in the tramc model that was used to project future vehicle 
trips in the AM and PM Peak Period. The finding that only I vehicle trip per hour in the AM Peak Period 
at the 6'h & Jackson intersection that is a direet result of the project leaves one to question the validity of 
the model. Furthermore, the back-up analysis has no indication of the tramc distribution from the Project, 
nor from where tramc is coming that is headed to the Project. 

Additional inconsistencies that were identitied include: 

.,. Minuseule or no increases in exiting tramc at the other four island gateways in the AM peak 
hour due to the project. The OEIR tramc analysis does not accurately show traffic volumes 
exiting the Posey Tube in the AM peak hour in stating that the project would only generate one 
car outbound through the Posey TUbe. as seen in the table below. and minimal tramc increases at 
the other four island gateways. This does not seem accurate, and the analysis for this should be 
checked. It is "unimaginable" that the trafiic in the AM peak hour would be one car per hour for 
the "Existing with Project" condition and then only eight cars per hour for "Cumulative with 
Project" condition ll'om the Alameda Point Project. For the PM peak hour. the project volume into 
the Posey Tube and into the Webster Tube at only 102 vph and 104 vph. respectively, for the 
cumulative plus project is also unimaginable. 

Island 

Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for EXisting and 
Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Project 

Vehicles Per Hour 
(vph) 

I 

Outbound 

Figures G-
6B&G·6e 

G-
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:r Future traffic in the Posey tube is less than historical peak hour traffic in the AM, as indicated in 
the below graph, 
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The Historical am peak hour volumes were provided by the Public Works Directors in his Oct gill20GS Troflie Capacity 
Management Report to City Council. The Caltrans COUnt data shows similar results and this is available upon request. 

The 2030 forecasts were provided in the DEJR for the Transportation element (FEIR certified in Jan 2009). The 2035 forecasts 
were provided in the 2013 Alameda Point DEIR Appendix G). 

;. The development program that the Alameda Point DEIR studies calls for construction of new 
public space, an additional 5.5 million square feet of commercial development, and rehabilitation 
and new construction of 1,425 residential units. While much ofthe commercial square footage to 
be developed will replace existing square footage located in hangars, the employment projections 
indicate an increase of almost 8,900 jobs. It is impossible for us to conceive how anyone driving 
or riding transit to this project area who is not coming from Alameda will arrive here without 
coming or leaving through the Webster Tube. 

Traffic growth due to the project is related to the commercial portion oflhe project and not the 
1,425 homes. For cumulative plus project conditions, however, the project traffic drops 
significantly. An example of this is when the outbound PM at the all-island crossing drops from a 
project traffic generation of 1228vph in the PM peak hour in the existing plus project condition to 
481 vph in the cumulative plus project condition. Inbound in the morning also drops for the 
project in future years. No explanation is provided in the DEIR, and the resulting impacts become 
minor at most intersections. The below tables illustrate this significant drop in project volume 
after the implementation of the project. 
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Tube 

Park St 

Miller 
Sweeney 

51 

Bay Farm 

TotalofaH 
Island 

Alameda Point. Project Draft EIR 
October 21, 2013 

2737 612 3331 

1487 50 2228 
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8444 9016 514 

Source: Alameda Point Draft Figures Figures 
Environmental Impact Report, G-3B & G-58 & 

.,.. Intersection Impact Analysis: The effects of downstream constraints were not considered in the 
intersection analysis in the DEIR and should be. For example, the freeway weave and ramp 
merge at the 6th Street northbound on-ramp to 1-880 and 1-980 today causes backup all the way to 
the 7th and Harrison intersection, but the intersection analysis states the southbound right turn at 
the intersection of 6th Street and Jackson Street movement has only 1.3 seconds of delay (Level 
of Service A) forthe future plus project conditions. (Appendix G, Sychro Analysis, 2035 AM 
with Project). 

This is illogical considering the problems at the 1-880 ramp and weave today. All intersections 
should be re-evaluated if downstream constraints affect the intersections. This constraint currently 
overwhelms the current roadway system and will only become rapidly more significant with any 
growth in traffic . 

.,.. The DEIR states that there will be no impacts in west Alameda and approaching the tubes (see 
levels of service tables in the DElR) . 

.,.. The DElR mentions on 4.C-25 that only "the segment of 1-980 and the segment of 1-580 west of 
1-980 were carried forward for analysis in the EIR" based on a review of volume difference plots 
from the travel demand model stating that only those sections were shown to result in meaningful 
increase in tramc volumes. However, neither the methodology nor the calculations li'om this 
traffic model were provided for these volume differences in the DElR. The travel time data from 
this traffic model was also omitted. We would need this critical data in order to accurately assess 
tramc and resulting air pollution impacts since it illustrates major congestion when approaching 
the tubes and along other corridors. 

o In July of 20 13, Coalition members conducted an Environmental Protection Agency 
funded community air pollution assessment of twelve hotspots located throughout 
Oakland Chinatown. Initial findings indicate that consistently higher rates of black 
carbon were observed on Harrison Street right off the mouth of the Posey tube 
between 6th Street and 7th Street where a local daycare center with young children is 

:\lamcda Point Project Draft EIR 
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located. Black carbon rates in this area averaged at 2.651lg/m3 and hit a peak of 
20.0 I "g/m3. For comparison, the action level threshold of the nearby city of San 
Francisco is 0.2 ug/m3, meaning new residential construction must take affirmative 
actions to reduce cxposure. Another peak region was on 8th Street between Harrison 
and Webster, which showed an average black carbon level of3.27 Ilgim3. The high 
rates of black carbon emined in this area are of great concern due to the high number 
of pedestrians who are seniors and children, and the concentration of churches, 
schools, community-based organizations, and shops in the area that are patronized by 
thousands of residents, shoppers, and visitors on a regular basis. With a residential 
population of roughly 5,000, we estimate that Chinatown residents experience 40 
days per year of rcspiratory symptoms, 28 days wilh work limitations, and 144 days 
of minor aclivity limitations. These estimates are for a normalized adult popUlation 
and do not takc into account Chinatown's high senior population. 

}- The DEIR statcs that there will be no Congestion Management Network impacts. (Year 2035 PM 
peak hour project traffic is SOvph inbound and 100vph outbound in the Webster and Posey Tubes 
as per Appendix G.) This minuscule cumulative 50 and 100 vph (inbound and outbound at the 
tubes) when distributed over the Chinatown intersections is within the error of the methodology 
of the intersection Levels ofserviee calculations. It is recommended that Table 2-2 be checked for 
each intersection. 

}- Background traffic causes the congestion in Alameda and Oakland but no information is provided 
which projcct causes what traffic problems. The Draft EIR should provide the traffic technical 
report and traffic modeling documentation so thaI the traffic analysis can be better understood. 
This information is needed to understand how the baekground traffic growth has such a large 
contribution to the future tramc conditions while the Alameda Point project has little effect. More 
information can help to verify which project causes what traffic problems . 

., The proposed Broadway-Jackson interchange is not included in the analysis. This is likely due to 
the lack of funding at this time, and because this interchange project or any other form of 
Chinatown mitigation introduces major changes in travel patterns in Chinatown as well as to and 
from the Alameda Point Project in and around Chinatown. However, mitigation measures can be 
implemented: it is reasonably foreseeable that the new County Transportation Sales Tax Measure 
will pass in the next year because this Measure in the last election failed with such a small 
percentage. Reasonably foreseeable events should be considered in an EIR, and an assessment of 
the traffic impacts with and without Broadway Jackson Interchange or other mitigations 
acceptable to Chinatown should be done . 

., An analysis of seismic conditions of the island bridges and tubes was not addressed in the DEIR. 
According to Caltrans letters dated from Callrans to the City of Alameda in 2002, the tubes have a 
seismic rating of minimum performance level. A professional engineering report "Retrofit 
Strategy Report" for the Alameda Tubes dated September 30. 1996 prepared by Parsons 
Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas Inc. and approved and adopted by Caltrans states that minimum 
performance levels in Table 10-2 would result in "delays to motorists due to tube closure 
requiring long term (more than a year) diversion of traffic to the bridge crossings between 
Oakland and Alameda." 

As major seismic events are no different than the Rising Sea Levels, the earthquake event is 
reasonably foreseeable and should be evaluated in this DEIR. With almost 70,000 vehicles per 
day using the tubes, traffic impacts and mitigations need to be assessed for the without and with 
project conditions. 
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Furthermore, this Seismic Strategy Report mentioned the steel re-enforcement was corroded and 
the field test indicated this condition to be a problem. The report is unclear ifthis was planned to 
be fixed. Per the report the primary damage to the tubes (retrofitted to minimum performance 
levels) is expected to be cracks and significant leakage; the tubes may be flooded within a day 
and that no loss of life would be expected. Thc report also indicates that repairs may not be 
possible, thus requiring replacemcnt of the tube(s). 

At a minimum, it would be appropriate to construct protective traffic devices similar to railroad 
crossings so vehicles do not continue to enter the tubes immediately after an earthquake. This 
measure and other measures should be considcred for safety of the public and be evaluated for 
both without and with project conditions. 

The seismic and inaccessibility uncertainties are likely to be major impediments for any major 
employers at Alameda Point, but not for individual home buyers. Therefore the DEIR should also 
evaluate the scenario wherc only a small fraction of the projected employment growth occurs. 
The project would then become overwhelmingly residential and result in future changes for a 
project with more houscs. This is a growth inducement conccrn and should be addressed in the 
DElR. 

y The Draft ElR should state whether or not any aspect of this project will involve federal funding. 
Are any federal funds needed for the affordable housing, on- and off-site transportation facilities, 
or other mitigation measlll'es? Should that be the case, then this project will require an EIS. 

Y Additional crossings from the island to West Oakland should be considered. With such significant 
new development proposed for Alameda, why is no additional crossing from the island to West 
Oakland considered? This would benefit Oakland Chinatown, Alameda and West Oakland in 
several distinct ways. For Oakland Chinatown, it would reduce traffic in a highly impacted area. 
For Alameda, it would develop an alternative exit entrance from the island for all the new drivers 
and transit users. For West Oakland, there would be an increase auto traffic. Increased auto traffic 
through West Oakland west of Brush Street would provide some potential economic development 
opportunities, as this area would become an additional gateway between Alameda and Oakland. 
The disproportionately negative air quality impacts in West Oakland are currently the result of 
Port related shipping and trucking, while general auto traffic is minimal. 

An alternative mitigation factor to study is the development of a cross-town boulevard that allows 
Alameda Point traffic to use the Fruitvale crossing. 

Additionally, as Oakland residents, we find the significant but unavoidable conclusions about the 
following intersections unacceptable, especially the bolded intersections, which are in and around 
Oakland Chinatown: 

• Jackson/Sixth (Oakland) 
• Webster/Eighth (Oakland) 
• Broadway/Fifth (Oakland) 
• Brush/lih (Oakland) 
• High/Oakport (Oakland) 
• High/Coliseum (Oakland) 
• 29,h/Ford (Oakland) 
• 23"/7,h (Oakland) 

.Alameda Point Project Draft EIR 
October 21, 2013 

Page 7 of 8 

Comment Letter 17

3-134

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-18

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-19

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-20

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-21

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
17-23



The DEIR states that the high volume oftraftic on 7'h, 8"', 9''',10''', Franklin, Webster, and Harrison streets 
make the area not conducive to walking, lfyou spend any time in the neighborhood, you know that 
thousands of people are walking within our neighborhood in spite of the traftic, The DEIR's Mitigation 
Measure 4,C-9 is vague and ineffectual. 

The redevelopment of Alameda Point is important to all of us in the Bay Area, However, it should not 
proceed at the expense of Chinatown, We look forward to your response to our comments in the Final 
ElR, 

Sincerely, 
Oakland Chinatown Coalition 

Ene: Comments 
Cc: Alameda Mayor and City Council, Oakland Mayor and City Council 
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Letter 17. Oakland Chinatown Coalition 
(Oakland Chinatown Coalition) 

17-1 The City of Alameda acknowledges the concerns raised in the comment. The Draft EIR 
includes an evaluation of the potential transportation, air quality, and noise impacts of 
project related automobile traffic in Chinatown. The existing conditions in Chinatown are 
described starting on page 4.C-6; the traffic impacts are described starting on page 4.C-38 
for Existing plus Project conditions, and starting on page 4.C-38 for Cumulative plus 
Project conditions. The traffic analysis also includes an Oakland Chinatown pedestrian 
analysis (Draft EIR pages 4.C-83 – 4.C-87); an analysis of air quality impacts along streets 
in Chinatown (Draft EIR pages 4.F-39 – 4.F.40). 

17-2 Please see responses to Comments 17-1 and 7-9. The Draft EIR finds that the Webster 
and Posey Tubes have a limited capacity and that when that capacity is reached, 
automobiles will divert to other crossings. For these reasons, the Draft EIR found a large 
number of traffic impacts at locations throughout Alameda in the vicinity of the other 
Estuary crossings (Park Street Bridge, High Street Bridge, etc.). The City has evaluated 
the potential effectiveness of trying to divert traffic to other crossings through signs and 
has determined that automobile drivers will ignore such signs if the signs force a more 
circuitous route. The City also found that diverting traffic from the Webster Posey Tubes 
would simply increase traffic flow in other Oakland neighborhoods such as those in the 
Fruitvale District. For these reasons, the Draft EIR and the City of Alameda General Plan 
require mitigation measures designed to reduce the amount of automobiles (TDM 
strategies) rather that mitigations measures that are designed to divert automobiles to 
other Oakland neighborhoods or increase roadway capacity for more automobiles. The 
EIR also recommends Mitigation Measure 4.C-9 which calls for the City of Alameda to 
continue to work cooperatively with the City of Oakland, the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission, and Caltrans “to evaluate and implement measures to reduce 
or divert the volume of traffic that travels through Oakland Chinatown to and from 
Alameda Point and other City of Alameda destinations.” This mitigation is intended to 
support the ongoing efforts to find a regional solution to the existing “Broadway 
Jackson” interchange deficiencies and find regional solutions to divert traffic around 
Chinatown, instead of through Chinatown, but not divert traffic into other Oakland 
neighborhoods.  

 The primary means by which the proposed project will reduce traffic impacts and 
associate air quality impacts in Oakland Chinatown are by implementing a TDM program 
that will reduce vehicular trips, and improve Alameda’s housing/jobs balance. The Draft 
EIR describes a TDM program as part of the proposed project starting on page 3-22, 
under the Circulation Framework. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a requires implementation of 
the TDM program, as described in Chapter 4.C, Transportation and Circulation under 
Impact 4.C-2. As further explained in response to Comment 7-15, the TDM program is 
specifically designed to reduce peak-hour residential trips by 10 percent and non-
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residential trips by 30 percent. By reducing automobile traffic and commute trips through 
project design and transportation demand management, the Alameda Point project 
provides a program with specific goals and funding to reduce automobile generated 
emissions in both Alameda and Oakland. The Draft EIR did analyze localized air quality 
impacts in Oakland Chinatown (see Impact 4.F-3 on page 4.F-39), and found that the 
effects of project traffic would be less than significant. Please see also response to 
Comment 7-25, which pertains to the air quality TAC impact analysis. As stated on 
page 4.B-2 of the Draft EIR, the City of Alameda currently has more employed residents 
than jobs. It is estimated that the City has approximately 26,970 jobs and 37,799 
employed persons, which indicates that many of Alameda’s employed residents commute 
to work outside of the City. The ratio of jobs to employed residents within the City of 
Alameda is 0.71. Alameda Point project land use mix is specifically designed to improve 
the City of Alameda Jobs Housing Balance and reduce commute trips through Oakland.  

17-3 The Draft EIR utilized the City of Oakland thresholds of significance, the same regional 
traffic model used by the City of Oakland, and the analysis provided a similar level of 
detail as is typical in the City of Oakland‘s EIRs. For these reasons, the findings in the 
Draft EIR regarding traffic impacts, noise impacts, and air quality impacts are very 
similar and consistent, if not identical, to the findings in City of Oakland EIRs in 
Chinatown. Please see responses to Comments 7-1 and 17-4 through 17-24.  

17-4 The Draft EIR identifies that the proposed project will have significant transportation 
impacts in Oakland. This would not be the case if the project were only generating one 
(1) single automobile through the Posey Tube. It should be noted that the City of Oakland 
thresholds of significance require that the analysis examine peak hour conditions, and the 
Webster and Posey Tubes have a limited capacity to accept additional traffic during the 
peak hours. As documented in the EIR for the Alameda Point General Plan Amendment 
in 2003, the Alameda Landing Supplemental EIR in 2006, and a variety of other City of 
Alameda traffic studies over the last 10 years, the capacity of the Webster and Posey 
Tubes is fixed to a specific number of automobiles that can cross between the two cities 
during the AM or PM peak commute periods. The City of Alameda conducts an annual 
count of automobiles using the tubes in the AM and PM periods and reports those counts 
annually. It is well documented that the existing tubes have been at or near capacity for 
the last six to seven years. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that regional growth and other 
development that is planned in Alameda over the next 20 to 30 years will exceed the 
capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes. The Draft EIR finds that the limited capacity of 
the tube causes many automobile trips to divert to other crossings during the AM and PM 
peak periods. In addition to diversion of commute hour traffic, it should be expected that 
the peak hours of congestion will “spread” as more commuters choose to leave earlier or 
delay their commute to later in the morning to avoid the peak hours of congestion. Also 
see response to Comment 30-7. Model output plot showing the assignment of project 
trips on the roadway network are available at the city offices for review. Also please see 
responses to Comments 2-1 and Comment 7-7 related to the regional transportation 
model.  
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17-5 The change in traffic volumes between the ‘no project’ and ‘with project’ during the AM 
and PM peak hours at the Alameda island gateways reflect both the traffic generated by 
the project as well as diversion to existing and future non-project traffic due to the 
capacity constraint in the peak direction. That is, that although the Webster and Posey 
Tubes are the closest automobile access points to the regional transportation network and 
I-880 from the project site, because the Tubes are currently operating near capacity and 
do not have additional capacity to accept significantly more automobile trips during the 
peak commute periods, the Model assigned many project trips that would use the Tubes, 
if capacity were available, to other routes. (It is noted that the Tubes would still be the 
route of choice during non-peak periods, when capacity exists; however, the analysis in 
the EIR focuses on the peak periods of commute traffic, as is common and appropriate in 
CEQA analysis.) Thus, the Model projects that many of the additional trips will be 
diverted to the other Estuary crossings at the Park Street Bridge, the Fruitvale Bridge, the 
High Street Bridge and the Bay Farm Bridge. 

 To clarify, for the volume shown in the table, the column labeled “Project Volume” 
represents this change in volume due to the proposed project, not just project related 
traffic. As noted in the comment, this constraint is particularly evident in the outbound 
Posey Tube in the AM, where the change in volume with the project is 1 car under 
existing conditions and 8 cars under cumulative conditions. Under the Existing Plus 
Project Conditions scenario, the total change in outbound traffic is represented at other 
Estuary crossings, which represents traffic diverted from the Tubes. Under cumulative 
conditions, other growth in Alameda would result in a better jobs-housing balance 
thereby reducing the total outbound at island gateways during the AM peak hour. For 
more details on the travel demand model used for the analysis, see responses to 
Comments 2-1 and 7-7. 

17-6 As illustrated in the figure in Comment 17-6, historical traffic counts range between a 
low of 2,300 to a high of 3,304. Recent counts from 2012 for the Posey tubes in the AM 
range from 2,368 to 2,888 for the mid-week (Tuesday through Thursday) workday. These 
volumes for the AM peak hour are fairly consistent despite the changes in activity at an 
active Alameda Point since its height of activity as the naval air station. Also see 
responses to Comments 2-1 and 30-2.  

17-7 As projected in the Regional Travel Model, and as is evident during periods of traffic 
congestion, drivers will often choose alternative routes to avoid congestion. During the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hour commute periods it is expected that drivers would choose to 
avoid the Webster and Posey Tubes and find alternative routes. Also see response to 
Comment 2-1 regarding the projected volumes from the project at the Posey Tube.  

17-8 The comment is not correct. Traffic growth occurs from both residential and 
non-residential land uses. The change in traffic volumes between the ‘no project’ and 
‘with project’ during the PM peak hour at the island gateways reflect both the traffic 
generated by the project as well as diversion in existing and future non-project traffic due 
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to the capacity constraint in the peak direction. See response to Comment 17-5 which 
explains the increase in traffic at other Estuary crossings during the peak hour- these 
increase represent traffic diverted from the Tubes. Also see response to Comment 2-1 
regarding the projected volumes from the project at the Posey Tube. 

17-9 The intersection analysis is consistent with the methodology and approach applied by the 
City of Oakland in its own impact analysis for environmental documents, which does not 
consider the effects of downstream constraints. The Draft EIR included analysis of 
“down-stream” Oakland intersections. See responses to Comments 2-1 and 30-2 
regarding the capacity constraint the affects the projected peak hour volumes at the Posey 
Tube as well as on the freeways.  

17-10 The comment is not correct. The Draft EIR identifies significant transportation impacts to 
bicycles, pedestrians, and transit in west Alameda as the result of increased automobile 
trips associated with the proposed project. See Section 4.C, Transportation and 
Circulation, specifically Impacts 4.C-2 (Existing plus Project Conditions) and 4.C-5 
(Cumulative plus Project Conditions).  

17-11 As discussed on page 4.C-22 of the Draft EIR, the Alameda Countywide Model was used 
to forecast future traffic volumes. Page 4.C-26 states that “the 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) procedures, as applied by Highway Capacity Software (HCS+), were 
used to calculate average peak hour capacities for each freeway mainline segment. The 
LOS was determined using ’density,’ which is measured as passenger cars per mile per 
lane (pc/mi/ln) given an estimated free-flow speed.” Based on the thresholds of 
significance, travel time was not used to determine traffic impacts consistent with 
Caltrans practices and procedures. The peak hour traffic volumes at analysis intersections 
were used to assess air quality impacts. Please see the technical memorandum entitled 
Freeways and Ramps Analysis – Impacts and Mitigations, to City Staff dated June 30, 
2013, which documents the freeway analysis, presented in Appendix A of this Final EIR. 

17-12 Although unclear from the information provided by the commenter, it appears that the 
assessment referenced by the commenter examined short-term measurements of black 
carbon. If so, the comparison to the City of San Francisco “action level” of 
0.2 micrograms per cubic meter is misplaced, because the San Francisco standard is an 
annual average concentration. As explained in the response to Comment 17-1, the Draft 
EIR analyzed localized air quality impacts in Oakland Chinatown (see Impact 4.F-3 on 
page 4.F-39), and found that the effects of project traffic on local air quality would be 
less than significant. Please see also responses to Comments 7-25 and 17-1. 

17-13 For the purpose of the Congestion Management Program, the impacts to roadway 
segments on the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) were assessed. The City of 
Alameda coordinated with the City of Oakland to identify key Oakland intersections for 
analysis of traffic impacts. Twenty-four (24) existing intersections were analyzed, 
including several intersections located within Chinatown. The discussion of impacts to 
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those intersections can be found in section C.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures, starting 
on page 4.C-17 of the Draft EIR. 

17-14 Please see response to Comment 7-29. The background traffic is based on the growth 
projections from ABAG Projections 2009 as assumed in the countywide model. The 
Model allows for the capture of interactions between a mix of uses (in this case, the 
proposed residential, commercial, manufacturing, recreational, and service uses) both 
internal to the project site as well as externally in the rest of Alameda, Oakland and the 
surrounding cities. Using the model for cumulative conditions rather than the list of 
projects approach is considered standard practice for transportation analysis and is 
required by the Alameda CTC for the CMP analysis. Also see responses to Comments 2-1 
and 7-7 for additional details of the travel model. 

17-15 The City of Alameda disagrees with the comment. It would not be appropriate for the 
Draft EIR to expect a regional transportation sales tax measure to pass after a similar 
measure recently failed. Furthermore, after 12 years of efforts by Alameda CTC and City 
of Alameda to identify improvements for the Broadway Jackson Interchanges, the 
Chinatown community and the City of Oakland have been unwilling to agree to any 
proposed improvement plan. For these two reasons, it would not be appropriate for the 
Draft EIR to state that these improvements are “reasonably foreseeable.” Additionally, 
they are neither programmed nor funded. Furthermore, if the Draft EIR had assumed that 
the sales tax measure had passed and the improvements were constructed, the Draft EIR 
would have also concluded that the impacts in Chinatown would be lessened and the 
Draft EIR would have understated the impacts of the project.  

 As stated on page 4.C-22 of the Draft EIR, “for consistency with recent model forecasts 
for other studies in Alameda, the recently updated Alameda Countywide travel demand 
model, which is based on ABAG Projections ‘09 and includes network changes and 
regional improvements outside the City of Alameda, was used. The zonal detail, street 
network and land use from the City of Alameda travel model developed as part of the 
Transportation Element were merged into the Alameda Countywide travel model. The 
updated 2035 street network includes improvements such as the improvements at the 
23rd Avenue/29th Avenue interchanges on I-880.” Proposed street network projects that 
have received limited to zero funding or that are yet to receive substantive community 
and municipal support were not included in the model.  

7-16 The proposed project will not affect the seismic stability of this existing, operating 
regional infrastructure. Seismic hazards, including the potential for a significant 
earthquake to occur in the future within the Bay Area, are discussed in the Draft EIR 
beginning on page 4.H-7 and again on page 4.H-18, which relies on the most 
comprehensive studies of earthquake probabilities for the area from the United States 
Geological Survey and California Geological Survey under the Working Group on 
California Earthquake Probabilities. 
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 Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the City of Alameda is not 
required to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of an earthquake on the existing 
regional transportation system and State Route 260. Originally constructed in 1928, the 
Posey tube is the older of the two subterranean roadways, with the Webster Street tube 
completed much later in 1963. Both had similar designs and were later found to be 
vulnerable to earthquakes largely due to the presence of potentially liquefiable materials 
immediately surrounding the tubes. Beginning in April 2000, Caltrans performed major 
seismic upgrades through jet grouting methods to stabilize and strengthen surrounding 
soils by injecting a cement slurry mixture into the subsurface materials around the tubes. 
Work was completed on October 31, 2003, and is now considered by Caltrans in a 2011 
report to meet current seismic standards.22 Nevertheless, the potential for the tubes to 
incur some level of damage following a substantial earthquake cannot be fully ruled out 
and that could require temporary closure of one or both tubes. If such circumstances 
occur, traffic would likely be routed to one of the other bridges that provide access to the 
island and expanded ferry service would be provided by the Water Emergency Transit 
Authority as mandated by Senate Bills 976 and 1093. However, considering the more 
recent seismic upgrades that the tubes have received, catastrophic failure of the tubes is 
not considered likely. 

17-17 CEQA does not require that the EIR analyze the impacts to the regional transportation 
system or the conditions in Chinatown in the event of a major earthquake or other natural 
or man-made disaster.  

 Seismic hazards, including the potential for a significant earthquake to occur in the future 
within the Bay Area, are discussed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.H-7 and again 
on page 4.H-18, which relies on the most comprehensive studies of earthquake 
probabilities for the area from the United States Geological Survey and California 
Geological Survey under the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities.  

 The potential effects of sea level rise was considered in preparing the proposed project 
plans, and would be incorporated into further project planning as discussed in the Draft 
EIR on page 3-52. The potential impacts of sea level rise are also analyzed on page 4.I-29 
under Impact 4.I-8. 

 The purpose of the traffic analysis found in the Draft EIR in Section 4.C Transportation 
and Circulation is to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project compared to 
existing conditions (i.e., without the proposed project). In this way, the Draft EIR does 
compare conditions with and without the project.  

17-18 As explained above in response to Comment 17-16, CEQA does not require that the EIR 
analyze the impacts to the regional transportation system or the conditions in Chinatown 
in the event of a major earthquake or other nature or man-made disaster.  

                                                      
22 Caltrans, State Route 260 Transportation Concept Report, http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/systemplanning/docs/tcr/ 

sr_260_tcr_final.pdf, June 2011. 
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17-19 Seismic issues are addressed in Section 4.H, Geology and Seismicity. See Impact 4.H-1 
on page 4.H-18 of the Draft EIR. Regarding growth inducing impacts, the Draft EIR 
presented a discussion on starting on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR. Alternatives to the 
proposed project are presented in Chapter 5, Alternatives, and three of the six alternative 
analyzed included more housing than the proposed project. Any future change to the 
project, similar to those suggested in the comment to add more housing, would be subject 
to a future environmental review to evaluate whether the additional homes would result 
in new or more severe impacts.  

17-20 As stated on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR, the City of Alameda is proposing the project and 
is Lead Agency, pursuant to CEQA. As further discussed in Table 3-3 on pages 3-63 to 
3-64, future approvals by responsible and federal agencies may be needed to implement 
portions of the project. Each of those agencies would be responsible for ensuring 
compliance with CEQA or NEPA, as applicable. 

17-21 The comment addresses the proposed transportation strategy and not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. Numerous studies examining the feasibility of constructing a 
new bridge over or a new tunnel under the estuary have been completed over the 17 years 
since the Navy decommissioned the Naval Air Station. All of these studies, including the 
most recent Estuary Crossing Study Feasibility Report prepared in May 2009 by City of 
Alameda found that such crossings are not financially feasible. 

 17-22 The Alameda street network provides multiple routes for east-west travel of the city, 
providing access between Alameda Point and the Fruitvale Bridge. The City of Alameda 
General Plan includes a policy to extend Clement Street from Tilden Avenue and the 
Fruitvale Bridge to Atlantic Avenue.  

17-23 The Draft EIR findings regarding the significant and unavoidable impacts at the listed 
intersections are a reflection of similar findings about these same locations made by the 
City of Oakland. As determined by Oakland’s own EIRs, if Oakland does not believe 
mitigation is available, then Alameda cannot impose a physical change in Oakland. The 
City of Alameda lacks the jurisdictional authority to make operational or design changes 
to intersections in the City of Oakland in order to mitigate impacts of changes in traffic 
volumes due to proposed project-related traffic. However, the City of Alameda has 
identified Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b 
(Monitoring and Improvement Program) in order to decrease the number of personal 
vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed project. As stated on page 4.C-69 of 
the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and 4.C-2b 
(Monitoring) could improve intersection LOS by reducing vehicle trips, although it 
would be speculative to quantify the potential improvement. 

 Further, the comment appears to be referring to Impact 4.C-9 (Pedestrian Hazards) on 
pages 4.C-83 – 4.C-87 of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.C-87 of the Draft EIR, the 
EIR conservatively considered the potential effect on pedestrian safety in Oakland 
Chinatown to be significant and unavoidable, because “the City of Alameda has no 
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jurisdiction over mitigation other than implementation of the project TDM program and 
Monitoring.” The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.C-9 pursuant to which the City of 
Alameda would work cooperatively with the City of Oakland, Alameda CTC, and 
Caltrans “to evaluate and implement measures to reduce or divert the volume of traffic 
that travels through Oakland Chinatown to and from Alameda Point and other City of 
Alameda destinations.” Concerning the comment’s suggested mitigation in the form of 
countdown signals and curb extensions, the Draft EIR notes, on page 4.C-6, that signals 
at many Chinatown intersections already include countdown signal heads for pedestrians, 
and that bulbouts have been added (and other improvements made, including 
implementation of a pedestrian “scramble” phase) by the City of Oakland at four heavily 
used intersections in Chinatown—Eighth/Webster, Eighth/Franklin, Ninth/Webster, and 
Ninth/Franklin Streets, which are the key Chinatown intersections in the travel path to 
and from the Webster and Posey Tubes. 

 Finally, several of the intersections listed in the comment, or other nearby intersections 
not listed, have been analyzed by the City of Oakland in the Central Estuary 
Implementation Guide Supplemental EIR and the Draft EIR for the Lake Merritt Station 
Area Plan. In these reports, the City of Oakland found several intersections in the vicinity 
of Chinatown to experience significant and unavoidable impacts. For example, on 
page 3.2-153 of the Draft EIR for Lake Merritt Station Area Plan, the discussion of the 
impact of that project upon the intersection at 6th and Jackson streets states, “No feasible 
mitigation measures are available that would mitigate the impacts at this intersection. The 
Level of Service can be improved by providing additional automobile travel lanes on the 
affected roadway segments. However, additional travel lanes would require additional 
right-of-way, and/or loss of bicycle lanes, medians and/or on-street parking or narrowing 
of existing sidewalks, and are considered to be infeasible. Signal timing changes would 
not improve the traffic and load capacity of this intersection. Therefore, the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable.” 

17-24 The City of Alameda is committed to working with the Chinatown community, the City 
of Oakland, and Alameda CTC to identify solutions to the Broadway Jackson Interchange 
intersections that would provide a more direct route to I-880 for project traffic and reduce 
the number of automobiles within the most pedestrian areas of Chinatown. Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-9 restates the City of Alameda’s intention to continue to work with the City 
of Oakland, Alameda CTC, and Caltrans, to evaluate and implement measures to reduce 
or divert the volume of traffic that travels through Oakland Chinatown to and from 
Alameda Point and other City of Alameda destinations. 

 Regarding “the thousands of people walking”, it is noted in the Draft EIR (see 
Impact 4.C-5 and 4.C-9) that there are pedestrians utilizing intersections; however the 
presence of pedestrians does not alter the fact that that multiple traffic lanes and high 
volumes are not conductive to the walking environment. 
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Andrew THOMAS - Sierra Club Comments on the Alameda Point DEIR SCH #201312043 

F,'om: "Norman La Force" <n.laforce@comcasl.net> 
To: <athomas@alamcdaca.gov> 
Date: 10/20/2013 8:37PM 
Snbject: Sierra Club Comments on the Alameda Point DEIR SCH #201312043 

Dear J\fr. Thomas, 

The Sierra Club makes the following comments on the Draft EIR on Alameda Point. 

The Sierra Club is very concerned about impacts of development on the Least 
Tern habitat and future wildlife area or refuge. Development too close to dle habitat area 
will have a negative impact on the least tern habitat. 

Sincerely yours, 

Norman La Force, 
Chair, Legal Committee for the Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter 

file:IIC:IDocuments and Settingslpb _userlLocal SettingslTemplXPgrpwisel52643F 17 Ala... 10/2112013 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-145 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 18. Sierra Club 
(Norman La Force, Legal Committee for the Sierra 
Club San Francisco Bay Area Chapter) 

18-1 As described on pages 4.E-1 through 4.E-97, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is 
specifically designed to limit future development, activities, noise, and light in proximity 
to the habitat area for the least tern. The Draft EIR also identifies mitigation measures 
(see Mitigation Measures 4.E.1d, 1e, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3a, 3c, 4a, 4b, 4c. 4d, 4e, and 4f) to 
ensure that the least terns and their habitat will be protected in perpetuity. Please see, in 
particular, pages 4.E-46 through page 4.E-97 of the Draft EIR. Together with the 
avoidance and minimization measures and the terms and conditions of the 2012 BO, the 
mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR will reduce impacts to wildlife, including 
the California least tern, to less-than-significant levels. 



Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Alameda Point 
Submitted by Richard Bangert, Alameda Point Environmental Report 
October 21, 2013 

Comment #1 - Mitigating Impacts to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 
implementing landscape proposal for western Seaplane Lagoon - According to the 
draft environmental impact report (DEIR), the development facilitated by this project 
will have significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions, even after mitigation measures are implemented. According to the DEIR, 
construction activities for the project could produce significant and unavoidable impacts 
to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, even after mitigation measures are 
implemented. 

The impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions can be further mitigated 
through implementation of the precise plan (Appendix E) for the western shoreline of 
the Seaplane Lagoon.! 

The precise plan calls for removing pavement and establishing a naturalized landscape 
that includes wetlands on the existing land as well as floating offshore wetlands. 
Removing pavement and the shoreline retaining wall boulders will have a positive 
environmental impact by removing heat-capturing materials and exposing the natural 
soil. The introduction of vegetation - grasses and wetland vegetation - will have a 
positive environmental impact by capturing and reducing the greenhouse gas carbon 
dioxide. 

Proposed action/addition to EIR - Identify a new and additional mitigation measure: 
Establish the Precise Plan's Seaplane Lagoon western shoreline naturalized landscape 
and off-shore floating wetlands as a mitigation measure for the individual and 
cumulative impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions associated with this 
project. In addition to the vehicle impacts associated with this project, the report should 
note the impacts from marine traffic to the proposed Seaplane Lagoon marina and ferry 
terminal, which will also be partially mitigated by the above shoreline mitigation 
measure. 

The proposed action/addition to the EIR is supported by the following text from the DEIR-

"4F 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
F. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases guidance on measures to mitigate GHG 
emissions, when such emissions are found to be significant: Measures to mitigate 
the significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions may include, among others: (4) 
Measures that sequester greenhouse gases .... " (Emphasis added.) 
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"Impact 4.F-l: Development facilitated by proposed project could potentially result 
in air quality impacts due to construction activities. (Significant) Even after 
mitigation measures, the impacts could be significant and unavoidable." 

"Impact 4.F-2: Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially 
generate operational emissions that would result in a considerable net increase of 
criteria pollutants and precursors for which the air basin is in nonattainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. (Significant) 
Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable." 

Comment #2 - Mitigating Impacts to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 
implementing Master Infrastructure Plan stormwater basin feature - As stated in 
Comment #1 above, impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions from this 
project will be significant and unavoidable. The impacts could be further mitigated by 
indentifying the proposed stormwater basins in the master infrastructure plan (MIP) as 
serving a mitigating role for air quality and greenhouse gas impacts through removal of 
pavement and adding vegetation. 

The basins will be shallow relatively flat depression of only a few feet, which will remain 
dry for the foreseeable future. Recreational activities are a possible use for the 
stormwater basins. There are four proposed basins in the MIP. One of the proposed 
basins will not be immediately necessary for flood control or sea level rise mitigation 
and is not proposed for construction until later phases of the project. The "Future Basin" 
identified in the MIP for a later phase is located where the asphalt parking lot is at the 
eastern end of West Hornet Avenue, next to the recreation building and campground. 
This southeast Future Basin is 2.8 acres. 

Removing the asphalt from this southeast site (as well as at the other three proposed 
basin sites) will provide an immediate benefit to the environment by eliminating the 
heat-capturing black pavement. Introduction of vegetation to this site (and the other 
basin sites), regardless of whether the basin is constructed, will have even more 
beneficial effects on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

A natural landscape at the southeast site, and others, will provide numerous benefits to 
the environment and should not be left to the distant future to depave. The southeast 
parking-Iot-turned-natural-basin would also become a de facto addition to the adjacent 
Enterprise Park, as well as enhancing the overall aesthetics of the adjacent Enterprise 
Zone. Establishment of the other three stormwater basins will have a mitigating effect 
on the significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with this project. 

Proposed action/addition to EIR -Identify the MIP stormwater basins as a mitigating 
measure for the individual and cumulative impacts of the project on air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Excerpts from the draft Moster Infrastructure Plan - Appendix C: 
"The basins will be designed to have two tiers, allowing for public use of the upper 
tier. potentially including active recreation including sports fields. The lower tier will 
occupy roughly one quarter of the basin area and will be subject to more ii'equent 
inundation than the upper tier area, the latter can be managed such that it is flooded 
only in the largest storm events. The multi-purpose basins are intended to be 
landscaped and under-drained to create a usable amenity fhr the community." 

1 The Town Center and Waterfront Precise Plan (Appendix E - Precise Plan Framework), 
page 35, identifies two areas on the western side of the Seaplane Lagoon: Area #6 is 
categorized as a "Park" and described as "Wildlife Habitat/Passive Recreation/Limited 
Access;" and Area #7 is categorized as "Water" and described as "Constructed 
Wetlands." Page 58 of the Precise Plan describes the western shoreline with four images 
of a naturalized landscape and the words "Nature," "Wildlife," "Trails," "Docks," 
"Camping," "Art," and "Wetlands." Page 62 of the Precise Plan provides a Landscape Plan 
for the perimeter of the Seaplane Lagoon, with the western shoreline being labeled 
"Depave Park," and the adjacent water as "Adaptive Floating Wetland Park." 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-149 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 19. Individual 
(Richard Bangert) 

19-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR found significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, 
but not greenhouse gas emissions. Revisions to the MIP assume that the western 
shoreline of the Seaplane Lagoon is not protected for sea-level rise and the current draft 
plans of the Precise Plan assume it is “de-paved.” 

19-2 As described in Impact 4.F-10 of the Draft EIR, greenhouse gases associated with 
proposed project construction and operations were determined to be less than significant 
without mitigation.  

 As described in Impact 4.F-1 of the Draft EIR, the air quality impacts associated with 
construction would be reduced below the BAAQMD thresholds for the reasonable 
conservative development scenario, however, because construction schedule and phasing 
have not been determined and development may overlap, there is the potential for project 
construction emissions to exceed the BAAQMD thresholds, so the impact was considered 
significant and unavoidable. Construction emissions are related to the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment, from vehicle trips hauling materials, from construction workers 
traveling to and from the project site, paving operations and the application of asphalt, 
architectural coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials. The de-paving of the 
runways would not mitigate these types of air emissions. Further, the proposed 
improvements and the ‘de-pave” park are part of the project, and not mitigation. 
Furthermore, the de-pave park would not directly reduce the air quality impacts 
associated with construction of the project or automobile traffic generated by the project.  

19-3 The City of Alameda agrees with the comment that the storm water retention ponds 
proposed as part of the project have environmental benefits, but the City does not agree 
that they should be mitigation measures for the air quality impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR. As described in Impact 4.F-10 of the Draft EIR, greenhouse gases associated with 
proposed project construction and operations were determined to be less than significant 
without mitigation; thus, the stormwater basins are not needed as mitigation to reduce 
project specific impacts. Further, as described in response to Comment 19-2, air 
emissions related to construction would not be directly mitigated through retention ponds.  

Finally, logistically the phased approach of the improvements in the existing stormwater 
infrastructure is consistent with the phased approach of development and due to sizing 
requirements and local stormwater management requirements, the stormwater 
improvements would need to be sized according to the site specific requirements of the 
development. Therefore, phasing in these improvements allows for appropriate sizing and 
overall adequate stormwater management. 



DEBBIE SaVEL 
2917 Bayview Drive 
Alameda, CA 94501 
dasovel@gmail.com 

October 15, 2013 

City of Alameda Planning Department 
Attention: Andrew Thomas 
c/o Alameda Point EIR Comments 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 
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I am a homeowner on Bayview Drive and I am writing to express my concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan, as it relates to Bayview. 

C I am against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
signifiant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to reduce and calm 
traffic, not increase it. 

I urge the Planning board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. Please help us keep our street and our children safe. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

( We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of t raffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_r;;_L_£_tJ_A--,---,-'P-_g~_\.)_\ _q~_[name] 

2:'i.l4 Il>ftYVt~v0 l)~ . [address] 

A~A(\WDA . cPr Q4'Jo l , 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR . 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems f9r years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

....J~~e;=.>!l/...Lj N,""--",S,,,-,-i b>-.::::c.:.I:.!..A->--__ ,[name) 

Z. "Ill-! E>A~IV jew Dr. [address) 
7 

AlAMedA CA q<f 501 
) 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~adk&M/t b [name) 

~~:;71 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

.. . ' .. 
. " 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - ElR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wrItmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
ElR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

---=.S_k----"---'[=--~ _____ [name] S T E V f rV fill It 5 OI'J 

-=2-=--7-,,-, '-{ 'i3_--",B.!..!A-....LY-"V-",l ~=VV:...=..--=(j)-'-K.....::.....-_[ address] 

1l{~o I 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

l.-

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

\ 

)~~:nQmJ [name] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntll1g to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

____________ [name] 

____________ [address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

____________ [name] 

____________ [address] 
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Hello, 

For those who could not attend the Planning Board 
meeting on October 14th, there is another way to voice 
your concern about the proposed traffic changes on 
Bayview Dr. 

Attached is a sample letter to the Planning Board for your 
convenience. We have until the 21 st to submit our letters. 

Please take a moment to print out, sign, and mail this 
attached letter to the Planning Department. You can also 
write your own of course. 

From what I understand, Andrew Thomas, at the Planning 
Department, just needs to get enough letters from people 
voicing their concern to drop this idea of routing more 
traffic down Bayview Dr. 

Regards, 
Elena Podda 
2914 Bayview Dr. 
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Hello, 

For those who could not attend the Planning Board 
meeting on October 14th, there is another way to voice 
your concern about the proposed traffic changes on 
Bayview Dr. 

Attached is a sample letter to the Planning Board for your 
convenience. We have until the 21 st to submit our letters. 

Please take a moment to print out, sign, and mail this 
attached letter to the Planning Department. You can also 
write your own of course. 

From what I understand, Andrew Thomas, at the Planning 
Department, just needs to get enough letters from people 
voicing their concern to drop this idea of routing more 
traffic down Bayview Dr. 

Regards, 
Elena Podda 
2914 Bayview Dr. 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concems 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an altemative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

,,/ /C" / ~J/ 
. . I , ~ •.. d 1'3./ it /' Smcerely, l/.<.,.-.:::t:!)· ;,ylr-) 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

.:)]//) BtNk; e iN 1> /' CJzt;oJ [address] 
J 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the " Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~t2~ 
'S'iE(;!Akl {c::. 11 IrVt: [name] 

d I dJ \1, .... 2,\..;, e.-..J /)r [address] 

At \ tJ.. "'" uL. 1 'i S--D I 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

-,----------/UJA---l-S4 ~_[namel 
(),=~"=":f:.:....:~----,~,,,-,-,-,:::iV::,-,:; E:"-,,,~"---;P-(2.....=--_[ add ress 1 

f\t,~~ Oj~ 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the " Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

rLA-1l ik. ~ ;~me 7 <11---

6&1-i BAiV ie..1/J }/0addreSS] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2253 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to· express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

"",,~""""'---"'!'P--'-*.,\->''--:...L.,>+''I-[ a dd ress 1 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wrItmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

W\OJ\f\lVb\-:X ~ [name] 

2 1-0 L Rf/ Yv'/6 IN' j)~ddress] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_..::..C-,-",4-,-,' -'-'flo.:....!· _______ ,[name] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

__ "--___ .f--7L..-____ [name] 

d-fO ~ ~"}1PJ ~.,J [address] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - ElR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
ElR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

-"L=:",\-,-L..:....--== .Lll.l<l.L\.l'--.I.LLt t-'-""""'lname] 

v --'---'---+-_---T--"--"l .><:(j...)::.=::....-V_....:.r __ [ address] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - ErR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
ErR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 

find an alternative solution. A ' I-e.~& ""J p<D"f l e ~'>= <::,~u~ ~-t-_ {'o\-",-
S!"'a '< --r e Let- ""'« \;:: ..... <>-. \- D J/ ,"., L s""\oi I I \ • 

, . . I \" l - ~ cl -<) P e « "'- <!> e ...., "- ("S"'"' V' "-<.<:.J 
Thank you for your conSideration. Y 

Sincerely, 

-:2--1 l ' r3 ...... , '-' I e u.J D"" [address] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

--
_0...::::::....-'..-' (Yl,---,-t'h--;:-t)-+-....Lf'..-.1=§-+-__ [name] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntlllg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~· 1<h,2 (j;" lim, l [n'mol 

52 ) LPj///M- v,:s/a [address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15 , 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration . 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

[address] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of "r 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. • 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - ElR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
ElR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~ ~1 [name] Desiree 01.50'1 

,,2115 t3a:yVt'6,) Ibe [address] 
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Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94S01 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 1S, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

:0.\e na E\ cs ho.J·' [name] 

,;2.'600 .lY&'jV: w ])f. [address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

f11 t>\. (" k B \4 C f\ tf-tt [name] 

20 z_ ~v; etJ D, [address] 

~~~ 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20

3-187



Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concems 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an altemative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

:t Alf11(ll'/ l),kVl 5' [name] 
. <1 

/lUI' ILA /" /' /. . 
P Vi 0 ! J. '- It Iii "\; 7J /l [address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are wrItmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

+-;.L:;.c..:·~ib~<b::::..~_1~~_·····~·'::;:;===-__ [name] RO!Je/<!] ~IC(3L/It'()IC.f ttUI/v(OTlJ 

-<':.,L:30",-,-( -,-,",,-,1t~.'-=.Di.:!.'AJ'-'-!4,-,i/"--I'-" ?,+Z,+-,-lf, __ [address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - ErR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
ErR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Dlive, we are wntmg to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(. ____________ [name] 

Comment Letter 20
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concems 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

...:.')_~_G_·_i _Lf_R_~) o_~-Fg\-,(!-):.::I&.:.c'c...:.) ...:.~..::..:... __ [ address] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15,2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an alternative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

--P"-"4MI"f;f-~"'-""'~""""''-) __ ,[name] 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Itv"p,e &S~ [name] 

S c' 9 ffl/'-ctzl4 v: > [address] 

;f-MH~1 04 if f-rt'; 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

\. We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

#0 ["m'l 

C"J/ 1 Lry b./tu. 1!-tr....- [address) 

AltA 4 U1 1r:fOZ 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~lO-~ 
__ -= 0 __ I _______ [namel 

_ 3--='3:....J '---'("<':l"'+'J \..:.::!""""",,---,-V-,,\j,-~-,--_[ add ress 1 

t2\Lv-~ 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns 'regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of traffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented, We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it . 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

EI Cf1 ~ M / / [name) 
-="":"'2 "'-"----=--==--'7/' --'1/\ --acA ' 

-;;; 2 f V (eVa 11 ~ r [address) 

Ai t1 fi/t(da < c;/j- q4)J Z 
7 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concems 
regarding the City's mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the 
EIR. We have had significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of 
traffic due to Alameda Point development would have a negative impact and be 
detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues -
speed lumps were installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be 
implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to 
find an altemative solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_-'-'-__________ [name] 

Z1 (tb ~tZi 1:1 UAJ 1> (l (;l~address] 
i\taw~2 0 ({/f'y 

Ci4c;o I 
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Andrew Thomas 
City of Alameda 
Planning Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Bayview Drive 
Proposed Traffic Changes - EIR 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

October 15, 2013 

As a homeowner on Bayview Drive, we are writing to express our concerns regarding the City's 
mitigation plan as it relates to Bayview. 

( We are against the removal of any parking spaces on Bayview as proposed in the EIR. We have had 
significant traffic problems for years, and any diversion of t raffic due to Alameda Point development 
would have a negative impact and be detrimental to our neighborhood. 

Our community has worked with the City in the past on traffic calming issues - speed lumps were 
installed - but the balance of the plan has yet to be implemented. We want to calm traffic, not increase 
it. 

We urge the Planning Board to amend the "Bayview Plan" and move forward to find an alternative 
solution. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_r;;_L_£_tJ_A--,---,-'P-_g~_\.)_\ _q~_[name] 

2:'i.l4 Il>ftYVt~v0 l)~ . [address] 

A~A(\WDA . cPr Q4'Jo l , 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-201 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 20. Bayview Homeowners 

20-1 Please also see response to Comment 12-1. 

In response to the comments received, the City conducted an onsite re-evaluation of the 
conditions on Bayview Drive and a review of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f. As a result of 
this re-evaluation, Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f is revised as presented in response to 
Comment 12-1:  

 Add a northbound right turn lane on High Street to provide a shared through-
left and right turn lane on the north bound approach,  

 Add an overlap phase for the northbound High Street right-turn movement 
and prohibit the conflicting westbound Otis Drive U-turn movement; and  

 Optimize the signal timing at High and Otis for both peak hours, and  

 Install traffic calming strategies on Bayview Drive to include improvements, 
such as: restriping Bayview Drive to create narrower driving lanes to reduce 
speeding, installing a cross walk and caution sign at the location of the public 
coastal access easement, and/or construction of sidewalk bulb-outs to 
improve pedestrian safety at the intersections of Bayview/Court Street and 
Bayview/Broadway. 



( 

Slow Factory 
Todd Edelman. Director 
1409 Caroline St. 
Alameda. CA 94501 
edelman@greenidea.eu 
415.867.9843 
www.greenidea.eu 
Skype: Toddedelman 

Comments on the Draft Environmelllalimpact Report (EIR) for Alameda Point 

to: Andrew Thomas 
City Planner 
City of Alameda 
2363 Santa Clara Ave. 
Alameda, CA 94501 
athomas@alamedaca.goy 

Dear Mr. Thomas, 

Ocwber 21, 2013 

Regarding the following comments I am not aware of a standard or typical format for public comments on 
EIR's in California or in Alameda, so I will simply address points (chapters, paragraphs, etc.) in the EIR 
itself with a) General discussion and b) Actual recommendations (indented). (Also 1a and 1b, in the 
following sections). While texts under b) are my specific comments and should be treated as verbatim, the 
text under a) should assist you in understanding the text under b). I assume you have your own efficient 
process of incorporating public comments; in the future it might be useful to provide a suggested template 
in order to make things simpler for all parties, in particular those with no professional experience in urban 
or transport planning. 

- Todd Edelman 

Contents (section of the EIR commented on) 

B 2, Environmental Protection and Sustainability Objectives, page 3-3 
4 C, Transit System, page 3-15 
4 C - Transportation and Circulation 

4 C 15 
4 C 18-19 

{ Other General Discussions and Specific Recommendation 
'" .. 
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B.2, Environmental Protection and Sustainability Objectives, page 3-3 

a) The amount of energy sourced from photo-volatic installations (solar power) is increasing rapidly 
intemationally, nationally, and locally. This is, no doubt, encouraged by the ever-decreasing price of 
panels even as they become more efficient. Some municipalities, for example the city of Lancaster. 
California, mandate the installation of photo-voltaic equipment on all new residential buildings, a sign of 
the trust that solar is and will be in the future a great tool for helping communities and individuals meet 
their mandated and programmatic renewable energy goals. 

Alameda and Alameda Point in particular are in an excellent position to benefit from solar power. 
Alameda has clear days 72% of the year, though photo-voltaic equipment can produce some energy in all 
light levels. All the new buildings at Alameda Point, and some with already-necessary renovations to their 
roofs, can be aligned whole or in part so that secure installations of photo-voltaic equipment are most 
efficient. 

Self-reliance in terms of energy will have a significant impact on "ownership" of Alameda Point by its 
residents; this will have an even greater impact on children who grow up there. A solar Alameda will be 
their (new) nonna!. 

The text for the fourth bullet point on the page should be amended as follows (suggested new text 
in bold): 

b) Applying sustainability principles in the design and development of open spaces, recreation 
facilities, buildings, and infrastructure, including wastewater, storm water, electrical and 
transportation systems, including promotion of alternative modes of transportation through 
preparation and implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
Program, and alternative energy generation through installation of photo-voltaic (solar 
energy) systems to both new and - when possible - existing buildings, distribution of this 
energy to all buildings in Alameda Point and to feed any excess energy into the electrical 
grid, 

C.3, Transit System, page 3-15 

a) The Amtrak Station Oakland - .lack London Square ("OKJ" is the official Amtrak designation) is a stop 
on three Amtrak routes with a total of 20 trains visiting the station on a weekday. In 2012 an average of 
1, 142 [lersons boarded or detrained at OK) every day. The routes of the services stopping at the station are 
being lengthened - it is likely that possibly even before the completion of the California High Speed Rail 
Project berween the Bay Area and the Los Angeles in 2029 tbat the the Capitol Corridor service will be a 
main connection to it to and from its stop in San Jose. It is the tenth busiest of 74 stations in California run 
by Amtrak and the railway services that visit the station. Capitol Corridor is the 4'" busiest Amtrak route 
in the entire country. 

Despite all this, there is no mention of" Amtrak" ill Chapter 3 (this chapter) and, in Chapter 4, OIO and 
the services which use it are only described once. However BART, AC Transit and the WET A ferries are 
all mentioned by name in this chapter and in detail, as part of various plans, etc, in Chapter 4. 
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Moreover, the possibility of Amtrak selVices being of benefit to Alameda and Alameda Point are not 
mentioned and "Amtrak" is not mentioned at all in documents including the Alameda Point Preliminary 
Development Concept (2006) and the Alameda Point Transportation Strategy (2005). "Amtrak" appears 
once in the Estuary Crossing Study (2009) but OKJ is not mentioned further in regards to, for example, 
reasons why Alameda residents may want to cross the Estuary by bicycle or foot. 

Why is this? 
OKJ is relatively new - it was opened in 1995 to replace the 16th SI. Station in Oakland that was 
damaged in the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989. The Capitol Corridor service only started in 
1991 (it stopped at 16th St. until 1994). It does not appear in the Alameda General Plan (1991). It 
has little historical use in families or other peer groups, including for the military personnel based 
or living on the island. A station nearby (1" and Broadway) operated by Southern Pacific closed in 
1960. 
There is no direct connection by existing AC Transit buses to OKJ, and perhaps there never was 
(?). 
Though the station is actually visible from Alameda and would be a minute away by bike from a 
water taxi docking at Jack London Square, there is still no shore-to-shore crossing of the Estuary, 
and still no concrete plan to do so. 
The station name itself has no mention of Alameda its name despite being closer to all of Alameda 
than it is to most of Oakland. 
Connections from the west end of Alameda by automobile via either the tubes or the various 
bridges are circuitous, and especially for the tubes the travel time is not always predictable. 
As recently as FeblUary of this year, the planning manager of Capitol Corridor was completely 
unaware of any development plans at Alameda Point (or Alameda Landing) including the possible 
water taxi that would dock within a few hundred yards of OKJ. 

In sum, it may be a bit of a chicken and an egg situation, though it is not possible to claim that services 
accessible at OKJ can approach both automobiles and and transit networks in terms of capacity. 
Nevertheless, it is clearly a neglected part of TDM mitigation for Alameda Point, and an impoltant 
element in developing both the genius loci of the general area and a clear amenity for anyone living in, 
Visiting or commuting to Alameda Point. 

The text for the second paragraph on the poge should be amended as follows (suggested new text 
ill bold): 

b) Transit System 
AC Transit's Line 31 provides daily bus service through the central portions of Alameda Point. 
The destinations of this bus route include the MacArthur and Oakland City Center 12th Street 
BART Stations. The Alameda Ferry Terminal is located on the north side of Maln Street adjacent 
to the northeastern portion of the project site. WETA operates daily commuter and excursion 
ferry service from this terminal to the San Francisco Feny Building and Pier 41. Limited 
commuter selVice to South San Francisco is also provided. Amtrak operates three services from 
the Oakland - Jack London Station located at Alice and 3'· St in Oakland - this is accessible 
by transfer from AC Transit Line 31 to otherAC Transit lines that stop directly at the station. 
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Chapter 4 C - Transportation and Circulation 

a) The 25 mph speed limit in Alameda for all streets is laudable and responsible in part for the high 
degree of objective and subjective road safety in the city. It also decreases noise and pollution compared to 
more typical urban 35 mph streets in the Bay Area and beyond. 

Nevertheless cycling has a low modal share in Alameda and pedestrians have a difficult time crossing 
many arterial streets due to their excessive width in many areas. 

Though the creation of narrow streets in Alameda Point and possibly the reduction of many to the same is 
a significant goal within the area also as palt of a Complete Streets policy, a 25 mph speed limit is simply 
too fast for local streets in Alameda Point. It cannot be overstated that improvements are exponential: a 25 
mph limit is well more than 30% safer than a 35 mph limit and a 15 mph speed limit is well more than 
40% safer than a 25 mph limit. 

There are many cities throughout the USA and Europe which have recognized that safe and sustainable 
neighborhoods and school zones require streets with speeds in many cases considerably slower than 
25m ph. 

Examples: 
NYC is developing 20 mph "Slow Zones". 
Since 2011 San Francisco has been implementing 15 mph school zones. 
In the UK over 12 million people live cities which are adopting or have adopted 20 mph zones for 
neighborhood streets (following the slogan "Twentv is Plenty"). 
In many cities in mostly western Continental Europe there are extensive networks of 30 kph 
(roughly 18 mph) streets, including all the residential areas of Graz, Austria (it has a population 
three times higher than Alameda) and in many cities in the Netherlands among many others. 80% 
of the streets in Berlin are 18 mph streets. 

• In the Netherlands: 30Km is more or less the standard for streets with no separated (the equivalent 
of Class I) cycling facilities. This contributes significantly to the cycling modal share in the flat 
Netherlands is on average more than 10 times higher than equally flat but much more sunny 
Alameda. In one town in the Netherlands, Groningen, about 60% of journeys in the center are 
made by bike. 

For automobile drivers, there is no significant increase to duration of journeys on streets with 18 mph 
speed limits compared to those with 25 or 30 mph limits, in part because the time spent on streets with the 
slower limits represents a minority of total length of journey by distance. 

Finally, a change in speed limit also complemented by concrete measures such as the aforementioned 
narrowed streets and e.g. raised crosswalks indicates to drivers the need to slow down (or that it is 
possible to speed up when exiting these zones.).15 mph zones should generally not require painted bike 
lanes - not painting or re-painting these will to some degree balance the cost of raised crosswalks. This 
design also fulfills the pedestrian-to automobile hierarchy for local streets on 4 C-19 of the EIR. 

The text for the indicated pages and location should be amended as follows (suggested new text in 
bold): 

4 C-1S 
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b) Policy 4.4.2.c 
Speed limits on Alameda's new arterial roads should be consistent with existing 
roadways and be designed and implemented as 25 mph roadways. Alameda's new local roads 
should be designed and implemented as 15 mph roadways. 

4 C-18-19 (et. al.) 

b) As a means to not conflate the various type of automobile uses and place a higher value on 
non-private car use in relation to private car use, "automobile" as part of the transportation 
hierarchy in this EIR should be sub-divided into, and with the follow (sub-) hierarchy, as: 

taxis (or carshare) 
carshare (or taxis) 
private automobile 

Other General Discussions and Specific Recommendations 

(These reference many sections of Chapter 4, in particular to whole LOS and TOMffSM set of problems 
and solutions -I appreciate and defer to your expenise and familiarity with the EIR in order to insen etc. 
these comments in the appropriate locations if they are acceptable or useful.) 

1a) Nearly Carfree Alameda Point: The core or critical part of the EIR seems to be that TOM and 
complementary measures will come close to cancelling out the LOS negatives for the built Alameda Point, 
both in the medium- and longer-term. As I understand it the goals for TOM are that 30% of commercial 
visitors (shopping and also to the workplace) and 10% of residents will not use private automobiles to 
access Alameda Point. 

The 10% residential goal is inadequate, especially as it not really enforceable. Once people have a car and 
claim a place to store it off-street (or one of several places informally near their home on-street), they will 
not want to give it up. Most people who will live in Alameda Point are either not born yet, or do not have 
a car in Alameda. A carfree Alameda Point will not result in cars being taken away from anyone -.it is 
their choice to live there. Currently at least 30% of households in San Francisco have no car and also 20% 
in Oakland. 

Demand for housing in the Bay Area - especially so relatively close to San Francisco - is so incredibly 
high it is certain AP could be totally filled with people who at the maximum only want their own car at the 
periphery of the area, and are content using car share, collective public transport, taxis , bike shaling, their 
own bikes, walking, or even boats to friends in future housing at e.g. Treasure Island or Brooklyn Basin. 
Certain people do need a vehicle for their work but most of them do not need a vehicle within a few steps 
of their home. There will have to be exemptions for certain disabled persons; housing that is accessed 
from arterial routes nearer to the periphery of Alameda Point can have limited off-street parking. Though 
not ideal, it may be possible to drive cars in only to unload or load passengers, but with no internal 

{ parking. Even this will do much for ambiance as well as encouraging use of bicycles or other altenatives. 
~./ 

There are different ways to make a place carfree, but for legalistic reasons methods such as requiring 
people to not have a car registered in their name might be very difficult. The main justification for 
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requiring off-street parking in new residential projects (and commercial ones, too) is so that existing 
on-street parking is not reduced. So - to jump ahead - a solution for AP is have restricted parking in all of 
AP and other neighborhoods within walking distance at least. This is something that the City of Alameda 
should be able to create on their own. 

Since Alameda Point residents will still be permitted to own cars, some will choose this option. They 
should be provided with options to park their cars either off the island or at the very least on an artery on 
the periphery of Alameda Point or one closer to the tubes. 

Not building off-street parking will present a tremendous cost savings in construction which will, among 
other things, help or totally offset the cost of installation of solar power equipment (see above). 

Commercial visitors including employees to various zones outside the Town Center/Seaplane Lagoon 
must be required to travel on routes which completely avoid local streets. Parking for employees should 
not be free, both on-street and off-street, and whether for company or private cars. Off-street long-term 
parking should not be permitted and short-term parking will be possible for visitors. Employees will not of 
course pay for parking on private parking lots; they will pay a permit to access Alameda Point itself. 

Tile specific measures to be taken for a Carfree Alameda Point for residents are as follows with 
key elements only in bold: 

Ib) 
Parking (and some movement) 

No housing of any sort on local streets should have its own off-street or on-street parking 
with exceptions for existing residents and certain disabled persons (but these parking 
places should be where local streets meet arterials). 

Housing accessed by arterial streets can have parking following TOO standards or 
regulations. These spaces can be a combination of on- and off-street, bnt in aggregate they 
should not exclude the TOO standards/requirements for adjacent housing. This parking can be 
used by any registered residents of Alameda Poillt, whether owners or renters. The provision of 
an adequate number of carshare spaces should be included under this measure. 

The entire area of Alameda Point, all areas of Alameda west of Webster St. should have 
restricted parking facilitated by a neighborhood parking permit system similar to others in 
the Bay Area. This is to prevent Alameda Point residents and commercial visitors from using 
their cars and thus canceling out TOM measures or worse. There can be a system to permit 
visitors to existing housing in Alameda Point and other areas to enable convenient parking by 
visitors who do not have permits on their vehicles. Areas close to existing commercial zones 
(e.g. Webster St.) should have expanded implementation of paid, short-term on-street parking. 

Commercial areas such as the Town Square next to the Seaplane Lagoon should have all 
visitor parking accessible only from an arterial street. This will be likely to include 
underground parking. Spaces for disabled persons will be located as close as possible to the 
edge of the Town Square in comparison [0 other vehicles. 

Parking for any short-term visitors should never be free via a validation from commercial 
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tenants, even with minimum purchase. 

The City of Alameda on behalf of the developers of Alameda Point or the developers 
themselves should purchase, lease or arrange the purchase of long-term parking space for 
Alameda Point residents that is both 1) As far as away from Alameda Point as possible, 
and 2) As close to an access point to the 1-880 as possible. This must also be served directly 
by bus or future BRT etc or other collective transport from Alameda without affecting or by 
minimizing the effect on residents of Oakland. 

Housing Design 

All housing will have street level bicycle parking in a convenient loca1ion between the actual 
units and the street, Le. in a more or less direct route for walking. This should be based on or 
exceed similar criteria (e.g. ratio per resident and size) for bicycle parking in San Francisco or 
other areas. It should make it possible to have cargo bicycles, tandems and other bicycles 
inside. 

Spaces for private cars and carshare cars should have charging facilities for electric cars or 
plug-in hybrids in an adequate amount, also taking into account future trends (Le. an electric 
car should never be without a plug and a private car should never park in a plug-in space.) 

Public Thansportatioll and Cycling 

At an appropriate junction in development of Alameda Point, for example the move in of a 
certain number of residences or the opening of most of the shops at the Town Square etc., the 
opening of a 1) Pedestrian-bicycle bridge from near the northeast corner of Alameda 
Landing to Oakland and a 2) watercraft (water taxi, water bus, etc.) from at or near the 
Main St. Ferry Terminal to the area of the existing Schnitzer Salvage in Oakland on West 
Embarcadero St., which is apparently currently in the process of being vacated. In advance of 
this date it may be necessary to secure the use of this land via a fixed-telm sublet which would 
terminate when a dock had to be built. 

If for any reason operation of the bridge is not possible at this date, a new watercraft 
route should be set up from the same location in Alameda Point to a dock at Jack London 
Square. In the event that Catellus is already operating a watercraft on this route due to 
obligations with the City of Alameda, the service should be increased if warranted, extended 
to other parts of Alameda etc. 

At a similar type to the above or other important juncture, and connected with development of 
express or BRT buses to Oakland, there should be a new AC Transit route or 
modification of an existing route to create a new direction connection from Alameda 
Point to OKJ. This would not necessarily dUplicate or be similar r to the watercraft route as 
it will most likely travel from Alameda Point to the Tubes via xxxx St. 

In conjunction with the Alameda Point connects to near OKJ by boat and/or direct bus, the 
station should be renamed to include "Alameda" (this is a decision of the Port of Oakland 
rather than Amtrak or Union Pacific. The name could be, for example, "Oakland - Jack 
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London - Alameda". 

As part of TDM measures, residents of Alameda Point and employees working there 
should travel fare-free on any public transport within the approximate borders of 
Alameda Point. Within the technical limits of the Clipper Card system - if still in operation 
-these persons would swipe a Alameda Point Card as anyone else using the system, but if 
they plan to leave the Alameda Point Fare Free Zone they would need 10 pay the fare with a 
separate Clipper Card. Guests of these persons will have the 0PPol1unity to travel fare-free, 
too. 

The EIR lists many cases in which, though they are not analyzed per se, it is strongly 
implied in the ErR that at many locations only a Class I facility will provide conditions for 
cycling as if Alameda Point was not built, i.e. they are only the effective method of 
mitigation. Therefore all arterials or other main routes botb within Alameda Point and 
connecting to the Estuary crossing points, and otber main routes such as the path on 
Shoreline which will exist by the time AP construction is underway, must be solved 
with a Class I facility. 
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Letter 21. Slow Factory 
(Todd Edelman, Director) 

21-1 Comment noted. The comment is not on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The 
comment will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for consideration.  

21-2 It is a policy decision as to whether requirements for photovoltaics and similar alternative 
energy sources should be mandatory. The comment is a comment on the proposed plan 
for Alameda Point and not on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. The comment 
will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for consideration 

21-3 The comment is a comment on the proposed plan for Alameda Point and not on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. The comment will be forwarded to the Planning 
Board and City Council for consideration. Connections to the Amtrak station may be 
included in the TDM program if it is expected that it would reduce a significant amount of 
automobile trips.  

21-4 The comment is a comment on the proposed plan for Alameda Point and not on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. The comment will be forwarded to the Planning 
Board and City Council for consideration. It is a policy decision as to whether to make 
local roads 15 miles per hour speed limits. The existing citywide speed limit is 25 miles 
per hour.  

21-5 The recommendations contained in this comment will be forwarded to the Planning 
Board and City Council for consideration. 

21-6 The proposed project includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program 
that will encourage reduced vehicle trips by providing facilities for alternative modes of 
transportation for visitors, residents, and employees, including charging stations and 
bicycle parking facilities. The recommendations contained in this comment will be 
forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for consideration. 

21-7 The comment addresses the proposed transportation strategy and not the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. Numerous studies examining the feasibility of constructing a 
new bridge over or a new tunnel under the estuary have been completed over the 17 years 
since the Navy decommissioned the Naval Air Station. All of these studies, including the 
most recent Estuary Crossing Study Feasibility Report prepared in May 2009 by City of 
Alameda found that such crossings are not financially feasible. 

21-8 The feasibility of implementing watercraft service is being evaluated as funding sources 
are identified, including as part of the TDM programs related to Alameda Landing and 
the implementation of the TDM program for the proposed project. 
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21-9 The proposed project includes a TDM program that will encourage reduced vehicle trips 
by providing facilities for visitors, residents, and employees, which will include 
significant coordination with AC Transit.  

21-10 Comment noted. 

21-11 The TDM program includes a dedicated funding mechanism from Alameda Point 
property owners for certain transit services and is specifically designed to allow the 
flexibility for the users of the program to adjust the programs and services to provide the 
most cost effective services to reduce automobile trips and provide alternative modes of 
transportation. 

21-12 The Master Infrastructure Plan includes the proposed circulation and cross-sections for 
the street network for the proposed project. As present on Figure 4.C-3, the proposed 
bicycle network includes Class I facilities along the perimeter of Alameda Point and 
Class II facilities on the interior street network. These have been updated to include 14.8 
miles of “cycle tracks” or protected bikeways as well. 



City Council and Planning Board 

2263 Santa Clara Avenue 

Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear members of the Alameda City Council and Planning Board: 

1817 Nason Street 

Alameda, CA 94501 

October 1, 2003 

I have been encouraged by recent statements by BART Director Bob Rayburn that there is serious 
consideration of a BART station in Alameda. The proposed station would be across from Jack London 
Square and could accommodate bike and pedestrian traffic as well as trains. 

Your policy 4.1.6.d in the draft EIR deals with connection to Oakland, including "Water Taxis, shuttles, 
and a Bicycle Pedestrian Bridge ... ," all of them either impractical or inadequate. I have heard 
descriptions of the design for a bridge that would be high enough for Coast Guard ships to pass beneath. 
believe there are only two ways to provide a good crossing to East Bay destinations from the West End: a 
tunnel or moving the Coast Guard. 

I am in accord with the goals ofSB 175 to improve air quality, reduce greenhouse gasses, and shorten 
commute times. But for Alameda to play our part in housing, we should insist on significant 
improvement in tmnsportation. With traffic problems both current and expected as a result of new 
development on Alameda Point and elsewhere in Alameda, the City should actively work to improve 
West End circulation. The most significant and effective project to achieve this is a BART station under 
the Estuary. 

By making available a convenient passage by bicycle, foot, and trains, but not by cars, we would attract 
residents who prefer not to drive, to Alameda Point, Alameda Landing, and much of the rest of Alameda 

west of the bridges, thus improving the quality of life, or at least of travel, for a significant part of our 
population, including those who still drive, who would benefit from less competition in the Posey and 
Webster Tubes. 

I urge that a BART tunnel/station be included in your policy. 

Sincerely, 
! . 

'I ' I ! 1': 'C' ¥- t~<L.'V i .. t· 

Selina Faulhaber 
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Letter 22. Individual 
(Selina Faulhaber) 

22-1 Comment noted.  

22-2 The comment addresses the proposed development transportation strategy and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. Numerous studies examining the feasibility of 
constructing a new bridge over or a new tunnel under the estuary have been completed 
over the 17 years since the Navy decommissioned the Naval Air Station. All of these 
studies, including the most recent Estuary Crossing Study Feasibility Report prepared in 
May 2009 by City of Alameda found that such crossings are not financially feasible.  

22-3 As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, page 6-3, the proposed project is consistent 
with SB 375 and the Plan Bay Area. Constructing a BART line under the Estuary is not 
part of the proposed project. The project would, however, adhere to a TDM program to 
reduce vehicle trips associated with the project. The City of Alameda will continue to 
work with BART to develop plans for direct BART connections to Alameda. 

22-4 As presented in the Project Objectives on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would promote alternative modes of transportation through preparation and 
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. The project 
would adhere to a TDM program to reduce vehicle trips associated with the project. 
Please see response to Comment 7-15 related to the TDM program. 

22-5 Comment noted. 



>>> David Gaskin <dgaskin@planeteria.net> 9/25/2013 4:36 PM >>> 
Dear Jennifer Ott, 
 
We are residents of Alameda and live on Tarryton Isle off Otis.  
Our primary egress/ingress to and from the island is through the tubes. 
 
We would love to see Alameda Point developed but we wonder why there has not been any consideration of a fly-
over from the point to join up with I-80/I-880 somewhere near the East end of the port? 
This could easily handle the new residents at the point and also eliminate any traffic jams through the tubes. 
 
Worth some consideration? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Gaskin and Phil McPherson 
657 Tarryton Isle 
Alameda, CA 94501-5645�

�
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Letter 23. Individuals 
(David Gaskin and Phil McPherson) 

23-1  The City of Alameda has studied the question of how to build another bridge or tunnel 
over the estuary extensively. These studies have shown that a new automobile crossing is 
not feasible, either financially or physically. For these reasons, the transportation strategy 
is designed to increase the use of alternative modes of transportation as a means of 
increasing mobility for new residents and businesses at Alameda Point. Also see response 
to Comment 22-2. 



1

Lesley Lowe

From: Jennifer Ott <jott@alamedaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 9:08 PM
To: Andrew THOMAS; Karl Heisler; Lesley Lowe
Subject: Fwd: Alameda Point Inquiry

Fyi - Comment on EIR 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Dorothy Kakimoto <dkalameda@gmail.com>" <dkalameda@gmail.com>
Date: September 19, 2013, 6:26:24 PM PDT 
To: "Jennifer Ott" <JOtt@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Alameda Point Inquiry

Yes.

On Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 5:13 PM, Jennifer Ott <JOtt@alamedaca.gov> wrote: 
Hello Dorothy: 
  
I want to make sure I understand how to get you the information you need.  Are you asking how 
Alameda Point development may impact traffic on your street (Bayview)? 
  
Thanks, 
Jennifer 

  
Jennifer Ott 
Chief Operating Officer - Alameda Point 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 120 
Alameda, California 94501 
  
(510) 747-4747 (o) 
(510) 867-8237 (m) 
>>> Dorothy Kakimoto <dkalameda@gmail.com> 9/17/2013 7:10 PM >>> 
Bayview had a terrible traffic problem and the lumps helped somewhat. There are still speeders but not 
as much as before.  
 

On Tue, Sep 17, 2013 at 5:06 PM, Jennifer Ott <JOtt@alamedaca.gov> wrote: 

Hello Dorothy: 
What terrible situation and resulting calming effect are you referring to so I can be sure to address your 
question and concern? I look forward to your clarification. 
Thanks, 
Jennifer 

Jennifer Ott 
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Chief Operating Officer - Alameda Point 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 120 
Alameda, California 94501 
(510) 747-4747 (o) 
(510) 867-8237 (m) 
>>> Dorothy Kakimoto <dkalameda@gmail.com> 9/16/2013 8:11 PM >>> 
Does this plan impact traffic on Bayview Drive? We had a terrible situation, and then has a "Calming" 
effect. Is that now going to change? 
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Letter 24. Individual 
(D. Kakimoto) 

24-1 Please see responses to Comments 12-1 and Comment 20-1. 

In response to the comments received, the City conducted an onsite re-evaluation of the 
conditions on Bayview Drive and a review of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f. As a result of 
this re-evaluation, Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f is revised as presented in response to 
Comment 12-1. 
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Letter 25. Khyber Investments 
(Craig Miott, MBA) 

25-1 Any decision to build new homes in the NAS Alameda Historic District or demolish 
existing contributing structures such as the Chief Petty Officer Housing (CPO) will 
require careful consideration and a public hearing before the City of Alameda Historical 
Advisory Board and the City of Alameda Planning Board. In the event that a decision is 
made in the future to remove these buildings, the potential demolition of the CPO 
housing was identified as a significant impact on page 4.D-36 of the Draft EIR, and the 
EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce this impact on pages 4.D-36-37. These 
mitigation strategies would reduce, but not eliminate, potential significant adverse 
impacts to the NAS Alameda Historic District (including demolition of the CPO housing 
area). Therefore, even with implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.D 1, demolition 
and/or substantial alteration of the NAS Alameda Historic District contributors could 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts. Please also see response to Comment 11-8. 

25-2 The City agrees that the NAS Alameda Historic District is an important cultural resource 
that should be preserved. The NAS Alameda Historic District is listed on the National 
Register and as an official City of Alameda Monument. Please also see responses to 
Comments 25-1 and 11-8.  



( 

Andrew THOMAS - Comments re Alameda Point DEIR 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 
CC: 

Darcy DLM <darcydlm@hotmail.com> 
"athomas@alamedaca.gov" <athomas@alamedaca.gov> 
10/21/2013 10:25 AM 
Comments re Alameda Point DEIR 
"darcydlm@hotmail.com" <darcydlm@hotmail.com> 

I have the following comments regarding the Alameda Point DEIR: 

Page I of2 

I recognize that a tremendous amount of effort and expel1ise has gone into the planning process for 
Alameda Point, and I try to keep that in mind. 

In general, though, I think the pressure for development overrides a truly realistic assessment oflocal 
conditions: We are on a low lying island with vety limited access, in close proximity to a major fault 
zone. Nothing can be done to sufficiently overcome the risks associated with that, even with the 
herculean etTorts proposed to make this site "safe" for development. 

What is more, the formal planning process precludes a realistic assessment of the conditions because it 
limits the discussion. A realistic assessment should include the viability of the tubes, for example, and 
the potential loss of access. Regardless of where they're located or who's responsible for maintaining 
them, we'll all be just as trapped if the tubes should suffer earthquake damage. 

Times change. In this case, both the likelihood of earthquakes and the risk of rising seas will increase 
dramatically in the coming years and development cannot proceed as if we were still in the '50's or the 
'80's. 

J have the following specific comments to make: 

I) Alameda is at risk of natural disaster on two fronts: seismic activity and sea level rise. The 
DEIR addresses potential mitigation for each risk factor alone, but not for the interaction 
between the two. It stands to reason that the ground water level will rise along with sea level, 
and that in turn should inform all of the infrastructure planning with regard to liquefaction, 
soil stability and drainage, and the long term viability of the project as a whole. 

See the attached link to an MTC study of sea level rise entitled "Adapting to Rising Tides: 
Transportation Vulnerability and Risk Assessment Pilot Project", Chapter 3: 
Ittl p :llwww.mtc.ca. gov Ip Ianni ng/cli mate/Risi n g Tides
TechnicalReport/Chapter 3 Seismic Vulnerabilitv Assessment.pdf 

From page I: 
"In a sea level rise (SLR) scenario, rising groundwater levels could lead to an increased likelihood of liquefaction 
and lateral spreading, magnifying the impact of an earthquake." 

From page 3-6: 
3.2.4 GROUNDWATER 
"Groundwater and soil saturation playa significant role in seismic vulnerability due to their role in 

file:IIC:\Documents and Settings\pb _ user\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\5265010IAla... 10/2112013 
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Page 2 of2 

establishing conditions that lead to liquefaction caused by earthquake shaking. Relatively high 
groundwater levels exist in the relatively flat terrain along the bay margins and within the SLR area. This 
condition in itself presents special circumstances that must be compensated for in the engineering and 
construction of certain structures. A recent USGS study of the hydrogeology of aquifers beneath the San 
Leandro and San Lorenzo areas in the central portion of the project area shows groundwater essentially 
at sea level close to the bay and rising inland, toward the east (Izbicki et al. 2003). The study also 
acknowledges that groundwater levels near the bay also respond to tidal fluctuation. with associated 
pressure changes (Izbicki et al. 2003). For the scenario of end of century SLR considered by the pilot 
project, it would seem that already high groundwater levels near the bay would rise over the long term 
essentially in line with the magnitude of the SLR expected." 

The proposed corrective geotechnical measures should be re-evaluated in light of a rising ground water 
scenario. The geotechnical measures are designed with a fixed water table in mind and that is not 
realistical. The potential for flooding caused by rising ground water in the adaptive reuse area must also 
be considered. The proposed levees cannot "mitigate" this type of flooding. 

2) The DEIR says little about soil stability under the proposed levees. The shoreline in the 
vicinity of the Main St. felTY terminal will be reinforced which I'm assuming will help to 
stabilize any nearby levees as well, but the remainder of the levees will not be stabilized, and 
there's nothing to prevent the ground ii'om failing beneath them. Damage to the levees could 
be costly to repair, and of course, could lead to catastrophic damage if major flooding 
ensued. 

3) Main Street is at a very low elevation north of Atlantic Ave, and any practical plan will have 
to make provisions to raise it signiticantly along this entire length, not just at its lowest point, 
at the NOlth Gate as the DEIR indicates. (For that matter, any practical plan should envision 
Alameda Point as an island with a causeway leading to it.) Please see the link below to a sea 
level rise map on the ABAG site. 

http://!!is.aba!!.ca.l!ov/Website/SeaLeveiRise/index.html 

The route of Main Street stands out clearly on this map as an "area vulnerable to an approximate 16" 
sea level rise", and by that I mean Main Street nOlth of Atlantic Ave and the area surrounding 
it. The DEIR makes references to the low elevation and drainage issues on Main Street but 
doesn't address the need to elevate it substantially throughout this lowlying area. 

In closing: Again, I recognize all the work that has gone into this planning process, but I continue to 
believe that this site is too mllch at risk from earthquake damage and sea level rise to be 
considered viable for development, and this tends to be true for all of Alameda's available 
waterfront sites. 

I appreciate your efforts to engage the public. 

Thank you. 

Darcy Morrison 

l'ile:IIC:\Documcnts and Settings\pb_user\Local Settings\ Temp\XPgrpwise\52650 101 Ala... 10/2112013 
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Letter 26. Individual 
(Darcy Morrison) 

26-1 After extensive study, the City of Alameda does believe that Alameda Point can be 
redeveloped and reused despite the risks of seismic events and sea level rise. Page 4.I-25 
of the Draft EIR begins the discussion of potential flooding from the 100-year storm 
event and the existing grades and areas that would be raised above existing flood zone 
elevations in addition to protection from eventual sea level rise. The potential impacts of 
sea level rise are also specifically analyzed on page 4.I-29 under impact 4.I-8. 

 As described in response to Comment 17-17, seismic hazards including the potential for a 
significant earthquake to occur in the future within the Bay Area is discussed beginning 
on page 4.H-7 of the Draft EIR and again on page 4.H-18. With incorporation of the 
latest in seismic design criteria as required by building code requirements, the proposed 
project improvements would be constructed to withstand the maximum credible 
earthquake anticipated at the project site, taking into account all of the regional active 
faults that are found in the Bay Area. By incorporating seismic design measures such as 
use of engineered fill and deep foundation systems, as appropriate, proposed 
improvements would be able to avoid catastrophic failure and protect human health such 
that potential impacts would be less than significant.  

26-2 Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the City of Alameda is not 
required to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of an earthquake on the existing 
regional transportation system and State Route 260. Originally constructed in 1928, the 
Posey tube is the older of the two subterranean roadways, with the Webster Street tube 
completed much later in 1963. Both incorporated similar designs and were later found to 
be vulnerable to earthquakes largely due to the presence of potentially liquefiable 
materials immediately surrounding the tubes. Beginning in April 2000, Caltrans 
performed major seismic upgrades through jet grouting methods to stabilize and 
strengthen surrounding soils by injecting a cement slurry mixture into the subsurface 
materials around the tubes. Work was completed on October 31, 2003, and is now 
considered by Caltrans in a 2011 report to meet current seismic standards.23 Nevertheless, 
the potential for the tubes to incur some level of damage following a substantial 
earthquake cannot be fully ruled out and that could require temporary closure of one or 
both tubes. If such circumstances occur, traffic would likely be routed to one of the other 
bridges that provide access to the island and expanded ferry service would be provided by 
the Water Emergency Transit Authority as mandated by Senate Bills 976 and 1093. 
However, considering the more recent seismic upgrades that the tubes have received, 
catastrophic failure of the tubes is not considered likely. 

                                                      
23 Caltrans, State Route 260 Transportation Concept Report, http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/systemplanning/docs/tcr/ 

sr_260_tcr_final.pdf, June 2011. 
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26-3 Please see response to Comment 26-1. Building code requirements have evolved along 
with the advancements in construction methods and response to groundshaking such that 
current standards are much more stringent than the previous time periods referenced by 
the comment. As stated on pages 4.I-3 through 4.I-7 of the Draft EIR, the project site lies 
in an area that is subject to different flood conditions including high tide levels from 
storm surges, high waves from a tsunami, and sea level rise from global climate change. 
The flood impact analysis in the Draft EIR is based on site-specific information used to 
determine the risks associated with flooding that the public and the structures would be 
exposed to due to the project, and identification of measures to minimize these risks is 
based on recent science on the potential of sea level rise. Refer to the Impacts 4.I-6 
through 4.I-8 from pages 4.I-25 through 4.I-29 of the Draft EIR and the references on 
Page 4.I-31 which includes a list of recent reports and studies used for the impact 
analyses for the proposed project. 

26-4 The City of Alameda prepared a Master Infrastructure Plan which documents the 
improvements required by development to minimize risks from sea level rise and seismic 
events. As stated on page 4.H-19 of the Draft EIR, the entire project site is located in an 
area that is already considered to have a high potential for liquefaction. In fact, the 
project site is located within an area identified by the California Geological Survey to be 
in a liquefaction hazard zone where any new development or redevelopment must meet 
the requirements of Special Publication 117A to demonstrate adequate mitigation of any 
identified liquefaction hazards. The report referenced in the comment describes an 
increased risk of liquefaction for existing structures in areas where a rising groundwater 
level from sea level rise might begin to saturate currently dry sandy soils. However, for 
improvements associated with the proposed project, groundwater levels are already 
relatively shallow and preliminary geotechnical evaluations of the site have identified 
liquefaction hazards that would require substantive measures such as deep dynamic 
compaction of soils, vibratory compaction of soils, and soil/cement mixing such that a 
rising groundwater table would not reduce the stability of these improvements.  

26-5 Please see response to Comment 26-4. The potential impacts of sea level rise are 
specifically analyzed on page 4.I-29 of the Draft EIR under impact 4.I-8 for the entire 
project site, including the Reuse area, which would receive a flood protection system of 
levees under the proposed project as discussed on page 3-38. 

26-6 The levees that would be constructed as part of the proposed project would be required to 
meet FEMA, USACE, and seismic design requirements to maintain flood protection and 
seismic stability in the event of a substantial earthquake. 

26-7 The Draft EIR acknowledges that there is an area of Main Street which is relatively low 
and lies within the 100-year flood zone. However, as stated on page 4.I-25, “the project 
site would be developed in accordance with FEMA criteria and with additional 
consideration to sea level rise.” In addition, improvements to stormwater management 
could also help alleviate flooding potential in this location. Therefore, the proposed 
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improvements to ensure flood protection in addition to future sea level rise and the 
Adaptive Management Plan that is part of the proposed project to address sea level rise 
beyond 18 inches would protect all areas of the site including the currently low-lying area 
of Main Street. 

26-8 Please see responses to Comments 26-1 through 26-7.  



>>> <deerobyn@sbcglobal.net> 10/20/2013 11:48 PM >>> 
Hello, 
  
I am a citizen of Oakland, but have cause to venture into Alameda on occasion and I just wanted 
to comment on your draft EIR. 
  
 After looking over Section 4 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures the City 
of Alameda should  shrink the development by taking development out of the 100 year storm 
and predicted sea level zones, as stated in 4.I‐6. This would limit any liability to the City, but 
potential loss to developers/owners of businesses. Setting the whole development back would 
also have an impact on the sea wall needed to protect that development. Either way, it is an 
expensive project. 
  
Earthquakes and liquefaction: new construction will undoubtedly be built to new stringent 
codes, but the upgrade to the historic buildings may be cost prohibitive, especially when 
including infrastructure improvements expected like sewer, water, and power. 
  
Traffic will increase no matter what, but with an additional new community I don’t see how the 
getting on and off the island will get any easier. Maybe we can get Cal‐Trans to build a 
pedestrian bicycle tube next to the Posey! ( We can dream, right?) The congestion on both 
sides of the Posey is very evident especially in Chinatown and especially at commute times; 
another point for a smaller development. 
  
I attended the presentations to the HAB and the Planning Board where members of 
the Alameda Preservation Society made a case for the heights of any buildings be subordinate 
to the historic hangars which they say is 50 feet, rather than 60 feet as stated in the plans. 
Preserving the view shed around the historic buildings should be a priority and enhance the 
ability to attract vendors or developers. 
  
I also heard proponents of a Cultural Landscaping Plan say that elements of an agreement with 
the Navy should be part of the new plan and I agree. It would be in keeping with preserving the 
look and feel of the Naval heritage. I’m not sure if Alameda has the infrastructure, but ideally all 
landscaping should use gray or filtered black water or use captured rainwater. We just had the 
driest year in a long time and it might not be over. 
  
I’m concerned about the dredging and stirring up that toxic soup, but I don’t have an 
alternative unless there is some new filtering technology and where are they going to dump it? 
  
It’s a grand plan, but you have some big elephants to move. 
  
Thank you for allowing comment. 
  
Dee Rosario  
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-228 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 27. Individual 
(Dee Rosario) 

27-1 As described under Impact 4.I-6 in the Draft EIR, the level of risk from a 100-year flood 
event that the proposed development would be subject to would depend on the location 
and design of the site development and structures and the protection provided by the 
emergency response/preparedness planning for the public in the event of a flood. Areas 
lower than flood protection elevations would be raised higher than 100-year flood levels 
plus 18 inches of sea level rise. The storm drainage system would also provide protection 
for 100-year flood events. Further, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.I-8 on Page 4.I-29 
of the Draft EIR, the City would implement climate adaptation strategies such as 
avoidance/ planned retreat and setback levees to accommodate habitat transition zones, 
buffer zones and beaches. Please see response to Comment 7-3, which explains that the 
flood protection system for the proposed project, would make approximately one-half 
of the entire land mass at the form NAS Alameda (the Northwest Territories and the 
federal Nature Reserve areas), approximately 655 acres, available as open space areas 
(i.e., undeveloped) and would allow these areas to inundate in a high tide event or 
higher sea levels. These open space areas could also be potentially designed as seasonal 
wetlands. There is no evidence that the flood protection system would result in the 
flooding of low-lying areas in Oakland. 

27-2 In accordance with the purpose of CEQA, the Draft EIR analyzes the potentially 
significant physical environmental impacts of the proposed project and does not address 
the costs of development. The Draft EIR does describe the existing regulatory 
requirements that would be necessary for any proposed development such as 
improvements to the existing utility infrastructure. The impacts of the proposed project 
on structures in the Historic District are discussed in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources of 
the Draft EIR. As described on page 5-18 of the Draft EIR, the historic building will 
continue to deteriorate under the No Project condition and investment in the site under 
the proposed project could help supplement the cost of retrofits. 

27-3 The comment addresses the proposed development transportation strategy and not the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. Numerous studies examining the feasibility of 
constructing a new bridge over or a new tunnel under the estuary have been completed 
over the 17 years since the Navy decommissioned the Naval Air Station. All of these 
studies, including the most recent Estuary Crossing Study Feasibility Report prepared in 
May 2009 by City of Alameda found that such crossings are not financially feasible. 

27-4 Pages 4.D-34 through 4.D-35 of the Draft EIR state that the proposed project may 
introduce new structures which are considered visually or architecturally incompatible 
with the Historic District, thereby affecting the overall character of the Historic District, 
or adversely impact a contributor to the NAS Alameda Historic District. Page 4.D-35 of 
the Draft EIR, specifically, states that the project would include new buildings, roads, and 
parks on the 33 acres of taxiways between the Seaplane Hangars and the Seaplane 



3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-229 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Lagoon, which could substantially change the character of this area. The Draft EIR also 
states that new buildings, streets, and trees could alter east-west views along this 
currently open area, and could also change southerly vistas of the Bay along Lexington 
and Saratoga Avenues. Because these open vistas are character-defining features of the 
historic landscape, obstruction by new construction could have a significant adverse 
effect on the integrity of the NAS Alameda Historic District.  

 Mitigation measures to reduce these and other impacts to the Historic District are 
identified on pages 4.D-36-37 of the Draft EIR. On page 4.D-37 the EIR concludes that 
these mitigation strategies would reduce, but not eliminate, potential significant adverse 
impacts to the NAS Alameda Historic District, including new construction on the 
taxiways. Therefore, even with implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.D 1, 
demolition and/or substantial alteration of NAS Alameda Historic District contributors 
and could result in significant and unavoidable impacts. Please also see responses to 
Comments 11-8 and 25-1. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.D-1a requires a certificate of approval by the City of Alameda 
Historical Advisory Board (HAB) for changes within the NAS Alameda Historic District. 
This mitigation measure is designed to ensure that the HAB will review these proposals 
on an individual and case-by-case basis to ensure that each proposal is compatible with 
the surrounding context. All new infill construction, including new construction adjacent 
to the Seaplane Hangars, would be subject to this HAB certificate of approval process. 
Please also see response to Comment 10-5.  

27-5 The comment is correct that as a result of the Memorandum of Agreement between the 
Navy and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regarding the reuse of NAS 
Alameda, a Cultural Landscape Report was prepared by JRP in 2012 (NAS Alameda 
Cultural Landscape Report). This agreement and the resulting report are described on 
page 4.D-17-18 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 4.D-1a(b) on page 4.D-36 of the 
Draft EIR states that an analysis of the project’s conformity with general management 
and design guidelines contained within the NAS Alameda Cultural Landscape Report is 
required, including application of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural 
Landscapes. These include special treatments organized by functional area for such 
topics as spatial organization, topography, vegetation, views and vistas, circulation, as 
well as structures, furnishings and objects. Even with implementation of the Mitigation 
Measure 4.D 1a(b), demolition and/or substantial alteration of NAS Alameda Historic 
District contributors, including contributors to the historic landscape, could result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources. Please also see responses to 
Comments 11-8 and 25-1. Comments supporting this plan, as well as comments 
requesting that all landscaping should use gray or filtered black water or use captured 
rainwater are noted. Water supply issues, including use of recycled water are discussed in 
Section 4.M of the Draft EIR, specifically Impact 4.M-4. 
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Alameda Point Project 3-230 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

27-6 As stated under Impact 4.I-1, as part of the dredging (in-water construction) activities, 
removal and disposal of potentially contaminated sediment could result in turbidity and 
re-suspension of sediments affecting water quality. As stated in the Draft EIR on pages 
4.I-9 and 10 and on pages 4.I-11 and 12, the proposed construction-related and 
maintenance dredging activities would be subject to the requirements of Section 404 and 
401 of the Clean Water Act, which would include water quality control measures during 
the dredging activities. As discussed under Impacts 4.I-1 and 4.I-5, prior to dredging, a 
future project applicant would be required to submit an application and obtain from the 
Dredged Materials Management Office (DMMO) which is comprised of USEPA-Region 9, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-San Francisco, San Francisco Bay RWQCB, BCDC, and 
the State Lands Commission. The project would incorporate rip-rap, geotextile fabrics, 
planting or a combination of such measures to protect the site from erosion. The rock 
slope protection would be designed to maintain a stable configuration (CBG, 2013a) for 
erosion and sedimentation control. In order to minimize impacts on water quality, the 
project applicant would implement BMPs, such as turbidity monitoring, use of floating 
debris booms/silt curtains to contain turbidity and suspended sediments in shallow 
waters, and use of clamshell bucket types that minimize turbidity. Silt curtains and 
gunderbooms would be used as appropriate to minimize the area of increased suspended 
sediment, and mechanical or hydraulic dredge operational controls would be used to 
reduce the flow volume of fine materials and to allow removal of disturbed sediment with 
the hydraulic flow (USACE, 2001). Through compliance with the existing dredging 
requirements stipulated by the DMMO and permits from the San Francisco Bay RWQCB 
and BCDC, standard construction specifications incorporated as part of the project, and 
compliance with the local stormwater control requirements, the potential water quality 
impacts associated with project construction activities would be less than significant.  



Comment Letter 28

Reply to: William Smith 

2822 Bayview Drive 

Alameda, Ci\ 94501-6348 

October 21, 2013 

Mr. Andrew Thomas 

Planning Services Manager 

City of Alameda 

2263 Santa Clara l\venue, Room 190 

l\lameda, CA 94501 

Re: Comments o[William Smith on Draft Environmental Impact Report (ETR) for Alameda Point 
Project (General Plan and Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan and Town Center and 
Waterfront Plan) SCH No. 2013012043 

Dear lv[r. Thomas: 

The redevelopment of Alameda Point between 2014 and 2035 provides one of the last opportunities 

to build a new community on hundreds of acres in the heart of the San Francisco Bay Area. We can 

achieve Out community's many goals for i\lameda Point, which include preserving plant and animal 

species, preserving open space and broadening our economic base, by attracting to Alameda Point 

thousands of new residents who otherwise may move to less sustainable developments on the urban 

ftinge. 

I appreciate that many Alameda citizens in thei.t comments on the Scope of the Draft EIR 

(Environmental Impact Report) recognize that the Alameda Point Project is an opportunity to 

create an environmentally sustainable and just community next to a nature preserve with affordable 

homes, rewarding jobs and energy efficient transportation systems. To my disappointment, though, 

the Draft ErR makes clear that the City of Alameda's preferred alternative lacks both the innovative 

planning and the financing required to both achieve these goals and to mitigate negative cumulative 

impacts on 1) transportation at local intersections, 2) historic architectural resources, 3) regional air 

quality, and 4) noise. 

The City described two environmentally superior alternatives, the Transit Oriented Mixed Usc 

Alternative and the High Density Alternative, but failed to choose either as the preferred alternative. 

The Draft ElR acknowledges that these superior alternatives better fulfill both the intent and the 

criteria of Plall B"y /l!~a. The Draft EIR also acknowledges that these alternatives would provide 

more assurance that the Project would strengthen and diversify the economic base of the 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

community than the alternative the City selected, Either of the environmentally superior alternatives 

would potentially make more funds available to better mitigate the negative cnmulative impacts of 

the project alternative preferred by the City, I request that the City base the Project in the Final ErR 

on either the Transit Oriented l\Jixed Use alternative or the High Density alternative to better 

manage the transportation bottlenecks inherent in our island geography and to generate tlle 

financing required for a more sustainable development. 

\V'hile the City of Alameda did respond to many of my comments on the scope of the EIR, dared 

February 22, 2013, and in my succeeding memo dated Febmaty 23, 2013, no explanation was given 

for why other comments were not addressed, Unfortunately the Draft EIR is incomplete as it 

included only the fi1:st four of m)' 15 pages of comments in Appendix B, The Final EJR must 

include all 15 pages of my comments and the attached appendix, which I have attached to this letter 

as I did to my transmittallctter of Febmary 22"d, 

I thank tlle City for, as I requested, providing a series of tables to compare the impacts of all 

alternative projects included in the EIR on affordable housing construction and supply, 

transportation demand, remediation programs and health risks, sea level rise, and historic and 

cultural resources, Still, several of my concerns were not adequately addressed in the DRAFT EIR 

and I request that they be better addressed in the Final EIR. These concerns include: 

1) the feasibility of the different alternatives given the limits on multi-family development imposed 

by the ban in the City Charter on multi-family housing and the limited exceptions allowed by State 

l:Iousing Law, such as the multi-family overlays used by tlle City to gain State approval of its housing 

element for the first time in decades, especially the feasibility of complying with the requirement in 

the Settlement Agreement with Renewed Hope Housing Advocates, Arc Ecology and others that 

25% of the residential housing be affordable, 

2) an analysis of the potential of the Navy's value recapture charge to influence tlle mix of housing 

for each alternative to be built at Alameda Point, and 

3) an analysis of the relative costs per client per year of subsidized home ownership versus 

subsidized rental housing and the relative advantages and disadvantages of home owne.rship 

subsidies versus rental subsidies on the quality of service provided to the entire specttum of very low 

to 1110derate income citizens. 

See my original comments of February 22, 2013, for a description of the above concerns, 

The Draft EIR is inconsistent in its application of the objectives and requirements of Plall Bay.Ana 
to the Project. The Draft EIR uses the Plall Bay Ami as the baseline for existing conditions to claim 
in Table 2-2 that Impact 4,B-l, "Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially 
induce substantial population or housing growth both directly and indirectly" is less tllan significant. 
Yet it also assesses tllat this less than significant "population and housing growth," will have several 
unnutigable adverse impacts, man)' regional, including: 

Impact 4,C-S: Cumulative development, including the proposed project, would potentially 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

result in transportation impacts at local study intersections under Cumulative plus project 
conditions. 

Impact 4.F-2: Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially generate 
operational emissions that would result in a considerable net increase of criteria pollutants 
and precursors for which the air basin is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard. 

Impact 4.F-8: Development facilitated by the proposed. when combined with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable development in the vicinity, could potentially result in 
cumulative criteria air pollutant air quality impacts. 

Impact 4.G-l: Construction facilitated by the proposed project could potentially expose 
persons to or generate noise levels in excess of the City noise standards. 

Impact 4.G-3: Transportation-related operations facilitated by the proposed project could 
potentially result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
or above levels existing without the project. 

Impact 4.G-6: Increases in traffic from development facilitated by the proposed project in 
combination with other development could potentially result in cumulatively considerable 
noise increases. 

The City must use cuttent conditions as the baseline for assessing impacts on population and 
housing rather than, as it does now, the future projections in tile PICIN Bay Area. The City must 
acknowledge thar this large project will have significant impacts on regional population and housing 
growth (otherwise the project would not contribute to the untnitigable cumulative regional impacts 
listed above). The City must explain how the project will contribute to regional programs to improve 
transportation networks, including better transit access to destinations other than downrown San 
Francisco and Oakland, especially destinations south of Alameda in Silicon Valley where an 
increasing number of Alamedans work. Similarly, the City should describe mitigation measures for 
regional problems it contributes to, such as Project contributions to regional programs to improve 
air cluality, reduce temporal}' construction noise and permanent noise associated with the 
developmcnt, especially ttaffic noise. The City should cxtend the mostly excellent analysis it has 
provided oflocal impacts to include regional problems. 

As I requested in my scoping notc, the Final EIR should include a discussion of the impediments to multi
family housing development presented by the EDC (Economic Development Conveyance) MOA 
(Memorandum of Agreement) ncgotiated by the City with the Navy. The cursory discussion of impacts in 
the Draft EIR fails to explain that the adverse impacts result in the City's land costs per residential acre 
increasing proportional to the number of units built, rather than, as is normal in a commercial transaction, 
decreasing proportional to the number of units built on an acre. The EDC MOA distOlts the phasing and 
build out by providing the City and developers with powerful incentives to build up to 1400 units of 
multi-family housing first and then only single family residential. This distoltion will increase adverse 
environmental impacts during both construction and occupation of the new developments by discouraging 
a mix of single and multi-family residential during the different construction phases. Nor did the City 
discuss options for restructuring the land transfer agreement with the Navy to remove this quirky 
impediment to highly desirable multi-family housing. The agreement could be restructured so that 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

although the Navy might make less money per unit, it would still make more money overall by enabling 
more units to be built than would be feasible under the eurrent agreement 

Toxic Hazards 

The City's assessment that land use controls rcported with the deed will be effective in limiting 

exposure as long as required by regulat01:Y agencies is inadequate. The City must also include a 

description of its enforcement program for deed restrictions and their projected effectiveness. ]'vfany 

city enforcement programs l:elated to health and safety have proven ineffective. These enforcement 

programs are often only effective if citizens can observe and report violations. Aftel: the site is 

subdivided into dozens, even hundreds of parcels, the regulatory agencies will be unable to monitor 

each parcel and citizens will not be able to detect exposure to toxics and thus motivated to report 

violations of deed l:esrrictions by their neighb01:s to the City. Thus the City of Alameda needs to 

explain how it plans to monitor compliance with deed restrictions. 

I agree with the City's exclusion of nonresidential alternatives, namely that "a project that focuses 
exclusively on non-residential land uses which would exclude residential development would not achieve 
the mixed use and residential objectives of the proposed project, Or the intent and obligations of the 200 I 
Settlement Agreement between the City and Renewed I-lope I-lousing Advocates and its co-plaintiffs. 
Therefore, these alternatives were rejected from further analysis in the EIR because they do not meet the 
oi:!jectives, nor do they fulfill legal requirements." 

I also agree with the City's analysis that the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative and the High 

Density J\ltemative are superior to the proposed alternative in many respects, including that: 

1. Alameda Point represents an important urban infill site for the region. From a regional perspective, 

prohibiting development of the property would cause future development to locate further fi'om the urban 
centers, which will result in longer Bay Area commutes and increased greenhouse emissions (Sec. 
E5.D.l), 

2. from a regional environmental perspective, as explained in the analysis of Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gases below, this alternative [Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative) would perform better 
than the project when considering the Imuor environmental issues of global climate change and regional 
greenhouse gas emissions, with lower GHG emissions pCI' service population. By allowing for more 
development at Alameda Point and within the inner Bay Area, this altemative would perform better 
related when considering project objectives related to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, 

3. from a regional environmental perspective, this alternative [High Density) will perform better than both 
the project and the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative when considering the major environmental 
issues of global climate change and regional greenhouse gas emissions. By allowing far more 
development at Alameda Point and within the inner Bay Area, this alternative would perform better when 
considering project objectives related to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions. From a local 
perspective, the increased traffic from this alternative would cause increased local traffic and associated 
air quality and noise impacts, but from a regional and global perspective, these local impacts would be 
off-set by a corresponding decrease in regional vehicular miles traveled (from shorter commutes) and the 
associated reductions in air quality and noise impacts associated with regional traffic, and 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

4. fUlther, because the project site is included in Plan Bay Area as the NAS Alameda PDA, from a 
regional standpoint the project is part of a coordinated strategy for managing land use patterns and 
transportation investments to accommodate projected population growth while also reducing 
emissions of greenhouse gases, consistent with the direction in SB 375. As Plan Bay Area's 
transp0l1ation projects are tied to the proposed land use development pattern and the region's 
population projections, they are inherently designed to focus growth primarily in PDAs, as opposed 
to other locations in the region. That is, the l!'ansportation projects in Plan Bay Area were selected 
to complement a certain type of land development (balanced and compact) and discourage 
imbalanced, sprawling, and greenfields development. As such, by specifically being included in the 
Play Bay Area, the proposed project is promoting focused intill growth rather than growth beyond 
targeted areas. By accommodating growth in a targeted urban area, the proposed project would 
regionally contribute to reduced vehicle miles travels and greenhouse gas emissions, as required by 
SB 375 (see Section 4.A, Land Use, for further discussion ofSB 375 and Plan Bay Area). 

In selecting the Project alternative, the City should give priority to the environmental advantages 
identified in Plan Bay Area. Instead, the City discounts these advantages and primarily considers "local 
impact, not regional Plan Bay Area" criteria in selecting the superior alternative. CEQA, the California 
Environmental Quality Act, does not direct the City to give more weight to local impact. 

Properly weighting the environmental advantages would lead the City to select as the prefcn'ed alternative 
either the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative or the High Density Alternative. The environmental 
criteria in Plan Bay Area override considerations of local impact unless the City can make a strong ease 
that the local impacts would make the superior alternative infeasible. The City acknOWledges in the Draft 
ElR the many overriding goals of Plan Bay Area. "Plan Bay Area, which is the regional plan for reduction 
of greenhouse gases recently approved this year by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments argues that the best way to reduce greenhouse gases regionally, 
improve air quality regionally, and reduce traffic regionally, is to focus development within the Planned 
Development Areas within the in the Bay Area. Plan Bay Area argues that inereasing density and the 
number of jobs and housing in locations like Alameda Point will decrease pressures to develop in the 
outer Bay Area communities, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and generally improve air quality and reduce 
greenhouse gases." 

Biological Resources 

Although the draft ElR identifies many of the biological and ecological resources in the project area, its 
analysis of the potential impacts to these reSOurces from the proposed project and proposed mitigations 
for those impacts and identitication of those impacts that are immitigable is deticient. Piece-meal, rather 
than cumulative, analysis of developments planned for Alameda Point is the principal reason that the 
analysis is deficient. 

Without an adequate cumulative analysis, the City cannot identify all impacts to wildlife, plant and tish 
habitats on any lands designated "Federal Facilities," not just the portion ofthe Federal Facilities 
designated as Alameda Point, since those habitats sustain wildlife species that then utilize habitats under 
direct consideration of this project, e.g. upland avian species that utilize grasslands, waterbird species that 
utilize adjacent waters such as the proposed Marina. These habitats include, approximately 20 acres of 
seasonal wetland and tidal marshland that exist on the Northwest Territories area along the Oakland 
Estuary, a California least tern nesting colony and extensive grasslands. Other area habitats outside of the 
immediate project area for which the analysis of cumulative impacts was inadequate include the sheltered 
marine habitats including Alameda Point Channel, Seaplane Lagoon and Inner Harbor as well as the long 
breakwater, all wetlands, beaches, and lagoons. 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

The EIR fails to adequately evaluate the City's implementation of, and the potential impacts of failure of, 
measures to protect the Breakwater from human impacts such as the landing of dogs (this has OCCUlTed in 
the past) on the site as well as the impacts of boating on the open channel waterway because the waterway 
is used as a feeding ground for the least terns. The US Fish and Wildlife Service 2012 Biological Opinion 
for the VA project includes "Watercraft Exclusion Zones" around the Breakwater (§ I O.e and f., pg. 21, 
22). 

I appreciate that the City addressed many of the concerns the Sierra Club raised in its letter of Februrary 
15,2013. Still, as highlighted above, many of the concerns raised in that letter were not addressed in the 
Draft EIR and remain to be addressed in the Final ErR. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Smith, PhD.,P.E. 

California Registered Professional Engineer 

Attachment: Comments on Notice of Preparation of Scope for an environmental impact report 

submitted February 22, 2013 by William J. Smith 
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

Cc (via e-mail): 

Marie Gilmore, Mayor of Alameda 

Tony Daysog, Vice-IVlayor of Alameda 

Lena Tam, Councilmember 

Marilyn Ashcraft, Councilmember 

Stewart Chen, Councilmember 

John Russo, Cit)' of ,\lameda !\'!anager 

J enrufer Ott, Alameda Poim Development Manager 

Debbie Potter, ;\lameda Housing Authoril), 

l\!ichael Lynes, Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Laura Thomas, Renewed Hope Housing Advocates 

Helen Sause, HOMES 

Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative 

Dennis Eloe, Presdient, Alameda Chamber of Commerce 

Sally Han, President, Alameda Association of Realtors 

Brad Shook, President, \'Vest Alameda Business Association 

BlUce Reeves, President, Park Street Business Association 

Tony Kuttner, President, Greater Alameda Business Association 

Sierra Club 
J\1ichael Brune, National Executive Director and Alameda resident 

Arthur Feinstein, Chair San Francisco Bay Chapter 

Kent Lewandowski, Chair Northem Alameda County Group 

Norman LaForce, East Bay Public Lands 

Matt Williams, Chapter Transportation 

John Holtclaw, San Franciso Group Land Use / Sprawl and Transportation 

David McCoard, Energy 

Pat Pitas, Environmental Justice 

Joe Wallace, Environmental Justice 

Sonia Dicrtnayer, Water 

Wildlife, Terry Preston 

David Haskell, Zero Waste 

Ruth Abbe, Alameda Recycling 

John Rizzo, Chapter Political Committee 
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Attachment to Letter of October 21" Commenting on the Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

Comments on the Proposed Scope 
of the 

Environmental Impact Report 
for the 

Alameda Point Project 

Submitted by 
William Smith 

Ph.D.,P.E. 
WJASmith@aol.com 

February 22, 2013 
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Comment Letter 28
Attachment to Letter of October 21" Commenting on the Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

Summary of Comments 

Comparison Criteria 

Which Alternative is Best for .... 

1. Open Space: requires the least land per housing unit, thus leaving more land available per 

housing unit for commercial use, for open space and to serve as protective transition zones 

between open space and incompatible uses, such as those that discourage desirable bird 

species, including residences with cats, bright lights that disturb birds, and tall structures that 

provide perches for raptors? 

2. Mobility: enables the highest percentage of trips to be made via walking, bicycling, transit and 

ferries, which place fewer demands per resident on the capacity of streets and roads? 

3. Economy: will generate the largest revenue base to finance preservation of historic and cultural 

resources, remediate toxics, and construct dikes and other measures to protect the Island from 

sea level rise? Will result in more moderately priced housing in walkable full-service 

neighborhoods to better enable Alameda and the East Bay to retain existing, and attract new, 

businesses and workers to generate a large revenue base more quickly? 

4. Toxics: has the most potential to quickly minimize possible exposures to residual toxic 

contaminants at Alameda Point in the following order of preference: 1) by enabling complete 

remediation of toxies at sites where the Navy leaves residual toxics behind; 2) prohibits building 

on sites where mobile contamination is expected to persist for more than a decade, and 3) 

restricts building on sites where permanent construction would complicate or preclude future 

remediation should regulatory requirements tighten or community resources enable? 

5. Natural Resources: promotes development that, for each resident, will use smaller amounts of 

building materials for construction, and thereafter less energy and less water annually? 

6. Historical and Cultural Resource Protection: has the most potential to refurbish and thereafter 

maintain historical buildings, such as the Big Whites, and cultural resources, such as the art deco 

auditorium? 

7. Sea Level Rise Protection: has the potential to provide the greatest protection from sea level 

rise by building dikes and implementing restrictions on ground floor development to protect 

against storm surges that may increasingly endanger structures at Alameda Point, especially in 

the last decades of the 21" Century? 
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Comments 

A. Adaptive Alternative Description 

The Adaptive Alternative provides an alternative to the City's project alternative, the Baseline 

Alternative. I request that the City include the Adaptive Alternative in the EIR to assess whether, as 

intended, this alternative better protects the environment for people, flora and fauna and conserves 

natural resources and historic landmarks while providing for more open space, more housing units, and 

more commercial space than the Baseline Alternative. 

For the Baseline Alternative the City limited the number of new housing units to comply with federal 

government regulations that govern no-cost economic development conveyances. Limits based on 

either site capacity or local market demand for housing and commercial space would be considerably 

higher. As there is a housing shortage in the East Bay, by the end of the project period in 2035 the 

demand for new housing at Alameda Point will far exceed the 1,225 new units proposed in the Baseline 

Alternative. This demand is evidenced by the environmentally sensitive development plan developed by 

Peter Calthorpe and SunCal for Alameda Point in 2009. As shown in Table 1, the Calthorpe Plan provided 

for 4,346 new housing units. Major features of the Baseline Alternative, the Adaptive Alternative, and 

the Calthorpe Plan are listed in this table. 

Table 1 

Comparison of Project Alternatives for the Development of Alameda Point 

,--
2013 2013 2009 

Baselil1e Adaptive Caltlt0l1Je 
Altentative Alternative Reuse Plal1 

Total u[)land area (acres) 878 878 > 878 
Open space (acres) 258 290 145 

Total housino; (units) 1,425 4,500 4.841 
New housing (units) 1.225 4,240 4,346 
Existing/rehabilitated housing (units) 60 60 309 
Existing low cost housing (units) 200 200 186 

Commercial area (sq. feet) 5,500,000 6,600,000 3,182,000 
Civic use (Sq. feet) 260,000 
Boat slips (count) 600 

The Adaptive Alternative includes 4,500 housing units, which is similar to the number proposed in the 

Calthorpe Plan. The basis for this number includes, in addition to the Calthorpe Plan, a lawsuit filed in 

November of 2012 by the East Bay Municipal Utility District that seeks to correct errors and omissions in 
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the preparation of Alameda's current housing element. Should that lawsuit result in the temporary 

invalidation of the City's housing element, the number of new housing units the City would be required 

to allow between 2014 and 2021 could increase from the current provisional 1,700 to over 4,000. By 

fully analyzing the Adaptive Alternative in the EIR, the City could use the EIR to support the rezoning of 

Alameda Point for any additional units required by the outcome of the lawsuit. 

If the City does not fully analyze an alternative, like the Adaptive Alternative that includes more housing, 

it may eventually have to modify the scope of the resulting EIR, which would delay final project 

approval, and hence the project. Even if the City does include an alternative with 4,500 units in the EIR, 

the market demand for housing is such that if environmental impacts from these additional units are 

satisfactorily mitigated and all planned housing is built, as happened for the Harbor Bay development, 

all planned housing for Alameda Point will likely be constructed before the end of the project period in 

2035. The City would then need to initiate a new EIR should it desire, or be mandated by the State, to 

provide additional housing to meet projected regional demand. 

With both the Baseline and Adaptive alternatives planning over 5,000,000 square feet of commercial 

space, the State will likely mandate that Alameda build more than the 1,225 new homes included in the 

Baseline Project. The State housing mandate will require Alameda to build sufficient new homes to 

insure that development of Alameda Point brings more homes closer to jobs rather than making the 

shortage of homes and commutes in the East Bay worse. 

The demand for additional homes at Alameda Point is further evidenced by the City of Alameda's multi

decade build out of Harbor Bay where housing development has proceeded much faster than 

commercial development. The planned housing developments for Harbor Bay are now essentially built 

out, while there remains considerable land available for commercial development. Single and multi

family homes built there from the 1960s through and beyond 2000 paid for the basic infrastructure 

needed to attract the businesses that have been slowly trickling into the business park. 

A.l Advantages of the Adaptive Alternative 

By including the Adaptive Alternative, or a similar alternative, the City will be able to evaluate the 

potential for more multi-family housing to mitigate the many constraints on sustainable development 

beSides available financing and land area. These additional constraints are overwhelmingly 

enVironmental constraints and include the endangered California Least Tern, transportation, residual 

toxics in soil and groundwater, and rising sea levels. By using multi-family housing to minimize the land 

devoted to residential uses, the number of acres devoted to open space and to commerce can be 

increased, even as the number of reSidential units increases. 

The Adaptive Alternative assumes that recent trends in Alameda that are increasing local support for the 

construction of multi-family housing will continue and result, before the end of the project in 2035, in 

the complete exemption of Alameda Point from limits placed on multi-family housing by the City's char

ter. In contrast, the Baseline Alternative assumes that current housing restrictions in the charter remain 

in place with the number of new multi-family housing units built throughout all of Alameda, not just 
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Alameda Point, limited to the number mandated by regional housing needs allocation (RHNA) as 

periodically determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 

At Alameda Point, the number of residential units, and allowable commercial space, will be limited by 

transportation constraints. Which alternative will enable employment of the best transportation 

demand management measures, including convenient and frequent public transit service, to mitigate 

transportation constraints? The transportation demand per unit of multi-family housing, especially with 

an upper limit of one or less parking space per new housing unit available for an annual fee from a 

common parking pool, can be conSiderably less than the demand per single family residence with a 3-car 

garage. 

Toxic constraints will also limit development at Alameda Point. Which alternative will allow 

development that best adapts to these constraints without placing people or the environment at risk? 

The Navy, the City, and the regulatory agencies all recognize that a few mobile and volatile plumes of 

hazardous chemicals in soil and groundwater will take decades to fully remediate. They also recognize 

that the cost of remediating the hazardous Marsh Crust underlying large areas of Alameda Point makes 

full remediation ofthe Marsh Crust unlikely - even decades from now. Which alternative can best 

facilitate safe residential developments on such sites? Institutional controls prohibiting residential and 

office use on the ground floor coupled with high ventilation of that floor can protect some sites for up to 

a decade while mobile hazards decline. For which alternative is enforcement of such institutional 

controls on digging and excavations most effective? Digging and excavation can result in exposure to 

non-mobile hazards in the Marsh Crust. 

As many of the buildings constructed as part of this project will still be in service at the turn of the 

Century in 2100, rising sea levels, and hence higher storm surges, also constrain development. 

Institutional controls that restrict uses permitted on ground floors of all buildings, both residential and 

commercial minimize flood damage from future storms. As for residual toxic hazards, for which 

alternative are such residential controls most effective? With the exception of walk-in retail districts, 

such controls would permit parking, warehouse, and other non-intensive uses on ground floors, and 

restrict living and office space to higher floors. 

Sustainable development also reduces the demand on natural resources, especially construction 

materials and energy required to control the interior climate. Which alternative leads to the most 

sustainable development, by housing more people on less land and minimizing energy use for interior 

climate control and transportation? Which alternative has the most potential for the community to 

invest in restoring and maintaining cultural and historic resources, such as the former officer's housing 

(Big Whites), chapel, the auditorium and the largest collection of Streamline Moderne buildings on the 

West Coast? 
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In summary, which alternative has the most potential to adapt to 

1) market demand that supports, and regulatory actions that may require, more sustainable 

housing as well as more sustainable commercial space, 

2) limited funding from governmental and private sources to make more attractive housing 

available with fewer or no subsidies to more lower and middle class families, 

3) limited funding to allow more development per dollar invested in transportation systems, 

4) residual and persistent contamination in soil and groundwater by providing more reliable long 

term protection from residual toxics, 

5) higher storm surges as sea levels rise, 

6) declining natural resources, including energy resources, and 

7) limited state and federal funding for protection and restoration of cultural and historic 

resources? 

A.2 Key Features of the Adaptive Alternative 

Except for about 30 acres more of open space, as shown in Table 1, and a corresponding 30 acres less of 

residential housing, the allocation of land between various uses at Alameda Point will be similar for the 

Baseline Project and for the Adaptive Alternative. The average housing density on the multi-family 

residential parcels will be three to four times higher for the Adaptive Alternative, averaging 60 to 80 

units per acre, rather than the 15-25 units per acre expected for the Baseline Project. The Adaptive 

Alternative could still have more units of single family housing than the Baseline Project, especially if the 

average densities for the multi-family housing developments in the Adaptive Alternative are at the 

higher end of the range. 

With triple the number of residents, the Adaptive Alternative will potentially have more neighborhood 

serving retail than the Baseline Alternative. As the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Second 

Campus request for proposal (RFP) noted, such neighborhood serving retail, to include convenience 

stores, restaurants and dry cleaners, will also make Alameda Point more attractive to companies. The 

competitive LBNL Second Campus site selection process demonstrated that companies do consider such 

amenities when deciding on either expanding their existing operations at Alameda Point or relocating to 

Alameda Point from elsewhere. 

The increased protection from toxics provided by the Adaptive Alternative will put more constraints on 

phasing the build out of this alternative. The Adaptive Alternative will build on clean sites first, sites with 

deeply buried and immobile contaminants next, and on sites with long lasting mobile contamination 

last, if at all before the mobile contamination is remediated. The Adaptive Alternative, if it relies for 

protection from mobile contaminants on institutional controls, such as restrictions on residential and 

office space on ground floors, will rely on such controls only temporarily, for periods of less than a 

decade. The Adaptive Alternative restricts the use of sites with mobile contamination expected to 

persist for more than a decade to open space, parks, parking lots, and, conditionally, warehouses 

without ground floor office space. 
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Even with the additional constraints placed on phasing development for the Adaptive Alternative, build 

out may still be completed sooner than for the Baseline Alternative. With approximately three times the 

number of more easily financed residential units, the Adaptive Alternative will provide the resources to 

manage the increased complexity and catalyze the build out of the commercial and civic areas. 
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B. Information Required to Compare Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives 

I request that the City include several criteria described here among those used to compare project 

alternatives. These criteria help the community assess many development issues, including preservation 

and enhancement of wildlife and open space, protection from residual toxics, impact on housing 

availability, impact on regional and Alameda transportation systems, and preservation of cultural and 

historical resources. These criteria are listed in Table 2 and described in this section. 

Table 2 

Comparing Alternatives for Developing Alameda Point 

Item No. Criteria, Tables and Analyses 
1 Potential for future exposure to residual toxics 

1.1 Table titled "Remedial Goals and Present and Future Contamination at Sites" 
1.2 Table titled "Compatibility of Permitted Land Uses with Future Remedial Actions" 

2 Impact on the Availability of Housing in Alameda and the San Francisco Bay 
2.1 Analysis of the impact of Navy's value recapture charge on the mix of housing 
2.2 Analysis of impact of alternative community demographics on long-term enforcement 

of institutional controls and housing safety codes 
2.3 Table titled "Comparison of Construction Costs for Different Types of Affordable 

Housing" 
2.4 Analysis comparing service quality and costs of providing affordable housing as 

ownership or rental units 
3 Impact on regional transportation systems 

3.1 Table titled "Comparison of Travel Times for Alternative Transportation Modes" that 
includes, at a minimum, the following 6 modes: walking, cycling, bus, BART, ferry and 
automobile 

3.2 Supporting criteria for assessing impacts on individual transportation modes 
4. Preservation of natural, cultural and historic resources 

4.1 Table titled "Comparison of Natural Resource Consumption by Alternatives" 
4.2 Table titled "Comparison of Costs of Preserving Cultural and Historic Resources 

Relative to Value of and Revenue Generated by Alternatives" 

B.1 Potential for Future Exposure to Residual Toxics 

For each project alternative, provide a table, perhaps titled "Remedial Goals and Present and Future 

Contamination at Sites," that describes current contamination at each of the CERCLA sites at Alameda 

Point as well as those sites in the State of California's remedial program for petroleum hydrocarbons. 

The table should also list the proposed new zoning for the site, the land uses to be permitted which 

would place people, flora and fauna most at risk of exposure to the residual contamination, the 

projected year when the Navy will cease active remediation at the site, and the nature of reSidual 

contamination, if any, projected to remain after active remediation ceases. 

For those sites for which residual contamination will remain after active remediation has ceased, note in 

the table whether any of the expected residual contamination is potentially mobile, that is could move 
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as a gaseous vapor or as a liquid, or dissolved in a liquid, through soil, irrespective of any natural or man

made barriers to movement that may exist in the soil strata. Such barriers can be breached by natural 

events, such as an earthquake, or by uncontrolled drilling or excavation when institutional controls fail. 

Also provide the year when nature is projected to remove all contamination above background or 

indicate that residual contamination, without more active remediation than planned, is expected to 

persist indefinitely, that is for more than a few decades. 

Information on projected remedial goals will be readily available from the Record of Decision (ROD) for a 

CERCLA site or closeout documentation for a site that has been in the State's petroleum program. For 

those sites without a ROD or closeout documentation, information on expected residual contamination 

and projected time course of contamination concentrations may be available in remedial engineering or 

feasibility studies. 

In a separate table, perhaps titled "Compatibility of Permitted Land Uses with Future Remedial Actions," 

provide for each site where residual contamination is expected to persist indefinitely, whether or not 

institutional controls are expected, the following information: 

1) permitted land uses, 

2) options for remediation to background levels, or to acceptable risk levels, whichever is lower, 

3) identification of those land uses that will pose no more than minor obstacles for all remedial options 

(e.g. a parking lot), 

4) identification of those land uses that will pose major obstacles for one or more remedial options 

(e.g. multi-story buildings built above widespread subsurface radiological contamination that requires 

excavation) and the obstacles they pose for each such remedial option. 

B.2 Impact on the Availability of Housing in Alameda and the San Francisco Bay Area 

The project alternatives with millions of square feet of commercial space may have an adverse impact 

on housing availability. Compare the number of jobs generated with the number of housing units to be 

built and discuss the balance between the number of jobs and housing units planned for each 

alternative. 

The amount of housing included in the Baseline Alternative was determined by Federal regulations that 

provide a large subsidy for commercial development, but not for residential development. The subsidy is 

in the form of a no cost conveyance of the Naval Air Station property to the City that assumes that the 

City will profit substantially from any housing units built in excess of the 1,225 proposed in the Baseline 

Alternative. Should more housing be permitted or constructed, the City must pay the Navy a value 

recapture fee of $50,000 per unit. Although affordable housing units will be exempted from this value 

recapture charge, the charge could encourage the construction of more expensive market rate housing 

and less market rate housing affordable to those with modest incomes that are, none-the-Iess, too large 

to qualify for subsidized housing. I request that the City provide an analysis of the Navy's value 

recapture charge on the mix of housing to be built at Alameda Point. 

If the revenue recapture charge, as expected, is predicted to discourage the construction of modestly 

priced market rate homes, then compare the impact of alternative methods for the Navy to recapture 
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value that may result in a more modestly priced mix of housing, One alternative would be for the Navy 

to base the recapture charge on the area of land developed for residential use, which would provide a 

financial incentive to build more units, not less, on each acre designated for residential use. Another 

alternative basis for the revenue recapture charge may insert less arbitrary bias and better allow market 

demand to determine the mix of luxury and modest market rate homes. This basis would be to base the 

recapture charge on the actual value of the properties as determined by initial sales prices, 

If any of these alternative bases for the revenue recapture charge promise a more affordable housing 

mix, then the City may be able to renegotiate the basis with the Navy, By changing the basis to 

encourage a larger number of multi-family housing units, the City could offer the Navy substantially 

increased revenue from land value recapture. 

The Adaptive Alternative also includes 10-50 acres for single-family and small multiplex residential 

housing, 10 acres is the assumed minimum required for a neighborhood to attract a community of 

about 100 higher income residents, who will add their voice to others on the West End to better insure 

that institutional controls, traffic mitigations, and other environmental mitigations agreed to are 

enforced, If demographic analysis (which I request be included in the EIR) determines that more single 

family housing and small multiplexes would produce a more stable community, up to an additional 40 

acres of commercially zoned property would be eligible for conversion to single and small unit 

residential neighborhoods. The EIR should include a discussion of how West End demographics will 

influence the enforcement of housing safety codes and environmental mitigations, especially 

institutional controls on sites with residual contamination and traffic mitigations, The City's failure to 

enforce housing safety codes at the old Harbor Isle apartments (now Summer House apartments) was a 

significant contributor to the abrupt eviction from their homes of about 300 lower income West End 

families in the mid-2000s, 

Funding to subsidize affordable housing units has always been in short supply, and is in especially short 

supply now with the demise of redevelopment districts. Therefore, increasingly, funding agencies are 

looking to fund only those affordable housing projects that provide more quality housing per dollar. 

Therefore, include a table, perhaps titled "Comparison of Construction Costs for Different Types of 

Affordable Housing," that provides a basis for comparing the average cost of affordable housing 

between alternatives, This table will provide the data needed to validate for Alameda the common 

, assumption that affordable housing costs are less for larger multi-family units than for duplex and small 

multiplex homes, the most common type of affordable housing constructed recently in Alameda, 

Among Alamedans, a common but, according to many affordable housing experts, erroneous 

assumption is that affordable housing should be dispersed among for-market rate units in 

developments. Affordable housing experts agree that such dispersion may be reasonable for more 

capable citizens who qualify for subsidized homeownership, but may be both more expensive and less 

supportive of less capable citizens who live in subsidized rental units. Include an analysis of the relative 

costs per client per year of subsidized home ownership versus subsidized rental housing and the relative 

advantages and disadvantages of home ownership subsidies versus rental subsidies on the quality of 

service provided to the entire spectrum of very low to moderate income citizens. These costs should 
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include, among others, amortized planning and construction costs, financing costs, maintenance costs, 

and the costs of providing counseling and other supportive services. 

8.3 Impact on transportation systems 

The limited capacity of existing transportation systems could be a significant, many would argue the 

most Significant, restraint on build-out of both the housing units and commercial space included in the 

various alternatives. The commuting public, the majority of whom travel to or through Oakland to get to 

work every day, is most sensitive to additional residential housing, many of whose occupants could have 

similar commuting patterns that, if improperly managed, could increase commute times on and off of 

the Island by an unacceptable 30 minutes or more. Traffic impacts of workers commuting to jobs on the 

Island will be less apparent to Alameda residents, but may be a significant consideration in the decision 

of a company to expand in or relocate to Alameda. 

The EIR should assess whether clustering housing on less land, e.g. less than 100 acres for the Adaptive 

Alternative, would minimize average trip times by facilitating closer shopping, schools, and services as 

well as alternative transportation planning, including not only transit, but also ferry, bicycling and 

walking. For example, the Adaptive Alternative could facilitate neighborhood retail and effective transit, 

as a single transit stop with shops in the center of 60 acres could be within one-third mile, or a brisk and 

healthy five minute walk, of approximately 10,000 residents in 4,000 new homes. More likely, the up to 

100 acres of multi-family residential will consist of several smaller clusters throughout Alameda Point, 

each efficiently served by transit. 

As the access route to the Main Island closest to Alameda Point runs through Oakland's Chinatown, 

impacts on traffic created by the Project on Oakland's Chinatown must be considered as well as impacts 

within Alameda. Thorough and reliable analysis of projected transportation impacts and possible 

mitigations will be essential for comparing alternatives. With up to 4,500 new housing units and over 

6,000,0000 square feet of office and commercial space proposed in at least one alternative at full build 

out, analysis of the mitigation potential of innovative transportation networks and demand 

management will be essential for a realistic assessment of the potential for each alternative to keep 

people and goods moving throughout the more than 20 year project period, not just on the West End of 

the Island, but throughout the Island and, especially, through Oakland's Chinatown. Existing 

transportation systems must be enhanced as the project progresses. Scheduled check points to insure 

that transportation improvements are working must be included in phasing plans and further 

construction conditioned upon a satisfactory transportation check. 

Accepting these comments on transportation will insure that the EIR presents the necessary information 

for the community to create traffic criteria for the development of transportation check points. As the 

entire West End uses routes through Oakland's Chinatown, the traffic impacts of planned development 

outside of Alameda Point on the West End must also be considered in the Alameda Point EIR. 

Consideration of neighborhoods outside of the West End provides opportunities to mitigate new traffic 

generated by the Project. Each vehicle trip originating from a West End neighborhood that is eliminated 
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by an innovative traffic management plan for Alameda Point, which includes all West End 

neighborhoods, will free up capacity for development at Alameda Point. 

One of the most significant developments planned for the West End, the Veteran's Administration out

patient clinic and columbarian, can only be reached through the Alameda Point area. Therefore I request 

that the scope of this State of California Environmental Impact Report be expanded to include the VA 

project and be prepared jointly with the VA. Refer to Appendix A, an opinion piece by Irene Dieter 

published in an Alameda newspaper, for more on why environmental documents prepared jointly by 

the City and the VA are required. The VA just released their draft Environmental Assessment in late 

February, so their final environmental assessment could be merged with the City's. 

With the adoption in July of 2012 of enabling zoning for the housing element, zoning that allows new 

construction on the West End is well documented. This zoning would allow the construction of about 

2,400 new homes, which is about double the 1,200 homes proposed in the Baseline Alternative for all of 

Alameda Point. The East Bay Regional Park District's lawsuit against the City may result in the City 

studying, in greater depth, the traffic impacts of new housing planned for the West End outside of 

Alameda Point. Even so, the proposed EIR for the Alameda Point project must consider the housing on 

the West End allowed by the zoning required by the housing element. The cumulative impacts of all 

development that shares a constrained transportation resource, such as the streets of Oakland's 

Chinatown, must be addressed in the EIR for Alameda Point. 

B.3.1 Functional Criteria for Transportation Checkpoints 

Functional criteria focus on the bottom-line for Alameda Point and neighboring commuters and 

residents, which is "Will the proposed development decrease or increase the time it takes me to travel 

from home to work, shops, or other destinations?" With more homes located within walking and cycling 

distance of shopping, schools and other services and by supporting increased frequency of transit 

service, multi-family neighborhoods may reduce travel times for all transportation modes except the 

private automobile. In the transportation analysis, use the travel time between the same origin and 

destination as primary functional criteria for comparing alternatives. The following table pairs origins 

and destinations that would be suitable for comparing the impact of project alternatives on traffic in 

both Alameda's West End and in Oakland's Chinatown. At a minimum, the EIR should compare travel 

times for each project and each mode both in 2013 and at full project build out. Comparison of travel 

times after distinct phases are completed may also be informative, especially as full transit service may 

not be supported until build out is complete. 
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At a minimum include the following transportation modes in the transportation analysis, either singly or 

in combination, in the comparison of travel times for the various trips described in Table 3: 

1. Walking for up to 2 miles 

2. Cycling for up to 10 miles 

3. Bus 

4. BART 

5. Ferry (Oakland and San Francisco only) 

6. Automobile 
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B.3.1 Supporting Criteria for Transportation Checkpoints 

Supporting criteria include the more traditional criteria, which focus on characterizing impacts on a 

single transportation mode, such as level of service at an intersection (e.g. number of stoplight cycles 

required to pass through), average travel speeds, and, for pedestrians, wait time to cross a street. Travel 

times discussed above are more useful for comparing different transportation modes than the 

traditional supporting criteria. 

Table 3 

Trips for Comparison of Travel Times for Alternative Transportation Modes (1) 

No. Origin Destination Reverse? Comment 
1 Big Whites Downtown Yes Also serves to estimate time required to 

Oakland reach BART for ali transportation modes 

2 Seaplane Lagoon Downtown Yes " 
Town Center Oakland 

3 Baliena Bay Downtown Yes " 
Oakland 

4 Del Monte Downtown Yes " 
Historic Building Oakland 

5- Big Whites Downtown Yes Via BART from downtown Oakland for ali 
SF modes except auto 

1---
Seaplane Lagoon " 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Downtown Yes 
Town Center SF 
Baliena Bay Downtown Yes " 

SF 
Del Monte Downtown Yes " 
Historic Building SF 
Big Whites Webster st. Yes -

Seaplane Lagoon Webster st. Yes -
Town Center 
Baliena Bay Webster St. Yes -
Del Monte Webster St. Yes -
Historic Building 
Big Whites Elementary Nearest 

School 
Seaplane Lagoon Elementary " 
Town Center School 
Baliena Bay Elementary " 

School 
Del Monte Elementary " 
Historic Building School 

(1) For ali automobile tripS, except to elementary school, Include time to find parkmg and to walk to 

final destination (e.g. 5 minutes Webster Street, 10 minutes downtown Oakland, 15 minutes San 

Francisco). For automobile trips to BART, also include time to park and walk to platform. 
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8.4 Preservation of natural, cultural and historic resources 

For the residential housing associated with each alternative, provide a table, perhaps titled "Comparison 

of Natural Resource Consumption by Alternatives" that provides two comparisons of natural resource 

consumption, one based on the average residential unit and the other per resident, of 

1. land area required for housing (including streets and parking but excluding sidewalks and 

associated open space [e.g.yards]), 

2. relative masses of construction materials required, 

3. annual energy required for heating and cooling, 

4. liquid fuels required for transportation (or green house gases generated), 

5. water required for personal use, and 

6. water required for maintenance of residential grounds and associated open space. 

To evaluate the potential for each alternative to fund the preservation of cultural and historic resources, 

estimate the cost of preserving and enhancing these resources as a percentage of both the expected 

total value of an alternative after complete build out and of the annual revenue generated by property, 

sales and business taxes. Present these costs and the corresponding percentages in a table, perhaps 

titled "Comparison of Costs of Preserving Cultural and Historic Resources Relative to Value of and 

Revenue Generated by Alternatives." 

To evaluate how well each alternative conforms to the characteristics, such as deep setbacks and sense 

of openness, that led to the addition of NAS Alameda to the National Register for historic district. I am 

especially concerned by the proposed front and side setbacks and building separation distances for the 

Adaptive Reuse and Maritime-Visitors sub-districts listed in Table A (page 6) of the proposed 

amendment to the zoning ordinance. These setbacks are not suitable for new infill construction within 

the historic district, because the Navy's Cultural Landscape Report/Design Guidelinesclearly state that 

the deep setbacks, the sense of openness and large areas between the buildings of lawn in the 

administrative core of the district, the seaplane operations area, as well as the shops area, are 

character-defining features of the district. The deep setbacks also allow for significant views and vistas 

that are integral to the setting and site planning, one of the reasons the NAS Alameda is a National 

Register historic district. Interspersing new buildings between existing historic buildings can create 

problems such as at Hamilton Field, where the historic buildings tend to be islands without historic 

context. 
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Attachment A 

Opinion Piece by Irene Dieter 
Published in Alameda Sun on 

Thursday, Feb. 14th, 2013 
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City, VA Must Act Together on Point 

The clock is ticking. March 1 is the deadline for the public to identify the environmental 

questions that should be answered and the alternatives that should be analyzed in the 

environmental impact report for Alameda Point. I have a question. 

How can we get an accurate picture of the environmental impacts of future development 

at the Point when the city's review \dll not include the $200 million federal prqject - a 

veterans' clinic, columbarium and offices - planned to be built there? 

the federal Veterans Administration 

(VA) will perform its own environmental assessment, the dty's and VA's planned 

developments are interrelated, and all roads lead to Webster Street. 

For purposes of environmental review, we must analyze the cumulative effects of both 

developments on the surrounding area. 

As we transition to the future, about 40 percent of Alameda Point is going to the VA and 

60 percent is going to the city. 

The federal project will produce about 1,500 vehicular trips per clay. The street leading 

to the VA project runs alongside the city's Northwest Territories where a proposed 

regional park is expected to have 800 parking spaces. Even the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service, when analyzing the impacts on the endangered least terns, said both projects 

are interdependent. It is feckless to piecemeal the scope of environmental review. 
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Comment Letter 28
Attachment to Letter of October 21" Commenting on the Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project 

Let's take the responsible, prudent and eft1cient approach. The VA and the city should 

conduct ajoint environmental assessment as the law allow's and encourages, reducing 

the duplication of resources. I n fact, the California Environmental Quality Act 

authorizes federal agencies to cooperate \,lth state and local agencies on the preparation 

of joint documents to satisfy the requirements of both federal and state environmental 

impact assessments. 

The city is working with the VA to help facilitate building their project. We should also 

work with them to help analyze it. The combinedlargel', integrated project definitely has 

environmental impacts on the city's open space, wildlife and habitat, recreatioll, 

scenic/visual value, and traffic and noise. 

Alameda Point is one place. Segmenting the two environmental review efforts could 

result in the environment getting the ShOlt end of the stick. With artificially reduced 

impacts, fewer mitigation measures may be required than if both projects ',vere 

evaluated together. 

Comments on the scope of the EIR can be provided in writing to Planning Services 

Manager Andrew Thomas in the Community Development Department at Alameda City 

Hall, 2263 Santa Clara Avenue, R00l11190, Alameda 94501, or email 

ath QlllJ1s (lDt;:iillmn e(t~l. QUlli· 

Originally published in JjJm]]t;,c/LL,)llll. 

Thursday, Feb. 14th, 2013 

By Irene Dieter 
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Letter 28. Individual 
(William Smith) 

28-1 As discussed on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, NAS Alameda is designated by ABAG and 
MTC as a regional Priority Development Area (PDA) in Plan Bay Area. PDAs are 
intended to provide lands for regional employment and housing growth in proximity to 
regional transportation systems to reduce greenhouse gas emission and combat climate 
change. 

28-2 As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR provided an analysis of alternatives to the proposed 
project. Per CEQA, the Draft EIR does not choose a preferred alternative; it simply 
evaluates the alternatives. It’s the City Council who chooses the preferred alternative or 
to reject the preferred project.  

28-3 Please see response to Comment 28-2. As stated on page 5-30 of the Draft EIR, the 
environmental superior alternative is the Preservation Alternative, because it would avoid 
or lessen environmental impacts related to Cultural Resources, Traffic, Air Quality, and 
Noise that are associated with the proposed project. 

28-4 The full set of comments submitted by the commenter are reproduced in the Final EIR as 
part of this letter (see Comment Letter 28). 

28-5 Please see responses to Comments 28-6 through 28-8. 

28-6 Pursuant to Municipal Code 30-17, Density Bonus for Affordable Housing, which 
contains provisions for density bonuses and other incentives for developments that 
include affordable housing, the City of Alameda does believe that it is feasible and 
appropriate to develop multifamily housing at Alameda Point.  

28-7 The existing Economic Development Conveyance Memorandum of Agreement (EDC 
MOA) between the City and the Navy establishes a financial penalty for any market rate 
unit constructed after 1,425 units are constructed at Alameda Point. This pre-condition on 
the property conveyance has a uniform financial impact on any alternative with more 
than 1,425 units. The Navy’s conveyance of the property, including the EDC MOA, has 
already occurred and is not part of the proposed project.  

28-8 As explained on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, CEQA requires the evaluation of the 
significant physical environmental impacts of the proposed project, in this case the 
Alameda Point project. The comment requests information pertaining to housing 
subsidies, which is an economic issue that would not alter the environmental analysis of 
the EIR. The affordable housing component of the proposed project is described on pages 
3-15 and 4.B-7 of the Draft EIR. 

28-9 The comment is noted. Please see responses to Comments 28-6 through 28-8. 
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28-10 The baseline for population and housing is described on page 4.B-1 under the 
Environmental Setting. The baseline consists of the existing physical environmental 
conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was issued. Plan Bay Area is 
acknowledged as a currently applicable document that will affect planning for the 
proposed project. As described in the Approach to Analysis, the environmental analysis, 
proposed project was evaluated based on the potential effects on Alameda’s housing, 
population and employment. The Plan Bay Area was referenced in the analysis to help 
assess whether the proposed project is within an area anticipated for future growth within 
both the City and the region. As described starting on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR, under 
Growth Inducing Effects, the project site’s location near Interstate 880 and regional 
alternative transportation systems could result in less impact on regional transportation 
systems and air quality than would comparable development in a more outlying 
“greenfields” area, or an area with a lower concentration of population within the County. 
However, as found in the Draft EIR, reducing regional impacts does not necessarily mean 
that local impacts are less than significant, based upon City of Alameda and CEQA 
thresholds of significance which focus on local impact.  

28-11 Please see response to Comment 28-10.  

28-12 Mitigation measures related to cumulative impacts (i.e., regional and long-term), 
including air quality, construction noise, and traffic noise, are described throughout 
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and are summarized on page 6-4 of the Draft EIR. 

28-13 Please see response to Comment 28-7. 

28-14 The City’s Land-Use Tracking Program and Site Management Plan (City Program) is 
described in detail beginning on page 4.J-28 of the Draft EIR. The City Program will 
address both closed sites where no further action is required, because investigations have 
determined no or minimal threats to human health and the environment, and open 
petroleum sites where additional investigation and/or cleanup work is necessary. To 
enforce restrictions on future uses of these properties, for opens sites a notification is and 
will be included in the deed of property to inform transferees that, at least until the site is 
closed, sensitive land uses such as residential, health care, day care or schools are 
restricted, and work involving soil excavation, trenching, or groundwater contact must 
comply with a site management plan that is acceptable to the responsible agency 
(U.S. EPA, DTSC, and/or Water Board). For closed sites, the same notifications will 
apply to the extent that the closure involved engineering measures to allow some level of 
hazardous materials to remain in place. 

As stated on page 4.J-30 of the Draft EIR, the land-use restrictions for affected property 
will be identified in the automated permit-tracking system that the City uses for its 
permitting activities such that review of the City Program will be incorporated into the 
permitting process to ensure review of any potential restrictions prior to issuance of 
excavation, grading and building permits as well as other development approvals. Other 
restrictions, such as prohibitions of the use of underlying groundwater, are not likely to 
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affect future residents because the natural brackish conditions of the groundwater 
combined with the available high quality water supply service should preclude any 
reasonable desire to access site groundwater. 

The U.S. EPA, Water Board and DTSC have been using deed restrictions and 
institutional controls throughout the Bay Area on many different sites with varying 
conditions as effective remedies to protect human health for many years. Considering the 
additional measures the City administers to track these controls (which are recorded 
directly on the property deeds) through the City’s permit system would ensure the 
effectiveness of these controls.  

28-15 Comment agreeing with alternatives approach is noted. 

28-16 Comment agreeing with alternatives approach is noted. 

28-17 CEQA requires that the alternatives section provide “sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.” It is reasonable to compare alternatives based on local impacts as opposed to the 
regional analysis of the Plan Bay Area and within the requirements of CEQA. 

28-18 As noted above, the Alternatives analysis is consistent with CEQA requirements and is 
also consistent with Plan Bay Area which identifies the proposed project area as a priority 
development area. The approach to the Alternatives analysis in Chapter 5 of the Draft 
EIR was comparable to that taken in Plan Bay Area however, Plan Bay Area covered a 
much wider region which was analyzed at a program level and the proposed project was 
analyzed at a local level consistent with CEQA requirements. 

28-19 The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the impacts of all future development in the 
project area as a whole. The “project-specific” impact assessment in the Draft EIR is a 
comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of all future reuse activities on the project site. 
As described in the Section 4.E, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, all impacts to 
biological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation 
of mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. In addition, the Draft EIR includes an 
extensive analysis of cumulative impacts (Impact 4.E-7) taking into account other 
projects in the Alameda Point vicinity.  

28-20 The comment’s suggestion that the cumulative impacts analysis has not considered the 
VA’s lands; seasonal wetland and tidal marshland on the Northwest Territories; marine 
habitats in the Alameda Point Channel, Seaplane Lagoon, and Inner Harbor; and the 
breakwater, wetlands, beaches, and lagoons is incorrect. Impact 4.E-7 adequately assesses 
cumulative impacts of proposed projects in all these areas and habitats within the vicinity of 
Alameda Point, as well as impacts of other projects within San Francisco Bay that are 
further removed from the project site. Impact 4.E-7 discusses these impacts and concludes 
that, with the implementation of the mitigation measures prescribed by the Draft EIR, the 
project will not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to biological resources. 
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28-21 The City will comply with the avoidance and minimization measures and terms and 
conditions of the 2012 Biological Opinion (BO) related to watercraft exclusion zones and 
no-wake zones to minimize impacts of boaters on least tern foraging and roosting areas. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a, which expands on the 
BO’s conservation measures by narrowing the corridor through which boats can travel 
between Breakwater Island and the shoreline (thereby expanding the watercraft exclusion 
zone) and limiting the speed limit of boats to 10 mph on the harbor side of Breakwater 
Island. Mitigation Measure 4.E-4a requires implementation of these measures year-round 
(as opposed to only being required during the least tern breeding season as specified in 
the BO) to reduce disturbance of wildlife using Breakwater Island. The watercraft 
exclusion zone around Breakwater Island will also prevent boats from landing humans or 
dogs on the breakwater. Please also refer to the response to Comment 4-2 regarding the 
enforcement mechanisms for this measure. 

28-22 Please see responses to Comments 28-1 through 28-21. 



Jon Spangler 
2060 Encinal Avenue Apt B 
Alameda, CA 94501-4250 

2013 ALAMEDA POINT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT—COMMENTS 

These written comments address the City of Alameda’s Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) for Alameda Point (AP), an area that has been studied many times and had many 

plans developed for it since 1996. They are my personal comments, made without 

endorsement by or connection with any group or organization. 

I support, in whole or in part, the DEIR comments and input of the following organizations and 

their representatives made at public hearings and in writing: HOMES, Renewed Hope, Sierra 

Club, Center for Urban Environmental Law, Audubon Society, Friends of the Alameda Wildlife 

Refuge, and Alameda Architectural Preservation Society. I also support, in whole or in part, 

the public comments and written input submitted by these individuals: Richard Bangert, Irene 

Dieter, Carol Gottstein, Dale Smith, John Knox White, William J. Smith, Helen Sause, Doug 

Biggs, and Diane Lichtenstein. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative with Multifamily Density Throughout 

The Transit Oriented, Mixed Use Alternative—combined with aspects of the Multifamily 
Alternative, as detailed below—offers the lowest-density opportunity to minimize traffic 

congestion in the Posey and Webster Tubes and their access roads, as well as presenting 

maximum economic return for the City of Alameda over the next 50-100 years of build-out. 

This AP development alternative would eventually: 

  1) add more residential units for a total of 3,400 units, and 

 2) maintain the total number of square feet of non-residential uses, but increase the 

 relative amount of retail use on the site from 300,000 square feet to 1 million. (DEIR, p. 2-9) 

Building only 1425 housing units at AP will not generate the transit trips needed to support 

offering competitive-with-autos transit service, such as Alameda now enjoys on the AC Transit 

District Line 51A. Housing and commercial densities must be able to support transit headways 

(service intervals) of 8-10 minutes for most hours of the day and night to make it easy for 

workers and residents to leave their cars at home, which is Alameda’s only hope for avoiding 
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gridlock in and around the tubes and other island access points. (See “Missing from the Draft 

EIR” below for additional considerations.) 

3400 to 4800 Housing Units Possible—IF Viable Transportation Options Are Provided 
If a robust, sustainable transit infrastructure is fully funded and implemented, AP could sustain 

as many as 4500 multifamily housing units, as recommended by HOMES. The key to reducing 

local traffic congestion—with or without AP redevelopment at varying levels—is to implement a 

multi-pronged strategy that makes leaving a car at home easy and convenient for Alameda’s 

workers and residents. (The need to provide an adequate island-wide and regional 

transportation infrastructure to replace single-occupancy vehicles is neglected in this DEIR.) 

Build 1425 Multifamily, High Density Housing Units First: 
Combining the Multifamily Alternative and the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative 
I support making at least the first 1425 new housing units at Alameda Point—as agreed to by 

the US Navy—multifamily housing. Those higher-density units should all be placed in the 

“Town Center” area in and around Seaplane Lagoon and along the Appezzato Parkway-

Atlantic Avenue transit corridor. As the Multifamily Alternative recommends, the first 1425 

housing units should “…be limited to multifamily housing. Existing single family housing units 

and the “Big Whites” would remain, but no new single family housing would be constructed.” 

(DEIR, 2-9) 

The Multifamily Alternative offers a “project-wide reduction in trips (of) 10 percent” compared 

to the proposed project. (DEIR, 5-25) Since the trip generation from the would be comparable, 

“the mitigation measures required for this alternative would be the same as required by the 

proposed project…” (DEIR, p. 5-26)  

There is another advantage, too: building 1425 multifamily units first in the higher-density 

transportation corridor and “Town Center” core allows us to develop new transportation 

options and find other ways to minimize traffic congestion. These would keep the Transit 

Oriented Mixed Use and High Density Alternatives available as future options beyond the 

build-out of the currently allowable 1425 housing units during the first 10-25 years. 

Once the 1425 multifamily housing units—the maximum number allowed without penalty under 
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Alameda’s current agreement with the US Navy—are constructed and occupied, the City of 

Alameda can renegotiate a lower incremental cost per additional housing unit with the Navy, 

making additional housing units affordable for the city, developers, and buyers. (The current 

“surcharge” is $50,000 per housing unit above 1425 units. Renegotiation could reduce this by 

more than half and lead to the construction of up to 3400 additional housing units. This would 

meet the economic concern that the multifamily alternative “would likely generate less financial 

return to support and fund reinvestment in the site wide infrastructure.” (DEIR, 5-8, 5-9, 5-32)  

The next 10-20 years—the period probably needed to build the initial infrastructure and the 

first 1425 housing units—are also likely to bring new transportation developments as well as 

further social and behavioral changes that will satisfy regional needs to reduce congestion and 

greenhouse gas production. This would permit additional development at AP. 

The Sustainability-based Calthorpe Plan (High Density Alternative)  
The community plan developed by Peter Calthorpe for Suncal remains the most sustainable, 

environmentally sound, and carbon-emission-reducing plan ever developed for Alameda Point. 

Calthorpe’s plan, originally developed for Suncal, deserves particular attention as we 

implement the city’s carbon emissions reduction plan: its energy production, energy 

conservation, and resource conservation elements—including the housing types and 

densities—represent levels of sustainability never achieved in any other plan for AP or any 

other part of Alameda.

The companion transportation plan developed for AP by Jim Daisa for Suncal was also the 

most comprehensive and “greenest” transportation plan developed for AP to date, and I am 

glad that he is now working on AP transportation planning for the City of Alameda. Both of 

these Suncal-funded plans—including the housing types, densities, and ranges of housing 

units proposed in them—deserve particular attention as we implement the city’s carbon 

emissions reduction plan and face global climate change and sea level rise, probably beyond 

current scientific projections and ABAG requirements/expectations. There is precious little 

discussion in the DEIR about energy efficiency and resource conservation standards (zero net 

energy and water use, gray water recycling, installing a smart grid and integral on-site 

renewable energy installations, implementing the highest levels of LEED standards, etc.). 
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Regardless of the densities and types of uses selected, AP redevelopment should be 

implemented using the highest and best sustainability practices available worldwide, with the 

highest LEED standards set for every phase, from demolition, infrastructure, housing, 

transportation, energy use and distribution, to resource conservation, and commercial 

development. (The DEIR does not adequately emphasize this imperative. nor does it address 

how to ensure that sustainability will be ensured throughout the entire redevelopment 

process.) 

It goes without saying that utilizing higher-density housing at Alameda Point and implementing 

the sustainability characteristics of the Peter Calthorpe plan do not require having any further 

relationship with Suncal or any other master developer. But implementing an attractive, truly 

sustainable Alameda Point does require vision, courage, and an understanding that past 

development and building practices have been wholly inadequate for the health of our citizens 

and our planet. 

With rates of global climate change and disruptions as well as sea level rise projected to 

increase beyond current scientific projections, Alameda must implement the highest possible 

sustainability standards community-wide today to meet our future needs. 

MISSING FROM THE DRAFT EIR 
As I read the DEIR, I found several areas that it did not address at all or did not address 

sufficiently. They are: 

1) How the redevelopment process will ensure leading-edge sustainability in all areas,

including: housing and commercial building standards and design; energy self-sufficiency, 

local power generation, and distribution grids; green transportation alternatives; and resource 

conservation (water recycling, mandating 100% reuse of materials from demolition, etc.). 

2) How will an adequate island- and region-wide transit and alternative transportation 
system serving AP and all of Alameda will be planned, funded, and built? This is the only 

foreseeable option to reduce single-vehicle trips and the “significant and unavoidable” traffic 

congestion envisioned throughout Alameda in the DEIR, even with the “No Project” option.

The final AP EIR should include plans for a robust transit and alternatives-based transportation 

system and address the funding of adequate alternatives (bus rapid transit, a second transbay 
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BART tube under Alameda, the provision of electric vehicle charging stations, etc.) that can 

achieve significant congestion reduction over the forecasts in the DEIR. 

3) Discuss options for reducing congestion island-wide (compared to the transportation
projections in the DEIR) by building additional transit-oriented higher-density housing as well 

as providing superior transit service as an alternative to driving. In its GreenTrip program, 

Transform has documented local housing projects that have achieved significant reductions in 

auto trip generation rates over the trip-generation projections in the DEIR by building higher-

density and transit-oriented housing projects (http://www.transformca.org/GreenTRIP). Similar 

densities are envisioned in the AP project alternatives, but the potential savings in auto trip 

generation may have been significantly underestimated in the DEIR based on the findings of 

the GreenTrip program. 

4) Evaluate alternatives over longer terms of 100-150 years, not just 50 years. 
All DEIR discussions should forecast the effects for 100-150 years, since many Alameda 

buildings were built that long ago. What are the true long-term costs, benefits, and effects of 

various redevelopment strategies over long periods? How sustainable are various options? 

(Rising sea levels beyond 2100 as well as the effects on achieving AB32 goals come to mind 

here.)

5) Renegotiating the terms of the conveyance should be addressed in the DEIR. 
Renegotiating the terms of the current conveyance agreement with the Navy is not discussed 

very much in the DEIR, even as a future possibility in 10, 15, or 20 years. It should be at least 

mentioned, given that the current terms impose an unusually high and unjustified financial 

penalty of $50,000 per housing unit above the 1425-unit cap, limiting future housing availability 

and cost for Alameda and the regional urban core. Renegotiation should be examined as the 

realistic alternative it is. 

6) Suggested Categories for Measuring Sustainability Impacts 
I suggested in my comments on the EIR scoping that the DEIR include some of the following 

costs and impacts. (My goal was to comprehensively evaluate the neighborhood, citywide, and 

regional impacts over 100-150 years of the various options available to Alameda in 
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redeveloping AP.) What would be the impacts of the housing, employment, and transportation 

energy used by AP and Alameda workers, such as those who would be living: 

1) at AP (within walking, transit, and/or bicycling distance of their potential future 

employment at AP or elsewhere in Alameda) 

2) in Alameda (within walking, transit, and/or bicycling distance of their potential future 

employment at AP) 

3) outside of Alameda (within walking, transit, and/or bicycling distance of their potential 

future employment at AP) 

4) outside of Alameda (not walking, taking transit, and/or bicycling to their potential future 

employment at AP)  

How do the lengths and transportation modes used by those commuting to or from AP or to 

jobs elsewhere in Alameda affect overall (AP, city, regional) energy consumption, the 

production of greenhouse gases (carbon, methane, etc.)? What are the environmental and 

social costs of various lengths of and modes used in commutes? How much time is lost or 

gained during various types and lengths of commutes, such as the time lost while stuck in 

traffic if all workers at new AP businesses are commuting 10-40 miles one way from off-

island by auto in single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips? What are the effects over 100-150 

years of providing or not providing various numbers of multifamily housing units (0-4500) at 

AP in relation to commercial development? 

Similarly, I did not see much discussion of the following in the DEIR. 

1. How will each variable in the various AP housing and commercial development options 

affect the individual and collective work, home, and transportation energy consumption 

patterns of: 

a) each AP resident? 

b) each Alameda resident? 

c) each East Bay resident? 

d) each Bay Area region resident? 

e) each AP household? 

f) each Alameda household? 

g) each East Bay household? 

h) each Bay Area region household? 

Comment Letter 29

3-265

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-21cont.

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-23



2013 Alameda Point Draft EIR Comments – Jon Spangler (jonswriter@att.net; 510-864-2144)     7/9 

i) each AP worker? 

j) each Alameda worker? 

k) each East Bay worker? 

l) each Bay Area region worker? 

m) each AP business? 

n) each Alameda business? 

o) each East Bay business? 

p) each Bay Area region business? 

q) the city overall? 

r) the East Bay region? 

s) the Bay Area region overall? 

t) the state of California overall? 

2. How would various housing types and overall densities implemented at AP affect transit 

use by: 

a) each AP resident? 

b) each Alameda resident? 

c) each East Bay resident? 

d) each Bay Area region resident? 

e) each AP household? 

f) each Alameda household? 

g) each East Bay household? 

h) each Bay Area region household? 

i) each AP worker? 

j) each Alameda worker? 

k) each East Bay worker? 

l) each Bay Area region worker? 

m) each AP business? 

n) each Alameda business? 

o) each East Bay business? 

p) each Bay Area region business? 

q) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the city overall? 

r) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the East Bay region? 
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s) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the Bay Area region overall? 

t) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the state of California overall? 

3. How would various housing types and overall densities affect the number of auto (vehicle), 

transit, bicycle, and pedestrian miles traveled by: 

a) each AP resident? 

b) each Alameda resident? 

c) each East Bay resident? 

d) each Bay Area region resident? 

e) each AP household? 

f) each Alameda household? 

g) each East Bay household? 

h) each Bay Area region household? 

i) each AP worker? 

j) each Alameda worker? 

k) each East Bay worker? 

l) each Bay Area region worker? 

m) each AP business? 

n) each Alameda business? 

o) each East Bay business? 

p) each Bay Area region business? 

q) the city overall? 

r) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the East Bay region? 

s) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the Bay Area region overall? 

t) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the state of California overall? 

4.How would the various housing and employment options in various AP development 

schemes affect Alameda’s overall jobs-housing balance for the next 100-150 years? 

(See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 

5. How would the various housing and employment options in various AP development 

schemes affect the East Bay’s regional jobs-housing balance over 100-150 years? 

(See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 
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6. How well does each planning option support regional housing goals and sustainability 

objectives such as redeveloping urban infill areas first rather than extending suburban and 

exurban sprawl? (See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 

7. How would employing various levels of energy efficiency and resource conservation 

standards (zero net energy and water use, gray water recycling, smart grid and integral on-

site renewable energy installations, LEED standards implemented at various levels, etc.) in 

business and residential construction as well as various density levels and housing types 

affect local, regional, and state global warming, energy and resource conservation, and net 

energy consumption goals, etc.? (See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 

8. What will the energy and resource costs be of the various housing and commercial 

development alternatives? How will each commercial and housing density option or 

alternative affect the number of vehicle-miles traveled (per day, per month, per transportation 

mode, per worker, per business, and other metrics suggested in categories a-t above)? How 

will water, energy, and other resources be affected?  

Respectfully submitted, 

Jon Spangler 
2060 Encinal Avenue Apt B 
Alameda, CA 94501 
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Letter 29. Individual 
(Jon Spangler) 

29-1 The comment is noted. 

29-2 The comment is expressing a preference for a particular alternative evaluated in the draft 
EIR. The comment is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis. As 
described on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)-(c), 
the range of alternatives shall include alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. The EIR must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives in order to foster informed decision making and public participation, but need 
not consider every possible alternative.  

29-3 The comment is expressing displeasure with the proposed project and expressing a 
preference for a particular alternative with more housing that was evaluated in the draft 
EIR. The comment is not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis.  

29-4 The comment is expressing a policy preference for more housing at Alameda Point than 
is currently planned in the proposed project. The comment is not a comment on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis. An “adequate island-wide and regional 
transportation infrastructure to replace single occupancy vehicles” is not part of the 
project description and was therefore not analyzed in the Draft EIR. The recently released 
Final EIR prepared by MTC and ABAG for Plan Bay Area addresses the region’s plans 
for regional growth and regional transportation improvements to lessen but not replace 
the region’s reliance on the single occupancy vehicle.  

29-5 The comment is expressing a preference for a particular type of housing. The comment is 
not a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis.  

29-6 Comment noted.  

29-7 The comment is expressing a preference for a particular alternative with more housing 
than was evaluated in the draft EIR. The comment is not a comment on the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis. The Multifamily Alternative and the High Density 
Alternative, like the proposed project, would be required to implement Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2a on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR, which requires that a TDM program be 
developed and monitored specifically to reduce vehicular trips to and from Alameda 
Point.  

29-8 The comment is noted. The comment is not a comment on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis.  

29-9 Comment noted. 
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29-10 Comment noted. As described on page 5-6 of the Draft EIR, from a regional 
environmental perspective, the High Density Alternative would perform better than the 
proposed project when considering the regional environmental issues of global climate 
change and regional greenhouse gas emissions. By allowing more development at 
Alameda Point and within the inner Bay Area, this alternative would perform better 
when considering project objectives related to climate change and greenhouse gas 
emissions. From a local perspective, however, the increased traffic from this alternative 
would cause increased local traffic and associated air quality and noise impacts, but from 
a regional and global perspective these local impacts would be off-set by a corresponding 
decrease in regional vehicular miles traveled (from shorter commutes) and the associated 
reductions in air quality and noise impacts associated with regional traffic. City of 
Alameda and CEQA thresholds in Appendix G, require an emphasis on environmental 
impacts in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

29-11 Comment noted.  

29-12 As stated on page 4.F-23 of the Draft EIR, in the analysis of Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases, the state’s green building standards (adopted by the City as the Alameda Green 
Building Standards Code) contain standards for planning and design, energy efficiency, 
water efficiency and conservation, material conservation and resource efficiency, and 
indoor environmental quality, and these standards would apply to development at 
Alameda Point. The standards are revised every three years, and new provisions will take 
effect in January 2014. Among these are non-residential provisions applying stormwater 
pollution prevention best management practices and water efficiency requirements to 
building additions, not just new buildings; updated bicycle parking requirements for 
additions and alternations; and new requirements to reduce waste from construction 
demolition. For residential construction, new and updated provisions include application 
of green building requirements to building additions and alterations; revised energy 
efficiency requirements; new water conservation requirements; and a new provision 
requiring reduced generation of construction and demolition waste. Given recent trends, 
it can be anticipated that such building code provisions will continue to become more 
stringent with the passage of time, meaning that construction that begins at Alameda 
Point several years from now will likely be required to meet even higher standards. 

29-13 The purpose of the draft EIR is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project. Whether the proposed project meets community objectives or the “highest and 
best sustainability practices available worldwide” is a policy evaluation that is 
appropriate for the public hearings on the proposed project, but it not required to be 
included in the Draft EIR by CEQA.  

29-14 Comment noted. 

29-15 Comment noted.  
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29-16 The role of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, individual decisions by the 
Planning Board and City Council over the 20 to 30 year build out of Alameda Point will 
determine many of the specific requirements, technologies, and improvements needed.  

29-17 Please see response to Comment 29-4. The Draft EIR recommended a series of 
transportation improvements consistent with City of Alameda General Plan policy. The 
Final EIR is not required to and cannot “include plans for a robust transit and 
alternatives-based transportation system and address the funding of adequate alternatives 
(bus rapid transit, a second transbay BART Tube under Alameda)….” The City will 
continue to work with regional transit providers (WETA, BART, AC Transit) to explore 
regional improvements to improve transit access to Alameda Point, the City of Alameda 
and the region as a whole, but it is not the job of the Alameda Point Final EIR to develop 
these plans nor is it appropriate for the City of Alameda to unilaterally approve any such 
improvements without the cooperation and support of the regional transit agencies.  

29-18  Higher density housing typically generates fewer automobile trips per unit than single 
family housing. However, if a project with multifamily housing has more units than a 
project with single-family housing, the multi-family project may in fact generate more 
automobile trips than the single-family project. The trip generation estimates provided in 
the Draft EIR were generated using common transportation forecasting technologies and 
methodologies typically used by regional transportation experts.  

29-19 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(1)(A), a reasonable analysis of the cumulative 
impacts should include “a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing 
related or cumulative impacts” (emphases added). Non-qualitative analysis, such as the 
biological analysis included in this EIR analyzes the reasonably foreseeable impacts of 
the proposed project, which has a buildout period of 20 to 30 years, and cumulative 
growth in the region based on current projects; hence, the CEQA analysis focuses on 
projects and plans that are reasonably foreseeable. Attempting to predict the future past 
this reasonably foreseeable time period would be speculative. 

29-20 The conveyance of the property from the Navy to the City was a separate action that has 
already occurred and is not part of the proposed project. The suggestion to renegotiate 
this transaction is noted. 

29-21 The Draft EIR used thresholds of significance established by the City of Alameda for the 
purpose of CEQA. The City agrees that the comment raises a number of interesting 
policy tradeoffs and considerations for public discussion, but these questions are not 
required to be answered by the Draft EIR to ensure an adequate environmental analysis. 
Please see response to Comment 29-19. 

29-22 Please see response to Comment 29-21.The transportation impacts of the proposed 
project are described in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation and the greenhouse 
gases emissions of the proposed project are described in Section 4.F, Air Quality and 
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Greenhouse Gases, of the Draft EIR. Energy consumption related to transportation 
modes is not specifically presented, although as presented on page 4.F-51 of the Draft 
EIR, the net GHG emissions associated with the project would be below BAAQMD’s 
“efficiency threshold” of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population per year. This 
would represent a cumulatively less-than-significant GHG impact. Although not assumed 
for purposes of the above-described analysis, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.F-2a, 4.F- 4, and 4.F-9b would further reduce GHG emissions associated with 
construction and operations of the project. 

29-23 The specific data being requested is not necessary to make the necessary determinations 
regarding the project’s impact on the environment because the determinations of 
significance are based upon pre-determined thresholds of significance. The analysis of 
the energy use and greenhouse gas emissions of the proposed project is presented in 
Section 4.F, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, of the Draft EIR. Chapter 5, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, presents multiple alternatives to the proposed project. 
Beginning on page 5-20, the Draft EIR presents the greenhouse gas emissions for each of 
the alternatives, which is a function of energy consumption. Specifically, the Transit 
Oriented Alternative found that the net GHG emissions associated with this alternative 
would be below BAAQMD’s “efficiency threshold” of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per 
service population per year. This would represent a cumulatively less-than-significant 
cumulative GHG impact. Although this alternative would result in greater overall 
emissions of GHGs than the project, the emissions per increase in service population 
would be less than the project since the alternative includes substantially more residential 
population.  

29-24 See response to Comment 29-23.  

29-25 See response to Comment 29-23. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, found that 
transportation impacts were roughly the same across for all the alternatives, with the Less 
Density Alternative having fewer transportation impacts on local intersections, as stated 
on page 5-14 of the Draft EIR. Vehicle miles traveled is not a approved significance 
threshold in the City of Alameda (see page 4.C-17 of the Draft EIR). 

29-26 As stated on page 4.B-2 of the Draft EIR, the City of Alameda currently has more 
employed residents than jobs. It is estimated that the City has approximately 26,970 jobs 
and 37,799 employed persons, which indicates that many of Alameda’s employed 
residents commute to work outside of the City. The ratio of jobs to employed residents 
within the City of Alameda is 0.71. The Draft EIR further found that the project’s 
addition of approximately 2,779 residents and 7,900 job opportunities (8,900 jobs 
proposed minus 1,000 existing jobs) would provide balance to the City’s jobs/housing 
ratio by providing more job opportunities that would not require Alameda’s employed 
residents to commute out of the City to work. As a result, implementation of the proposed 
project or an alternative with more jobs and less housing would improve the citywide 
jobs/housing balance. Please see response to Comment 29-19. 
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29-27 As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, page 6-3, the proposed project is consistent 
with SB 375 and the Plan Bay Area. As a designated Priority Development Area (PDA), 
the proposed project is part of the regional sustainability strategy to encourage infill 
development, both employment and housing, in the core of the Bay Area, rather than the 
outskirts. The Plan Bay Area is specifically designed to place housing near jobs to reduce 
vehicle miles travelled regionally.  

29-28 As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, page 6-3, the proposed project is consistent 
with SB 375 and the Plan Bay Area. Please see response to Comment 29-27. 

29-29 Please see responses to Comments 29-12, 29-13 and 29-21. 

29-30 Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, presents an analysis of alternatives to the 
proposed project, including a comparative environmental assessment, beginning on 
page 5-11 of the Draft EIR. This comparison of the significant environmental effects of 
the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project is summarized in Table 5-7 of the 
Draft EIR. Please see responses to Comments 29-12, 29-13 and 29-21. 



October 21,2013 

Mr. Andrew Thomas 
Alameda City Hall 

P.E. 

2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Subject: Comments to the Alameda Point Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

I am dismayed that my request in my comments to the Notice to the Preparation (NOP), were largely ignored. My 
request was that the traffic impact analysis include an evaluation of much longer it will take residents to leave the 
island and secondly to provide the increase in daily traffic volumes in front of the residents' homes. These two main 
traffic concerns have been raised by many residents and could have been addressed in the DEIR. 

In addition, I had pointed out that the earlier traffic analysis in the 2009 General Plan Amendment EIR and then the 
Traffic Election Report for the SunCal Measure B in September of 2009, both had incorrectly ignored the 
congestion at the west end of Alameda. And the Traffic Election Report had also stated that the SunCal plan with 
5000 more homes would only result in minuscule increases in traffic volumes outbound in the AM peak hour at the 
Posey Tube. These same points were repeated in my letter to the City dated June 24"', 2013 regarding the Scoping 
for the Neptune Point Project for its cumulative analysis and in my scoping comments for this project NOP. 

Rather than correcting the obvious errors illustrated before with the City traffic model and methodology, instead 
we receive another - an unintelligible very large techno-speak document - containing numerous critical flaws and 
omissions. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Point Project states the "unimaginable" traffic 
conclusion. 

According to the DEIR the Alameda Point Project with 1425 new homes and approximately 9000 more jobs, 
will increase traffic into the Posey Tube by only ONE car per hour for the existing plus project condition 
and increase by eight cars per hour for the cumulative plus project condition, for the AM peak hour. That 
and NO traffic congestion in the west end of Alameda, are unrealistic conclusions in the DEIR. 

(See the excel summary tables provided at the end of dlis letter and see Appendix G summary from this DEIR in 
httnsl/www.dmnbox.com/shfI9tfzo5v6Ikeev2/ESlo I H~RA ) 
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October 21,2013 

The Alameda Point Project will dramatically affect traffic flow and quality of life on Alameda Island and Bay Farm and 
we deserve to judge this very large project based on clear, concise, accurate traffic information. 

Because of my background and professional credentials, members of the Alameda community again have asked me 
to review and interpret the report. In doing so, I found it to be a long, complex, techno-speak document that took 
a significant amount of time to understand, despite my 35 years' training and experience in civil and transportation 
engineering including the Alameda tubes and immediate areas and having lived in Alameda since 1980. There simply 
is no way a layperson could fully comprehend the data and projections contained it, or judge their veracity. The lack 
of a summary and the techno speak document have mislead the public. 

Specifically, the Traffic Impact AnalysiS in the DEIR concludes the project increase would only be I (one) additional 
vehicle per hour for outbound traffic into the Posey Tube during the AM peak hour if project were built today (see 
existing plus project as per Appendix G of the DEIR). And a mere I (one) vehicle per hour, due to the project at 
the all estuary crossings, for the cumulative plus project (year 2035) condition and traffic volumes dropping with the 
project at some of the island crossings. See below. 

Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for Existing and 
Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Project 

Island 

Total of 
all Island 

Source: Alameda Point Draft 
Envlronmenlallmpact Report, 

Vehicles Per Hour 

OOTI8AlamedalAlameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr I O~21 ~20 l3.docx -2- Last saved: 100112013 4:17:00 PM 

Comment Letter 30

3-322

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
30-5

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
30-6

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
30-7



October 21,2013 

Another example of a flaw is the outbound traffic into the Posey tube will be 2681 vehicles per hour in the AM Peak 
hour after the Alameda Point Project in the year 2035 which would be lower than existing recorded traffic counts at 
the Posey tube since the Base closure. That too is illogical and not explained in the DEIR. 
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Source: Historical volumes as per Capacity Management Memo to City Council, by Matt Naclerio, past Public Works Director, October Itt, 2008. Caltrans 
counts show similar historical counts. The 2035 Forecast Was prOVided in the Appendix G of the Alameda Point DEIR for Cumulative (2035) plus project 
condition. (see the northbound approach at the 7th and Harrison Intersection, intersection number 38 Figure G~ Be in Appendix G of the DEIR.) 
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October 21,2013 

It is possible the future forecasts are low because it is based upon existing count data base which could have been 
diminished due to an unusual number of vacancies the South Shore Shopping Center and other commercial 
properties as a result of the recession. But the DEIR does not include what existing count data was used, nor is the 
traffic model technical documentation included in the DEIR. Certainly, a drop in existing traffic in the future, with the 
Alameda Point Project, is highly unlikely, considering the already entitled and approved development plus project is 
included in this future 2035 forecast for the Posey Tube. 

Approving or disapproving this Project is a decision that is critically important to the future of our city. If approved, 
this project will have a direct personal effect on every citizen, impacting the traffic they must navigate daily, that wind 
through our neighborhoods. 

And I cannot stress it enough we Alamedans want to know how much more time it will take to leave or enter the 
island, and how many more cars will be passing by in front of our homes. Those questions have not been 
addressed; instead, we have been provided a techno-speak document that is overwhelming, complex and misleading, 
and our attempts to simplify and clarify the document are being quashed. It is difficult to understand why this is 
happening, in light of the fact that most of the work had already been performed and the data is so readily available. 

It could have been presented very simply in the form of (a) a table showing increases in commute travel times, from 
today to after the Alameda Point plan, from different residential locations to the freeway; and (b) a figure showing 
the current daily traffic volumes and the increases generated by the Alameda Point plan. That is what the voters 
have asked for in every public workshop. 

Traffic does not impact our roadways; it impacts our quality of life. It is well known that high traffic volumes on 
neighborhood streets break down the social fabric of a neighborhood, and our island is comprised primarily of 
neighborhood streets. The traffic impacts generated by the plan will increase the time it takes to leave and return to 
the island, leaving less time to spend with our families. These issues are vitally important to Alamedans. We 
deserve to know the answers to our questions. Why are the questions not being answered for the citizens of our 
community? Shouldn't traffic neighborhoods impacts be addressed? And corridor delay (like the travel time delay 
leaving the island) is an acceptable practise for traffic impact assessment and is appropriate because Alameda is an 
island. 

I sincerely hope that, on reflection, you will consider a summary memorandum and correction of the key traffic 
facts. The attached comments present the key ommisions and further explain why I believe this Traffic Impact 
Section of the DEIR is misleading and needs correction. At a minimum the DEIR should be recirculated as the 
changes will results in major modifications to the impact analyses. 
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October 21,2013 

Sincerely, 

Eugenie P. Thomson, P.E. 
Professional Civil and T raffle Engineer 

ept/ept 
cc: Mayor Gilmore and Councilmembers 
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October 21,2013 

Detailed Comments 

The DEIR's scope of the impact assessment omitted the impacts of the plan on Bay Farm Island residents leaving the 
island. For example, how much extra time would it take to leave the island in the morning? The two basic traffic 
questions asked by the public repeatedly at public hearings have not been addressed. 

The DEIR does not include the impacts to the island neighborhoods. 

If the Project is built: 
a) How much more travel time will be involved when leaving or entering Alameda Island? 
b) How many more cars will travel through our neighborhoods? (a criteria used to evaluate neighborhood impacts) 

Suggestion: 
a) Develop a table showing the travel times during the commute periods, today and in the future, with the Sun Cal 
plan and other background already entitled by City Councilor approved. These data should encompass travel times 
to and from several residential areas, such as the West End, middle of the island, East End and Bay Farm. (This 
should be fairly easy to accomplish by updating and expanding the effort done for the Traffic Election Report 
prepared for the Sun Cal measure.) 

b) Put together a mal? showing daily volumes on major streets for today and for the future. I 

c) Include the above results in a two- or three-page summary memorandum. 

The tables and assumptions in the report provided could not be checked or tracked. For example, no 
documentation was provided to substantiate the vehicle trip rate and to be able to compare this to the Trip 
Generation Manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). It appears lower trip rates than the 
Average ITE trip rates were employed in the analysis and which were further reduced for the project forecast 
volumes included in the cumulative analysis. 

What is the source of this major assumption? The technical backup was not provided and should be explained. 
Clearly, these assumptions should be validated based on facts, yet the DEIR lacks accountability. One should be able 
to track how the final traffic forecasts were developed from the existing counts. 

The documentation should be provided to make adequate and complete comments to the DEIR. 

! This data exists, the model plots from Kittelson Associates (previously Dowling Associates who did the City Traffic Model and recent reportS) should be available for the No 

Project alternative and would take less than a day to rerun, only a few input fac.tOrs need to be updated for the Alameda Point project. 
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October 21, 2013 

The project traffic was summat-ized for all the island gateways because no summary was provided in the DEIR. Had 
this been provided the public would have an understanding of the overall island traffic impacts. The four tables at 
the end of this section, are the AM and PM peak hour traffic forecasts used for the basis of the traffic impacts and 
conclude the following: 

• In the AM peak hour, the Project adds only one car per hour to the Posey Tube in existing plus project 
condition and only 8 vph in the cumulative plus project condition. This minuscule project volume 
increases were not reflected to be diverted to the other crossings. 

• The Incoming project traffic drops dramatically to a small amount of 144 vph in the cumulative 
condition into the Webster Tube and that results in grossly under estimating the inbound traffic 
impacts with the project. 

• In the PM peak hour for the cumulative plus project conditions, the project volumes are 102 vph for 
the Posey Tube and 104 vph for the Webster Tube. These small project volumes in the PM peak hour 
analysis grossly reduces the actual traffic impacts at the west end of Alameda and Oakland. 

No explanation of the above results nor a summary was not provided in the DEIR and this should be fully explained. 

The lack of congestion at the approaches to the Posey Tube is inconsistent with the diversion to the other 
crossings. Diversion will only occur if there is a significant travel time advantage. It is difficult to believe theh DEIR's 
finding of no congestion today and none whatsoever in the future upon the roadways approaching the Posey tube. 

As pointed out in my letter to the City June 24, 2013, I explained that the City Traffic Model in the Traffic Election 
Report for the SunCAl plan had indicated major gridlock in the west end but it was hidden in the report. The 
Alameda Point project DEIR once again omits what the Traffic Model has concluded. See my discussion below from 
my June 24m

, 2013 letter to the City. 

"In January of 2013, in rereading the September 14, 2009 Traffic Election report for the SunCal Measure, I focused on its 
discussion of travel time. I discovered this report quietly documented that major delays in the morning peak, would be 
expeaed using the Posey Tube in the future with the Land Use assumed in the 09GPA EIR. (Note: this report used the 
09GPA EIR as the base condition upon which the SunCAI plan was evaluated). And this very significant charaaeristic of future 
traffic patterns that was never even touched on in the 2009 GPA EIR. (This EIR only discussed delays at individual 
intersections, all but one of which (8" and Central) are on the east end of the island would experience significant congestion 
after all the growth is built at the west) Spedfically, Table 20 (Travel TImes - AM Peak Hour of the Traffic Bection Report, 
see Exhibit G for copy) indicated the travel time from Alameda Point to 1-880 would increase trom 6.5 minutes (existing year) 
to 16.0 minutes in 2035 with the existing GPA (i.e., the housing and jobs assumptions in the 2009 GPA EIR).' 

2 Existing General Plan 2035, Table 20, Travel Model Performance Travel Times AM Peak Hour. page 25. Copy of report induded in ExhIbit G in my June 24~1!etter to the City .. 
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This 9.5 minute-per-vehide delay translates into increased queue lengths from 7'" ond Harrison back through the tube, and 
significantly lengthened queues on each of the roadways approaching the mouth of the tube (Webster, Constitution, Stargell 
and Mariner Square Drive). This situation can only be described as gridlock, and it would affect many more trips 
than just the ones going into the Posey Tube. 

Furthermore, the 2009 GPA EIR conduded no impacts for the roads approaching the Alameda Tubes, even though primarily 
all future development would occur on the West End. I believe this surprisingly unrealistic condusion was reached because: 

• In the 2030 model runs, the analyst and city staff used a capacity for the Posey Tube of 2, 900 vph (vehides 
per hour)], which is significantly lower than the capacity for a two-lane expressway. 

• The analyst and city staff only used the 2030 model runs to identifY differences in volumes, compared to 
calibrating runs of the model for existing conditions. 

• The analyst and city staff ignored the information in the 2030 model run that indicated significant future delays 
to traffic using the Posey Tube in the AM 

• Because they had trouble calibrating the model for Alameda local streets, the analyst and city staff decided to 
simply add the difference in model volumes (2007 and 2030 model volume difference) to the existing counts. 
Because the 2030 model calculations assumed significant congestion at the tubes, significant amounts of 
incremental traffic were routed away from the tubes to the bridges. (As a result, only small incremental 
volumes were added to already relatively low existing volumes at the tubes, yielding unrealistically low 2030 
volumes to be used for analysis.) 

• The analyst and city staff performed only intersection impact analysis. There was no documentation in the 
2009 GPA EIR of how the tubes themselves were expected to operate, even though a major underlying hidden 
assumption was that there would be significant delays at the tubes. 

This likely west-end traffic gridlock has never been dearly characterized as a problem in any city document of which I am 
aware. 

To the contrary, the 2009 GPA EIR incorrectly comes to the opposite condusion of no congestion on the roads outbound 
approaching the Posey Tube in the AM Peak. 

And this happens once again with the Alameda Point DEIR. 
At a minimum the City should review the traffic model used in the DEIR and fully explain why the delay at the west 
end concluded in the Traffic Model has been eliminated in this DEIR and other previous reports. 

The following graphic included in my June 24'", 2013 letter, illustrate the no impacts from the 09 GPA DEIR 

3 Technical Studies for the EIR. 2007 citywide Traffic Model by Dowling Associates; Figure 22 Year 2030 City Network (See Exhibit C-6) which shows the codes defined in Figure 

6, which includes a table: Model Roadway Network Facility Type Capacities and Speeds. 
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October 21, 2013 

repeated again this DEIR for Alameda Point, i.e. no impacts at the west end of Alameda. 

Significant Traffic Impacts documented in the 

2009 General Pian Arhen'dlnem EI R and Certified bv City Council Jan 21)C1 2009, 

I NO IMPACTS?????????? 

The above highlighted Intersections were- identified with major cot'lgestion with levels of service E or 

F for the Year 2030 during: either the AM or PM peak hours in the 09G PA EIR: ath 
/Central, Otisj 

Broadway, Otis/Fernside. Otis/Island, Fernside/High. Fernside/Tilden Way, Tilden Way/Broadway, 

Clement/Park and Blanding/Park. Source: Tahle 4.2·3 09GPA DEIR. 

The aty adopted a Statement of Economic Overriding Considerations on Jan 20th, 2009 because 

there were no j mprovernents to mitigatE' these major impacts at the East end of the island. 

What was not considered was how much additional time for example it would take to leave the 

island and Say Farm. 
The lack of congestion analysis ignored data that the traffic analysts had in their files regarding 

expected major increases In del ay expected at the approaches to the tUbes (as evidenced by the 

subsequent Traffic Election Report). This west end delay ShOllld be the predominent traffic impact 

in the future. as to be expected before more signicant probl ems develop in the east end. 
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It is difficult to believe there is only a 30 second delay at Doolittle and Island Drive when leaving Bay Farm Island. 
The Bay Farm residents have stated many times their congestion is very bad and any more development will be too 
much. 

Similarly the delays at other intersection like at the 6'" and Jackson for the southbound right turn movement today in 
the morning are shown to be only 1.3 seconds (LOS A) in Appendix G (Synchro output for existing no project AM 
peak) 

Is it possible that the intersection operations analyses results were not validated via field surveys 

For example, the freeway weave and ramp merge at the 6th Street northbound on ramp to I 880 & I 980, today 
causes backup all the way to the 7th and Hanison intersection, but the intersection analysis states the southbound 
right turn movement has only 1.3 seconds of delay (Level of Service A) for the future plus project conditions. ( 
Appendix G, Sych,-o Analysis, 2035 AM with Project, ). This is illogical considering the problems at the 1880 ramp 
and weave, today. This constraint currently overwhelms the current roadway system and will only become rapidly 
more significant with any growth in traffic. 

Similarly other intersections like Blanding and Park Streets are affected by downstream roadway constraints which 
result in back up through the intersection. 

All intersections should be re-evaluated if downstream constraints affect the intersections' operations. (i.e. without 
consideration of downstream constraints, the existing intersection analysis is not an engineering analysis, it is only a 
data processing analysis). 

The Broadway Jackson Interchange or other freeway type of mitigation was not included likely due to the lack of 
funding at this time. And this interchange project or other form of Chinatown mitigation introduces major changes 
in travel patterns in Chinatown and tol from the Alameda Point Project in and around Chinatown. It is reasonably 
foreseeable that the new County Transportation Sales Tax Measure will pass in the next year because this Measure 
in the last election failed with such a small percentage. And reasonable foreseeable events should be considered in 
an EIR, therefore an assessment of the traffic impacts with and without Broadway Jackson Interchange or other 
mitigations acceptable to Chinatown should be done. 

Seismic Analysis for the Posey and Webster Tube was not included in the DEIR. According to Cal trans letters dated 
from Cal trans to the City of Alameda in 2002, the tubes have a seismic rating of minimum performance level. A 
professional engineering report" Retrofit Strategy Report" for the Alameda Tubes dated September 30, 1996 
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prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas Inc. and approved and adopted by Caltrans states that 
minimum performance levels after an earthquake in Table 10-2 would result in: 

"Delays to motorists due to tube closure requiring long term (more than a year) 
diversion of traffic to the bridge crossings between Oakland and Alameda" 

As major seismic events are no different (even less controversial) than the Rising Sea Levels. the earthquake event is 
reasonably foreseeable and should be evaluated in this DEIR. With almost 70.000 vehicles per day using the tubes. 
traffic impacts and mitigations need to be assessed for the without and with project conditions. 

Furthermore this Seismic Strategy Report mentioned the steel re -enforcement was corroded and the field test 
indicated this condition to be a problem. The report is unclear if this was planned to be fixed. 

Per the report the primary damage to the tubes (retrofitted to minimum performance levels) is expected to be 
cracks and significant leakage; the tubes may be flooded within a day but that no loss of life would be expected. The 
report also indicates that repairs may not be possible. thus requiring replacement of the tube(s). 

At a minimum wouldn't it be appropriate to construct protective traffic devices similar to railroad crossings so 
vehicles do not continue to enter the tubes immediately after an earthquake? This measure and other measures 
should be considered for safety of the public and be evaluated for both without and with project conditions. 

The seismic and inaccessibility uncertainties are likely to be major impediments for any major employers at Alameda 
Point but not for individual home buyers. Therefore the DEIR should also evaluate the scenario where only a small 
fraction of the projected employment growth occurs. The project would then become overwhelmingly residential 
and result in future changes for a project with more houses. This growth inducement concern should be addressed 
in the DEIR. 

Mr. Jack Hutchinson of ESA is not licensed as a Professional Engineer in California stated in Chapter 7. Neither is 
Robert Haun. Acting Public Works Director a licensed Professional Engineer. Please make these corrections. 
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Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for Existing and 
Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Project 

Vehicles Per Hour 

Island 

Total of 
all Island 

Source: A!ameda Point 
Environmental Impact Report, 

Island 

Webster 

AM Peak Hour (vph) 

Figures G-2B Figures G_ 
& G-2C 48& G-4C 
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Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for EXisting and 
Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions witho and with 
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Letter 30. Individual 
(Eugenie Thomson) 

30-1 Traffic impacts are analyzed in Section 4.C of the Draft EIR. The analysis was performed 
using the City’s adopted thresholds of significance and methodologies, as explained 
beginning on page 4.C-17 under Significance Criteria. The significance thresholds are 
used to measure whether intersections and roadways are operating at an acceptable level 
of service (LOS) for four (4) different travel modes, including automobiles, transit, 
bicycling, and walking. The adopted thresholds do not call for an analysis of “daily traffic 
volumes in front of resident’s homes” or “how much longer it will take to leave the 
island.” Any attempt to measure these factors would require a great deal of speculation 
and assumptions about personal driving behavior, commute choices, and which resident’s 
homes to study. The increase in average delay is reported for each study intersection; it 
would be speculative to calculate travel time for any individual driver. 

30-2 As discussed starting on page 4.C-22, under the heading Travel Demand Modeling 
Approach, the Draft EIR explains the use the countywide travel demand model 
recommended by the Alameda County Transportation Commission (CTC) to determine 
how the existing transportation network would be impacted by the proposed project. The 
Model and the methodology used to determine the impacts of the Alameda Point 
development are the same models and methodologies used by the City of Oakland and 
other Bay Area local agencies and regional transportation agencies to evaluate 
transportation impacts. 

 Under Cumulative plus Project conditions, the Model projected that in 2035 project trip 
generation would add about 350 and 870 vehicles destined for the northbound Posey 
Tube during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. However, due to the capacity 
constraint during the AM peak hour, the Model’s traffic assignment function diverted 
project traffic away from the northbound Posey Tube during the AM peak hour. 
Outbound traffic using the Posey Tube is currently and historically has been operating at 
capacity, ranging from about 2,300 to 2,900 vehicles on a workday in the a.m. peak hour. 
Recognizing this capacity constraint, the Model did not simply add more traffic to the 
Posey Tube, but instead assigned trips to other travel flow paths. This capacity constraint 
is reflected in the change in peak hour volumes at the analysis intersections throughout 
the City of Alameda and into Oakland. For example, the Model assigned trips that would 
use the Tubes, if capacity were available, to alternate routes, such as Lincoln Avenue, 
Central Avenue, Otis Drive, and Clement Avenue. As disclosed in the Draft EIR 
Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, the impacts of the proposed project are 
experienced at locations adjacent to these crossings. 

 Thus, the overall combined change in volumes at the island gateways (tunnels and 
bridges) that is described and analyzed in the Draft EIR is a combination of the newly 
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added project traffic as well as the secondary effect of some of this project traffic 
displacing and diverting non-project traffic to other gateways.  

30-3 As discussed on page 4.C-22 of the Draft EIR, the traffic model used was the Alameda 
CTC countywide model as it better capture growth outside the city and the proposed 
project is considered a regionally significant project. Draft EIR Chapter 4, Section 4.C, 
Transportation and Circulation, found eight significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to transportation and presents mitigation measures as feasible to reduce the impacts of 
project generated traffic, as required by CEQA. 

30-4 The comment is incorrect. The transportation analysis prepared for the Draft EIR found 
that the project would generate a significant number of new trips and that the result of 
these new trips would result in a variety of impacts to all four modes of transportation 
(automobile, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian.) Also, please see responses to Comments 
30-2, 30-3, 30-5 through 30-9.  

30-5 The analysis of traffic impacts was prepared using the Alameda CTC travel demand 
model, which is the accepted countywide for travel demand forecasting. The City’s 
adopted methodologies for analyzing vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit level of 
service were employed to identify potential impacts to each mode. The traffic impact 
analysis was performed using the adopted City thresholds of significance and 
methodologies, as explained beginning on page 4.C-17 under Significance Criteria. 
Please also see responses to Comments 7-7 and 30-2 for additional details on the travel 
model.  

30-6 The methodology and outline of Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Draft EIR, like all the other sections in the EIR, is presented in the same fashion as other 
EIRs prepared by the City of Alameda and other jurisdiction in the Bay Area and 
statewide. The thresholds used for the transportation analysis were developed by the City 
of Alameda Transportation Commission at a series of public hearings with City staff, 
professional transportation consultants, and the public. Using these thresholds, the Draft 
EIR provides a complete multi-modal analysis of the project as required by General Plan 
Transportation Element policy. The City does not agree that the transportation analysis in 
the EIR is unusually difficult to follow. Ample subheadings of sections, concise 
descriptions, and explanations are provided in addition to more technical tables and 
diagrams. Additionally, Chapter 2 provides an executive summary of the project impacts. 

30-7 The comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR did not “conclude” that the project would result 
in one (1) single trip in the tubes. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project 
would generate a variety of significant unavoidable impacts (see Chapter 2, Executive 
Summary, provides a convenient and easy to understand summary of the impacts). As 
documented in the Final EIR for the Alameda Point General Plan Amendment in 2003, 
the Alameda Landing Supplemental EIR in 2006, and a variety of other City of Alameda 
traffic studies over the last 10 years, the capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes is a 
fixed to a specific number of automobiles that can cross between the two cities during the 
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AM or PM peak commute periods. The City of Alameda conducts an annual count of 
automobiles using the tubes in the AM and PM period and reports those counts annually. 
It is well documented that the existing tubes have been at or near capacity for the last six 
to seven years. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that regional growth and other 
development that is planned in Alameda over the next 20 to 30 years will exceed the 
capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes. The Draft EIR finds that limited capacity of the 
tube causes many automobile trips to divert to other crossings during the AM and PM 
peak period. It should also be expected that the peak hours of congestion will “spread” as 
more commuters choose to leave earlier or delay their commute to later in the morning to 
avoid the peak hours of congestion. Also see response to Comment 17-5.  

30-8 As shown in the figure, historical traffic counts range between a low of 2,300 to a high of 
3,304. Recent counts from 2012 for the Posey tubes in the AM range from 2,368 to 2,888 
for the mid-week (Tuesday through Thursday) workday. These volumes for the AM peak 
hour are fairly consistent despite the changes in activity at Alameda Point since its height 
of activity as the naval air station. See response to Comment 17-6.  

30-9 See response to Comment 30-8. New traffic counts were collected for most Alameda 
intersections in 2012 and some Oakland intersections in 2013. Other counts were 
provided from recent studies performed for the Marina Cove II project, the VA Center 
Draft EA, and the Central Estuary study in Oakland.  

30-10 Comment noted. 

30-11 Please see responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-6. The Draft EIR included the information 
required to be included to determine whether significant transportation impacts would 
occur. The thresholds used were those recommended by the City of Alameda 
Transportation Commission.  

30-12 Please see response to Comment 30-1 and comment 30-11.  

30-13 See comment 30-12. As discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.C-8, 4.C-13-4.C-16, and 
illustrated in Figure 4.C-2, the transportation analysis examined 32 study intersections in 
the City of Alameda. The effects of increased traffic on air quality and noise are addressed 
in the discussions if Impact 4.F-2, Impact 4.F-3, 4.G-1, and 4.G-3, respectively. In addition, 
the General Plan identifies the “quality of life” issues that must be considered and the 
Transportation Commission developed thresholds to measure the potential impacts and 
limits on mitigations that would be detrimental to quality of life. 

30-14 Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR is an Executive Summary, and includes a summary of all of 
the transportation impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. No 
modification to the transportation impact analysis is necessary.  

30-15 Please see responses to Comments 30-1, 30-7, and 30-12. The traffic impact analysis was 
using the adopted City thresholds of significance and methodologies, which are listed in 
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the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.C-17 under Significance Criteria. Travel times are not 
an adopted City threshold. The study intersections used in the transportation analysis are 
those that are operating poorly or would be directly impacted by the proposed project. 
Two intersections, that provide access to Bay Farm Island are included in the LOS 
analysis: Island Drive at Otis Drive and Fernside Boulevard at Otis Drive. 

30-16 Appendix G of the Draft EIR includes 786 pages of transportation background data and is 
cited throughout Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. The 
traffic appendix includes LOS output sheets, volume data, and the CMP analysis data. 
The traffic appendix was included in the materials that were made available during the 
public review period for the Draft EIR. 

30-17 Please see responses to comments 30-7, 2-1, 7-9, and 17-4. An Executive Summary was 
presented as Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR and included a summary of all the identified 
transportation impacts and mitigation measures. Please also see responses to 
Comments 30-3 and 30-14.  

30-18 Please see responses to Comments 30-7, 2-1, 7-9, and 17-4. The Draft EIR disclosed 
significant and unavoidable impacts to automobile, bicycle, transit and pedestrian levels 
of service from the proposed project. The Webster and Posey Tubes are limited in their 
capacity to accommodate additional traffic during the already congested AM and PM 
peak periods. Finally, every EIR and traffic study prepared by the City of Alameda over 
the last 10 years has acknowledged and disclosed the Webster and Posey Tubes 
constraints and the fact that these tubes cannot accommodate a significant increase in 
additional cars during the AM and PM commute period. This “finding” is of course, not a 
surprise to the many commuters who currently use the Webster and Posey Tubes to 
access their off-island jobs. For these reasons, the City of Alameda General Plan 
Transportation Element adopted in 2008 includes a number of policies to focus City 
actions on reducing automobile trips from future developments through transportation 
demand management strategies (TDM) and ensuring that the City of Alameda severely 
restricts actions to enlarge the roadway system to accommodate more cars. To address 
future transportation congestion, the City of Alameda Transportation Element includes 
policies emphasizing the need to implement policies to make alternatives to the 
automobile (transit, bicycling, walking) more cost effective and efficient alternatives for 
Alameda commuters. Please see responses to Comments 30-2 and 30-3. 

30-19 The delay represents the average delay for all vehicles at the intersection during the peak 
hour, which is reported per the Highway Capacity Manual methodology. During the peak 
hour, a specific approach or movement, such as the traffic leaving Bay Farm Island, may 
experience more than the average delay. At the intersection of 6th and Jackson streets, the 
1.5 seconds of delay for the southbound right applies the uncontrolled movement based 
on the Highway Capacity Manual methodology.  

30-20 The intersection analysis is consistent with the methodology and approach applied by the 
City of Oakland in its own impact analysis for environmental documents. See responses 
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to Comments 2-1, 17-9, and 30-2 regarding the capacity constraint the affects the 
projected peak hour volumes at the Posey Tube as well as on the freeways.   

30-21 See response to Comment 17-15. It would not be appropriate for the Draft EIR to expect 
a regional transportation sales tax measure to pass after a similar measure recently failed. 
Furthermore, after 12 years of efforts by Alameda CTC and City of Alameda to identify 
improvements for the Broadway Jackson Interchanges, the Chinatown community and 
the City of Oakland have been unable to agree to a proposed improvement plan. For these 
two reasons, it would not be appropriate for the Draft EIR to state that these 
improvements are “reasonably foreseeable.” Additionally, these proposed improvements 
are neither programmed nor funded. If the Draft EIR had assumed that the sales tax 
measure had passed and the improvements were constructed, the Draft EIR would have 
also concluded that the impacts in Chinatown would be lessened and the Draft EIR would 
have understated the impacts of the project.  

30-22 See response to Comment 17-16. As also presented in response to Comment 17-19, the 
City of Alameda disagrees with the comment. It would not be appropriate for the Draft 
EIR to expect a regional transportation sales tax measure to pass after a similar measure 
recently failed. Furthermore, over 10 years of efforts by Alameda CTC and City of 
Alameda to identify improvements for the Broadway Jackson Interchanges, the 
Chinatown community and the City of Oakland have been unable to agree to a proposed 
improvement plan. For these two reasons, it would not be appropriate for the Draft EIR to 
state that these improvements are “reasonably foreseeable” because they are neither 
programmed nor funded. Furthermore, if the Draft EIR had assumed that the sales tax 
measure had passed and the improvements were constructed, the Draft EIR would have 
also concluded that the impacts in Chinatown would be lessened and the Draft EIR would 
have understated the impacts of the project.  

 As stated on page 4.C-22 of the Draft EIR, “for consistency with recent model forecasts 
for other studies in Alameda, the recently updated Alameda Countywide travel demand 
model, which is based on ABAG Projections ‘09 and includes network changes and 
regional improvements outside the City of Alameda, was used. The zonal detail, street 
network and land use from the City of Alameda travel model developed as part of the 
Transportation Element were merged into the Alameda Countywide travel model. The 
updated 2035 street network includes improvements such as the improvements at the 
23rd Avenue/29th Avenue interchanges on I-880.” Proposed street network projects that 
have received limited to zero funding or that are yet to receive substantive community 
and municipal support were not included in the model. 

30-23 As presented in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, three of the six evaluated 
alternatives to the proposed project evaluated included more residential uses than what is 
proposed under the project. 

30-24 John (Jack) Hutchison is a California Licensed Professional Engineer, P.E. No. 1411.  



1

Lesley Lowe

From: PHILIP TRIBUZIO <tribuzio@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2013 11:37 PM
To: Jott@alamedaca.gov
Subject: Alameda Point Transportation

ennifer Ott,  Chief Operating Officer Alameda Point
Jott@alamedaca.gov
Andrew Thomas,  City Planer 
2363 Santa Clara Avenue    Alameda, CA 94501

Regarding transportation at Alameda Point as applied in DEIR. 

With bay area public transit limited, and congested vehicle traffic becoming more time consuming and 
congested,
   I submit for your consideration an inclusion of facilities for  
a growing use of fast efficient and flexible air  transport.
The FAA wont allow fixed wing aircraft to operate off Alameda, but presently allow  helicopters  to 
normally use Alameda air space.  
The present control tower west of the lagoon is a perfect location with room for two or more concrete 
landing areas.
A helicopter operation would be consistent with EIR requirements.
A helicopter operation would conform with historic, existing land use.  Very low construction activity 
as most facilities presently exist.  A helicopter operation would limit noise and air pollution   and be an 
addition to the  transit hub in the population center of the bay area. 
All the above can be managed by the city planing department as franchised real estate. 
As an Alameda home owner, I believe such a transport hub would add to Alameda property values. 

Respectfully submitted as input proposal to Alameda Point  development in regard to DEIR and ferry 
and water taxi hub. 

Philip Tribuzio.        
416 Shell Gate Road, Alameda 94501  E<tribuzio@sbcglobal.net>
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-372 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 31. Individual 
(Philip Tribuzio) 

31-1 Helicopter service to Alameda Point is not part of the proposed project; however, the 
commenter’s suggestion will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for 
consideration. 



>>> PHILIP TRIBUZIO <tribuzio@sbcglobal.net> 10/6/2013 4:56 PM >>> 
 Jennifer Ott; jott@alamedaca.gov  October 6, 2013.
In reference to my input on planning commission DEIR. 
An addendum to my suggestion of a helicopter operation at alameda point 
that would be  Multi- passenger long distant helicopters of the ``Osprey” 
design that would increase value of the transport hub with air transport to 
distant towns without
air ports. 
TAKE NOTE; President Obama made use of a military  Osprey  to transport 
his dog to their vacation area. 
It was safefor his dog, so it would be safe for people. 

Philip Tribuzio.

Comment Letter 32
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Alameda Point Project 3-374 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 32. Individual 
(Philip Tribuzio) 

32-1 Please see response to Comment 31-1. 
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-377 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 33. Individual 
(Ewart Wetherill) 

33-1 As explained in Chapter 4, page 4-1 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR has been prepared in 
accordance with CEQA, as amended (Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq.), and the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations § 15000 through 15378) and includes a 
discussion of all the resources areas of Appendix G with the exception of Agricultural and 
Forestry and Mineral Resources, which are not found in the project area as discussed in 
Chapter 6, Section E. The format of the document is presented in Chapter 1, Introduction, 
and further described in the introduction to Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. The public 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR was from September 3, 2013 to October 21, 
2013, which is longer than the 45-days required by CEQA Guidelines § 15105(a). 

33-2 As explained on page 4.C-23 of the Draft EIR, for consistency with recent model 
forecasts for other studies in Alameda, the recently updated Alameda Countywide travel 
demand model, which is based on ABAG Projections ‘09 and includes network changes 
and regional improvements outside the City of Alameda, was used. Alameda-specific 
zonal detail, street network and land use from the City of Alameda travel model 
developed as part of the Transportation Element were merged into the Alameda 
Countywide travel model. The updated 2035 street network includes improvements such 
as the improvements at the 23rd Avenue/29th Avenue interchanges on I-880.  

33-3 The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would generate a variety of significant 
unavoidable impacts (see Chapter 2, Executive Summary for a summary of the impacts.) 
As documented in the Final EIR for the Alameda Point General Plan Amendment in 
2003, the Alameda Landing Supplemental EIR in 2006, and a variety of other City of 
Alameda traffic studies over the last 10 years, the capacity of the Webster and Posey 
Tubes is a fixed to a specific number of automobiles that can cross between the two cities 
during the AM or PM peak commute periods. The City of Alameda conducts an annual 
count of automobiles using the tubes in the AM and PM period and reports those counts 
annually. It is well documented that the existing tubes have been at or near capacity for 
the last six to seven years. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that regional growth and other 
development that is planned in Alameda over the next 20 to 30 years will exceed the 
capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes. The Draft EIR finds that limited capacity of the 
tube causes many automobile trips to divert to other crossings during the AM and PM 
peak period. In addition to diversion of commute hour traffic, it should also be expected 
that the peak hours of congestion will “spread” as more commuters choose to leave 
earlier or delay their commute to later in the morning to avoid the peak hours of 
congestion. Also see response to Comment 30-7. 

33-4 Originally constructed in 1928, the Posey tube is the older of the two subterranean 
roadways, with the Webster Street tube completed much later in 1963. Both had similar 
designs and were later found to be vulnerable to earthquakes largely due to the presence of 
potentially liquefiable materials immediately surrounding the tubes. Beginning in April 



3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-378 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

2000, Caltrans performed major seismic upgrades through jet grouting methods to stabilize 
and strengthen surrounding soils by injecting a cement slurry mixture into the subsurface 
materials around the tubes. Work was completed on October 31, 2003, and is now 
considered by Caltrans in a 2011 report to meet current seismic standards.24 Nevertheless, 
the potential for the tubes to incur some level of damage following a substantial 
earthquake cannot be fully ruled out and that could require temporary closure of one or 
both tubes. If such circumstances occur, traffic would likely be routed to one of the other 
bridges that provide access to the island and expanded ferry service would be provided by 
the Water Emergency Transit Authority as mandated by Senate Bills 976 and 1093. 
However, considering the more recent seismic upgrades that the tubes have received, 
catastrophic failure of the tubes is not considered likely.  

33-5 The comment concerns the economic feasibility of the amount of retail use proposed for 
the project site, which does not address the environmental adequacy of the EIR. The 
comment is noted.  

33-6 Please see response to Comment 33-5. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, 
private investment at Alameda Point would be necessary to fund the public and private 
improvements envisioned by the plan. In addition, as discussed in the on page 4.J-36 of 
the Draft EIR the Navy has completed a substantial amount of cleanup work and prepared 
a Finding of Suitability for Transfer (FOST) for a large portion of the project area. The 
Navy is also committed to “continue to complete cleanup requirements and prepare 
FOST(s) for the remaining portions of Alameda Point that are to be transferred to the 
City, including sites that are still active prior to commencement of construction for 
proposed development.”  

33-7 Sea-level rise occurring from global warming is a worldwide issue of concern. The Draft 
EIR analyzed the impacts of sea level rise on the project site (see Impact 4.I-8). The Draft 
EIR is not required to analyze the impacts of sea level rise at other off-site locations or on 
the regional transportation network.  

33-8 The impacts of the proposed project related to Air Quality and Noise are discussed in 
Sections 4.F and 4. G of the Draft EIR, respectively. 

33-9 The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for 
consideration. Under CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, the Draft EIR is not required to study 
the suggested alternative in which the site would be entirely vacated and eventually 
inundated by San Francisco Bay.  

                                                      
24 Caltrans, State Route 260 Transportation Concept Report, http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/systemplanning/docs/tcr/ 

sr_260_tcr_final.pdf, June 2011. 



Comment Letter 34

Andrew, 

I appreciate all of the hard work that City Staff has put into providing such a wealth of 
information on the impacts of the proposed development at Alameda Point. Please accept 
the following, hastily written comments on the EIR. [fthere are questions about them, 
please feel free to contact me. 

Transportation: 
• The ErR repeatedly states that Transportation Oemand Management (TOM) is 

"speculative." This is true of any future planning, including the modeling that all 
EIR's rely on. This fact does not make TOM ineffective or unworthy of analysis. 
At the joint Planning Board/Transportation Commission meeting, both bodies 
recommended that the city continue to pursue the 10/30 reduction strategies tor 
TOM at Alameda Point. 

e The City of Alameda is committing to implement TOM, in accordance with the 
General Plan. General Plan policy 4.4.2.a requires that "Transportation related 
mitigations for future development should first implement TDM measures." 
Theretore, once the city's analysis has determined where impacts may occur, the city 
should apply the TOM reductions to the projections and determine which of those 
impacts are mitigated. If impacts continue to exist, then a second set of mitigations, 
consistent with the General Plan, should be proposed. These should include looking 
at what level ofTDM would be required to entirely mitigate the impacts. The city 
can then decide whether TOM, on its own, will be enough. I appreciate that the 
city identified the level of impact in the OEIR, I encourage you to do so when 
proposing second-level mitigations in the FEIR. 

e The EIR currently proposes mitigations that are forbidden by the General Plan. As 
the city has not begun the process to amend these general plan policies, the EIR 
should not be proposing mitigations (and the fees that will be charged to 
implement them) that are not permitted. Additionally, the EIR appears to 
misinterpret the General Plan policy 4.4.2.a. I was the chair of the Transportation 
Commission when this policy was written. "Roadways will not be widened to 
create additional automobile travel lanes" should not be interpreted to mean that 
adding lanes via removing parking. The intent of this policy was to continue to 
use the existing capacity of city street network and reduce traffic rather than 
adding through- and turn-lanes which create significant livability issues in 
neighborhoods, and degrade the pedestrian and cycling environment. 

• In the instances where staft' proposes to add turn lanes as a second mitigation, the 
impacts on additional pedestrian exposure to vehicle traffic and to the on-street 
bicycle environment should be analyzed and disclosed. 

• Bicycle Network is not well evaluated. This network evaluation should be as 
extensive as the Auto network and should not be limited to priority bicycle streets, 
but also high attractions locations like Webster streets. Key West/East streets, like 
Santa Clara, Otis, etc. are not included. 

• Pedestrian LOS should be measured at all Alameda intersections that Auto LOS is 
measured. 
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Comment Letter 34

• Transit LOS needs to include Santa Clara, The city's main transit corridor, as well 
as Lincoln, and any other transit priority street. 

• Transit LOS on conidors that lead off island are incorrect. As stated in the EIR "A 
segment that crosses a City boundary shall also include five bus stops, but the last stop 
shall be the first bus stop outside the City of Alameda." Currently no segments cross 
the estuary, though transit on Fruitvale, Park and Webster all do. 

e Table 4.C-I 0 presents "existing" and "existing plus project" pedestrian LOS data. 
This table does not present all of the data for all intersections. All modes should 
be treated similarly. If the ErR is going to present the Auto Intersection LOS 
regardless of impact, then the same should be done for all modes. (same comment 
for transit and bicycle LOS). 

• The Pedestrian LOS numbers for Existing Webster/Atlantic do not seem correct. 
Could you confirm the calculations are using the appropriate assumptions, 
including that "Green Time" does not include flashing red, when pedestrians are 
not legal suppose to enter the intersection. It's hard to believe that pedestrians on 
all four legs of the intersection only wait an average of 30 seconds for a light. 

• Analysis of the Alternatives should be presented side by side with the other 
analysis so that decision-makers and the public have the opportunity to decide 
whether there is an environmentally superior alternative and what the impacts of 
the alternatives are. 

Addition EIR comments: 
• The amended General Plan Table 2-7 (Page 3-33) reverts to previous names 

(Civic Core, Inner Harbor, Marina, West Neighborhoods) that do not match 
Cllncnt planning labels. This will likely cause confusion. Additionally, General 
Plan Table 2.7 does not match the development assumption numbers presented in 
Table 3-1. 

• Page 3-37 lists the "Bay Plan" as projecting seal level rise for 2050 at 16 inches. 
Isn't the projections 18-inches? 

o Page 4.a-20 - General plan overriding policy for over 20 years has been "De
emphasis of the SOV." This should be listed as it's one of the major planning 
guidelines of the entire General Plan. 

o Climate Change/Sea Level rise sections should be update to include data from 
IPCC V.S. 

o There should be analysis of how this plan helps to meet AB32 state mandates lor 
reaching 1990 levels of GHG by 2020. 

• Page 4.F-14 is missing General Plan policy 4.2.3.d: 
"Support and prioritize trip reduction strategies that maximize air quality benefits and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

I. Support the use of alternative fuel vehicles for all transportation modes. 
2. Encourage shift of trips to alternative transportation modes. This 

includes short trips, as these will have a disproportionate impact on 
air quality." 

• Page 4.F-41: Table 4.f~8. Under "street sources" it seems unlikely that Main 
Street will have twice the PM2.5 concentration as Atlantic and Stargell combined. 
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Comment Letter 34

Page 4.G-9 does not include Objective 4.2.3.a "Street projects should be designed 
to minimize the requirements for sound mitigation measures. Do not implement street 
projects that necessitate a soundwall." 4.2.3.b "Ensure that transportation system 
improvements comply with accepted noise standards in residential areas. Monitor the 
noise impacts of the cxisting transportation system. Identify strategies to mitigate 
excessive noise conditions." 

• Analysis of 4.g-3 makes the mistake of assuming that TOM impacts are hard to 
quantify. Additionally, the mitigation appears to assume that there is nothing that 
can be done about traffic related noise. This is not correct. Slowing the speed on 
RAMP would drop the auto related noise significantly. This is a simple, easy to 
implement solution that could be recommended. The same could happen on Main 
Street. Additionally, analysis of the impacts of various roadway materials, 
windows for residences along truck routes, etc. should be done. 

e Page 4.1-29: Can you confirm that the area proposed for projection from sea level 
rise will be able to protect above 55" if needed at some point? 

• The alternatives selected do not reflect those that were requested by the 
community. For some reason, increases in the amounts of retail were included in 
alternatives that looked at the impacts of housing increases. These should be 
separated into their own analysis to provide a more accurate picture of the impacts 
that the community requested be studied. 

• I have attached scans of Table 5-6 with hand-written adjustments to some of the 
analysis. On page 5-31, the analysis of the Multifamily alternative appears to 
assume that all infrastructure needed to build the base project would be built, and 
therefore, not enough funding would be raised to build it. In this scenario, much 
of the intrastructure for the main street neighborhood would not need to be 
provided. This savings would likely offset any reductions in funding from selling 
multi family units instead of SFH. The rest of my comments are noted . 

. A quick non-EIR related comment: As the city in the Bay Area that is likely to see the 
largest impact from sea level rise, it is odd that w we should develop Climate Change 
policies for the General Plan. I hope that in the coming year we can rectify that. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

John Knox White 
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Page 5‐31: Row 5, Multifamily:  

There is no reason that this would be less likely to reinvest in infrastructure. This rating appears 
to assume that 100% of the infrastructure must be replaced, which is contrary to Alameda 
staff’s statements that this is not a requirement or goal of this project. 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐31: Row 6, Multifamily:  

As with top, this presupposes the requirement that the non‐reuse area of the point project will 
need to subsidize the reuse area, which is not consistent with staff’s presentation of the 
requirements of this project 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐31: Row 7, Multifamily:  

The Multifamily proposal builds proposed housing in a configuration that has been shown to 
better meet this sustainability criteria than the “project” therefore it should not be rated equal 
to the project’s rating 

Rating should be: 1 

Page 5‐31: Row 9, Multifamily:  

How does the Multifamily alternative reduce views of the water and public access more than 
the “project”? Access and views will be the same in both options 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐32: Row 3, Multifamily:  

This alternative would not limit or reduce the orderliness of phasing, sizing or financing of site 
infrastructure any more than the “project” 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐32: Row 4, Multifamily:  

There is no reason to suspect that the Multifamily alternative would have a negative impact on 
the fiscal neutrality policy. 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐32: Row 10, Multifamily:  

20% of the housing in the multifamily alternative (268 existing units) are single family homes, 
therefore this alternative provides “a diversity of housing types” and should receive the same 
rating as the “project.” 

Rating should be: 0 

Comment Letter 34
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Page 5‐32: Row 13, Multifamily:  

APC can relocate in numerous areas of the point and could fit into any of the alternatives in this 
document (except no‐project).  There is no reason to assume that APC’s relocation could only 
occur in the “project” or something bigger. 

Rating should be: 0 

Page 5‐34: Rows 2‐8, TOD: 

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM 

Rating should be: LS 

Page 5‐34: Row 9, TOD and High Density:  

How would these alternatives create less safety than the project, via simply the land use 
decisions in the alternatives.  

Rating should be: LS 

Page 5‐35: Row 1, Multifamily, TOD and High Density:  

All three of these alternatives are more consistent with city policies, plans and programs, 

Rating should be: LS (less) 

Page 5‐35: Rows 2‐7, TOD and High Density:  

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM. Additionally, all three of these alternatives are more 
consistent with city policies, plans and programs. Some of these items (rows 4‐7) have greater 
impact, but it’s a good thing (like higher transit use, which makes better service possible). 

Rating should be: LS 

Page 5‐36: Row 3, Preservation:  

This should take into account whether the proposal  can actually support the preservation 

Rating should be: possibly SU 

Page 5‐37: Row 6, TOD:  

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM  

Rating should be: SU 

Page 5‐38: Row 4, TOD:  

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM  

Rating should be:  SU 

Comment Letter 34
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Page 5‐38: Row 6, TOD:  

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM .  

Rating should be:  LS (possibly LS (down) if impacts of increased Open Space are taken into 
account) 

Page 5‐38: Rows 8‐9, TOD:  

Why will these impacts be greater than the “project?” 

Page 5‐39: Row 1, TOD:  

Why will these impacts be greater than the “project?” 

Page 5‐39: Row 4, TOD:  

The WRT study found that there would not be an increased impact, these need to be reanalyzed 
appropriately with the proposed TDM  

Rating should be:  SU 

Page 5‐44: Row 4, TOD:  

Why will these impacts be greater than the “project?” 

Page 5‐44: Row 5, TOD:  

Why would this have larger foreseeable negative impacts on Public Service and recreation? 
Additonal units would cover the additional costs, using the same financial assumptions in the 
“project.” 

Rating should be:  LS 

Comment Letter 34
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-385 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 34. Individual 
(John Knox White) 

34-1 The City of Alameda agrees with the comment. Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) is a well-documented, proven, and effective program to reduce automobile use 
and the resulting transportation impacts from single occupancy vehicles, which were 
identified in the Draft EIR. General Plan Policy 4.4.2.a establishes TDM as the primary 
strategy that the City of Alameda should utilize to reduce or eliminate transportation 
impacts caused by project generated increases in automobile trips. The Draft EIR 
recommends that TDM be the primary mitigation imposed to reduce transportation impacts 
caused by the project. The Draft EIR describes the TDM program as part of the proposed 
project starting on page 3-22, under the Circulation Framework. The Draft EIR further 
identifies the TDM program in Chapter 4.C, Transportation and Circulation as Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2a under Impact 4.C-2, related to impacts of the proposed project on the local 
roadway network. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, which is a monitoring program, 
would be established to regularly assess the success of the TDM program. The text on 
page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:  

 “Accordingly, it would be speculative to assume that the TDM mitigation 
measure would reduce the impact to less than significant. Therefore, if 
determined by the Monitoring and Improvement Program to be needed, 
Mitigation Measure 4.C-2.c is recommended if the monitoring reveals that the 
TDM measures have not successfully reduce the project automobile volumes as 
the impacted location.  

34-2 As explained in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR, Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2a would be the first mitigation measure applied to address transportation 
impacts of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, a monitoring program, would 
be established to regularly assess the success of the TDM program. Depending on the 
success of the TDM program, the City would determine which of the intersection 
improvements identified in the EIR and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Report Program would be required to address residual transportation impacts. 

 The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR are consistent with Policy 4.4.2.a. 
These measures are specifically designed to ensure that TDM is the primary mitigation 
measure to reduce the vehicle trips and, therefore, reduce or eliminate transportation 
impacts. The mitigation measures require the City to monitor the impacted locations 
throughout the project buildout period to confirm that the TDM program has successfully 
reduced any project impact to a less than significant level. In the event, and only in the 
event, that the City monitoring shows that the TDM programs are not avoiding or 
sufficiently reducing an impact, the “second level” mitigations, calling for physical 
improvements, could be implemented to mitigate the level of service impact at a particular 
location. This structure of first and second level mitigation is consistent with Policy 4.4.2. 
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34-3 Please see Chapter 5, under Revisions to the Draft EIR, for revisions to text for proposed 
revisions to certain mitigation measures to further ensure compliance with Policy 4.4.2.a. 

34-4 The Impact Analysis in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR, 
contains an assessment of secondary pedestrian, bicycle, and transit level of service 
impacts at every location where a mitigation measure would require signal modifications 
or restriping to accommodate an additional turn lane. Following the description of each 
mitigation measure, the impact finding describes the resulting level of impact to each of 
the four modes of transportation (auto, transit, pedestrian, bicycle) that are designated for 
analysis in the City’s multi-modal evaluation scheme.  

34-5 The citywide bicycle network was evaluated in the Draft EIR (see pages 4.C-4, 4.C-17, and 
4.C-45). The City’s bicycle thresholds, presented on page 4.C-17 of the Draft EIR and 
adopted by the Transportation Commission, establish the following three factors that can 
impact bicycle level of service: an increase in traffic speed, an increase in traffic volume, 
and a decrease in street/lane width (space for bicycles). To do the analysis, the City’s 
transportation consultants reviewed the projected increase in traffic volumes and traffic 
speeds resulting from the project across the entire city roadway network. This analysis 
identified locations of potential bicycle impacts. For those segments where the volume or 
speed increased significantly, an analysis of bicycle impacts occurred, as presented starting 
on page 4.C-45 of the Draft EIR. The bicycle impacts analysis concluded that bicycle 
impacts would occur at the following locations and that the following mitigation measures 
should be implemented to maintain bicycle level of service:  

Stargell Avenue Bikeway Improvements (Mitigation Measure 4.C-2m) 
Main Street Bikeway Improvements (Mitigation Measure 4.C-2n) 
Central Avenue Bikeway Improvements (Mitigation Measure 4.C-2o) 
Oak Street Bikeway Improvements (Mitigation Measure 4.C-5ziv) 

 Similar to the automobile impacts, the first level mitigation measure would be Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2a (TDM Program). Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, the City would 
monitor these roadway segments. If, and only if, the TDM program is unsuccessful, will 
the second level mitigation (the physical improvements to improve bicycle level of 
service) be required.  

34-6  Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR contains an analysis of the 
potential impacts of the project on all four (4) modes of transportation (automobile, 
transit, bicycle, and walking). However the analysis for each mode is different, because 
the thresholds of significance are different and the methods for measuring impacts are 
different for each mode, as explained beginning on page 4.C-17 of the Draft EIR. 

 As described on Draft EIR page 4.C-17, the threshold for a pedestrian impact is determined 
by either of the following two factors: an increase in signal timing delay for pedestrians or 
the increase in the curb to curb width of the street. Accordingly, the analysis in the Draft 
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EIR examined the pedestrian level of service on intersections where the Draft EIR was 
proposing either a change to signal timing or a widening of the right of way. 

34-7 The study segments for transit LOS were selected by identifying all transit priority streets 
in Alameda, and then focusing on those streets for which the model projected substantial 
changes in auto volumes. For example, while Santa Clara Avenue is a transit priority 
street the Model did not project substantial changes in auto volumes on Santa Clara 
Avenue, and, as a result, it was not included in the transit LOS analysis. In accordance 
with the adopted Threshold of Significance for transit, if the project is not generating 
enough traffic on the street to slow the speed of the traffic on that street, then there would 
not be an impact to transit speed. 

34-8 As described on page 4.C-17 of the Draft EIR in the explanation of Alameda’s multi-
modal significance criteria, a segment, for the proposes of analysis, is defined as the 
impacted bus stop location plus the two previous stops and the two subsequent stops. 
When a segment crosses a City boundary the last stop shall be the first bus stop outside 
the City of Alameda. None of the segments analyzed in the Draft EIR crossed a City 
boundary; however, because the segments internal to Alameda were long enough to 
capture any potential impacts of the proposed project on transit on roadways experiencing 
a large increase in automobile trips. 

34-9 Please see response to Comment 34-6. The thresholds for each mode are different. For 
example, if the project does not cause an increase of automobile traffic at a particular 
intersection, there is no need to change the configuration of the intersection or the timing 
of the signal, and therefore, there is no possibility of a pedestrian impact. The pedestrian, 
transit, and bike LOS results tables were inadvertently left out of the Draft EIR appendix, 
but have been included in Appendix B of the Final EIR.  

34-10 Pursuant to the HCM 200025 methodology for calculating pedestrian delay along a 
crosswalk at a signalized intersection, the calculation considers the amount of “effective 
green time” allowed for a pedestrians to cross, which includes the green and yellow 
portions of the cycle allocated to that movement. The comment refers to “flashing red,” 
which is understood to refer to the “Flashing Don’t Walk” pedestrian indicator. Pedestrians 
are permitted to be in the intersection during this interval, but they are advised not to begin 
crossing the intersection during the “Flashing Don’t Walk” interval because the remaining 
effective green time would not be adequate for traversing the crosswalk at an average 
walking speed. The calculations presented in the Draft EIR are correct. 

34-11 The Draft EIR provided an extensive analysis of alternatives as required by and consistent 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives. The descriptive analysis is followed by Table 5-6, beginning on page 5-31 of 
the Draft EIR, which summarizes the analysis in the side-by-side format suggested by the 
comment.  

                                                      
25 Transportation Research Board. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 
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34-12 The General Plan land use designations and names were approved by the City Council in 
2003. As described on page 3-33 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes a 
General Plan Amendment to revise Table 2-7 and the street classifications at Alameda 
Point. 

34-13 The San Francisco Bay Conservation Development Commission’s (BCDC) conducted a 
vulnerability assessment, in which the two selected sea level rise projections were 
16 inches by 2050 and 55 inches by 2100.  

34-14 General Plan Policy 4.2.4.c: “Encourage mixed use development that utilizes non-single 
occupancy vehicle transportation modes” is reproduced on page 4.C-14 of the Draft EIR 
and is acknowledged as an applicable policy. Policy 4.2.4.c is also discussed under 
Impact 4.C-10, related to Consistency with Adopted Policies, Plans or Programs 
Supporting Alternative Transportation. 

34-15 The June 7, 2013, Final Draft of the IPCC report has been accepted but not approved in 
detail, and the report is not to be cited, quoted, or distributed.26 The flood protection 
system for the proposed project would be designed for an 18-inch sea level rise above the 
100-year flood protection level; this design level accounts for the recent information 
available in the CO-CAT document released in March 2013 and IPCC report in 
September 2013. Please see response to Comment 34-13. 

34-16 As described on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is included in Plan Bay 
Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). Through incentives, Plan Bay Area 
encourages future development within PDAs. According to ABAG, “this allows the 
region to reduce the emission of GHGs, house our population in a wide range of 
neighborhoods, preserve our natural resources, and support the creation of and greater 
access to new employment opportunities.”27 As such, the development of the proposed 
project is part of the region’s strategy for reducing GHG pursuant to the requirements of 
SB 375 and AB 32. Further, as discussed in Impacts 4.F-7 and 4.F-10, the proposed 
project would not have a significant impact on GHGs. As stated in the analysis the net 
GHG emissions associated with the project would be below BAAQMD’s “efficiency 
threshold” of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population per year. This would 
represent a cumulatively less-than-significant GHG impact. Although not relied on in the 
above analysis, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.F-2a, 4.F- 4, and 4.F-9b would 
further reduce GHG emissions associated with construction and operations of the project. 

34-17 General Plan Policy 4.2.3.d is added to page 4.F-14 of the Draft EIR: 

4.2.3.d Support and prioritize trip reduction strategies that maximize air quality 
benefits and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

                                                      
26  Please note that the recent June 7, 2013 Final Draft of the IPCC report has been accepted but not approved in detail 

and as stated in the report it is not to be cited, quoted, or distributed. 
27 ABAG and MTC, 2013. Plan Bay Area. Strategy for a Sustainable Region. July 2013 
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1. Support the use of alternative fuel vehicles for all transportation 
modes. 

2. Encourage shift of trips to alternative transportation modes. This 
includes short trips, as these will have a disproportionate impact on 
air quality. 

34-18 The BAAQMD Roadway TAC Screening tables were used to predict emissions along the 
specified roads. The estimated PM2.5 emissions on Main Street would have twice the 
PM2.5 concentration as Atlantic or Stargell avenues due to the inherent differences in 
concentrations for North-South and East-West roads included in the BAAQMD Roadway 
TAC Screening tables, as well as the distance of sensitive receptors from the roadways. 

 Regarding the General Plan Objective 4.2.3a and 4.2.3b, and Policies 4.2.3a and 4.2.3b 
are added to page 4.G-9 of the Draft EIR. 

4.2.3.a Street projects should be designed to minimize the requirements for sound 
mitigation measures. Do not implement street projects that necessitate a 
soundwall. 

4.2.3.b Ensure that transportation system improvements comply with accepted 
noise standards in residential areas. Monitor the noise impacts of the 
existing transportation system. Identify strategies to mitigate excessive 
noise conditions. 

34-19 Using rubberized asphalt for the noise-impacted streets where appropriate could reduce 
noise levels. One noise study showed that rubberized asphalt resulted in an average of a 
4 dBA reduction in traffic noise levels compared to conventional overlays (Sacramento 
County, 1999), which represents a 60 percent reduction in traffic noise energy and a 
clearly perceptible decrease in traffic noise. Achieved noise reductions from fences or 
barriers can vary, but typically range from approximately 5 to 10 dBA, depending on 
construction characteristics, height, and location. Sound barriers are not permitted per 
General Plan policy, but it is noted that sound barriers currently exist along portions of 
Appezzato Parkway (Atlantic Avenue) and Willie Stargell Avenue. However, for existing 
uses along other impacted street segments, there are many locations where soundwalls or 
fences would not be feasible due to space constraints or driveways (e.g., Main Street). 
Also, rubberized asphalt repaving could improve the impacted streets, but areas that are 
not completely repaved may still experience significant noise impacts.  

 While these measures could substantially reduce the impact of increased traffic noise on 
the exterior and interior environment of existing and proposed noise-sensitive uses, as 
required by City policy and would be implemented by Mitigation Measure 4.C-2a, 
identified in the Draft EIR, the preferred approach would be to reduce vehicle trips 
though a TDM program. The TDM program will be designed to be enforceable and 
successful. As a result, noise from project generated traffic would be reduced in 
proportion to the reduction in overall trips. 



3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-390 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

 Regarding reduced speed limits, the citywide speed limit is 25 miles per hour. The City 
could evaluate lower speed limits as a matter of policy. However, the EIR does not 
identify reducing speed limits as a potential mitigation measure because if a street is 
designed for a particular speed, posting a sign to lower the speed does not necessarily 
cause drivers to slow down.  

34-20 As discussed under Impact 4.I-8, the flood protection measures would be designed with the 
ability to adapt to 55 inches (approximately 1.4 meters) of sea level rise. Additionally, the 
MIP plans for flood protection, including seal-level rise, beyond 55 inches.  

34-21 As stated on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, the range of alternatives shall include alternatives 
that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(a)-(c)). CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the proposed project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a), (d)). 
The “range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to 
set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit informed public participation and an 
informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body (§ 15126.6(a), (f)). CEQA 
does not require an analysis of every conceivable alternative. Further, as stated on 
page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the selection of alternatives was designed to create a range of 
alternatives that would achieve at least some of the project objectives. In addition, the Draft 
EIR did present alternatives with more housing and retail (High Density Alternative) and 
with less housing and retail (the Preservation/Less Development Alternative) for a 
reasonable range of Alternatives.  

34-22 In general, the alternatives that would result in more development were found to have 
greater impacts. Although higher density at Alameda Point could conceivably result in 
less development elsewhere in the Bay Area that might be less accessible to transit, it 
would be speculative to make this determination in the EIR for this project, given that the 
City of Alameda has no jurisdiction over development elsewhere in the region. Moreover, 
reducing or avoiding regional impacts does not necessarily translate into a reduction in 
the local impacts. 

 The comment is correct that if additional areas of Alameda Point are identified as areas 
where no new development would be approved, these decisions could result in a lower 
cost for some elements of the infrastructure plan, which could in turn reduce construction 
related impacts to air quality, transportation, and noise. However, there are implications 
of not developing certain areas, such as the Main Street Neighborhood, that could result 
in the inability to serve the long-term needs of the Supportive Housing Units due to the 
failure of deteriorating existing infrastructure. 



Comment Letter 35

3-391

ldl
Text Box
35-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Line

ldl
Text Box
35-2



3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 

 

Alameda Point Project 3-392 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Letter 35. Individual 
(Schumancher) 

35-1 The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would generate significant and 
unavoidable impacts (see Chapter 2, Executive Summary for a summary of the impacts.) 
As documented in the EIR for the Alameda Point General Plan Amendment in 2003, the 
Alameda Landing Supplemental EIR in 2006, and a variety of other City of Alameda 
traffic studies over the last 10 years, the capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes is fixed 
to a specific number of automobiles that can cross between the two cities during the AM 
or PM peak commute periods. The City of Alameda conducts an annual count of 
automobiles using the tubes in the AM and PM periods and reports those counts annually. 
It is well documented that the existing tubes have been at or near capacity for the last six 
to seven years. Therefore, the Draft EIR found that regional growth and other 
development that is planned in Alameda over the next 20 to 30 years will exceed the 
capacity of the Webster and Posey Tubes. The Draft EIR finds that the limited capacity of 
the tubes causes many automobile trips to divert to other crossings during the AM and 
PM peak periods. In addition to diversion of commute hour traffic, it should be expected 
that the peak hours of congestion will “spread” as more commuters choose to leave 
earlier or delay their commute to later in the morning to avoid the peak hours of 
congestion. Also see response to Comment 30-7. 

35-2  As set forth in CEQA Guidelines § § 15126.2 and 15126.4, before deciding whether to 
approve a project, public agencies must consider the significant environmental impacts of 
the project and must identify feasible measures to minimize those impacts. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15063(b), if any aspect of the proposed project, either individually or 
cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) unless the project can be modified to 
mitigate all of the significant adverse environmental effects before an EIR is prepared 
(CEQA Guidelines §15063(c)(2)). The City of Alameda has determined that the size, 
scale, and potential impacts resulting from the proposed project require the preparation of 
an EIR and presented a full transportation impact analysis in Section 4.C, Transportation 
and Circulation of the Draft EIR.  

 The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be 
considered by decision-makers before approving the proposed project and must reflect 
the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis of the significant environmental 
effects of the proposed project on the environment (California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, §15090). 
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CHAPTER 4 
Responses to Comments at the Public 
Hearing on the Draft EIR 

The public hearings on the Draft EIR were held on September 9 and 25, 2013. The following is 
a summary of comments received at the public hearings, followed by responses that address those 
topics. Some of the topics raised have been previously responded to in Chapter 3 (Written 
Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comment). 

A. Responses to Comments from September 9, 2013 
Hearing 

The following comments were made at the Planning Board public hearing on the Draft EIR on 
September 9, 2013: 

Ethan Clifton 
The commenter stated that the Draft EIR proposes to change the timing of the traffic lights and 
restripe the street; and that Oakland’s Chinatown will be heavily impacted by the project. 

Response: This comment appears to refer to proposed mitigation measures that require 
specific improvements at intersections including optimization of signal timing and 
restriping of lanes. As discussed in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project would alter travel patterns in Alameda and in Oakland’s 
Chinatown. The Draft EIR identifies implementation of a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program as the primary and initial mitigation measure, which would 
be implemented prior to any physical improvements. The TDM program is part of the 
proposed project, as described starting on page 3-22, under the Circulation Framework. The 
Draft EIR further requires the TDM program to be implemented pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2a under Impact 4.C-2, Chapter 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, to 
mitigate the impacts of the proposed project on the local roadway network. As required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b, a monitoring program would be established to regularly assess 
the success of the TDM program. 

Doug deHaan 
The commenter stated that the City has completed many EIRs and traffic studies regarding 
Alameda Point in the past; that the EIR talks about the ferry service which only goes to San 
Francisco which is not where the bulk of residents work; that BART is far too cost prohibitive; 
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and that he is worried about the flood plain. The commenter urged the board members to look at 
the past studies. 

Response: Under CEQA, analysis of a project’s environmental impacts should be 
performed based on the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation (NOP) was published (CEQA Guidelines § 15125). In accordance 
with these guidelines, the Draft EIR relied on current data and information to develop the 
CEQA baseline. For discussion regarding the traffic model that was used for the proposed 
project, please refer to response to Comment 7-9 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR regarding 
the travel demand model. The proposed project would be accessible from both BART and 
the existing and future ferry terminal, using existing transit service, and future service 
options developed as part of the TDM program.  

The Draft EIR includes an extensive analysis of the flood hazards at Alameda Point in 
Sections 4.H, I, and M. The Master Infrastructure Plan is specifically designed to address 
existing flooding issues and potential future flooding issues related to sea level rise.  

Karen Bey 
The commenter stated that she is looking forward to the completion of the TDM plan. She 
mentioned that she rides the ferry and has noticed a huge increase in ridership recently. She feels 
the City needs more ferry terminals, since it is surrounded by water, and feels the developers 
should help pay for them. 

Response: The commenter’s support of the TDM plan and proposed ferry services is 
acknowledged. As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, starting on page 
3-22, developers would be required to comply with the proposed TDM plan and provide an 
annual financial contribution to fund TDM services. Further, the proposed project does not 
require the removal of the existing ferry terminal if the service moves to the Seaplane 
Lagoon. 

B. Responses to Comments from September 25, 2013 
Hearing 

The following comments were made at the joint City Council-Planning Board public hearing on 
the Draft EIR on September 25, 2013: 

Dorothy Kamimoto 

The commenter stated when streets were adversely affected, that there would be hearing ahead of 
time. She also stated her concern that Bayview Drive has been previously identified as the second 
most traffic-impacted street in the City, and is particularly still used as a shortcut for large trucks. 
Concern that traffic calming measures have not yet been finished, and additional concerns that the 
development overall will degrade quality of life. 

Response: With respect to the commenter’s concern about public notification of potential 
effects on street, the purpose of the public hearings held on September 9 and September 25, 
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2013 were to receive public comments about the Draft EIR for the Alameda Point project, 
which includes a transportation analysis of impacts on Alameda streets in Section 4.C. 
Please refer to responses to Comments 12-1, 20-1 and 24-1 that address the commenter’s 
concerns about traffic levels and mitigation measures along Bayview Drive.  

Susan Galleymore 
The commenter stated that there has not been enough emphasis on environmental health impacts. 
In particular, she is concerned about how certain contaminates (e.g. VOCs) will impact the 
surrounding environment, including potential unknown synergistic effects that are hard to study. 

Response: Draft EIR Section 4.J, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, addresses the 
potential for exposure to the public of contaminants including volatile organic compounds 
encountered during excavation or other ground disturbing activities (see discussion under 
Impact 4.J-7 of Draft EIR on page 4.J-42).  

Helen Sause 
The commenter stated her concerns about utilities limiting density; concerns about limited 
housing limiting the job growth desired; concerns about a better jobs/housing balance; concerns 
about increasing public amenities; and concerns about streets following grid patterns. 

Response: Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, describes that the majority of the 
existing utility systems (including wastewater, stormwater, potable water, electrical, natural 
gas and telecommunications) are beyond their useful service lives and cannot support 
redevelopment of Alameda Point without replacement or rehabilitation. Therefore, as part 
of the project, a proposed Master Infrastructure Plan (MIP) was prepared for the 
infrastructure necessary to support the redevelopment and reuse of Alameda Point. It is 
anticipated that new utility infrastructure would be installed in a manner designed to 
support the proposed uses within both the development areas and the reuse areas. The MIP 
is designed to be adaptable to changing land use intensities and densities in the event that 
the City changes the land use program in the future. 

The Alameda Point project would create housing for approximately 2,779 residents and 
would also create approximately 7,900 job opportunities. As stated on page 4.B-2 of the 
Draft EIR, the City of Alameda currently has more employed residents than jobs. It is 
estimated that the City has approximately 26,970 jobs and 37,799 employed persons, which 
indicates that many of Alameda’s employed residents commute to work outside of the City. 
The ratio of jobs to employed residents within the City of Alameda is 0.71. A major cause 
of the existing imbalance is that Alameda lost 18,000 jobs when the U.S. Navy closed NAS 
Alameda. The addition of jobs to Alameda Point would improve the jobs-housing balance 
in Alameda and help reduce off-island commute traffic in conformance with the policies of 
the General Plan. 

The street network within the Adaptive Reuse Sub-area would be determined by the 
existing street patterns, which is a contributing characteristic of the NAS Alameda Historic 
District. Within the Town Center and Waterfront Sub-area, the NAS Alameda Historic 
District grid of streets would be extended into this area, and would generally follow grid 
patterns. The street network within the Enterprise Sub-area and Main Street Sub-area also 
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would follow a grid pattern, while preserving the historic “beehive” street network in the 
historic residential sub-area.   

Regarding public amenities, as stated starting on page 4.L-11 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would have a less-than-significant impact on public services such as libraries and 
recreational space. Specifically, the proposed project would provide for development of 
approximately 1,158 net new housing units that are anticipated to result in a population of 
approximately 2,215 new residents in the project site by 2035. These additional residents 
would use the 258 acres of new park and recreation facilities that are proposed as part of 
the project because they are located near the residential uses. The proposed parks and open 
space areas include a waterfront promenade, a bay trail, historic open spaces, parade 
grounds, neighborhood parks, walking and bike trails, sidewalks, and bike paths.  

Chuck Kapelky 
The commenter stated that future technology may even further alleviate community concerns. 

Response: This comment is acknowledged.  

Bill Smith 
The commenter stated that the project does not provide enough housing. Statement that the 
Alameda Point development overall will be good. 

Response: Please refer to the response to Helen Sause’s comment regarding the 
jobs/housing imbalance. 

John Spangler 
The commenter stated that it is essential that the sea level rise berm is raised to at least the 
median of a projection; that a high density option is preferable, in that it will be financially more 
advantageous; that the 51A bus should have a headway of 8-15 minutes, to reduce traffic 
congestion; that  a smart grid should be installed, with simple, universal plug and play pre-wiring; 
that at building codes should be stricter than State code; that Risk Assessment Health Values 
should be  consulted for toxics; that  the infrastructure  cost of 575 million is an underestimate if  
SunCal estimated the cost to be 700 million. 

Response: The Draft EIR includes an extensive analysis of the sea level rise issue. See 
Section 4.I, Hydrology and Water Quality starting on page 4.I-25 of the Draft EIR. 

The City of Alameda prepared a Master Infrastructure Plan which documents the 
improvements required by development to minimize risks from sea level rise and seismic 
events. As stated on page 4.H-19 of the Draft EIR, the entire project site is located in an 
area that is already considered to have a high potential for liquefaction. In fact, the project 
site is located within an area identified by the California Geological Survey to be in a 
liquefaction hazard zone where any new development or redevelopment must meet the 
requirements of Special Publication 117A to demonstrate adequate mitigation of any 
identified liquefaction hazards. The report referenced in the comment describes an 
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increased risk of liquefaction for existing structures in areas where a rising groundwater 
level from sea level rise might begin to saturate currently dry sandy soils. However, for 
improvements associated with the proposed project, groundwater levels are already 
relatively shallow and preliminary geotechnical evaluations of the site have identified 
liquefaction hazards that would require substantive measures such as deep dynamic 
compaction of soils, vibratory compaction of soils, and soil/cement mixing such that a 
rising groundwater table would not reduce the stability of these improvements. 

The Draft EIR is required to evaluate the various options, but the Draft EIR is not 
responsible for selecting a preferred option.  

The City of Alameda is working actively with AC Transit to increase transit services to 
Alameda Point to support a transit oriented development.  

The comment regarding the importance of a smart grid system and building codes that are 
stricter than the California Building Code is acknowledged. As stated on page 4.F-23 of the 
Draft EIR, in the analysis of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, the state’s green building 
standards (adopted by the City as the Alameda Green Building Standards Code) contain 
standards for planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, 
material conservation and resource efficiency, and indoor environmental quality, and these 
standards would apply to development at Alameda Point. The standards are revised every 
three years, and new provisions will take effect in January 2014. Among these are non-
residential provisions applying stormwater pollution prevention best management practices 
and water efficiency requirements to building additions, not just new buildings; updated 
bicycle parking requirements for additions and alternations; and new requirements to 
reduce waste from construction demolition. For residential construction, new and updated 
provisions include application of green building requirements to building additions and 
alterations; revised energy efficiency requirements; new water conservation requirements; 
and a new provision requiring reduced generation of construction and demolition waste. 
Given recent trends, it can be anticipated that such building code provisions will continue 
to become more stringent with the passage of time, meaning that construction that begins at 
Alameda Point several years from now will likely be required to meet even higher 
standards.  

Risks from toxic materials that remain following the Navy’s use of the property are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.J, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As stated on page 4.J-30 
of the Draft EIR, the land-use restrictions for affected property will be identified in the 
automated permit-tracking system that the City uses for its permitting activities, and that 
review of the City Program will be incorporated into the permitting process to ensure 
review of any potential restrictions on site use. The City’s Land-Use Tracking Program and 
Site Management Plan (City Program) is described in detail beginning on page 4.J-28 of 
the Draft EIR. The City Program will address both closed sites where no further action is 
required because investigations have determined that there is no threat or minimal threat to 
human health, and open petroleum sites where additional investigation and/or cleanup work 
is necessary. Restrictions such as prohibitions on the use of underlying groundwater is not 
likely to affect future residents, because the natural brackish conditions of the groundwater 
combined with the available high quality water supply service should preclude any 
reasonable desire to use site groundwater.  
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The estimated costs of the infrastructure improvements are not relevant to the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis included in the Draft EIR.  

Karen Bey 
The commenter stated that there should be high density alternatives and that low density should 
not be limited; that she believes the development can and should make Alameda a highly visible, 
highly sought-after destination, and that a ferry terminal is preferable, so that visitors can visit 
more freely. 

Response: The Draft EIR evaluates high density alternatives to the proposed project. As 
described in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Alternatives, both the High Density Alternative and the 
Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative include higher amounts of development than the 
proposed project. Specifically, the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternative increases the 
number of residential units to 3,400 units to create a more transit supportive development 
and maintains the total number of square feet of non-residential uses but changes the mix of 
non-residential uses. The High Density Alternative includes 4,841 housing units (compared 
to 1,425 units as proposed) and 3.8 million square feet of non-residential uses. As described 
in Chapter 5, Alternatives, and summarized in Draft EIR Table 5-7, environmental impacts 
associated with these high density alternatives (e.g., traffic, air quality and GHG emissions, 
noise, and public services) would likely be more severe than the proposed. 

The City is actively working with the Water Emergency Transit Authority to move the 
ferry service to the Seaplane Lagoon and increase the amount of ferry service provided. 

Diane Lichtenstein 
The commenter stated that the development follows the Community Reuse Plan developed 
16 years prior. She is concerned that the EIR is not specific about community site and cultural 
amenities, in particular with regard to school accessibility. She is concerned that the analysis of 
schools insufficiently takes into account that students will have to travel farther distances to 
attend charter and other schools, which are predicted to pick up the slack as public schools remain 
at full capacity. She stated  that this will reduce the community character of Alameda, and that t 
the EIR generally follows the goals of the Reuse Plan, but does not see any clear mechanisms for 
implementation oversight, and that more emphasis should be given to cultural amenity 
preservation and development. 

Response:  The City of Alameda is committed to working with Alameda Unified School 
District (AUSD), the State of California, and/or other parties to identify resources for 
providing educational facilities at Alameda Point. As described starting on page 4.L-5 of 
the Draft EIR, pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school district impact fees by new 
development is full mitigation for potential impacts to school facilities from new 
development. All new development at Alameda Point will be required to pay the AUSD 
impact fees. 



4. Responses to Comments at the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR 

 

Alameda Point Project 4-7 ESA / 130025 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR  December 2013 

Adrian Lackadat 
The commenter stated that she is impressed by what exists at Alameda Point; that there is a good 
synergy and co-existence between the open spaces and light industrial property, that she does not 
see any Light Industrial Zone that meets the water, and that it would be beneficial for businesses 
if there were such a zone. 

Response: As described on Draft EIR page 3-31, light industrial uses would be allowed 
within the Enterprise Sub-area, which is situated just north of the open space area. 

Alex Danenbaum 
The commenter stated that traffic would be expected to increase in the Oakland Chinatown area 
and in the Posey tube, just as the EIR indicates. He expressed his belief that there should be more 
coordination with the City of Oakland to further resolve this issue. 

Response: The City of Alameda is committed to working with the City of Oakland and the 
Chinatown community to make improvements to the regional transportation network to 
reduce congestion in and around Chinatown, the Webster and Posey Tubes and the I-880 
freeway.   

Doug deHann 
The commenter stated that sea level rise, retail development, transportation, and earthquake 
issues should be taken seriously. 

Response: The Draft EIR includes an extensive analysis of the sea level rise and seismic 
stability. See Section 4.I. Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR evaluates the 
proposed project impacts related to flooding due to sea level rise and Section 4.H, Geology 
and Seismicity, addresses seismicity concerns. The City of Alameda prepared a Master 
Infrastructure Plan which documents the improvements required by the proposed 
development to minimize risks from sea level rise and seismic events.  

As stated on page 4.H-19 of the Draft EIR, the entire project site is located in an area that is 
already considered to have a high potential for liquefaction. In fact, the project site is 
located within an area identified by the California Geological Survey to be in a liquefaction 
hazard zone where any new development or redevelopment must meet the requirements of 
Special Publication 117A to demonstrate adequate mitigation of any identified liquefaction 
hazards. The report referenced in the comment describes an increased risk of liquefaction 
for existing structures in areas where a rising groundwater level from sea level rise might 
begin to saturate currently dry sandy soils. However, for improvements associated with the 
proposed project, groundwater levels are already relatively shallow and preliminary 
geotechnical evaluations of the site have identified liquefaction hazards that would require 
measures to be implemented during project construction, such as, deep dynamic 
compaction of soils, vibratory compaction of soils, and soil/cement mixing such that a 
rising groundwater table would not reduce the stability of these improvements. 

Further, regarding earthquake safety, as explained in the Draft EIR, the City has a 
Comprehensive Emergency Services Management Plan to protect the safety and welfare of 
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residents, employees and visitors in Alameda in the event of an emergency such as a flood, 
tsunami or earthquake. Continuation of existing conditions is not a significant impact for 
purposes of CEQA; please see pages 4.I-16 to 4.I-17 of the Draft EIR. 

The City of Alameda is working actively with AC Transit, BART, and WETA to increase 
transit services to Alameda Point in order to support a transit oriented development. The 
required TDM program is designed to provide additional local services to supplement, 
expand, and connect to the services provided by the regional transit providers 

Bob Sacuria 
The commenter stated that sea level rise is viewed simplistically. Statement that there are other 
factors to be concerned about, including storm surge issues, which would affect people living 
below sea level. 

Response: As stated on Page 4.I-4 of the Draft EIR and under Impact 4.I-6 in Section 4.I, 
Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR, because the project site abuts the tidal 
canal, the highest tide levels associated with storm surge events can be high enough to 
cause localized flooding of the lowest lying portions of the site under existing conditions. 
As also discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the perimeter coastal 
areas within Alameda Point will be designed to protect future development from 
wave/wind run up in coordination with an Adaptive Management Plan to incorporate flood 
protection measures. The project site would be developed in accordance with FEMA 
criteria (incorporating the 100-year storm levels) and with additional consideration to sea 
level rise as further discussed in Impact 4.I-8 in Section 4.I, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
A combination of specific project design features, the storm drainage and flood protection 
systems onsite, along with City’s emergency management plan and its Alert and Warning 
System, would reduce impacts associated with exposing people to significant flood risks 
from 100-year storm events. 

Doug Biggs 
The commenter stated that that the air pollutants mitigation seems too passive and that ideally 
there would be more active mitigation. He expressed concern that the EIR does not seem to fully 
address environmental justice issues, and that there should be more community monitoring. 

Response: The air quality mitigation measures identified in the EIR were developed 
consistent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines. Regarding community monitoring, please see the responses to Letter 
11, stating that the City is willing to develop community monitoring programs with the 
Collaborative. 

Craig Miott 
The commenter made statements about the high quality of the NAS Alameda Historic District. He 
also made statements about a need for improving BART access. 

Response: Please see responses to letter 25 from Craig Miott. As described on Draft EIR 
pages 3-26 and 3-27, portions of the Town Center and Waterfront Sub-area and Main Street 
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Neighborhood Sub-area include buildings in the NAS Alameda Historic District and the 
entire Adaptive Reuse Sub-area is situated within the Historic District. Rehabilitation of 
contributing structures in the NAS Alameda Historic District that overlap with these 
particular Sub-areas would be reviewed for conformance with the Guide to Preserving the 
Character of the NAS Alameda Historic District and new buildings would be reviewed for 
conformance with the character defining features of the NAS Alameda Historic District.  

Regarding improving access to BART, the Alameda Point project includes proposed shuttle 
service connecting Alameda Point to the Oakland City Center 12th Street BART Station. 
As described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR (page 3-24), the shuttle service is expected to 
evolve with each phase of development of Alameda Point, but implementation and 
operation of the shuttle service would be flexible so that it can adapt to development 
patterns guided by market forces. Further, existing service is provided by AC Transit. 

Amanda Shepard 
The commenter stated that the development may not attract large quantities of people and that the 
development should ideally be kept dense and small. 

Response: Comments noted. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Revisions to the Draft EIR 

The following revisions are made to the Draft EIR and incorporated as part of the Response to 
Comments on the Draft EIR. Revised or new language is underlined. Deleted language is 
indicated by strikethrough text. 

The revisions in this chapter clarify, amplify or make insignificant modifications to the EIR. They do 
not consist of significant new information showing that a new significant impact would result from 
the project or from a new mitigation measure, that there would be a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact, or that a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that 
is considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project. Accordingly, the revisions in this chapter do not constitute 
“significant new information” and it is therefore not necessary for the Lead Agency to recirculate the 
EIR for public comment prior to certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15088.5). 

Section A, below, identifies staff-initiated changes made to the Draft EIR. Section B identifies 
changes made to the EIR in response to comments on the Draft EIR; please refer to Chapter 3 of 
this document. 

Revised Mitigation Measures 
The Draft EIR identifies certain Mitigation Measures in Section 4.C, Transportation and 
Circulation, to mitigate significant transportation impacts, that involves several actions. First, the 
City will be required to implement a Transportation Demand Management Program and a 
Monitoring Program (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and 4.C-2b (Monitoring)). 
The monitoring program is to be used to determine whether the Transportation Demand 
Management Program has been effective, and whether additional, second-step mitigation is 
necessary to modify the operation of a signal or the lane striping of any intersection for which this 
mitigation is required. As written in the Draft EIR, these mitigation measures also identify the 
second-step mitigation, consisting of physical changes (e.g., adding left-turn lanes or shared-
through-right lanes), in order further improve the Level of Service (LOS) at the intersection. In 
response to Comment 34-3, staff has determined that several of the second-step measures, which 
would require restriping intersections would be in inconsistent with General Plan Policy 4.4.2.a; 
therefore, these measures were determined to be infeasible. The revisions to Mitigation 
Measures 4.C-2c, 4.C-2l, 4.C-5b, 4.C-5c, 4.C-5d, 4.C-5f, 4.C-5g, 4.C-5i, 4.C-5w, 4.C-5x, and 
4.C-5z, presented below, would not result in environmental impacts beyond those already 
identified in the Draft EIR, which were determined to be significant and unavoidable. Revisions 
are also made to Mitigation Measures 4.C-2b, 4.C-2d, 4.C-2e, 4.C-2f, 4.C-5l, 4.C-5m, 4.C-5n, 
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4.C-5o, and 4.C-5r, to clarify instances in which monitoring is not applicable; to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2n, to correct an editorial error; and Mitigation Measure 4.C-2o, to clarify that the 
City could not unilaterally implement this measure. As with the foregoing, none of these revisions 
would result in environmental impacts beyond those already identified in the Draft EIR. 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a is revised to further minimize potential impacts to eelgrass, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.E-4c is revised to further minimize potential impacts on nesting birds; these 
changes would reduce impacts and would not result in impacts not identified in the Draft EIR. 
Finally, required mitigation measures are recapitulated for Impacts 4.E-5, 4.E-6, and 4.E-7, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.F-7b is revised to correct an editorial error. None of these last revisions 
results in any change in impacts beyond those identified in the Draft EIR. 

All mitigation measures that are revised as part of this Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 
are presented in the revisions to Table 2-2 of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, at the end 
of this chapter and are shown in strikeout/underline. 

A. Staff-Initiated Changes to the Draft EIR 

The text changes presented in this section are initiated by Lead Agency staff.  

The following text edits have been made to correct Mitigation Measure numbering in the Draft 
EIR, on the following pages and as further reference through the Draft EIR, including in 
Chapter 2, Executive Summary: 

As referenced on page 4.C-40: Mitigation Measure 4.C-3a is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2g 

As referenced on page 4.C-41: Mitigation Measure 4.C-3b is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2h 

As referenced on page 4.C-42: Mitigation Measure 4.C-3c is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2i 

As referenced on page 4.C-46: Mitigation Measure 4.C-4c is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2o 

As referenced on page 4.C-46: Mitigation Measure 4.C-4b is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-2n 

As referenced on page 4.C-77: Mitigation Measure 4.C-10a is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-5x 

As referenced on page 4.C-80: Mitigation Measure 4.C-4b is renumbered to Mitigation 
Measure 4.C-5zii 

As referenced on page 4.I-24: all three mentions of Mitigation Measure 4.I-2 is renumbered 
to Mitigation Measure 4.I-4 
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The impact statement text on page 4.C-36 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Impact 4.C-2: Development facilitated by the proposed project would potentially 
result in a transportation impact at study intersection locations under Existing plus 
Project conditions. (Significant) 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2b (Monitoring and Improvement Program): Prior to issuance 
of the first building permits for any development project at Alameda Point, the City of 
Alameda shall adopt a Transportation Network Monitoring and Improvement Program to: 
1) determine the cost of the transportation network improvements identified in this EIR; 
2) identify appropriate means and formulas to collect fair share financial contributions from 
Alameda Point development; 3) monitor conditions at the locations that will be impacted 
by the redevelopment of Alameda Point; 4) monitor traffic generated by Alameda Point; 
and 5) establish the appropriately time to implement the any necessary secondary physical 
improvements described required in this EIR to minimize or eliminate significant 
transportation impacts prior to the impacts occurring at affected locations where a 
secondary impact mitigation is recommended. 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2d on page 4.C-38 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2d (Jackson/Sixth): The City of Alameda shall implement 
Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and 4.C-2b (Monitoring), which could 
improve intersection LOS by reducing vehicle trips. 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2e on page 4.C-39 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2e (Brush/11th): The City of Alameda shall implement 
Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and 4.C-2b (Monitoring), which could 
improve intersection LOS by reducing vehicle trips. 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2f on page 4.C-39 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2f (23rd/Seventh): The City of Alameda shall implement 
Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a (TDM Program) and 4.C-2b (Monitoring), which could 
improve intersection LOS by reducing vehicle trips. 
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The third bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.C-2n on page 4.C-46 of the Draft EIR is amended as 
follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2n (Main Street Bike): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact 
or reduce its severity, shall implement the following physical improvements: 

 construct a Class II bicycle lane or improve the existing Class I bicycle path on the 
west side of the street between Appezzato Parkway and Pacific Avenue to current 
City standards; 

 provide connectivity to existing Class I bicycle path on the east and west sides of the 
street north of Appezzato Parkway. Appropriate intersection treatments for 
connectivity may include striping, signage, and/or bicycle boxes at the intersection of 
Main Street and Appezzato Parkway; and  

 if Mitigation Measure 4.C-4c (described below) is implemented, provide connectivity 
to that bicycle facilities on west side of the street north of the Main Street-Pacific 
Street intersection. 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2o on page 4.C-47 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2o (Central Avenue Bike): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact or 
reduce its severity, shall use its best efforts to implement the following physical improvements: 

 construct a Class II bicycle lane or improve the existing Class I bicycle path on the 
west (south) side of the street between the Main Street-Pacific Street intersection and 
Lincoln Avenue to current City standards;  

 extend a Class I bicycle path to Third Street; and 

 restripe and sign the street segment between Third Street and Fourth Street to provide 
Class II bicycle lanes between Lincoln Avenue and Fourth Street.  

  

The impact statement text on page 4.C-56 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Impact 4.C-5: Cumulative development, including the proposed project, would 
potentially result in transportation impacts at local study intersections locations 
under Cumulative plus project conditions. (Significant) 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5l on page 4.C-69 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5l (Jackson/Sixth): The City of Alameda shall implement TDM 
and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b). 
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Mitigation Measure 4.C-5m on page 4.C-69 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5m (Webster/Eighth): The City of Alameda shall implement 
TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b). 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5n on page 4.C-70 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5n (Broadway/Fifth): The City of Alameda shall implement 
TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b). 

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5o on page 4.C-70 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5o (Brush/12th): The City of Alameda shall implement TDM 
and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b). 

  

The discussion on page 4.C-71 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

High/Coliseum. The signalized intersection of High Street and Coliseum Way (#46) 
would operate at LOS E with 74 seconds of delay during the p.m. peak hour under 2035 
Cumulative conditions. Under 2035 Cumulative plus Project conditions, project-related 
vehicle traffic would degrade the LOS to LOS F with 82 seconds of delay. The project 
traffic would cause to degrade the LOS from E to F and increase delay by 8 seconds.  

  

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5r on page 4.C-72 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5r (29th/Ford): The City of Alameda shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b). 

  

The discussion in the last paragraph on page 4.C-74 of the Draft EIR, continuing to page 4.C-75, 
is amended as follows: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5u would reduce projected pedestrian delay 
during both peak hours to LOS C or LOS B and would reduce the increase in pedestrian 
delay to less than 10 percent. It would increase average speed along Webster Street, thereby 
benefitting transit service along that corridor. The addition of an eastbound queue jump 
lane, as proposed under Mitigation Measure 4.C-5y, would require widening the 
intersection and providing a receiving lane of adequate length for buses. This mitigation 
would degrade auto LOS at the intersection to LOS E, which would be considered a 
significant impact. Procedures for prioritizing improvements to the different (potentially 
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competing) travel modes establish the following order of modal preference for Webster 
Street and Appezzato Parkway (both Regional Arterials): transit, pedestrians, bicycles, and 
automobiles. Therefore, the suitability of implementing Mitigation Measure 4.C-5u was 
considered in the context of impacts to travel modes ranked higher than automobiles. 
However, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

  

The following mitigation measure statement is added on page 4.F-90 of the Draft EIR following 
the fourth bullet. The edit provides a summary of mitigation required in the Draft EIR to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-5: The City of Alameda shall implement Mitigation Measures 
4.E-1a through 4.E-1h (avoid and minimize impacts on special-status wildlife), 
Mitigation Measures 4.E-2a through 4.E-2c (avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive 
natural communities), Mitigation Measures 4.E-3a through 4.E-3c (avoid and minimize 
impacts to jurisdictional waters), and Mitigation Measures 4.E-4a through 4.E-4f (avoid 
and minimize impacts to migratory and breeding wildlife). 

  

The following mitigation measure statement is added on page 4.F-91 of the Draft EIR following 
the second paragraph. The edit provides a summary of mitigation required in the Draft EIR to 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-6: The City of Alameda shall implement Mitigation Measures 
4.E-1a through 4.E-1h (avoid and minimize impacts on special-status wildlife), 
Mitigation Measures 4.E-2a through 4.E-2c (avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive 
natural communities), Mitigation Measures 4.E-3a through 4.E-3c (avoid and minimize 
impacts to jurisdictional waters), and Mitigation Measures 4.E-4a through 4.E-4f (avoid 
and minimize impacts to migratory and breeding wildlife). 

  

The following mitigation measure statement is added on page 4.F-94 of the Draft EIR following 
the first paragraph. The edit provides a summary of mitigation required in the Draft EIR to 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-7: The City of Alameda shall implement Mitigation Measures 
4.E-1a through 4.E-1h (avoid and minimize impacts on special-status wildlife), 
Mitigation Measures 4.E-2a through 4.E-2c (avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive 
natural communities), Mitigation Measures 4.E-3a through 4.E-3c (avoid and minimize 
impacts to jurisdictional waters), and Mitigation Measures 4.E-4a through 4.E-4f (avoid 
and minimize impacts to migratory and breeding wildlife). 
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Mitigation Measure 4.F-7b on page 4.F-47 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.F-7b: The City shall include promote use of clean fuel-efficient 
vehicles through preferential parking, installation of charging stations, and low emission 
electric vehicle carsharing programs to reduce the need to have a car or second car vehicles 
in the TDM Program. 

  

The impact statement 4.I-4 on page 4.I-23 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Impact 4.I-4: Development facilitated by the proposed project would potentially result 
in increased use at intensified use of the project site, including maintenance of new 
landscaping areas and open lawns, which would affect receiving water quality. 
(Significant) 

  

B. Changes to the Draft EIR in Response to Comments 

The text changes presented in this section were initiated by comments on the Draft EIR. 

Figure 3-4 on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR is corrected to show the Tower (Building 19) as a 
contributor to the NAS Alameda Historic District, as shown on the following page. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 10-2] 

  

The following bullet on page 3-18 of the Draft EIR is revised to correct the description of the VA 
project site: 

 Approximately 624 acres Over 700 acres of former runways to the west of the urban 
areas of Alameda Point, which are planned for a Nature Reserve, 30 112.4 acres of 
Veterans’ facilities, and public park lands; 

[Chapter 3, Comment 1-4] 

  



Figure 3-4
NAS Alameda Historic District (Revised)

SOURCE:  The Department of the Interior
Alameda Point Project . 130025
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The text on page 4.C-37 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:  

“Accordingly, it would be speculative to assume that the TDM mitigation measure would 
reduce the impact to less than significant. Therefore, if determined by the Monitoring and 
Improvement Program to be needed, Mitigation Measure 4.C-2.c is recommended if the 
monitoring reveals that the TDM measures have not successfully reduce the project 
automobile volumes as the impacted location.  

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-1] 

  

The following edit has been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-2c on page 4.C-37: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2c (Otis/Fernside): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when and if required to avoid the 
impact or reduce its severity, shall implement the following improvements: 

 Remove the right turn island for the westbound approach on Otis Drive, add a 
dedicated right turn lane with approximately 50 feet of storage length, and move the 
westboundnorthbound stop-bar upstream approximately 20 feet to accommodate the 
right turn lane storage length. Restripe Fernside Boulevard with two receiving lanes.  

 Optimize signal timing. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-2l on page 4.C-44: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-2l (Atlantic/Constitution Pedestrian): The City shall implement 
TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid 
the impact or reduce its severity, shall implement the following physical improvements: 

 modify the phasing sequenceexisting signal phasing for eastbound and westbound 
Atlantic Avenue approaches from split to permitted-protected lefts; and  

 optimize the signal timing. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 
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The last sentence on page 4.C-54 of the Draft EIR is corrected as follows: 

As shown, the change in traffic due to the project has minimal effect on the ramp 
operations with no little change in LOS and minimal, if any, change in density under 
existing cumulative conditions.  

[Chapter 3, Comment 2-6] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5b on page 4.C-58: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5b (Park/Encinal): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact 
or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following physical 
improvements: 

 Convert one eastbound through lane on Encinal Avenue to a left-turn lane to provide 
two left-turn lanes and a shared through-right lane on the eastbound approach; and  

 Optimize offsets and splits. 

With these improvements, the LOS at the intersection of Park Street and Encinal Avenue 
would remain at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour with a reduction in auto delay from 
110.8 seconds to 94.4 seconds under Cumulative plus Project conditions. Restriping the 
eastbound approach to provide a left turn lane would not require widening of the 
intersection beyond the current right-of-way. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable, as the level of service would remain LOS F. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5c on page 4.C-59: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5c: (Broadway/Otis): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact 
or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement, the following physical 
improvements: 

 Add a southbound left-turn lane on Broadway to provide two left-turn lanes and a 
shared through-right for that approach; ) 

 Convert the southbound Broadway left-turn phase to permitted-protected; 

 Convert to actuated-uncoordinated timing plan during the p.m. peak hour; and 

 Optimize the signal timing during both peak hours. 
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With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5c, the LOS at the intersection of 
Broadway and Otis Drive would improve to LOS C in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under 
Cumulative plus Project conditions. Restriping the southbound approach to provide an 
additional left-turn lane would not require removal of on-street parking north of the 
intersection. This improvement would require Caltrans review and approval because Otis 
Street east of this intersection and Broadway north of this intersection comprise State 
Route 61. However, because the City of Alameda cannot implement the improvement 
without Caltrans approval, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5d on page 4.C-60: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5d: (Tilden/Blanding/Fernside): The City shall implement 
TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid 
the impact or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following 
improvements: 

 Add a westbound left turn to provide a left turn lane, a through lane and a right turn 
lane on the westbound Fernside Boulevard approach. 

 Add an eastbound left turn lane to provide a left turn lane, a through lane and a right 
turn lane on the eastbound Blanding Avenue approach. 

 Optimize the offsets and splits. 

With Mitigation Measure 4.C-5d, the LOS would improve to LOS D during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak. The geometric reconfigurations of this improvement could be accommodated 
through removal of part of the existing concrete islands on the southern side of the 
intersection.  

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edit has been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f on page 4.C-63: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5f (High/Otis): The City shall implement TDM and Monitoring 
(Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact or reduce 
its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following improvements:  

 Add a northbound right turn lane on High Street to provide a shared through-left and 
right turn lane on the north bound approach,  

 Add an overlap phase for the northbound High Street right-turn movement and 
prohibit the conflicting westbound Otis Drive U-turn movement; and  

 Optimize the signal timing at High and Otis for both peak hours, and  
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 Install traffic calming strategies on Bayview Drive to include strategies, such as: 
restriping Bayview Drive to create narrower driving lanes to reduce speeding, 
installing a cross walk and caution sign at the location of the public coastal access 
easement, and/or construction of sidewalk bulb-outs to improve pedestrian safety at 
the intersections of Bayview/Court Street and Bayview/Broadway. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 12-1] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5g on page 4.C-64: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5g (Island Drive/Otis Drive and Doolittle Drive): The City 
shall implement TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when 
required to avoid the impact or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to 
implement the following improvements: 

 Add a westbound left-turn lane to provide two left-turn lanes and two through lanes 
on the westbound Doolittle Drive approach; and 

 Optimize signal timing during both peak hours. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5i on page4.C-66: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5i (Park/Blanding): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and C-2b) and, when required to avoid the impact or 
reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following improvements: 

 Add two eastbound left turn lanes to provide two left turn lanes and a shared 
through/right turn lane on the eastbound Blanding Avenue approach; 

 Add a westbound left turn lane to provide a left turn lane, a through lane and a right 
turn lane on the westbound Blanding Avenue approach; 

 Separate the operation of the Nursing Home driveway from the Park Street and 
Blanding Avenue intersection; 

 Change east-west signal phasing to protected phasing; and 

 Optimize signal timing during both peak hours. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 
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The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5w on page 4.C-76: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5w (Appezzato/Constitution Pedestrian): The City shall 
implement TDM and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b) and, when 
required to avoid the impact or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to 
implement the following improvements: 

 Modify the phasing sequenceexisting signal phasing for eastbound and westbound 
approaches from split to permitted-protected lefts; and 

 Optimize the signal timing. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5x on page 4.C-77: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5x (Park Street Transit): The City shall implement TDM and 
Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b) and, when required to avoid the 
impact or reduce its severity, fund a fair share contribution to implement the following 
improvements: 

 Provide transit signal priority at intersections along this corridor; and 

 Separate the operation of the Nursing Home driveway from the Park Street and 
Blanding Avenue intersection; and 

 Optimize splits at the Park Street and Blanding Avenue intersection during a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.C-5z on page 4.C-78: 

Mitigation Measure 4.C-5z (Stargell Avenue Transit): The City shall implement TDM 
and Monitoring (Mitigation Measures 4.C-2a and 4.C-2b) and, when required to avoid the 
impact or reduce its severity, implement the following improvements: 

 Provide eastbound and westbound queue jump lanes on Willie Stargell Avenue at Main 
Street and at Fifth Street or construct exclusive transit lanes on Willie Stargell Avenue; 

 Install transit signal priority at intersections along this corridor; and 

 Optimize cycle length at the Main Street and Willie Stargell Avenue intersection 
during a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-3] 
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The following edit has been made to Impact 4.C-7 on page 4.C-82: 

Impact 4.C-7: The change in traffic volumes on the freeway ramps due to the project 
results in no little change in LOS and minimal, if any, change in density under 
existing conditions. (Less than Significant) 

[Chapter 3, Comment 2-6] 

  

The following edits have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a on page 4.E-64: 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a: Prior to marina or ferry terminal construction, the City shall 
ensure that the project applicant conducts a pre-construction survey to determine if native 
oysters and eelgrass are present in Seaplane Lagoon. 

 The eelgrass survey shall be conducted according to the methods contained in the 
California Draft Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CDEMP) (NMFS 2011), with the 
exception that the survey shall be conducted within 120 days (rather than 60 days, as  
recommended in the CDEMP) prior to the desired construction start date, to allow 
sufficient time for modification of project plans (if feasible) and agency consultation. 

 If found within or immediately adjacent to the construction footprint, the project 
applicant shall first determine whether avoidance of the beds is feasible. If feasible, 
impacts to the oyster or eelgrass bed shall be avoided. If complete avoidance is not 
feasible, the applicant shall request guidance from the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (or other applicable agency) as to the need and/or feasibility to move affected 
beds…. 

[See Chapter 3, Comment 4-4] 

  

The following bullet has been added at the end of Mitigation Measure 4.E-2a on page 4.E-65: 

 The relocation or compensatory mitigation site for eelgrass or oyster beds shall be 
located within San Francisco Bay. 

[See Chapter 3, Comment 4-5] 

  

The second bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.E-4c has been revised on page 4.E-79 as follows: 

 To avoid and minimize potential impacts on nesting raptors and other birds, 
preconstruction surveys shall be performed not more than two weeks one week prior 
to initiating vegetation removal and/or construction activities during the breeding 
season (i.e., February 1 through August 31). 

[Chapter 3, Comment 15-21] 
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The first sentence of the second full paragraph on page 4.E-93 has been revised as follows: 

As described above, the proposed project includes all of the applicable measures from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO), as embodied in the 
Navy’s Declaration of Restrictions, that were developed to ensure that the cumulative 
development of land now owned by the VA and the City would not result in significant 
impacts on the California least tern (see the Regulatory Framework section above for 
details on each measure). 

[Chapter 3, Comment 15-28] 

  

The following policy has been added in sequential order on page 4.F-14: 

4.2.3.d Support and prioritize trip reduction strategies that maximize air quality benefits 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

1. Support the use of alternative fuel vehicles for all transportation modes. 

2. Encourage shift of trips to alternative transportation modes. This includes 
short trips, as these will have a disproportionate impact on air quality. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-17] 

  

The following policies have been added in sequentially order on page 4.G-9: 

4.2.3.a Street projects should be designed to minimize the requirements for noise 
mitigation measures. Do not implement street projects that necessitate a soundwall. 

4.2.3.b Ensure that transportation system improvements comply with accepted noise 
standards in residential areas. Monitor the noise impacts of the existing 
transportation system. Identify strategies to mitigate excessive noise conditions. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 34-18] 

  

The following text changes are made to Impact 4.L-3 on page 4.L-10: 

Impact 4.L-3: Development facilitated by the proposed project could potentially result 
in new students for local schools, but would not and potentially require new or 
physically altered school facilities to maintain acceptable performance objectives. 
(Less than Significant) 

Students generated from development of the proposed project would be within the 
boundaries of Paden or Ruby Bridges Elementary School, Wood Middle School, and 
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Encinal High School. The Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) employs a student 
generation factor as a basis for determining the number of students generated by proposed 
residential development projects. The results of applying AUSD generation factors to the 
proposed project are shown in Table 4.L-4. As shown, the proposed project is anticipated 
to result in 427 new students: 186 elementary school students, 96 middle school students, 
and 145 high school students. 

Even though Paden Elementary, Ruby Bridges Elementary, Wood Middle School and Encinal 
High School would generally serve students resulting from development of the proposed 
project, However, the AUSD has reported that the aforementioned school sites have all long 
exceeded their true capacities (McPhetridge, 2013). To mitigate potential impacts resulting 
from an increase of approximately 427 new students, AUSD levies development fees for 
residential and commercial development. Pursuant to SB 50, payment of the development fees 
for schools is considered full and complete mitigation for the impacts of a development project 
on school facilities. Payment of the adopted development fees ensures that the project would 
result in less than significant impacts related to the provision of school facilities, the City, 
together with AUSD, is committed to working with the State of California and/or other party 
to identify additional, legally appropriate ways to alleviate costs of construction.  As a result, 
the proposed project’s impacts on schools would be less than significant. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 6-1] 

  

The last sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Wastewater” is revised on page 4.M-2 
as follows: 

Wastewater from the project site is collected and conveyed to an existing pump station 
(Pump Station No. 1R), located just west of the Main Gate at the northern edge of Alameda 
Point. As described below, wastewater collected at this pump station is transported via 
force main to the EBMUD Main Wastewater Treatment Plant (MWWTP) for treatment. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-1] 

  

The last sentence under the section heading “Onsite Wastewater Collection System” and the first 
sentence under the heading “Offsite Wastewater Transmission Facilities” has been revised on 
page 4.M-2 as follows: 

Recent flow monitoring conducted by the EBMUD just upstream of Pump Station RNo. 1 
indicates the existing peak wet weather wastewater flow from Alameda Point is 
approximately 1.80 mgd. 
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Offsite Wastewater Transmission Facilities 

The existing onsite wastewater collection system directs wastewater to Pump Station RNo. 1, 
described above. Since 2003, wastewater from this pump station gets directed eastward via 
an approximately 8,600-foot-long 20-inch force main to the Alameda Siphon facility near the 
Webster/Posey Tubes. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-1] 

  

The third sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Wastewater Treatment” on 
page 4.M-3 is revised as follows: 

The interceptor system then transports wastewater to EBMUD’s MWWTP, which has a 
current average dry weather flow capacity of approximately 54 mgd. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-2] 

  

The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.M-3 is revised as follows: 

The existing capacity of Pump Station RNo. 1 is approximately 7.5 mgd, and the 20-inch 
diameter force main has a capacity of 12.1 mgd. The Alameda Siphon has an existing peak 
wastewater flow of approximately 28 mgd. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-1] 

  

The last sentence of the last paragraph on page 4.M-3 has been revised as follows: 

A draft of tThis flow monitoring study was completed in March 2012 and approved by the 
EPA in December 2012has been prepared, and EBMUD is currently working with the EPA 
and various stakeholders to develop a long-term plan for region-wide reductions (EBMUD, 
2013; CBG, 2013). 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-3] 

  

The following paragraph is inserted after the first paragraph on page 4.M-8: 

City of Alameda NPDES Permit No. CA0038474 

The proposed project would be subject to the requirements of the NPDES permit for the 
City of Alameda’s sewer collection system and wastewater discharges (Permit No. 
CA0038474, Order No. R2-2009-0081) (RWQCB, 2009). This permit prohibits the 
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discharge of untreated or partially treated wastewater to any surface water stream or to any 
drainage system intended to convey storm water runoff to surface waters. It also prohibits 
discharge of chlorine, or any other toxic substance used for disinfection and cleanup of 
wastewater spills, to any surface water body. Provisions of this permit include proper sewer 
system management and reporting, consistent with statewide requirements. The City is 
required to specifically control inflow and infiltration and report any noncompliance, 
except that the City does not need to report noncompliance with Prohibition III.D. This 
particular prohibition ensures the City properly operates and maintains its wastewater 
collection systems so as to not cause or contribute to violations of the Clean Water Act. 
However, because EBMUD’s NPDES permit (CA0038440) requires EBMUD to report 
such discharges from its wet weather facilities, the City does not need to comply with 
Prohibition III.D. The NPDES permit also summarizes the 2009 Stipulated Order that 
EBMUD entered with the EPA, SWRCB, and RWQCB (see above for details).  

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-4] 

  

The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 4.M-10 has been revised as follows: 

At buildout, the project would generate an incremental increased ofwastewater treatment 
demand peak wet weather flow by of approximately 0.23 mgd. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-5] 

  

The fourth sentence of the first paragraph under Impact 4.M-2 is revised on page 4.M-11 as follows: 

With a current average dry weather flow capacity of approximately 54 mgd, EBMUD has 
adequate dry weather capacity at the MWWTP for the projected wastewater flows. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-2] 

  

The first incomplete sentence on page 4.M-12 has been revised as follows: 

… diameter) and five lift stations, and would connect to the existing Pump Station RNo. 1 
located at the Main Gate. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-1] 
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The following reference has added after (Municode, 2013) on page 4.M-19: 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2009. Waste Discharge Requirements 
for the City of Alameda Sanitary Collection System, Alameda County, Order No. 
R2-2009-0081, NPDES No. CA0038474, adopted on November 18, 2009.  

[Chapter 3, Comment 8-4] 

  

The following text has been added under the No Project/No New Development Alternative on 
page 5-5 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would result in further deterioration of infrastructure services on residents 
resulting in increased displacement risks to residents due to the lack of reliable 
infrastructure services and exposure to flood hazards. This alternative would not achieve 
the goal of rebuilding and maintain long-term operations of supportive housing and is 
unlikely to achieve the first source hiring goals. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-14] 

  

The following text has been added under the Preservation/Less Development Alternative on 
page 5-6 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would attract limited investment and inadequate resources to rebuild 
housing and infrastructure. Residents would continue to be exposed to flood hazards and 
deteriorating, unreliable infrastructure, thereby increasing displacement risks for residents. 
This alternative does not achieve the objective of rebuilding and maintaining long-term 
operation of supportive housing. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-15] 

  

The following text has been added under the Existing General Plan Alternative: More Housing and 
Less Jobs on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative is unlikely to achieve the project objectives] of job creation, economic 
development and reuse of historic buildings. Buildout of a greater number of residential 
units in the Main Street Neighborhood is more likely to achieve rebuilding of supportive 
housing, but less likely to achieve first source hiring goals. 

With limited commercial development, preservation and adaptive reuse of existing historic 
buildings will not be achieved, thereby limiting re-investment in the district. This 
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alternative would perform better at achieving the project objective of rebuilding and long-
term operations of supportive housing but is unlikely to achieve first source hiring goals. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-16] 

  

The following text has been added under the Multifamily Alternative on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would result in land areas remaining undeveloped and less infrastructure 
investment because it would not include new single-family residential uses. This alternative 
may not achieve the project objective of rebuilding and long-term operation of supportive 
housing. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-17] 

  

The following text has been added under the Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Alternative on page 5-9 
of the Draft EIR: 

This alternative would provide higher levels of development and infrastructure investment, 
thus making it easier to achieve the project objectives of rebuilding and maintaining long-
term operation of supportive housing and achieving first source hiring goals. This 
alternative assumes that the real estate market can accomplish project objectives even with 
the imposition of Navy fees for housing above the no cost conveyance limits of 1,425 units. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-18] 

  

The following text has been added under the High-Density Alternative on page 5-10 of the Draft 
EIR: 

This alternative would provide higher levels of development and infrastructure investment, 
thus making it easier to achieve the project objectives of rebuilding and maintaining long-
term operation of supportive housing and achieving first source hiring goals. This 
alternative assumes that the real estate market can accomplish project goals even with the 
imposition of Navy fees for housing above the no cost conveyance limits of 1,425 units. 

[Chapter 3, Comment 11-10] 
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MEMORANDUM  
 

Date:  June 30, 2013  Project #: 
148190 

To:  Andrew Thomas/Virendra Patel

  City of Alameda  

   

   

From:  Amy López / Pratyush Bhatia / Alice Chen

Project:  Alameda Point EIR 

Subject:  Freeways and Ramps Analysis – Impacts and Mitigations

   

INTRODUCTION 

This memo documents our analysis of freeway segments and ramp merge/diverge areas that would 

potentially be impacted by the changes in traffic due to the Alameda Point project. This information 

will be used to support the Alameda Point EIR.  

STUDY LOCATIONS 

Per our scope of work and in response to Caltrans requirements, the impacts were assessed for up to 

6  freeway mainline  locations and up to 10  freeway ramps  that would be affected by the change  in 

volumes  due  to  the  Alameda  Point  project.  To  determine  which  locations  would  be  studied,  a 

preliminary  list of  locations was proposed based on  the proximity  to  the project and  then  refined 

based on a review of volume difference plots from the travel demand model.  

Existing Conditions 

The  changes  in  traffic  volumes  on  the  freeway mainline  and  ramps  under  existing  conditions  are 

shown  in Tables 1  and 2. While  all of  these  locations have been  carried  forth  for  analysis  for  this 

memo,  only  those  freeway mainline  locations  where  the  change  in  volumes  due  to  the  project 

represent a measureable change (more than 2 to 3 percent of total volumes) that  is beyond normal 

daily fluctuations in volumes may be presented in the EIR.  
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Table 1: Change in Total Volume on Mainline Due to Project, Existing Conditions 

 
  

Table 2: Total Volume Change Due to Project in Ramp Merge/Diverge Areas, Existing Conditions 

FWY  DIR  RAMP  AM  PM 

880  SB  5th St. off (to Broadway) 99  24 

880  NB  Broadway off  38  17 

880  NB  Jackson St. on  31  33 

880  NB  High St. off  3  11 

880  SB  High St. on  ‐3  2 

880  SB  Jackson St. off  19  2 

880  SB  Oak St. on  4  3 

980  EB  12th St. off  5  2 

980  EB  12th St. on  ‐37  74 

980  WB  18th St. off  ‐29  ‐9 
    

        AM PEAK       PM PEAK     

FWY  DIR  SEGMENT 

Total 
Volume 
w/o 

Project 

Total 
Volume w/ 
Project 

Volume 
Change

Percent 
Change

Total 
Volume 
w/o 

Project

Total 
Volume 

w/ Project 

Volume 
Change

Change

580  EB  w/o 980  6,708 6,780 72 1.1%  10,074 10,056 ‐18 ‐0.2% 

580  WB  w/o 980  14,214 14,208 ‐6 0.0%  8,160 8,244 84 1.0% 

880  NB  e/o 980  7,605 7,565 ‐40 ‐0.5%  7,970 7,940 ‐30 ‐0.4% 

880  SB  e/o 980  4,515 4,490 ‐25 ‐0.6%  4,830 4,840 10 0.2% 

880  NB  w/o Adeline  7,360 7,384 24 0.3%  7,868 7,908 40 0.5% 

880  SB  w/o Adeline  5,076 5,160 84 1.7%  5,348 5,360 12 0.2% 

880  NB  e/o High  7,585 7,585 0 0.0%  8,015 7,980 ‐35 ‐0.4% 

880  SB  e/o High  7,475 7,465 ‐10 ‐0.1%  7,780 7,745 ‐35 ‐0.4% 

880  NB  w/o 23rd  10,048 10,080 32 0.3%  9,212 9,208 ‐4 0.0% 

880  SB  w/o 23rd  8,396 8,376 ‐20 ‐0.2%  7,968 8,004 36 0.5% 

980  EB  s/o 580  3,655 3,675 20 0.5%  6,630 6,850 220 3.3% 

980  WB  s/o 580  8,050 8,290 240 3.0%  4,725 4,765 40 0.8% 
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2035 Cumulative Conditions 

The  changes  in  traffic volume on  the  freeway mainline and  ramps under  future  (2035  cumulative) 

conditions  are  shown  in  Tables  3  and  4. While  all  of  these  locations  have  been  carried  forth  for 

analysis for this memo, only those mainline locations where the change in volumes due to the project 

represent a measureable change (more than 2 to 3 percent of total volumes) that  is beyond normal 

daily  fluctuations  in  volumes  and where  the  project  contribution may  be  considered  cumulatively 

considerable may be presented in the EIR. 

Table 3: Change in Total Volume on Mainline Due to Project, 2035 Cumulative Conditions 

      AM PEAK PM PEAK

FWY  DIR  SEGMENT 

Total 
Volume 
w/o 

Project 

Total 
Volume 

w/ Project

Volume 
Change

Percent 
Change 

Total 
Volume 
w/o 

Project 

Total 
Volume 

w/ Project 

Volume 
Change

Percent 
Change

580  EB  w/o 980       15,582       15,570  ‐12 ‐0.1%          9,888         9,876  ‐12 ‐0.1% 

580  WB  w/o 980          8,244         8,298  54 0.7%       11,268       11,136  ‐132 ‐1.2% 

880  NB  e/o 980          8,020         8,035  15 0.2%          9,200         9,210  10 0.1% 

880  SB  e/o 980          5,990         6,095  105 1.8%          5,860         5,880  20 0.3% 

880  NB  w/o Adeline          8,524         8,460  ‐64 ‐0.8%          8,984         8,984  0 0.0% 

880  SB  w/o Adeline          6,216         6,276  60 1.0%          6,904         6,868  ‐36 ‐0.5% 

880  NB  e/o High          7,885         7,830  ‐55 ‐0.7%          9,985         9,995  10 0.1% 

880  SB  e/o High          9,365         9,245  ‐120 ‐1.3%          8,750         8,670  ‐80 ‐0.9% 

880  NB  w/o 23rd       10,568       10,556  ‐12 ‐0.1%       10,916       11,012  96 0.9% 

880  SB  w/o 23rd       10,016       10,052  36 0.4%          8,964         9,000  36 0.4% 

980  EB  s/o 580          8,810         8,810  0 0.0%          5,590         5,575  ‐15 ‐0.3% 

980  WB  s/o 580          4,200         4,300  100 2.4%          7,285         7,405  120 1.6% 

 

Table 4: Total Volume Change Due to Project in Ramp Merge/Diverge Areas, 2035 Cumulative Condition 

FWY  DIR  RAMP  AM  PM 

880  SB  5th St. off (to Broadway)  ‐3  ‐65 

880  NB  Broadway off  24  35 

880  NB  Jackson St. on  4  60 

880  NB  High St. off  6  ‐68 

880  SB  High St. on  ‐82  28 

880  SB  Jackson St. off  ‐3  ‐47 

880  SB  Oak St. on  6  ‐1 

980  EB  12th St. off  3  1 

980  EB  12th St. on  ‐10  ‐11 

980  WB  18th St. off  ‐30  ‐20 
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Caltrans Measures of Effectiveness 

Caltrans bases  its LOS  for operating State highway  facilities upon certain measures of effectiveness 

(MOEs). For basic freeway segments and ramps operating at a free‐flow speed of 65 MPH, the MOE is 

density with thresholds that mirror those of the HCM. (See Table 5.) LOS C or better  is desirable on 

State  highway  facilities;  however,  Caltrans  acknowledges  that  LOS  C may  not  be  feasible  in  some 

cases.  In  those  instances,  Caltrans  expects  local  agencies  to  work  with  Caltrans  to  identify  an 

appropriate LOS standard for those facilities. The Caltrans traffic impact study guidelines state that “if 

an existing  State highway  facility  is operating at  less  than  the appropriate  target  LOS,  the existing 

MOE should be maintained.”1  

ACTC CMP LOS Standards for Monitoring 

The  Alameda  County  Transportation  Commission  (ACTC)  Congestion Management  Program  (CMP) 

establishes LOS E as the standard for facilities under LOS monitoring in the CMP network.2 

Grandfathered Segments 

Certain segments are  identified  in  the CMP as “grandfathered segments,” which were operating at 

LOS F during  the PM peak  in 1991 when existing LOSs were established  for  the CMP network. The 

following  segments  are  included  in  the  CMP  Table  6—LOS  F  Freeways  for  Alameda  County  CMP‐

Designated Roadway System: 

• Southbound I‐580 during PM peak between I‐80/580 and I‐980/SR 24: This captures our one I‐

580 analysis segment for the southbound direction during the PM peak. 

• Southbound  I‐880 during PM peak between Washington Street and Hegenberger Road: This 

captures all but one of our  I‐880 analysis segments  for the southbound direction during the 

PM peak. I‐880 west of Adeline Street is not within the grandfathered segment. 

• Eastbound  I‐980 during  the PM peak between  I‐880 and  I‐580: This captures our one  I‐980 

analysis segment for the eastbound direction during the PM peak. 

Local Agency Thresholds 

Since the CMP does not define the threshold of significance for those  locations that already exceed 

the LOS standard, local agencies can define the criteria. The City of Alameda has significance criteria 

for local roads and intersections but not for freeway facilities. The freeway facilities under analysis are 

located within Oakland, and  the City of Oakland has analyzed  traffic  impacts on  those  facilities  for 

                                                         

1 Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, California Department of Transportation, December 2002. 
2 ACTC CMP, Table 4—Approach to LOS Monitoring  
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several  recent  EIRs.  The  City  of  Oakland’s  CEQA  Thresholds  of  Significance  Guidelines3  could  be 

applied for analyzing the freeway mainline segments and ramp merge/diverge areas identified for the 

Alameda Point EIR analysis. The relevant criterion is: 

7. For a roadway segment of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network, the project 

would  cause  (a)  the  LOS  to degrade  from  LOS E or better  to  LOS  F or  (b)  the V/C  ratio  to 

increase  0.03  or more  for  a  roadway  segment  that  would  operate  at  LOS  F  without  the 

project.4 

As was  applied  for  the  Boatworks  EIR,  the  roadway  impacts  of  the  project  could  be  considered 

significant  if the addition of project‐related traffic would result  in a service  level worse than LOS E, 

except where the roadway link was already at LOS F under no project conditions. For those locations 

where this no‐project condition is LOS F, the impacts of the project were considered significant if the 

contribution of project‐related traffic  is three percent or more of the total traffic. This criterion has 

been  included to address  impacts along roadway segments currently operating under unacceptable 

levels  and was  developed  based  on  professional  judgment  using  a  “reasonableness  test”  of  daily 

fluctuations of traffic. Also a change of volume‐to‐capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.03 has been found to be 

the threshold for which a perceived change in congestion is observed. The V/C ratio is calculated by 

comparing  the  peak‐hour  link  volume  to  the  peak‐hour  capacity  of  the  road  link.  That  change  is 

equivalent to about one‐half of the change from one level of service to the next. 

METHODOLOGY 

Freeway Mainline Segments 

The  2000 Highway  Capacity Manual  (HCM)  procedures,  as  applied  by Highway  Capacity  Software 

(HCS+), were used to calculate average peak hour capacities for each freeway mainline segment. The 

LOS was determined using density, or passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/ln), given an estimated 

free‐flow speed. The estimated free‐flow speed of 70 MPH was used for those freeway segments with 

posted  speed  limits of 65 MPH.  Seventy miles per hour  (70 MPH)  is  the base  free‐flow  speed  for 

urban areas from the HCM. An estimated free‐flow speed of 60 MPH was used for two segments of I‐

880  (segment west of Adeline and segment west of 23rd Street) where the posted speed  limit  is 55 

MPH. Table 5 contains the density thresholds for both free‐flow conditions. 

                                                         

3  Adopted August 24, 2011 
4  Refer  to  the  Alameda  County  Transportation  Commission’s  (ACTC)  (formerly  the  Alameda  County  Congestion 
Management Agency) Congestion Management Program for a description of the CMP Network. In Oakland, the CMP 
Network  includes  all  state  highways  plus  the  following  streets:  portions  of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  Way, 
Webster/Posey Tubes, 23rd Ave., 29th Ave., and Hegenberger Rd. 
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Table 5: LOS and Density for Free‐Flow Speed @ 60 MPH and 70 MPH 

 

Ramp Merge/Diverge Areas 

Highway Capacity Software (HCS+) was used to analyze the ramp merge/diverge areas. Freeway ramp 

area operating conditions are dependent upon  traffic volumes and  the  ramp characteristics. These 

characteristics include the length and type of acceleration/deceleration lanes, free‐flow speed of the 

ramps, number of freeway and acceleration/deceleration lanes, grade along the facility, and types of 

facilities  a  ramp  connects.  Table  6  Table  5contains  the  density  thresholds  from  A  to  F  for  ramp 

merge/diverge areas. 

Table 6: LOS and Density for Freeway Ramp Merge/Diverge Areas 

 

The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual requires that several criteria be considered in addition to density 
so that LOS F is automatically attained for a ramp if: 

At an on‐ramp, volume exceeds capacity (V>C) in: 

• The segment of a freeway downstream, or 

• The merge‐area defined by the on‐ramp and the two adjacent freeway lanes, 

Or at an off‐ramp volume exceeds capacity (V>C) in: 

• The segment of a freeway upstream OR downstream, 

• The off‐ramp itself, or 

• The diverge‐area defined by the two adjacent freeway lanes approaching the ramp. 
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Data Sources 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provided freeway mainline and ramp counts 

for I‐580 from the westbound on‐ramp from High Street to the westbound off‐ramp to I‐80E (2011), 

for I‐880 from the northbound off‐ramp to Coliseum Way/66th Avenue to the southbound on‐ramp to 

7th  Street  (2008  and  2011),  and  for  I‐980  from  the westbound  off‐ramp  to  Jackson  Street  to  the 

westbound off‐ramp to 27th Street (2012), and 2010 truck counts for these same freeway sections. 

Assumptions 

• PHF: 0.92 (default in HCS+) 

• BFFS: 5 MPH above posted speed limit (70 MPH for most segments; 60 MPH for I‐880 west of 

Adeline and I‐880 west of 23rd Street) 

• Ramp free‐flow speed (SFR): 35 MPH for non‐circuitous ramps  

• Percent trucks/buses on ramp (ET): 2% 

• Driver population factor (fp): 1 

• Grade on freeways and ramps: 0% 

Limitations of Analysis 

The HCM  2000 methodology  has  certain  limits  for  valid  applications.  It  does  not  apply when  the 

traffic along a segment  is  influenced by downstream blockages or queuing, nor does  it apply when 

free‐flow  speeds are below 55 MPH.5 The ACTC CMP originally  identified most of our  segments as 

deficient (LOS F) in certain directions during the PM peak and grandfathered those segments into the 

CMP  as  deficient  in  1991.  The  2012  CMP  Report  identified  I‐580 west  of  I‐980  as  LOS  F  (average 

speeds less than 20 MPH) during the PM peak for both directions of travel as well as during the AM 

peak for the northbound direction. For some study segments, the traffic counts used in the analysis of 

those segments may represent saturated  flows resulting  from downstream queuing and not reflect 

the  demand  during  the  study  periods.  Collectively,  these  limitations  need  to  be  considered when 

reviewing the results of the HCS+ analysis. 

FREEWAYS RESULTS  

The results on the analysis for the freeway mainline are shown in Tables 7 and 8 for the existing and 

cumulative  (2035)  conditions,  respectively. As  shown,  the  change  in  traffic due  to  the project has 

minimal  effect  on  the  freeway  operations with  no  change  in  LOS  and minimal,  if  any,  change  in 

density under existing and cumulative conditions, with  the exception of  I‐980 south of  I‐580  in  the 

westbound direction during the AM peak hour.  

                                                         

5 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2000, 23‐1. 
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Table 7: Existing Conditions – AM(PM) 

Without Project  With Project 

FWY section  Direction 
Volume 
(pc/h/ln) 

Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

LOS 
 

Volume 
(pc/h/ln) 

Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

LOS 

880 w/o Adeline 
NB  1840(1967)  32.9(35.6)  D(E)  1846(1977)  33.0(35.8)  D(E) 

SB  1269(1337)  22.7(23.9)  C(C)  1290(1340)  23.0(23.9)  C(C) 

880 w/o 23rd 
NB  2512(2303)  N/A*  F(F)  2520(2302)  N/A*  F(F) 

SB  2099(1992)  N/A*  F(F)  2094(2001)  N/A*  F(F) 

880 e/o High 
NB  1517(1603)  22.5(23.9)  C(C)  1517(1596)  22.5(23.7)  C(C) 

SB  1495(1556)  22.2(23.1)  C(C)  1493(1549)  22.1(23.0)  C(C) 

980 s/o 580 
WB  1610(945)  25.8(15.1)  C(B)  1658(953)  26.6(15.2)  D(B) 

EB  731(1326)  11.7(21.2)  B(C)  735(1370)  11.8(21.9)  B(C) 

880 e/o 980 
NB  1521(1594)  23.2(24.4)  C(C)  1513(1588)  23.1(24.3)  C(C) 

SB  903(966)  13.8(14.7)  B(B)  898(968)  13.7(14.8)  B(B) 

580 w/o 980 
WB  2369(1360)  44.7(20.1)  E(C)  2368(1374)  44.6(20.4)  E(C) 

EB  1118(1679)  16.6(25.1)  B(C)  1130(1676)  16.7(25.1)  B(C) 

 
* Volume exceeds capacity, so HCM methodology does not apply, and density is not calculated; automatic LOS F. 

 

Table 8: 2035 Cumulative Conditions – AM(PM) 

Without Project  With Project 

FWY section  Direction 
Volume 
(pc/h/ln) 

Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

LOS 
 

Volume 
(pc/h/ln) 

Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

LOS 

880 w/o Adeline 
NB  2131(2246)  40.1(44.4)  E(E)  2115(2246)  39.6(44.4)  E(E) 

SB  1554(1726)  27.8(30.8)  D(D)  1569(1717)  28.0(30.7)  D(D) 

880 w/o 23rd 
NB  2642(2729)  N/A*  F(F)  2639(2753)  N/A*  F(F) 

SB  2504(2241)  N/A*(N/A**)  F(F)  2513(2250)  N/A*(N/A**)  F(F) 

880 e/o High 
NB  1577(1997)  23.4(31.6)  C(D)  1566(1999)  23.3(31.6)  C(D) 

SB  1873(1750)  28.8(26.4)  D(D)  1849(1734)  28.3(26.1)  D(D) 

980 s/o 580 
WB  1762(1118)  28.4(17.9)  D(B)  1762(1115)  28.4(17.8)  D(B) 

EB  840(1457)  13.4(23.3)  B(C)  860(1481)  13.8(23.7)  B(C) 

880 e/o 980 
NB  1604(1840)  24.5(28.7)  C(D)  1607(1842)  24.6(28.8)  C(D) 

SB  1198(1172)  18.3(17.9)  C(B)  1219(1176)  18.6(17.9)  C(B) 

580 w/o 980 
WB  2597(1648)  N/A*(24.6)  F(C)  2595(1646)  N/A*(24.6)  F(C) 

EB  1374(1878)  20.4(28.9)  C(D)  1383(1856)  20.5(28.4)  C(D) 

 
* Volume exceeds capacity, so HCM methodology does not apply, and density is not calculated; automatic LOS F. 
** Adjusted free‐flow speed is beyond extents of HCM methodology, so density is not calculated.    
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RAMPS RESULTS 

The results on the analysis for the ramps are shown in Tables 9 and 10 for the existing and cumulative 

(2035) conditions, respectively. As shown, the change in traffic due to the project has minimal effect 

on the ramp operations with no change in LOS and minimal, if any, change in density under existing 

conditions.  

Table 9: Existing Conditions – AM(PM) 

Without Project  With Project 

Ramp  FWY 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
LOS 

 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
LOS 

Jackson St. on  880 NB  38.8(39.0)  F(F)  38.9(39.2)  F(F) 

Broadway off  880 NB  32.7(29.8)  D(D)  33.0(29.9)  D(D) 

18th St. off  980 WB  36.6(13.6)  F(B)  38.6(13.7)  F(B) 

5th St. off (to Broadway)  880 SB  14.0(15.3)  B(B)  14.4(15.4)  B(B) 

High St. on  880 SB  33.4(33.6)  D(D)  33.4(33.5)  D(D) 

High St. off  880 NB  27.2(27.4)  C(C)  27.4(27.3)  C(C) 

Jackson St. off  980 WB  19.8(16.3)  B(B)  20.0(16.5)  C(B) 

Oak St. on  880 SB  24.1(26.4)  C(C)  24.1(26.5)  C(C) 

12th St. on  980 EB  29.1(62.0)  D(F)  29.3(62.8)  D(F) 

12th St. off  980 EB  19.1(26.3)  B(C)  18.8(26.3)  B(C) 

 

Table 10: 2035 Cumulative Conditions – AM(PM) 

Without Project  With Project 

Ramp  FWY 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
LOS 

 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
LOS 

Jackson St. on  880 NB  47.4(48.5)  F(F)  47.5(49.0)  F(F) 

Broadway off  880 NB  34.5(35.5)  D(E)  34.8(35.9)  D(F) 

18th St. off  980 WB  43.1(17.8)  F(B)  43.1(17.7)  F(B) 

5th St. off (to Broadway)  880 SB  19.7(23.2)  B(F)  20.0(23.0)  C(F) 

High St. on  880 SB  38.7(36.4)  F(F)  37.9(36.3)  F(E) 

High St. off  880 NB  28.4(35.0)  D(F)  28.2(34.7)  D(F) 

Jackson St. off  980 WB  29.9(27.8)  D(C)  30.5(26.8)  D(C) 

Oak St. on  880 SB  30.2(32.0)  D(D)  30.6(32.1)  D(D) 

12th St. on  980 EB  29.1(64.0)  D(F)  29.7(64.3)  D(F) 

12th St. off  980 EB  18.2(27.9)  B(C)  18.2(28.3)  B(D) 
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Under cumulative conditions, the project would result in a change in LOS at the following ramps: 

• Broadway  off‐ramp  from  I‐880  northbound  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  project‐related 

traffic volumes increase by 35 vehicles on this ramp and by 46 vehicles along the contiguous 

portion of the mainline, which results in a change in LOS from E to F during the PM peak hour 

and  a  corresponding  change  in  density  of  0.4  passenger  cars  per mile  per  lane  (pc/mi/ln) 

within the diverge area.   

• High Street on‐ramp  from  I‐880 southbound during  the PM peak hour.   The project‐related 

traffic volumes  increase by 28 vehicles on  the  ramp, but  the density at  the merge actually 

decreases  from 36.4  to 36.3  since  the mainline  freeway volume decreases by 102 vehicles.  

This decrease in mainline volumes drops below the capacity resulting in a change in LOS from 

F to E with the project‐related traffic. 

• 12th  Street  off‐ramp  from  I‐980  eastbound  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  project‐related 

traffic volumes  increase by 1 vehicle on  this  ramp and by 44 vehicles along  the contiguous 

portion of the mainline, affecting the density at the diverge area and resulting in a change in 

LOS from C to D during the PM peak hour.  

While this discussion focuses on the change in LOS based on the significance thresholds, the change 

in project‐related traffic is minimal compared to the total volume on the mainline as well as the total 

volume  on  the  ramps  and  any  resulting  change  in mainline  and  ramp  operations would  likely  be 

imperceptible to the motorist.   
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