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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter 21. Slow Factory

21-1

21-2

21-3

21-4

21-5

21-6

21-7

21-8

(Todd Edelman, Director)

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.

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

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.

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.

The recommendations contained in this comment will be forwarded to the Planning
Board and City Council for consideration.

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.

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.

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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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

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 Il facilities on the interior street network. These have been updated to include 14.8
miles of “cycle tracks” or protected bikeways as well.

Alameda Point Project 3-211 ESA / 130025
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR December 2013



Comment Letter 22

1817 Nason Street
Alameda, CA 94501
October 1, 2003

City Council and Planning Board

2263 Santa Clara Avenue |

Alameda, CA 94501

Dear members of the Alameda City Council and Planning Board:

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 frains,

Your policy 4.1.6.d in the draft EIR deals with connection to Oazkland, 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.

fam in accord with the goals of SB 175 to improve air quality, reduce greenhouse passes, and shorten
commute times. But for Alameda to play our part in housing, we should insist on significant
improvement in transportation. '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 Estoary.

By making available a convenient passage by bicycle, foot, and trains, but not by cars, we would atfract
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 & significant part of our
population, including those who still drive, who would benefit from less competition in the Posey and
Webster Tubes.

[ urge that a BART tuanel/station be included in your policy.

Sincerely, 7,

)'

K-/'? Ed :“”’5&’:’,{ /l é,_j,»/,"{f\__,/’

Selina Faulhaber
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter 22. Individual

22-1

22-2

22-3

22-4

22-5

(Selina Faulhaber)

Comment noted.

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.

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.

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.

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter 23

>>> 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? 23-1
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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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

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.
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Comment Letter 24

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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Comment Letter 24

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" 24-1
effect. Is that now going to change? cont.
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Comment Letter 25

25-1

25-2

3-219


lsb
Line

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
25-1

lsb
Text Box
25-2


Comment Letter 25

3-220



3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter 25. Khyber Investments

25-1

25-2

(Craig Miott, MBA)

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.

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.
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Comment Letter 26

26-1

26-2

26-3

26-4
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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

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 4.1-25
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 4.1-29 under impact 4.1-8.

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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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

26-3

26-4

26-5

26-6

26-7

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 4.1-3 through 4.1-7 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 4.1-6
through 4.1-8 from pages 4.1-25 through 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR and the references on
Page 4.1-31 which includes a list of recent reports and studies used for the impact
analyses for the proposed project.

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.

Please see response to Comment 26-4. The potential impacts of sea level rise are
specifically analyzed on page 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR under impact 4.1-8 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.

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.

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 4.1-25, “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.
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Comment Letter 27

>>> <deerobyn@sbcaglobal.net> 10/20/2013 11:48 PM >>>
Hello,

| am a citizen of Oakland, but have cause to venture into Alameda on occasion and | 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 4.1-6. This would limit any liability to the City, but 27.1
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 27-2
including infrastructure improvements expected like sewer, water, and power. 1

Traffic will increase no matter what, but with an additional new community | 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 27-3
sides of the Posey is very evident especially in Chinatown and especially at commute times;
another point for a smaller development. 1

| 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. 27-4
Preserving the view shed around the historic buildings should be a priority and enhance the
ability to attract vendors or developers. 1

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 | 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 | 27-5
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. 1

I’'m concerned about the dredging and stirring up that toxic soup, but | don’t have an

. . . . . 27-6
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

Letter 27. Individual
(Dee Rosario)

27-1  Asdescribed under Impact 4.1-6 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 4.1-8 on Page 4.1-29
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  Inaccordance 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
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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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27-6

As stated under Impact 4.1-1, 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
4.1-9 and 10 and on pages 4.1-11 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 4.1-1 and 4.1-5, 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.
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Comment Letter 28

Reply to: William Smith
2822 Bayview Drive
Alameda, CA 94501-6348

Ociober 21, 2013

Mr. Andrew Thomas

Planning Services Manager

City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501

Re: Comments of William Smith on Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Alameda Point
Project {General Plan and Zoning Amendments, Master Infrastructure Plan and Town Center and
Waterfront Plan) SCH No. 2013012043

Dear Mr. Thomas:

The redevelopment of Alameda Point between 2014 and 2035 provides one of the last opportnities |

to build a new community on hundreds of acres in the heart of the San Francisco Bay Area. We can
achieve our community’s many goals for Alameda Point, which inchade 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 sustamnable developments on the urban

fringe. -

I appreciate that many Alameda citizens in their comments on the Scope of the Draft EIR
(Environmental Impact Report) recognize that the Alameda Point Project is an oppostunity o
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 EIR 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 focal intersections, 2) historic architectural resources, 3) regional air

quality, and 4) noise. i

The City described two environmentally supesior alternatives, the Transit Quiented Mixed Use
Alternative and the High Density Alternative, but failed to choose either as the preferred alternative.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that these supetior alternatives better fulfill both the intent and the
criteria of Plar Bay Area. 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. Fither of the environmentally superior alternatives
would potentially make more funds available to better mitigate the negative cumulative impacts of
the project alternative preferred by the City. I request that the City base the Projece in the Final EIR
on either the Transit Oriented Mixed Use alternative or the High Density alternative to better
manage the transportation bottlenecks inherent in our island geography and to generate the

financing required for a mote sustainable development. 4

While the City of Alameda did respond to many of my comments on the scope of the EIR, dated
February 22, 2013, and in my succeeding memo dated February 23, 2013, no explanation was given
for why other comments were not addressed. Unfortunately the Draft EIR is incomplete as it
included only the first four of my 15 pages of comments in Appendix B. The Final ETR must
include all 15 pages of my comments and the attached appendix, which I have attached to this letter

as I did to my transmittal letter of February 22", 1

I thank the City for, as T requested, providing a series of tables to compare the mmpacts of all
alternative projects included in the BIR 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 wete not adequately addressed in the DRAFT EIR

and I request that they be better addressed in the Final EIR. These concerns include: 1

1) the feasibility of the different alternatives given the limits on multd-family development imposed
by the ban in the City Charter on multi-family housing and the limiced exceptions allowed by State
Housing Law, such as the multi-family ovetlays used by the 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 mfluence the mix of housing
for each alternative to be built at Alameda Point, and i

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 ownership
subsidies versus rental subsidies on the quality of service provided to the entre spectrum of very low

to moderate income citizens. i

28-3
cont.

28-4

28-5

28-6

28-8

See my original comments of February 22, 2013, for a description of the above concerns. I 28-9

The Draft EIR is inconsistent in its application of the objectives and requirements of Plan Bay Area
to the Project. The Draft EIR uses the Plan Bay Area as the baseline for existing conditions to claim
in Table 2-2 that Impact 4.B-1, “Development facilieated by the proposed project could potentially
induce substantial populaton or housing growth both directly and indirectly” is less than significant.
Yet it also assesses that this less than significant “population and housing growth,” will have several
unmitigable adverse impacts, many regionai, including:

Fmpact 4.C-5: 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-1: Construction facilitated by the proposed project could potentially expose
persons to or generate noise levels in excess of the City notse 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. J

The City must use current conditions as the baseline for assessing impacts on population and
housing rather than, as it does now, the future projections in the Plaw Bay Area. The City must
acknowledge that this latge project will have significant impacts on regional population and housing
growth (otherwise the project would not contribute to the unmitigable cumulative regional impacts
listed above). The City must explain how the project will contsibute to regional programs to improve
transportation networks, including better transit access to destinadons other than downtown San

Francisco and Oakland, especially destinations south of Alameda in Silicon Valley where an A

increasing aumber of Alamedans work. Stmilarly, the City should describe mitigation measures for
regional problems it contubutes to, such as Project contributions to regional programs to improve
air quality, reduce temporary construction noise and permanent noise associated with the
development, especially traffic noise. The City should extend the mostly excellent analysis it has
provided of local impacts to include regional problems.

As 1 requested in my scoping note, the Final EIR should include a discussion of the impediments to multi- |

famity housing development presented by the EDC (Economic Development Conveyance) MOA
{Memorandum of Agreement) negotiated 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 distorts 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 distortion will increase adverse
envirommental 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 £IR for Alameda Point Project

although the Navy might make less money per unit, it would still make more money overall by enabling T

more units to be built than would be feasible under the current agreement.
Toxic Hazards

The City’s assessment that land use controls repotted with the deed will be effective in limiting
exposure as long as required by regulatory agencies 1s inadequate. The Ciry must also include a
description of its enforcement program for deed restrictions and their projected effectivencss. Many
city enforcement programs related to health and safety have proven meffective. These enforcement
programs are often only effective if citizens can observe and report violations. After the site 1s
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
viojations of deed restrictions by their neighbors to the City. Thus the City of Alameda needs to
explain how 1t plans to monitor comphiance 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 2001
Settlement Agreement between the City and Renewed Hope Housing Advocates and its co-plaintiffs.
Therefore, these alternatives were rejected from further analysis in the EIR because they do not meet the
objectives, nor do they fulfill legal requirements.”

l also agree with the City’s analysis that the Transit Oriented Mixed Use Alternatve and che High

Density Alternative are superior to the proposed alternative in many respects, inchiding 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 from the urban
centers, which will result in longer Bay Area commutes and increased greenhouse emissions (Sec.
E3.D.1),

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 major environmental issues of global climate change and regional
greenhouse gas emissions, with lower GHG emissions per service population. By allowing for more
development at Alameda Point and within the inner Bay Area, this alternative 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 iropacts, 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. further, 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
transportation 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 transportation 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 infili growth rather than growth bevond
targeted areas. By accommodating growth in a targeted urban area, the proposed project would
regionally contribute to reduced vehicle miles travels and greenbouse gas emissions, as required by
SB 375 (see Section 4.A, Land Use, for further discussion of SB 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 preferred 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 case
that the local impacts would make the superior alternative infeasible. The City acknowledges in the Draft
EIR the many overriding goals of Plan Bay Arca. “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 increasing 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

i
greenhouse gases. i

Biolagical Resources

Although the draft EIR 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 identification of those impacts that are immitigable is deficient. 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 fish
habitats on any lands designated “Federal Facilities,” not just the portion of the 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 Territorics 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 occurred in
the past) on the site as well as the impacts of boating on the open channel waterway because the waterway | 2g.21
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 (§10.e and £, pg. 21,
22).

[ appreciate that the City addressed many of the concerns the Sierra Club raised in its letter of Februrary
13, 2013, Still, as higklighted above, many of the concerns raised in that letter were not addressed in the 28-22
Draft EIR and remain to be addressed in the Final EIR. 1

Sincerely,

William J. Smith, Ph.D_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 }. Smith '
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Comment Letter 28
Comments of William Smith on Draft EIR for Alameda Point Project

Cc (via c-mail):
Marie Gilmore, Mayor of Alameda
Tony Daysog, Vice-Mayor of Alameda
Lena Tam, Councilmember
Marilyn Ashcraft, Councilmember
Stewart Chen, Councilmember
John Russo, City of Alameda Manager
Jennifer Ott, Alameda Point Development Mémger
Debbie Potter, Alameda Housing Authority
Michael Lynes, Golden Gate Audubon Society
Laura Thomas, Renewed Hope Housing Advocates
Helen Sause, HOMTS
Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative
Dennis Eloe, Presdient, Alameda Chamber of Commerce
Sally Han, President, Alameda Association of Realtors
Brad Shool, President, West Alameda Business Association
Bruce Reeves, President, Park Street Business Association
Tony Kutter, President, Greater Alameda Business Association

Sietra Club

Michael Brune, National Executive Director and Alameda resident
Arthur Feinstein, Chair San Francisco Bay Chapter

Kent Lewandowski, Chair Northern Alameda County Group
Norman LaForce, Hast Bay Public Lands

Mate Williams, Chapter Transportation

John Holtclaw, San Franciso Group Land Use / Spraw! and Transportation
David McCoard, Energy

Pat Piras, Environmental Justice

Joe Wallace, Environmental Justice

Sonia Dictmayer, Water

Wildlife, Terry Preston

David Haskell, Zero Waste

Ruth Abbe, Alameda Recyching

John Rizzo, Chapter Political Commirtee
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Attachment to Letter of October 21% Commenting on the Draft £IR for Alameda Point Project

Comments on the Proposed Scope
of the

Environmental Impact |
for the

Alameda Point Project

Report

Submitted by
William Smith
Ph.D. P.E.
WIASmith@aol.com

February 22, 2013
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Attachment to Letter of October 21™ Commenting on the Draft £IR for Alameda Point Project

Summary of Comments

Comparison Criteria
Which Alternative is Best for ....

Open Space: requires the least land per housing unit, thus leaving more land available per
housing unit for commercial use, for apen 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?

Moaohility: 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?
Economy: will generate the largest revenue base 1o 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 guickly?

Toxics: has the maost 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 toxics 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 resgurces enable?

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?
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?

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. | request that the City include the Adaptive Alternative in the EIR to assess whether, as
intended, this aiternative 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 proiect 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.

Table1
Comparison of Project Alternatives for the Development of Alameda Point

2013 2013 2009
Baseline Adaptive Calthorpe
Alternative | Alternative Reuse Plan
Total upland area {acres) 878 878 > 878
Open space (acres) 258 290 145
Total housing (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) 3,500,000 | 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
Calthaorpe Pian. The basis for this number includes, in addition to the Calthorpe Plan, a lawsuit filed in
November of 2012 by the Fast 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 Jawsuit.

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,
alf 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 wili 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.1 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 endangerad 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, especiaily with
an upper limit of one or less parking space per new housing unit available for an annual fee froma
commaon parking pool, can he 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 Paint makes
full remediation of the Marsh Crust unlikely - even decades from now. Which aiternative 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 aiternative is enforcement of such institutional
controids on digging and excavations most effective? Digging and excavation can result in exposure to
non-mebile 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 huildings 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} tlimited 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} Hmited funding to allow more development per dollar invested in transportation systems,

4) residual and persistent contamination in soil and groundwater by providing more reliable iong
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
Basetline 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 1o 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 Secend
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

{ 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 | Impoct on the Availability of Housing in Alomeda and the San Francisco Bay

2.1 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

4.1 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 éltemative, 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 Califarnia’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 uncontrolied drilling ar 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
feasihility 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 tand 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 Availebility of Housing in Alamedae and the Sun 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 commerciat 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 he 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-less, too large
to qualify for subsidized housing. | request that the City provide an analysis of the Navy’s value
recapture charge on the mix of housing to be built at Alameda Paint,

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

9
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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 vaiue 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 Aiternative 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 an the West End o better insure
that institutional controls, traffic mitigations, and other environmental mitigations agreed to are
enforced. If demographic analysis {which | 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 {sle 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 guality 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 affordabie housing constructed recently in Alameda.

Among Alamedans, a common hut, 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
varigus alternatives. The commuting public, the majority of whom travel to or through Qakland 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 Paint,
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 tstand, 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 deveiopment
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 £nd
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 | 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 Qakland’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.

12
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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

13
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B.3.1 Supporting Criteria for Transportation Checkpoints

Supporting criterig include the more traditional criteria, which focus on characterizing impactsan a
single transportation mode, such as level of servige 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 all transportation modes
pA Seaplane Lagoon Downtown Yes “
Town Center Oakland
3 Baliena Bay Downtown Yes i
Oakland
4 Del Monte Downtown Yes “
Historic Building Qakland
5 Big Whites Downtown Yes Via BART from downtown Oakland for all
SF mades except auto
6 Seapiane Lagoon Downtown Yes "
Town Center SF
7 Ballena Bay Downtown Yes “
SF
8 Del Monte Downtown Yes “
Historic Building SF
9 Big Whites Webster 5t. Yes -
10 | Seaplane Lagoon Webster St. Yes -
Town Center
11 | Ballena Bay Wehster 5t. Yes -
12 | Del Monte Webster St Yes -
Historic Building
13 | Big Whites Elementary Nearest
School
14 | Seaplane Lagoon Elementary “
Town Center School
15 | Ballena Bay Elementary "
School
16 | DelMonte Elementary "
Historic Building School

(1) For all automabile trips, except to elementary school, include time to find parking and to walk to
final destination {e.g. 5 minutes Webster Street, 10 minutes downtown QOakland, 15 minutes San

Francisco}. For automobile trips to BART, also include time to park and walk to platform.
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B.4 Preservation of noturol, 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. tand area required for housing {including streets and parking but excluding sidewatks and
associated open space [e.g.yards]),

relative masses of construction materials required,

annual energy required for heating and cooling,

liquid fuels required for transportation {or green house gases generated),

water required for personal use, and

water required for maintenance of residential grounds and associated open space.

A Tl

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 afternative 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. { 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 Guidelinesciearly state that
the deep setbacks, the sense of openness and large areas between the buildings of lawn in the
admministrative core of the district, the seaplane operations area, as well as the shops area, are
character-defining features of the district. The deep sethacks also allow for significant views and vistas
that are integral to the setting and site planning, ane 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 lrene Dieter

Published in Alameda Sun on
Thursday, Feb. 14th, 2013
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City, VA Must Act Together on Point

SRR Rty

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. [ 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 will not include the $200 million federal project — a

veterans’ clinie, columbarium and offices — planned to be built there?

‘While the federal Veterans Administration

(VA) will perform its own environmental assessment, the city'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 day. The street leading
to the VA project runs alongside the city’s Northwest Territories where a proposed
vegional 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. 1t is feckless to piecemeal the scope of environmental review,
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Let’s take the responsible, prudent and efficient approach. The VA and the city should
conduct a joint environmental assessment as the law allows and encourages, reducing
the duplication of resources. In fact, the California Environmental Quality Act
authorizes federal agencies to cooperate with 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 combined larger, integrated project definitely has
environmental impacts on the city’s open space, wildlife and habitat, recreation,
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 short end of the stick. With artificially reduced
impacts, fewer mitigation measures may be required than if both projects were
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, Room 190, Alameda 94501, or email

athomas@eclalameda.ca,us.

Originally published in Algmedq Sun.
Thursday, Feb. 14, 2013

By Irene Dieter
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Letter 28. Individual

28-1

28-2

28-3

28-4

28-5

28-6

28-7

28-8

28-9

(William Smith)

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.

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.

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.

The full set of comments submitted by the commenter are reproduced in the Final EIR as
part of this letter (see Comment Letter 28).

Please see responses to Comments 28-6 through 28-8.

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.

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.

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.

The comment is noted. Please see responses to Comments 28-6 through 28-8.
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28-10

28-11

28-12

28-13

28-14

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.

Please see response to Comment 28-10.

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.

Please see response to Comment 28-7.

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 usessuch 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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28-15

28-16

28-17

28-18

28-19

28-20

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.

Comment agreeing with alternatives approach is noted.
Comment agreeing with alternatives approach is noted.

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.

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.

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.

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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3. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

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.
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Comment Letter 29

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.

| 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. | also support, in whole or in part, 29-1
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. 9.2
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 29-3

(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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Comment Letter 29

gridlock in and around the tubes and other island access points. (See “Missing from the Draft 29-3

EIR” below for additional considerations.) 1 cont.

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 implementa | 29-4
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

| 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- 29-5
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, 20-6

“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 29-7

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 \-[/29-8
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Comment Letter 29

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 20.8

“surcharge” is $50,000 per housing unit above 1425 units. Renegotiation could reduce this by cont

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) 1
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 29-9
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 29-10
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. 1

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 | 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, probabl29-1 nd 29-12
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 29-13
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.) 1

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 20-14
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 29-15

sustainability standards community-wide today to meet our future needs. 1

MISSING FROM THE DRAFT EIR

As | read the DEIR, | 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,

29-16
local power generation, and distribution grids; green transportation alternatives; and resource
conservation (water recycling, mandating 100% reuse of materials from demolition, etc.). 1
2) How will an adequate island- and region-wide transit and alternative transportation T
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 29-17

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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Comment Letter 29

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
| 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 29-21
employment at AP) cont.
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 T
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 29-22
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? 1

Similarly, | 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? 29-23
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?

2013 Alameda Point Draft EIR Comments — Jon Spangler (jonswriter@att.net; 510-864-2144)  6/9

3-265


lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-21
cont.

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-22

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
29-23


Comment Letter 29

i) each AP worker?

j) each Alameda worker?

k) each East Bay worker?

I) each Bay Area region worker?
m) each AP business?

n) each Alameda business?

0) 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?

I) each Bay Area region worker?

m) each AP business?

n) each Alameda business?

0) 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? 29-24

t) residents, households, workers, and businesses in the state of California overall? cont.

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?

29-25

j) each Alameda worker?

k) each East Bay worker?

I) each Bay Area region worker?

m) each AP business?

n) each Alameda business?

0) 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 T
schemes affect Alameda’s overall jobs-housing balance for the next 100-150 years? 29-26
(See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 4
5. How would the various housing and employment options in various AP development T
schemes affect the East Bay’s regional jobs-housing balance over 100-150 years? 29-27

(See above categories a-t for additional possible metrics.) 1
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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 29-28

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 2929
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 29-30

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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