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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Alameda Marina Master Plan FEIR

Page
Chapter 1, Introduction and List of Commenters.............cccoooriiiiiiiirreeccceeee e 11
1.1 Purpose of this DOCUMENT ... 1-1
1.2 Organization of the Final EIR............ovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1-1
1.3  Summary of Proposed Project...........oooo i 1-2
1.4 Required Jurisdictional APProvals...........coeeeeeeiiiiiiiimiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1-4
1.5 Public Participation and ReVIeW..............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccn e 1-6
1.6 List of COMMENTIEIS......eeiiiiiieie e 1-6
Chapter 2, Comments and RESPONSES........cccceerrrrrrrirrsssmmreerrsssssssssmrreeeesssssssssmnesssesssanas 21
2.1 INEOAUCHION .. 2-1
2.2 MaSter RESPONSES.....cvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee ettt et e e e e e et e e e e eeeeseeeeeeseeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 2-1
2.3 INdiVidUal RESPONSES. ....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeietieeteeeteteaeeeeeeteeeeeeeebeebe e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeas 2-19
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR...........ccccccomiiiiiinriir s 31
3.1 INtrodUCioN ... 3-1
3.2 TextChangestothe Draft EIR........ccooiiiiiii e 3-1
Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ..........cccccvvemiimnimmninnnnnnsnnnnnnnn 41
S T | 1 (oo [T i o) o [ 4-1
4.2  Mitigation MEASUIES. ......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeees 4-1
G T \V 1V 2 @7 o] o o] 1= | £ 4-1

List of Tables
4-1 Alameda Marina Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program........... 4-3
Alameda Marina Master Plan i ESA /160044.01

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



Table of Contents

This page intentionally left blank

Alameda Marina Master Plan ii ESA/160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



CHAPTER 1

Introduction and List of Commenters

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) document includes all agency and public
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR, SCH #2016102064)
for the Alameda Marina Master Plan project (proposed project). Written comments were received
by the City of Alameda during the public comment period from December 27, 2017 through
February 15, 2018. Verbal comments were also received during a public comment session before
the Alameda Planning Board on February 12, 2018. This document includes written responses to
each comment received on the Draft EIR. The responses correct, clarify, and amplify text in the
Draft EIR, as appropriate, and these text changes are included in Chapter 3 of this document.
These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and will be used by the decision-makers during project hearings.

1.2 Organization of the Final EIR

The Final EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters: This chapter summarizes the project under
consideration and describes the contents of the Final EIR. This chapter also contains a list of all
of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during
the public review period.

Chapter 2 — Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters received on
the Draft EIR, followed by responses to individual comments. Letters are grouped by agencies,
organizations, and individuals, but are otherwise presented in the order in which they were
received. Each comment letter is presented with brackets indicating how the letter has been
divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the letter number
appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments in Letter 1 are
numbered 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and so on. Immediately following the letter are responses, each with
binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

Some comments that were submitted to the City do not pertain to CEQA environmental issues or do
not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. When a comment does not
directly pertain to environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, does not ask a question about the
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, expresses an opinion related to the merits of
the project, or does not question an element of or conclusion of the Draft EIR, the response notes
the comment and may provide additional information where appropriate. The intent is to recognize
the comment. Many comments express opinions about the merits or specific aspects of the proposed
project and these are included in the Final EIR for consideration by the decision-makers.

Chapter 3 — Revisions to the Draft EIR: This chapter summarizes refinements and text changes
made to the Draft EIR in response to comments made on the Draft EIR and/or staff-initiated text
changes. Changes to the text of the Draft EIR are shown by either a line through the text that has
been deleted, or is underlined where new text has been inserted. The revisions contain
clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified since publication of the
Draft EIR. The text revisions do not result in a change in the analysis and conclusions presented
in the Draft EIR.

Chapter 4 — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This chapter contains the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to aid the City in its implementation and
monitoring of measures adopted in the EIR, and to comply with the requirements of Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6(a).

Appendices: This Final EIR contains two appendices that provide additional clarification for
several issues, as requested by several commenters. These additional informational resources do
not result in a change in the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

e Appendix A: Alameda City Attorney Memorandum Regarding California Housing Laws,
Encinal Terminals Project, and Future Housing Project Decisions. February 8, 2018.

e Appendix B: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Alameda Marina Master Plan Market
Assessment. November 18, 2016.

1.3 Summary of Proposed Project

The project sponsor, Alameda Marina, LLC, is proposing a Master Plan and Density Bonus
Application for the redevelopment of Alameda Marina, a new residential and mixed use
waterfront community on both land and water. The project would include the following
components, which would be constructed on the approximately 44-acre Alameda Marina project
site:

1. Approximately 160,000 square feet of non-residential commercial space.

2. Approximately 760 residential units comprised of multifamily units and attached townhomes.
For the purposes of this EIR, a maximum of 779 units was also analyzed for environmental
impacts.
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

3. A Transportation Demand Management Program that includes transit passes for all residents
and employees, annual surveys of resident and employee travel habits, and annual
assessments to fund transportation services.

4. Improvements to existing roads on the site and provision of public access from Clement
Avenue at Alameda Marina Drive, Schiller Street, Lafayette Street, Stanford Street, and
Willow Street; with Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) provided from Clement Avenue
between Chestnut Street and Stanford Street.

5. Park areas, paths, trails, and shoreline improvements, including new waterfront and Bay Trail
Open Space which would provide a new segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, providing
bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the site, with access to public open space on the site,
a maritime boardwalk promenade, parks/maritime amenity areas, and open space areas on
both sides of the existing graving dock.

6. A Maritime Commercial Core design, to maintain a working waterfront environment, with
limited public waterfront access in this portion of the site.

7. Other components, such as the replacement of existing onsite infrastructure with new systems
including:

e Repair or replacement of approximately 4,000 linear feet of seawalls and bulkheads,
including the existing graving dock, which would be retained;

¢ Flood and sea level rise protection measures with elevated shorelines and/or floodwalls
for sea level rise of a minimum height of 36 inches;

e Stormwater management system updates that incorporate current stormwater treatment
measures for water quality standards, with new inlets and pipelines within project site
ROWSs and with new outfall structures to the Oakland Estuary;

e New onsite wastewater collection system to include new pipelines within the project site
ROWSs with connections to existing buildings to be preserved, new buildings and the
Marina uses, connecting to the City of Alameda Sewer System which conveys flow to the
EBMUD Interceptor trunk main at Clement Avenue;

e New potable water distribution throughout the project site to provide domestic and fire
water supply;

e Dry utility updates including electric, natural gas, and telecommunications;

e Marina (water side) infrastructure updates, including plans for ongoing dredging, dock
maintenance, potentially some reconfiguration of Pier 1, and maintenance of the existing
graving dock.

The project would be developed in up to four phases, with shoreline and land side infrastructure
improvements occurring in each phase as necessary. All private and public improvements within
the Master Plan area would be consistent with the requirements of the final Master Plan, and with
the Alameda Municipal Code.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 1-3 ESA / 160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



1. Introduction and List of Commenters

1.4 Required Jurisdictional Approvals

City of Alameda

Project implementation would require a series of interrelated planning and regulatory
approvals by the City of Alameda, as Lead Agency. Specifically, the City is considering taking
the following approval actions:

e Certification of the Alameda Marina Project EIR pursuant to CEQA;
e Approval of Master Plan and Planned Development Plan;
e Subdivision Map Approval;

e Approval of Design Review Permits for the design of structures, common areas, and Marina
spaces;

e Certificate of Approval for Demolition by the Alameda Historical Advisory Board;
e Other local approvals that may be required, such as:
— Construction Waste Management Plan (for construction waste),
— Grading permits,
— Demolition permits,
— Encroachment permits,
— Building permits,
— Other City approvals as necessary to develop the project, and
— Lot line adjustments if the Tidelands boundaries are adjusted.
The project would require review and recommendation by the Planning Board to the City
Council, followed by consideration and action by the City Council. The EIR is intended to

provide the CEQA-required environmental documentation for use in considering these and any
other City approvals required to implement the project.

Other Governmental Agency Approvals

As the Lead Agency and as appropriate under CEQA, the City also intends this EIR to serve as the
CEQA-required environmental documentation for consideration of this project by other
Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies which may have limited discretionary authority over
development proposals associated with the project. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the term
“Responsible Agency” includes all public agencies, other than the Lead Agency, which have
discretionary approval power over aspects of the project for which the Lead Agency has prepared
an EIR (Section 15381); and the term “Trustee Agency” means a state agency having jurisdiction
by law over natural resources affected by the project which are held in trust by the people of
California (Section 15386).

Alameda Marina Master Plan 1-4 ESA/160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018
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Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agency approvals for the project may include, but are not
limited to, the following:

Local Agencies

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency review of the traffic analysis is required
because the project is expected to result in an increase in peak hour traffic of more than 100
trips.

Alameda County Environmental Health Department review and permits may be required, if
wells or soil borings are required (for environmental cleanup, for example), or if abandoned
wells or septic tanks, if any, are proposed to be destroyed during construction.

Regional and State Agencies

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) approvals will be required for water hookups
and water lines as well as for sewer hookups and any upgrades to the backbone sewer system.
EBMUD review of the project’s water needs assessment will also be required.

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) approvals will be
required for Bay fill and shoreline development within 100 feet of the mean high tide line.

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) required approvals will
include:

— National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for storm
water discharges associated with construction activity;

— Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification and Notice of Intent for
construction activities;

—  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for on-site storm water management
and pollution prevention; and

— Lead agency review and oversight over remaining remediation of contaminated soils or
groundwater impacting the project site, including approvals related to Remedial Action
Plans, Remedial Action Completion Certifications, and No Further Action Letters.

California State Lands Commission (SLC) for approval of uses within the tidelands leasehold
for consistency with the Public Trust and approval of tidelands exchange, if pursued.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) review of project plans may be
required.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): CDFW would review and comment on
specific sensitive species aspects of the project if potential effects are found.

Federal Agencies

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) approval of Section 404 Permit under the Federal
Clean Water Act for project impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United States resulting
from fill in waters of the U.S. and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for work in the
waters of the United States; for construction of storm drain outfalls or alterations to the
shoreline revetment; and as lead for federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) consultations.
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e Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) — Review of dredging; would include
dredged material characterization requirements and a separate permit for dredging (separate
from USACE).

e USFWS approval involving a Section 7 Consultation/Biological Opinion may be required
under the Federal Endangered Species Act for project impacts to federally-listed special
status species or their habitat.

e NOAA Fisheries approval involving a Section 7 Consultation/Biological Opinion may be
required under the Federal Endangered Species Act for project impacts to federally-listed
special status marine species or their marine habitat.

e U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) approvals may be required under Section 10 of the Federal Rivers
and Harbor Act.

1.5 Public Participation and Review

The City of Alameda has complied with all noticing and public review requirements of CEQA.
This compliance included notification of all responsible and trustee agencies and interested
groups, organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following
list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:

e On October 27, 2016, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the State Clearinghouse
[SCH No. 2016102064], responsible and trustee government agencies, organizations, and
individuals potentially interested in the project. The NOP requested that agencies with
regulatory authority over any aspect of the project describe that authority and identify relevant
environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. Interested members of the public
were also invited to comment. A scoping meeting was held on November 14, 2016.

e Based on input from the public, and following consultation with the City, a revised Master Plan
was submitted in May, 2017, and a revised NOP was released on July 13, 2017. The revised
NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse and interested parties in an identical manner as
outlined above.

e On December 27, 2017, a Notice of Completion (NOC) was filed with the State Clearinghouse
to announce the availability of the Draft EIR. Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the
Clearinghouse and interested agencies following the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15085 and 15206. Notices of the Draft EIR’s availability were also distributed to
interested agencies, organizations, and individuals using the same distribution process as
outlined above. An announcement was also posted in a newspaper of general circulation. The
Draft EIR was also published on the City’s website and filed at the County Clerk’s office. The
45-day public comment period began on December 27, 2017, and ended on February 15, 2018.

e  On February 12,2018, a hearing and listening session was held before the City of Alameda
Planning Board to solicit public comment.

1.6 List of Commenters

The City received 15 comment letters during the comment period on the Draft EIR for the
proposed project, and also received verbal public comments from the public during a City
Planning Board hearing held on February 12, 2018. The table below indicates the numerical
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designation for each comment letter, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the

comment letter. Letters are grouped by agencies, organizations, and individuals, but are otherwise

presented in the order in which they were received.

COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING THE ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN DRAFT EIR

Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date Received

Agencies

1

Organizations

4

8

Individuals

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Public Hearings
16

East Bay Municipal Utility
District (EBMUD)

California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Alameda County
Transportation
Commission (ACTC)

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E)

Alameda Citizens Task
Force (ACT)

Alameda Architectural
Preservation Society

Island Yacht Club

Save Alameda’s Working
Waterfront (SAWW)

Planning Board Hearing

David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water

Distribution Planning

Arn Aarreberg, Environmental Scientist

Saravana Suthanthira, Principal Transportation

Planner

Plan Review Team

Paul S. Foreman, Board Member

Christopher Buckley, President

Chris Nicholas, Commodore

Author not specified

Alan Teague

Amelia Rose

Charles Olson

Nancy Hird

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
William J. Smith

Eugenie P. Thompson

Multiple commenters

January 26, 2018

February 5, 2018

February 15, 2018

February 5, 2018

February 7, 2018

February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018

February 15, 2018

February 12, 2018
February 12, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018

February 12, 2018
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CHAPTER 2

Comments and Responses

2.1 Introduction

This section contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft EIR. Following each
comment letter is a response by the City intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information
provided in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the
requested information can be found. Comments that are not directly related to environmental
issues may be discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are
warranted based upon the comments, those changes are discussed in the response to comments
and also included in Chapter 3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR.

2.2 Master Responses

This section presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than
responding individually, master responses have been developed to address such comments
comprehensively and these master responses are organized per topic in this section. The Master
Response number is then identified in the individual response to comment so that reviewers can
readily locate all relevant information pertaining to the following issues of concern.

Master Response 1: MX and MF Zoning Ordinances, General
Plan Consistency, and Regional Housing Needs Allocation

Several comments raised concerns over the level of density proposed under the Master Plan and the
Master Plan’s consistency with the General Plan.

Generally, the density of a development project is not considered to be a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) issue. However, because some commenters have suggested that two
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR might be eliminated if the
City had correctly calculated the project’s permissible residential density under state and local law
and that the density calculation made by the City is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, the
following discussion is provided for informational purposes to assist the public and decision-makers
in evaluating this issue.

The City determined the maximum allowable density for the Alameda Marina Master Plan based
upon Alameda’s General Plan, Alameda Municipal Code (AMC) zoning regulations, including
AMC Section 30-17 Affordable Housing Density Bonus, State Density Bonus Law (Government
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Code §§ 65915-65918) and the size and current zoning designations of the applicant's property. A
number of comments were submitted concerning the number of residential units allowed under
the Mixed Use (MX) and Multifamily Housing (MF) designations and the number of additional
units allowed under the State Density Bonus Law. Some commenters have asserted that the
density bonus should be based upon the “net residential land” available at the project site by
deducting the acreage of that portion of the site that is planned to be used for streets, parks,
commercial or other non-residential uses. The City Attorney has issued a legal opinion
concerning this issue, and has prepared a memorandum for use by the City Council and other City
entities to assist them in determining the City’s obligations under the law. That memorandum is
attached to this Final EIR as Appendix A (Memorandum Regarding California Housing Laws,
Encinal Terminals Project, and Future Housing Project Decisions dated February 8, 2018), and is
incorporated by reference. Although the City Attorney memorandum focuses in part specifically
on the Encinal Terminals Project, its analysis and conclusions are also applicable to Alameda
Marina as both properties are zoned MX/MF.

Zoning

The proposed project has a base density of 30 units per acre. The project site’s zoning designation
under the zoning ordinance is MX, with a MF overlay. Between the two zoning designations, MF
is controlling for proposed residential use pursuant to AMC 30-4.23(b)(1), which states,
“Proposed residential use within the MF district shall comply with the provisions of the MF
District, the provisions of the underlying zoning district and all other provisions of the Alameda
Municipal Code. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of the MF Combining District
and the provisions of the underlying district or the Alameda Municipal Code or Alameda City
Charter Article 26, the provisions of the MF District shall govern.”

The MX zoning designation permits the density of residential development to be one dwelling
unit per 2,000 square feet of lot area for land designated on the Master Plan for residential use
[AMC 30-4.20(e]. However, the maximum permitted residential density under the MF overlay
zoning designation is 30 units per acre, which is greater than the permitted residential density
under the MX zoning [AMC 30-4.23(e)]. Additionally, while the MX zoning designation
indicates that density should be calculated based on the portion of a project site designated for
residential use on a Master Plan, the MF zoning designation contains no such limitation. The MF
zoning designation, which permits the higher residential density, and which does not restrict the
calculation of residential density to a portion of a site designated on the Master Plan for
residential use, is thus in conflict with the underlying MX district, and therefore governs the
permitted residential density for the project site per the requirements of the Alameda Municipal
Code. Assertions that there is no conflict between the two zoning districts ignore the express
language contained in AMC 30-4.23(b)(1), and the maximum residential densities permitted
under the MX and MF designations.

General Plan Housing Element and Land Use Element Consistency

Contrary to the assertions of some commenters, there is no inconsistency between the City’s
Housing Element and the Land Use Element with regards to the proposed residential density
allowed in the Alameda Marina Master Plan. The goals and policies cited by some of the
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commenters ignore the fact that the Alameda Marina project site has a General Plan land use
designation of Specified Mixed Use, which does not specify residential density, unlike other areas
of Alameda that are given the land use designation of Residential under the General Plan.
Accordingly, this situation does not fit within the concept that “[a] document that, on its face,
displays substantial contradictions and inconsistencies cannot serve as an effective plan because
those subject to the plan cannot tell what it says should happen or not happen” [see Concerned
Citizens of Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal. App. 3d 90, 97]. The
City’s General Plan is clear as to the goals and policies it seeks to promote under both the
Housing Element and the Land Use Element for the Alameda Marina site and adjacent Northern
Waterfront sites.

The Alameda Marina Master Plan is also consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use
Element. Pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element, the Alameda Marina Master Plan site has a
General Plan designation of Specified Mixed Use, ‘MU4 Northern Waterfront, Grand Street to
Willow Street;’ it does not have a land use designation of Residential as suggested by some
commenters. The guiding and implementing policies in the Land Use Element provide flexibility
for land uses and residential density in Specified Mixed Use areas. For example, Implementing
Policy 2.4k in the Land Use Element for residential areas states, “Include a specified minimum
number of residential units in appropriate Specified Mixed Use areas. This policy ensures that
housing will be included in mixed-use development proposals. Other uses also could be required
or some Specified Mixed Use areas could be developed exclusively for housing at the discretion
of the developer. See Section 2.6.” (Empbhasis in original). Section 2.6 provides that the purposes
of the Specified Mixed Use classification are to stimulate economic development, encourage
creativity, provide flexibility, and avoid monotony in development of large sites. The guiding
policies in Section 2.6 of the Land Use Element set broad limits to the use mix for each mixed use
area and establish a minimum required housing component where appropriate.

Housing Element, Regional Housing Needs Allowance and “Realistic Capacity”

Some comments incorrectly assert that the project site is limited to the “realistic capacity” stated
in the Housing Element of Alameda’s General Plan. In fact, and as noted in the City Attorney's
memorandum, the “realistic capacity” and the suggested ratios for development are not
established or required by state law, but were included at the California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD)’s direction as a precondition to certifying the City's
Housing Element. (See City Attorney’s memorandum, page 5.) The “realistic capacity” identified
for the Alameda Marina (Site #4a and 4b) in the City’s Housing Element is not a limitation on the
number of units permitted on the site.

State law requires Alameda to adopt a Housing Element as a component of the City’s General
Plan to demonstrate it has adequate sites available to accommodate the City’s Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) for lower income, moderate income, and above moderate income
households. A Housing Element must include an inventory of land or list of sites that includes the
number of housing units that can be accommodated on the sites given zoning and other
constraints. HCD is responsible for reviewing every Housing Element to determine its
compliance with State law, and HCD’s approval is required before a local government can adopt
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its Housing Element as part of its overall General Plan. As part of HCD’s review of both the
2007-2014 draft Alameda Housing Element and the 2015-2023 draft Alameda Housing Element,
HCD directed Alameda to use different ratios depending on zoning to determine a “realistic
capacity” for each site included in the land inventory, as typical mixed-use projects in the Bay
Area include a residential component. Based on the City and HCD’s evaluation of current
development standards, the City assumed a 60 percent realistic unit capacity for mixed-use sites,
and a 90 percent realistic unit capacity for sites solely devoted to residential uses. However, the
percentage ratios provided for the realistic unit capacity are not mandated by State law, and are
merely HCD’s estimate of how much land would be needed to accommodate buildout of
Alameda’s full RHNA.

The City’s Housing Element identifies the Alameda Marina project site as vacant and/or
underutilized, and thus available to help meet the City’s RHNA. The realistic capacity identified
for Alameda Marina (Site #4a and 4b) is 396 units. This calculation is based on the estimated
total acreage of the site, approximately 22 acres, multiplied by a density of 30 units per acre,
yielding a potential total of 660 units. Sixty percent of 660 units results in a “realistic capacity” of
396 units, which should be taken as a floor for development for the Alameda Marina project site,
with an upward base density capacity of approximately 660 units prior to any density bonus
calculation.

City Charter and the Housing Accountability Act

Charter cities are subject to state law preemption on matters of statewide concern. Some
commenters have incorrectly cited Domar Electric, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1994) 9
Cal.App.4th 161 for the general proposition that “any act that is violative or not in compliance
with the charter is void,” however, the particular facts of the case relate to competitive bidding
and that particular city’s relevant charter provisions, and are inapplicable to the Alameda Marina
Master Plan. In this instance, the plain language of the State’s Housing Accountability Act
(HAA) applies to charter cities because the Legislature has found that the shortage of housing in
California is of statewide concern [Government Code § 65589.5(g)]. As such, the HAA applies to
all housing development projects, whether affordable, market rate, or mixed use, where at least
two-thirds of the square footage is designated for residential use. The HAA protects housing
development projects that comply with all applicable objective General Plan, zoning, and
subdivision standards and criteria, unless the local agency can make specific written findings
supported by a preponderance of the evidence on the record that the following two conditions
exist: (1) the housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public
health or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project
be developed at a lower density; and (2) there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or
avoid the adverse impact identified other than the disapproval of the housing development project
or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density
[Government Code § 65589.5(j)(1)(A) and (B)].

The Alameda Marina Master Plan qualifies as this type of housing development project because it
complies with all objective general plan, zoning, and subdivision standards and criteria, such as
numerical setbacks, height limits, universal design requirements, lot coverage, and parking
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requirements. At least two-thirds of the square footage for the Alameda Marina Master Plan will
be designated for residential use.

The HAA'’s standards apply to the Alameda Marina Master Plan and restrict Alameda’s ability to
deny, reduce the density of, or make infeasible a project when it is consistent with objective
development standards, putting the burden of proof on the City to justify any action to deny,
reduce the density of, or make such a housing project infeasible [Government Code §
65589.5(j)(1)]. The Alameda Marina Master Plan is thus entitled to the density allowed by the
zoning and the General Plan unless the City makes a finding that the full density proposed would
result in a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety that cannot be mitigated unless the
housing project is denied or the density is reduced. In order to make such a finding, the City
would have to point to an objective, identified written public health or safety standard, policy, or
condition as existed on the date the application was deemed complete. Inconvenience resulting
from lack of parking, traffic congestion, or longer wait times are not public health or safety
impacts, nor are any of the other objections that have been raised by commenters.

State Density Bonus Law

The project sponsor has submitted a density bonus application for a 20 percent density bonus
pursuant to the requirements of the City’s local ordinance, AMC Section 30-17, which was
adopted in compliance with the State Density Bonus Law. The requirements of the State’s
Density Bonus Law thus apply to the Alameda Marina Master Plan. As discussed in the City
Attorney’s memorandum and below, the “net residential land” interpretation being presented by
the commenters is in conflict with the State Density Bonus Law because the law requires that
density be calculated based upon the total acreage that is zoned residential, i.e. gross residential
density.

If a developer agrees to build a certain percentage of affordable housing that meets statutory
criteria, the State Density Bonus Law requires a jurisdiction to permit the construction of
additional residential units for a project and to allow other regulatory incentives and additional
concessions for a project, if requested by the developer. The law was amended in 2016 to
explicitly state that the law must be interpreted liberally to produce the maximum number of
housing units [Government Code § 65915(r)]. The amendments also clarified that each
component of any density bonus calculation resulting in a fractional unit must be rounded up to
the next highest whole number, including the base density, the number of bonus units, and the
number of units necessary to qualify for a density bonus [Government Code § 65915(q)].

As defined in the State Density Bonus Law, “density bonus” means “a density increase over
otherwise maximum allowable gross residential density as of the date of application to the city,
county, or city and county, or, if elected by the applicant, a lesser percentage of density increase,
including, but not limited to, no increase in density” [Government Code § 65915(f) (emphasis
added)]. For density bonus projects that provide on-site affordable housing, base density is thus
based on “gross residential density” (i.e., the entire site, including those portions of the site that
might otherwise be netted out because of development constraints). This means that for the
purposes of the density bonus calculation, the site acreage should not be reduced to account for
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open space, topography, streets, or other non-buildable features. As stated in the City Attorney's
memorandum, the law’s use of the term “gross” when describing residential density in Section
65915(f) reflects the Legislature’s intent that the entirety of the site be utilized in calculating the
base density for density bonus projects that provide on-site affordable housing.

The “maximum allowable residential density” means the density allowed under the zoning
ordinance and land use element of the general plan [Government Code § 65915(0)(2)]. In the land
use element of Alameda’s General Plan, the Alameda Marina Master Plan site has a General Plan
designation of “Specified Mixed Use, MU4 Northern Waterfront, Grand Street to Willow Street.”
The land use element does not provide a range of residential densities for MU4 Northern
Waterfront. As such, the maximum residential density allowed can be found in the City’s zoning
ordinance for the site. As discussed above, sites with the MF overlay zoning designation have a
maximum residential density of 30 units to the acre as the base density, which can be increased
from 36 to 41 units per acre with a density bonus of 20 percent to 35 percent, depending on the
number of affordable units being proposed.

In the case of the Alameda Marina Master Plan, the gross residential density is based on the
MX/MF zoned portion of the property, which is 21.62 acres. The MX/MF designation allows for
a base density of 30 units per acre, which would yield a total allowable residential density of 649
units for that portion of the property. Based on the number of affordable units being proposed, the
project developer has applied for a 20 percent density bonus, which would provide for an
additional 130 units, for a total of 779 residential units at the property. This is the number of units
presented in the Project Description on page 3-14 of the EIR. As provided above, the proposed
residential density on the Alameda Marina Master Plan project site is in compliance with the
requirements of State law, as well as the requirements of the City's General Plan and the Alameda
Municipal Codes zoning regulations. Assertions otherwise are incorrect.

Master Response 2: Affordable Housing

Some commenters indicated that the project should develop more affordable housing units or
suggested that the Draft EIR must also analyze the impact of displacement on low-wage workers,
but these comments do not present any environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR.

Generally, affordability of housing is an economic and social effect that is not treated as a
significant effect on the environment under CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).
Evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical
impacts on the environment are beyond the scope of CEQA [see Public Resources Code Section
21082.2(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15384]. No evidence has been provided by any
commenter relating to displacement of low-wage workers leading to physical environmental
impacts. Indeed, the purpose of CEQA is to analyze a project’s impacts on the environment of
persons in general, not whether particular persons will be adversely affected [see Mira Mar
Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477]. Potential effects on
property values need not be analyzed under CEQA, no matter how potentially severe [see
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Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.
App. 4th 885, 903]. Pressure on housing prices from the development of new market-rate units
therefore does not need to be analyzed as part of the CEQA process.

The project would provide 103 affordable housing units, which is in excess of what is required by
the City. Many other residential units would be small in size and “affordable by design.” Overall,
units would range from studios to 4-bedrooms containing between approximately 700 to 2,300
square feet. There is a substantial market for these housing types, and the project would assist the
City in meeting the region-wide shortage of housing for families of varying income levels.
Comments suggesting that work force market rate units are not affordable or that the low-income
houseboat community is threatened by the proposed project merely represent the opinions of the
commenters and do not raise any environmental issues. No further analysis is required.

One commenter expressed support for a so-called Affordable Housing and Preservation
Alternative that would preserve more historic buildings by constructing 528 market rate units and
528 affordable units in 4-8 story buildings located on the easternmost 10 acres of the project site.
As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR provided an analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to
the proposed project. A lead agency is not required to consider every project alternative proposed
by members of the public or project opponents [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6; see also Mira
Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477 (EIR need not consider
in detail every conceivable variation of alternative stated)]. Nonetheless, the proposed alternative,
while likely reducing somewhat the significant and unavoidable impacts on historical resources,
would not fully eliminate the impact on historic resources or on tribal cultural resources and
would likely exacerbate significant and unavoidable transportation and circulation impacts
because of the nearly 300 additional units on the site. In addition, the soil conditions in portions
of the eastern area of the site make 8-story construction problematic. For a more complete
discussion of this constraint, please see response to comment 14-1, below. Per CEQA, the Draft
EIR does not choose an alternative; it simply evaluates the alternatives. It is the City Council’s
decision whether to choose the proposed project or a proposed alternative.

In summary, the various comments provided with respect to affordable housing do not alter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor do the comments present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

Master Response 3: Feasibility of Alternatives

Numerous commenters presented their views concerning project alternatives, particularly with
respect to the feasibility of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR and other alternatives put
forth by the commenters. This master response is divided into various subheadings, each of which
respond to the major themes as presented in the comments.

CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or
to its location, that would feasibly obtain most of the project’s basic objectives while reducing or
avoiding any of significant effects of the project, and to describe the comparative merits of the
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alternatives as compared to the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The term
“feasible” is defined in Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15364
also adds legal factors to be taken into account when determining feasibility. The discussion of
the alternatives should also include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(d). Per CEQA, the Draft EIR does not choose an alternative; it simply evaluates the
alternatives. It is the City Council’s decision whether to choose the proposed project or an
alternative.

The Alameda Marina Master Plan EIR adequately describes a range of reasonable alternatives to
the project. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, these include Alternative 1: Preservation
Alternative, Alternative 2: Extensive Adapted Reuse Alternative, Alternative 3: Reduced Project
Alternative and Alternative 4: No Project Alternative. The EIR need not analyze every possible
alternative; the lead agency need only identify suitable alternatives that meet the threshold criteria
of reducing significant environmental impacts, attaining most of the basic project objectives, are
potentially feasible, and are reasonable and realistic. Candidate alternatives that do not satisfy all
four criteria may be excluded from the EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).

Contrary to the assertions of several commenters, the project sponsor has never indicated that the
only reason for the proposed project is “to pay for the bulkhead repair and/or replacement.” While
developing an economically sustainable and financially sound development that can fund the
construction of public facilities and services is one of the project objectives, it is not the only one.
As presented in Section 2.4, Project Objectives, of the Draft EIR, the project has thirteen project
objectives, of which three touch on the need for infrastructure upgrades and one addresses
economically sustainable development. This latter objective simply mirrors one of the City’s
objectives for the Northern Waterfront General Plan amendment and reflects the reality that the
City lacks sufficient resources to repair its aging shoreline infrastructure. Other project objectives
include providing housing to fulfill the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to meet the
City’s RHNA, providing different options of housing that meet the needs of a wide demographic,
developing a mixed-use project that includes a mix of compatible uses at the site, and fulfilling
the project sponsor's obligations under the Tidelands Lease, amongst others.

Feasibility of Off-Site Land Swaps

Some commenters present the option of a “land swap” between Alameda Point, which is owned
by the City, and the fee simple portion owned by the project sponsor at Alameda Marina. This
proposed alternative ignores the proposed project’s underlying purpose to create a mixed-use
development at the Alameda Marina project site that maintains a maritime focus and to integrate
existing uses with new opportunities to provide employment, residents, and recreation for current
and future residents of the City as stated in Section 2.4, Project Objectives, of the Draft EIR. An
alternative that analyzes the impact of developing a property located elsewhere has no relevance
as to the decisions that must be made about the Alameda Marina project site. Such an off-site
alternative would not achieve the proposed project’s fundamental goal of developing the Alameda
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Marina project site for its best use. See City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist.
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889 (upholding exclusion of alternative sites that would not provide
suitable location for new school); Concerned Citizens of S. Cent. L.A. v. Los Angeles Unified Sch.
Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826 (upholding agency determination that alternative sites beyond
those discussed in the EIR were not large enough to serve as suitable school site). In addition, the
“land swap” proposal also ignores the necessity of obtaining the cooperation of the underlying fee
owner for Alameda Point. Any potential land swap would require four affirmative votes from the
City Council so its likelihood is very uncertain. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3)
(“An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and
whose implementation is remote and speculative.”). A “land swap” is therefore excluded as a
proposed alternative as infeasible because the project sponsor does not control the land of
Alameda Point. This proposed alternative also precludes the project sponsor from meeting several
of its project objectives, including developing a mixed-use project and fulfilling its obligations
under the Tidelands and Marina Lease, which requires the project sponsor to develop a higher
value project at the Alameda Marina site.

Physical Feasibility of Alternatives

Other comments relate to building high value market rate homes or apartment buildings around
the graving dock and eastern edge of the Alameda Marina project site, or shifting the location of
potential residential housing types around the project site to either preserve or rehabilitate some
of the existing historic buildings in order to expand a full service boatyard. However, these
proposed alternatives were not considered because of various environmental and economic
factors that render such proposals infeasible. For example, the underlying soil conditions of
Building 12, as described on page 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR, show lead at concentrations in excess of
100 milligrams per kilogram in all samples, and PCE to be present, which raises the question of
PCE origin and would lead to substantial costs in rehabilitating Building 12 and removing
contamination from underneath its foundation. Other existing buildings, like Buildings 33 and 34,
are located on lands subject to the public trust, which must be reserved for uses related to
commerce, navigations and fisheries, and cannot be used for the suggested purpose of high value
housing units. Any such proposal for the rehabilitation and development of Buildings 33 and 34
would have to involve an exchange of tidelands area with the State Lands Commission, and the
success of a tidelands exchange is unknown because the project sponsor does not have control
over the agency’s decision.

Proposals for building higher density housing or more housing units beyond the 779 housing
units proposed were also deemed infeasible. Developing higher density housing would result in a
reduction of space available to be used for open space purposes or to provide access to the
shoreline, in conflict with stated policies and requirements from the City and the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission. The project sponsor has examined the general
soils condition for the eastern side of the Alameda Marina project site, which consists mainly of
artificial fill overlying bay mud. These soils place limitations on the type of construction that can
be built. The soils cannot support taller and correspondingly heavier buildings with more floors
and more units without specialized construction techniques, which would substantially increase
the cost of construction. Any suggestion to build additional housing units, above the analyzed
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number of 779 housing units in the Draft EIR, would also increase identified significant and
unavoidable impacts to traffic and circulation.

Feasibility of Larger Boatyard

Numerous comments have also suggested that the proposed boatyard contained in the Alameda
Marina Master Plan should be expanded. As part of its application for approval of the Alameda
Marina Master Plan by the City Council, the project sponsor submitted a market analysis
conducted by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) of the proposed uses of the Alameda
Marina property, which included a thorough analysis of trends in the maritime economy located
across waterfront sites in the City. That market analysis is attached to this Final EIR as Appendix
B (Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Alameda Marina Master Plan Market Assessment,
November 18, 2016). EPS found that in many case studies located in and around the City,
maritime location and/or the presence of some maritime activity had little effect on the overall
business mix and market performance of the surrounding real estate, and there was little evidence
of notable increasing maritime economic activity. For example, Svendsen’s Boat Works was
acquired by Bay Ship & Yacht in 2017, and since then, Bay Ship & Yacht announced plans to
move the former Svendsen's uses to Bay Ship & Yacht’s boatyard located in the City of
Richmond. The project sponsor would also have to locate a proposed operator for the boatyard.
Despite the challenges related to developing the City’s maritime economy, the project sponsor
has allocated approximately 250,000 gross square feet (gsf) for maritime and commercial uses,
which includes the anticipated amount of space necessary for any proposed boatyard. The
proposed project would rearrange the uses on the existing project site into a more efficient
footprint for maritime and commercial uses as described on pages 3-11 to 3-14 of the Draft EIR,
such that approximately 7.98 acres of the landside portion of the project site would be dedicated
to such uses, including approximately 57,500 gsf for the boatyard (20,000 gsf for the boatyard
building, 24,000 gsf for the boatyard land area, and 13,500 gsf for the boatyard water area).
About 17.10 acres of the site would continue to be dedicated to marina operations. An expanded
boatyard would also not meet the project’s objectives of providing housing of various types to
fulfill the City’s Housing Element goals and RHNA, provide various options for housing for a
wide demographic, and lessens the ability of the project to create better and new open space and
recreational areas for the Bay Trail.

Feasibility of Reduced Residential Density

Any alternative that is similar to the Reduced Project Alternative, which would provide
approximately 180 units of housing, would not meet the project’s objective to fulfill the goals of
the City’s Housing Element and meet the City’s RHNA for the site. As discussed above in Master
Response 1, the State’s Housing Accountability Act (HAA) applies to the Alameda Marina
Master Plan and restricts the City’s ability to deny, reduce the density of, or make infeasible the
project when it is consistent with objective development standards, putting the burden of proof on
the City to justify any action to deny, reduce the density of, or make such a housing project
infeasible. Government Code § 65589.5(j)(1). The project sponsor has proposed to include the
maximum residential density allowed by the City’s zoning ordinance and the General Plan in
order to comply with the stated policies and goals of the HAA, and to address the social factors
relating to California’s housing crisis. The HAA prevents the City’s Planning Board and City
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Council from reducing the density of the project unless the City is able to make a finding that the
proposed project would result in a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety that cannot
be mitigated in any other way. A project with reduced residential density would thus be legally
and socially infeasible. See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland (1993) 23
Cal.App.4th 704 (reduced density alternative for housing project infeasible because no finding of
adverse impact on health and safety could be made under Government Code § 65589.5())).

Furthermore, the City’s funding capabilities and ability to obtain loans or grants are not relevant
in analyzing the feasibility of the chosen alternatives.

Feasibility of the Preservation Alternative

As discussed on pages 5-7 to 5-9 of the Draft EIR, and in Table 5-13 of the Draft EIR, the
Preservation Alternative’s ability to meet the project objectives are marginally better than the No
Project Alternative, but are much less than the proposed project. The proposed project would
provide up to 779 housing units as compared to the Preservation Alternative’s 475 housing units,
and as such, it is axiomatic that by providing more housing units, there will be more capital
generated for shoreline and infrastructure rehabilitation work. However, it is not the only goal of
the proposed project to fund the marina’s needed shoreline infrastructure improvements, but also
to support the City’s RHNA goals and its General Plan Housing Element goals and policies and
to meet the project sponsor's obligations under the Tidelands Lease. As discussed above in Master
Response 1 and in this Master Response 3 regarding the feasibility of a project with reduced
residential density, the HAA limits an agency’s ability to reduce the density of a proposed project
absent a finding of specific, adverse impacts to public health and safety [Government Code §
65589.5(j)]. The Preservation Alternative would therefore be unable to meet any of the project
objectives related to housing.

One commenter incorrectly asserts that “approval of the demolition violates CEQA unless
alternatives to demolition are infeasible.” CEQA does not guarantee that agency decisions that
may adversely affect historical resources will always favor historical preservation against
potential demolition. See Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City &
County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 913 (upholding agency’s determination that
EIR’s preservation alternatives for building listed in national Register of Historic Places and
listed as state historic landmark were infeasible due to many factors including the difficulty and
cost of rehabilitating the existing building under the alternatives); Dusek v. Redevelopment
Agency of the City of Anaheim (1985) 173 Cal.App.3d 1029 (CEQA does not require the retention
of old buildings solely in the name of historical preservation and the redevelopment agency
properly found that demolition of a historic building fostered its goal of redevelopment of the
site). The Draft EIR has adequately analyzed the implementation of the project and its impacts on
the significance of the historic resources located on the project site, and identifies feasible
mitigation measures and alternatives to demolition of historic resources.

The Preservation Alternative would also prohibit the development of an aesthetically pleasing,
cohesive and pedestrian-oriented development that would activate and reconnect the community
to the waterfront because more than half the project site would have to retain its historic
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commercial and industrial configuration. Existing spacing between the buildings, the size of the
streets, and the orientation of the buildings do not allow the opportunity to create public amenities
and opportunities for gathering spaces, or else allow for the development of new open space areas
for the public to access the shoreline edge. The Preservation Alternative would therefore be
unable to meet the project objective of fulfilling the project sponsor’s obligations under the
Tidelands Lease, which requires the development of a new higher-value project, and expressly
allows for the demolition of potentially all existing improvements on the project site.

Other Proposed Alternatives from Commenters

As stated above, the Draft EIR does not need to consider every conceivable alternative to a
project, but it does require that the lead agency consider a reasonable range of alternatives. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6; see also Mira Mar Mobile Community v City of Oceanside (2004)
119 Cal.App.4th 477 (EIR need not consider in detail every conceivable variation of alternative
stated). The range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason”, which only requires that an
analysis of alternatives is necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The lead agency’s duty to
consider alternatives is not conditioned on project opponents demonstrating that other feasible
alternatives exist. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 405. While some of the comments have proposed suggestions relating to a larger boatyard,
more affordable housing units, preservation of certain buildings, or other reconfigurations of the
project site, CEQA also does not require that the lead agency study specific alternatives that are
suggested by other members of the public or other agencies. Center for Biological Diversity v.
Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.4th 214, 256. Some comments merely assert the
commenter’s opinion on how the project should be developed and do not present any
environmental issues that have not otherwise been adequately addressed by the Draft EIR. Other
comments merely solicit that financial information or a detailed economic analysis needs to be
presented in the Draft EIR, but conflate the fact that feasibility of alternatives is considered at two
stages in the process: once when selecting alternatives to be included in the EIR, and once at the
project approval stage when an agency’s decisionmakers weigh the relative advantages or
disadvantages of the project and the proposed alternatives in the EIR. Such comments ignore that
an EIR is an informational environmental report, and as such need not contain analysis or
ultimate conclusions as to the economic feasibility of the project or alternatives. See Flanders
Found. v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 603, 618 (holding that evidence of
economic infeasibility does not need to be presented in the EIR itself, and can be in the
supporting administrative record); San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and
County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689 (“As is self-evident from its name, an
EIR is an environmental impact report. As such, it is an informational document, not one that
must include ultimate determinations of economic feasibility.” (emphasis in original)).

While more alternatives can always be proposed in comments, this Master Response adequately
addresses why certain alternatives were rejected because they did not satisfy project objectives,
did not offer substantial environmental advantages, or were otherwise infeasible given economic,
environmental, legal or other factors involved.
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Master Response 4: Impacts to Historic Resources

A number of comments were received concerning impacts to historic structures on the site.

Several commenters asserted that proposed modifications to the interior of Building 19 and other
historic buildings on the project site would constitute a significant impact under CEQA that was
not disclosed in the Draft EIR. In response, commenters are referred to Martin 111 v. City and
County of San Francisco (135 Cal.App.4th 392). As found in the court’s opinion, modifications
to the interior of a privately-owned structure are not subject to review under CEQA, even when
the structure is listed as a landmark or is located within a designated historic district. Building 19,
along with every other structure on the Alameda Marina site, is privately owned. The court also
found that a local jurisdiction has no discretion to deny a permit to renovate the interior of a
privately-owned structure when the plans comply with the jurisdiction’s applicable building
codes and zoning ordinances, so long as those interior modifications would not affect surrounding
properties or residents. Since renovations to a privately-owned building’s interior are not subject
to CEQA, it thus follows that such renovations do not constitute an impact under CEQA.

This City's Historic Advisory Board Resolution No. HAB-17-07, which designated the Alameda
Marina Historic District, did not address the interiors of any of the 17 contributing buildings to
the District, including Building 19. It is also worth noting that even if interior modification to
Building 19 do not meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, it does not necessarily mean
that the building would not be eligible for the National Register, since the standards with respect
to interiors are much more liberal than they are for exteriors, and allow for a greater degree of
modification. Therefore, the assertions by commenters that any interior modifications to the
structure would render it ineligible for listing is purely speculative, and is not supported by any
evidence to demonstrate that it is not.

While the project’s effects on the interiors of historic structures are not an impact under CEQA,
effects to the exteriors of historic structures can be considered an impact under CEQA, since a
building’s exterior is viewable by the public, and is therefore an impact on the environment. As
stated on page 4.4-17 of the Draft EIR, the impacts to Buildings 16, 19, and 27 would be less than
significant, since the project applicant has committed to rehabilitating the exteriors of those
structures to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards [see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3)].
However, the project’s impact to some historic contributing buildings and the potential historic
district would be significant and unavoidable, since many of the existing structures on the site
would be demolished as part of the project’s implementation, and the proposed location,
arrangement, and design of the new buildings would not be consistent with the character-defining
features of a shipbuilding and commercial maritime cultural landscape site (land uses, industrial
activity, and the spatial and organizational relationships between buildings on the site during
World War II), and there is no feasible mitigation available that would adequately lessen those
effects below applicable significance thresholds. These findings were all disclosed in the Draft
EIR under Impact CUL-1. Therefore, the findings of the Draft EIR are valid, and the commenters
have not provided any additional or new information that would change those findings. For
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purposes of clarification, updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
Specifically, Page 4.4-16, Impact CUL-1, is revised to read:

Impact CUL-1: Project implementation would cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5. (Significant and Unavoidable, with Mitigation)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a
project on historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any building, structure,
site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register,
or determined by a lead agency to be significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural annals of
California based upon substantial evidence.

Though the property as a whole appears ineligible for listing in the California Register
due to loss of integrity, there are three buildings that appear individually eligible for the
California Register under Criteria 1 and 3, including Buildings 16, 19, and 27. These
three buildings are recommended as historical resources under Section 15064.5(a) of
CEQA (Verplanck, 2017). Also, Buildings 1, 4, 6, 12, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29,
31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving dock are included as contributing buildings/structures to
the locally designated Alameda Marina Historic District.

The project includes the demolition of 26 of the 37 buildings in the project area. Of the
17 buildings and one structure in the Alameda Marina Historic District, 11 would be
demolished (Buildings 1, 4, 6, 12, 22, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, and 34). Buildings 13, 14, 16,
17,18, 19, 21, 25, 26, and 27 would remain. All three individually eligible buildings (16,
19, and 27) would be retained and rehabilitated, as needed, as part of the adaptive reuse
of the structures. The demolition of many of the District’s contributing buildings, which
have been determined to be historical resources, and the construction of new residential

and/or commercial buildings within the District boundaries is considered a significant
impact under CEQA. This impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level;
however, implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts, to
the extent feasible, to historical resources by documenting the resource and preserving
the history of the site and buildings. Overall, the proposed project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and this impact
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a: Treatment of Historic Properties (Buildings 16
19 and 27). Alterations, to the exteriors of Buildings 16, 19 and 27, shall
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings, if feasible (NPS, 1995) and PRC 5024.5.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b: Documentation. The project proponent shall
prepare a treatment plan including but not limited to photo documentation and
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public interpretation of the Alameda Marina Historic District (Buildings 1, 4, 6,
12, 15,16, 17,19, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving dock). Photo
documentation will be overseen by a Secretary of the Interior—qualified
architectural historian, documenting the affected historical resource. in
accordance with the National Park Service’s Historic American Buildings Survey
(HABS) and/or Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards. Such
standards typically include large-format photography using (4x5) negatives,
written data, and copies of original plans if available. The HABS/HAER
documentation packages will be archived at local libraries and historical
repositories, as well as the Northwest Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c¢: Interpretive Display. Public interpretation of
historical resources shall be provided and could include a plaque, kiosk, or other
method of describing the Alameda Marina Historic District’s historic or
architectural importance to the general public. The design and placement of the
display(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Alameda Historic
Advisory Board.

Rehabilitation of the exteriors of Buildings 16, 19 and 27 consistent with the Secretary's
of Interior’s Standards would mitigate the impacts to these historic resources to a less-
than-significant level. The recordation of a building or structure to HABS/HAER
standards and public interpretation efforts would reduce impacts on significant historic
buildings and struetares-the District, but such efforts typically do not reduce those
impacts to a less-than-significant level (CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(2)). Impacts to
significant historic buildings erstraetures-and the District under these circumstances
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor does this
comment present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Master Response 5: Impacts to Aesthetics

A number of comments were received concerning the proposed project’s aesthetic impacts,
particularly views from Clement Avenue to the waterfront. The commenters generally asserted
that views of and through the project site would be adversely affected by the proposed project,
resulting in a potentially significant impact.

Aesthetic impacts are by their nature subjective, since what constitutes an agreeable or
disagreeable view is highly dependent upon the preferences of each viewer. Section 4.1.2 of the
Draft EIR presents an overview of the visual environment at the project site, which is primarily
dominated by marine industrial and commercial uses, with a substantial portion of the site that is
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not occupied by buildings dedicated to dry boat storage and parking areas. The site’s frontage
with Clement Avenue is dominated along much of its length by a series of multi-story industrial
buildings that directly abut the roadway and adjacent sidewalk, with no setbacks or landscaping.
The line of buildings along Clement Avenue essentially form a wall along much of the site’s
frontage. Those portions of the frontage that are not occupied by buildings are fronted with chain
link security fencing with strands of barbed-wire atop the fence. The fences themselves are
interwoven with wooden or metal slats that block views into the site. The several gated entryways
into the site provide the only views into and through the site, and views through those gated areas
are generally blocked by trailered boats, parked vehicles, and intervening structures. The few
views that are available into the site are principally of an industrial and commercial compound,
which are generally not resources that are considered scenic.

As presented in Section 4.4.1 of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G lists a number of
thresholds that are to be used to determine potential impacts to visual resources. As analyzed in
the Draft EIR, the site is not a scenic vista, which are view corridors that capture the total field of
vision from a specific viewpoint, and that generally encompass a large geographic area for which
the field of view can be quite wide and extend into the distance. Scenic vistas are formed by built
and natural physical elements that guide lines of sight and control view directions available to
pedestrians and motorists. Based upon the physical layout of the existing Alameda Marina site,
there are no areas that constitute a scenic vista. As such, there are no scenic vistas on the site that
could be impacted by the proposed project. Rather, and as determined in the Draft EIR, the layout
of the proposed project would improve and enhance views through and from the site, and would
eliminate most of the existing visual effects of buildings and other structures that lie immediately
adjacent to Clement Avenue. New project buildings, even though some could be taller than what
is currently present, would be set back from Clement Avenue, and those setback areas would be
landscaped. Points of entry and roadways into the site would also be landscaped and would pass
directly through the site, and views to the waterfront generally would not be blocked by fences,
gates, parking and boat storage areas, and intervening buildings as is the case currently.
Landscaping would be abundant throughout the site, which is not the case currently. The existing
fences and gates along the Clement Avenue frontage would be removed. These project features
would constitute an improved view of and through the project site when viewed from Clement
Avenue, and views from within the site would also be improved. This is the same conclusion as
that presented in the Draft EIR.

Several comments suggested that the project would be a de facto gated community, and would be
uninviting to those outside of the project area. In fact, and as disclosed in the Draft EIR, the
project’s design would have the opposite effect, in that entryways would no longer be gated, and
would instead be broad and landscaped, with sidewalks leading into the site. Visitors would retain
access to commercial areas on the site, and would be provided with access to the public open
space, waterfront parks and promenades, and other recreation areas. Finally, a Bay Trail segment
would be constructed through the site along the shoreline, allowing pedestrians and cyclists to
access and pass through the site from either side, once trail segments on the adjoining property to
the east are completed. This is in contrast to existing conditions, where the site is fenced and
gated and generally presents the look of a restricted compound, with some shoreline areas closed
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to public access due to safety concerns raised by deteriorated infrastructure. Ultimately, the visual
appearance of the site would be much more inviting to residents and non-residents alike, and
public access to the area would be enhanced. This would represent an improved condition, which
is the same conclusion as that presented in the Draft EIR.

In summary, while the project would change the visual character of the site, it would not
substantially degrade that character, which is the criteria established in the CEQA Guidelines for
determining a significant impact. While some commenters may have a preference for the existing
visual characteristics of the site, or have a preference for a project that would present a different
appearance than the one that is proposed, the proposed project would not substantially degrade or
create a significant impact to aesthetics. Ultimately, the various comments provided with respect
to aesthetics are only asserting the opinion of the authors as to how the project should be
developed. The comments do not raise any new environmental issues that have not been
thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and additional analysis is not required
(Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of Tuolumne (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679).

Master Response 6: Transportation Impacts

Some commenters argued or implied that the Draft EIR did not adequately disclose the
transportation impacts of the project and that the impacts associated with the project would be
worse than those disclosed by the Draft EIR.

Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR presents the impacts of the
proposed project on various aspects of the transportation network serving the project area under
Existing and Cumulative (2040) conditions. The data collected, and the assumptions and
methodologies used to complete the transportation impact assessment for the project is consistent
with State, regional, and City of Alameda guidelines and requirements. Specific aspects of the
analysis raised by the commenters are discussed below.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable
transportation impacts. The Draft EIR recommended mitigation measures to reduce the severity
of the impacts, but acknowledged that the measures would not result in the elimination of the
significant impacts. Under CEQA, a significant and unavoidable environmental impact is the
most severe impact that can be disclosed. There is no worse impact than a significant and
unavoidable impact. As such, the assertion that the severity of transportation impacts was
understated in the Draft EIR is not supported.

The Alameda County Transportation Commission’s (ACTC) Travel Demand Model

To evaluate the potential transportation impacts of the project, the Draft EIR analysis used the
standard transportation engineering models and methodologies recommended by regional
transportation agencies. As described on page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR analysis
utilized the latest available version of the Alameda CTC Travel Demand Model to estimate the
impacts of the project on the local and regional roadway system. As described below, both the
land use database and transportation network in the Model were reviewed and modified to better
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reflect the expected developments and roadway network in and around Alameda. As such, the
assertion that the Draft EIR understates the project’s impacts is not supported.

All Future Development and Future Roadway Changes Considered

The Alameda CTC Model that was used to forecast the 2040 traffic volumes accounts for both
expected future developments and funded and approved transportation network changes in
Alameda, Oakland and beyond. Overall, the Model assumes about 7,000 new households and
about 10,000 new jobs between 2010 and 2040 in the City of Alameda. The Model land use
database was reviewed and modified to accurately reflect the approved and planned development
projects in Alameda. Appendix G.F of the Draft EIR shows the changes made to the Alameda
CTC Model land use database to better reflect the planned development projects. Appendix G.F
also lists the major development projects that are included in the Model land use database.

Similarly, the Model transportation network was also reviewed and modified to account for
approved and funded transportation projects. The Draft EIR considered the anticipated changes to
the transportation network that would likely occur over the next 25 years, including but not
limited to:

e The I[-880 Improvements at 29th Avenue and 23rd Avenue Overcrossings, which are
currently under construction and would reconstruct the overcrossing structures at 23rd and
29th Avenues, reconfigure several on and off-ramps, extend the northbound auxiliary lane
along 1-880, and include various changes to the local roadway network around the ramps.

o The Clement Avenue extension between Entrance Road and Atlantic Avenue and through the
Shell Oil property.

e The Cross Alameda Trail project, which includes a Class [V separated bikeway on the south
side of Atlantic Avenue between Webster Street and Constitution Way.

The Model assigns peak hour traffic, including the project generated traffic, to the roadway
network based on the relative travel time on each corridor. Thus, the analysis accounts for peak
hour traffic diverting to less-congested corridors as long as it does not result in overall increased
travel time. As discussed on page 4.12-23 of the Draft EIR, the project trip assignment is based on
the results of the Alameda CTC Model (shown on Figure 4.12-4, Trip Distribution, of the Draft
EIR), which accounts for estimated future congestion along all local and regional roadways
resulting from traffic generated by current and future developments throughout the region. As
such, the assertion that the Draft EIR understates the project’s impacts is not supported.

Congestion Management Program (CMP) Analysis

As required by the Alameda CTC, the Draft EIR (pages 4.12-40 and 41, and Appendix G.I)
includes an analysis of project impacts on the CMP roadways, which consists of freeways and
major arterials in and around Alameda under 2020 and 2040 conditions. The analysis was
completed using the Alameda CTC Model, which is described above.

Travel Time Analysis
As requested by the City’s Planning Board, the Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the proposed
project on travel times along the major corridors connecting Alameda to the regional
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transportation system: Webster/Posey Tubes, Park Street, and Fruitvale Avenue. As described on
page 4.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the reported intersection delays are based on the delay at the
intersection solely due to the intersection configuration and control, not downstream delays.
Thus, the Draft EIR also evaluated the impacts of the project on travel time along the major
corridors, which is more representative of drivers’ experience along these corridors during the
weekday peak congestion periods.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis

As described starting on page 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill (SB) 743 (Steinberg, 2013)
mandates a change in the way impacts on transportation are evaluated under CEQA. Thus,
consistent with State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines, the Draft
EIR evaluates VMT per capita to comply with SB 743. For the VMT analysis, the Draft EIR used
the significance criterion and the methodology recommended by the OPR in its published
guidelines.

Consistency with Previous Environmental Documents

The environmental document for each development project is prepared based on the existing
conditions at the time, latest future forecasts, regulatory requirements, analyses methodologies,
and tools available at the time. Considering that all these factors can and do change,
environmental documents prepared at different times use different assumptions and
methodologies and as a result, may have different conclusions. Thus, potential undisclosed
impacts from previous environmental documents, such as for the Alameda Point Project or the
Encinal Terminals Project, are not relevant to this project.

2.3 Individual Responses

This section contains the responses to comments submitted during the public review period.
Commenters on the Draft EIR, their associated agencies, and assigned letter identifications are
listed in the table below. This section presents the comment letters received on the Draft EIR and
comments made during the public hearing on the proposed project held before the City’s Planning
Board on February 12, 2018. Each comment letter received during the public comment period
was bracketed to identify individual topics, and individual responses to those comments are
provided. In situations where the comment issue(s) was identified in multiple letters, a “Master
Response” was prepared to address the general concern, and the response to comment may refer
the reader to one of the Master Responses provided above. If a subject matter of one letter
overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more than one group of comments
and responses to review all information on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references
are provided.
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COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING THE ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN DRAFT EIR

Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date Received

Agencies

1

Organizations

4

8

Individuals

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Public Hearings
16

East Bay Municipal Utility
District (EBMUD)

California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Alameda County
Transportation
Commission (ACTC)

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E)

Alameda Citizens Task
Force (ACT)

Alameda Architectural
Preservation Society

Island Yacht Club

Save Alameda’s Working
Waterfront (SAWW)

Planning Board Hearing

David J. Rehnstrom, Manager of Water

Distribution Planning

Arn Aarreberg, Environmental Scientist

Saravana Suthanthira, Principal Transportation

Planner

Plan Review Team

Paul S. Foreman, Board Member

Christopher Buckley, President

Chris Nicholas, Commodore

Author not specified

Alan Teague

Amelia Rose

Charles Olson

Nancy Hird

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
William J. Smith

Eugenie P. Thompson

Multiple commenters

January 26, 2018

February 5, 2018

February 15, 2018

February 5, 2018

February 7, 2018

February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018

February 15, 2018

February 12, 2018
February 12, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2018

February 12, 2018
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Letter 1

g'Q EAST BAY

~r—" MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

January 26, 2018

Andrew Thomas, Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda Community Development Department

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190

Alameda, CA 94501

Re:  Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report — Alameda Marina Master
Pian and Density Bonus Applications, Alameda

Dear Mr. Thomas:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Alameda Marina Master Plan located in the
City of Alameda (City). EBMUD has the following comment.

WASTEWATER SERVICE

Section 3.4.6 Utility Improvements of the Draft EIR states that the new wastewater collection
system would be connected to EBMUD’s interceptor pipeline in Clement Avenue; however, 1t
appears that the City has sewer lines in Clement Avenue, Stanford Street and Chestnut Street.
EBMUD suggests that the City consider connecting the new sewer system to the City sewer
system, rather than directly to the EBMUD interceptor. The last sentence in the Wastewater
section of Section 3.4.6 should then be edited to state: “The proposed system would connect to
the City of Alameda Sewer System which conveys flow to the EBMUD Interceptor.” If a new
connection to the EBMUD interceptor is required, the City will be required to submit to EBMUD
an application for an interceptor connection.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact Timothy R. McGowan, Senior
Civil Engineer, Major Facilities Planning Section at (510) 287-1981.

Sincerely,

: <o ,

e Tl RECEIVED
David J. Rehnstrom b o T¥ T B %
Manager of Water Distribution Planning ] % 1 4y 8 1@

} . SRR
DJR:SIR:dks o
sb18_006

375 ELEVENTH STREET . OAKLAND . CA 94607-4240 TOLL FREE 1-866-40-EBMUD
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Letter 1

Andrew Thomas, Assistant Community Development Director
January 26, 2018
Page 2

cc: Alameda Marina LLC
c/o Bay West Development
2 Henry Adams Street, Suite 450
San Francisco, CA 94103
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 1 David J. Rehnstrom, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)
Response January 26, 2018

1-1 The City appreciates EBMUD’s interest in the project, and any suggestions it
may have for improved utility service associated with the project. The City and
the project applicant will continue to coordinate with EBMUD during the

development of detailed utility designs.
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Letter 2

ANDREW THOMAS

From: Aarreberg, Arn@Wildlife <Arn.Aarreberg@wildlife.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 9:44 AM

To: ANDREW THOMAS

Subject: Alameda Marina Master Plan DEIR

Mr. Thomas,

My name is Arn Aarreberg. | work with the Marine Region of CDFW and conduct the CEQA/CESA review for Projects in
San Francisco Bay that have impacts below the mean high water line. | have reviewed the draft EIR for the Alameda
Marina Master Plan. Due to my schedule and timing issues, | will not be able to provide a comment letter. However,
from my initial review, it appears that the mitigation measures described within the DEIR are in line with what CDFW
would recommend. | am providing this email so that the City of Alameda has my contact information, see below. When
the Project gets to the permitting phase, | will be your contact for the Marine Region of CDFW.

I look forward to working with the City of Alameda on the Alameda Marina Project. If you have any questions for me,

please let me know.

Arn Aarreberg
Environmental Scientist

Marine Environmental Review and Water Quality Project
California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Marine Region
5355 Skylane Blvd. Suite B, Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Office: (707) 576-2889 Cell Phone: {707) 791-4195

Arn.Aarreberg@wildlife.ca.gov

www.wildlife.ca.gov

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:

Save Qur

Waiwer

SaveOurWater.com Drought.CA.gov
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Letter 2 Arn Aarreberg, California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Response (CDFW)
February 5, 2018

2-1 The City appreciates the Department’s interest in the project. The City and the
project applicant will continue to coordinate with the Department as the project

moves forward.

ESA/160044.01
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Letter 3

1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607 510.208.7400 www.AlamedaCTC org
[ T
February 15, 2018
Andrew Thomas
Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501

SUBJECT:  Response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Master Plan
and Density Bonus Applications

Dear Mr. Thomas,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Alameda Marina Master Plan and Density Bonus Applications. The proposed project redevelops a 44-
acre site located at 1801 Clement Avenue, within the City of Alameda, adding 160,000 square feet of
commercial space and 760 residential units. The project also includes rehabilitation and reconstruction
of up to 4,000 feet of existing seawalls and bulkheads, the existing marina, and existing infrastructure
and utilities. The waterfront site is located along Clement Ave between Grand Ave and the United States
Navy Support Center.

Alameda CTC respectfully submits the following comments on the DEIR:

Alameda CTC notes that the project’s residential uses are estimated to generate 509 new pm-peak
trips—most of which would be new automobile trips. Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) measures outlined in Impact TRA-1 (pages 4.12-26 and -27) include transit passes for
residents and employees, unbundled parking, and car-share access. These TDM measures are
estimated to reduce the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) between five to seven percent and divert
some auto trips to walking, biking, and transit trips.

Page 4.12-22 of the DEIR lists the Congestion Management Program (CMP) roadways located
within the project study area and also includes information on the significance criteria for the
CMP roadway impact analysis purposes. However, the DEIR does not include the impact analysis
details for these CMP roadways as identified in Alameda CTC’s response to the Notice of
Preparation of a DEIR for this project, dated November 30th, 2016.

The DEIR states that southbound SR260 (the Webster Tube) from Seventh St to Atlantic is
“grandfathered” under the CMP. While grandfathered segments are statutorily exempt from
preparing a deficiency plan if found operating at LOS F during an LOS monitoring cycle, they are
not exempt from review under the Land Use Analysis Program. Please include this roadway in the
impact analysis.

R:\Planning_Policy_Public_Affairs\Planning\CMP\LUAP\2018\02_February\Alameda_Marina_DEIR_201802 14.doex
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Letter 3

Andrew Thomas
Thursday, February 15, 2018
Page 2

The DEIR concludes that the impacts to transit will be less than significant. However, the DEIR
also states that there likely will be significant and unavoidable auto delay at the Park Street Bridge
due to the increased demand created by the project. Since, several bus routes also use this same
roadway/bridge, there will be an impact to transit performance as well. Therefore, these
inconsistent findings need to be clarified in the DEIR.

To calculate volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, the DEIR provided per-lane capacity assumptions
(pages 4.12-41) of 2,000 vehicles per hour for freeway segments, 800 vehicles per hour for
surface streets, and 900 vehicles per hour for arterial roadways. The report should provide a
source for these assumptions.

e The TDM measures outlined in Mitigation Measure TRA-1 (page 4.12-26) are robust and
consistent with established best practices. To further reduce the amount of Vehicle Miles Traveled
by the project, the project team could consider the list of TDM measures Alameda CTC publishes
in the CMP (see Chapter 5, TDM Element, page 71-81).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please contact me at (510) 208-7426 or Chris
G. Marks, Associate Transportation Planner at (510) 208-7453, if you have any questions.

Sincerely

Saravana Suthanthira
Principal Transportation Planner

cc: Chris G. Marks, Associate Transportation Planner
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 3
Response

Saravana Suthanthira, Alameda County Transportation
Commission (ACTC)
February 15, 2018

3-1

3-2

3-3

3-4

3-5

Comment Noted. The comment states the project trip generation and the
effectiveness of the project TDM Plan as summarized in the Draft EIR.

The CMP impact analysis is discussed on pages 4.12-40 and 4.12-41 of the Draft
EIR. As stated on page 4.12-41, Appendix G.I presents the detailed calculations
for the CMP impact analysis.

As stated on pages 4.12-22 and 4.12-40 of the Draft EIR, SR 260 (Webster Tube)
is evaluated in the CMP analysis. Appendix G.I presents the detailed calculations
for this segment.

As stated on page 4.12-18 of the Draft EIR, the project’s impact on transit is
considered significant if the project would degrade transit travel speed by 10
percent or more along transit corridors. Pages 4.12-33 thru 4.12-35 of the Draft
EIR evaluate the project’s impact on transit speeds along the major corridors
serving the project, including Park Street, under both Existing and 2040
conditions. As stated in the Draft EIR, the project would have a less than
significant impact on transit because it would degrade travel speeds along the
transit corridors, including Park Street, by less than 10 percent.

For purposes of clarification, updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR. As presented therein, the second sentence of the first paragraph on
page 4.12-41 of the Draft EIR is revised to the following:

For freeway segments, a per-lane capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour
(vph) was used-—E, and for surface streets, a per-lane capacity of 800 vph
was used, based on the general hourly capacities in the Alameda CTC
Model.

This revised information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor does
this comment present any additional information on environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

The TDM Measures listed in Mitigation Measure TRA-1 were selected because,
considering the project size, location, and uses, they are the most appropriate
measures to reduce the project’s identified significant impact on VMT to a less
than significant level. However, as the project applicant develops the detailed
Project TDM Plan that will be reviewed and approved by the City’s Planning
Board, additional measures, such as those listed in Chapter 5, TDM Element, of the
Alameda CTC Congestion Management Program, will also be considered.
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Letter 4

Plan Review Team PGEPlanReview@pge.com

Land Management
6111 Bollinger Canyon Road 3370A

San Ramon, CA 94583

February 5, 2018

Andrew Thomas

Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda CA 94501

Re: Alameda Marina Master Plan and Density Bonus
1801 Clement Ave, Alameda CA

Dear Mr. Andrew Thomas:
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review your plans. The proposed Alameda Marina
Master Plan and Density Bonus does not appear to interfere with any PG&E’s facilities or

easement rights; therefore, we have no objection to your proposed plan.

Should your plans change or if you have any questions regarding our response, please resubmit
or contact the PG&E Plan Review Team at (877) 259-8314 or pgeplanreview(@pge.com.

Sincerely,

PG&E Plan Review Team
Land Management

PG&E Gas and Electric Facilities Paévéﬂlv
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 4 Plan Review Team, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
Response February 15, 2018

4-1 The City appreciates PG&E’s interest in the project, and any suggestions it may
have for improved utility service associated with the project. The City and the
project applicant will continue to coordinate with PG&E during the development

of detailed utility designs.

ESA/160044.01
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Letter 5

LT

- U

Vigilance, Truth, Civility

February 7, 2018

Andrew Thomas, AICP

Assistant Community Development Director
Planning and Building Department

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501

RE: Alameda Marina DEIR: Submission of Comment and Request For Response

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Section 2.5 of the Alameda Marina Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) 1dentifies two traffic impacts, TRA-2 and TRA-3 which are stated to be
“unavoidable” and several other mitigatable traffic impacts. However the placement of
760 to 779 housing units on this site severely exacerbates all of these impacts and is in
violation of our MX and MF Zoning Ordinances.

Sec. 3.3 at page 3-7 states that the MX/MF zoned portion of the parcel contains 21.62
acres. Sec. 3.4 establishes the proposed land uses for that acreage at 7.98 acres for
commercial use (p. 3-11) and 4.25 acres for open space. (p. 3-14) While residential

acreage is not stated, simple subtraction establishes the residential use acreage at 9.39
acres.

AMC 30-4.20 - M-X, Mixed-Use Planned Development District, Sec. € (2) states that the
density calculation only applies “for land designated on the Master Plan for residential
use.” AMC 30-4.23 - Multi-family Residential Combining Zone, at Sec. b (1), states that
the provisions of the underlying zoning district shall apply if not in conflict with the
overlay ordinance. There is no conflict regarding density calculation.

The application of the above Ordinances to the Alameda Marina Master Plan requires the
caleulation of maximum housing units by multiplying 9.39 times 30, yielding a unit count
of 282 units plus the applicable 20% density bonus to reach a total of 338 units. It is
obvious that the calculation of 779 units was achieved by multiplying the total 21.62
MX/MF zoned acres by 30. yielding 649 units and adding the 20% density bonus.

This calculation not only violates the above Zoning Ordinances, but also contradicts our
Housing Element which identifies a reasonable capacity of residential units for Alameda
Marina at 396 units based on an estimate that only 60% of the parcel would be
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residential. thus calculating the unit count solely in relation to residential, not total, A
acreage.

The only avenue currently open to validate the 779 unit calculation is by establishing that
our Municipal Code is pre-empted by State Law. Our examination of the relevant State >-1
Laws concerning housing reveals no such law. Therefore we ask for a response citing cont.
specific legal authority for this calculation. If, as we maintain, there is no such authority
we seek a response that either amends the DEIR Project Description to provide for no
more than 338 residential units or admits that an amendment to the MX Zoning
Ordinance will be needed to allow for your 779 unit project description.

Sincerely,

7 J é/f%”?"“’“

Paul S. Foreman, Board Member and Authorized Correspondent
Alameda Citizens Task Force
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 5 Paul S. Foreman, Alameda Citizens Task Force (ACT)
Response February 7, 2016

5-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the project’s consistency with the MX and MF zoning ordinances, as well as
how the project’s residential density was calculated pursuant to the City’s
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance and the State Housing Density Bonus Law.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-33 ESA/ 160044.01
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WAGY NZYON-

ALAMEDA

ARCHITECTURAL

PRESERVATION
SOCIETY

February 15, 2018

Andrew Thomas, AICP

Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501

RE: Alameda Marina DEIR: Submission of Comments and Request for Response

AAPS Contact: Nancy Hird, 510-523-0825
Nancy.alameda1@att.net

Dear Mr. Thomas,

The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) welcomes this opportunity to comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina.

Alameda is fortunate to have 37 fairly well preserved buildings as remnants of WWII ship
building efforts contributing to our country’s successful campaign in the Pacific during this war.
The Alameda Historical Advisory Board determined these buildings form a Cultural Landscape
and 11 of the buildings are included in Alameda’s Alameda Marina Historic District. It is most
unfortunate that the study completed by ESA fails to identify any alternative which does not
result in Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.

Chapter 5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identifies some Alternatives to the
Alameda Marina Project proposed by Bay West. These alternatives include:
1. The Preservation and “environmentally superior” Alternative which retains the 11
structures of the Alameda Historic District along with the Graving Dock
2. The Extensive Adaptive Reuse Alternative which retains only 6 of the 11 Historic District
buildings
3. The Reduced Project Alternative which has not been studied for its economic feasibility
4. The “No Project” Alternative which does not provide the revenue required to repair the
Tidelands Trust infrastructure

The following additional Alternatives be studied and considered as part of the EIR. These
alternatives include:

P.O. Box 1677 ¢ Alameda, CA 94501 * 510-479-6489 * www.alameda-preservation.org
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1. The City of Alameda could swap properties. “Site A” at Alameda Point, which is
owned by the City, could be exchanged for the fee simple portion of the Alameda Marina
that is owned by the developer. Allowing the developer to build at Alameda Point will pay
for the replacement of the bulkhead/seawall at the Marina, which is the primary goal of
the project. (Both entities say this is the given reason for the Project.)

2. Build high value market rate homes around the graving dock on the east end of the
property to pay for the infrastructure on the Tidelands Trust property at the Marina.
Rehab some of the historic buildings 9, 10, 31 and 36 as examples for live/work spaces
in affordable buildings located towards the eastern end, and potentially at the western
end, in buildings 28 and 29. Try to meet RHNA numbers assigned but not required since
Alameda has already exceeded its number of approved market rate homes.

3. Build two apartment buildings on the eastern end that are tall enough to contain
enough units to meet the financial goal to replace the bulkhead.

4. Consider “Master Plan #3” to expand the “Commercial Core” to include the area
currently planned for a 6-story, 225 unit apartment building and move that building
easterly to the location of the 3-story, 48 unit building, shifting it east to the land
designated for the 148 unit duplex homes, and omit the duplex homes. This would at
least allow retention of the boatyard but would not save additional historic buildings.

Regardless of the approach selected, AAPS is aware the developer intends to create a
commercial center in Building 19 (Alameda Marina Building) by adding 3-4 stories within the
frame of the building. This action would alter the interior of an otherwise intact and eligible
resource for national recognition. AAPS would vigorously oppose this action.

Thank you for your consideration.

Please contact Nancy Hird at 510-523-0825 or Nancy.alameda1@att.net if you have questions
or would like to discuss these comments

Christopher Buckley, President
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society

cc: Mayor and City Council (by electronic transmission)
Planning Board (by electronic transmission)
Historical Advisory Board (by electronic transmission)
AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission)
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 6 Christopher Buckley, Alameda Architectural Preservation
Response Society
February 15, 2018

6-1 The City appreciates the Society’s interest in the project and its interest in
architectural preservation throughout the City. In response to the Society’s
introductory comment, we would refer you to Master Responses 3 and 4 in
Section 2.2 of this chapter, which provide additional detail on the feasibility of
alternatives and the project’s impacts to historic resources, respectively.

6-2 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of proposed alternatives.

6-3 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of proposed alternatives.

6-4 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of proposed alternatives.

6-5 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of proposed alternatives.

6-6 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the project’s impacts to historic resources.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-36 ESA/ 160044.01
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—y

Island Yacht Club
Alameda Marina
1853 Clement Ave., Building 14
Alameda, CA 94501
February 15, 2018

To whom it may concern:

Island Yacht Club was founded in 1970 by a group of friends
who liked recreation boating for family outings, racing after
work, or sailing across the Pacific. Though long retired and
now in their 80's, some of those same sailors attended our
race this week, as they have ever since that time they were
starting famiiies and working iong hours at startup compan es
We are also the home to the Sea Scouts troop of the Boy
Scouts, organized to promote better citizenship, water safety,
boating skills, social and service experiences, and knowledge
of our maritime heritage.

Recreational boating is a lifelong, social activity people, and
Island Yacht Club's role is the social fabric that binds
friendship, the boating community, and volunteering with
Alameda Marina.

We want to grow that community. Towards that end, we would

like to see the 'cost of entry' to recreation boating become as
minimal as possible, and wou d like to see accommodation for
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individual watercraft: rack space for stand-up paddle boards, A
kayaks, and individual rowing sculls. People would rent
storage space for these craft from the marina, but instead of
requiring a hoist, they should instead be able to launch with a
hand dolly down a ramp, onto a section of dock low enough to
slide boats on and off by an individual. [y
We believe direct, minima cost access to individual watercraft
after work or after school by complete novices at Alameda
Marina would be in everyone's best interests and can be
accommodated, perhaps by the graving dock, with minimal
design impact

Sincerely,

Chris Nicholas
Commodore, Island Yacht Club
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Letter 7

ANDREW THOMAS

From: Chris Nicholas <chrisgnicholas@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 7:39 PM
To: ANDREW THOMAS

Subject: Re: Alameda Marina project

| have also been asked by several of our members with trimarans to say the preliminary plan does not
accommodate their class of boats on trailers, that majority of which are currently stored at Alameda
Marina.

7-2
We would like some portion of the dry storage allocated for this larger class of boat.
Chris Nicholas

Commodore
Island Yacht Club

On Monday, February 12, 2018 11:07 AM, Chris Nicholas <chrisgnicholas@att.net> wrote:

greetings -

| am wondering when the 45 day period for public commentary regarding the Draft EIR are due; is
that today?

Oris that Feb 15th?

thank you

Chris Nicholas

Commodore, Island Yacht Club
510-390-2960 mobile
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 7 Chris Nicholas, Island Yacht Club
Response February 15, 2018

7-1 The City appreciates the Island Yacht Club’s comment, and acknowledges that
the project’s design and development is important to the Club and its mission.
We encourage the Club and its members to continue to work with the City and
the project applicant concerning the project’s design to ensure that the project
meets the needs of the boating community. The project would provide areas for
storage and use of individual watercraft.

7-2 Comment noted. Please see the above response to Comment 7-1. The project
would provide dry storage that can accommodate trimarans. The trimarans would
be able to utilize the City of Alameda’s boat ramp, which is located adjacent to
the proposed dry storage area.
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Alameda Marina
Development

Draft Environmental Impact Report:
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Save Alameda's Working Waterfront

Andrew Thomas, AICP

Assistant Community Development Director
Planning and Building Department

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda

SCH No. 2016102064
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Response to the DEIR
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

Purpose

This document is a public response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) published
by the City of Alameda for the proposed Alameda Marina mixed use development in Alameda,

California.

This document is published by Save Alameda's Working Waterfront (SAWW) and is a
contribution of responses by several individuals from Alameda and Northern California.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda

SCH No. 2016102064

Chapter 2, Summary

Reference Page 1.1

Regional Setting

Regional access to the City of Alameda is provided by a variety of transportation modes.
Interstate 880 (I-880) through Oakland—the nearest freeway to the project site—provides
regional access for automobiles and transit. Regional traffic accesses the project site via
State Route 61 (SR 61) through the Webster-Posey Tubes, the Park Street Bridge, the
Miller Sweeney Bridge and the High Street Bridge connecting the island of Alameda and
the City of Oakland.

Response: California State highway 61 is a regional highway and should be considered, and
studied, as part of the regional traffic access. Highway 260, i.e. Webster Street, connects to
highway 61 at Webster and Central Avenue, passing along Central Avenue to Encinal
Avenue, then along Broadway; to Otis Drive and finally connects with Doolittle Drive at the
Bay Farm Island Bridge. As the Northern transit corridors become increasingly congested,
southbound traffic will overflow onto these city streets.

Alameda egress streets are already congested long after the commute hours. There has
been reports that AC Transit and BART ridership were down 6% in 2017. The cause of the
downturn has to be determined and resolved before continued traffic is added to our bridges
and the tubes.

Reference Page 1-3
Project Description

The project would be developed in up to four phases, with shoreline and land side
infrastructure
improvements occurring in each phase as necessary.

Response: Completion of shoreline improvements need to be required to be completed in
the first phase. Improvements to the shoreline are the driving reason for this development
of the Marina and would be in jeopardy if later development phases fail to be completed.

Reference Page 1-4

Improve and Enhance the Maritime Commercial Marina

Maintain Alameda Marina as a working waterfront and retain and/or promote Alameda
Marina’ s maritime uses by creating a Maritime Commercial Corethat utilizesthe

maritime footprint more efficiently.

Response: Utilizing the maritime footprint more efficiently really means reducing the
maritime business area to a size that dooms the maritime and boatyard business to

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

failure. It is impossible to operate a boatyard in this reduced space. The proposed layout

from Exhibit 1, Item 7-B June 12, 2017 Planning Board meeting shows the boatyard at just 8-3
0.98 acre and fails to utilize the existing features that are required for a fully functional cont.
boatyard.

Exhibit 1, Item 7-B June 12, 2017 Planning Board meeting Page A4.1

Create a Dynamic New Neighborhood for Everyone
Provide options for housing that meet the need of a wide demographic that includes
universally designed units, affordable, rental, work force market-rate and market-rate
units.
Response: The term "Work force market-rate units” usually refers to smaller units that are
more affordable for the developer to build. They still will not be affordable for Alameda's 8-4

middle class work force.

See Attachment One: AFFORDABILITY OF HOUSING IN ALAMEDA

Reference Page 1-5

2.5 Proposed Project Impacts
Impact TRA-2: The proposed project would increase traffic volumes such that traffic

conditions at the Park Street/Blanding Avenue and Park Street/Clement Avenue
intersections

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018
Author: SAWW
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Letter 8

City of Alameda

would either deteriorate from LOS D to LOS F or the proposed project would increase

traffic

volumes by three percent or more.

Response: The Boatworks Residential Project DEIR, SCH No. 2009102040, Mach 2010 has

already determined that the intersections of Park Street/Blanding Avenue and Park

Street/Clement Avenue will deteriorate to a level F. In a development where several large
projects are planned, it is important that the all environmental elements be considered for
cumulative effect on the Northern Waterfront district and the City of Alameda as a whole.

Later discussion regarding cumulative effects in this DEIR does not adequately weigh
problems that will be caused by the planned developments.

CUMULATIVE (2030) BASE PLUS PROJECT PEAKHOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE (LoS)
AM Peak Hour PM Poak Hour
Cumulative Cumulative Base Cumulative Cumulative Base
Traffic | (2030) Basoline Plus Project (2030) Baseline Plus Project
Intersection control [ Oaay' | tos | ossmy' | tos [ oesy' [ tos  oemy [ Los
1. Park Street and Blanding Avenve sgnal | >1200 F o 21200 F 1016 Foo| s100 | F
2. Park Stroot and Clomant Avenue sgal | 1000 F 109.1 F 1200 F 1200 F
3. Park Street and Buena Vista Avenue Signal 130 i) 130 B 193 B 193 B
4. Oak Street and Clement Avenue AWSC >80 F >80 F »80 F w0 | F
5. Oak Street and Buona Vista Avenvo Signal 108 8 108 B 127 B | w5 | 8
6. Ouak Sireet and Lincoln Avenue Signal 142 8 uz | 8 1637 8 69 | 8
7. Tikdon Way and Blanding Avenue Signal s |k »1200 | F 803 ¥ e | F
8. Grand Street and Clement Avenue §SSC 125 | 8 133 | 8 Rs c 343 | c
9. Attantic Avenue and Wobster Avenus Signal 459 l [ w1 | o ar | o 412 | o
10. Atiantic Avenus ang Constiution Way sol | 415 | 0 26 | o 27 | 0 0 | o
11, High Straet and Fermside Boulevard sgal | >1200 F >1200 | F »1200 | F >1200 F
12. Clament Avanue and Project Access s8¢ NA NA 91 | F NA | NA 550 F
13, Oak Stroot - Blanding Avenue and Projoct Access $85C NA NA %1 | € NA | A 207 ¢

" The y for Side-Street Stop-
Bold signfies signiicant impacts.
SOURCE: Dowang Associstes, Inc,, 2000,

represents the worst

approach; for Sgnalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents the averall intersoction.

Ieatmrts Firsebermal Progst
[ e —T—
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

Reference Page 1-5

Proposed Project Impacts

Impact TRA-2: The proposed project would increase traffic volumes such that traffic
conditions at the Park Street/Blanding Avenue and Park Street/Clement Avenue
intersections would either deteriorate from LOS D to LOS F or the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes by three percent or more.

Impact TRA-3: In the event that the planned Clement Avenue extension is not completed
prior to project opening, the proposed project could increase traffic volumes at
intersections on Buena Vista Avenue such that traffic operations could deteriorate to
substandard conditions.

Response: Section 2.5 of the DEIR identifies two traffic impacts, TRA-2 and TRA-3, which
are stated to be “unavoidable” and several other mitigable traffic impacts. However the
placement of 760 to 779 housing units on this site severely exacerbates all of these impacts
and is in violation of our MX and MF Zoning Ordinances.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

Chapter 3, Project Description

3.2.1 Project Overview

Reference Page 3-1

The project would include the following components, which would be constructed on the
approximately 44-acre Alameda Marina project site:

6. A Maritime Commercial Core design, to maintain a working waterfront environment,
with
limited public waterfront access in this portion of the site.

Response: Public access to the boatyard area can be continued as it is today. There should
be no problem with the Bay Trail along the waterfront. Some work areas can be safely
separated with proper signage. In addition, the placement of building 12 or the proposed
new building in its place will act as a barrier to the boatyard from the eastern approach.

Reference Page 3-2

This section states the project objectives for the CEQA review of the project. Clarifying
information is provided for each objective. The project objectives are:

Improve and Enhance the Maritime Commercial Marina

Maintain Alameda Marina as a working waterfront and retain and/or promote Alameda
Marina’ s maritime uses by creating a Maritime Commercial Core that utilizes the
maritime footprint more efficiently.

Response: As stated earlier, the proposed Maritime Commercial Core is not large enough
to provide for a viable boatyard or active maritime businesses. Most of the present
features that have made the boatyard a productive business are scheduled to be
demolished by the development.

A commercial goal should include space that will include light industry, maker space, blue
economy and maritime space, R&D, technology, hospitality as well as retail space.
Alameda needs a better jobs/housing balance and this project does little to address
that in the near or far future.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

3.3.2 Project Site (present)

Reference Page 3-4

The land side of the site contains approximately 250,000 square feet of maritime,
commercial and retail, warehouse, and dry storage uses.

Response: Reducing the present maritime, commercial and retail, warehouse, and dry
storage to just 53,000 square feet is only 21% of the existing square footage. Reducing the
boatyard and the dry storage of boats from approximately 300 to just 60 will leave the
boating community in Alameda without resources to serve the present 3600 boating
population. Boaters are already leaving the Alameda marinas to take their boats to other
yards within the Bay Area.

Traveling to other cities on the San Francisco Bay to berth or service their boats is an
inconvenience to residents of Alameda. Alameda is home to approximately 3600 berthed
or dry stored boats. Traveling to Berkeley or Richmond to enjoy or service them is time
consuming and adds to the traffic congestion on regional transits system.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

Exhibit 1 Item 7-B, 6/12/2017 Planning Board Page 3.0

Reference Page 3-7

Existing Zoning Designations

2. Approximately 21.62 acr es of adjacent uplandslieswithin the City’sMX Mixed-Use
Planned

Development and MF Multi-Family Residential Combining zoning designations. The
21.62 acres is owned by PSI. In addition, PSI owns 5.46 acres of adjacent submerged land,
which is zoned M-2.

Reference Page 3-11 8-10
Commercial Uses

TABLE 3-1
PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USE PROGRAM

Shoreline Open Space 4.25 acres

Approximately 7.98 acres of the landside portion of the site would be dedicated to
commercial uses.

Response: Sec. 3.3 at page 3-7 the MX zoned portion of the parcel is quantified as 21.62
acres. Sec. 3.4 establishes the proposed land uses for that acreage at 7.98 acres for
commercial use (p. 3-11) and 4.25 acres for open space. (p. 3-14) While residential acreage
is not stated, simple subtraction establishes the residential use acreage at 9.39 acres.

Residential Uses

Reference Page 3-14

All residential buildings would be no taller than 65 feet, ranging from three to five stories.

Response: Replacing the "brown wall" along Clement Avenue is stated as an advantage of 8-11

the project. The buildings along Clement are historical buildings and part of Alameda's
history during the WWII effort. The tallest of these buildings are 3 stories.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda

SCH No. 2016102064

DEIR Page 4.1-5

The project proposes replacing the historical buildings along Clement Avenue with varied
heights, but two of the buildings would be 5 stories high and will stretch a long distance 8-11
along Clement. The rest of the buildings will be 3 stories high in areas where there are

presently shorter buildings.

Exhibit 1 Item 7-B, 6/12/2017 Planning Board Page 3.0

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

The project references views of the waterfront. The only views that will be available to

those who travel down Clement Avenue will be down the streets that will be extended 8-11
from Clement into the site. Actual views will be less than they are today with the existing cont.
historical buildings when three story buildings are replaced with five story buildings.

Demolition

Reference Page 3-19

» Demolition of the boat yard “elevator.”

Response: The Barnhill Marina is home to 41 houseboats which have been authorized by
BCDC. The houseboat community is considered "low income housing" which is deficient in
Alameda. Some of these houseboats will be unable to be maintained under a present plan
to maintain them so we will actually loose affordable housing.

8-12

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018
Author: SAWW
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Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

The houseboat community is dependent on the elevator at the Alameda Marina for service
on the underside of their homes. The elevator can lift a houseboat out of the water for
repairs. If the elevator is removed, that service will no longer be available in Alameda
without considerable effort and expense. Houseboats would have to be lifted by crane
onto a barge, 3 at a time, and moved to another location within Alameda. Bay Ship and
Yacht, in Alameda, has a boat repair facility near the Main Street Ferry on the estuary
because that enterprise specializes in big commercial boats. Bay Ship and Yacht would be
able to repair the houseboats, but such an operation would have to be performed on 3
houseboats at a time. 8-12
cont.
The repair yard in Berkeley does not have an elevator, but its operators state they would
be able to work on houseboats under 16" wide. Each houseboat would have to be towed
to Berkeley through choppy bay waters. Houseboats are not built to be out in the bay so
the trip would be perilous and their survival could not be guaranteed.

Any alternatives for obtaining repairs for the houseboats would be a very expensive
endeavour for the boat owner. Without the elevator and an adequate working boatyard
in Alameda, the future of all houseboats slipped in Alameda would be very uncertain.

3.4.7 Project Construction

Reference 3-22
Conceptual Project Phasing

As shown in Figure 3-10, the project is anticipated to be developed in up to four phases,
with the completion of the marina and shoreline improvements phase running parallel to
the other phases. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2019 and complete by 2024.

Response: Also, all bulkhead improvements need to be completed prior to any permits

being issued for housing units instead of being done in phases as building is done. This is a

requirement in the Encinal Terminals project. Since bulkhead improvements are the 8-13
reason for the project, this arrangement protects the city from the developer not

completing all phases of the project which would leave the bulkhead improvements

unfinished.

Reference Page 3-24

Grading and Site Preparation

Preparation of the site for construction of the proposed project would include the removal
of remnant hardscape elements, as well as extensive site grading. Building demolition and

site clearance are estimated to generate approximately 40,000 cubic yards (cy) of concrete,
asphalt, and other waste materials, at least half of which would be reprocessed and reused

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW

2-53


lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
8-12
cont.

lis
Text Box
8-13


Letter 8

Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

on site as road base and fill. Approximately 40 existing trees would be removed from the
site, as would about 3,300 linear feet of inactive and abandoned railroad spurs.

Response: The London Plane tree trees along Clement Avenue are city street trees and
should be saved. The trees are a great asset to this part of town and, with proper care,
they can be protected during construction. Any mature trees within the site should be
saved if at all possible.

Trees are especially important along a truck route because they help clean the air by 8-14
absorbing odors and pollutant gases (nitrogen oxides, ammonia, sulfur dioxide, and
ozone), and they filter particulates out of the air by trapping them on their leaves and
bark.

As an example, several mature street trees were saved at the 2100 Clement project
presently under construction just one block east of the project site.

Reference Page 3-26
Local Agencies

* Alameda County Environmental Health Department (CCEHD) review and permits may

be required, if wells or soil borings are required (for environmental cleanup, for
example), or if abandoned wells or septic tanks, if any, are proposed to be destroyed
during construction.

Response: (Refer to Attachment 2 at the end of this document) - History of the Prevention
of Fouling (Boat Fouling).
8-15
The Alameda Marina shipyard began in 1917, with two marine railways used for hauling
ships out to clean and repaint the ship bottoms. Marine railways continued operation in
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the same two locations until this shipyard closed around 1955. It's a fair conclusion that a
lot of bottom paint was splashed or spilled there during all those years. We know that
bottom paints used during the early years of the shipyard often contained the toxins
arsenic sulfide and/or mercuric oxide as well as copper oxides. Why were only two core
samples done on the perimeter of only one of the two historic marine railways but not in
the center of both? (1)

Railroad Tracks Oakland Library

Over the years, the land surrounding the marine railways was built up with dredged fill,
making the marine railways look like two scars in the earth. These two scars then were
filled in with soil and debris after the early Pacific Shops owner called out to contactors to
dump their fill for free in the two trenches that were formerly the marine railways. Since
there is no proof of who dumped their loads and the characteristics of the dumped
materials, shouldn't that also make it important to investigate further and to clarify what
materials are there? This is especially true next to Building19 and SAWW request that
additional bore samples be obtained from this area in its Nov. 2017 letter.

In 1966, the area became a small boatyard where the bottom paints of choice contained
Tributyltin (TBT) mixed with paints rich in copper oxide -- until around 1955 when TBT was
banned for small boats because of its damaging affects to a wide variety of non-target
marine life. Did the area become a reservoir of TBT contamination? | did not find a record
of any testing for this compound or its tin ion breakdown product when | was looking
through the lab test data.

Review of a 1915 report on water wells in the eastern San Francisco Bay (2) includes a map
that shows three water wells on the land that was to become Alameda Marina. All three
wells indicated in that area saw intense shipwork activity. We did not dig deeper in the
report for additional details, but we understand that it includes both well depth and casing
diameter for each mapped well.
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The map shows Chestnut Street going all the way to the estuary, with one well on the N
northwest side of Chestnut and two more close by on its southeast side. The EIR's
"Hydrology Water Quality" section (4.7) admits that the developer might have to dig deep
enough to find groundwater. It also admits that water might have to be pumped out of
the excavation and treated for contamination before draining it into the sewer system. The
water wells probably were not closed properly and could have let shipyard toxics flow
directly into the aquifer. There is no mention of any previous water wells in the Steller 8-15
Environmental property maps and reports, nor in maps in the appendix, nor is there any cont.
mention of them in Section 4.7, so what to do when a contactor finds them is not even
addressed! The EIR maps should include locations of the old wells so they can be
rediscovered, if possible, and dealt with by the appropriate experts.

Sources

(1) Marine Fouling and Its Prevention

Contribution No. 580, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute
Chapter 11. History of the Prevention of Fouling

(c)l 952 US Naval Institute, Annapolis, Maryland.

(2) Sources of Water Supply
East Region of San Francisco Bay

by J.H. Dockweiler, 1915

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW

2-56


lis
Line

lis
Text Box
8-15
cont.


Letter 8

Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Cumulative Impact Studies are Inadequate ................... Attachment 3 Page
4.1 Aesthetics
Reference Page 4.1-17 Additional References Page 2-8

Impact AES-1: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista nor
substantially damage scenic resources. (No Impact)

“The only scenic vista or scenic resource in the vicinity of the project area is the Oakland-
Alameda Estuary, as defined in the land use policies of the City of Alameda. ... The proposed
project, on the other hand, would remove many of the physical barriers that currently block
public views through the site to the Estuary.”

Response: The removal of the physical barriers (2-3 story buildings) that currently block the
public’s view will then be substituted by large blocks of 4-5 story apartment buildings
resulting in the continued lack of views of the estuary from the street. The overall “wall”
effect does not change for the people living in the neighborhood on the south side of 8-16
Clement Avenue.

Views in some areas along Clement, specifically at the East end, are not presently blocked
by large buildings. The project would add buildings in this area that would block these

views.

View from Clement Avenue, looking East, at the East End Gate 4
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Even though the streets will be extended into the Marina, it will not make the area inviting to N
those who exist outside of the development. The development is a de facto gated community,
uninviting to those on the outside. Also, those inside will not become part of the community

outside other than to go shopping or to leave town. 8-16

o . cont.
Removal of the gates to the development area may create a more inviting view from the

street which will necessitate building gates at the entryways to the docks to provide security
for the boats.

Reference Page 4.1-18 Additional References Page 2-8

Impact AES-2: The project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings. (Less than Significant, No Mitigation Required)

Response: As stated in AES-2, “The project would change the visual character and visual
quality (collectively, “visual conditions”) of the project site and its surroundings.” The
Master Plan does not indicate that there will be any additional waterside park facilities. In
fact, the only planned areas for children to play in are the proposed parking lots. It can be 8-17
argued that the project is not consistent with the city’s General Plan in that it does not add

to the visibility of the shoreline, does not contribute to a “small town feel”, does not show
respect for the city’s historical contribution to the WWII effort, and does not aid in the
retention of maritime industries or boating activities.

AES-2 further states, “... A number of the existing and historic industrial-style buildings on the
site would be retained, which would serve to preserve substantial portions of the site’s
existing appearance. For instance, Building 19, which is the largest and most visually
prominent and distinctive structure on the site, would be retained.”

Response: Of the 37 historical buildings (17 in a designated historic district) currently
located at Alameda Marina, only 11 will be saved, including Building 19. Building 19 is
eligible for listing on both the State and National Registers of Historic Places as it stands
today. The developer plans, “if feasible,” to create 4 levels within the shell of Building 19
which will destroy its eligibility for any historic recognition. This plan is discussed briefly in 8-18
the developer’s Master Plan without Design Guidelines to preserve and restore existing
historic buildings which could include restoration of the corrugated steel cladding. Note

that the Glass Factory at the Fruitvale Bridge could be a resource for corrugated steel as it

is demolished. 1

Alameda’s General Plan currently states (as it applies to City Design Element and Alameda
Marina):
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3. CITY DESIGN ELEMENT
Implementing Policies: Edges, Vistas, Focal Points

3.2.d Maintain views and access to the water along streets and other public
rights-of-way that extend to the bulkhead line. Construct benches, ramps, rails,
and seating appropriate for viewing and access, and provide walls or other
screening where needed to protect adjoining property. Westline Drive, Grand
Street, Park Street, Central Avenue and Encinal Avenue are candidates for
architectural or landscape features that would enhance the meeting of land and
water.

3.2.e Encourage landmark structures at prominent locations. The Housing
Authority site at the southwest corner of Webster and Lincoln is an example of
such a location.

3.2.f Work to establish continuous greenways adjoining Main Street and Atlantic
Avenue extending east through the railroad yard to Sherman Street, provided that
the greenway design on each parcel allows for connection throughout the length
of the greenway. (GPA 96-4)In addition to providing bike and pedestrian ways, a
100-foot-wide greenway could have landmark trees in the sector of the City that is
most in need of a greater presence of nature.

3.2.g Work with BCDC staff to prepare a schematic plan for development of the
100-foot-wide strip above mean high tide on properties likely to require BCDC
development approval. The schematic plan should provide for public access and
provide shoreline streets wherever possible. Specific opportunities for shoreline
streets should be identified. The plan should include design standards and
guidelines for buildings, streets, pedestrian and bicycle routes, signage and
landscaping.

3.2.1 Ensure that sections of the Estuary waterfront remain visually unobstructed.
Most of the Estuary waterfront not devoted to industrial use is developed as
marinas which block vistas. The proposed Estuary Park will be on the most
prominent viewpoint.

3.3.e Develop detailed design guidelines to ensure protection of Alameda's
historic, neighborhood, and small-town character. Encourage preservation of all
buildings, structures, areas and other physical environment elements having
architectural, historic or aesthetic merit, including restoration of such elements
where they have been insensitively altered. Include special guidelines for older
buildings of existing or potential architectural, historical or aesthetic merit which
encourage retention of original architectural elements and restoration of any
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missing elements. The design guidelines include detailed design standards for
commercial districts.

3.3.f Regulate development in neighborhood business districts to maintain a

street-wall, with most structures built to the property lines, entrances directly
facing the sidewalk, and parking at the rear.
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4.2 Air Quality and Climate Change

Reference Page 4-2.7
Diesel Particulate Matter

Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary sources of diesel
emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways and rail
lines with diesel locomotive operations.

Response: Clement Avenue is the truck route for large trucks that must enter Alameda
across the Fruitvale Bridge. All truck traffic to locations West of Park Street will travel on
Clement Avenue. Even if Clement is not extended through Penzoil, trucks will travel on
Clement Avenue between the Fruitvale Bridge and Grand Avenue, going past the Alameda
Marin project site, emitting diesel particulate and greenhouse gasses directly in the 8-19
neighborhood.

Alameda Marina lies within 0.76 of a mile of 1880, a major, multi-lane highway, major rail
lines, and the BART rail tracks. While prevailing winds are normally East to West, off shore
winds do come from the inlands and will blow pollutants from the highway and rail traffic
directly onto the Alameda Marina site.

Reference Page 4.2-8
Sensitive Receptors

The closest existing residences are immediately across Clement Avenue at several locations
along the southern project boundary, with dense single-family housing abundant further
south. There is also a relatively new residential neighborhood approximately 300 feet north
west of the project site north of Fortmann Way. Although not technically a “ sensitive
receptor” for air quality, there are likely vessels used as live-a-board’ s within the marina.
Other existing receptors include Henry Haight School which is located at 2025 Santa Clara
Avenue, approximately 0.6 mile southeast of the site.

Response: The 2100 Clement Avenue (Mulberry Homes) development of 52 units,

presently under construction, is approximately 1000’ east of the project site. Boatworks, a

proposed development of 182 units is 0.5 mile east of the project site. Both projects are 8-20
downwind from the development site. While Boatworks does not have a projected date

for start of construction, it could overlap during the 15 years the Alameda Marina will be

under construction.

Reference Page 4-2.13

Bay Area Emissions
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The City of Alameda is expected to increase its annual GHG emissions to 329,867 tons of
COze by 2020 based on a 0.65 percent annual population growth rate;

Response: From World Population Review @
http.//worldpopulationreview.com/us-cities/alameda-ca-population/

Alameda California's estimated population is 78,906 according to the most recent United
States census. A 0.65% increase would be 512 persons per year.

From this document on Page 4-10.1 Project Area, the average projected household

populations will be 2.51.
"The project site is located in the City of Alameda, California, within U.S. Census
Tract 4272, which covers an area in the north central portion of Alameda Island that
measures about 20 blocks in length by 6 blocks wide, and also includes Coast Guard
Island. As of 2010, this Census tract had a population of approximately 4,107
persons living in approximately 1,595 households, with an average persons-per-
household rate of 2.51. The median income for a household in Census Tract 4272
was $63,344 per year and the labor force comprised approximately 3,392 workers"

Presently Alameda has approximately 5046 units projected that should be completed
between 2015 and 2035. This increase in units with a household population of 2.51 would
mean that the yearly population would increase by 844. That means the population
projections in this DEIR are miscalculated by 40%.

Reference Page 4.2-13 Additional reference page 2-28, 4.10-5

Impact POP-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population or housing
growth directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant)

“Up to 779 residential units could be constructed on the site pursuant to the State Law Density
Bonus; the project sponsor is proposing to develop 760 units, comprised of approximately 569
multifamily wrap units, 48 multifamily elevator stacked flats, and 143 multifamily townhouse
units, with approximately 103 of these dwelling units offered as affordable housing units
distributed throughout the site.”

Page 4.2-13 of the Alameda Marina DEIR states:

“The City of Alameda is expected to increase its annual GHG emissions to 329,867 tons of
CO2 e by 2020 based on a 0.65 percent annual population growth rate”

Response: Applying this information to the current Alameda population of
78000 x .0065 = 507 population increase projected for each year -- If all the approved
developments are populated by 2020.

Approx. units proposed 4000
Alameda per house hold 2.57
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Increase in population 10,280 when present approved housing is completed.
2015 to 2020 (5 years) 2056 population increase per year.
Even at 10 years (2025) 1028 population increase per year.

Alameda has a jobs/housing imbalance. This project has already displaced many jobs to
off-island locations which means that Alamedans are crossing the few bridges and one
tube to join the commuters on 880 and beyond. Exiting the island during commute hours in
the morning hours becomes a greater problem every time a job that pays a living wage
leaves Alameda. We should be adding local jobs that allow workers and families to stay on 8-22
the island — not changing commercial and light industrial space into residential space

which this project is proposing and actually doing.

As more housing developments are approved, the amount of acreage left where new
businesses can be established diminishes.

Reference Page 4.2-37
Construction Health Risk Impacts

Construction-related exposure would be temporary because construction emissions would
only occur during active construction of Phases 0, 1, 2, and 3.

Based on an analysis of construction of Phases 0, 1, 2, and 3 (assuming each phase
immediately follows the preceding phase and Phase 0 occurs concurrently), the maximum
project-level impact would occur during construction of the last few months of Phase 2 and
construction of all of Phase 3. The maximum impact occurs during this period because of
the project construction schedule, geographic distribution of the emissions on the project
site relative to the locations of sensitive receptors, wind patterns, and the following set of
conservative assumptions: (1) the Phase 3 project site is located relatively close to the
sensitive residential receptors to the south of Clement Avenue; therefore the associated
sources of construction emissions during Phase 3 are also located close to these sensitive
receptors and thus generate the highest concentrations of diesel particulate matter at
sensitive receptors according to the AEMOD dispersion modeling analysis; (2) in order to
identify maximum health risk impacts, it was assumed the Phase 3 exposure at the sensitive
receptor with the highest diesel particulate matter concentration would occur during the
age 0 <2 age cohort, which has the overwhelmingly highest age sensitivity and breathing
rate exposure factors compared to all other age groups.

Response: Since this project will span 7 to 10 years, and occur in four phases, it is very

likely that sensitive receptors at age 0 < 2 years of age will live in the housing units 8-23
constructed in the previous phase. The above " Construction Health Risk Impacts" does not

reference sensitive receptors actually living on the construction site.

Reference Page 4.2-38
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The combined-level impacts are also summarized in Table 4.2-7. The combined-level
impacts include health impacts associated with vehicles traveling on Clement Avenue based
on BAAQMD’s Roadway Screening Analysis Calculator (BAAQMD 2015), and health
impacts associated with stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the project site based on
BAAQMD'’s Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool (BAAQMD 2012c¢). The totaled
combined-level cancer risks, hazard indices and PM2.5 concentrations would not exceed the
BAAQMD thresholds for multiple sources The maximum combined-level impacts would
occur at the sensitive residential uses to the south of the project site on the south side of
Clement Avenue.

Response: One thousand feet south of the project site does not stop at the Clement
Avenue but extends past Eagle Avenue to Buena Vista Avenue and covers several blocks
along the project site. The number of sensitive receptors is much greater as Eagle Avenue
and Buena Vista are more heavily populated than the south side of Clement Avenue which
is predominately industrial.

8-24

Reference Page 4.2-40

PMio emissions result from vehicle exhaust, tire and brake wear, and the entrainment of
dust into the atmosphere from vehicles traveling on paved roadways. Entrainment of PMio
occurs when vehicle tires pulverize small rocks and pavement and the vehicle wakes
generate airborne dust. The contribution of tire and brake wear is small compared to the
other PM emission processes. Gasoline powered engines have small rates of particulate
matter emissions compared with diesel-powered vehicles. Since much of the project traffic
fleet would be made up of light-duty gasoline-powered vehicles, a majority of the PMio
emissions would result from entrainment of roadway dust from vehicle travel.

Response: Presently Clement Avenue is and will continue to be a truck route for trucks
traveling to and from parts of Alameda north of Park Street. The combined effect of
existing truck traffic together with construction truck traffic must be considered.

8-25

Impact AQ/CC-3: The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations (Less than Significant)

Reference Page 4.2-42

Impact AQ/CC-3: The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations (Less than Significant)

The transportation analysis indicates that the highest volume intersection in the project
area is Webster Street and Atlantic Avenue with an existing volume of 3,036 and a with-
project volume of 3,089 vehicles per hour.

traffic leaving the site for Oakland, San Francisco and other places to the North. With 779

Response: Webster Street and Atlantic Avenue will be the primary exit intersection for 8-26
units, it is illogical to believe that only 53 cars will be added to the traffic flow during peak
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traffic times. Also, once all the traffic from the other proposed Northern Waterfront units 8-26
will be added to the intersection, traffic will be even greater. cont.

Reference Page 4.2-45

Reference Page 4.2-46

TABLE 4.2-11
MASTER PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE CONTROL MEASURES OF THE 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN

TR13 - Parking Policies - The master plan specifies that the TDM program may also include
unbundled parking programs as part of the overall TDM strategy.

Response: Unbundled parking will result in more parking on city streets and in the :[ 8-27
commercial areas of the project site.

Reference Page 4.2-50

Cumulative Impacts

Methodology

Electricity and Natural Gas. Buildings represent 39 percent of United States primary energy
:lllsled 70 percent of electricity consumption (USDoE,2003). Electricity use can result in GHG

production if the electricity is generated by combusting fossil fuel.

Response: Calculations should consider Alameda Municipal Power reliance on renewable 8-28
energy production for electricity.
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4.3 Biological Resources

Project Site and Vicinity — Marine Resources
Open Water, Aquatic, and Subtidal Habitat

Reference Page 4.3-5

Although it is not federally or State protected species, the San Francisco Bay Pacific herring
fishery is one of the last remaining such fishery in the San Francisco Bay, and is currently
suffering significant declines.

Reference Page 4.3-11
Special Status Terrestrial Species

The special-status species list presented in Table 1 of Appendix C includes marine animal
species tax for which potential habitat (i.e., general habitat types for breeding or foraging)
occurs in the general vicinity of the project or can reasonably be expected to be affected by
project activities.

Response: The cumulative work on Alameda Marina and Encinal Terminals must be
considered. Alameda Marina lies between 2200' and 4400' from the Encinal Terminals
project. Both projects are extremely large, will span many years, and will repair the
bulkheads and replace pilings in the Estuary waters. The Brooklyn Basin project may also 8-29
be doing bulk head and shoreline work at the same time.

Extreme caution must be taken to make sure the cumulative work from these projects does
not do more damage to all species than would be considered for each project on its own.

Local

5.1 Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources

5.1  Use the City of Alameda Street Tree Management Plan as the guiding reference when
considering action which would affect the trees contained in the urban forest. After
presenting a thorough inventory of the location, composition, condition, and maintenance
needs of City-maintained trees, the Street Tree Management Plan presents

recommendations for planting and tree maintenance.

Response: As stated earlier, the existing Clement Avenue London Plane street trees must :[ 8-30
be saved.

Reference Page 4.3-35

Operational Impacts
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Construction disturbance from building demolition or vegetation and tree removal during
breeding bird season in support of the proposed project could result in incidental loss of
fertile eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment of active nests within
project structures or in trees of buildings in the vicinity of the proposed project site.

Response: Manmade nesting structures should be placed where nesting trees must be
removed within the construction site. The manmade structures should remain until 8-31
replacement trees mature enough to support re-nesting.

Reference Page 4.3-37
Nesting Birds

Mitigation Measure BIO-1e: To the extent practicable, construction activities including
building renovation, demolition, vegetation and tree removal, and new site construction
shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and
nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a
preconstruction survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.

In coordination with the City, surveys shall be performed during breeding bird season
(February 1 — August 31) no more than 14 days prior to construction activities listed
above in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and
any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Building renovation,
demolition, tree and vegetation removal, and new construction activities performed
between September 1 and January 31 avoid the general nesting period for birds and
therefore would not require pre-construction surveys.

Response: Climate change has been altering our normal weather patterns. Especially in

California, spring is coming earlier and fall is lasting longer. Bird migration patterns have

been changing. Since this project will extend several years, care must be taken to verify 8-32
the beginning and end of migration times so construction does not interfere with nesting.

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/california-ponders-bird-migration-changes/
Reference Page 4.3-39
Fish-Eating Birds

Dredging and pile removal associated with rehabilitation or replacement of deteriorated
wharf pilings could potentially affect submerged aquatic vegetation on the Bay floor or
attached to wharf pilings, as well as affect native oysters or mussels. Potential effects from
dredging and pile removal could range from short-term to permanent, depending on the
extent and degree of disturbance, and would be expected to result in possible mortality,
physical injury, or physiological stress resulting from reduction in habitat suitability, and
physical disturbance/removal. Dredging and pile removal could result in direct mortality of
native oysters. While eelgrass beds are not known to occur within the project area, their
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presence in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary, approximately two miles northwest of the
project, may subject them to indirect disturbance from such in-water work. Any such
impacts resulting in significant damage to eelgrass beds or native oyster beds would be
potentially significant because eelgrass beds are considered to be of critical importance to
Bay marine life and native oysters are still generally quite rare throughout the Bay.

Dredging and pile removal associated with rehabilitation or replacement of deteriorated
wharf pilings could potentially affect submerged aquatic vegetation on the Bay floor or
attached to whart pilings, as well as affect native oysters or mussels. Potential effects from
dredging and pile removal could range from short-term to permanent, depending on the
extent and degree of disturbance, and would be expected to result in possible mortality,
physical injury, or physiological stress resulting from reduction in habitat suitability, and
physical disturbance/removal. Dredging and pile removal could result in direct mortality of
native oysters. While eelgrass beds are not known to occur within the project area, their
presence in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary, approximately two miles northwest of the
project, may subject them to indirect disturbance from such in-water work. Any such
impacts resulting in significant damage to eelgrass beds or native oyster beds would be
potentially significant because eelgrass beds are considered to be of critical importance to
Bay marine life and native oysters are still generally quite rare throughout the Bay.

Response: "While eelgrass beds are not known to occur within the project area, their T
presence in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary, approximately two miles northwest of the
project, may subject them to indirect disturbance from such in-water work."

Dredging and pile work will create a greater danger to eelgrass beds if the water work is
done at the same time as dredging and pile work is happening at the Encinal Terminals
project directly North West of the Alameda Marina job site.

Quote from page 4.3-51, this document.

"Although the project would develop the area with commercial, residential, recreational,
and maritime uses that could disturb sensitive species or habitat, the project would
implement mitigation measures that would ensure these impacts are less than significant.
While there is no sensitive habitat located on land within the project site, the project could 8-33
disturb aquatic habitat in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary. Other projects are located along
Alameda’ s waterfront, and some will involve in-water work, such as Encinal Terminals and
Shipways at Marina Village. These areas have limited habitat value for wildlife as they are
already primarily or fully developed. However, the proximity of some projects to the
waters of San Francisco Bay and the Oakland-Alameda Estuary could lead to potential
cumulatively significant impacts on waterbirds and marine life and demolition of existing
buildings or removal of existing vegetation could lead to significant cumulative impacts on
nesting birds. These projects would include many of the same activities as would occur
under the proposed project (e.g., dredging, pile driving, wharf improvements, increased
boat traffic) and can be assumed to have similar effects on marine biological resources,
resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact."

In addition to the developments in Alameda, the city of Oakland also is planning large
housing developments simultaneously which will add to the disruption of marine life and
biological resources in the Alameda Oakland Estuary.
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4.4 Cultural Resources

--Page 4.4-16  Additional References Page 2-18, 5-4, 5-37, 6-1

Impact CUL-1: Project implementation would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5.
(Significant and Unavoidable, with Mitigation)

“CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project
on historical resources.”

Response: Both the consultant hired by the developer (VerPlanck) and the city’s consultant
(Corbett) agree that Buildings 16, 19, and 27 appear individually eligible as historic
resources under Section 15064.5(a) CEQA for the California Register under Criteria 1 and 3.
There is a difference of opinion regarding the integrity of the remainder of the WWII
buildings at Alameda Marina, all built prior to 1942, affecting their eligibility for protection
under CEQA. (Buildings 1, 4, 6, 12, 15, 17, 21, 22, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving
dock) VerPlanck downgraded the integrity findings primarily because the corrugated metal
cladding had been replaced by plywood which is easily remedied by replacing the plywood
with corrugated metal siding. Corbett, hired by the city in 1988 and again in 2017, disagreed
with the findings of VerPlanck. The city’s Historical Advisory Board further demonstrates a A\

8-34
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will to protect the buildings by creating a Historic District which includes 25 Contributor
buildings, all located on the western two-thirds of the parcel. Further, the City of Alameda’s
Municipal Code Section 13-21.7 protects all the buildings from demolition at Alameda 8-34

Marina because they were built prior to 1942.
cont.

Serious consideration should be given to the Preservation Project Alternative described in the
DEIR in chapter 5.

Page 4.4-17 Additional References Page 2-18

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a: Treatment of Historic Properties (Buildings 16 19 and 27).
Alterations, to the exteriors of Buildings 16, 19 and 27, shall conform to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, if feasible (NPS, 1995) and
PRC 5024.5.

Response: The developer is stating that they will treat the exteriors of the buildings
according to the Department of the Interior’s Standards if feasible. The addition of four
floors in Building 19 will alter the interior of that building in a manner that will destroy its

8-35

eligibility for inclusion on state and national historic resource lists. The statement “If
feasible” does not commit the developer to the Department of the Interior’s Standards.

Page 4.4-17 Additional Reference Page 2-18

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c: Interpretive Display. “Public interpretation of historical resources
shall be provided and could include a plaque, kiosk, or other method of describing the Alameda
Marina Historic District’s historic or architectural importance to the general public.” The design
and placement of the display(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Alameda Historic
Advisory Board.

Response: See Comment to CUL 1b
Response: Comment- Photo documentation filed in a library or other historic repository 8-36
does not offer a citizen of Alameda or visitor the opportunity to appreciate the expanse of )

the operation undertaken to ensure a successful conclusion in the Pacific during WWII.
Cumulative Mitigation Measures for CUL-1

Response: As the DEIR states, the above mitigations “typically do not reduce those impacts

to a less-than-significant level (CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(2)). Impacts to significant historic 8-37
buildings or structures under these circumstances would remain significant and

unavoidable.”

Page Reference 4.6-2 & 4.6-3
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4.6.2 Environmental Setting
Soil and Groundwater Contamination

The lists and databases comprising the Cortese List were reviewed to identify any active
cleanup sites at or within 1,000 feet of the project site (project vicinity). (Statuses of Cortese
List sites are updated periodically and would need to be revisited prior to construction of
the project.) Within the project site and vicinity, there are six listed LUST Cleanup sites,
five Cleanup Program sites, one Voluntary Cleanup site, two Military UST sites, and one
Military Cleanup site currently identified in the State Water Resources Control Board
Geotracker and DTSC Envirostor databases, as described in Table 4.6-1 below (DTSC,
2017; SWRCB, 2017). No other cleanup sites were identified that could have the potential to
affect the project site through migration of contaminants onto the project site.

still an active clean-up site and is within 1000' of the east end of the Alameda Marina

Response: The "Former J.H. Baxter Facility", locally referred to as "The Dutra Property," is :I:
8-38
development location.

EnviroStor site at California State DTS: Active cleanup site.
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=201632++%E2%80%90++2199+CLEMENT+AVENUE+
%E2%80%90+DUTRA+PROPERTY
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Google Earth measurement from east end of site to Dutra site.
Reference Page 4.6-16
City of Alameda General Plan

Policy SN-45 Encourage residential, commercial and industrial property owners to test
their properties for elevated levels of radon gas (more than 4 pico curies per liter).
Policy SN-45 Regulate land uses within designated airport safety zones, height referral
areas, and noise compatibility zones to minimize the possibility of future noise conflicts
and accident hazards.

Policy SN-46 Policy SN-46 Maintain a high degree of readiness to respond to aircraft
crashes through participation in preparedness drills and mutual aid activities with the City
and Port of Oakland to ensure quick and effective response to emergencies.

Response: This area is on the edge of the 5 mile restricted zone surrounding the Oakland

International Airport. The Estuary is used as an air highway by small planes and 8-39
helicopters. Coast Guard helicopters frequent Government Island. The aircraft using this

air highway are flying at a relatively low altitude so noise is a frequent result of this air

traffic .
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4.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources

4.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Page 4.6-27

Impact HAZ-5: Development of the project would be located on a site that is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and
could result in a safety hazard to the public or environment through exposure to previous
contamination of soil or groundwater. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

“As discussed above, the project site has a history of maritime industrial use, and releases of
hazardous materials at the site have been well documented.”

“SAMPLING APPROACH & LOCATON RATIONALE

This section provides a general description and rationale of the sampling locations and the
media and analyses selected. The bore locations and proposed sampling and analyses are
based on the historical site data and the general development plans to determine the extent of
the presence of soil, soil gas and groundwater contamination. Figure 2 shows the site plan with
proposed bores. The six areas of general concern are described as follows:

1) Former (Potential) Coal Gas Manufacturing Plant (may be distribution only)

2) Historical and remnant Underground fuel storage tank(s), oil lines;

3) Railways spurs;

4) Plating and Paint shops;

5) Offsite and onsite VOC sources from general industrial uses; and

6) Elevated metal concentration associated with onsite fill material

RATIONALE FOR EXPLORATORY INVESTIGATION SAMPLE LOCATIONS

There are known, suspected and possible contaminants of concern at the Alameda Marina that
the SAP is designed to identify or eliminate as potential chemicals of concern COCs). The known
contaminants include the hydrocarbons associated with former USTs and the VOCs (specifically
PCE) associated with onsite trenching data and a known offsite source. The suspected
contaminants include potential PAHs /PNAs associated for the former coal gas manufacturing
area, pesticides/herbicides associated with historical weed suppression and wood treatment,
and metals associated with fill material. Unlikely COCs include PCBs and the full suite of SVOCs.
If initial boring and sampling verifies the presence of COCs in the sample on which the full
analytical suite is run, the soil samples held by the lab can be run for the identified additional
COCs. Locations of subsequent exploratory borings, if needed, will be positioned to evaluate the
soil and or groundwater quality within the lease area after permissions granted by the City of
Alameda. The sampling matrix presented on the following pages presents the location rationale
and sampling approach for the investigation across the three Alameda Marina parcels.”
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Response: On November 24, 2017, the Save Alameda’s Working Waterfront (SAWW) group
sent the City of Alameda a letter requesting that close attention be paid to the soil at the
location of the original graving dock next to Building 19 when soil samples were studied to
determine the existence of potentially dangerous contaminates in the soil. Stellar
Environmental Services did not evaluate this area when they completed their studies of the
parcel’s subsurface soils. Since this letter was sent, SAWW members have identified an
additional area of concern north of Chestnut Avenue. Both these locations were identified
as graving docks on the 1897 Sanborn Maps (inserted below). These maps were used by
the Stellar Consulting agency as listed in their bibliography, so it is surprising they did not
identify these potentially contaminated areas when they were collecting soil samples.

1897 Sanborn Map
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4.8 Land Use and Planning

Reference Page 4.8-7
Development of the Bay and Shoreline, Appearance, Design, and Scenic View

Policy 2 All Bayfront development should be designed to enhance the pleasure of the user or
viewer of the Bay. Maximum efforts should be made to provide, enhance, or reserve views of
the Bay and shoreline, especially from public areas, from the Bay itself, and from the opposite
shore.

Response: Presently the project area is very open, views of the Oakland hills and the Estuary
are great, and the land is open to the public. The public is welcome to come in and visit the
shoreline. Since there are tall fences along the property edge on Clement Avenue, the public
may not understand that the Alameda Marina is open space and that they may visit at any
time during the day. Unfortunately, most of the gates seem to be locked on weekends
making it harder to visit on days when most families are out and about. Gate #7, at the end 8-41
of Schiller Street is always open during weekends until 9:00 p.m.

With the addition of 5 and 3 story buildings covering most of the land space, the Alameda
Marina will become less inviting. The actual open space that will be left after construction is
quite small. Views of the Oakland Hills and the Estuary will be blocked from most places
within the project site and from Clement Avenue. Extending city streets into the property will
not create an inviting feeling. 1

Reference Page 4.8-12
City of Alameda Zoning Ordinance

Alameda Municipal Code (AMC) Section 30-4.20 states that the purpose of the MX, Mixed-
Use Planned Development District Zoning District is to: Alameda Municipal Code (AMC)
Section 30-4.20 states that the purpose of the MX, Mixed-Use Planned Development District
Zoning District is to: “...encourage the development of a compatible mixture of land uses
which may include residential, retail, offices, recreational, entertainment, research oriented
light industrial, water oriented or other related uses. The compatibility and interaction
between mixed uses is to be insured through adoption of Master Plan (defined in subsection
30-4.20f) and development plan site plan (defined in subsection 30-4.20h), which indicate
proper orientation, desirable design character and compatible land uses to provide for:

Response: Alameda City Ordinance AMC 30-4.20 - M-X, Mixed-Use Planned Development

District, Sec. e (1) states that the density calculation only applies “for land designated on

the Master Plan for residential use." AMC 30-4.23 - Multi-family Residential Combining 8-42
Zone, commonly referred to as the Multi-family Overlay, at Sec. B (1), states that the

provisions of the underlying zoning district shall apply if not in conflict with the overlay

ordinance. There is no conflict regarding density calculation.
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The application of the above Ordinances to the Alameda Marina Master Plan requires the N
calculation of maximum housing units by multiplying 9.39 times 30, yielding a unit count of
282 units plus the applicable 20% density bonus to reach a total of 338 units. It is obvious
that the developer reached their calculation of 779 units by multiplying the total 21.62 MX
zoned acres by 30, yielding 649 units and adding the 20% density bonus.

The developer’s formula not only violates the above Zoning Ordinances, but also
contradicts our Housing Element which identifies a reasonable capacity of residential units

for Alameda Marina at 396 units based on an estimate that only 60% of the parcel would 8-42
be residential, thus calculating the unit count solely in relation to residential, not total, cont.
acreage.

With our Municipal code clearly invalidating the developer’s formula based on total
acreage, the only avenue open to confirming that formula is by establishing that our
Municipal Code is pre-empted by State Law. Our examination of the relevant State Laws
concerning how to meet our housing needs reveals no such stipulation. Therefore we ask
for a response citing specific legal authority for this calculation of 779 units or a response
that amends the DEIR Project Description to provide for no more than 338 residential units.

Reference Page 4.8-13
Topics with No Impact or Otherwise Not Addressed in this EIR

The project would not conflict with an adopted habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. The Habitat Conservation Plan nearest to the project site is
the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community
Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP; ECCCHC, 2017 and EBRPD, 2017), whose closest
boundary is located approximately 18 miles east of the project site across several urbanized
areas (Oakland/Fruitvale, Moraga, Danville, etc.). The project site is not located within an
area identified in a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. In
addition, there are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
proposed for adoption that would include the project site. Thus, the project would have no
impact on a habitat conservation plan or a natural community conservation plan. A
discussion of special-status species that the project could potentially impact can be found in
Section 4.3, Biological Resources.

Response: It's interesting that the only "Habitat Conservation Plan" found for this DEIR

was 18 miles from Alameda Marina while Alameda Point is listed and is within just a 8-43

couple miles from the future construction site.
The SFPUC Alameda Watershed Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) will provide long-

term conservation measures for threatened or endangered species that could be
affected by ongoing water system operations and maintenance efforts within the
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SFPUC-owned portion of the Alameda Watershed, or by recreation, lease, and
easement activities. https.//sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=412

Page 4.8-15 Additional Reference Page 2-27
Impact Analysis

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the
General Plan and zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

“The MX and MF overlay designations for Alameda Marina and other sites adopted in 2012
designate Alameda Marina as a site for mixed use/multifamily housing bring the City’s
General Plan and Alameda Municipal Code into conformance with State Law. The proposed
project is, therefore, compatible with the existing and planned land use within the
surrounding area. Consistent with the General Plan’s Land Use Element, the proposed project
would support the intent of the current City of Alameda General Plan. In particular, the
project would be consistent with the General Plan’s policies for waterfront sites, mixed use
housing development, shoreline 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
4.8 Land Use and Planning Alameda Marina Master Plan 4.8-16 ESA / 160044.01 Draft
Environmental Impact Report December 2017 access, and policies regarding architectural
resources and historic resources.”

From the developer’s Master Plan: “Marina uses would remain relatively unchanged from that
which is currently provided, with approximately 550 boat slips in the water. Currently, more
than 50 percent of the existing boat slips are in need of repair or rebuilding. Dry boat storage
is proposed to cover a maximum of approximately 1.75 acres on the north east end of the site
with the capacity for 90 dry boat storage spaces (approximately 75 sail boats and
approximately 15 power boats).

The proposed project would include approximately 250,000 sf of commercial space, with
115,000 sf dedicated to maritime uses and the other 135,000 sf for office and retail. The
proposed maritime square footage would increase the existing maritime footprint by
approximately 20 percent. Commercial space would be located in individual buildings
centered around a Maritime Core and would include the preservation and repurposing, if
feasible, (emphasis added) of several of the existing buildings on the site (one of them being
the Alameda Marina building) for old and new maritime businesses”

Response: The number of housing units the developer can legally build on the acreage
present at Alameda Marina depends the method used when calculating the number of
units - whether based on the total acreage or the proportionate-use method. Per Robert
Sullwold, a local attorney who writes the Blog “Alameda Merry-Go-Round”, January 28,
2018:

8-44
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“The latest master plan for the Alameda Marina proposes a mixed-use development on a N
site on which 21.62 acres of land are zoned MX-MF and 4.89 acres are zoned for industrial
use. The plan calls for 7.98 acres of commercial use and 4.25 acres of public open space.
Assuming these uses will take place in the area zoned MX-MF, 9.39 acres will be left for
residential development. Under the proportionate-use method, the maximum number of
units on the site will fall to 282 (before any density bonus) from the 760 shown in the
master plan (which includes the bonus units).”

8-44
cont.

It is important to remember that the primary reason to complete this project is to fund the
bulkhead repair and replacement. Enough housing units must be built to accomplish this
goal.

Alternatively, the city may seek low cost governmental loans to replace the bulkheads,
may include the bulkhead replacement in an infrastructure bond, or may partner with 8-45
other local jurisdictions and/or manufacturing companies to both repair bulkheads and
attract new businesses to Alameda Marina. Visit:

http://dbw.parks.ca.gov/?page id=28715 to learn the grants and loans available in
California for boating concerns including infrastructure. For example, the CA Boating
Infrastructure Grant described here which was for last calendar year: Boating Infrastructure
Grants (BIG) APPLICATION DEADLINE: August 1, 2017

Division of Boating and Waterways (DBW) is now accepting applications for U.S. Fish and
Wildlife, BIG Tier | and Tier Il grants. DBW is the designated State entity for administering
these programs. Funding is through the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program.
These Federal grants are for boating infrastructure improvements that service transient
recreational vessels at least 26ft long. Transient vessels are those “passing through”
staying 15-days or less.
Projects completed using BIG funds must provide public access and may be publically or
privately owned.
BIG Program is intended to Enhance access to recreational, historic, cultural and scenic
resources

e Strengthen community ties to the water’s edge and economic benefits

e Promote public/private partnerships and entrepreneurial opportunities

e  Provide continuity of public access to the shore

e Promote awareness of transient boating opportunities
Tier I: Up to $200,000 is available for projects in California. All Tier | grants must meet the
eligibility requirements of 50 CFR 86.20. Each Tier | grant cannot exceed $200,000;
however, the State of California may award more than one (1) Tier | grant as long as the
total amount of awarded grants doesn’t exceed $200,000.
Tier Il: Up to $1.5 million may be awarded to a California project in the national
competition. A total of S8 million is available for Tier Il projects nationally. All Tier Il grants
must meet the eligibility requirements of 50 CFR 86.20.
Grant applications and supporting documentation must be received by DBW on or before
AUGUST 1, 2017.
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Division of Boating and Waterways
ATTN: Lisa Fernandes

One Capital Mall, Suite 500
Sacramento, CA 95814

In addition, Alameda’s General Plan currently states (as it applies to Land Use and
Alameda Marina):

LAND USE ELEMENT CHAPTER 2

Medium-Density Residential: Two family or one family units. Medium density
residential development will provide at least 2,000 square feet of site area per unit.
Existing densities range up to 70 units per net acre on blocks with mixed single-
and units. Density range for additional units: 8.8 to 21.8 units per net acre.
Projects of five or more units with 20 percent of the units affordable to lower-
income households earn a state-mandated density bonus permitting up to 26.1 units
per net acre. Congregate housing and single room occupancy facilities would be
permitted and their density would be regulated by the bulk standards (setbacks,
height, lot coverage) in each zoning classification.

Measure A Exception: The City Council agreed in the Settlement Agreement on the
Guyton vs. City of Alameda case that Section 26-2 of the City Charter allows the
Alameda Housing Authority to replace, with multifamily housing, 325 low cost
housing units. Three hundred and twenty five represents the number of low cost
units lost when the former Buena Vista Apartments were converted to Bridgeport
Apartments. The City agreed that the 325 units of multifamily housing can be built
at densities allowed as of January 1, 1990, even if Zoning and General Plan
changes are subsequently adopted which reduce allowable densities.

SPECIFIED MIXED USE

Nine areas designated on the General Plan Diagram are to have combinations
of uses specified to implement General Plan policies. Development programs
that include limitations on development intensity are described in Sections 2.6.
(See Table 2-1.)

The Specified Mixed Use Areas labeled on the General Plan Diagram are:
MU 1-3 Listed

MU4 Northern Waterfront (Grand Street to Willow Street)

MU 5-9 Listed

Guiding Policies: Residential Areas
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2.4.a Maintain and enhance the residential environment of Alameda's
neighborhoods.

2.4.d Limit residential development to one family detached and two family
dwellings, in accord with the provisions of Measure A. Up to 325 low cost units
may be built in Alameda as multifamily housing as replacement housing for the low
cost units lost when Buena Vista Apartments were converted market-rate housing in
1988. Some or all of these replacement units may be located at one or more of the
mixed-use sites, or in any area of the City where residential units are permitted.

Implementing Policies: Residential Areas

2.4.j Schedule hearings to consider amendments to the Zoning Map that would
reclassify predominantly residential areas zoned for nonresidential use to bring the
Zoning Map into consistency with the General Plan Diagram.

2.4.p Amend the Zoning Ordinance and zoning map to be consistent with Measure
A, as necessary.

Chapter 2 - 14 - Land Use Element
2.4.q Require that all new development pay appropriate development impact fees.
Guiding Policies: Specified Mixed Use Areas

2.6.d Grand to Willow Street (Northern Waterfront): Continue efforts to minimize
industrial -residential conflicts on the south side of Clement Avenue where current
zoning matches current use at most locations. Live-work space for artists and
artisans would be an appropriate use in many cases. To ensure maintenance of a
working waterfront and to avoid employment densities that would create heavy
traffic, office and retail space is to be limited to approximately its current share of
total floor area. The intent is to maintain an environment suited to the types of
businesses now located in the area—both those that are related to the waterfront
and those that are not.

Chapter 2 - 24 - Land Use Element

The proposed Business and Waterfront Improvement Project would provide public
actions to stimulate development of this site.

2.6.f (Northern Waterfront): Create a continuous shoreline access along the
Estuary from the Miller Sweeney Bridge to the western tip of Alameda Point.
Implementing Policies: Specified Mixed Use Areas

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW °

2-80



Letter 8

Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

2.6.h Grand to Willow Street (Northern Waterfront): Limit office/industrial/retail
development to .5 FAR, excluding area serving open uses, providing shoreline
access, or used for vehicular access to other facilities within the Specified Mixed
Use area. The intent of this provision is to support waterfront related and non-
waterfront related uses of the types now existing. The policy would prevent
overbuilding that would occupy open area needed to support viable marine-
related activities. The industrial character is not to be replaced by typical business
park landscaping or building intensity.

2.8.d Continue working to eliminate residential-industrial conflicts. Where there is
agreement that a boundary is firm, it is reasonable to expect development approvals
to require developers to pay for improvements that mitigate conflicts.

2.8.e Maintain maritime character where the Northern Waterfront is to remain in
industrial use.

Specified Mixed Use Area development programs in Policies 2.6.b,

2.6.d and 2.6.i provide safeguards against displacement of water related industries
by offices or other commercial development.

2.8.f Encourage major employers to contribute towards child care facilities and/or
programs to help attract and maintain a productive work force.

Implementing Policies: Business Parks and Industrial Areas

2.8.9 Revise zoning regulations to remove cumulative provisions that permit all
uses except housing in industrial areas. This policy may be critical to preservation
of the sea-rail link and the existing industries that use it. If zoning regulations in
force in 1990 are not revised, a strong demand for office space or waterfront hotels
could suddenly displace industry. If future economic conditions warrant a major
change from the designated industrial use, the City of Alameda should initiate
revision of the General Plan.

2.8.h Review zoning regulation performance standards and revise if necessary to
improve equity and enforceability. Current (1990) regulations permit uses from
which "noise, smoke, dust, noxious fumes and gases, glare, heat and vibration are
confined to the premises or held to volumes, intensities and levels at the perimeters
of individual properties which are no greater than those in the general area. This
does not meet regional standards and cannot be effectively enforced.

2.8.1 Require that all new development pay appropriate development impact fees.

Guiding Policies: City-owned Land
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2.10.a Establish long-range management policies for City-owned real property based on
comparative evaluation of potential for public use and enjoyment, public- or joint-venture
enterprise development, or lease for development. A Port Authority Task Force appointed
by the City Council in 1989 has discussed steps that could lead to more profitable asset
management by the City as part of the Task Force's investigation of ways to ensure
preservation and development of marine/harbor facilities in the public interest.

2.10.b Investigate and pursue potential opportunities to acquire underused State or
Federal property in Alameda.

2.10c Stop the trend toward private use of public property.
10. NORTHERN WATERFRONT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
10.1 Challenges and Issues

Financially Sound Development The General Plan policies and land use designations are
designed to ensure that new development will fund the public facilities and services that
are needed to serve the new development and that redevelopment of the area does not
result in a negative financial impact on the City’s ability to provide services to the rest of
the City.

Facilitating a Jobs/Housing Balance. With an emphasis on mixed use development, the
General Plan policies for the area are intended to facilitate a jobs housing balance in the
area and in the City for the purpose of reducing citywide traffic and the associated
environmental, economic and social impacts of long commute trips.

10.3. Guiding and Implementing Policies

The guiding and implementing polices provide a regulatory framework and guidance for
the successful redevelopment of the area.

Guiding Policies: Land Use

10.3.a. Require that development in the Northern Waterfront is sensitive to the
character of Alameda and the unique waterfront setting.

10.3.b. Require a mix of uses and open space near the Estuary and shoreline that
provides for a lively waterfront and a pedestrian friendly environment.

Implementing Policies: Land Use

10.4.f. Encourage the development of residential units on the upper floors of small
commercial buildings in the Mixed-Use designated areas, in compliance with the City
Charter.
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10.4.g. Consider opportunities for a houseboat community in the Northern Waterfront
area.

Implementing Policies: Circulation and Infrastructure

10.6.f. Non-residential uses should be located adjacent to the Clement Truck Route to
minimize disturbances to residents from truck traffic on Clement Ave.; however, if
residential uses are proposed adjacent to the Clement Truck Route, residential structures
shall be adequately set back and/or provide design features to minimize disturbances to
future residents. In accordance with policy

10.8.f, sound walls shall not be used to buffer residential uses from the truck route.

10.6j. Establish connections to the Bay Trail and other regional circulation systems.

10.6.k. Ensure that the public access path along the waterfront includes a separated path
for bicyclists or is wide enough to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and bicyclists.

10.6.0. Require new development to provide facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit
riders.

10.6.p. Ensure that all streets and pedestrian pathways include tree plantings.

Transit and other Alternatives to the Automobile

Northern Waterfront General Plan Amendment — Adopted March 17, 2007

10.6.q. Develop shuttle services to minimize parking demand and traffic in the area.
10.6.r. Establish a Transit District, amend the Citywide Development Fee Ordinance, or
establish a comparable mechanism to fund expanded Northern Waterfront transit services
in corridors through and between the Northern Waterfront and the high ridership
generators inside and outside the City such as Oakland BART stations, airport, and transit

hubs.

10.6.s. Maintain a public right of way for a future rail/transit corridor along Clement
Avenue from Grand Street to Sherman Street as part of a citywide transit corridor.

10.6.z. Ensure that police, fire, educational, parks, opens space, and other public services
are adequately funded to serve new development.

10.6.aa. Consider creation of a Northern Waterfront Assessment District to fund public
improvements and or municipal services required to support new development in the area.
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10.8 Urban Design
Guiding Policies: Urban Design

10.8.a. Improve the visibility and public access to the Northern Waterfront Plan area and
Oakland/Alameda Estuary.

10.8.b. Require that buildings at waterfront locations be designed with attractive and
varied architecture style.

10.8.c: To ensure design compatibility with adjacent developments and neighborhoods;
limit new building heights to 60 feet.

Implementing Policies: Urban Design and Aesthetics

10.8.b. On large sites with multiple buildings and with individual tall buildings adjacent
to the water, require building heights to “step down” as they approach the water.

10.8.c. Require that new development provide a pedestrian-friendly scale with building
sizes consistent with adjacent and historic land uses in the area.

10.8.d. Require new buildings to “face” the street.

Response: When city officials determined all the property along the Northern Waterfront
could be used for housing, because it was “vacant and underutilized”, they were not aware
that 250 people (many Alamedans) were employed at 85 businesses located in 37 historic
buildings at Alameda Marina. The land at Alameda Marina was already being used for its
highest and best purposes. Furthermore, the Alameda Marina is located east of the
Northern Waterfront PDA, not within it.

In fact, a regional boatyard which is critical for maintenance of recreational small craft for
mariners south of the Bay Bridge and the manufacturer of submersible craft used in deep
ocean research and submersed infrastructure are being displaced. Alameda Marina was
home to a microcosm of maritime businesses that served all the needs of the recreational
boater in one location. These businesses supported the families of professional, technical,
and skilled labor workers who were able to live and work on the island of Alameda.
Recreational boaters were able to enjoy their hobby without traveling to off-island
locations because the marina offered both wet and dry boat storage facilities. These
amenities contributed to the small town feel of Alameda. The developer plans to reduce
the number of dry storage spaces from 500 to 50 requiring Alamedans to leave our city to
travel to far away marinas to store their boats and this has already begun happening due
to the poor operations of the developer and lack of proper hoist maintenance resulting in
the inability for sailors to put dry-stored vessels into the water as needed for races.

8-46

With or without the development, the amount of shoreline accessible to Alamedans does
not change. Citizens can recreate at Alameda Marina riding their bicycles, walking their
dogs or picnicking at the shoreline. As described above with the dry storage and hoist \/
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situation, Alamedans are already experiencing a reduction in the enjoyment of the
shoreline accessibility due to the actions of the developer. If anything, the development
reduces general access because Alamedans who live in other areas of the island will
consider the apartment complex to be a neighborhood for the residents of the apartments.
This development, as well as the adjacent planned developments, will reduce the ability for
Alamedans to get to the shoreline due to the volume of traffic in a small area.

10.4.g Suggests consideration of a houseboat community on the Northern Waterfront. The
loss of a boatyard to service the city’s existing houseboats has already been identified as
problematic because of the dislocation of the boatyard at Alameda Marina. Adding more
houseboats would compound the problem.

The developers planned demolition of the elevator at the marina would make it impossible
for the houseboats to receive service in Alameda without greatly increased expense and
inconvenience. The Berkeley boatyard reports that they can only service small house
boats. Towing a houseboat through the bay waters would subject the houseboat to wave
action that could tear the houseboat apart. Without service in Alameda houseboats would
eventually be abandoned in the Estuary.

In 2016, members of the Alameda Planning Board’s Sub-Committee determined the
following attributes as priorities for Alameda Marina:

a. There should be a maritime commercial focus and plans should provide the space and 8-46
facilities to support a boatyard which may allow for flexible space since the city does not cont.
control the market.

b. The commercial plans should preserve the greatest number of existing buildings to provide
opportunities for maritime and other commercial businesses and create a more interesting
development plan to include a combination of the old existing and new buildings on the
site.

¢. The Graving Dock should be preserved (The developer’s Master Plan in the Appendix
describes using the graving dock as a place to fill in using dredging materials. “The walls of
the graving dock, which is a fully concrete-lined structure excavated from the uplands, are
failing, and the slip either needs to be filled, or extremely expensive repairs need to be
undertaken to preserve the failing walls. The project sponsor proposes placement of
dredged material or other soils from the site into this structure to allow the reclaimed land
to be used to provide open space, provide access to public docks and launching areas, and
to improve site circulation. Any dredged material and soils exceeding the fill capacity of the
graving dock would be disposed of in-bay, offshore, or at an approved upland landfill or
beneficial reuse site A new dock system would be constructed at the east end of the
marina to accommodate the dry storage launching area and a public access launching
area, which would include a hoist. The new system would include transient staging area
for kayaks, small boats, and other uses.”)

d. Consider adjusting the Tidelands property configuration to allow for consolidation of
maritime uses such as dry dock boat storage with the other maritime facilities adjacent to
the boatyard and to remove property lines that run through the middle of existing A\
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buildings. There should be at least 50 dry boat spaces. Currently there are 500. The boating T 8-46

community lobbies for many more than 50. cont.
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4.10 Population, Housing, and Employment
Reference Page 4.10-6 Additional reference page 2-28

Impact POP-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people or
housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than
Significant)

Response: The Barnhill community of 41 houseboats is greatly impacted by this
development. The boatyard loss where the hulls of these homes are maintained is critical.
The houseboats can’t traverse the waters of the San Francisco Bay to obtain services in the
North Bay where the remaining boatyards with facilities large enough to do the work are
located. The only alternative for keeping these households in Alameda is for multiple
homes to schedule their maintenance simultaneously at Bay Ship and Yacht when needed.
As previously stated, this would cause a great expense and inconvenience for those who
live aboard the houseboats.

Page Reference 4.9-5
Existing Noise and Vibration in the Project Vicinity
Noise Environment

Long-term (48-hour) noise monitoring was conducted on the project site in August of 2017.
The long-term noise monitoring location (LT-1) was at the southeastern end of the project
site, approximately 50 feet from the center of Clement Avenue, on the portion of the site
that is closest to the airport. Additionally, short-term (15-minute) noise monitoring was
conducted at noise sensitive land uses surrounding the project site.

Response: As indicated earlier, Clement Avenue is a truck route now and will continue to
be such in the future. Large trucks make more noise and generate more vibration than
general transit. This could be a problem for those units that are next to the sidewalks on
Clement Avenue's north side. Low flying air traffic along the Estuary could also be a noise
problem.

4.10 Population, Housing, and Employment

Reference Page 4.10-7

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-POP-1: Development facilitated by the proposed project, in conjunction with
potential past, present, and future development in the surrounding region, would not

result in unanticipated population, housing, or employment growth, or the displacement
of existing residents or housing units on a regional level. (Less than Significant)
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So long as the cumulative project scenario generates cumulative population, housing, and
employment conditions that are within the projections of the City and ABAG, there would
be no significant adverse growth impact related to population, housing, or employment.

Response: Job growth projected for the City of Alameda is not realistic. Most available

land is being used for housing so the probability of increased employment is hampered.

Companies that would provide good jobs that pay good wages will not happen. 8-49
Without land for good jobs, there will be an adverse regional growth impact as residents of

Alameda travel outside of Alameda for employment.
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4.11 Public Services and Recreation
Reference Page 4.11-2
Schools

The project site is located within the service boundaries of the Alameda Unified School
District (AUSD). AUSD operates a childhood development center, ten elementary schools,
four middle schools, two comprehensive high schools, a continuation high school, an Early
College High School, and an adult continuation school. AUSD’stotal enrollment was 11,201
students for the 2016-2017 school year (DataQuest, 2017). The District uses a boundary map
to assign students to schools by home address. Students residing in the project area are
served by Henry Haight Elementary, Wil C. Wood Middle School, and Encinal High School
(AUSD, 2017). Henry Haight School is located at 2025 Santa Clara Avenue, approximately
0.6 mile southeast of the site. Wood Middle School is located at 420 Grand Street, about 1.2
miles south of the site and Encinal High School is located at 210 Central Avenue,
approximately 2.3 miles from the project site.

Reference Page 4.11-10- Impact PSR-3: The proposed project would result in new students for
local schools, but would not require new or physically altered school facilities to maintain
acceptable performance objectives. (Less than Significant) Students generated from
envelopment of the proposed project would attend Henry Haight Elementary School, Wil C.
Wood Middle School, and Encinal High School. The AUSD uses a student yield factor as a
basis for the determination of students generated by a specific project.

Response: Alameda High School is approximately 1 mile from the project site. Encinal
High School is approximately 2.3 miles from project site. While Alameda High School is
within walking distance from the project site, Encinal High School is not. High school
students are of driving age so many will prefer to drive to school rather than take other
means. This will put more cars on city streets during morning peak hours and generate a
need for more parking space at the Encinal High School vicinity.

Reference Page 4.11-3
City Parks and Facilities

There are three existing parks, and one planned park, that are in proximity to the project
site and would be within reasonable walking distance from the site:

Littlejohn Park is a 3.45-acre park located at 1401 Pacific Avenue, immediately south of the
project site. Littlejohn Park features an unlighted multi-use field for baseball, softball,
soccer, and football. The park has several picnic areas, two half basketball courts, a 2-12
year-old age group playground, a community building, and open lawn for informal play.
There is enhanced planting at the entry near the community building. Parking is on-street
only, and the park is surrounded on three sides by residences. There is ADA access to the
group picnic area.

Marina Cove Waterfront Park is a 3.2-acre park located at 1591 Clement Avenue that runs
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along the marina from Clement Avenue to the Alameda Yacht Club. The park features
open lawn areas at each end connected by a walk overlooking the water, picnic areas,
benches, and a play area, all of which provide opportunities to rest and enjoy the views.
Park lighting enhances safety.

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park is a planned 22-acre park located a few hundred feet to the
west of the project site, across Sherman Street. The park will feature passive and active
recreation, with a bike path along a proposed extension of the CAT running east to west
through the site, a community garden, play areas, lawns, and other features. Construction
on the park has begun as of mid-July 2017.

Response:  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Walking

Although walking speeds can vary greatly depending on many factors such as height,
weight, age, terrain, surface, load, culture, effort, and fitness, the average human walking
speed is about 5.0 kilometres per hour (km/h), or about 3.1 miles per hour (mph).

A park should be a 10 minute walk from any residents within the city of Alameda. At 3.1
mph, a ten minute walk would cover 2748 feet. Children will walk slower.

West end of project: 10 minute walk distance.

The West end of the development site is within a 10 minute walk to Marina Cove
Waterfront Park. Littlejohn Park is just beyond the 10 minute walk, but the Jean Sweeney
Open Space Park would be much further until the Clement Avenue extension is completed
through the Penzoil site.
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8-51
cont.

East end of project: 10 minute walk distance.

The East end of the development site is within a 10 minute walk to the McKinley park
which is not listed and is only 1.22 acres. McKinley Park is not a passive park except for
very young children. There is only a basket hoop and a small concrete area with it.

Littlejohn Park is going to be extremely over-used. It is at near capacity now with existing
neighborhood use.

Marina Cove Waterfront Park is open space only with a small playground for young
children.

Jean Sweeney Open Space Park is not planned as an active park. An active park is
generally considered to have ball fields for older children and adult, fields which the Jean
Sweeney Park will not have. There will be bike riding, jogging, and walking paths plus
playgrounds for young children. 1

Reference Page 4.11-8
4.11.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

Response: The Northern Waterfront section of Alameda is the most park poor area in

Alameda. With the cumulative addition of approximately 2000 units between Sherman 8-52
Street and Park Street, Littlejohn Park and Mckinley Park, substantial physical

deterioration of both facilities is assured.
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Reference Page 4.11-11

Impact PSR-4: The proposed project would result in increased use of other
governmental facilities, including libraries, but would not require new or physically
altered government facilities to maintain acceptable performance objectives. (Less than
Significant)

The Alameda Free Library offers library services to the residents of Alameda. The West
End library branch, located 1.4 miles away from the project site at 788 Santa Clara Avenue,
is the closest library. The Library offers a wide range of services, including answering
reference questions, staging story times, providing summer reading programs, hosting class
visits, and educational events.

Response: The West End branch of the Alameda Free Library at 788 Santa Clara Avenue is nearly
twice the distance from the project site as the Alameda Main Library at the corner of Oak Street
and Lincoln Avenue.

Reference Page 4.11-11-4.11-12

Impact PSR-5: The proposed project would increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks and recreation centers, but not to the extent that substantial physical
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated, nor would it cause the necessity
for new or expanded facilities. (Less than Significant)

“The proposed residential uses are located within easy walking distance of existing park and
recreation areas that include both neighborhood and regional facilities. Although only a
portion of new residents are expected to use neighborhood and regional parks in the area, the
proposed project would cause an incremental increase in the use of these facilities with
connectivity to park areas, paths, trails, and shoreline improvements.

The proposed project provides for development of up to 779 new housing units that are
anticipated to result in a population of approximately 1,932 residents in the project site by
2035. These additional residents would generally utilize the 4.25 acres of public open space
and 17.10 acres dedicated to marina open space that are proposed as part of the project, as
well as the parks that are located in the vicinity of the project. The proposed project includes
improvements to new waterfront and Bay Trail Open Space, which would provide a new
segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail. This would provide bicycle and pedestrian access
throughout the site, with access to public open space on the site, a maritime boardwalk
promenade, a harbor view park, and open space areas on either side of the existing graving
dock.”

Response: There will not be active park facilities within the development, only passive
open space. The closest park will be across Clement Avenue in another new development
and 1.22 acre McKinley Park, a 10 minute walk from development. Either park will require
travel along Clement, a truck route from Grand to Park which makes the street more
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dangerous. (Clement will remain a truck route even after the cut through to Sherman.) A
Clement will also be a portion of the route for the Cross Alameda Bike Trail which increases
the danger.

Page 4.11-3 states that "about 95 percent of Alameda residents live within %-mile of a
park, the maximum radius for effective service as indicated by studies in other cities (City
of Alameda, 1991)." The majority of the people who will live at the Alameda Marina
development will not live within 3/8 of a mile from a park large enough to accommodate
them and the existing community. Three eights of a mile is 1980".

8-54
cont.

East end of development: 3/8 mile radius for parks space. \ /
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8-54
cont.

West end of development: 3/8 mile radius for parks.

This part of Alameda has the least amount active of park space within Alameda. The park
space at Littlejohn Park, while outside the 3/8 mile of the development, is the nearest
active park to the development site. Littlejohn, as the only active park space within this
part of Alameda, will have to serve all of the planned developments on the Northern
Waterfront East of Webster. The Jean Sweeney Park will serve only passive recreation:
while there will be playgrounds for small children, walking, jogging, and bike riding will be
the only activities allowed within the park.

At 2.5 people per residence in Alameda, this part of Alameda will become one of the most
populated areas of the city. Over 8000 people will live within 1/2 mile of this site.

There are no everyday commercial service (food, drug store, liquor) planned for the
development so everyone wanting to shop will have to travel on or across Clement for
everyday items. While close to Park Street and Marina Village, these shopping activities
will generate traffic other than bike and walking. 1

Alameda’s General Plan currently states (as it applies to Public Services and Recreation and
Alameda Marina):

6. PARKS AND RECREATION, SHORELINE ACCESS, SCHOOLS AND

CULTURAL
FACILITIES ELEMENT
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Small boats have replaced large ships along most of the Northern Waterfront, as
former shipyards and docks have become sites for marina on the General Plan
Diagram, is the largest concentration in Northern California. With completion of
Grand Marina in 1988 (362 berths), little space remains within the U.S. Pierhead
Line for additional berths.

Chapter 6 6-8

Scores of marina-related businesses—from small shipyards and wood workers to
yacht brokers and manufacturers of navigational instruments—constitute a thriving
sector of the City's economy that has attained a critical mass and can expect
continuing growth.

6.2.a Maximize visual and physical access to the shoreline and to open water.
Despite recent progress in securing public access, opportunities are still very
limited on the north and east shorelines of the Main Island. At marinas where
access to the shoreline is available, long floating piers and a forest of masts still
may block visual access to open water. Along much of the Northern Waterfront
where there are no marinas, the bulkhead and pierhead lines are close together, so
access to open water is assured.

Chapter 6 6-9

6.2.b Regulate development on City-owned shoreline property to maximize public
use opportunities. Although the City's shoreline properties are under long-term
lease, existing terms are sufficiently favorable to the leaseholders to enable
development to include substantial public amenities and still be profitable. Unless
the City regains full control of its shoreline holdings, this policy appears to be the
best available response to the CLUP policy calling for stopping the trend toward
private use of publicly owned shoreline.

6.2.c Ensure marina operating standards that prevent degradation of water quality.
See also policies within Section 5.1 of the Open Space and Conservation Element.

6.2.d Through design review of shoreline property, give consideration to views from
the water.

Implementing Policies: Shoreline Access and Development
6.2e Remove impediments to enjoyment of shoreline access where legal access
exists.

Access points that are intentionally blocked or merely allowed to become
overgrown prevent public use of public property.
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6.2.f Cooperate with property owners adjoining shoreline access points to ensure
that public use does not cause unnecessary loss of privacy or unwarranted
nuisance.

6.2.g Prepare a Shoreline Access Plan in consultation with BCDC for areas where
development proposals are expected to provide opportunities to improve or extend
access.

6.2.h Require shoreline access where appropriate as a condition of development
approval regardless of whether development occurs within the area of BCDC
regulation. Access should be provided even if there is no development within 100
feet of the water's edge.

6.2.1 Require off-site access as a mitigation when public access on-site is infeasible.
Reference Page 4.11-12

Impact PSR-6: The proposed project includes recreational facilities and the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment. (Less than Significant)

As discussed under Impact PSR-5, the proposed project would result in the construction of
a new waterfront and Bay Trail Open Space, which would provide a new segment of the
San Francisco Bay Trail for bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the site. In addition,
the proposed project would provide access to new public open space on the site, and open
space areas on either side of the existing graving dock.

Response: The proposed open spaces within the project are passive spaces. Passive open
space is not the same as active open space which has fields where children and adults can
play soccer, baseball, softball, track running, etc. The entire Northern Waterfront area
only has a small amount of active space at Littlejohn Park. Littlejohn Park will be overused
with all the new development the Northern Waterfront area is experiencing. The Jean
Sweeney Open Space Park will provide only biking, walking, and jogging. There will be no
active recreation facilities within that park.

Reference Page 4.11-15

Summary

The proposed project, in conjunction with other cumulative development, would not have a
significant cumulative impact associated with public services and recreation, and the
project’s

cumulative impact would be less than significant.

Response: The Northern Waterfront has been designated as a primary development area
within Alameda. The number of units proposed in this area is greater than 2000 with an
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increase in population of at least 4820 citizens. To state that the cumulative impact is less

than significant, and that no mitigation for public services and recreation will be required 8-56
is certainly not correct. cont.
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4.12 Transportation and Circulation
Reference Page 4.12-5
Travel Conditions

To provide information to the Alameda community and Alameda decision-makers about
the relative impact of the proposed project on the transportation system, this EIR provides
a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis, a Travel Time analysis, an intersection level of
service (LOS) analysis, a transit LOS analysis, a pedestrian LOS analysis, and a safety
assessment.

Response:

a) This DEIR does not report all the delay at the two intersections of Clement and
Blanding at Park Street. That omission is due to two things: 1) the use of lower
forecasts than previous EIR's, and 2) the use of higher discharge vehicular flows in
the delay calculations than possible (i.e. downstream overflows/blockages reduce
the discharge rates over the stopbar. For example, the eastbound left turn at
Clement cannot discharge when the northbound queue from Blanding on Park
Street extends to Clement. All the intersection delay calculations assume
downstream free flow conditions, like those conditions one finds in rural areas or
outside the urban core. [ Those same calculations also ignore the downstream
congestion, like that at Clement and Park, which will reduce the discharge rates. g-57
In addition, existing counts upon which the forecasts are based are lower in this
DEIR than historical counts and in previous EIR's. It is possible diversion to other
estuary crossings or outbound traveling earlier during the morning commute may
have occurred during the DEIR's November 2016 traffic count surveys because of
the construction at the 23rd/29th/I-880 project.

Another reason for the lower intersection delay calculations: the_ existing
intersection configuration was assumed for the cumulative condition even though
projects have been funded or are likely to occur that will eliminate lanes or add
bicycle signal phasing that will result in more delay than has been calculated and
reported in this DEIR.

b) The impact associated with additional travel on Alameda streets due to the
increase in population has been omitted from this DEIR. Only Vehicles Miles 8-58
Traveled (VMT) per capita is checked. First, missing are the additional Vehicles

Miles Traveled on Clement and on other streets. Second, due to the constraints at
the island crossings Vehicles Miles Traveled to other crossings is occurring today \/,
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and will continue with new projects. This induced additional diverted travel should
also be addressed with respect to VMT impact.

¢) The DEIR does not check VMT conformity with respect to the required overall
reduction of VMT as per SB 743, see page 4.12-16 of the DEIR's Transportation
Chapter which states that VMT's are to be reduced.

d) Substantial evidence of the facts regarding the traffic forecasts and the Vehicles
Miles Traveled traffic data employed in this DEIR are missing from the appendices
and the DEIR. For example, the Traffic Model input and output data was not
available for review. What were the assumptions for the land use, the operating
speeds, and so on?

A comparison of the traffic forecasts at five intersections in this DEIR with the
Alameda Point EIR, Del Monte Negative Declaration, and the Encinal Terminals EIR,
indicate grossly different forecasts while the Citywide land use assumptions are
similar as per the Land Use Chapters in the EIR's.

Considering an aspect of the Marina Project which is different than other
development projects, the majority of the project traffic is destined to travel to and
from the island via Park Street. But now in this Marina DEIR, the traffic forecasts
for the Park Street intersections at Blanding and Clement Avenues are 25% lower
than the Alameda Point EIR, the Del Monte Negative Declaration, and the Encinal
Terminal EIR. No evidence whatsoever is provided to explain why this gross
reduction. Furthermore, at the west end, the traffic forecasts are grossly higher.
This indicates that there are new traffic impacts not yet disclosed in the previous
EIR for the Alameda Point Project.

Reference Page 4.12-8

Intersection LOS Analysis

To provide a baseline for identification of impacts on the local roadway network, existing peak
hour traffic conditions were determined at the following eleven project area intersections:

1

2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
9
1

. Webster Street/Atlantic Avenue

. Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue

. Challenger Drive/Atlantic Avenue

. Atlantic Avenue/Buena Vista Avenue

. Grand Street/Buena Vista Avenue

Grand Street/Clement Avenue

. Park Street/Blanding Avenue

. Park Street/Clement Avenue

. Park Street/Tilden Way—Lincoln Avenue

0. Tilden Way-Fruitvale Avenue/Blanding Avenue-Fernside Avenue
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11. High Street—Gibbons Drive/Fernside Boulevard

Response: As traffic congestion increases with development on the Northern Waterfront,
traffic will divert to the Bay Farm Island Bridge and Doolittle Drive. Southbound traffic will
choose to enter I-880 more to the south in order to escape the traffic being added to I-880
with new housing in Alameda, Brooklyn Basin, and replacement of the glass factory with
housing at the Fruitvale Bridge. The intersection at Fernside and Otis, and at Island Drive
and Doolittle are already congested intersections that will get worse and should be added to
the study data.

Reference Page 4.12-10 & 4.12-11
Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Travel Conditions
Pedestrian Travel

Pedestrian access between Downtown Qakland and the west side of the island is provided
by a

narrow, raised walkway in the Posey Tube that is shared with bicycle traffic. Pedestrians
can also

take AC Transit buses across the estuary via the Webster or Posey Tubes. The sidewalks
across the Park Street and Miller-Sweeney (Fruitvale Avenue) Bridges on the east side of
the island also provide pedestrian access between Oakland and Alameda, but these are
more than three miles from the project site.

Response: Distance from center of development (Chestnut Street) to Park Street, then on
to the Park Street Bridge is 4189'. Distance from center of development (Chestnut Street)
to Miller-Sweeney Bridge is 6313". The walking distance to these two locations is not
"more than three miles from the project site". (One mile is 5280 feet.)

Reference Page 4.12-13
Transit Services

AC Transit provides fixed-route bus service in 13 cities and unincorporated areas in
Alameda and Contra Costa counties, extending north to Richmond/Pinole, south to
Fremont, east to Castro Valley, and west to San Francisco. Several AC Transit routes
operate near the project site, as summarized in Table 4.12-5.

Response: Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin are located within Alameda County and are
served by AC Transit so transit services provided "east to Livermore" would be correct.

Page Reference 4.12-24

Impact Analysis
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Impact TRA-1: The proposed project would not exceed the regional VMT per capita
minus 15 percent. (Less than Significant, with Mitigation)

Within Alameda, the neighborhoods on the main island, including TAZ 948, where the
proposed project is located, that have easy access and proximity to transit, commercial
services, and other daily needs, have a lower average VMT per capita than the City average.
The neighborhoods at Harbor Bay and Bay Farm Island, which are more suburban with
fewer multifamily housing and less proximity to transit and services, have a higher per
capita VMT than the City average.

Response: The higher VMT from Harbor Bay and Bay Farm Island has more to do with the T
higher per-capita income in this section of Alameda and not the housing type.

8-64

Map of household income by tract in Alameda
https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/Alameda/Household-Income

People who have higher incomes tend to choose to drive rather than take public
transit. The income levels required to purchase the new market rate homes in the
Northern Waterfront developments will be within the higher percentile. While the
location closer to public transit might entice more upper income earners to take
such transit, a greater number will still prefer to drive their vehicles.

Young families that start or increase their family size find the need to have a family
vehicle increases. Families that do not have a vehicle will soon add one with the
first pregnancy. -

Reference Page 4.12-26

Mitigation Measure TRA-1:
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Residents of the non-townhome units, who wish to have cars, will be required to lease
parking spaces on a monthly basis in a shared parking lot or structure. The cost of the
parking will be“unbundled” from the cost of the residential unit, which provides a financial
incentive for residents to reduce car ownership and take advantage of the AC Transit
passes, which are “bundled” into the cost of their residential units. (The 162 townhomes will
have private parking.)

¢ Unbundling parking for residents (assume each parking space would cost about $50 per
month)

Response: If only 162 units of the development will have private parking, 598 will not.
With unbundled parking many residents will choose to park on city streets, especially those
households that posses more than one car. City streets in this area are already congested.

Reference Page 4.12-43

Impact TRA-11: The proposed project would generate temporary increases in traffic volumes
on area roadways during construction. (Less than Significant)

Construction-generated traffic would be temporary and therefore would not result in any
long-term degradation in operating conditions on roadways in the project site vicinity. The
impact of construction-related traffic would be a temporary and intermittent reduction of
the capacities of streets in the project site vicinity because of the slower movements and
larger turning radii of construction trucks compared to passenger vehicles. Most
construction traffic would be dispersed throughout the day. In addition, prior to issuance of
grading and building permits, the project applicant is required to submit a Traffic Control
Plan.

Response: The construction period for the project is projected to take 7 to 10 years and
possibly as long as 15 years. Seven to fifteen years is not "temporary" so construction
disruption to traffic on Clement Avenue from the Fruitvale bridge to the project site will not
be temporary.

Reference Page 4.13-3

Wastewater

Wastewater Treatment

EBMUD operates three wet weather facilities that handle excess sewage during storm
events when flows exceed the capacity of EBMUD’s MWWTP. The excess flows are largely
caused by stormwater and groundwater leaking into the region’saging sanitary sewer
collection pipelines and through improper connections that allow stormwater to flow into

the sewer system (infiltration and inflow, or “1&1”). These storage basins provide plant
capacity for a short-term hydraulic peak of up to 415 MGD during wet weather events.
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When the wet weather flow capacity is exceeded, untreated sewage from the wet weather
facilities gets discharged to the San Francisco Bay.

Response: If citywide wet weather is already causing local sewer lines to exceed the
capacity of the sewer treatment system, the addition of 4000 to 5000 additional homes in
Alameda is going to put more pressure on the system and cause more discharges into San
Francisco Bay. A citywide problem should consider the cumulative effect of all projects and
not one project at a time.

8-67
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CHAPTER 5 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

5.2 Factors in the Selection of Alternatives

Reference Page 5-2

5.2.1 Project Objectives

Improve and Enhance the Maritime Commercial Marina

Maintain Alameda Marina as a working waterfront and retain and/or promote Alameda
Marina’s maritime uses by creating a Maritime Commercial Core that utilizes the maritime
footprint more efficiently.

@ Encourage the retention and development of waterfront and maritime-related job and
business opportunities that relate to the area’s waterfront location.

@ Upgrade and rehabilitate facilities, unique buildings, as feasible, and provide land for
existing maritime businesses, boat berthing and maintenance, boat storage, and waterfront
commercial recreation businesses.

Response: Retaining a working boatyard at the Alameda Marina is a major consideration

of city staff and city representation. Existing maritime businesses, boat berthing and

maintenance, boat storage, and waterfront commercial recreation businesses do not 8-68
comprise a working boatyard. While these listed maritime businesses are related to the

Alameda marina and the berthing and dry storage of boats, they do not form an active

repair boatyard.

As stated above, the selection of alternatives shall consider the basic objectives of the
proposed project. As previously presented in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project
objectives are to:

Improve and Enhance the Maritime Commercial Marina

e Maintain Alameda Marina as a working waterfront and retain and/or promote
Alameda Marina’s maritime uses by creating a Maritime Commercial Core that utilizes
the maritime footprint more efficiently.

5. Alternatives Alameda Marina Master Plan 5-3 ESA / 160044.01 Draft Environmental
Impact Report December 2017

e Encourage the retention and development of waterfront and maritime-related job
and business opportunities that relate to the area’s waterfront location.
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e Upgrade and rehabilitate facilities, unique buildings, as feasible, and provide land for
existing maritime businesses, boat berthing and maintenance, boat storage, and
waterfront commercial recreation businesses.

e Provide sea level rise protection and other infrastructure upgrades to bring Alameda
Marina up to date to make it a safe and accessible place.

Activate and Reconnect the Community to the Waterfront

e Reconnect the community to the waterfront by extending the existing city grid into
the site to allow for additional view corridors and access points through the site to
the shoreline edge.

o Create public amenities and opportunities for gathering spaces for existing and
future community members by developing new open space areas within and along the
shoreline edge with a Bay Trail component.

Create a Dynamic New Neighborhood for Everyone

e Provide housing of various types to fulfill the goals of the City’s Housing Element and
help meet the City’s Regional Housing Need Allocation.

e Provide options for housing that meet the need of a wide demographic that includes
universally designed units, affordable, rental, work force market-rate and market-rate
units.

o Integrate Alameda Marina’s core maritime uses, including those governed by the
Tidelands Lease, with renovated and new compatible uses, including various types of
housing.

e Develop a mixed-use project that allows for a mix of compatible uses at the site.

e Provide opportunities for the improvement of the existing boat Marina and shoreline
infrastructure; maintain and generate new jobs; and create better and new open space and
recreational areas.

Provide Financially Sound Development
Reference Page 5-3

e Develop an economically sustainable and financially sound new development that can fund
the construction of the public facilities and services that are needed to serve the plan area and
achieve General Plan objectives, while avoiding any financial impact on the City’s ability to
provide services to the rest of the City.
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o Fulfill the project sponsor’s obligations under the Tidelands and Marina Lease.

Response: Both the developer and city staff have repeatedly stated, “The only reason to be
doing this project is to pay for the bulkhead repair and/or replacement.” This would allow
the fulfillment of the last Objective listed above within this DEIR — “to fulfill the project
sponsor’s obligations under the Tidelands and Marina Lease.” The lease states Pacific
Shops (developer) “will facilitate the redevelopment of the property (Tideland Trust Lands)
and certain adjacent “Fee Property”. The lease requires “demolition and/or replacement
and/or comprehensive rehabilitation of existing improvements on the property and Fee
Property and construction of a higher-value project therein.” The lease does not say the
project must demolish all the buildings to build housing units. The RHNA allotment
proposed for the property equals 396 housing units.

A more realistic statement of the objective of this project would be to garner enough
funding to repair or replace the bulkhead and to meet the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) required number of housing units (396).

When viewing the alternatives described in the DEIR and applying the realistic objective
statement, the following could be met if the correct number and combination of market
rate with required 15% reduced income level of housing were built on the eastern 9.75

acres of the Property: 8-69
Land Use Alternative Alternative Alternative
1: 2: 3: Reduced
Preservation Extensive Project
Alternative Adapted Alternative
Reuse
Alternative
Funding to Yes Yes Yes
repair or
replace
bulkhead
Meet RHNA Yes Yes Yes
Substantially Yes Yes Yes
avoids or
lessens SU
Impact/s

See TABLE 5-1 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR EVALUATION
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When the lease was introduced to the Alameda City Council on May 1, 2012, then City
Manager John Russo wrote: “Alameda Marina proposes to develop a mixed use project
where the marina and marine-related industries are an integral component. The project

may include a housing component and potentially some office, high-tech, biotech and 8-69

retail. The final components will be determined based on the economic market.” cont

Table 3-1 on Page 3-11 states that 53,985 square feet will be dedicated to "Maritime
(includes boat yard/flex space)". This is not enough square footage to run a viable
boatyard and would doom the boatyard to failure. 1

Reference Page 5-5

Higher Density/More Housing Units

The current housing shortage within the Bay Area would suggest that proposed projects
should consider alternatives whereby the supply of housing would be increased to the
greatest extent possible. For purposes of the proposed project, providing more housing units
on the site beyond the 779 proposed could conceivably be accomplished in a number of ways:
1) decreasing open space and other areas of the proposed master plan and placing housing
there instead; 2) decreasing commercial areas and substituting that use with more housing; 3)
increasing the number of floors on buildings, thus providing more space for additional units;
and 4) a combination of some or all of the above.

There are a number of constraints, however, that make a higher density development on the
site infeasible, or substantially undesirable. Decreasing open space, for example, would
conflict with established City polices concerning provision of open space. Decreases in
shoreline public open space and public access would also conflict with San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) policies and requirements.

Further reducing or eliminating commercial uses on the site and replacing those uses with
housing would conflict with the public’s stated desire (as conveyed during public hearings on
the project) to retain maritime commercial uses and maintain a working waterfront on the
site. Were these uses to be displaced from the site, they would presumably need to be
relocated elsewhere, which would serve to create new impacts at those locations.

Soils on portions of the site and the ability of those soils to support taller and correspondingly
heavier buildings present a constraint on constructing taller buildings with more floors and
more units. Much of the site is artificial fill overlying bay mud. These soils place limitations on
the types of structures that can be placed upon them. These limitations can potentially be
overcome with specialized construction techniques, but those techniques substantially
increase the cost of construction, and would therefore make the project financially infeasible.
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Response: Since the real purpose of completing this project is to fund the .
replacement/repair of the sea wall, a financial analysis should be completed to test the )
specialized construction cost with the expense of the sea wall.

DEIR 5.2.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected from Further Evaluation
Reference Page 5-6
Off Site Location

...“Because the basic purpose of the proposed project is to redevelop the Alameda Marina site
and to fund improvements to the shoreline marina infrastructure there, an alternative site
would not be feasible as an alternative to the proposed project. The purpose of the proposed
project is to determine the best uses and development standards and requirements for the
project site. Consideration of an alternative that analyzes the impact of developing a different
property located at some other location would have no practical use or relevance to the
decisions that must be made about the development of this particular piece of property.
Therefore, an alternative site is not considered a feasible alternative to the proposed project,
and is not analyzed in this EIR.”

Response: While it is true that this DEIR’s purpose is to evaluate the development of this
particular site, is it possible that the city of Alameda could exchange land at the Alameda
Point that is owned by the City with the land that is at Alameda Marina which is owned by
Bay West? Alameda Point Partners have not made progress in obtaining funding for Site
A and it would be of an appropriate size and waterfront location which could stimulate
development at Alameda Point and provide the city with housing units and the developer
with the funds to repair the bulkhead at Alameda Marina, which is the purpose of

8-71

completing this project. -
Preservation Alternative
Reference Page 5-7 & 5-11

“Under this alternative, mixed-use pedestrian-oriented development at Alameda Marina
could only be developed on the eastern and western quarters of the site, leaving more than
half of the project site in its historic commercial and industrial configuration. The historic
structures and the overall layout of Alameda Marina was originally designed for the
movement of large equipment and industrial operations, not for pedestrians and bicyclists.”

Response: Whether or not the space was designed for pedestrians and bicyclists,
pedestrian and bicyclists currently use the site all day every day. People walk their dogs 8-72

there and bikes are used throughout the site.
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“The spacing between buildings, the size of the streets and the orientation of buildings were
all designed for industrial and commercial uses, not mixed-use development.”

Response: The buildings house a variety of businesses creating a true mixed use complex at 8-73
Alameda Marina that was organically populated over the years.

“By prohibiting development within the central core and the southern periphery of the site,
this alternative would limit development opportunities at the heart of the project. Although
this alternative would achieve more of the project objectives than the No Project Alternative,
it would not achieve the project objectives as well as the proposed project because it would
limit private reinvestment and redevelopment, thus it is less likely to attract sufficient private
capital to fund the necessary public infrastructure improvements, build the planned open
spaces, and rehabilitate the shoreline and marina infrastructure.”

Response: In addition to the private capital to fund necessary public infrastructure
improvements, Pacific Shops, as part of its lease obligations for the Tidelands Trust
property, is required to maintain the bulkheads and docks of the marina as part of their
rental agreement. They are required to spend S1.5M by the end of the first 15 years and
S500K at the end of every 5 year time period for maintenance of the marina and shoreline.
Pacific Shops keeps 90% of the monthly slip fees they collect from the 530 slip marina
facilities — income that they can invest into the project in addition to their earnings on 475
housing units they can build in the Preservation Alternative. The base rent they pay plus
percentages of wet slip fees and building rents collected are to be put into Tidelands Trust
Funds by the city which are additional funds that can be used to fund the rehabilitation of
the shoreline and marina infrastructure. 1

8-74

As stated earlier, grants and loans are available to assist the City with necessary
improvements.

Extensive Adapted Reuse Alternative
Reference Page 5-19

“This alternative would provide for retention of the existing contributing structures of the
Alameda Marina Historic District, along with new development within the eastern and
western quarters of the site, similar to that of the Preservation Alternative. This alternative
would differ from Alternative 1 in that it would allow for adaptive reuse of the existing
historic structures on the site rather than utilizing them solely in their current
commercial/industrial use. Under this alternative, about 40 percent (100,000 square feet) of
the existing structures in the central half of the site would be converted to residential uses,
with about 60 percent (150,000 square feet) being retained in their existing
commercial/industrial configuration. Such an alternative would provide a similar quantity of
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commercial/industrial uses as that provided under the proposed project, while also providing
for some expansion of residential uses within the historic core of the site. Under this
alternative, it is assumed that the conversion of some of the existing commercial/industrial
structures on the site to residential uses could provide for an additional 100 residential units.
Together with the 475 units that would be constructed in the eastern and western quarters of
the site, this alternative would provide for the construction of approximately 550 total
residential units.”

Response: A concern from a preservation view, while not discussed in the DEIR, is that the
developer has proposed converting the large Alameda Marina warehouse which is eligible g
for the National and State Lists of Historic Resources into a 4 floor commercial complex i
thus destroying the integrity of the interior of the structure.

Reduced Project Alternative

Reference Page 5-26

“The Reduced Project Alternative assumes a mix of development across the site, but at a
lower density than that of the proposed project. Rather than a mix of multi-family structures
and townhomes, this alternative would include a mix of townhomes and detached, single-
family residences. The development of new residential uses could occur throughout the site,
and would not necessarily preclude the demolition of existing historic structures to make
room for new residential uses. Under this gltgrpative, approximately 100 townhomes would
be constructed, and 80 detached single-family residences. Approximately 150,000 square feet
of commercial and industrial uses would remain at the site. Although the economic feasibility
of this alternative would be required to be confirmed (ability of this alternative to fund the
necessary public infrastructure improvements, build the planned open spaces, and
rehabilitate the shoreline and marina infrastructure, as well as the ongoing maintenance costs
of the public improvements once constructed), this alternative is potentially feasible. The
Reduced Project Alternative would generally meet all of the objectives of the proposed
project, in that it would transform much of the site into a new waterfront residential
community, provide access to waterfront open space for public use, and generate capital
investment in the aging marina and shoreline infrastructure. However, conservatively
presuming that this alternative would be economically feasible, it would achieve the last
objective to a much lesser extent than the proposed project.”

Response: If this alternative’s economic feasibility has not been determined, we do not

know if the project objective to provide funding for the bulkhead is possible. It does not 8-76
meet the criteria of the General Plan’s or the Planning Board’s requirement to preserve

historic buildings. The city of Alameda has several new waterfront residential communities
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already approved or being planned and the marina currently has great open space being 8-76

enjoyed by pedestrians and bicyclers who have access to the estuary vistas. cont

Reference Page 5-37
5.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires that that a second alternative be identified when the “No Project”
alternative is

the environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)).
Therefore, the Preservation Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior
Alternative for the purpose of this analysis, even though it would still result in some of
the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project.

Response: The Preservation Alternative would fulfill the desired outcomes for the project:

e Repairs the bulkhead/shoreline

e  Retention of the necessary space for maritime business including retaining the working 8-77
boatyard which supports good paying jobs

e  Construction of necessary housing for Alameda

e  Preservation of an important historical section of Alameda for future generations.
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Appendix A NOPs and Comments

160044.01 Alameda Marina MP DEIR Appendix DEC2017.pdf states:
Section: Infrastructure and Shoreline Page 4 Para. 3

Flood and Sea Level Rise Protection

“Overall, the infrastructure supporting the maritime uses and protecting the shoreline has
weakened to likely unsafe conditions, posing life and safety concerns. In addition, sea level
rise poses a potential approximately 24 inch rise which the existing infrastructure does not
address. The 24 inch rise prediction is based upon a risk assessment for the life of the
project. In addition, the land/water interface presently does not meet modern seismic
resistance criteria. Engineering surveys conducted in June 2016 of the shoreline edge
resulted in the decommissioning of one of two boat hoists on the site.

Flood and Sea Level Rise Protection

The shoreline would be reconstructed to achieve an elevation that provides built-in sea level
rise protection for the waterfront and the project site. Most of the shoreline would be
reconstructed as a revetment, sloped with rip -rap. Certain shoreline areas adjacent to
existing buildings to be preserved or where other site constraints are present would require
installation of a new seawall/bulkhead. Proposed elevations of the public access areas and
proposed building foundations would be established to provide built -in protection against a
minimum of 24 inches of sea level rise. Shoreline design would also accommodate future
adaptive measures for potential future sea level rise in excess of 24 inches. This built-in
protection would be estimated to provide protection for 60 to 75 years.”

Response: The developer will receive a Development Agreement with the city of Alameda
that will cover at least 15 years. The lease on the Tideland Trust property that the
developer, DBA Pacific Shops, holds with the city will be in effect until 2037 (19 years left
on a 25 year lease) with the ability to extend an additional 41 years, that is, until 2078.
Do we expect the housing units located on this property to have a life expectancy of only
60 years? What if the bulkhead is not sufficient to meet the rising sea or the rip rap fails?
Will the city of Alameda, i.e. tax payers, be expected to pay for a new bulkhead? By that
time, any development fees paid to the city will have been spent. BCDC estimates a 66” sea
level rise by 2100 and the state of CA updated its estimate to 85” in April of 2017. 8-78

This projected sea level rise translates into a need for higher sea walls, higher raising of the
ground elevation, on fill, and in an area that is within full proximity of two earthquake
faults, Loma Prieta and Hayward.

In addition to the bulkhead height to combat sea rise, if the developer must add dirt to
increase any elevation in order to (1) meet the demands of combating sea rise, and (2)
meet the demands of required ground for foundation purposes beneath housing
structures, the added weight and compaction action push out the “toe” of the land
underwater making the overall structures weaker. A\
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Developers often receive entitlements and then do not build for a number of years
afterwards. Expected Sea Level rates should be used at the time when building actually
commences, not when entitlements are given. Also, the entire bulkhead improvements
need to be completed prior to any permits being issued for housing units instead of in
phases as building is done. This is a requirement in the Encinal Terminals project. Since 8-78
bulkhead improvements are the reason for the project, this arrangement protects the city cont.
from the developer starting work and not completing, which would leave the bulkhead
improvements unfinished. It is understood that increased building cost, for whatever
reason, will result in a higher number of housing units being built to cover the expense of
the bulkhead repair and replacement.

Alameda’s General Plan currently states (as it applies to Flooding and Sea Level Rise and
Alameda Marina):

8.3 FLOODING AND SEA LEVEL RISE

Due to its relatively flat topography and proximity to the San Francisco Bay,
Alameda is uniquely sensitive to flooding caused by high tides, storm events, and
climate change induced sea level rise. The City of Alameda normally experiences
tides that range from -0.2' Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) to +6.4 Mean Higher
High Water (MHHW), based on the NAVD88 datum. (The NAVD88 datum or zero
elevation is approximately the same as the elevations used in local tide tables.) The
highest tide of the year, or “ king tide,” normally occurs during the winter months
of November thru February, and is usually about 7.4'. Every year, thereisa 1
percent chance the king tide will exceed 9.4’. The ten highest king tides recorded by
NOAA in Alameda for the last 75 years measured 8.6’ t0 9.5’ elevation.

Global warming and sea level rise will have severe long-term effects on Alameda.
The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and Alameda County
Flood Control Water Conservation District predict a likely 12-inch increase in sea
level on the Alameda County coastline by 2050, and a likely 24-inch increase in sea
level in the same area by 2100 (Adapting to Rising Tides: Alameda County
Shoreline Vulnerability Assessment, May, 2015). The study identified a 66-inch
inundation level when combining the 24-inch sea level rise with a 100-year storm
event (see Figure 8-3). In addition to residential and commercial properties, the
Webster and Posey Tubes, Ron Cowan Parkway and the Alameda Gateway
Terminal Ferry and other major public improvements are vulnerable to inundation.

SN-15.Develop sea level rise adaptive strategies for different areas of the City for
public discussion and evaluation, including but not limited to: avoidance/planned
retreat, enhanced levees, setback levees to accommodate habitat transition zones,
buffer zones, beaches, expanded tidal prisms for enhanced natural scouring of
channel sediments, raising and flood proofing structures, and/or provisions for
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additional floodwater pumping stations, and inland detention basins to reduce peak
discharges.

a. Develop for public discussion and evaluation potential financing strategies and
partnership opportunities with regional and state agencies such as the Oakland
International Airport, and other agencies to fund and build selected adaptive
strategies.

SN-16. Protect and upgrade public infrastructure, including but not limited to
streets, wastewater systems and pump stations, stormwater systems and pump
stations, and electric systems and facilities, to ensure capacity and resilience during
storm events, high tides, and sea level rise,and to decrease the chance of flooding of
nearby streets, utilities, and private property.

SN-17. Reduce the risk of tsunami inundation through public tsunami education,
with special emphasis in low-lying shoreline properties, including the maritime
communities and marinas

SN-18. Design street rights-of-way, parks, other public spaces, street trees and
landscaping to be resilient to temporary flooding.

SN-19. Require new development adjacent to the shoreline, lagoons and low
elevations to plan for 50 years of sea level rise. Ensure that the design of future
developments incorporate flood protection measures to protect improvements
from a 100-year storm event and anticipated sea level rise.

a. Require new development to provide adequate setbacks along waterfront areas for
the future expansion of seawalls and levees to adapt to sea level rise.

SN-20. Require the creation and maintenance of easements along drainage ways
necessary for adequate drainage of normal or increased surface runoff due to
storms.

Transportation

Per the developer’s Master Plan: “Bicycle lanes are proposed on Clement Avenue in
accordance with the Alameda Bicycle Master Plan. The proposed internal street network
and Bay Trail segment within the project site would allow for bicyclists to access the site’s
commercial core, residential neighborhoods, waterfront, and open spaces”

Alameda’s General Plan currently states (as it applies to Transportation and Alameda
Marina):
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4. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Virtually every street in Alameda is a residential street. Therefore, transportation decisions
need to balance the goals of moving traffic smoothly and quickly with Alamedans much
loved quality of life. As they have in previous Transportation Workshops, including the
1990 General Plan update meetings, Alamedans have made is clear that they are willing to
forgo high speed streets in order to accommodate the community aspects that are
fostered by slower speeds.

Policies
4.1.3.a Consider emergency response goals in long-range transportation planning and
while designing current projects.

4.1.3.b Work with public safety agencies to adequately consider emergency response
needs.

Chapter 4 - 4 - Transportation Element

4.1.3.c Develop a network of emergency response routes, balancing emergency service
needs with vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle safety consistent with the adopted street
classification system.

3. Develop shoreline access design guidelines.

Objective 4.4.2: Ensure that new development implement approved transportation
plans, including the goals, objectives, and policies of the Transportation Element of the
General Plan and provides the transportation improvements needed to accommodate
that development and cumulative development.

Policies

4.4.2.a Roadways will not be widened to create additional automobile travel lanes to
accommodate additional automobile traffic volume with the exception of increasing
transit exclusive lanes or non-motorized vehicle lanes.

4.4.2.b Intersections will not be widened beyond the width of the approaching roadway
with the exception of a single exclusive left turn lane when necessary with the exception
of increasing transit exclusive lanes or non-motorized vehicle lanes.

Response: The addition of approximately 2,000 more people living in
developments along Clement Avenue, a truck route between Park and Grand
Streets, invites more opportunity for the need of emergency vehicles to 8-79
transport people to healthcare facilities. Between the volume of lives and
safety concerns, emergency routes should be planned and evaluated for
timely response in the event a healthcare or accidental crisis occurs.
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Conclusion:

In conclusion, Save Alameda’s Working Waterfront (SAWW) advises the city of Alameda to
strongly consider the Preservation Alternative to this project which creates enough
housing units to meet the RNHA numbers assigned to the site. SAWW believes the profit
generated by these units should provide enough revenue to rebuild the bulkhead and
utilities. In the event more funding is necessary, both the developer and the city should
look into infrastructure grants and low cost loans to complete both the bulkhead and the
electrical/sewer to enable the marina to allow the maximum number of live aboard
spaces (53 in the 530 slip marina) to help meet the affordable housing needs of the city.

Further, SAWW would like all the housing units to be located on the eastern portion of the

property with the understanding that more units may be necessary to cover additional
building costs due to soil conditions. This may require more vertical development.
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Attachment 1

AFFORDABILITY OF HOUSING IN ALAMEDA

Affordable: 80% of area median income or less
Workforce: 80%-140% of area median income
Market Rate: 140%-260% of area median income
Luxury: 260% + of area median income or more

https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/Alameda/Household-Income

Median Income$74,600 = $6216 per month Income
60th Percentile Median Income $91,800 = $7650 per month income

Alameda, California - Average Home Sizes and Asking Prices
Townhome or Condo

Zipcod
fpeode 3BR 2BR Listings
94501 1,800 7 $962.000 18 2,300 sf$1.179,000 1,400 Sf $887,000 19
94502 1,400 sf $880.000 51,700 sf $799.000 1,500 sf $755.000 8

* Number of Listings in each cell denotes Total in Zipcode. Data updated on Feb 4 2018, EDT/EST

Price of 3 Bedroom Homes for Sale in 94501 Inventory in Alameda
$902k $891k $927k $875k $962k W Single Family Homes 23
2 years ago 1 year ago 6 months ago1 month ago  Today (46.0%)
O Condos/Townhomes 27
(54.0%)
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For a $600,000 property:
Median Income$74,600 = $6216 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax payment
would be equal to 59.6% of monthly income.

60th Median Income $91,800 = $7650 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax
payment would be equal to 48.4 of monthly income.

For an $800,000 property:

Median Income$74,600 = $6216 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax payment
would be equal to 75.9 of monthly income.

60th Median Income $91,800 = $7650 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax
payment would be equal to 61.7% of monthly income.
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Per the chart above, the average 3 bedroom home in Alameda costs $962,000
For a $962,000 property:

Median Income$74,600 = $6216 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax payment
would be equal to 89% of monthly income.

60th Median Income $91,800 = $7650 per month. Income with a monthly mortgage + tax
payment would be equal to 72% of monthly income.

Note: All property taxes were estimated using base tax plus approved bond issues for a total
estimated tax. Calculations also do not take into consideration any down payment which would
have to be considerable to get the $600,000 mortgage below the 48.9% of monthly income.
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Attachment 2 The History of the Prevention of Fouling

Marine Fouling and Its Prevention
Contribution No. 580 from the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute
Copyright 1952 by U. S. Naval Institute, Annapolis, Maryland
George Banta Publishing Co., Menasha, WI
Original Publishing Date 1897

Response: Fouling is a condition that happens to the hulls of boats that sit in the
water. The bottoms of sailboats need to have the hulls scraped every 1 to 3 years.
This requires the boats be lifted out of the water and worked on in appropriate
areas to collect the residue from the scraping.

This history covers the many materials, some very hazardous, that have been used
on boat hulls to prevent fouling.

Boat hull scraping has been a service provided at the Alameda Marina for many
decades.
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City of Alameda

Attachment 3

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO THE ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN EIR PROJECT

COMMENT
1. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS INADEQUATE
A. INCLUDED PROJECT IMPACTS
B. OMITTED PROJECT IMPACTS
2. NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT FINDINGS
3. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
4. INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
5. INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF ALAMEDA
6. DEIR MINIMIZES SEISMIC RISK BY USE OF OUTDATED MAPS
7. CHAPTER 5 ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED PROJECT ARE INADEQUATE
8. ALAMEDA MUNICIPAL CODE 30-4.23 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
COMBINING ZONE, AND MX OVERLAY ARE VOID
9. CITY MAY NOT APPROVE THIS PROJECT
10. THIS PROJECT VIOLATES STATE PLANNING AND ZONING LAW

11. RECIRCULATION OF DEIR IS REQUIRED
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COMMENTS TO THE ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN EIR PROJECT (hereinafter referred to as
UDEIRII)

1. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS INADEQUATE
Facts:

A. INCLUDED PROJECT IMPACTS. The DEIR misstates the number of units at Alameda
Point, which is up to 4000 residential units.

The DEIR omits, Boatworks, 182 residential units; North Housing, 435 residential units; Main
Street Neighborhood, 269 residential units; Corp Yard plus Shelter 45 residential units;
Pennzoil, 18 units; Ron Goode, 11 units; Fernside, 11 units. These misstatements undermine
the accuracy of any study of cumulative impacts.

Table 4.0-1 of the DEIR includes only:

Alameda Point Rehabilitation and construction of 1,425 residential units and rehabilitation,
reuse, and new construction of approximately 5.5 million square feet of commercial at the 8-81
former Alameda Naval Air Station.

Alameda Landing construction of approximately 342 residential units and 360,000 square feet
of maritime commercial adaptive reuse. Approximately 1.5 miles west of Alameda Marina

Del Monte Adaptive reuse of former warehouse and surrounding land into approximately 380
housing units and 30,000 square feet of commercial/retail space on Buena Vista Avenue
approximately one-half mile from Alameda Marina.

Encinal Terminals A proposal to construct approximately 589 housing units and up to 50,000
square feet of commercial uses and waterfront public parks On waterfront approximately
one-half mile from Alameda Marina.

Shipways Proposal to construct approximately 300 housing units and an approximately 2.5
acre public park along the waterfront 1100 Marina Village Parkway, approximately 1.5 miles
northwest of Alameda Marina SOURCE: City of Alameda, Fehr & Peers, 2017.

B. OMITTED PROJECT IMPACTS. The DEIR includes none of the impacts of current traffic
improvement projects. Although the traffic evidence and assumptions that support any traffic
projections are not provided, traffic flows and projections based thereon are referred to as
“constricted”. These constrictions are based in part on roads and highway access which are
under the control of CALTRANS and MTC, and not the City of Alameda. Two major projects
currently underway and in which the City of Alameda is an active participant will affect these
“constrictions”: (1) the Broadway Jackson Interstate 80 project for the Alameda tubes, and (2)

8-82
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the 180, 23™ Avenue Improvements project. These projects and their impacts are not

addressed in the DEIR. As they have the potential to greatly alleviate or exacerbate traffic 8-82
flows into and out of Alameda, these projects and their impacts are required to be included in cont.
any discussion of cumulative impacts.

Applicable Law:
CEQA Guidelines §15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

(a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect
is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065 (a)(3). Where a lead agency is
examining a project with an incremental effect that is not “cumulatively considerable,” a lead
agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for
concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.

(1) As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects
causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from
the project evaluated in the EIR.

(2) When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental effect
and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the
cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead
agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting the lead agency’s conclusion that the
cumulative impact is less than significant.

(3) An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will
be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. A project’s
contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or
fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative
impact. The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the
contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for
the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards
of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the
identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not
contribute to the cumulative impact. The following elements are necessary to an adequate
discussion of significant cumulative impacts: (1) Either:
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(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or state wide plan, or
related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the
cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or
plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may also be
contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such
projections may be supplemented with additional information such as a regional modeling
program. Any such document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency.

(2) When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), factors to consider
when determining whether to include a related project should include the nature of each
environmental resource being examined, the location of the project and its type. Location may
be important, for example, when water quality impacts are at issue since projects outside the
watershed would probably not contribute to a cumulative effect. Project type may be
important, for example, when the impact is specialized, such as a particular air pollutant or
mode of traffic.(3) Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area affected by
the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation
used. (4) A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects
with specific reference to additional information stating where that information is available;
and (5) A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to
any significant cumulative effects.

(c) With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the
adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by
project basis.

(d) Previously approved land use documents , including, but not limited to, general plans,
specific plans, regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, and local coastal plans may be used in cumulative impact analysis. A pertinent
discussion of cumulative impacts contained in one or more previously certified EIRs may be
incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program EIRs. No further
cumulative impacts analysis is required when a project is consistent with a general, specific,
master or comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional
or area wide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately
addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.(e) If a cumulative
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impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning action, or
general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action, then an EIR for such a
project should not further analyze that cumulative impact, as provided in Section 15183(j).

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections
21003(d), 21083(b), 21093, 21094 and 21100, Public Resources Code; Whitman v. Board of
Supervisors, (1979) 88 Cal. App. 3d 397; San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and
County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692; Laurel Heights Homeowners Association v. Regents of the
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376; Sierra Club v. Gilroy (1990) 220 Cal.App.3d 30;
Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421; Concerned
Citizens of South Cent. Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826;
Las Virgenes Homeowners Fed’n v. County of Los Angeles (1986) 177 Cal.App.3d 300; San
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713; Fort
Mojave Indian Tribe v. Cal. Dept. Of Health Services (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1574; Santa Monica
Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 786; Communities for a
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98; and Ass’n of
Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383.

2. NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT FINDINGS

Facts:

There is no Substantial evidence to support the Findings. ESA uses erroneous Traffic counts,
which are not included in the DEIR; thereupon ESA makes unsupported findings. ESA’s “data”
show no or relatively minimal VMT impact in spite of actual traffic flows which are reported in
concurrent MTC, and CALTRANS actual traffic counts for the same areas, and indicate there 8-83
will be an increase of over 40% of traffic by 2040. ESA figures “show” traffic increases will
result in less traffic than actually exists in 2017. The actual traffic counts must be provided,

and any assumptions affecting “constrictions” must be provided to ascertain their adequacy.

Applicable Law:

CEQA Guidelines §15384 (a) SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE “Substantial evidence” as used in these
guidelines means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the whole
record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative,
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does
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not constitute substantial evidence.(b) Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. Note: Authority
cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; References: Sections 21080, 21082.2, 21168, and
21168.5, Public Resources Code; No Qil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68;
Running Fence Corp. v. Superior Court (1975) 51 Cal.App.3d 400; Friends of B Street v. City of
Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988.

3. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Facts:

The “evidence” used in the traffic impacts and projections, show “No substantial impact” yet
the DEIR makes findings of substantial impacts based on VMT thus enabling the Lead Agency
to wrongfully make a statement of Overriding Considerations, rather than provide accurate
facts. These Overriding Considerations are not based on “traffic counts or their impacts”
validly derived from the DEIR and are not based on Findings which is supported by Substantial
Evidence.

Applicable Law:

CEQA Guidelines § 15093. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

(a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental
benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining
whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects
may be considered “acceptable.”(b) When the lead agency approves a project which will
result in the occurrence of significant

effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the
agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR
and/or other information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be
supported by substantial evidence in the record.

(c) If an agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the statement should be
included in the record of the project approval and should be mentioned in the notice of
determination. This statement does not substitute for, and shall be in addition to, findings
required pursuant to Section 15091.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code; Reference:
Sections 21002 and 21081, Public Resources Code; San Francisco Ecology Center v. City and
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County of San Francisco (1975) 48 Cal.App.3d 584; City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of
Supervisors (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 84; Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th
1212; Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433; City of
Marina v. Board of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341.

4. INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF
ALAMEDA

Facts:

The DEIR fails to include inconsistencies with the City of Alameda General Plan. See No. 7,
below for some but not all of the inconsistencies not listed in the DEIR which are incorporated
by this reference thereto as though fully set forth herein.

Applicable Law:
CEQA Guidelines §15125. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not
limited to, the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State Implementation
Plan, area-wide waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional transportation
plans, regional housing allocation plans, regional blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans
and regional land use plans for the protection of the Coastal Zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San

8-85
Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains.

(e) Where a proposed project is compared with an adopted plan, the analysis shall examine
the existing physical conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no
notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced as well as
the potential future conditions discussed in the plan. Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083,
21083.05, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21060.5, 21061, and 21100, Public
Resources Code; E.P.I.C. v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350; San Joaquin
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713; Bloom v.
McGurk (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 1307.

The Project’s potential impacts on neighboring cities include but are not limited to
international navigation, seismic safety, green house gases, traffic. All access to Alameda is
through its neighboring cities. It has neither direct freeway not transit access. Anything
constructed in the estuary has the potential to interfere with navigation and interstate
commerce. Itis on fill, and adjacent to a multitude of seismic faults.
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Applicable Law:

5. CEQA Guidelines §15206. PROJECTS OF STATEWIDE, REGIONAL, OR
AREA WIDE SIGNIFICANCE

(a) Projects meeting the criteria in this section shall be deemed to be of state wide, regional,
or area wide significance.

(1) A draft EIR or negative declaration prepared by any public agency on a project described in
this section shall be submitted to the State Clearinghouse and should be submitted also to the
appropriate metropolitan area council of governments for review and comment. The notice of
completion form required by the State Clearinghouse must be submitted together with the
copies of the EIR and may be submitted together with the copies of the negative declaration.
The notice of completion form required by the State Clearinghouse is included in Appendix C.
If the lead agency uses the on-line process for submittal of the notice of completion form to
the State Clearinghouse, the form generated from the Internet shall satisfy this requirement
(refer to www.ceqanet.ca.gov).

(2) When such documents are submitted to the State Clearinghouse, the public agency shall
include, in addition to the printed copy, a copy of the document in electronic format on a 8-86
diskette or by electronic mail transmission, if available.

(b) The Lead Agency shall determine that a proposed project is of state wide, regional, or area
wide significance if the project meets any of the following criteria:

(2) A project has the potential for causing significant effects on the environment extending
beyond the city or county in which the project would be located. Examples of the effects
include generating significant amounts of traffic or interfering with the attainment or
maintenance of state or national air quality standards. Projects subject to this subdivision
include:

(A) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.

(B) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000
persons or encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.

(C) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or
encompassing more than 250,000 square feet of floor space.

(E) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or encompassing more
than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 4
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6. DEIR MINIMIZES SEISMIC RISK BY USE OF OUTDATED MAPS

Facts:

The analysis of Geophysical impacts is based on factually outdated USGS maps whsich
minimize the seismic dangers and risks in the Project Area. The Regional Fault Map ESA
included as Figure 4.5-1, is Base Map, U.S. Geological Survey, National Seismic Hazards Map -
Fault Sources, 2008. As this Base Map was updated in 2014 by USGS, it is unclear why ESA
used the outdated map showing lesser fault sources in a DEIR dated December 2017.

8-87

Applicable Law:

See No. 2, supra.
7. CHAPTER 5 ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED PROJECT ARE INADEQUATE
Facts:

In considering the Alternatives ESA admits that increasing the density above 30 units “per T
acre would conflict with existing City land use and zoning policies, and would require an
amendment to the City Charter. Such an amendment would require voter approval,
which would be a time-consuming and costly effort, with an unknown chance of
success.” (DEIR Page 5-6 Paragraph 4.) However the DEIR fails to include that the 8-88
Proposed Project itself conflicts with the Charter, General Plan, and Alameda Municipal
Codes Sections on density, minimum square footage per footprint per unit, and
prohibition against use of common open space to satisfy open space requirements for

privately held units.

Applicable Law:

Inconsistencies with the City of Alameda’s Charter, General Plan And Municipal Code were
omitted from the DEIR. See No. 4 above, CEQA Guidelines §15125. ENVIRONMENTAL 8-89
SETTING L
(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable

general plans. . . These inconsistencies include but are not limited to the following:

A. CHARTER OF THE CITY OF ALAMEDA
ARTICLE XXVI
Multiple Dwelling Units

Sec. 26-1. There shall be no multiple dwelling units built in the City of Alameda.
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Sec. 26-2. Exception being the Alameda Housing Authority replacement of existing low cost
housing units and the proposed Senior Citizens low cost housing complex, pursuant to
Article XXV of the Charter of the City of Alameda.

Sec. 26-3. The maximum density for any residential development within the City of Alameda
shall be one housing unit per 2,000 square feet of land. This limitation shall not apply to the
repair or replacement of existing residential units, whether single family or multiple-unit,
which are damaged or destroyed by fire or other disaster; provided that the total number of
residential units on any lot may not be increased. This limitation also shall not apply to
replacement units under Section 26-2.

B. GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF ALAMEDA

LAND USE ELEMENT CHAPTER 2

Medium-Density Residential: Two family or one family units. Medium density residential
development will provide at least 2,000 square feet of site area per unit. Existing densities
range up to 70 units per net acre on blocks with mixed single- and units. Density range for
additional units: 8.8 to 21.8 units per net acre. Projects of five or more units with 20
percent of the units affordable to lower-income households earn a state-mandated
density bonus permitting up to 26.1 units per net acre. Congregate housing and single
room occupancy facilities would be permitted and their density would be regulated by the
bulk standards (setbacks, height, lot coverage) in each zoning classification.

Guiding Policies: Residential Areas

2.4.a Maintain and enhance the residential environment of Alameda's neighborhoods.
2.4.d Limit residential development to one family detached and two family dwellings, in
accord with the provisions of Measure A.

2.4.p Amend the Zoning Ordinance and zoning map to be consistent with Measure A, as
necessary.

Chapter 2 - 14 - Land Use Element

2.4.q Require that all new development pay appropriate development impact fees.
Guiding Policies: Specified Mixed Use Areas

2.6.d Grand to Willow Street (Northern Waterfront): Continue efforts to minimize industrial
-residential conflicts on the south side of Clement Avenue where current zoning matches
current use at most locations. Live-work space for artists and artisans would be an
appropriate use in many cases. To ensure maintenance of a working waterfront and to avoid
employment densities that would create heavy traffic, office and retail space is to be limited
to approximately its current share of total floor area. The intent is to maintain an
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environment suited to the types of businesses now located in the area—both those that are
related to the waterfront and those that are not.

2.6.e Willow Street to Oak Street (Northern Waterfront): Provide for redevelopment of
existing industrial sites for up to 300 residential units, treating the area north of Clement
Avenue as an extension of the residential neighborhood to the south. The proposed
Business and Waterfront Improvement project would provide public actions to stimulate
development of the site.

2.6.f (Northern Waterfront): Create a continuous shoreline access along the Estuary from
the Miller Sweeney Bridge to the western tip of Alameda Point.

Implementing Policies: Specified Mixed Use Areas

2.6.h Grand to Willow Street (Northern Waterfront): Limit office/industrial/retail
development to .5 FAR, excluding area serving open uses, providing shoreline access, or
used for vehicular access to other facilities within the Specified Mixed Use area. The intent
of this provision is to support waterfront related and non-waterfront related uses of the
types now existing. The policy would prevent overbuilding that would occupy open area
needed to support viable marine-related activities. The industrial character is not to be
replaced by typical business park landscaping or building intensity.

2.6.i Willow Street to Oak Street (Northern Waterfront): Rezone existing nonresidential
parcels to a residential-industrial mixed use district that would allow industrial use not more
intense and not occupying more floor area than the 1990 use or residential development
consistent with Measure A. Existing industry would not become nonconforming under
zoning regulations, but could not expand in this area. Residential development would occur
where a developer has a site large enough to create a residential environment. Uses would
change only in accord with the plans and schedules of landowners.

(For most uses, a maximum permitted rate of gross floor area to site area is specified. The
floor area ratio (FAR) is a broad control of building bulk that limits both visual prominence
and traffic generated. )

Implementing Policies: Business Parks and Industrial Areas

2.8.g Revise zoning regulations to remove cumulative provisions that permit all uses except
housing in industrial areas. This policy may be critical to preservation of the sea-rail link and
the existing industries that use it. If zoning regulations in force in 1990 are not revised, a
strong demand for office space or waterfront hotels could suddenly displace industry. If
future economic conditions warrant a major change from the designated industrial use,
the City of Alameda should initiate revision of the General Plan.

2.10.c Stop the trend toward private use of public property.
3. CITY DESIGN ELEMENT
Implementing Policies: Edges, Vistas, Focal Points
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3.2.g Work with BCDC staff to prepare a schematic plan for development of the 100-foot-
wide strip above mean high tide on properties likely to require BCDC development
approval.

The schematic plan should provide for public access and provide shoreline streets wherever
possible. Specific opportunities for shoreline streets should be identified. The plan should
include design standards and guidelines for buildings, streets, pedestrian and bicycle routes,
signage and landscaping.

3.2.i Ensure that sections of the Estuary waterfront remain visually unobstructed.

Most of the Estuary waterfront not devoted to industrial use is developed as marinas
which block vistas. The proposed Estuary Park will be on the most prominent viewpoint.

3.3.e Develop detailed design guidelines to ensure protection of Alameda's historic,
neighborhood, and small-town character. Encourage preservation of all buildings,
structures, areas and other physical environment elements having architectural, historic
or aesthetic merit, including restoration of such elements where they have been
insensitively altered. Include special guidelines for older buildings of existing or potential
architectural, historical or aesthetic merit which encourage retention of original
architectural elements and restoration of any missing elements. The design guidelines
include detailed design standards for commercial districts.

4. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Policies

4.4.2.a Roadways will not be widened to create additional automobile travel lanes to
accommodate additional automobile traffic volume with the exception of increasing transit
exclusive lanes or non-motorized vehicle lanes.

4.4.2.b Intersections will not be widened beyond the width of the approaching roadway
with the exception of a single exclusive left turn lane when necessary with the exception of
increasing transit exclusive lanes or non-motorized vehicle lanes.

4.4.2.c Speed limits on Alameda’s new roads should be consistent with existing roadways
and be designed and implemented as 25mph roadways.

4.4.2.d All EIRs must include analysis of the effects of the project on the city’s transit,
pedestrian and bicycling environment, including adjacent neighborhoods and the overall
City network.

4.4.2.e EIRs will not propose mitigations that significantly degrade the bicycle and
pedestrian environment which are bellwethers for quality of life issues and staff should
identify “Levels of Service” or other such measurements to ensure that the pedestrian and
bicycling environment will not be significantly degraded as development takes place.
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4.4.2.f Transportation related mitigations for future development should first implement
TDM measures with appropriate regular monitoring; transit, bicycle and pedestrian capital
projects; and more efficient use of existing infrastructure such as traffic signal re-timing in
order to reduce the negative environmental effects of development, rather than attempting
to accommodate them. Should appropriate regular monitoring indicate that these
mitigations are unable to provide the predicted peak-hour vehicle trip reductions,
additional TDM measures, development specific traffic caps, or mitigations through
physical improvements of streets and intersections, consistent with policy 4.4.2.a and
policy 4.4.2.b, may be implemented.

4.4.2.g After the implementation of quantifiable/verifiable TDM measures (verified through
appropriate regular monitoring), and mitigation measures consistent with 4.4.2.f and
identification of how multimodal infrastructure relates to congestion concerns, some
congestion may be identified in an EIR process as not possible to mitigate. This unmitigated
congestion should be evaluated and disclosed (including intersection delay length of time)
during the EIR process, and acknowledged as a by-product of the development and
accepted with the on-going funding of TDM measures.

5. OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION ELEMENT

Implementing Policies: Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources 5.1.n
Inventory existing wetlands and water-related and other habitats to create a comprehensive
map of sensitive biological and botanical resources, to better protect these resources.

5.1.p Require that proposed projects adjacent to, surrounding, or containing wetlands be
subject to a site-specific analysis which will determine the appropriate size and
configuration of the buffer zone. The size and configuration of the buffer zone should be
based on the characteristics and importance of the wetlands and the proposed project. The
purpose of the buffer zone will be to ensure the long-term viability of the wetlands area,
which may include provisions for off-site needs such as upland nesting habitat.

Implementing Policies: Climate and Air Quality

5.5.c Encourage use of public transit for all types of trips. See policies in Section 4.3 in the
Transportation Element.

5.5.d Encourage development and implementation of Transportation System Management
(TSM) programs.

See Transportation Element policies (4.2.a and 4.2.b).

5.5.e Minimize commuting by balancing jobs and nearby housing opportunities. Buildout
of Alameda will create four jobs for every three employed residents, minimizing out-
commuting. A surplus of jobs in Alameda is likely to result in less travel than if these
office/business park jobs were at alternative outlying locations.

6. PARKS AND RECREATION, SHORELINE ACCESS, SCHOOLS AND CULTURAL FACILITIES
ELEMENT

6.2.g Prepare a Shoreline Access Plan in consultation with BCDC for areas where
development proposals are expected to provide opportunities to improve or extend
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access. 6.2.h Require shoreline access where appropriate as a condition of development
approval regardless of whether development occurs within the area of BCDC regulation.
Access should be provided even if there is no development within 100 feet of the water's
edge. 6.2.i Require off-site access as a mitigation when public access on-site is infeasible.

8. SAFETY AND NOISE ELEMENT

8.3 FLOODING AND SEA LEVEL RISE Due to its relatively flat topography and proximity to the
San Francisco Bay, Alameda is uniquely sensitive to flooding caused by high tides, storm
events, and climate change induced sea level rise. The City of Alameda normally experiences
tides that range from -0.2’ Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) to +6.4’ Mean Higher High
Water (MHHW), based on the NAVD88 datum. (The NAVD88 datum or zero elevation is
approximately the same as the elevations used in local tide tables.) The highest tide of the
year, or “king tide,” normally occurs during the winter months of November thru February,
and is usually about 7.4’. Every year, there is a 1 percent chance the king tide will exceed
9.4’. The ten highest king tides recorded by NOAA in Alameda for the last 75 years
measured 8.6" to 9.5’ elevation.

Global warming and sea level rise will have severe long-term effects on Alameda. The Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and Alameda County Flood Control
Water Conservation District predict a likely 12-inch increase in sea level on the Alameda
County coastline by 2050, and a likely 24-inch increase in sea level in the same area by 2100
(Adapting to Rising Tides: Alameda County Shoreline Vulnerability Assessment, May, 2015).
The study identified a 66-inch inundation level when combining the 24-inch sea level rise
with a 100-year storm event (see Figure 8-3). In addition to residential and commercial
properties, the Webster and Posey Tubes, Ron Cowan Parkway and the Alameda Gateway
Terminal Ferry and other major public improvements are vulnerable to inundation.

SN-15.Develop sea level rise adaptive strategies for different areas of the City for public
discussion and evaluation, including but not limited to: avoidance/planned retreat,
enhanced levees, setback levees to accommodate habitat transition zones, buffer zones,
beaches, expanded tidal prisms for enhanced natural scouring of channel sediments,
raising and floodproofing structures, and/or provisions for additional flood water
pumping stations, and inland detention basins to reduce peak discharges.

a. Develop for public discussion and evaluation potential financing strategies and
partnership opportunities with regional and state agencies such as the Oakland
International Airport, and other agencies to fund and build selected adaptive strategies.

SN-19. Require new development adjacent to the shoreline, lagoons and low elevations to
plan for 50 years of sea level rise. Ensure that the design of future developments
incorporate flood protection measures to protect improvements from a 100-year storm
event and anticipated sea level rise. a. Require new development to provide adequate
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setbacks along waterfront areas for the future expansion of seawalls and levees to adapt
to sea level rise.

10. NORTHERN WATERFRONT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
10.1 Challenges and Issues

Financially Sound Development The General Plan policies and land use designations are
designed to ensure that new development will fund the public facilities and services that
are needed to serve the new development and that redevelopment of the area does not
result in a negative financial impact on the City’s ability to provide services to the rest of
the City.

Facilitating a Jobs/Housing Balance. With an emphasis on mixed use development, the
General Plan policies for the area are intended to facilitate a jobs housing balance in the
area and in the City for the purpose of reducing citywide traffic and the associated
environmental, economic and social impacts of long commute trips.

10.4.e. Rezone the Encinal Terminals, Grand Marina, and Pennzoil sites for mixed-use
residential development.

10.4.f. Encourage the development of residential units on the upper floors of small
commercial buildings in the Mixed-Use designated areas, in compliance with the City
Charter.

10.4.g. Consider opportunities for a houseboat community in the Northern Waterfront
area.

Implementing Policies: Circulation and Infrastructure

10.6.e. Extend Clement Avenue through the Northern Waterfront from Grand Street to
Sherman to facilitate the movement of trucks, transit and/or rail, bicycles, and pedestrians.
10.6.f. Non-residential uses should be located adjacent to the Clement Truck Route to
minimize disturbances to residents from truck traffic on Clement Street; however, if
residential uses are proposed adjacent to the Clement Truck Route, residential structures
shall be adequately set back and/or provide design features to minimize disturbances to
future residents. In accordance with policy 10.8.f, sound walls shall not be used to buffer
residential uses from the truck route.

10.6.g. Designate the extension of Clement Avenue through the Northern Waterfront as a
Truck Route; remove the Truck Route designation on Buena Vista from Sherman to Grand
Street. Do not extend the truck route through the Beltline property.

10.6.h. Implement traffic calming measures to slow and control traffic flow in and around
the Plan area and protect adjacent neighborhoods.

10.6.z. Ensure that police, fire, educational, parks, opens space, and other public services
are adequately funded to serve new development.
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10.6.aa. Consider creation of a Northern Waterfront Assessment District to fund public
improvements and or municipal services required to support new development in the area.

10.8.c: To ensure design compatibility with adjacent developments and neighborhoods;
limit new building heights to 60 feet.

HOUSING ELEMENT 2015-2023

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

In July 2013, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) issued the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA). The City of Alameda was assigned a RHNA of 1,723 units. To
address state, regional, and local need for affordable housing, 444 of the units are to be
affordable to very low-income households, 248 of the units are to be affordable for low-
income households, and 283 of the units are to be affordable for moderate-income
households. The balance of the units (748) may be market rate. The City of Alameda Land
Inventory, located in the Housing Resources section of the Housing Element Background
Report on page 35, identifies adequate sites for over 2,000 units that are appropriately
zoned to address the affordable housing demand. These identified sites provide support for
state mandated requirements, but do not represent the full extent of Alameda’s available
housing sites. In 2010, the City of Alameda, the Alameda Housing Authority, and their non-
profit partner Resources for Community Development completed work on Shensi Gardens,
a 39-unit multifamily housing project for very-low and low-income Alameda families. The
award winning project exemplifies Alameda’s successful and ongoing efforts to transform
the former Naval Air Station at Alameda into a mixed use, mixed income district.

State law requires that “the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an
integrated, internally consistent, and compatible statement of policies.” Internal
consistency avoids policy conflicts and provides clear policy direction for the future
improvement and development of housing within the City. The City is evaluating the
consistency of this element with other chapters of the general plan as part of the update
process. It will continue to maintain General Plan consistency through ongoing review and
revision conducted annually thereafter.

8. ALAMEDA MUNICIPAL CODE
30-4.20 - M-X, Mixed-Use Planned Development District.
e. Density.

1. The City Council shall determine the number of dwelling units that are appropriate for the
M-X and the appropriate area of noncommercial development therein.

Save Alameda's Working Waterfront Issue Date: 2/15/2018

Author: SAWW

2-152



Letter 8

Project Name: Alameda Marina Mixed Use Project City of Alameda
SCH No. 2016102064

2. Residential development within the entire M-X shall not exceed one (1) dwelling unit
per two thousand (2,000) square feet of lot area for land designated on the Master Plan
for residential use.

30-4.23 - Multi-family Residential Combining Zone.

a. Purpose. The Multi-family residential combining zone (MF District) is an overlay zone
intended for lands in Alameda that are well located for transit oriented Multi-family
housing, necessary to accommodate Alameda's share of the regional housing need, and
available to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all
income levels, including Multi-family rental housing as required by California Government
Code sections 65580 and 65583.

k. Affordable Housing Requirements. 1. All residential projects shall provide affordable
housing pursuant to Alameda Municipal Code 30-16, Affordable Housing. 2. Projects that
qualify for a residential density bonus pursuant to Section 30-17, Affordable Housing
Density Bonus and Government Code § 65915 shall be entitled to: (a) Up to a thirty-five
(35%) percent increase in maximum allowable density described in provision e of this
section; (b) A maximum height of four (4) stories but not more than forty-five (45') feet;

b. Alameda Municipal Code and Underlying Zoning District Provisions and Requirements. 1.
Proposed residential use within the MF district shall comply with the provisions of the MF
District, the provisions of the underlying zoning district and all other provisions of the
Alameda Municipal Code. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of the MF
Combining District and the provisions of the underlying district or the Alameda Municipal
Code or Alameda City Charter Article 26, the provisions of the MF District shall govern. 2.
Proposed non-residential use, if permitted or conditionally permitted by the underlying
zoning districts, within the MF District shall comply with the provisions of the underlying
zoning district and all other provisions of the Alameda Municipal Code. c. Housing Types
Permitted. 1. The following housing types shall be permitted by right, without a conditional
use permit or other discretionary review other than design review, in addition to those
permitted by the underlying zoning district: (a) Multifamily; (b) Town homes; (c) Senior; (d)
Transitional housing; (e) Supportive housing; (f) Shared living; (g) Live/work; 2. For the
purposes of the MF District, live/work shall be defined as a residential unit that is the
primary residence and place of employment for the owner or occupant of the live/work
unit. d. Land Uses Permitted. 1. Residential uses are permitted by right in the MF Combining
District in addition to the uses permitted and conditionally permitted by the underlying
zoning district. 2. All properties with the MF Combining District designation that front on
Park Street or Webster Street shall provide ground floor retail space fronting onto the Park
Street or Webster Street public right-of-way. e. Permitted Residential Density and Lot Size.
1. Within the MF Combining District, the maximum permitted residential density shall be
thirty (30) units per acre. 2. Minimum lot size requirements shall be modified as necessary
to permit construction at the densities allowed by this section. f. Height Requirements. The
maximum height permitted shall be three (3) stories or thirty-five (35') feet, except as
provided in paragraph k.
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30-5.4 - Relationship to Other Regulations to and to Private Restrictions.

a. Where conflict occurs between the regulations of this article and any Building Code or
other regulations effective within the City, the more restrictive of any such regulations
shall apply.

30-5.12 Definition - of required open space.

Usable open space is comprised of private open space and common open space. Usable
open space is that area of a building site which is landscaped or otherwise developed and
maintained for recreation or outdoor living by the occupants. Usable open space shall not
include yards or other areas having a width of less than eight (8') feet, except for balconies
which may have a minimum horizontal dimension of five (5') feet, or areas devoted to
automobile access or storage. The following areas shall constitute usable open space as
required by subsections 30-4.2(d)(9), 30-4.3(d)(10), 30-4.4(d)(10), 30-4.5(d)(10), and 30-
4.6(d)(10).

30-17.4 - Density Bonus Application.

a. In order to receive concessions and/or incentives, or waivers under this Section 30-17, an
Applicant must submit to the City a Density Bonus Application which will be treated as part
of the Development Application. At any time during the review process, the Planning and
Building Director may require from the applicant additional information reasonably
necessary to clarify and supplement the application or to determine the development's
consistency with the requirements of this section.

b. The Density Bonus Application shall include the following:

1. A development plan illustrating that the "base" project meets all existing general plan
and zoning development standards.

2. A description of the Development, including the total number of proposed affordable
housing units, senior housing units, or age-restricted mobile home park units; a description
of any land the applicant proposes to donate for low income housing units; and any child
care facilities the applicant proposes to construct as part of the qualifying housing
development premises or on an adjacent property.

3. The zoning and General Plan designations and assessor's parcel number(s) of the project
site. 4. A vicinity map showing the location of the proposed project.

5. A set of preliminary project plans that include a site plan showing all building and
structure footprints or locations, drive aisles and parking layout; floor plans of all structures
and buildings; and architectural elevations of all buildings and structures, all drawn to scale.
6. A request for a concession or incentive shall include evidence to justify why it is necessary
to provide for affordable housing costs. Specifically, the application shall include a financial
report or pro forma demonstrating: i) whether the concessions or incentives sought would
result in identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions; ii) whether the
concessions or incentives sought are necessary to reduce the cost of the housing project
sufficiently to make feasible the provision of the affordable housing units; and iii) how any
additional concession or incentive would contribute significantly to the economic feasibility
of the construction of the child care facility if a child care facility is proposed.
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7. A request for a waiver shall include evidence to justify why it is necessary to allow
construction of the development on the site. Specifically, any applicant requesting a waiver
of development standards that physically preclude construction at the densities and/or
concessions and incentives permitted shall submit evidence in the form of a site plan,
drawing or written explanation describing why the waiver is needed to permit the project. A
financial report or pro forma is not required to justify a waiver.

8. The Affordable Housing Unit Plan which shall include: (a) The location, structure
(attached, semi-attached, or detached), proposed tenure (sale or rental), and size and
number of bedrooms of proposed market-rate and affordable housing units and the
proposed size of non-residential uses included in the development; (b) The income level to
which each affordable housing unit will be made affordable; (c) For phased developments, a
phasing plan that provides for the timely development of affordable housing units in
proportion to other housing units in each proposed phase of development as required by
this section.

9. Any other information reasonably requested by the Planning and Building Director to aid
in the implementation of this Section 30-17.

c. In the event that construction of a project is to be: 1) phased over more than two (2)
years, and those entitlements are vested by instruments such as a Development Agreement
or other similar instrument, and 2) the vesting document(s) allows for the phased submittal
of Design Review plans including the floor plans and elevations of proposed buildings, then
the applicant may be allowed to phase submittal of the floor plans and elevations required
by subsection 30-17.4.5 of all planned residential buildings until such time that the Design
Review plans are submitted pursuant to the vesting documents.

d. A project with a Density Bonus Application, including a request for concessions, incentives
or waivers, shall be reviewed for approval by the Planning Board; provided, however, that if
a development involves another permit or entitlement requiring City Council approval, then
the Planning Board may deny the development project or recommend its approval to the
City Council.

e. A requested concession, incentive, or waiver shall be approved unless the findings for
denial listed in subsection 30.17.9a., "Requests for Incentives or Concessions," or 30-
17.12a., "Waivers of Development Standards the Physically Preclude Construction," are
made in writing. f. Decisions of the Planning Board may be appealed to or reviewed by the
City Council as provided in Section 30-25 of this Code, "Appeals or Calls for Review."

8. PROJECT IMPLEMENTING MF ZONE CANNOT BE APPROVED

Facts:

The Ordinance adopting the Multi-Family Residential Combining Zones, is void as a matter

of law. The provision stating that the provisions of the MF District will govern any conflict is 8-91
not supported in the law.

AMC §30-4.23 - Multi-family Residential Combining Zone.
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a. Purpose. The Multi-family residential combining zone (MF District) is an overlay zone
intended for lands in Alameda that are well located for transit oriented Multi-family
housing, necessary to accommodate Alameda's share of the regional housing need, and
available to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all
income levels, including Multi-family rental housing as required by California Government
Code sections 65580 and 65583. b. Alameda Municipal Code and Underlying Zoning District
Provisions and Requirements. 1. Proposed residential use within the MF district shall comply
with the provisions of the MF District, the provisions of the underlying zoning district and all
other provisions of the Alameda Municipal Code. In the event of a conflict between the
provisions of the MF Combining District and the provisions of the underlying district or the
Alameda Municipal Code or Alameda City Charter Article 26, the provisions of the MF
District shall govern.

Applicable Law:

In 1916, Alameda became a Charter City pursuant to the California Constitution (Cal. Const.
Art 9 §3a.) It’s current Charter was adopted by the voters in 1937. Alameda’s citizens
circulated an Initiative which passed March 1, 1973, adding §§ 26-1 and 26-2, Article XXVI
[Multiple Dwelling Units],

“to provide that there shall be no multiple dwelling units built in the City of Alameda,
exception being the Alameda Housing Authority replacement of existing low cost housing
units and the proposed Senior Citizens low cost housing complex, pursuant to Article XXV of
said Charter.”

This Charter Amendment was further strengthened by another amendment passed by the
electorate and added March 5, 1991, § 26-3, Article XVI [Multiple Dwelling Units],

“to limit the maximum density for any residential development within the City of Alameda
to one housing unit per 2,000 square feet of land excepting the repair or replacement of
existing residential single-family or multiple-units which are damaged or destroyed by fire or
other disaster and excepting replacement units under Charter Section 26-2.”

Article XI, § 3, of the California Constitution states that the Charter can only be amended by
vote of the City’s electors, while Calif. Elections C. § 9255 provides the procedures for such
an amendment. Chapter XXX of the AMC (hereinafter “AMC”) was originally adopted to
carry out the provisions of Measure A. AMC § 30.51 defines Multiple Dwelling Units, the
type specifically excluded in Alameda as:

Multiple dwelling units shall mean a residential building, whether a single structure or

consisting of attached or semi-attached structures, designed, intended or used to house, or
for occupancy by, three (3) or more families, or living groups, living independently of each
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other, located in districts or zones authorized there for. Each such family or group is
deemed to occupy one (1) such dwelling unit.

Courts in California and other states, have long held that a charter city many not take any
action which conflicts with the City’s Charter, and that “(a)ny act that is violative or not in
compliance with the charter is void.” (Domar Electric Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1994) 9
Cal.4th 161, 171, citations omitted.)

The City did not conduct an election to amend its charter prior to adopting Resolutions
No.14718 and Ordinance No.3054 which implemented the MX and MF zoning.

In adopting Ordinance No. 3054, the City acknowledged the existence of conflicts between
the new MF District and the Charter. In fact, AMS Subsection 30-4.23b.i. as added to the
Code by Ordinance No. 3054, states that “In the event of any conflict between Article 26
and the provisions of the Code regarding the MF District, the latter provisions shall govern.”

It is not possible for the City to paper over the conflict between the Ordinance No. 3054 and
the Charter by stating that Ordinance No. 3054 controls in the event of a conflict. Rather,
under the rationale outlined in Domar, supra, and numerous other cases, it is clear that
Ordinance No. 3054 is void as a result of the conflict between Ordinance No. 3054, and the
Charter.

8-91
The DEIR has attempted to circumvent the voters’ mandate of Measure A as it applies the
Project by using Housing Element and Municipal Code Sections that conflict with the Charter
and General Plan, and without a vote of the people. The City of Alameda’s Housing Element
was certified by the State which constitutes a finding that it identified a sufficient number of
vacant parcels to meet the 2023 housing availability requirement.

The City of Alameda has overwhelmingly met and surpassed the ABAG Housing Goals for
market rate units. It falls short in the low and affordable income housing goals and this
Project is not providing low income and affordable housing to justify the loss of the
remaining traffic capacity through the bridges and tunnels to justify implementing a void
MF, or MX Overlay without a vote of the people or judgment of a court of law.

9. THE CITY MAY NOT APPROVE THIS PROJECT AS IT IS INCONSISTENT
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER REGULATIONS PRESCRIBED FOR
THE USE OF LAND WITHIN THE CITY OF ALAMEDA

Facts:

This Project is inconsistent with the Charter, General Plan and Sections of the AMC. The 8-92
Project appears to be consistent with some sections of the AMC which are void.
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Applicable Law:

AMC §30-94.1 - Decision by City Council.

a. The City Council shall hold a public hearing, after which it may accept, modify or
disapprove the recommendation of the Planning Board.

b. The City Council may not approve the development agreement unless it finds that the
provisions of the agreement are consistent with the General Plan and other regulations
prescribed for the use of land.

(Ord. No. 2189 N.S.)

10. THIS PROJECT VIOLATES STATE PLANNING AND ZONING LAW
Facts:

See No. 9, above. State Law requires that this Project be rejected as there is no basis for
making a determination that it complies with local laws as is required under State law.
Applicable Law:

A general plan must be integrated and internally consistent, both among the elements and
within each element. (Gov.C. §65300.5). If there is internal inconsistency, the general plan is
legally inadequate and the required finding of consistency for land use approval cannot be
made.

All “lower tier” zoning regulations, approvals an enactments must be consistent with the
governing “higher tier” general plan. (Gov. C. §§ 65359, 65454, 65860, DeVita v. County of
Napa, (1995) 9 Cal.4th 763,803.) “Vertical consistency between an applicable general plan
and the various layers of subordinate land use regulations has been aptly termed the
“linchpin of California’s land use and development laws” because “it is the principle which
infused the concept of planned growth with the force of law” (De Botarri v. City Council, 8-93
(1985) 171 Cal.App.3d 1204, 1213.). In order to be consistent with its governing general
plan, a zoning ordinance must “further the objectives and policies of the general plan and
not obstruct their attainment” (Corona-Norco Unified School District v. City of Corona (1993)
17 Cal.App.4th 985, 994.).

If a subordinate land use regulation does not further and promote the policies of a general
plan, it must be deemed inconsistent (Building Industry Ass’n. V. City of Oceanside. (1994)
27 Cal.App.4th 744, 767.) A land use decision (zoning ordinance) must be deemed
inconsistent with a general plan if it conflicts with a single, mandatory general plan or policy
or goal (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County Bd of Sups.
(1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332,1341.). A local land use decision that is inconsistent with the
applicable general plan is invalid when passed, i.e., void ab initio. (Lesher Communications
Inc. V. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531,540.).
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General Plan Land Use Element Section 2.4.d includes the policy “to limit residential
development to one family detached and two family dwellings, in accord with t he
Provisions of Measure A.” The Adoption of the Housing Element, and land use designation
of Medium Density Residential as well as the Multifamily Combining Zone Conflicts with the
General Plan Land Use Element, since it permits “by right” multifamily residential uses in
densities greater than permitted under the General Plan Land Use Element. In addition, the
City failed to adopt a Schedule to address these inconsistencies.

The City cannot approve the Alameda Marina Project until the General Plan is amended.

11. RECIRCULATION OF THE DEIR IS REQUIRED.
Facts:

The (1) Failure to include a complete analysis of the cumulative impacts of all known
projects, (2) omission of all of the inconsistencies with the City of Alameda applicable laws,
Charter, Municipal Code, General plan, (3) use of outdated Geological information, (4)
inadequate traffic impact analysis using erroneous traffic “studies” and failure to include
assumptions thereon, which are directly contradicted by traffic measurements and
projections used by MTC and CALTRANS, (5) misquoting these inadequate traffic studies
which show no impact, basing findings upon them stating there are impacts entitling
findings of overriding considerations, among other failures of the DEIR require that the DEIR
be amended and updated to include the foregoing, and re-circulated.

Applicable Law:

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed
in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include,
for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
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(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v.
Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need
only re-circulate the chapters or portions that have been modified.

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation
pursuant to Section 15086.

(e) A decision not to re-circulate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record.

(f) The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided in Section 15088.
Re-circulating an EIR can result in the lead agency receiving more than one set of comments
from reviewers. The following are two ways in which the lead agency may identify the set of
comments to which it will respond. This dual approach avoids confusion over whether the
lead agency must respond to comments which are duplicates or which are no longer
pertinent due to revisions to the EIR. In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to
pertinent comments on significant environmental issues.
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Attachment 4

Economic Development Assessment

Alameda Marina Master Plan Market Assessment Prepared for: Bay West Development
Prepared by: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. December 16, 2016:

“The economic rebound from the 2008-9 recession enjoyed broadly throughout the Bay Area
and recent approval of new multifamily housing has supported a modest surge in new
residential development in the city in recent years.”

Response: Residential development is the most expensive type of development a city can
undertake. Impact fees cover the additional expenses or additional city services initially
and then the services become a liability for the city. Business development results in long-
term revenues in the form of sales taxes that support the city services that are required to
support the residents. Between this issue and Alameda’s jobs/housing imbalance, the city
should be looking at more opportunities to preserve existing industrial and commercial
space for long-term revenue generation.

Alameda’s geography, an island surrounded by water, lends opportunity to the
development of blue economy businesses. The proximity to the Port of Oakland and deep
water on the north shore of Alameda is particularly attractive for blue economy business
development. Alameda Marina offers existing R&D space, warehouses, and
startup/incubator space that is near the water.

The region’s population growth has squeezed out waterfront locations that have seen a
reduction in water-oriented leisure space as it has become popular for residential
development. The 530 berth marina will serve as a magnet to attract new residents who
are interested in maritime recreational pursuits to the project site. Changes in zoning to
allow specific types of mixed use development and new amenities to actively support
maritime operations can help activate the marina and public areas with waterfront access.

Alameda's many yacht clubs are great organizations for new residents to join in with the
boating community of Alameda. There are groups that teach sailing to young and old. An
active boating community will provide jobs for youngsters.

Job growth in the City of Alameda has been strong, but employment growth occurring since
the recession has been concentrated in restaurant and retail sectors, while other markets in
the Bay Area have attracted technology and professional services jobs and associated market
demand for new workspace.

Alameda has enjoyed recent increases in its retail supply, and these significant new lifestyle

and neighborhood centers have attracted credit tenants which are well positioned to compete
with retailers outside the city, as well as internet retailers.
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Response: The investment Alameda made in the Alameda Theater and Parking Garage
sparked the growth in restaurants on Park and Webster Streets. Residential development
at Alameda Landing and other areas brought new retail establishments such as the
shopping center at Alameda Landing. Unfortunately, restaurant and retail jobs do not offer
living wages to allow employees to live in Alameda so the island job growth has actually
served to increase congestion and carbon gases on the nearby freeways and other roads.
Alameda needs professional, technical and trade jobs that will keep residents both living
and working on the island. The 85 businesses at Alameda Marina prior to Bay West’s plans
for development provided 250 of these jobs in its workspaces. The Alameda Marina was
home to a world renowned Oceanographer who started a business that reached to all
corners of the world. Alameda needs to work to retain these types of businesses.

While Alameda possesses a rich history of maritime economic activity on its waterfront, the
primary drivers of maritime business activity have stagnated or are in decline.

Response: Each year the Alameda Community Sailing Center trains about 175 local youth
how to sail. In addition, the center also teaches classes to adults and families and has
sailing activities for all Alameda residents throughout sailing season. In addition, Encinal
Yacht Club also operates a youth sailing summer camp. Both training programs result in
new participants who will purchase boats and look for marinas in which to store them.
These new sailors will reverse the decline which began with the recession. People are just
now beginning to have discretionary income to pursue leisure activities that will involve
the use of waterfront activities in Alameda. Many of the new residents will move to
Alameda for the marine activities if the services are available.

Young adults also are showing interest in personal watercraft such as paddleboards and
kayaks which require access to the waterfront..

The redevelopment of Alameda Marina will maximize its market potential by offering
residential uses, and some ancillary retail may serve as an amenity to the project, while office
and industrial/flex space are significantly riskier, as the market reveals existing vacancy,
limited recent development, and a strong pipeline of supply.

“Alameda Marina should seek to take advantage of the strong housing market and while
some retail and workspace may be desirable for place making, market demand for commercial
uses is relatively weak. Office and industrial space likely will be difficult to lease at rates that
cover the cost of construction. One exception might be the adaptive reuse of industrial space
as “maker space” (i.e., flexible space for artisans, craft manufacturers, or technology
businesses). While demand for maritime uses exists, maritime-designated space within the
project likely would satisfy the needs of existing Alameda businesses. Again, lease rates likely
would be insufficient to cover the cost of construction. A maritime user requirement beyond
what the market can support adds significant risk and cost to the project, which might be
mitigated through establishment of a more flexible commercial program.”
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Response: Alameda has 4000 housing units in the pipeline for development. Alameda
Marina currently has over 250,000 sq. ft. commercial/industrial space and Bay West
proposes to reduce it to 150,000 sq. ft. — “if feasible”. Planned development of
commercial space other than Alameda Point includes 22,000 at Harbor Bay, 364,000 of
warehouse space at Alameda Landing owned by Bay Ship and Yacht for their inventory
space, 50,000 sq. ft. at Encinal Terminals, 25,000 sq. ft. at Del Monte and 23,000 sq. ft. at
Park Esquina, 712 Lincoln Ave., 1435 Webster St., and 11,000 sq. ft. on Minturn St. The
amount of square footage coming online to develop jobs which pay an Alameda living
wage is minor when compared to what is being allocated for housing which will further
deteriorate Alameda’s jobs/housing imbalance.

(from city website):

Among the Guiding Principles determined by participants of the Economic Development
Committee, as reported to City Council on February 21, 2017 under “Strategic Plan
Strategies Framework”, was to first address Improvement of Alameda’s jobs/ housing
balance, partially by attracting, retaining and expanding innovative commercial and light
industrial businesses while promoting housing affordable to all sectors. Opportunities and
Constraints identified that Alameda lags region in growing office-based jobs and that local
workers have difficulty finding housing. Among proposed strategies to improve the
balance of jobs and housing are to amend the General Plan to include strong policies
preserving prime commercial sites for employment-generating uses. (Sites such as at the
Alameda Marina where 250 jobs existed before Bay West started planning for this
development.)

The second principle determined by participants of the Economic Development Committee
was to “Preserve Alameda’s “quirky and magical” character and quality of life”. The
committee sought to preserve and promote Alameda’s unique landmarks and destinations,
which contribute to making Alameda a creative and inspiring place for innovators.
Supporting marine-related industries and

Providing an accessible waterfront for recreational activities were also identified as ways
to support this goal for economic development. Opportunities and Constraints identified
included Artists and “makers” being attracted to Alameda’s inexpensive and “funky”
spaces such as those that existed at Alameda Marina. The fact that Alameda is one of few
inner Bay Area locations with a working waterfront was seen as an opportunity. Strategies
to Preserve Character and Quality of Life included:

e Exploring the feasibility of a new technology incubator/co-working space

e Encouraging development and reuse of buildings to create cooperative spaces for artists
and other “makers”

e Exploring the feasibility of a new technology incubator/co-working space

e Exploring working with other nearby cities that have maritime industries (e.g. Richmond,
Oakland, Berkeley, and Emeryville) to identify joint funding and financing options for
waterfront infrastructure improvements
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The third principle of Economic Development identified was to maintain Alameda’s fiscal
stability. One proposed strategy to accomplish this goal was to invest in initiatives to create
attractive, vibrant public spaces, especially in existing retail areas and waterfront locations, to
attract experiential retailers.
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Letter 8
Response

Save Alameda’s Working Waterfront
February 15, 2018

8-1

8-2

Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the project on the
transportation system, including the regional highways. As explained in Master
Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the evaluation includes analysis of
traffic operations at the major intersections along these corridors, analysis of
travel times along three corridors connecting Alameda to Oakland, and analysis
of traffic operations along major roadway segments as required by the Alameda
CTC. Other intersections or roadway segments were not evaluated because the
project would add minimal traffic to these locations as shown on Figure 4.12-4,
Trip Distribution, of the Draft EIR. This comment does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

The reductions in BART and AC Transit ridership for 2017 referenced in the
comment are system-wide and reflect ridership throughout the BART and AC
Transit service area. Furthermore, during the same period, ferry ridership in
Alameda continued to increase dramatically. The comment does not state how
regional transit ridership may affect the traffic analysis presented in the Draft
EIR, nor does it state how the proposed project would impact that ridership.
Therefore, the comment does not present any environmental issues that have not
been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

The project sponsor has never indicated that the only reason for the proposed
project is improve the shoreline, as suggested by the commenter. Please see the
list of Project Objectives at Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Chapter
3 of the Draft EIR, the project would be developed in phases, with each phase
funded and developed in succession. This process would be typical of standard
development practice for larger projects, and would ensure that the cash flow and
capitalization requirements needed to fund the next phase of development are
maintained. In addition, Chapter 6 of the Master Plan for the project provides that
shoreline and land side infrastructure improvements would occur in each phase
and further provides that a building permit for the first building in the next phase
would not issue until shoreline improvements in the prior phase have been
completed based on the project sponsor’s approved plans for the infrastructure
work. Regardless, the comment does not address a specific environmental impact
or effect. Rather, the comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how
the project should be developed, and therefore does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required (Twain Harte Homeowners Ass’n v. County of
Tuolumne (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 664, 679).

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-165 ESA/ 160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018
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8-3

8-5

8-7

8-8

This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of affordable housing and the project’s requirements under the law. The project
would provide 103 affordable housing units, which is in excess of what is
required. There is a substantial market for these types of housing, and the project
would assist in meeting the region-wide shortage of housing for families of
varying income levels. Regardless, the comment does not address a specific
environmental impact or effect, and does not present any environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

As stated in the comment, the Draft EIR is consistent with the Boatworks EIR in
identifying both Park Street/Blanding Avenue and Park Street/Clement Avenue
intersections as operating at LOS F under Cumulative (2040) Plus Project
conditions. As discussed in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the
Cumulative (2040) traffic impact analyses presented in the Draft EIR accounts
for traffic generated by planned and proposed developments in Alameda,
including the Boatworks project and other developments in the Northern
Waterfront Area.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances. The Draft EIR
disclosed all significant and unavoidable transportation-related effects that would
result from the proposed project. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

The Master Plan provides for public access throughout the site, with reasonable
restrictions for purposes of public safety and security. This comment does not
address a specific environmental impact or effect, and does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

The Master Plan provides for a mix of commercial uses, including those listed in
the comment and as allowed for the site per the City’s Municipal Code. The
ultimate uses that may occupy the commercial areas of the site will largely be
determined by the market, but the principal intent of the Master Plan with respect
to commercial uses is to maintain a commercial core that includes a working
waterfront centered around maritime uses, particularly in the Tidelands Lease
portions of the site. With respect to conversion of a portion of the site to
residential uses, the site’s General Plan mixed use designation implies a specific
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8-9

8-10

8-11

8-12

8-13

8-14

8-15

intent to add housing onto a site that is currently 100 percent commercial. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

Please see Response 8-8, above. Adequacy of dry boat storage space is an
economic and social issue, not an environmental issue, and is thus not subject to
analysis during the CEQA process.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances and how the
City calculated the allowable residential density for the project site.

Please refer to Master Response 5 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to aesthetics.

The provision and retention of affordable housing, whether through house boats
or residential units on land, is a social and economic issue outside the purview of
CEQA. Nonetheless, as the commenter points out, Bay Ship and Yacht would not
be able to repair the hulls of houseboats in Alameda if there is no elevator at
Alameda Marina. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

Please see Response 8-2, above.

Page 4.3-48 of the Draft EIR assesses the project’s impacts with respect to trees,
as well as requirements associated with applicable City ordinances for tree
preservation, which include specific requirements for street trees. As long as tree
removal is consistent with all permitting conditions, such removal would not
conflict with local ordinances or policies. As a general rule, however, healthy
trees on the site or along the Clement Avenue frontage would be retained so long
as they did not directly interfere with development activities. While the number
of healthy and mature trees on the site is limited, those trees are viewed as assets
and would not be removed unless necessary. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Section 4.6.3 of the Draft EIR provides a listing of applicable federal, state, and
local requirements concerning the handling and remediation of hazardous
materials that may be present on the project site. Substantial information is
available concerning evidence of past contamination and the presence of residual
contamination on the site. This information is disclosed in the Draft EIR in
Section 4.6.2. Additional information will be gathered through subsequent testing
as the development proceeds, and it is possible that additional areas of
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8-16

8-17

contamination may be found in the site’s buildings and soils during the
construction process. In that event, federal and state laws and regulations provide
specific guidance as to how contaminated sites are to be managed, and those laws
and regulations contain detailed requirements for remediation. These potential
impacts, as well as a discussion of applicable requirements and mitigations are
fully disclosed in the Draft EIR, under Impacts HAZ-1 and HAZ-2. Additional
requirements would be developed and implemented during the permitting
process, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. This comment does
not present any additional information on environmental issues that have not
been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please refer to Master Response 5 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to aesthetics.

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, cites in a number of instances
the types of open space and park facilities that are part of the Master Plan. For
instance, Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR states as part of the project overview that
the project would include “Park areas, paths, trails, and shoreline improvements,
including new waterfront and Bay Trail Open Space which would provide a new
segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, providing bicycle and pedestrian access
throughout the site, with access to public open space on the site, a maritime
boardwalk promenade, parks/maritime amenity areas, and open space areas on
both sides of the existing graving dock.” Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR shows the
proposed land use program, and indicates that 4.25 acres of shoreline open space
would be provided as part of the Master Plan. Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIR lists
the following objective related to open space and recreational uses: “Create
public amenities and opportunities for gathering spaces for existing and future
community members by developing new open space areas within and along the
shoreline edge with a Bay Trail component.” Section 3.4.4 of the Draft EIR is
dedicated to describing the open space and recreational features that would be
provided as part of the Master Plan. Figure 3-9 of the Draft EIR shows the
conceptual open space plan, and illustrates the extensive areas of shoreline open
space and the potential Bay Trail alignment through the project site. Regardless,
the Master Plan would be required to comply with existing City requirements
with respect to parkland and open space dedications, and as stated on page 4.11-
14 of the Draft EIR, would be required to “contribute to public park
improvements through the construction of park and recreational facilities
included as part of the project, payment of fees, or the dedication of land or
conservation easements, as permitted by the Quimby Act and required by the
City’s development impact fees.”

In summary, the commenter’s assertion that the project’s “only planned areas for
children to play are in the proposed parking lots” is not accurate. This comment
does not present any additional information on environmental issues that have
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not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

8-18 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts to historic resources.

8-19 Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR describes the methodology used to assess impacts
related to air quality. The methodology used follows standard professional
practice, as was conducted per the requirements and guidelines of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and the California Air Resources
Board (CARB). The models and criteria used to identify impacts consider a
substantial number of variables, including emissions source generators, the
distance of those generators to sensitive receptors, pollutant dispersal rates, and
specific pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs) of concern, among others.
As described in Draft EIR Section 4.2.4 under Impact AQ/CC-3, impacts of
substantial pollutant concentrations upon sensitive receptors were evaluated
using the required methodologies. An analysis was specifically conducted to
determine the air quality effects of vehicle traffic on Clement Avenue using
BAAQMD’s Roadway Screening Analysis Calculator. Health impacts associated
with stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the project site were also evaluated
using BAAQMD’s Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool. In all instances,
and as reported in the Draft EIR, the impacts were found to be well below
regulatory significance thresholds. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-20 Please see Response 8-19, above. As discussed on page 4.2-48 of the Draft EIR
under Impact C-AQ/CC-1, the EIR’s air quality analysis considered the
cumulative effects of the proposed project, combined with past present, and
reasonably foreseeable development in the vicinity, and concluded that the
project’s effects would be less than significant. It should also be noted that
regional models and project growth associated with traffic and air quality include
a factor to include likely regional background growth to account for projects that
might not be included in a project-specific inventory of cumulative projects.
Thus, the regional models provide for a worst-case scenario when determining air
quality impacts. Even under this worst-case scenario, the project’s effects were
found to be less than significant. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-21 This comment is unclear and difficult to follow, but it appears that the
commenter’s intent was to assert that the population projections utilized in the
Draft EIR are incorrect. It also appears that the commenter was trying to
extrapolate the average household population of Census Tract 4272 to the entire
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8-22

8-23

City of Alameda, or perhaps vice versa. Regardless, the 0.65 percent annual
growth rate factor adopted in the City’s Local Action Plan for Climate Projection
(LAPCP) is projected only through 2020, and the commenter is comparing that to
possible growth factors through 2035 that could arise if all proposed residential
units are constructed. The two numbers are not comparable. It is also unclear
where the projected number of new households (5,046 new units) was obtained
by the commenter, as no reference is provided. In short, the commenter’s
assertions are not supported, and the comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please see Response 8-21, above. Again, the population methodology
calculations being put forth by the commenter are unclear, and it is difficult for
the City to effectively respond. We do note that in this comment the commenter
is using as a basis for population projections the unlikely possibility that 4,000
additional housing units will be constructed and occupied in the City by 2020,
which is only two years in the future. Ultimately, the comment closes with an
opinion by the commenter as to how the project should or should not be
developed. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

As described on page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR, the toxic air contaminant (TAC)
analysis considered a number of conservative, worst-case scenarios, such as the
assumption that truck idling sources would be located on the project site on the
north side of Clement Avenue directly across the street from the residential uses
to the south of Clement Avenue, which is a distance of less than 70 feet. Even at
this close proximity, and as shown in Table 4.2-8 of the Draft EIR, the mitigated
construction health risk impacts would be well below BAAQMD thresholds.
These same conclusions could be extended to future residents of the project site
that could be in residence during later phases of construction. For purposes of
clarification, updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
Specifically, Page 4.2-29, paragraph 3, is revised to read:

During temporary construction activities, the analysis incorporates the
estimated construction TAC emissions of diesel particulate matter and
dispersion modeling using the USEPA AMS/EPA Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) dispersion model with meteorological data from the closest
and most representative monitoring station to the project site located at
Oakland International Airport, which is approximately 2.5 miles to the
southeast of the project site. Within the AERMOD model, TAC emission
sources were placed on the project site (for off-road equipment and truck
idling emissions) and on the portion of roads (i.e., Clement Avenue and
Grand Street) that haul trucks could travel on within 1,000 feet of the
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project site (for truck traveling emissions). The TAC emission sources
were located in areas corresponding to construction associated with
Phases 0, 1, 2, and 3. Truck idling sources were assumed to be located on
the project site on the north side of Clement Avenue directly across the
street from the residential uses to the south of Clement Avenue, which
provides for a conservative (i.e., health protective) assessment. Receptor
points were placed on the nearby sensitive receptor locations, which
captures the maximum TAC concentrations at the maximally exposed
sensitive receptor. These same methodologies can also be extended to
assess impacts to future residents of the project site that could be in
residence during later phases of construction.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor
does this comment present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

8-24 Please see the response to comment 8-23, above. While a large number of
sensitive receptors may be present in the residential areas south of Clement
Avenue, this does not change the fact that those receptors would be exposed to
toxic air contaminant emissions that are substantially below BAAQMD
thresholds. TAC emissions disburse in the atmosphere and concentrations
diminish with distance from the emitting source. This comment does not present
any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-25 Please see the response to comment 8-19, above. The air quality effects of traffic
along Clement Avenue was evaluated at both a project-specific level and a
cumulative level. In all instances, and as reported in the Draft EIR, the impacts
were found to be well below regulatory significance thresholds. This comment
does not present any additional information on environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

8-26 As stated in the comment, the project is estimated to add about 53 trips to the
Webster Street/Atlantic Avenue intersection during the PM peak hour, which
corresponds to about 10 percent of the PM peak hour trips generated by the project.
As discussed on page 4.12-23 of the Draft EIR and reiterated in Master Response 6
in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the trip assignment is based on the results of the
Alameda CTC Model (shown on Figure 4.12-4, Trip Distribution, of the Draft
EIR), which accounts for estimated future congestion along all local and regional
roadways resulting from traffic generated by current and future developments
throughout the region. Also, and as discussed in Master Response 6, the
Cumulative (2040) traffic impact analyses presented in the Draft EIR accounts
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8-27

8-28

8-29

8-30

8-31

for traffic generated by planned and proposed developments in Alameda,
including the developments in the Northern Waterfront Area. In summary, these
comments do not present any additional information on environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

Unbundling parking, which is included as one of the TDM strategies for the
project, may result in increased use of on-street parking in the vicinity of the
project. However, parking occupancy is not considered an environmental impact
topic under CEQA [Public Resources Code § 21099(b)(3) and 21099(d)(1) and
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XVI]. This comment does not present
any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

The greenhouse gas emissions calculations used in the Draft EIR considered a
worst-case scenario for electricity production emissions. Even then, the impact
was found to be less than significant. Including a greater use of renewable energy
generation into the calculation would lessen emissions even further. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

As presented under the analysis for Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4,
the project would be subject to a number of regulations and permitting
requirements. Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, for instance, requires that all dredging
and in-water construction activities be consistent with the standards and
procedures set forth in the Long Term Management Strategy for dredging in the
San Francisco Bay waters, which is a program developed by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC), the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and other agencies. The program
guides the disposal of dredge materials in an environmentally sound manner.
Similar requirements are prescribed for impacts to marine mammals and fish
from construction noise, impacts from sediment discharges, as well as other
impacts. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

Please see the response to comment 8-14, above.

Beginning on page 4.3-36, the Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to birds, and
also prescribes avoidance and minimization mitigations that are consistent with
current regulations, including surveys and cessation of construction activities
during recognized bird nesting seasons. The project would be required to comply
with all applicable regulations concerning migratory birds and other sensitive

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-172 ESA/160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



2. Comments and Responses

biological resources. This comment does not present any additional information
on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft
EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-32 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 8-31, above.
8-33 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 8-29, above.
8-34 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion

of impacts related to historic resources. A number of the statements provide in
this comment are in error, such as the number of contributory buildings
designated by the HAB, which is 17, not 25, as asserted by the commenter. In
addition, concerning the requirements of the Alameda Municipal Code, the
commenter has stated that “the City of Alameda’s Municipal Code Section 13-
21.7 protects all the buildings from demolition at Alameda Marina because they
were built prior to 1942.” However, AMC 13-21.7(a) states that any “building
that was constructed prior to 1942 shall not be demolished or removed without
the approval of a certificate of approval issued by the Historical Advisory
Board.” The code establishes a process for review and approval prior to
demolition, but does not preclude demolition entirely. To assist the commenter,
the applicable sections from AMC 13-21.7 is presented below.

13-21.7 Interim Review.

a. Any building that was constructed prior to 1942 shall not be demolished
or removed without the approval of a certificate of approval issued by
the Historical Advisory Board. The age of the building shall be
determined by a review of the City records.

b. No protected structure shall be demolished or removed without the
approval of a certificate of approval issued by the Historical Advisory
Board. Protected structures shall mean non-building building resources
listed on the Historical Building Study List.

8-35 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to historic resources. The developer is not required to
rehabilitate all of the remaining buildings to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, but may elect to do so if feasible. Since the feasibility or ultimate
desirability of rehabilitating all of the remaining buildings to the Secretary’s
Standards is not currently known, the Draft EIR’s analysis conservatively found
that the potential impact would be significant and unavoidable.

8-36 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to historic resources. It should be noted that the mitigation
requires more than just filing photographs and other information in a library or
repository, as is asserted in the comment. The measure also requires that
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8-37

8-38

8-39

interpretive displays be produced and posted at the site. All interpretive materials
would be required to be approved by the City of Alameda Historic Advisory
Board. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to historic resources. In this comment, the commenter is
simply restating what has already been disclosed in the Draft EIR. This comment
does not present any additional information on environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

The results of the Envirostar database search will vary, depending upon the
center of the radius search. For purposes of clarification, updated information has
been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page 4.6-3, Table 4.6-1
has been modified to include the remediation site referred to by the commenter.
Specific language revisions can be found in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR under the
referenced page number above. The site referred to by the commenter is located
approximately 800 feet from the eastern boundary of the Alameda Marina
property. Based on the site’s distance to the project site, it is extremely unlikely
that the area of contamination could impact the project site through migration of
contaminants. Regardless, the site is planned for remediation by 2019, and the
planned remediation would eliminate the likelihood of an effect on the project
site. The Draft EIR’s conclusion of a less-than-significant impact remains valid,
and no additional analysis is required.

As stated on page 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR, the project site is located outside of a
designated airport influence area. As stated on page 4.9-14 of the Draft EIR, the
project site is more than two miles distant from the nearest public or private
airport or airstrip (Oakland International Airport), and is not within the area of
the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the airport. Moreover, the project
site is not within the noise contours for the airport, as defined in the plan.

As noted by the commenter, and as discussed on page 4.9-14 of the Draft EIR,
there is an existing helipad located on Coast Guard Island located approximately
1,800 feet north of the project site. The operations and frequency of use of this
helipad is highly variable. A recent California Supreme Court case found that
“agencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of
existing environmental conditions on a project‘s future users or residents.” In
California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369, the Supreme Court explained that an agency is only
required to analyze the potential impact of such existing environmental conditions
on future residents for certain specified projects or if the project would exacerbate
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8-40

8-41

8-42

8-43

8-44

8-45

those existing environmental hazards or conditions. CEQA analysis is therefore
concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the
environment’s impact on a project and its users or residents. Since there are no
public airports or private airstrips within two miles of the project and the existing
helipad located on Cost Guard Island is considered as a part of the existing
environment, aircraft related noise would not be a significant impact under CEQA
for land uses to be developed under the proposed project. This comment does not
present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please see the response to comment 8-15, above.

Please refer to Master Response 5 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to aesthetics. Please also see the response to comment 8-17,
above.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances, and how the
City calculated the allowable residential density for the project site.

As stated on page 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR, the nearest Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) to the project site that
has been approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the East
Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, which is approximately 18 miles from the
project site. A review of USFWS records indicates that there are no adopted
HCPs or NCCPs for Alameda Point. Regardless, and as stated in the Draft EIR,
there is no adopted HCP/NCCP with jurisdiction over the project site. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances, and how the
City calculated the allowable residential density for the project site.

Comment noted. It is worth noting that it would take more than 150 Tier 1 grants
(at the maximum value of $200,000 each) to fund the necessary improvements to
the Alameda Marina shoreline. As for Tier I grants, they are limited to $8
million distributed nationally, which would cover only about a quarter of the
amount needed to repair the Alameda Marina shoreline. These types of grants are
intended for small and minor improvement projects, and would provide little
towards addressing the major shoreline infrastructure work required at the
Alameda Marina. This comment does not address a specific environmental
impact or effect. Rather, the comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to
how the project should be developed, and therefore does not present any
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environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

8-46 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment does not address a specific
environmental impact or effect. Rather, the comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-47 Please see response to comment 8-12, above.

8-48 Page 4.9-20 of the Draft EIR evaluates the effects of roadway traffic on the
project, particularly along the southern boundary of the site near Clement
Avenue. The discussion describes applicable standards, and prescribes
mitigations to address potentially significant impacts. This comment does not
present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

With respect to the commenter’s concern regarding noise from aircraft, please
see response to comment 8-39, above. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-49 Comment noted. The Draft EIRs discussion under Impact C-POP-1 evaluates the
project’s effects with respect to providing additional housing in a region where
housing growth is outpaced by job and population growth, which has resulted in
a regional housing shortage. The criteria for determining a significant impact is
whether or not the project would induce unplanned growth. The analysis in the
Draft EIR found that the proposed project, in accordance with the City’s General
Plan and regional plans, would accommodate planned growth, rather than induce
unplanned growth. Generally, this comment presents the commenter’s assertions
concerning the future of employment and housing in the City of Alameda. This
comment therefore asserts the opinion of the commenter, and does not present
any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft
EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-50 The project trip generation presented in Table 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR is based on
data summarized in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual and is based on data collected at mostly suburban
developments where the majority of trips, including trips to and from schools, are
by automobile. Thus, the project trip generation accounts for potential trips

generated by high-school students.
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As described in the response to comment 8-27, parking occupancy is not
considered an environmental impact topic under CEQA. This comment does not
present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-51 Please see response to comment 8-17, above.

8-52 Please see response to comment 8-17, above. Park and open space facilities
planned as a part of the proposed project would increase the amount of
recreational facilities in the Northern Waterfront section of Alameda, and the
project would be required to comply with existing City requirements with respect
to parkland and open space dedications and/or payment of impact fees. As stated
on page 4.11-14 of the Draft EIR, the project would be required to “contribute to
public park improvements through the construction of park and recreational
facilities included as part of the project, payment of fees, or the dedication of
land or conservation easements, as permitted by the Quimby Act and required by
the City’s development impact fees.” This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-53 Comment noted. For purposes of clarification, updated information has been
added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page 4.11-11, paragraph 1, is
revised to read:

Impact PSR-4: The proposed project would result in increased use of
other governmental facilities, including libraries, but would not
require new or physically altered government facilities to maintain
acceptable performance objectives. (Less than Significant)

The Alameda Free Library offers library services to the residents of
Alameda. The WestEnd-Hibrary-braneh-Main Library, located +4-miles
0.6 miles away from the project site at 788-Santa-Clara-Avente 1550
Oak Street, is the closest library. The Library offers a wide range of
services, including answering reference questions, staging story times,
providing summer reading programs, hosting class visits, and educational
events.

While the proposed project would generate an incremental increase in
demand for library services, the additional demand that would be
generated by an estimated population of 1,932 persons, only a small
portion of whom would be expected to utilize the library in any given
month, would be expected to be a small fraction of the existing monthly
visitors. This would not require an expansion of library facilities, and the
project’s impact on library services would be considered less than
significant.
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Mitigation: None required.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor
does this comment present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

8-54 With respect to park facilities that would be included with the project, please see
the response to comment 8-52, above. Traffic impacts resulting from shopping
trips by future residents and employees were analyzed at pages 4.12-24 to 4.12-

27 of the Draft EIR.
8-55 Please see response to comment 8-52, above.
8-56 Please see response to comment 8-52, above. Other cumulative projects planned

for the Northern Waterfront area of the City, and all areas of the City for that
matter, would be required to “contribute to public park improvements through the
construction of park and recreational facilities included as part of the project,
payment of fees, or the dedication of land or conservation easements, as
permitted by the Quimby Act and required by the City’s development impact
fees” (Draft EIR, page 4.11-14). These actions would provide mitigation for
cumulative impacts to recreational resources. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-57 The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR does not report all the delay at
the Park Street/ Blanding Avenue and Park Street/Clement Avenue intersections.
Please see Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to
comment 15-8, below, regarding consistency with forecasts in previously
published environmental documents.

Concerning the vehicular flow rates due to downstream constraints, please see
the responses to comments 15-1 and 15-7, below.

As described in response to comment 15-34, below, planned improvements
would not change the lane configurations at the Park Street/ Blanding Avenue
and Park Street/Clement Avenue intersections.

Furthermore, the Draft EIR identifies the project impact at these two intersections
as significant and unavoidable. Any potential changes to the analysis would not
change the conclusion at these two intersections.

These comments do not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.
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8-58 Consistent with the OPR guidelines, the City of Alameda’s significance criterion
for VMT assessment is based on VMT per capita. Thus, total VMT or VMT in
particular areas or on specific streets was not assessed in the Draft EIR because
these metrics are not considered an environmental impact topic under CEQA.
Please see response to comment 15-6, below, regarding assessment of VMT
under cumulative conditions. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-59 The comment indicated that the VMT analysis presented in the Draft EIR is not
consistent with SB 743, without raising any specific rationale as to why that
might be the case. Page 4.12-19 of the Draft EIR describes the approach to VMT
analysis and describes how the methodology, assumptions, and the significance
threshold used in the analysis are consistent with SB 743 and related OPR
guidelines. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

8-60 With respect to the consistency of the analysis with previously published
environmental documents, please see Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this
chapter. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

8-61 As shown on Figure 4.12-4, Trip Distribution, on page 4.12-25 of the Draft EIR,
it is estimated that between two to ten percent of the peak hour trips generated by
the project would use Bay Farm Island Bridge. As described in Master Response
6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to comment 8-26, above, the trip
distribution is based on the results of the Alameda CTC Model and accounts for
estimated future congestion along all local and regional roadways, resulting from
traffic generated by current and future developments throughout the region,
including Alameda and Oakland. Although the Bay Farm Island Bridge may be
less congested than other corridors, it may require a more circuitous route to
access the [-880 freeway and result in substantially longer travel times for many
motorists depending on their final destination. The percent of project-generated
traffic estimated to use the Bay Farm Island Bridge accounts for these factors.

Considering the current congestion along the intersections along the Bay Farm
Island Bridge corridor, including Otis Drive/Fernside Boulevard/Doolittle Drive
and Island Drive/Doolittle Drive intersections, and the potential project trips
assigned to this corridor, the project would not result in additional significant
impacts along this corridor.
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These comments do not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

8-62 The comment is correct. For purposes of clarification, updated information has
been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. The last sentence on page 4.12-10 is
revised to the following:

The sidewalks across the Park Street and Miller-Sweeney (Fruitvale
Avenue) Bridges on the east side of the island, about one mile from the
project site, also provide pedestrian access between Oakland and

Alamedas-but-these-are-more-than-three-miles from-the projeetsite.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor
does this comment present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

8-63 The comment is incorrect, and the text on page 4.12-13 of the Draft EIR is
accurate. Although Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin are in Alameda County,
they are not served by AC Transit. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

8-64 Although household income is one of the variables that affects VMT, other
variables such as density of development, availability of transit service, and
proximity to walking and biking destinations are more accurate indicators of
VMT generation. Furthermore, the price of the market-rate residential units, and
the corresponding income level for the project residents, has not been
determined. Thus, it is not accurate to state that the project residents would have
higher income than the residents in the surrounding areas. In addition, 103 of the
residential units would be designated as affordable units, and would be occupied
by residents with lower incomes than the market-rate units, and may therefore
generate lower VMT. Overall, considering that the proposed project would have
a higher development density that the existing developments in the project TAZ,
and similar availability of transit service and proximity to walking and biking
destinations, the VMT per capita for the project TAZ, as estimated by the MTC
Model and presented in the Draft EIR, is an accurate estimate of VMT.

8-65 As stated on page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR, unbundling the cost of parking from
the cost of housing would reduce automobile ownership by project residents and
accordingly reduce the VMT generated by the project. Although parking for
about 80 percent of the project’s households would be unbundled, the Draft EIR
assumes that unbundling parking for residents would reduce VMT by about one
to two percent, which accounts for availability of on-street parking in the area.
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8-66

8-67

8-68

8-69

As stated in the comment, the on-street parking near the project may be at or near
capacity, which would further discourage project residents from owning a car. In
addition, as described in the response to comment 8-27, above, parking
occupancy is not considered an environmental impact topic under CEQA. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

Although overall project construction may take seven to ten years and as long as
15 years, construction would not be continuous during this period. As described
on page 4.12-43 of the Draft EIR, construction for each phase of the project
would be temporary and intermittent. Furthermore, the project is required to
submit a Traffic Control Plan, to be approved by City staff, for each phase of the
project’s construction in order to minimize project construction impacts. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

As described on page 4.13-4 of the Draft EIR, the issue of wet weather capacity
exceedances is being addressed on a region-wide basis through a Stipulated
Order that obligates collection agencies to improve management of their
wastewater collection systems, to address sanitary sewer overflows, and to
reduce inflow and infiltration (I&I) in their collection systems. As stated on page
4.13-13 of the Draft EIR, and consistent with the Stipulated Order and the City of
Alameda’s Private Lateral Ordinance, the proposed project would construct new
wastewater infrastructure to connect to the City of Alameda Sewer System in
Clement Avenue which conveys flow to the EBMUD Interceptor. An on-site
sewer collection system would be installed throughout the proposed street
network within the project site. The new sewer collection system would greatly
reduce 1&I flows entering the system in wet weather conditions and thereby
reduce wet weather flows to the EBMUD system. Such improvements would
actually present an improved condition over what is present currently. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
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8-70

8-71

8-72

8-73

8-74

8-75

8-76

8-77

8-78

commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Comment noted. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

Comment noted. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

Comment noted. This comment does not present any environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts to historic resources.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

This comment is largely presented in the form of a series of questions, many of
which are highly speculative and/or fall outside of the scope of the environmental
analysis. Regardless, the comment does not present any environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-182 ESA/160044.01

Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2018



2. Comments and Responses

8-79

8-80

8-81

8-82

8-83

Comment noted. The comment does not present any environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. This comment asserts the opinion of the
commenter as to how the project should be developed, and therefore does not
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

As discussed in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, traffic
generated by all the development projects listed in the comment are accounted
for in the Cumulative (2040) traffic impact analyses completed for the project.
The comment does not present any environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

As discussed in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the Alameda
CTC Model used to forecast 2040 traffic volumes for the Draft EIR analysis
includes the currently under-construction improvements at the I-880 interchanges
at 23rd and 29th Avenues. Thus, the traffic impact analysis accounts for the
currently under-construction improvements. The comment does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

The 1-880/Broadway/Jackson Interchange Improvement Project (also known as
the Oakland-Alameda Access Project) was not accounted for in the Draft EIR
analysis because it is still in the design stages and does not have full approvals or
funding. However, the project is expected to improve access between Alameda
and Oakland, reducing the delay through the Webster and Posey Tubes and at the
nearby study intersections. Thus, the analysis and results presented in the Draft
EIR, which do not account for this planned improvement, are conservative in that
they are based on current configurations, which result in worse conditions.
Accounting for the Oakland-Alameda Access Project would not substantially
change the results of the Draft EIR or identify new significant impacts. If
anything, it would show improved conditions. The comment does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

The intent of this comment is not clear. The comment refers to erroneous traffic
counts, but no specific errors are mentioned. The comment also states that traffic
counts are not provided in the Draft EIR. This assertion is not accurate, and the
commenter is referred to Draft EIR Appendices G.B and G.D for the traffic
volume counts at the study intersections and corridor travel times, respectively.
The comment does not present any environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.
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8-84 The intent of this comment is not clear, but the commenter appears to be
asserting that the Draft EIR made a finding of a Significant and Unavoidable
Impact for VMT, which is not the case. The Draft EIR’s analysis under Impact
TRA-1, beginning on page 4.12-24 finds that the impact to VMT would be less
than significant, with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1. The
comment also states that traffic counts are not provided in the Draft EIR. This is
also not accurate, and the commenter is again referred to Draft EIR Appendices
G.B and G.D for the traffic volume counts at the study intersections and corridor
travel times, respectively. The traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR is
accurate, and the commenter has presented no supportable evidence to
demonstrate that it is not. The comment does not present any environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

8-85 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the General Plan.

8-86 The intent of this comment is unclear, but the City is aware that the proposed
project meets the criteria of a project of statewide, regional, or areawide
significance as defined in the CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, the City has
fulfilled the various noticing and consultation processes required under the
Guidelines, including distribution of all CEQA documents to the State
Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2016102064) as well as to area agencies and adjacent
jurisdictions. See also the discussion of the proposed project's relation to the
City's General Plan and other policies presented on pages 4.8-15 through 4.8-17
of the Draft EIR.

8-87 The Regional Fault Map depicted in Figure 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR was created by
Rockridge Geotechnical, as cited on the figure. Rockridge Geotechnical used the
2008 USGS fault map as its base map. While there are various fault maps
produced for the Bay Area by a number of agencies (i.e., USGS, the California
Geological Survey, and the Association of Bay Area Governments), all of the
maps identify these same faults in the same locations, especially at the large scale
presented on the map. The locations of the faults shown have been known for
many decades, and their locations have not changed. As such, the map does not
“minimize the seismic dangers and risks in the project area,” as asserted by the
commenter. The faults in the area and the probable seismicity associated with
those faults are fully disclosed in Section 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR, and the potential
impacts are disclosed in Section 4.5.4. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.
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8-88

8-89

8-90

8-91

8-92

8-93

8-94

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the General Plan, and how the city calculated the
allowable residential density for the proposed project.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the General Plan. Please also see the response to
comment 8-86, above.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances, the General
Plan, and the City Charter.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances, the General
Plan, and the City Charter.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances and the General
Plan.

As discussed through the various responses above, the analysis contained in the
Draft EIR provides adequate disclosure as to the project’s potential effects, as
required by CEQA. The various comments claiming that the Draft EIR contains
material omissions or substantive factual inaccuracies are not supported. A
requirement for recirculation would result only if “significant new information”
were to be presented that would deprive “the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse effect of the project” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5). Significant new information requiring recirculation would
include the following:

1) Identification of a new significant environmental impact. The Draft EIR
identified a number of potentially significant impacts relating to air quality
and climate change; biological resources; cultural resources; hazards and
hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; noise; transportation and
circulation, and; utilities. For most of the identified potential impacts,
feasible mitigation measures were identified that would lessen the impacts of
the project to less-than-significant levels. The analysis in the Draft EIR found
that two resource areas (cultural resources and traffic and circulation) would
sustain impacts that would be significant and unavoidable. As indicated
throughout these responses, the commenter has not presented supported
evidence to demonstrate that a new significant environmental impact that has
not already been disclosed in the Draft EIR, would result from
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implementation of the proposed project. Thus, there is no requirement to
recirculate the EIR based upon identification of a new significant
environmental impact.

2) Increase in the severity of an environmental impact. As demonstrated in the
responses to the various comments that were received on the Draft EIR, the
commenter has not presented supported evidence to demonstrate that the
effects of the project would be more severe than that disclosed in the Draft
EIR. While the commenter has offered its opinions on the project’s potential
effects, the commenter has offered no supported evidence to demonstrate that
the project’s effects would be any more severe than already disclosed in the
Draft EIR. Thus, there is no requirement to recirculate the EIR based upon an
increase in the severity of an environmental impact.

3) Identification of a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that is
considerably different from others previously analyzed. Several commenters
have expressed their preference for one of the alternatives that was evaluated
in the Draft EIR, and still other commenters have put forth speculative
proposals for how the project could or should be developed differently.
These include land swaps, restrictions on development to certain portions of
the site, preservation or reuse of specific buildings on the site, reductions in
densities and unit counts, a larger boatyard component, and changes to the
types and quantities of affordable housing on the site. As presented in Master
Response Number 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, none of these alternatives
are feasible. Thus, there is no requirement to recirculate the EIR based upon
the identification of a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that is
considerably different from those already analyzed.

4) An EIR that is fundamentally flawed, inadequate, or conclusory in nature.
The commenter has failed to present supportable evidence to demonstrate
that the Draft EIR was fundamentally flawed, inadequate, or conclusory in
nature. In several instances, minor clarifications and revisions have been
made to the EIR (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR) as provided for in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), which states that “Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR”
(emphasis added). As indicated previously, the Draft EIR is an adequate EIR
that analyzes and discloses the potential effects of the project in accordance
with the CEQA Guidelines and applicable law. The comments do not put
forth sufficient evidence to indicate that the Draft EIR is fundamentally
inadequate or conclusory in nature.

Based on each of the considerations listed above, there is no basis for
recirculating the Draft EIR.
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8-95 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

8-96 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

8-97 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

8-98 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.
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ANDREW THOMAS

From: Alan Teague

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 4:42 PM

To: ANDREW THOMAS

Cc: NANCY McPeak

Subject: Comments on Alameda Marina Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr Thomas,
Here are some of my comments on the DEIR.
4.3-5 Project Site and Vicinity - Marine Resources

First paragraph misses the point that from the 1870’s (1873/1874) until 1902, the Alameda/Oakland marsh was being 9-1
dredged which converted Alameda into an island.

4.3-18 Terrestria Resource / Marine Resources

The end of the paragraph on Terrestrial resources states “None of these... are found”

The end of the paragraph on Marine resources states “However, neither fo these ... is expected to occur...” 9-2
This Marine resource paragraph should go on to state that a site inspection will be done as part of another section of the

EIR which requires it. (I do not have the reference to that section at the moment)

4.6.3 Table 4.6-1

Cargill Salt and Penzoil-Quaker entries indicate that monitoring is on-going but does not provide any information on
what that data is / has been as of the date of the DEIR. | would expect that for any site which has on-going monitoring 2-3
the latest results would be included in the EIR.

4.12-3

Buena Vista Avenue paragraph should clarify the number of lanes of travel. It is mostly one-travel lane in each direction :[ 9-4
except for XXX where there are two-travel lanes.

Grand Street paragraph states that on-street parking is prohibited. This is not the case for the vast majority of Grand ]: 9-5
Street.

Regards,

Alan H. Teague
Planning Board Member

2-188
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Letter 9
Response

Alan Teague
February 15, 2018

9-1

As stated in the second sentence of the third paragraph on page 4.3-5 of the Draft
EIR: “The Oakland-Alameda Estuary was originally a tidal slough, but was
dredged in the mid-to late 1800s to create a viable port and shipping channel.” This
statement generally conveys the same intent as that expressed in the commenter’s
comment. Nevertheless, and to provide additional clarification, updated
information has been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page
4.3-5, paragraph 3 is revised to read:

Open water is found in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary to the north of the
project site, which is hydrologically connected to San Francisco Bay.
The Oakland-Alameda Estuary was originally a tidal slough, but was
dredged in the mid- to late 1800s to create a viable port and shipping
channel. Continued dredging operations resulted in the complete
separation of what is now Alameda Island from the mainland. The
estuary is influenced by both freshwater and marine water, receiving
regular freshwater inflow from a combination of natural creeks, human-
made stormwater drainage facilities, and from direct surface runoff after
precipitation events. The estuary is also influenced by the marine waters
of the Bay and is subject to tidal currents. Sediment from Oakland’s
shoreline and creeks is carried by the tidal current to shoals and sandbars,
causing siltation of the nearby shipping channels. The open waters
adjacent to the study area are typical of San Francisco Bay waters in
general and have primarily silty mud and sand substrates that are
naturally no more than 25 feet deep, although dredging operations to
facilitate shipping operations in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary may
increase water depth to more than 50 feet (DVA, 2013).

The existing conditions discussion in the last two paragraphs of page 4.3-18 of
the Draft EIR present information on sensitive terrestrial and marine natural
communities that may be present at the project site. For terrestrial communities,
the determination of absence is more conclusive because terrestrial resources are
easily observed and their presence or absence is easily determined. In the case of
Alameda Marina, sensitive terrestrial natural communities simply aren’t present,
so potential impacts to them can be dismissed and there is no need to discuss
them further. Marine resources, on the other hand, are not easily observed, and
therefore the discussion in the existing conditions section is not as conclusive as
it is for terrestrial resources. Since their presence or absence cannot be
determined conclusively without further investigation, the EIR has concluded
that there is potential for an impact. Identified impacts to resources and resultant
mitigations are typically not discussed in the existing setting section of an EIR.
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Rather, impacts and mitigations are typically discussed in the impacts analysis
section of an EIR, which for this particular topic (sensitive marine natural
communities) is presented beginning on page 4.3-38 of the Draft EIR under
Impact Bio-2. In that section, the analysis states that sensitive marine natural
communities could occur in the project area, though the likelihood of occurrence
is somewhat low. Nevertheless, to protect against the possibility of the project
impacting these resources, mitigation in the form of surveys is prescribed,
followed by additional mitigations with established performance measures to be
followed if such resources are, in fact, found in the project area. This presentation
of existing conditions, impact analysis, and mitigations follows standard
professional practice for the preparation of EIRs. Regardless of presentation, the
EIR’s analysis of impacts to sensitive marine natural communities is sufficient
and provides for effective protection of those resources if they are found to be
present at the project site.

9-3 Comment noted. For purposes of clarification, updated information has been
added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page 4.6-3, Table 4.6-1 has
been modified to include additional information concerning the Pennzoil-Shell
Oil site referred to by the commenter. Specific language revisions can be found
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR under the referenced page number above. This
additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor does
this comment present any additional information on environmental issues that
have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

9-4 Comment noted. For purposes of clarification, updated information has been
added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page 4.12-3, paragraph 3 is
revised to read:

Buena Vista Avenue is an east/west Island Collector between Poggi
Street in the west and Northwood Drive in the east. The roadway is
classified as a Transitional Arterial between Sherman and Grand Streets
and as a Local Road east of Broadway and west of Webster Street. Buena
Vista Avenue continues in the west as Poggi Street. The roadway
generally provides two one travel lanes in each direction, with occasional
left-turn lanes and/or right-lane turning pockets at selected intersections.
and left-turn lanes between Jay and Hibbard Streets and at the

intersection with Broadway. Sidewalks are provided on both sides of the
street, and on-street parking is allowed along the entire roadway except
between Sherman and Benton Streets.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor
does this comment present any additional information on environmental issues
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that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

9-5 Comment noted. For purposes of clarification, updated information has been
added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Specifically, Page 4.12-3, paragraph 4 is
revised to read:

Grand Street is a north/south Island Arterial between the Alameda
Marina in the north and Shore Line Drive in the south. The roadway is
classified as a Local Street north of Clement Avenue. Grand Street
provides one travel lane in each direction. Sidewalks and Class 11
bikeways (bike lanes) are provided on both sides of the street, and on-
street parking is prehibited-allowed along much of the roadway’s

alignment.

This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, nor
does this comment present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.
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Letter 10

ANDREW THOMAS

From: Amy Rose <amyjrose9@gmail.com>’

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 3:57 PM

To: ANDREW THOMAS

Cc: Nancy Hird; Dorothy Freeman; LARA WEISIGER
Subject: Comments on Alameda Marina DEIR

I am submitting comments on the Draft EIR for the Alameda Marina Development. I'm a member of SAWW
and ACT as well as a sailor and planning area resident (1917 Chestnut St). I am not an expert on EIRs but
would like to pass along a few relevant comments but I am unable to tie each comment to a specific area in the
DEIR. I heard that the Planning Dept is holding a meeting about this tonight that I can't attend, but that the
comments are due.

A member of our group who is a retired attorney, Paul Foreman, recently told us about how he has found what
may be a major miscalculation in the number of housing units allowable at this and other new mixed-used
developments. He said that proposals are allowed 30 units per acre if they meet the density bonus, but that the
city and developers were multiplying that density by the total acreage of the site, not the residential footprint
alone, which he feels is the correct interpretation by law, and was waiting for a reply from the city attorney. I
heard that the developer of Alameda Marina and the city are both assuming total units of nearly 800, using the
entire project acreage. Mr. Foreman said that it should be 30 acres X 11.3 acres of residential acreage, or only
about 338 housing units. He explained how nothing in the new state law on fast-tracking housing would
contradict this calculation.

1) I feel that the Draft EIR and housing plan and map shoulid be redone using this number, 338 housing units.

2) Keep as many of the old buildings for commercial business and jobs as possible, as many of them are in
relatively good condition to be rehabbed. I've heard that Alameda Marina has been one of the biggest
employers in Alameda, with 250 good local jobs there until the uncertainty caused by this proposal and lack of
long-term leases, as well as the merger with Bay Ship, has already reduced the number of jobs remaining to
about 125 jobs. Move the housing to the west and east corners of the project area; has this been considered?

3) Keep and improve infrastructure to attract a new boatyard operator to the center of the site with an adequate
size and facilities to help keep and attract recreational boaters and houseboats to Alameda, which is good for
our economy just as housing is. The developer and even the city do not know all the details on how to make a
good boatyard, but a member of our group named John Platt, a longtime sailor, has talked to several boatyard
operators about the types of lifts, environmentally responsible drainage and sanding systems, etc. We may be
able to find a boatyard operator who could make it profitable for the developer and city.

The Bay Area and Estuary already have a shortage of boatyards that is leading to a decline in boating. How can T

we have about 3,600 boats in the Estuary alone, with perhaps space for less than 30 boats available to maintain
them if the Alameda Marina will have only a token number of spaces? Boats needing repair are now waiting
weeks for space or they have to be motored or towed to distant boatyards, if their vessel can be moved at all
(low-income housing known as houseboats for instance; one is currently being repaired at the marina).

4) Repair the seawall and provide for future maintenance. With California's budget surplus, there may be
funding available for this.
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Letter 10

5) Build as many low-income units as possible within the rules. ACT has long supported low-income housing,
as shown in our recent letters to the editor. Alameda is building too many market-rate houses and not enough
below-market and low-income housing. Alameda Marina should not be overdeveloped just in order to pay for 10-7
the seawall at the expense of the potential for a future Blue Economy hub here, which would fit with our city's
ideal to be an environmental leader, balancing housing with jobs, our unique situation as largest island in San

Francisco Bay.

If we ignore the needs of boaters and maritime businesses, as some have said, we might as well take the anchor
off the city flag.

Sincerely,
Amelia Rose
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 10 Amelia Rose

Response February 12, 2018

10-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances and how the
City calculated the allowable residential density for the project.

10-2 Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a
discussion of the project’s consistency with the MX and MF zoning ordinances
and the feasibility of alternatives, respectively.

10-3 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of alternatives.

10-4 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of alternatives.

10-5 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of alternatives.

10-6 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of alternatives.

10-7 Please refer to Master Responses 1, 2, and 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for
discussion on the project’s consistency with the MX and MF zoning ordinances,
affordable housing, and the feasibility of alternatives, respectively.
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 11 Charles Olson
Response February 15, 2018
11-1 The commenter is correct that the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the
Alameda Marina Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of project trips on the
segment of Clement Avenue between Atlantic Avenue and Entrance Road or
between Grand Street and Entrance Road. As indicated in the discussion
beginning on page 4.12-31 of the Draft EIR under Impact TRA-3, the planned
Clement Avenue extension would eliminate significant traffic impacts to nearby
Buena Vista Avenue, as previously identified in the EIRs for the Del Monte
Warehouse and Encinal Terminals projects, and in the Northern Waterfront
General Plan Amendment EIR.
For purposes of clarification, updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR. Specifically, Mitigation Measure TRA-3 is modified to read as
follows:
developments-in-the-area— The project shall pay a fair share contribution
to the cost of the Clement Avenue extension from Atlantic Avenue to
Grand Street. The fair share contribution shall be calculated based upon a
traffic study to calculate the fair share contribution of each Northern
Waterfront development project including the Del Monte Warehouse
Project, the Encinal Terminals Project, the Wind River fifth building
project, and Alameda Marina, which will contribute traffic trips to the
Clement Avenue Extension. The City shall require all developers to
contribute their fair share as determined by the traffic study. The
Alameda Marina fair share contribution shall be paid on a pro-rata basis
for each residential phase of the Alameda Marina project (number of
units in phase divided by total number of units in project multiplied by
the fair share contribution). Each portion of the fair share contribution
shall be paid prior to issuance of the first building permit for the current
residential phase if work on the Clement Avenue extension has been
initiated by another developer of a Northern Waterfront development
project. If the work has not been initiated by another developer prior to
issuance of the first building permit for Alameda Marina, the
contribution shall be made prior to issuance of the first residential
Certificate of Occupancy on the property.
Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-197 ESA/160044.01
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2. Comments and Responses

This modification to Mitigation Measure TRA-3 does not alter the conclusions of
the Draft EIR, nor does it raise any additional environmental issues that have not
been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.
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Letter 12

February 15, 2018

Andrew Thomas, AICP

Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501

RE: Alameda Marina DEIR: Submission of Comment and Request for Response
By Electronic Submission

Dear Mr. Thomas,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Alameda Marina mixed use project.

The DEIR states the developer intends to incorporate space for 150,000 — 250,000 sq.
ft. of commercial space. In the developer’s plan, this can only be accomplished by
destroying the integrity of Building 19 by inserting 3-4 stories which has been verbally
discussed but was not included in the DEIR. Since this action will destroy any chance of
state or national recognition as a historic place, this is a significant omission in the
DEIR.

The sub-committee of the Planning Board listed as one of its priorities the inclusion of a
boatyard. The postage stamp little flex-space square between buildings 19 and 14 will
not accommodate a viable full service boatyard and the attempts by the developer to
utilize waterside space does not allow for boat bottom work to be done which is 90% of
the business of a boatyard. The flex space allotted is not large enough to have work
performed on more than a few boats at a time which is not an economically viable
boatyard.

The 530 slip marina (from which the city earns 10% revenues) with over 300 dry storage
spaces is at risk. The developer plans a paltry 60 dry storage slips — only for use by
active mariners. Alameda residents started moving their boats out of dry storage spaces
early in the planning process because they could not relay on services to launch their
boats. Currently, residents who kept their vessels in Alameda’s marinas or in dry
storage have also have started moving their watercraft off island because maintenance
services are no longer available.

Chapter 5 of the DEIR identifies some Alternatives to the Alameda Marina Project
proposed by Bay West. These alternatives include:

1. The Preservation and “environmentally superior” Alternative which retains the 11
structures of the Alameda Historic District along with the Graving Dock

2. The Extensive Adaptive Reuse Alternative which retains only 6 of the 11 Historic
District buildings
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Letter 12

3. The Reduced Project Alternative which has not been studied for its economic
feasibility

4. The “No Project” Alternative which does not provide the revenue required to
repair the Tidelands Trust infrastructure

| would propose a Preservation/Adaptive Reuse Plan that:

e Converts Buildings 10, 28, 29 and 31 into live work space and workforce housing

e Buildings 36 and 1 into a retail marketplace

e Leaving buildings 12 and 19 part of an expanded commercial core that would
include a full service boatyard capable of servicing 30 boats simultaneously. It is
imperative that the elevator remain to service houseboats.

e The space between buildings 28 and 29 and the estuary could hold an expanded

number of spaces for dry storage

e Building 14 should remain the yacht club

¢ Building 13 would be an ideal location for a storefront kayak/paddleboard shop

e The area east of building 31 including buildings 32, 33, and 34 could be used for
high value housing units to raise money for the bulkhead and infrastructure
expenses.

e An apartment building could be placed where buildings 5-9 currently exist.

The anchor on Alameda’s flag would lead someone to believe our city values it’s the
ideal location for this to take place.

Thank you for your consideration,

Nancy Hird
Save Alameda’s Working Waterfront
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 12 Nancy Hird

Response February 15, 2018

12-1 Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts to historic resources.

12-2 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

12-3 This comment asserts the opinion of the commenter as to how the project should
be developed, and therefore does not present any environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

12-4 Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of proposed alternatives.
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Letter 13

PROVENCHER & FLATT, LLP ATTORNEYS AT LAW
823 Sonoma Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95404 Douglas B. Provencher
Phone: 707-284.2380 Fax: 707-284.2387 Gail F. Flatt

OF COUNSEL

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
Roz Bateman Smith

February 15, 2018
Andrew Thomas, AICP
Assistant Community Development Director
City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501
athomas@alamedaca.gov
Via Email

Re: Comments on the Alameda Marina Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Thomas,

On behalf of Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) and Save
Alameda’s Working Waterfront (SAWW), thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR prepared for the Alameda Marina Project.

In light of the Project’s acknowledged significant direct and cumulative impacts to
Cultural and Historic resources due to the demolition of historic resources, the EIR is
required to review alternatives to the Project that significantly reduce the Project’s impacts.
Interpretive displays and photo documentation are not considered adequate mitigation
when historic resources are at stake, therefore substantive alternatives that avoid the
demolition of historic resources must be considered. (League for Protection v. City of Oakland
(1997) 52 Cal. App.4th 896; Guidelines, §15126.4(b)(2.); Draft EIR 5-4.)

AAPS and SAWW urge the adoption of the Preservation Alternative that reduces the
Project’s impacts and meets many of the Project objectives.

The EIR discounted alternatives chiefly due to not meeting the Project’s objectives as
well as the Project and for economic reasons.

The Project objectives are described as:

Page 1 of7
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Improve and Enhance the Maritime Commercial Marina

Maintain Alameda Marina as a working waterfront and retain and /or
promote Alameda Marina’s maritime uses by creating a Maritime Commercial
Core that utilizes the maritime footprint more efficiently.

Encourage the retention and development of waterfront and maritime-related
job and business opportunities that relate to the area’s waterfront location.
Upgrade and rehabilitate facilities, unique buildings, as feasible, and provide
land for existing maritime businesses, boat berthing and maintenance, boat
storage, and waterfront commercial recreation businesses.

Provide sea level rise protection and other infrastructure upgrades to bring
Alameda Marina up to date to make it a safe and accessible place. Activate
and Reconnect the Community to the Waterfront

Activate and Reconnect the Community to the Waterfront

Reconnect the community to the waterfront by extending the existing city grid
into the site to allow for additional view corridors and access points through
the site to the shoreline edge.

Create public amenities and opportunities for gathering spaces for existing
and future community members by developing new open space areas within
and along the shoreline edge with a Bay Trail component.

Create a Dynamic New Neighborhood for Everyone

Provide housing of various types to fulfill the goals of the City’s Housing
Element and help meet the City’s Regional Housing Need Allocation.
Provide options for housing that meet the need of a wide demographic that
includes universally designed units, affordable, rental, work force market-rate
and market-rate units.

Integrate Alameda Marina’s core maritime uses, including those governed by
the Tidelands Lease, with renovated and new compatible uses, including
various types of housing.

Develop a mixed-use project that allows for a mix of compatible uses at the
site.

Provide opportunities for the improvement of the existing boat Marina and
shoreline infrastructure; maintain and generate new jobs; and create better
and new open space and recreational areas.

Provide Financially Sound Development

Develop an economically sustainable and financially sound new development
that can fund the construction of the public facilities and services that are
needed to serve the plan area and achieve General Plan objectives, while
avoiding any financial impact on the City’s ability to provide services to the
rest of the City.

Fulfill the project sponsor’s obligations under the Tidelands and Marina
Lease.

Page 2 of 7
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The EIR describes the Preservation Alternative as:

Constructing housing within these two available envelopes would allow for a total of
approximately 475 housing units. The units would be a mix of multi-family
townhomes and multi-family wrap buildings. The existing designated historic
structures would not be affected, and the types of commercial and industrial uses
currently taking place in those structures would remain unchanged, so it is assumed
that the commercial/industrial square-footage on the site would remain roughly the
same as is present currently. (DEIR 5-8.)

The Preservation Alternative would retain all of the contributing buildings within the
designated Alameda Marina Historic District. Impacts to these structures would
therefore be fully avoided. (DEIR 5-13.)

The Preservation Alternative would generate approximately 38 percent fewer trips
than the proposed project. As shown in Table 5-2, traffic trips under the Preservation
Alternative would be less than for the project (262/316 AM /PM peak hour trips for
the alternative compared to 423 /509 AM/PM peak hour trips for the project), and the
significant and unavoidable impacts of the project would therefore become less
severe under this alternative. (DEIR 5-16.)

Since the Preservation Alternative would generate fewer peak hour trips than the
proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impacts to area intersections
identified for the proposed 5. Alternatives Alameda Marina Master Plan 5-17 ESA /
160044.01 Draft Environmental Impact Report December 2017 project would be less
severe under this alternative. (DEIR 5-16 to 5-17.)

... the Preservation Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative
for the purpose of this analysis ... (DEIR 5-37.)

The Preservation Alternative would substantially reduce the Project’s impacts and is
identified in the EIR as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
With regard to the Preservation Alternative, the EIR incorrectly assesses the
feasibility of the alternative, stating:

By prohibiting development within the central core and the southern periphery of the
site, this alternative would limit development opportunities at the heart of the
project. Although this alternative would achieve more of the project objectives than
the No Project Alternative, it would not achieve the project objectives as well as the
proposed project because it would limit private reinvestment and redevelopment,
thus it is less likely to attract sufficient private capital to fund the necessary public
infrastructure improvements, build the planned open spaces, and rehabilitate the
shoreline and marina infrastructure.

Page 3 of 7
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For the following reasons, the Preservation Alternative should be considered a
feasible alternative.

Because demolition of an historic resource is a significant environmental impact,
approval of the demolition violates CEQA unless alternatives to demolition are infeasible.
Findings of infeasibility cannot be based on the preference of an agency or project applicant.
(Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 1336 [reduced-size
project alternative that reduces impacts to historic resources must be considered]; Uphold
Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587.)

In order to be considered feasible, alternatives are required to meet most of the
Project’s stated objectives. It is not necessary for an alternative to meet all of the stated
objectives. Furthermore, Project objectives cannot be so narrowly defined as to preclude the
adoption of alternatives. (In re Bay Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143.)

Reasonable alternatives must be considered “even if they substantially impede the
project or are more costly.” (San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. County of San
Bernardino (1984)155 Cal.App.3d 738, 750; Guidelines, §15126(d)(1).)

Economic Analysis

Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (Laurel
Heights I) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, held that an agency’s reasons for finding an alternative to be
infeasible must be explained in the EIR. (Id. at 407.) Many EIRs analyze the relative
economic feasibility of alternatives since economic factors are emphasized by CEQA as
primary factors in determining feasibility and that is especially true here since economic
reasons are listed in the Project’s objectives. (Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural
Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal. App.3d 893; City of Fremont v. San
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Dist. (1995) 34 Cal. App.4th 1780; Kings County Farm Bureau
v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo
(2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437 [EIR rejected for failure to adequately analyze the economic
feasibility of alternatives.]; Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San Bernardino (2010)
185 Cal.App.4th 866, [EIR’s economic analysis of feasible alternatives to a proposed

composting facility was held inadequate.]

Page 4 of 7
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Letter 13

Infeasibility Findings
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (Goleta I) (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d
1167, held that a record including no analysis of the comparative costs, profits, or economic
benefits of a scaled-down project alternative was insufficient to support findings of
economic infeasibility. Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App.4th 587,
ruled that a project applicant’s preference for its project does not render an alternative
infeasible. “The willingness of the applicant to accept a feasible alternative ... is no more
relevant than the financial ability of the applicant to complete the alternative. To define
feasible [otherwise] would render CEQA meaningless. (Id. at 602; accord, Save Round Valley
Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437; Preservation Action Council v. City of
San Jose (2006) 141 Cal. App.4th 1336.) Burger v. County of Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d
322, found that absent an estimate of income or expenditures supporting the conclusion
that reduction of a motel project or relocation of some units would make the project
unprofitable, an infeasibility finding based on economic factors could not be made.
Considering the Project Objective’s inclusion of an economic feasibility element, the
EIR should include a detailed feasibility analysis in its analysis of the Project and the
Alternatives prior to asserting economic infeasibility. The EIR’s feasibility analysis, or
alternatively, the City’s findings regarding economics, cannot be supported without such an

analysis.

What is the economic analysis, including comparative costs and profits, for the

Project and for each Alternative evaluated in the EIR?

Aesthetic Vistas

The Project’s removal of the physical barriers (2-3 story buildings) that currently
block the public’s view will be replaced by large blocks of 4-5 story apartment buildings and
will result in the worsening of views of the estuary from the street. The overall “wall” effect
blocks views for the people living in the neighborhood on the south side of Clement Avenue
and results in the isolation of the Project from the community. Even though the streets will
be extended into the Marina, it will not make the area inviting to those who exist outside of

the development. The development is a de facto gated community.

Page 5 of 7
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Letter 13

Since the Project walls off aesthetic vistas and insulates the community from the
marina, how does the Project satisfy the objective to “reconnect the community to
the waterfront by extending the existing city grid into the site to allow for
additional view corridors and access points through the site to the shoreline

edge”?

Additional Alternatives

Due to the Project’s direct and cumulative impacts, the following alternatives should

be included in the analysis:

1.

The City of Alameda could swap properties; “Site A” at Alameda Point, which is
owned by the City, for the fee simple portion of the Alameda Marina that is owned
by the developer. Allowing the developer to build at Alameda Point will pay for the
replacement of the bulkhead /seawall at the Marina, which is the primary goal of the
project. (Both entities say this is the given reason for the Project.)

Build high value market rate homes around the graving dock on the east end of the
property to pay for the infrastructure on the Tidelands Trust property at the Marina.
Rehab some of the historic buildings 9, 10, 31 and 36 as examples for live / work
spaces in affordable buildings located towards the eastern end, and potentially at the
western end, in buildings 28 and 29. Try to meet Regional Housing Needs
Assessment numbers assigned but not required since Alameda has already exceeded
its number of approved market rate homes.

Build two apartment buildings on the eastern end that are tall enough to contain
enough units to meet the financial goal to replace the bulkhead.

Considering Master Plan #3’s provision to expand the “Commercial Core” to include
the area currently planned for a 6-story, 225-unit apartment building, move that
building easterly to the location of the 3-story, 48-unit building, shifting it east to the
land designated for the 148-unit duplex homes, and omit the duplex homes. This
would allow retention of the boatyard.

An EIR should consider alternate sites for both public and private development projects.
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta I) (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1179-
1180; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 574-575.

EIRs “must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the

project.” (Guidelines, §15126.6(f)(2.).) An alternate site location outside the lead agency’s

Page 6 of 7
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Letter 13

jurisdiction is “simply a factor to be taken into account.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 13.5
Supervisors (Goleta IT) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 575, n.7.) cont.

Conversion of Alameda Marina Warehouse
At recent Community Advisory Development meetings, the developer has
proposed converting the large Alameda Marina warehouse, which is eligible for the
National and State Lists of Historic Resources, into a 4-floor commercial complex that will 13-6

destroy the integrity of the interior of the structure.

This potentially significant impact should be considered in the EIR’s analysis as a

direct or indirect impact of the Project.

Calculation of Housing Density
How was the maximum number of housing units determined? Shouldn’t the
density be calculated by multiplying the acreage specified for residential use in
the master plan, rather than the total acreage by the permitted density per acre?
13-7
If the density were calculated by the acreage specified for residential use, how

would the EIR’s analyses change?

Wouldn’t this mean that fewer unit alternatives more closely meet the Project’s

objectives?

Sincerely,

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett

Page 7 of 7

2-208


lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
13-5
cont.

lis
Text Box
13-6

lis
Text Box
13-7


2. Comments and Responses

Letter 13
Response

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
February 15, 2018

13-1

13-2

13-3

13-4

13-5

13-6

13-7

Please refer to Master Responses 3 and 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a
discussion of feasibility of proposed alternatives and historic resources,
respectively.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of proposed alternatives.

Please refer to Master Response 5 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts related to aesthetics.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of proposed alternatives.

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of feasibility of proposed alternatives. As evaluated in Section 5.2.3 of the Draft
EIR, an off-site alternative to the proposed project is not feasible.

Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of impacts to historic resources.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for an overview of
the project’s consistency with the MX and MF Zoning Ordinances and how the
City calculated the allowable residential density for the project. If the residential
density was instead calculated by the acreage specified for the residential use in
the Master Plan, it is likely that the environmental impacts of transportation and
traffic, air quality, greenhouse gases, and noise, would be reduced to a similar
extent as the Reduced Project Alternative. However, such a proposal for reduced
residential density would not meet some of the project’s basic objectives,
including the ability of the project to provide housing of various types to fulfill
the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to meet the City’s Regional Housing
Needs Allocation. Please also refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this
chapter for a discussion of feasibility of proposed alternatives, including the
feasibility of reduced residential density.
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Letter 14

William J. Smith

2822 Bayview Drive
Alameda, CA 94501
WIJASmith@AOL.com

Andrew Thomas

Assistant Community Development Director
Alameda City Hall

2263 Santa Clara Avenue

Alameda, CA 94501

Subject: Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative to Include and
Comments to Address in the Environmental Impact Report on the
Alameda Marina Master Plan

Dear Mr. Thomas:

As an Alamedan who cherishes our maritime heritage, I concur with the Alameda
Marina Master Plan’s goals of preserving part of our maritime history while providing
more housing. There are alternative plans, though, that would meet these goals with
fewer adverse impacts on the environment than those associated with the Preferred
Alternative in the Draft EIR (Environmental Impact Report).

This letter provides comments that the City of Alameda must address before certifying
the Draft EIR, including the analysis of a revised or new Preservation Alternative.

Throughout this comment letter, I identify the most significant of these comments
with the label Rqrd.
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The City of Alameda must evaluate the potential of a new or revised alternative, the
Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative described in this letter, to lessen the
adverse impacts of the Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft EIR on

1) tribal cultural resources,
2) the number and extent of existing maritime businesses, and

3) the availability of housing affordable to the teachers, retail workers and service
workers who will support residents of the market rate housing.

While the potential for adverse impacts on tribal cultural resources and the number of
and extent of existing maritime businesses was discussed in the Draft EIR, the
potential for adverse impacts on housing for low and even middle wage workers was
not. An analysis of the potential for hundreds of new market rate units to force
workers to pay more for housing, double up, move into substandard housing, to live
on streets in vans, campers and cars or live under freeway ramps and other homeless
encampments must be included in the Final EIR. I provide a framework for such a
discussion below.

As others, notably SAWW (Save Alameda’s Working Waterfront), are commenting
on the adverse impacts to existing maritime businesses, my comments focus on the
adverse impacts on the availability of housing affordable to workers who would
support the new residents and businesses they attract. This letter incorporates
SAWW’s comments by reference.

The City asserts in the Draft EIR that foundations for the townhomes in the Preferred
Alternative can be safely constructed for less than foundations for taller structures
such as those in the Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative.

e Rqrd 1: To allow the public to review and comment on this assertion, the City
must provide the preliminary geotechnical and related reports upon which the

assertion is based, preferably as appendices to the EIR.

The public must be offered an opportunity to review and comment on all critical
geotechnical and related reports referenced in the Draft EIR before the Final EIR
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issues. On Jan. 24th, I submitted a request to the Clerk of the City of Alameda for two
such reports. (Exhibit 1) As of February 15th, 2018, the Clerk had yet to acknowledge
my request.

Rqrd. 2: The EIR Must Fully Analyze The Affordable Housing and Preservation
Alternative

The Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative reduces the adverse impacts on
maritime businesses and tribal cultural resources by using land more efficiently than
the Preferred Alternative. The Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative also
provides more affordable housing, both in numbers and in percentage, than the
Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative proposes to build new housing throughout the 22 acre site,
including where maritime businesses are currently located and over part of Site CA-

ALA-11, a historical resource and a tribal cultural resource. The Affordable Housing
and Preservation Alternative would instead

1) locate all of the housing on the Eastern section of the site, where almost no
maritime businesses are located

2) exclude all portions of Site CA-ALA-11, the tribal cultural resource possibly
including part of a known burial ground, and

3) reduce the number of market rate homes that generate low-paying service jobs
from 660 to 528 while increasing the number of affordable housing units from
approximately 103 to 528.

The Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative would construct 1,056 units
(528 deed restricted affordable and 528 market rate) in buildings ranging from 4-8
stories tall on the 10 easternmost acres of the 22 acre parcel for which the Preferred
Alternative proposes housing. With at least 50% of the housing units affordable for
fifty-five years to very-low and low income households, the project would qualify for
a sixty (60%) percent increase in maximum density allowing vertical consolidation of
the housing on the eastern end of the site.
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The Affordable Housing and Preservation Alternative is a higher density alternative
with substantially more affordable housing units that is both feasible and desirable.
Accordingly, as it would address two significant adverse impacts identified in the
Draft EIR and one unidentified, yet significant impact, that on low-wage workers
described below, such an alternative should be fully analyzed in the Final EIR.

Rqrd. 3: The EIR Must Adequately Analyze Localized Impacts on The Cost of
Housing for Low-Wage Workers

As the analysis of impacts on low-wage workers is omitted or implicitly relies on
flawed assumptions, the Draft EIR fails to identify a significant adverse cumulative
impact that the Preferred Alternative and related projects would have on the
displacement of these workers. The Alameda Marina project together with proposed
developments at the Del Monte Building and Encinal Terminals sites, would add
about 1,500 market rate homes to the Buena Vista / Clement Avenue corridor.

These expensive market rate homes would induce hundreds of low wage jobs in
Alameda, including for K-12 teachers, retail clerks, landscapers, home electricians,
plumbers, handymen and many others. As the geographic context for Cumulative
Impact C-POP-1 is “the City of Alameda,” to find the adverse impact on housing to be
less than significant, the Draft EIR must demonstrate that the ~100 affordable units
proposed in the plan would be able to accommodate at least the number of low-wage
workers required to provide the residents of the market rate and affordable homes in
the development with a variety of services.

There is a reasonable expectation that despite the provision of ~100 affordable units,
this market rate housing will have a significant adverse impact on the cost of housing
in Alameda for low-wage workers and will force them to seek housing in surrounding
cities. The Draft EIR ignores these workers and provides no basis for asserting that
the impact on them would be less than significant. The literature on urban
displacement indicates that the impacts on the population of low wage workers could
be significant in a “strong” housing market like Alameda.

Rqrd. 4: The City of Alameda Must Explicitly Demonstrate That “Filtering Down™

Together with 15% (~100)Affordable Units Will Mitigate Potential Upward Pressure
on Housing Prices for Low Income Workers Caused by Market Rate Units.
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The City of Alameda in the Draft EIR implicitly assumes, without evidence, that
when new market rate housing is built, the new market rate units will “filter” down to
create vacancies in lower priced housing stock. Such filtering is unlikely to happen in
Alameda. Ms. Miriam Zuk and Ms. Karen Chapple, Leaders of the Urban
Displacement Project at the University of California at Berkeley (1), state that

The filtering process, the phenomenon in which older market-rate
housing becomes more affordable as new units are added to the market,
may fall short of producing affordable housing. (2)

They continue

We examined the relationship between market-rate housing construction,
rents, and housing cost burden (Table 1[omitted]). Initial results indicate
a filtering effect for units produced in the 1990s on median rents in 2013.
Yet market-rate development in the 2000s is associated with higher
rents, which could be expected as areas with higher rents are more
lucrative places for developers to build housing. Furthermore,
development in both the 1990s and 2000s is positively associated with
housing cost burden for low-income households. Thus, while filtering
may eventually help lower rents decades later, these units may still not
be affordable to low-income households.(2)

To evaluate the impact of market rate housing on low-income housing, many
agencies, including the City of Alameda in this Draft EIR, appear to implicitly rely on
the California Legislative Analyst’s Office’s (LAO) assertion that market-rate
development is the most effective investment to prevent low-income households from
being displaced from their neighborhoods. Ms. Zuk and Ms. Chapple, who provided
the data on which the LAO based this dubious conclusion write:

While numerous critiques of the LAO February 2016 report
“Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing*
have circulated, we believe that the omission of subsidized housing
production data from the analysis has the greatest potential to skew
results. We have reanalyzed the data on housing production, including

2-214



Letter 14

that of subsidized housing, and show that the path to reducing
displacement is more complex than to simply rely on market-rate
development and filtering. (2)

Rqrd. 5: Wherever the City of Alameda explicitly or implicitly relied on the LAO
conclusion that market rate housing prevents displacement, the City must reexamine
the conclusions to account for methodological errors, such as the LAO’s failure to
include affordable housing in their analysis described above.

After Ms. Zuk and Ms. Chapple added subsidized housing data and replicated
the LAO’s analysis, they wrote that:

In the February 2016 report “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income
Californians Afford Housing” (hereafter “the LAO Report”), the
California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) used data we posted on
our Urban Displacement Project website (www.urbandisplacement.org)

to argue that market-rate development would be the most effective
investment to prevent low-income households from being displaced from
their neighborhoods.

In this research brief we present a more nuanced view to contribute to
this debate. We correct for the omission of subsidized housing
production from the LAO Report and find that both market-rate and
subsidized housing reduce displacement at the regional level, yet
subsidized housing has over double the impact of market-rate units. (2)

Ms. Zuk and Ms. Chapple conclude that

In overheated markets like San Francisco, addressing the displacement crisis
will require aggressive preservation strategies in addition to the development of
subsidized and market-rate housing, as building alone won’t protect specific
vulnerable neighborhoods and households. This does not mean that we should
not continue and even accelerate building. However, to help stabilize existing
communities we need to look beyond housing development alone to strategies
that protect tenants and help them stay in their homes.(2)
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Rqgrd. 6: The EIR must estimate what proportion of inclusionary housing and what
agressive preservation strategies would be required to mitigate adverse impacts of
market rate housing on Alameda’s low income communities, and describe any adverse
impacts on housing that would not be mitigated by the Preferred Alternative.

As Alameda’s housing market is closely connected to San Francisco’s, it too, is
overheated and vulnerable communities cannot be protected by production of
subsidized (e.g. 15% inclusionary) and market rate housing. Housing officials and
experts, such as Alameda’s Assistant Development Director Andrew Thomas and East
Bay Housing Organization’s Jeff Levin, independently informed me that a 15%
inclusionary requirement does not mitigate the adverse impacts of market rate housing
on vulnerable communities in Alameda. Instead, State Housing Laws limit the
inclusionary requirement to what the market will bear rather than what is needed to
preserve the low-income communities who provide us with essential services.

The EIR should include mandatory Rent Control in its analysis of the aggressive
preservation strategies that could partially mitigate displacement caused by the
upward pressure on housing prices exerted by new market rate units. Alameda’s
Housing Impact Fee for business is another mitigation measure that should be
analyzed, as this fee, set using 1989 methodology, may be outdated. Additional
residents will induce growth in local, and attract new, businesses.

The City of Alameda’s 2015-2023 Housing Element cites a 1989 nexus study as the
basis for the housing impact fee charged businesses. I submitted a request for a copy
of that nexus study to the Clerk of the City of Alameda on Feb. 9th, (Exhibit 2). As of
Feb. 15th, Nancy McPeak of the City of Alameda’s Development Department had
found a report describing the implementation plan to assess and collect the fees. She
was still trying to locate the methodolgy report used to set the fees (Exhibit 3).

References
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1. University of California, Berkeley, 2018. Urban Displacement Project - About,
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/about.

2. Zuk, Miriam and Chapple, Karen, May 2016. Housing Production, Filtering
and Displacement: Untangling the Relationships, IGS (Institute of Government
Studies) Research Brief, University of California, Berkeley.
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Exhibit 1
Jan 24, 2018

To: clerk, Nancy clerk@alamedaca.gov
From: William Smith <smithwja@gmail.com>

Subject: Request for Four Technical Reports Referenced in the Alameda Marina Project Draft EIR

Ms. Irma Gladden,

The Alameda Marina Project Draft Environmental Impact Report cited four documents that describe the
geological formations and soils underlying the Alameda Marina. | would appreciate copies of each,
preferably an electronic copy. | could also drop by your office and examine the reports in your office should
they only be available on paper.

The documents are

1. Geomatrix Consultants (2007), “Assessment of Liquefaction Hazard, Alameda Marina, Alameda,
California”, Consulting report project No. 13155.005, October 5, 2007.

2. Rockridge Geotechnical, 2012, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed
Redevelopment, Alameda Marina, Alameda, California. November 28.

3. Telesis Engineers (2007), “Seismic Performance and Risk Analysis for Alameda Marina,Alameda,
California,” Job Number TE 1085, October 9, 2007.

4. TRC Lowney (2006), “Geotechnical Investigation, Grand Marina Village, Alameda, California,”Consulting
Report No. 247-23B, August 9, 2006.Telesis Engineers, 2007, Geotechnical..

| found the references to these document in section 9 of SOIL, SOIL-GAS, AND GROUNDWATER SITE
INVESTIGATION REPORT PROPOSED MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT 1815 CLEMENT STREET
ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA, prepared for: ALAMEDA MARINA DEVELOPMENT, LLC September 2013.

This soil investigation report for Project No. 2013-32 was authored by STELLAR ENVIRONMENTAL
SOLUTIONS, INC. 2198 SIXTH STREET BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94710 and dated is July 12, 2011. This
report is part of Appendix E, Hazardous Materials in the Alameda Marina Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

Thank you for your assistance.
William J. Smith

Alameda, CA 94501
(510)522-0390
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Exhibit 2

Feb 9, 2018 (6 days ago)

To: clerk
From: William Smith <smithwja@gmail.com>

Subject: Request for Nexus Study for 1989 Affordable Housing Unit Fee

City Clerk,

Please provide me with a copy, electronic preferred, of the Nexus Study cited in Municipal Code Section 27-
1.4 - Affordable Housing Requirements. The Nexus study was prepared by Economic and Planning Systmes
Inc. in November of 1989.

William J. Smith
Alameda, CA 94501
(510)522-0390

27-1.4 - Affordable Housing Requirements.

a.Unit Requirement . An affordable housing unit requirement is hereby established for new, changed or
remodeled and expanded nonresidential development in the City. The City Council shall, by resolution,
based upon the Nexus Study prepared for the City by Economic and Planing Systems Inc., in November of
1989, set forth the formula for determining the number of units to be provided, the beneficiaries thereof, the
relationship between this requirement and the various types of new and expanded developments, and time
for the provision of the units. The requirements of this chapter shall be met by each developer prior to the
issuance of the building permit or, where a building permit is not required, the use permit for the new,
expanded, or changed use.

10
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Exhibit 3
Feb. 15,2018  8:26 AM (7 hours ago)
To me, LARA, ERIN

From: NANCY McPeak

Good Morning:

I have attached the final report prepared October 30, 1990. | am still trying to locate the
methodology report from November 1989. | hope this helps and | will keep digging.

Thanks, Nancy

Nancy McPeak

City of Alameda

Community Development Department
2263 Santa Clara Avenue

Alameda, Ca 94501

510-747-6854

From: LARA WEISIGER

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 8:24 AM

To: NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; ERIN GARCIA <EGARCIA@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: FW: Request for Nexus Study for 1989 Affordable Housing Unit Fee

Good morning,
Can your department please respond to this request?
Thanks,

Lara

11
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From: William Smith [mailto:smithwja@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 10:41 PM

To: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov>

Subject: Request for Nexus Study for 1989 Affordable Housing Unit Fee

City Clerk,

Please provide me with a copy, electronic preferred, of the Nexus Study cited in Municipal Code Section 27-
1.4 - Affordable Housing Requirements. The Nexus study was prepared by Economic and Planning Systmes
Inc. in November of 1989.

William J. Smith
Alameda, CA 94501
(510)522-0390

27-1.4 - Affordable Housing Requirements.

a.Unit Requirement . An affordable housing unit requirement is hereby established for new,
changed or remodeled and expanded nonresidential development in the City. The City Council
shall, by resolution, based upon the Nexus Study prepared for the City by Economic and
Planing Systems Inc., in November of 1989, set forth the formula for determining the number
of units to be provided, the beneficiaries thereof, the relationship between this requirement and
the various types of new and expanded developments, and time for the provision of the units.
The requirements of this chapter shall be met by each developer prior to the issuance of the
building permit or, where a building permit is not required, the use permit for the new,
expanded, or changed use.

12
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Letter 14
Response

William J. Smith
February 15, 2018

14-1

Please refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of the feasibility of alternatives. For purposes of providing additional
clarification, the principal geotechnical report for the project was prepared by
Rockridge Geotechnical in 2012. The report formed the basis for much of the
site-specific soils analysis presented in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR. As discussed
on page 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR, portions of the site are underlain by artificial fill
and weak Bay muds. These findings are based on knowledge obtained through an
understanding of the original shoreline, as verified through core samples taken
throughout the site, as well as historic maps and charts. As discussed on pages
4.5-11,4.5-12, and 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR, the identified soil conditions on the
site would place limitations on the types of structures that could be supported on
various portions of the site using conventional foundation and construction
techniques. Specifically, the investigation found the following constraints that
could affect buildability on portions of the site: 1) foundation settlement under
static loads due to compression of the underlying undocumented fill of varying
thickness that blankets the site; 2) foundation settlement under static loads due to
compression of the weak, compressible bay and estuary deposits that underlie the
fill in portions of the site; 3) the potential for as much as several inches of
liquefaction-induced ground settlement in some areas; 4) the potential for
liquefaction-induced lateral spread displacements along the waterfront; 5) the
presence of subsurface obstructions, such as pile foundations, bulkhead
structures, large timbers, utilities, and other concrete remnants that may interfere
with future construction activities and affect the performance of new foundations;
6) relatively shallow groundwater in portions of the site; and 7) potential
environmental constraints at the site.

For the Alameda Marina site, and as discussed on page 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR,
anticipated differential settlements due to both static load conditions and post-
liquefaction reconsolidation would exceed the typical tolerance of conventional
spread footing foundation systems. In portions of the site where the fill is thinnest
and there are no weak, compressible bay and estuary deposits, such as the edge of
the site along Clement Avenue, new buildings may potentially be supported on
mat foundations on unimproved ground. In locations where static and seismically
induced settlements (combined) exceed approximately 3 inches, ground
improvement will likely be required beneath shallow foundations to stiffen the
upper weak soils and transfer structural loads to denser soils beneath them.
Ground improvement can serve to reduce settlements, improving structural
performance, and also to increase the bearing capacity of subgrade soils.
Alternatively, buildings may be supported on deep foundations that gain support
within the denser soils below. These types of constraints are not uncommon in

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-222 ESA/160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018
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the Bay Area, particularly in locations immediately adjacent to the shoreline and
in areas that have been built on Bay fill. These conditions are typically addressed
through the specialized foundation and construction techniques discussed above,
which can be costly when implemented across large areas. These costs usually
preclude the construction of taller and heavier buildings in these areas.

Each of these considerations have been fully disclosed in the Draft EIR, and
adequately describe the site-specific soils constraints under which the site would
be developed. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

14-2 Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a
discussion of affordable housing and the feasibility of alternatives, respectively.

14-3 Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of affordable housing and the project’s requirements under the law.

14-4 Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of affordable housing and the project’s requirements under the law.

14-5 Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of affordable housing and the project’s requirements under the law.

14-6 Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion
of affordable housing and the project’s requirements under the law.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-223 ESA / 160044.01

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Attached are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Alameda Marina
Project. In summary, | suggest reassessing the transportation impacts portion of the report and then
recirculating the DEIR for the following reasons.

The travel time and speed surveys, conducted in March 2017 and provided in the appendix,
indicate the Park Street corridor is at capacity, with delays throughout the AM peak hour. (see
page 5)

o The DEIR intersection delay results are inconsistent with the travel time surveys and,
most importantly, the DEIR omits the condition that the Park Street outbound in the
morning is at capacity today.

The impact section relies on the existing roadway configuration, ignoring the changes to be built
via the funded projects and other projects likely to happen by 2040.

The DEIR also omits the areas on the other side of the Park Street Bridge, grossly lowering the
delay values in the impact section of the DEIR.

o The 23rd, 29th and I-880 interchange modifications, now almost completed, will likely
reduce the outbound capacity, as reported by Alameda County and Caltrans. (see page
9)

o The additional development growth in Oakland will further reduce the Park Street
outbound capacity.

o The interchange operations report shows northbound queueing outbound as far back as
Buena Vista. This kind of queue would be slow to dissipate.

With proper analysis, the unavoidable impacts where Blanding and Clement Avenue intersect

with Park Street during the AM peak hour would likely be significantly more severe than as
reported in the DEIR. This is because eastbound approaches on both of these streets would be
operating 60 percent and 90 percent above their capacity, as per the DEIR for the no-project
cumulative conditions. (see pages 14 and 15)

o These streets cannot accommodate the traffic due to the other projects within the AM
peak hour, nor can they accommodate the additional traffic from the proposed Alameda
Marina project during this same timeframe. The over-saturated conditions can only be
resolved by shifting traffic to the shoulder and to other crossings at the peak hour (i.e.,
outside of the peak hour). This DEIR considers neither option.

o Peak period and corridor-level analysis needs to be conducted to accurately assess the
project’s traffic impacts with the inclusion of the areas in Oakland.
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Letter 15

Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

e The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric impact analysis does not consider the additional travel

on Alameda streets due to increase
(see page 10)

o The San Francisco Metropo

d population; it considers only the VMT per current resident.

litan Transportation Commission projects travel on Alameda

streets will increase by 23 percent by year 2040.

o These projected major
increases in travel assume
Transportation Demand
Management Strategies,
the funded projects, and
changes such as those
being considered in the
City’s recent Travel Choices
Plan.

o Under Alameda’s
Sustainable Community
Strategy, travel is supposed

Year 2010 and Forecasted (Yr 2040) Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) on Alameda Streets including
Estuary tunnels and bridges

VMT
2010 434,470
2040 534,089

Increase 99,620 22.9%

Source: San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Commissions Traffic Model
for the 2013 Regional Transportation Plan

Received from MTC via California Public Record Request August 3rd, 2016

to decrease, not increase. As it stands, this strategy is not

working. As per SB 375, alternative strategies should be considered.

e The overall traffic growth throughout the weekday for all the estuary crossings and Bay Farm

Bridge has not been considered in t

his DEIR.

| obtained the traffic model results from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), in order to

understand their forecasts for Alameda. As

shown in the table below, the overall growth for all of

Alameda’s gateways is 40,250 vehicles per day, an amount similar to the daily traffic volumes over the

Park Street Bridge.

'MTC One Bay Area Pla

n Model Results for the Alameda island crbssingé

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission Travel Model Results for the City of Alameda

Early Am | AM peak

Midday | PM peak | Evening | |

3to6am 6to 10am 10am to 3 pm 3to7pm 7pmto3am Daily Total Change from 2010
Year, 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010

Total for off island ( all
gateways) 2785 3508 26810 31668 32221 38085, 30991 36486 16375, 19328 109182 129075, 19893 18.2%
Total onto Island (all
gateways) 2539 3095 24359 28647 31489 36903, 32641 37911 17688, 22517, 108716 129073, 20357, 18.7%|
5324 6603 51169 60315 63710 74988 63632 74397, 34063 41845 217898 258148 40250 18.5%|
[ ) 24.0% 17.9% 17.7% 16.9% 22.8%

e Traffic forecasts in the Alameda Ma

rina DEIR are grossly inconsistent with the traffic forecasts in

the Encinal Terminals EIR, which is based on the same cumulative conditions.

The starting cumulative for this DEIR should be the same as the 2040 with Encinal Terminal
project its EIR, and which in the Alameda Marina DEIR would be referred to as the 2040 without

Marina Project. But these forecasts
land use is the same and the netwo

are grossly different and these should not be because the
rk has not changed since the Encinal Terminal EIR.
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

For example for Park Street, this DEIR forecasts are nearly 1,223 vehicles per hour (VPH), or 24 AN\
percent lower. Further, at the west end of the project (at the intersection of Constitution and
Atlantic), this DEIR forecasts are approximately 800 VPH higher, or 37 percent higher than 15-8
projected in the Encinal Terminals EIR. cont
This gross inconsistency must be resolved before proceeding because these forecasts would
dramatically change the impact results. Which is correct? 1
e The Alameda Marina Project presumes to reduce jobs, but what happens if Alameda cannot T
attract the very large job forecasts that have been assumed in this and the other recent EIR’s?
o ltisalso possible that the increased congestion occurring now due to Housing First
policies could dramatically reduce the potential of commercial development with these
high job assumptions.
15-9
o Thereis no evidence that large prospective employers spend much time considering
Alameda, once they note (1) the restricted access inherent in an island location, (2) the
additional congestion with more residential, and (3) the fact that none of the island
accesses are built to current Seismic Lifeline standards.
o The current trends already suggest a far lower job base; however, the assumptions of
land use in this DEIR suggest totally different trends, with a high job base assumption by
2040. 4
o An economic assessment must be provided before proceeding with residential project T 15-10
approvals. The commercial land use assumption should be validated before it is used in B
this DEIR or as a basis for other planning decisions. 1
e Substantial evidence is missing from the DEIR:
o The redevelopment and new commercial development at the site has not been 15-11
considered in the project traffic projections, and no evidence is given as to why this is
omitted. 1
o There is no explanation of how the forecasts were developed. Traffic modeling report 15-12
and other plots are not provided.
o Evidence indicates assumptions in the county model may not represent current :[ 15-13
development patterns.
o Traffic counts during construction were not checked for diversion. I 15-14
o Evidence for the traffic delay/operations reports is missing; for example, the Synchro 15-15
output report omits the queueing results.
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Letter 15

Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

If the proper evaluations were performed, as suggested in the points above, | strongly suspect the
traffic impacts would be found to be far worse than portrayed in the DEIR and would lead to more
informed and defensible decisions by Alameda’s policy makers.

15-16
The following pages provide detail comments to the DEIR.

| believe moving forward with this project would be foolhardy, considering the facts and the lack of
substantial evidence to support the projections in this DEIR.

Respectively,

Eugenie P. Thomson P.E.
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

Introduction:

The following is a brief summary of my review of the DEIR.

Letter 15

The delays reported for the existing conditions section in the DEIR are inconsistent with the data from the travel
time studies provided on page 156 of the traffic appendix.

See the table to the below for the delays calculated for northbound Park Street using the speeds provided in
the appendix. The bulk of the delays are occurring at the intersection of Park Street and Blanding Avenue and
max out at over seven minutes. This indicates outbound Park street during the AM peak hour operates at

capacity.

But the intersections delay results and the DEIR
do not report that the existing Park Street
Bridge corridor outbound is operating at
capacity and experiencing significant delays at
the key intersections.

Instead, the DEIR concludes that all of the

AM Peak Hour

Park Street, Northbound Travel Time, Speed and Delay Summary

Source: Graph in the Appendix, page 156, and Tables 4.12-1 and 4.12-2, Alameda Marina DEIR Dec 2017

Delay (hr:min:sec)

Average

Maximum

AM peak hour

0:02:59

0:07:40

study intersections are operating today with minimal and acceptable delays, with Levels of Service (LOS) C or
better during the AM peak hour — several levels of service better than the city’s threshold of LOS D.

e The following four key intersections are reported as operating at LOS B, defined as having stable
operations and minimal delay, calculated delays between 10 and 20 seconds:

o Constitution Way and Atlantic Avenue
o Challenger and Atlantic
o Sherman/Atlantic/Buena Vista
o Fernside/Tilden Way/Blanding

e The remaining key study intersections
would operate at LOS C, which is defined
as stable and acceptable delays, with
calculated delays between 20 and 35
seconds per vehicle in the AM peak hour:
o Webster and Atlantic
o Blanding and Park
o Clement and Park
o High and Fernside

e The city’s acceptable threshold has been
LOS D. (See table to the right.)

The existing calculated delays in this DEIR
are also lower than what has been reported in
other EIRs. A comparison is provided below.
Side street delays are omitted from the travel
time surveys in the DEIR. The above
surveyed delay results could also be higher
because of the diversion to other crossings
due the 23rd/29"/1-880 interchange
construction. The city used speed survey data
collected in March of 2017.

And the lower-than actual delays in the DEIR
could be due to the use of constrained counts

Existing Intersection Traffic Conditions for the AM Peak Hour

(Source: Section 4.12 Transportation and Circulation,

DEIR December 201

Intersections reported to
operate with this level of
service

Level of
Service

Levels of Service Description (table 4.12-3)

Average Control Delay
Range for signalized

(seconds
per vehicle)

Free flow or insignificant delays :
Operations with very low delay, when signal

A Iprogression is extremely favorable and most | ess than or equalto 10
vehicles arrive during the green light phase. |seconds of delay per
Most vehicles do not need to stop at all. vehicle
Atlantic/Constitution,
Challenger/Atlantic, Stable operation or minimal delays :
Atlantic/Sherman/BV, Generally occurs with good signal
) B progression and/or short cycle lengths.
Grand/Buena Vista, More vehicle stops than with LOS A, causing
Tilden higher levels of average delay. An between 10 and 20
Way/Fernside/Blanding| occasional phase may be fully utilized. seconds per vehicle
Webster/Atlantic, Stable operation or acceptable delays :
) Higher delays resulting from fair progression
Park/Blandi ng, ¢ and or longer cycle lengths. Drivers begin to
Park/Clement, wait through more than one red light. Most |between 20 and 35
High/Fernside drivers feel somewhat restricted. seconds per vehicle
Approaching unstable or Tolerable Delays :
Influence of congestion becomes more
noticeable. Longer Delays result from
unfavorable progression, longer cycle
D lengths, or high volume to capacity ratios.

Many vehicles stop. Drivers may have to
wait throuh more than one red light.
Queues may develop, but dissipate rapidly,

without excessive delays.

over 35 seconds to or
equal to 55 seconds

Unstable Operations or significant Delays :
Considered to be the limit of acceptable
delay. High delays indicate poor

progression, long cycle lengths and high
volume to capacity ratios. Individual cycle
failures are frequent occurences. Vehicles
may wait through several cycles. Long
queues form upstream.

Over 55 to below or
equal to 80 seconds

rather than the demand volumes to the intersections or due to not validating the discharge rates in the
intersection operations software employed for the delay calculations. The discharge rate software default value
should be reduced for consideration for downstream overflows. For instance, the queues northbound on Park
Street approaching Blanding reduce the discharge rate from Clement Avenue to Park Street.
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

The standard of care in the traffic engineering industry is to validate assumptions, and technical reports are
typically provided to the city for review and included in the technical appendices of these EIRs. However, no
evidence of validation was provided in the DEIR, nor was there a technical report.
Public record requests have been filed with the City of Alameda for the missing facts, but these missing records
will not arrive in time for a review of this evidence during the public comment period for this DEIR .
On February 6, | asked for the most recent counts, these | requested because the existing traffic counts for 15-18
Blanding and Park, as well as for Clement and Park Street, in this DEIR were lower than the existing counts in
recent EIRs. This appears to be due to traffic diverting to other crossing because of the construction of the
23/29™ and | 880 interchange project. As mentioned above, this contributed to lowering the calculated delay
values.
Counts during major construction are usually avoided, but when they are necessary — as for this large
interchange — adjustments are made accordingly. No check for diversions is provided, nor were any
adjustments made.
On February 6, 2018, via email, the city clerk provided a summary of all the Alameda crossings. However, this T
supposed count indicated another problem for the AM peak hour. The Posey Tube outbound traffic has
dropped dramatically, to only 1,980 vehicles per AM peak hour, while historic peak hour counts are significantly
higher, with an overall tube capacity of 3,600 VPH. The Park Street Bridge count was also taken during the
interchange construction. The current count for the Posey Tube is particularly a major concern and can only be
the result of very long queues formed because of problems from 7" and Harrison onto northbound 1-880 at the
I-980 merge. Those queues would not fully dissipate during the peak hours. The travel time studies for Webster
Street in the DEIR do not show such low speeds.
15-19
Public works provided me with the tube counts last year, and this still indicated outbound Posey Tube at 2586
VPH during a two-week period in October 2016. (See graph.) This Posey Tube count of only 1980 VPH now
used at City Hall is not the peak-hour demand; it could only be the volume that successfully gets through the
congestion at the Jackson street on
ramp to 1 880 in Oakland. Further, | Comparison of 'I;r;ffiﬁ :)atal for the Posey Tube
St,'” do_ not have a handle on for the most recent traffic(co:nt provided b:{ City Hall (Feb. 6th, 2018)
diversion from Park Street that may City's Historical Counts and
have occurred due to the with City's Projected Future 2035 after 5000 more homes and 9000 more
construction. 3500 jobs 1
A3304 T
Unfortunately, commenting on the 3000 P VA, N
DEIR has not worked in the past. g \2788 wl 2912 x 2681
See Exhibit A for my key comments 2500 o613\t 2606 Noos 2o e Zg“‘\ 2586
to the Alameda Point DEIR, which - N a3 i \
were ignored without substantial 000 \v 950
evidence provided by the city in their 8
responses. Today, we have the facts 9500
that indicate the Alameda Point EIR, £
eliminated many traffic impacts that %000 15-20
should have been reported. Further, k]
the public still does not know how Es00
much longer it will take to leave and 2
enter the island — information the 8 o
residents requested. § LP LD PP OISO PSS PN G
% S (K I & @ I3 eg\ & ROIROIRS & & & &S &
The major problem with the Alameda >
Point EIR was the forecasts were extremely low for the west end of the island (less than historical traffic
outbound into the Posey Tube (see graph above), and only one net car off-island due to the Alameda Point
project in the AM peak hour (now proven incorrect with other traffic models and other city reports). The
Alameda Point EIR indicated no traffic impacts at the west end (likely shown as incorrect with the new modeling
for the Alameda Marina Project) and only few minor impacts at the east end. In addition, no congestion was
reported whatsoever for the existing and in the future at the west end in the Alameda Point EIR (also proven
wrong in the Alameda Marina DEIR for the future conditions). All these comments were ignored, and the A\ 2
6
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

multiple requests for public records were not responded to until after the Alameda Planning Board’s approval of
the Alameda Point EIR. (See Exhibit C for the PRA requests.)

One of the major comments then was, how is it that the existing conditions do not report any delay? | used the
example of the 6" and Jackson Street intersection with the delay results, as per the DEIR. (See insert to the
right.)

The response to this comment was that the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) was employed — omitting
the fact that the introduction to the HCM states the following intersection methodology is only for conditions with
downstream free flow. That is certainly not the case at the 6" and Jackson intersection, where the downstream
northbound [-880 operates at capacity, resulting in overflows through the intersection of 6" and Jackson, back
to the Harrison Street.

Yet, with the Encinal Terminals project (589 new homes), the city suddenly did an about-face:

“LOS has historically proven to be an
inadequate measure in Alameda
because residents experience delays
(at) [sic] certain intersections, yet the
LOS analysis indicates that the level of It is difficult to believe there is only a 30 second delay at Doolittle and Island Drive
service at the intersection is adequate. when leaving Bay Farm Island. The Bay Farm residents have stated many times their
The de/ay that is being experjenced is congestion is very bad and any more development will be too much.

the result of downstream COngStiOFI, not Similarly the delays at other intersection like at the 6 and Jackson for the southbound
a result of the intersection deSign or the right turn movement today in the morning are shown to be only 1.3 seconds (LOS A) in
volume of cars moving throth the Appendix G (Synchro output for existing no project AM peak)

Comment by E. Thomson, 10/21/13 to the Ala Pt DEIR
The existing delays at the intersections stated in the DEIR are significantly lower than what

Alamedans have stated to occur.

intersection. ." ) Is it possible that the intersection operations analyses results were not validated via field
Source: Encinal Terminals DSEIR (pdf), |syrveys 2
page 250 or page 4.G-14. The intersection impact analysis omits the operations effects due to

roadway downstream constraints. As a result the operations do not

With those words, the City admitted the traffic |for example, the freeway weave and ramp merge at the 6th Street northbound on ramp
studies for the Encinal Terminals and all to | 880 & | 980, today causes backup all the way to the 7th and Harrison intersection,
previous mega-projects are worthless. How but the intersection analysis states the southbound right turn movement has only 1.3
strange is that? I've been raiSing this pOint seconds of delay (Level of Service A) for the future plus project conditions. ( Appendix
for the past 20 years in a half-dozen or more Similarly other intersections like Blanding and Park Streets are affected by downstream
letters to city hall. So, why did the city finally
admit their error? And then, in the Alameda
Marina DEIR, continue the delay intersection
(LOS, levels of service) analysis like before,
while corridor level delay analysis should
have been conducted with the effects of

roadway constraints which result in back up through the intersection.

All intersections should be re-evaluated if downstream constraints affect the
intersections’ operations. (i.e. without consideration of downstream constraints, the
existing intersection analysis is not an engineering analysis, it is only a data processing

analysis).

downstream bottlenecks?

As a professional trying to understand the transportation issues and impacts, it is almost impossible to figure
out what is happening when there are so many underlying missing or incorrect facts and questions.

| am not against development for Alameda; quite the contrary. I, too, want Alameda to be a vibrant city serving
businesses and residents.

What is of concern to me is that too much congestion discourages businesses from coming to Alameda and
severely reduces the time residents have with their families. The reduction in quality of life with too much traffic
intrusion into existing neighborhoods is a concern of many residents — a concern not yet addressed in any of
the city’s major planning decisions. Researchers have found that, when traffic increases in neighborhoods, the
social fabric of the neighborhood breaks down and residents/ children no longer play outside.

Understanding all these issues starts with understanding the traffic consequences and issues facing the island
and Bay Farm.

The following is a critique of the Alameda Marina DEIR’s key traffic findings. | hope this review is informative
and leads to a new traffic analysis for the Alameda Marina DEIR.

7

2-230

15-20
cont.

15-21


lis
Line

lis
Line

lis
Text Box
15-20
cont.

lis
Text Box
15-21


Letter 15

Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

The Key findings for Transportation in the Alameda Marina DEIR

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project reports only two significant traffic
impacts at Blanding and Park Street and at the Clement and Park Street intersections, with only little increase
or no delay increases reported. (See DEIR summary below.)

The recommended solution in this DEIR is for the

city council to adopt a Statement of Overriding Average Control Delay for 2040 Cumulative
CongiQerations to accept these two significant Conditions (AM peak hour)
traffic impacts because the DEIR states there are L i . .
no feasible mitigations in compliance with the Significantly impacted |ntersect|0n.s only :
Transportation Element of the General Plan. Without  |With
Transportation Demand strategies like bus Project Project
passes would only reduce travel by 5-7 percent. over 120  |over 120
o ) ] Blanding Ave. and Park St. seconds  [seconds
The Statements of Overriding Considerations over 120
were also adopted for the Transportation Element | d K 108 d d
Update EIR/ The Housing Elements Approval on Clement Ave. and Park St, seconds]seconds

July 3, 2012, was based on this earlier EIR, and the Alameda Point Development EIR, plus possibly others..

Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the city is required to approve this statement, but only after
balancing the environmental effects with the economic benefits.

My point is, environmental facts for traffic impacts and the air and noise upon which this traffic input data is
based, is grossly understating the traffic conditions. These analyses need to be modified before an honest
evaluation of the environmental effects can be done.

It would be foolhardy for the city council to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, as recommended
in this DEIR, to accept these very low traffic delay values without further study, and while ignoring the overall
traffic issues omitted from this DEIR.

The Alameda Marina DEIR fails to consider that little-to-no residual capacity exists on Alameda streets
to accommodate the additional to-and-from traffic the Alameda Marina project would produce.

Peak-hour traffic has increased to encompass four hours, from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., and little residual traffic
capacity is available in the AM peak hour or on the shoulders for this project, along with the other approved
development projects.

The DEIR ignores that the forecasts volumes are grossly above the capacity of the roadways and, therefore, it
also ignores the fact that diversion to other streets or island crossings is likely, or the traffic shifting to a later or
earlier hour.

The Alameda Marina traffic leaving in the morning would not go to the Park Street Bridge via Clement Avenue
and Blanding Avenue, as assumed in the impact analysis. Both eastbound approaches on these two streets
are operating over capacity in the no-build cumulative conditions, with queues extending from Park Street to
beyond Oak Street from the eastbound approach of Blanding and Clement Avenues at Park Street.

Further, the existing conditions intersection delay and levels of service analysis does not report Park Street
operating at capacity conditions.

As mentioned before, this is due to the use of existing traffic volumes during major construction, constrained
volumes rather than demand traffic volumes, and the default software assumptions in the DEIR’s intersection
delay calculations. The software input and output in the appendices indicate default values are used for each
intersection, although each has different discharge rates. Most likely, these uncalibrated assumptions and the
lower existing traffic volumes report delays significantly lower than actual. Corridor analysis should have been
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

performed and can still be performed with SIMTRAFFIC, as the input data for the intersections have already
been set up with Synchro 9, the software employed in this DEIR. Why wasn'’t a corridor analysis performed?

The effects of downstream overflows from Oakland back over the Park Street Bridge have been ignored
in the delay calculations and must be considered for accurate delay projections.

Caltrans predicted the almost-finished 23%/29™ and 1-880 interchange project would reduce the outbound
capacity for Alameda over the Park Street Bridge. This was not considered in the DEIR. This project removes
the grade-separated approaches to the northbound on-ramp and replaces it with a left turn across the traffic
coming from Oakland. The new northbound 1-880 off-ramp to 29" added a new signalized intersection at Ford
and 29", reducing the outbound capacity, because of the added opposing flow movement. The 2008
environmental document for this project reported maximum queues would increase by an additional 1,000 feet
along Park Street due to this interchange project and, by 2035, the queues were forecast to extend from the
23" northbound 1-880 on-ramp to Buena Vista in Alameda. It will likely take an hour or more for a maximum
queue this long to dissipate. The queue will block side-street traffic from accessing Park Street and the Bridge.

This Alameda Marina DEIR, as well as previous EIRs, should have performed a corridor analysis similar to the
environmental document for this interchange project. Not doing so produced significantly lower delay
projections, and omitted current and future delays.

From the 23/ 29t Avenues 1880 interchange project Environmental Document:

Source: Caltrans and Presented at the Jan 6th, 2010 workshop.

Oakland’s growth and the increased congestion along the -880 corridor will further reduce the capacity of
Alameda island gateways due to downstream bottlenecks.
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

The overall traffic growth throughout the weekday for all the estuary crossings and Bay Farm Bridge
has not been considered in this DEIR.

| obtained the traffic model results from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), in order to
understand their forecasts for Alameda. As shown in the table below, the MTC's results indicate the AM peak
traffic growth will be spread over the early morning (24 percent increases) and the midday growth (18 percent).
This indicates major growth outside the peak hours.

The overall growth for all of Alameda’s gateways is 40,250 vehicles per day, an amount similar to the daily
traffic volumes over the Park Street Bridge.

MTC One Bay Area Plan Model Results for the Alameda island crbssingé

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission Travel Model Results for the City of Alameda

Early Am | AM peak | Midday | PM peak | Evening

Total for off island ( all
gateways) 2785 3508 26810 31668 32221 38085 30991 36486 16375 19328 109182 129075 19893,

3tob6am 6tol0am 10am to 3 pm 3to7 pm 7 pmto3am Daily Total Change from 2010
Year| 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010

18.2%)

Total onto Island (all
gateways) 2539 3095 24359 28647 31489 36903 32641 37911 17688 22517 108716 129073 20357

18.7%

5324 6603 51169 60315 63710 74988 63632 74397 34063 41845 217898 258148 40250

18.5%)

24.0% 17.9% 17.7% 16.9% 22.8%

The Alameda Marina DEIR ignores the regular queue backups outbound on Park Street because of the
downstream congestion in Oakland. It also ignores the likely shift of traffic into other peak periods of the day.

The DEIR reports that, for the cumulative condition, the Marina project’s traffic can travel to the Park Street
Bridge via a left turn from Clement or Blanding during the AM peak hours. This is highly unlikely, when the
queues on Blanding and Clement extend to Oak Street and beyond throughout the peak hour.

It is also unlikely the only traffic impacts would be at two intersections — Park at Clement Avenue and Park at
Blanding — with only marginal increases in delay. Other intersections would be impacted by this project.

Vehicles Miles Traveled assessment in the DEIR should be based not only on a per capita analysis, but
also on the additional travel on Alameda’s streets associated with the project’s increase in population.

The DEIR provides an alternative traffic impact assessment using what is stated as the new traffic metric, as
developed by the California Office of Planning and Research in their proposed guidelines per SB 375.

The DEIR reports no significant traffic impact using the vehicle- per-mile-per capita metric. That is because the
new residents at the Alameda Marina will drive slightly less than existing Alameda residents due to the project’s
inclusion of transportation demand strategies, such as less parking supply and bus passes. This could reduce
the travel by 5-7 percent.

Only the travel (VMT) per capita is considered; what is missing is the additional travel that would occur due to
increased population associated with this project, such as the increase of vehicles miles traveled on Clement
Avenue and other Alameda streets.

The California Air Resources Board has stated that VMT needs to decreaseg, if the state is to improve
greenhouse gases; cleaner vehicles are not enough. The region is supposed to reduce VMTs.

Page 4,12-4 of the Alameda Marina DEIR states:

“Increase vehicles miles traveled leads to a number of direct and indirect impacts to the environment and
human health. Among other effects, increasing VMT on the roadway network leads to increased emissions and
air pollutants, including greenhouse gases, as well as increased consumption of energy. Transportation is
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

associated with more greenhouse gases than any other sector. Reducing VMT by Alameda residents is the
single most effective means to reduce Alameda’s greenhouse gases. “

| researched the VMT on Alameda streets data and found two reports — (1) the DEIR for the new
Transportation Element and (2) the MTC model results for Alameda streets.

In 2008, the city updated its Transportation Element of the General Plan. This plan includes all the recent
changes for other modes and Transportation Demand Management strategies. The draft environmental
document reported the changes in vehicles miles traveled as a result of the implementation of this new
Transportation Element. At that time, the DEIR results showed no significant change in VMT between the
scenario without and with the Transportation Element. The estimate identified only a 0.32 percent decrease
due to new Transportation Element. This city report indicated no significant reduction in travel with the new
bicycle plan in the Transportation Element and all the other policies for transit.

None of the EIRs have considered the major increases in travel on Alameda streets. As indicated below, trips
to and from Alameda were estimated to increase from 2.3 million miles in 2007 to 3.3 million miles by 2030.
This increase will result in major travel changes within the city, as well as major costs increases for roadway
maintenance and other infrastructure services. (See extract from this DEIR.)

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission also evaluated the VMT on Alameda streets and concluded a
large increase in vehicles miles traveled on Alameda streets. The MTC traffic model is based on the Priority
Development Areas, as proposed by Alameda for funded new transportation projects. The proposed land-use
assumptions in the MTC model are the same as the city land-use assumptions of the Alameda Marina DEIR.
This increase in VMT is also significant.

Year 2010 and Forecasted (Yr 2040) Vehicle Miles | The MTC forecasts for total travel will be considerably less than those
Traveled (VMT) on Alameda Streetsincluding | - forecasts by the city's traffic model. This is because the entire Alameda
Estuary tunnels and bridges . . .

roadway network was not coded in the MTC traffic model, many internal
T trips were not taken into account, and the trips to and from Alameda were
2010} 434,470 not considered. Further, in 2008, the city’s traffic model included the
2040| 534,089 . . . . . .
norease] 99,620  22.9% overly aggressive job assumption of 20,000 more jobs, which increased
Source: Sanfrancico Metropolian Transportaion Commisions Trafficodel the travel estimates. Nevertheless, the MTC forecasts are more reliable
Received from MTC via California Public Record Request August 3rd, 2016 to show the Sharp increases in travel.

Secondly, due to the constraints of the island gateway near the developing site, a large portion of the vehicle
travel on Alameda streets could be redirected or induced to other crossings. That presents a significant
problem associated with the Alameda Marina site. The Park Street Bridge is at capacity today, and travel to
other gateways will increase due to this project.

Another indication of induced travel was found in the City traffic model developed for the Alameda Point EIR.
This EIR indicated large increases in traffic over the Bay Farm Bridge by year 2035. (See graphic below.)
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Existing and Forecast traffic data for Bay Farm
AM peak hour (vehicles per hour’
Existing Year 2035 [Increase  |% increase

Bay Farm
bridge |Outbound 1738 3168 1430 82.3%
Source: Alameda Point DEIR, Sept 2013, Traffic Technical Appendix

15-26
cont.

The increase in VMTs, as indicated by MTC and the city reports, is evidence Alameda’s Sustainable
Community Strategies (the two priority development areas of Alameda Point and Northern Waterfront) would
increase vehicles miles traveled.

The VMT metric should not be evaluated only for per capita, as the Alameda Marina DEIR and the recent
Encinal Terminals EIR have done. The vehicles miles traveled on the roadways must also be considered.
There needs to be additional analysis of induced (i.e., diverted) traffic to other crossings.

Forecasting comment: The DEIR assumes 1,000 residential units at Crab Cove. T

Land-use assumptions and their locations were not provided. What was provided were the changes made to
the county traffic model that was used for this DEIR. The previous EIRs had used the city traffic model.

The update below, provided in the appendix, shows 1,000 more residential units assumed at Crab Cove in the
traffic model. However, the only land available at Crab Cove is the remaining federal parcel the Point
Collaborative will occupy. There is no land available for a 1,000-unit residential development at Crab Cove.
(See the land-use assumption table from the Alameda Marina DEIR’s traffic appendix below.)

2040 ACTC MODEL HOUSING UNIT ADJUSTMENTS BY TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONE
Change from
Number of Housing Default 2040 15-27
Name
TAZ Units (2040)

Model !

461-475 Alameda Point 1,500 -946
478 Crab Cove 1,045 -100
482 BayPort 342 =743
494 Encinal Terminals 600 +433
495 Del Monte 400 +400
497 Shipways 300 +171
528 Alameda Marina 870 +590

1 Adjustments were made to the default 2040 Alameda County Transportation
Commission travel demand model to reflect more current information on land use plans
for Alameda Island. This includes projects such as Encinal Terminals, Alameda
Landing, Alameda Point, Marina Shores, Boatworks, and others.

SOURCE: City of Alameda, Fehr & Peers, 2017.

Forecasting comment: The job assumption in the traffic model has been grossly wrong in the other
EIRs, and its assumption is not provided in this DEIR

The job and land-use assumptions employed in the development of the cumulative traffic forecasts were not
provided.

! . . L . . 15-28
These assumptions have been impossibly optimistic in the county model since 2000. The assumption of 20,000
more jobs in both the county and city traffic models has been used since the Transportation Element update in
2008. There is no evidence that large prospective employers spend more than a few seconds looking at
Alameda, once they note the restricted access inherent with an island location and that none of that access is
built to current Lifeline Design Standards.

This was not corrected for the Encinal Terminals EIR, the Del Monte environmental reports, or the Alameda
Point project EIR.
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Comparison of forecasts and operations results of this DEIR to previous EIRs indicate major
differences.

| obtained forecast data from four recent EIRs, including Alameda Marina, to compare traffic forecasts at the
Posey Tube and five key intersections.

The questions raised below indicate there are inconsistencies, and the documented trends — such as very little
traffic to the Posey Tube in the AM peak hour associated with the new development and, now, significant
decreases along Park Street — needs to be fully explained.

This comparison indicates the following:

1. Outbound Posey Tube: The estimated project traffic from Alameda Point, Del Monte, and the Encinal
Terminals, as per their environmental reports, would add 132 VPH outbound in the AM peak hour total,
above the existing traffic of 2,588 VPH. (The Alameda Marina DEIR excluded Posey Tube assessment).

The final AM peak hour forecast for the Posey Tube was 2,681 VPH, as reported in the Alameda Point
EIR, with only slight differences in the Del Monte environmental document and the Encinal Terminals EIR.
These forecast estimates are unusually close to existing traffic counts and significantly lower than historical
counts since the base closure. This is likely due to errors in forecasting data calculations in the DEIR, as
well as the use of constrained volumes, rather than demand volumes, in recent EIRs. The traffic model
estimated traffic over 3,257 VPH, a forecast value 21.5 percent higher.

Comparison of City Traffic Model to City Traffic Data Base at Posey and Webster Street tubes
( the City Traffic data used in the Environmental Documents for Alameda Point, Del Monte, Encinal Terminals and possibly other developments)
red = increase due to project

DEIR Forecast  Traffic Model difference to
Existing City Traffic Model Forecast Data that used in the DEIR

Existing
AM without Ala |with Ala Pr. without Aljwith Ala Pr. Vph %
2588| Posey Tube 3249 3257 2673 2681 576| 21.5%

1905| Webster Tube 3230 3379 2922 3073 306| 10.0%

Source: City hall public records received after approval of
the Alameda Point EIR, Feb 2014 Source: Page 4.C-22 of Sept 2013 DEIR, Alameda Point.

The Alameda Marina DEIR did not include the Posey Tube in its area of influence. The impacts to the
tubes from the cumulative developments is still missing. It is suggested that the cumulative forecasts for
the Posey Tube be included in this DEIR.

3. Atlantic/Ralph Appezzato Way and Webster: Only 42 VPH are assumed to travel to this intersection to
and from the Marina Project, thus, no impacts were reported.

With respect to the project trip generation, the commercial should be included in the total project trips. It
was excluded, as stated on page 4.12-23. The 250,000 square feet of commercial development could add
a significant number of new trips, due to the change uses on the site. No factual evidence was provided to
justify omitting the traffic associated with the commercial component of the proposed project. Table 4.G-6
from the Encinal Terminals Project EIR (February 2017) estimated a total of 370 VPH for 200,000 gross
square feet (GSF) of commercial (50,000gsf retail plus 150,000 GSF of office space).

Question #1: How are the dramatic increases from existing to cumulative in the recent Encinal Terminals
EIR possible? The Encinal Terminals EIR reported an increase of almost 1,500 vehicles at this intersection
due to the cumulative development for the final, with-project cumulative condition. The Alameda Marina
DEIR reports the cumulative condition without the marina project to be less — a 1,200-vehicle increase
from existing during the AM peak hour. These two conditions are the same and should report comparable

13
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14

results; that is, the cumulative conditions should be consistent amongst the EIRs. All the no-build
conditions for cumulative should be checked with the latest Encinal Terminals EIR, and an explanation
should be provided for any major changes like this.

Question #2: What generates the remaining additional traffic when the Alameda Point, Del Monte, and
Encinal Terminals EIRs all reported only a total of 600 vehicle increase due to their projects. Where are the
remaining 1,200 vehicles per hour coming from, as reported in the Alameda Marina DEIR?

This comment is also for all the other study intersections. The increases should be fully explained,
accounted for, and consistent among the EIRs for the cumulative conditions.

Constitution and Atlantic Avenue: The 2040 forecast increases in the Alameda Marina DEIR are almost
50 percent above those documented in the Encinal Terminals EIR, Del Monte environmental document,
and the Alameda Point EIR.

In the Encinal Terminals EIR, the total traffic volume into the intersection for the cumulative with-project is
forecast at 2,176 VPH during the AM peak hour. The same scenario or cumulative no-build in the Alameda
Marina DEIR increases dramatically to 2,970 VPH, although no land-use changes have occurred since the
Encinal Terminals EIR was drafted. The forecasts should be similar.

Which forecast is correct?

The Alameda Marina Project contributes 74 vehicles to this intersection, but because the delay is less than
LOS E, this project does not have a significant impact at this intersection for the cumulative condition.

| have three questions with respect to the operations analysis:

First, the analyst used the existing eastbound configuration of two through lanes ( see appendix), rather
than the new configuration approved by city council last year, which reduced the eastbound configuration
to one lane eastbound for through traffic, introduced a bicycle lane on the south side, and included special
bicycle signal phasing. This must be considered.

Second, on page 4.12-29, second paragraph, the DEIR states that existing lane configuration was
assumed in the intersection delay calculations for all the study intersections, with the exception of Clement
through the Pennzoil site. The analysis omits the currently funded projects, such as the bicycle lane for
Clement, and its extension and connection at Tilden Way. These and other projects likely to occur will
significantly change the existing configurations and operations for the cumulative 2040 conditions. They
should be listed and included in the impact assessments.

Third, with a volume of only 2,176 VPH, how is the delay result in the Encinal Terminals EIR almost the
same as that in the Alameda Marina DEIR, but with a much larger volume of 4400 VPH? | recommend
recalculating the delay at this intersection and double-checking the correct funded roadway changes and
the input values.

Blanding Avenue and Park Street: The existing delay is 32.8 seconds per vehicle, based on existing
traffic volumes almost 10 percent lower than previous EIRs. The lower and constrained volumes and other
assumptions produced lower than what has been reported in the travel times studies. In 2008, for the
environmental document for the 23%/29"" and 1-880 project, the Alameda Congestion Management Agency
and Caltrans concluded a LOS F at this intersection, with more than 80 seconds of delay, even though the
volumes were similar in the analysis and little changed at this intersection. The short turn pocket was
striped a few years ago (beforehand, there was a wide lane), but this would not account for the dramatic
difference in levels of service. (See exhibit D for the comparison.)

This intersection’s forecasts for the AM peak hour for the cumulative without-project condition is 3,870
VPH in the Alameda Marina DEIR. However, in the Encinal Terminals EIR, for the same cumulative
condition (year 2040 with ET project), the total forecast is 5,093 VPH. This dramatic reduction of 1,223
VPH or 24 percent lower is not explained. Which forecast is correct?
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Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Marina Project

Most of the project trips are assigned to this Average Control Delay for 2040 Cumulative

intersection. One hundred eighty (180) .
vehicles are added to the eastbound left-turn Conditions (AM peak hour)

movement, 30 VPH to northbound, four Significantly impacted intersections only

vehicles westbound, and 16 vehicles to the Without With
southbound leg of the intersection in the AM Project Project
peak hour for the cumulative with-project over 120 lover 120

condition. As a result of the high volumes at Blanding Ave. and Park St. seconds  |seconds
these intersections, the levels of service is f, Sver 120
both without and with the project.

Clement Ave. and Park St, 108 seconds|seconds

However, the problem is the 180 vehicles 15-36
from the marina will not be able to go to the eastbound leg, as assumed. That is because, as shown in the cont.
operations calculation, the eastbound leg of the intersection would be so overloaded that the queues,
without the project, would extend to Oak and beyond. The volume to capacity ratio for the eastbound leg
was estimated at 1.6, meaning, 60 percent above capacity for the no-build condition. The trips from the
Marina simply cannot leave via Blanding during the AM peak hour during the cumulative condition, nor can
the traffic from the projects assumed for the background cumulative traffic. This oversaturated condition
would result in trips diverting to other crossings or switching to shoulders during the peak hour.

A peak period analysis is necessary to determine where the project impacts would occur. Some trips may
be diverted to Fruitvale or to the Bay Farm.

In addition, this intersection analysis and all the others should be converted into a corridor-level delay
analysis in order consider the capacity constraints in Oakland and the growth happening on the other side
of the bridge. Not doing so omits the impacts due to this and grossly reduces the delay results.

7. Clement Avenue and Park Street intersection: Comments made above regarding Blanding and Park Street
delay calculations also generally apply to Clement and Park. Downstream conditions must be considered.
Further, it is likely the traffic from the Alameda Marina Project will not be able to access the eastbound
approach during the AM peak hour for the 2040 cumulative no-project condition. The eastbound approach
was calculated with a volume to capacity ratio of 1.92. The peak-hour volume is almost twice the capacity.
With this type of oversaturated conditions, extensive queuing is likely, and diversion to other streets would 15-37

also occur, shifting the travel to other times.

The DEIR concludes an unavoidable significant impact at this intersection, with 105 vehicles added to the

cumulative 2040 condition for the AM peak hour. (See table above.)

No mitigations are considered because only turn lanes are allowable, as per the 2008 Transportation
Element. Why was an additional turn lane not considered? Also, as mentioned earlier, the existing lane
configuration was considered, ignoring the changes to occur with the funded bicycle lane project and other
projects along Park Street.

8. Tilden Way, Blanding Avenue and Fernside Boulevard intersection: This count survey for the existing
conditions shows much higher existing counts than in the recent Encinal Terminals EIR. The increases
could be due to diversion as a result of the construction at the interchange during the count. This should be
further evaluated and considered with changes to the existing volumes along Park Street.

There are no traffic impacts due to the Alameda Marina Project at this intersection, but the future 15-38
operations indicate major increases in delay from levels of service C today to LOS F. This was calculated
using existing geometry and ignoring downstream constraints in Oakland. For example, Oakland has
received a large grant for bicycle lanes on both side of Fruitvale, from the bridge to the BART station, and
Alameda is likely planning to close the gap. Also, a new intersection is planned at Tilden Way to connect
Clement. This intersection is so close to the Fernside/Tilden, Broadway/Tilden, and Broadway/Clement
intersections that all four of them will operate as one large (confusing?) intersection. This should be
considered for the cumulative condition.

15
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Letter 15

Eugenie Thomson P.E. Attachment A

October 21, 2013

Mr. Andrew Thomas
Alameda City Hall

2263 Santa Clara Avenue
Alameda, CA 94501

Subject: Comments to the Alameda Point Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Thomas:

| am dismayed that my request in my comments to the Notice to the Preparation (NOP), were largely ignored. My
request was that the traffic impact analysis include an evaluation of much longer it will take residents to leave the
island and secondly to provide the increase in daily traffic volumes in front of the residents’ homes. These two main
traffic concerns have been raised by many residents and could have been addressed in the DEIR.

In addition, | had pointed out that the earlier traffic analysis in the 2009 General Plan Amendment EIR and then the
Traffic Election Report for the SunCal Measure B in September of 2009, both had incorrectly ignored the
congestion at the west end of Alameda. And the Traffic Election Report had also stated that the SunCal plan with
5000 more homes would only result in minuscule increases in traffic volumes outbound in the AM peak hour at the
Posey Tube. These same points were repeated in my letter to the City dated June 24", 2013 regarding the Scoping
for the Neptune Point Project for its cumulative analysis and in my scoping comments for this project NOP.

Rather than correcting the obvious errors illustrated before with the City traffic model and methodology, instead
we receive another — an unintelligible very large techno-speak document - containing numerous critical flaws and
omissions. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alameda Point Project states the “unimaginable” traffic
conclusion.

According to the DEIR the Alameda Point Project with 1425 new homes and approximately 9000 more jobs,
will increase traffic into the Posey Tube by only ONE car per hour for the existing plus project condition
and increase by eight cars per hour for the cumulative plus project condition, for the AM peak hour. That
and NO traffic congestion in the west end of Alameda, are unrealistic conclusions in the DEIR.

(See the excel summary tables provided at the end of this letter and see Appendix G summary from this DEIR  in
httos://www.drobbox.com/sh/I9tfzo5v68reev2/ESla  IH-RA.)

2969 Johnson Ave e Alameda, CA 94501
Telephone (510) 928-6980 email ethomson@islandalameda.com
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The Alameda Point Project will dramatically affect traffic flow and quality of life on Alameda Island and Bay Farm and
we deserve to judge this very large project based on clear, concise, accurate traffic information.

Because of my background and professional credentials, members of the Alameda community again have asked me
to review and interpret the report. In doing so, | found it to be a long, complex, techno-speak document that took
a significant amount of time to understand, despite my 35 years’ training and experience in civil and transportation
engineering including the Alameda tubes and immediate areas and having lived in Alameda since 1980. There simply
is no way a layperson could fully comprehend the data and projections contained it, or judge their veracity. The lack
of a summary and the techno speak document have mislead the public.

Specifically, the Traffic Impact Analysis in the DEIR concludes the project increase would only be | (one) additional
vehicle per hour for outbound traffic into the Posey Tube during the AM peak hour if project were built today (see
existing plus project as per Appendix G of the DEIR). And a mere | (one) vehicle per hour, due to the project at
the all estuary crossings, for the cumulative plus project (year 2035) condition and traffic volumes dropping with the
project at some of the island crossings. See below.

Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for Existing and

Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Project
Vehicles Per Hour

AM Peak Hour (vph)
2035 with
Island Exist No Project|] 2035 No| Project/Ala| Project
Gateway |Direction Project Volume Project Point| Volume
Posey
Tube |Outbound 2588 2673 2681 8
Park St
Bridge [Outbound 1937 2004 67 2150 2147 -3
Miller
Sweeney
Bridge [Outbound 814 878 64 1573 1561 -12
High St
Bridge [Outbound 783 802 19 1212 1210 -2
Bay Farm
bridge |Outbound 1738 1725 -13 3158 3168 10
Total of
all Island
Gateways |Outbound 7860 7998 138 10766 10767
s:;:gs;nﬁsgfﬁmapzzltnégig, Figures G-2B |Figures G- Figures G-6B& G- |Figures G-8B& G-
Appendix G & G-2C 4B& G-4C 6C 8C
@ CA\TTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx -2- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM
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Another example of a flaw is the outbound traffic into the Posey tube will be 2681 vehicles per hour in the AM Peak
hour after the Alameda Point Project in the year 2035 which would be lower than existing recorded traffic counts at
the Posey tube since the Base closure. That too is illogical and not explained in the DEIR.

Comparison
of Historical Traffic AM outbound Posey Tube
with Projected Future 2030 and 2035
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Source: Historical volumes as per Capacity Management Memo to City Council, by Matt Naclerio, past Public Works Director, October |, 2008. Caltrans
counts show similar historical counts. The 2035 Forecast was provided in the Appendix G of the Alameda Point DEIR for Cumulative (2035) plus project
condition. (see the northbound approach at the 7t and Harrison Intersection, intersection number 38 Figure G- 8C in Appendix G of the DEIR.)

@ CATTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx -3- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM
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It is possible the future forecasts are low because it is based upon existing count data base which could have been
diminished due to an unusual number of vacancies the South Shore Shopping Center and other commercial
properties as a result of the recession. But the DEIR does not include what existing count data was used, nor is the
traffic model technical documentation included in the DEIR. Certainly, a drop in existing traffic in the future, with the
Alameda Point Project, is highly unlikely, considering the already entitled and approved development plus project is
included in this future 2035 forecast for the Posey Tube.

Approving or disapproving this Project is a decision that is critically important to the future of our city. If approved,
this project will have a direct personal effect on every citizen, impacting the traffic they must navigate daily, that wind
through our neighborhoods.

And | cannot stress it enough we Alamedans want to know how much more time it will take to leave or enter the
island, and how many more cars will be passing by in front of our homes. Those questions have not been
addressed; instead, we have been provided a techno-speak document that is overwhelming, complex and misleading,
and our attempts to simplify and clarify the document are being quashed. It is difficult to understand why this is
happening, in light of the fact that most of the work had already been performed and the data is so readily available.

It could have been presented very simply in the form of (a) a table showing increases in commute travel times, from
today to after the Alameda Point plan, from different residential locations to the freeway; and (b) a figure showing
the current daily traffic volumes and the increases generated by the Alameda Point plan. That is what the voters
have asked for in every public workshop.

Traffic does not impact our roadways; it impacts our quality of life. It is well known that high traffic volumes on
neighborhood streets break down the social fabric of a neighborhood, and our island is comprised primarily of
neighborhood streets. The traffic impacts generated by the plan will increase the time it takes to leave and return to
the island, leaving less time to spend with our families. These issues are vitally important to Alamedans. We
deserve to know the answers to our questions. Why are the questions not being answered for the citizens of our
community? Shouldn’t traffic neighborhoods impacts be addressed? And corridor delay (like the travel time delay
leaving the island) is an acceptable practise for traffic impact assessment and is appropriate because Alameda is an
island.

| sincerely hope that, on reflection, you will consider a summary memorandum and correction of the key traffic
facts. The attached comments present the key ommisions and further explain why | believe this Traffic Impact

Section of the DEIR is misleading and needs correction. At a minimum the DEIR should be recirculated as the
changes will results in major modifications to the impact analyses.

@ CA\TTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx -4- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM
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Sincerely,

Eugenie P. Thomson, P.E.
Professional Civil and Traffic Engineer

ept/ept
cc: Mayor Gilmore and Councilmembers

@ CA\TTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx

2-243

-5.

Letter 15

October 21, 2013

Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM



Letter 15

October 21, 2013

Detailed Comments

The DEIR does NOT address the concerns of the majority of Alameda voters.

The DEIR’s scope of the impact assessment omitted the impacts of the plan on Bay Farm Island residents leaving the
island. For example, how much extra time would it take to leave the island in the morning? The two basic traffic
questions asked by the public repeatedly at public hearings have not been addressed.

The DEIR does not include the impacts to the island neighborhoods.

If the Project is built:
a) How much more travel time will be involved when leaving or entering Alameda Island?
b) How many more cars will travel through our neighborhoods? (a criteria used to evaluate neighborhood impacts)

Suggestion:
a) Develop a table showing the travel times during the commute periods, today and in the future, with the Sun Cal

plan and other background already entitled by City Council or approved. These data should encompass travel times
to and from several residential areas, such as the West End, middle of the island, East End and Bay Farm. (This
should be fairly easy to accomplish by updating and expanding the effort done for the Traffic Election Report
prepared for the Sun Cal measure.)

b) Put together a map showing daily volumes on major streets for today and for the future. '

c) Include the above results in a two- or three-page summary memorandum.

Sources of Major Assumptions and other technical procedures were not provided.

The tables and assumptions in the report provided could not be checked or tracked. For example, no
documentation was provided to substantiate the vehicle trip rate and to be able to compare this to the Trip
Generation Manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). It appears lower trip rates than the
Average ITE trip rates were employed in the analysis and which were further reduced for the project forecast
volumes included in the cumulative analysis.

What is the source of this major assumption? The technical backup was not provided and should be explained.
Clearly, these assumptions should be validated based on facts, yet the DEIR lacks accountability. One should be able
to track how the final traffic forecasts were developed from the existing counts.

The documentation should be provided to make adequate and complete comments to the DEIR.

' This data exists, the model plots from Kittelson Associates (previously Dowling Associates who did the City Traffic Model and recent reports) should be available for the No
Project alternative and would take less than a day to rerun, only a few input factors need to be updated for the Alameda Point project.

@ CA\TTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx -6- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM
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The traffic forecasts associated with the project are small considering its size.

The project traffic was summarized for all the island gateways because no summary was provided in the DEIR. Had
this been provided the public would have an understanding of the overall island traffic impacts. The four tables at
the end of this section, are the AM and PM peak hour traffic forecasts used for the basis of the traffic impacts and
conclude the following:

e In the AM peak hour, the Project adds only one car per hour to the Posey Tube in existing plus project
condition and only 8 vph in the cumulative plus project condition. This minuscule project volume
increases were not reflected to be diverted to the other crossings.

e The Incoming project traffic drops dramatically to a small amount of 144 vph in the cumulative
condition into the Webster Tube and that results in grossly under estimating the inbound traffic
impacts with the project.

e In the PM peak hour for the cumulative plus project conditions, the project volumes are 102 vph for
the Posey Tube and 104 vph for the Webster Tube. These small project volumes in the PM peak hour
analysis grossly reduces the actual traffic impacts at the west end of Alameda and Oakland.

No explanation of the above results nor a summary was not provided in the DEIR and this should be fully explained.

Table 2-2 the traffic impact summary table indicates NO traffic congestion at the west end of
Alameda

The lack of congestion at the approaches to the Posey Tube is inconsistent with the diversion to the other
crossings. Diversion will only occur if there is a significant travel time advantage. It is difficult to believe theh DEIR’s
finding of no congestion today and none whatsoever in the future upon the roadways approaching the Posey tube.

As pointed out in my letter to the City June 24, 2013, | explained that the City Traffic Model in the Traffic Election
Report for the SunCAl plan had indicated major gridlock in the west end but it was hidden in the report. The
Alameda Point project DEIR once again omits what the Traffic Model has concluded. See my discussion below from
my June 24™ , 2013 letter to the City.

“In January of 2013, in rereading the September 14, 2009 Trdffic Election report for the SunCal Measure, | focused on its
discussion of travel time. | discovered this report quietly documented that major delays in the morning peak, would be
expected using the Posey Tube in the future with the Land Use assumed in the 09GPA EIR. (Note: this report used the
09GPA EIR as the base condition upon which the SunCAl plan was evaluated). And this very significant characteristic of future
traffic patterns that was never even touched on in the 2009 GPA EIR. (This EIR only discussed delays at individual
intersections, all but one of which (8" and Central) are on the east end of the island would experience significant congestion
dfter all the growth is built at the west.) Specifically, Table 20 (Travel Times — AM Peak Hour of the Traffic Election Report,
see Exhibit G for copy) indicated the travel time from Alameda Point to I-880 would increase from 6.5 minutes (existing year)
to 16.0 minutes in 2035 with the existing GPA (i.e., the housing and jobs assumptions in the 2009 GPA EIR).”

2 Existing General Plan 2035, Table 20, Travel Model Performance Travel Times AM Peak Hour, page 25. Copy of report included in Exhibit G in my June 24* letter to the City. .
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This 9.5 minute-per-vehicle delay translates into increased queue lengths from 7" and Harrison back through the tube, and
significantly lengthened queues on each of the roadways approaching the mouth of the tube (Webster, Constitution, Stargell
and Mariner Square Drive). This situation can only be described as gridlock, and it would affect many more trips
than just the ones going into the Posey Tube.

Furthermore, the 2009 GPA EIR concluded no impacts for the roads approaching the Alameda Tubes, even though primarily
all future development would occur on the West End. | believe this surprisingly unrealistic conclusion was reached because:

e In the 2030 model runs, the analyst and city staff used a capacity for the Posey Tube of 2,900 vph (vehicles
per hour)®, which is significantly lower than the capacity for a two-lane expressway.

e The analyst and city staff only used the 2030 model runs to identify differences in volumes, compared to
calibrating runs of the model for existing conditions.

e The analyst and city staff ignored the information in the 2030 model run that indicated significant future delays
to trdffic using the Posey Tube in the AM

e Because they had trouble calibrating the model for Alameda local streets, the analyst and city staff decided to
simply add the difference in model volumes (2007 and 2030 model volume difference) to the existing counts.
Because the 2030 model calculations assumed significant congestion at the tubes, significant amounts of
incremental traffic were routed away from the tubes to the bridges. (As a result, only small incremental
volumes were added to already relatively low existing volumes at the tubes, yielding unredlistically low 2030
volumes to be used for analysis.)

e The analyst and city staff performed only intersection impact analysis. There was no documentation in the
2009 GPA EIR of how the tubes themselves were expected to operate, even though a major underlying hidden
assumption was that there would be significant delays at the tubes.

This likely west-end traffic gridlock has never been clearly characterized as a problem in any city document of which | am
aware.

To the contrary, the 2009 GPA EIR incorrectly comes to the opposite conclusion of no congestion on the roads outbound
approaching the Posey Tube in the AM Peak.

And this happens once again with the Alameda Point DEIR.
At a minimum the City should review the traffic model used in the DEIR and fully explain why the delay at the west

end concluded in the Traffic Model has been eliminated in this DEIR and other previous reports.

The following graphic included in my June 24", 2013 letter, illustrate the no impacts from the 09 GPA DEIR

3 Technical Studies for the EIR, 2007 citywide Traffic Model by Dowling Associates; Figure 22 Year 2030 City Network (See Exhibit C-6) which shows the codes defined in Figure
6, which includes a table: Model Roadway Network Facility Type Capacities and Speeds.
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repeated again this DEIR for Alameda Point, i.e. no impacts at the west end of Alameda.
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The existing delays at the intersections stated in the DEIR are significantly lower than what
Alamedans have stated to occur.

It is difficult to believe there is only a 30 second delay at Doolittle and Island Drive when leaving Bay Farm Island.
The Bay Farm residents have stated many times their congestion is very bad and any more development will be too
much.

Similarly the delays at other intersection like at the 6™ and Jackson for the southbound right turn movement today in
the morning are shown to be only 1.3 seconds (LOS A) in Appendix G (Synchro output for existing no project AM
peak)

Is it possible that the intersection operations analyses results were not validated via field surveys ?

The intersection impact analysis omits the operations effects due to roadway downstream
constraints. As a result the operations do not accurately reflect the delay.

For example, the freeway weave and ramp merge at the 6th Street northbound on ramp to | 880 & | 980, today
causes backup all the way to the 7th and Harrison intersection, but the intersection analysis states the southbound
right turn movement has only 1.3 seconds of delay (Level of Service A) for the future plus project conditions. (
Appendix G, Sychro Analysis, 2035 AM with Project, ). This is illogical considering the problems at the 1880 ramp
and weave, today. This constraint currently overwhelms the current roadway system and will only become rapidly
more significant with any growth in traffic.

Similarly other intersections like Blanding and Park Streets are affected by downstream roadway constraints which
result in back up through the intersection.

All intersections should be re-evaluated if downstream constraints affect the intersections’ operations. (i.e. without
consideration of downstream constraints, the existing intersection analysis is not an engineering analysis, it is only a

data processing analysis).

The Broadway Jackson Interchange or other major mitigation was not included in the DEIR.

The Broadway Jackson Interchange or other freeway type of mitigation was not included likely due to the lack of
funding at this time. And this interchange project or other form of Chinatown mitigation introduces major changes
in travel patterns in Chinatown and to/ from the Alameda Point Project in and around Chinatown. It is reasonably
foreseeable that the new County Transportation Sales Tax Measure will pass in the next year because this Measure
in the last election failed with such a small percentage. And reasonable foreseeable events should be considered in
an EIR, therefore an assessment of the traffic impacts with and without Broadway Jackson Interchange or other
mitigations acceptable to Chinatown should be done.

Seismic Analysis is suggested

Seismic Analysis for the Posey and Webster Tube was not included in the DEIR. According to Caltrans letters dated
from Caltrans to the City of Alameda in 2002, the tubes have a seismic rating of minimum performance level. A
professional engineering report " Retrofit Strategy Report" for the Alameda Tubes dated September 30, 1996

@ CA\TTE\Alameda\Alameda Point Env 2013\ept working file\Final Comment Ltr 10-21-2013.docx -10- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM

2-248



Letter 15

October 21, 2013

prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas Inc. and approved and adopted by Caltrans states that
minimum performance levels after an earthquake in Table 10-2 would result in:

"Delays to motorists due to tube closure requiring long term (more than a year)
diversion of trdffic to the bridge crossings between Oakland and Alameda"

As major seismic events are no different (even less controversial) than the Rising Sea Levels, the earthquake event is
reasonably foreseeable and should be evaluated in this DEIR. With almost 70,000 vehicles per day using the tubes,
traffic impacts and mitigations need to be assessed for the without and with project conditions.

Furthermore this Seismic Strategy Report mentioned the steel re -enforcement was corroded and the field test
indicated this condition to be a problem. The report is unclear if this was planned to be fixed.

Per the report the primary damage to the tubes (retrofitted to minimum performance levels) is expected to be
cracks and significant leakage; the tubes may be flooded within a day but that no loss of life would be expected. The
report also indicates that repairs may not be possible, thus requiring replacement of the tube(s).

At a minimum wouldn't it be appropriate to construct protective traffic devices similar to railroad crossings so
vehicles do not continue to enter the tubes immediately after an earthquake? This measure and other measures

should be considered for safety of the public and be evaluated for both without and with project conditions.

Induced Growth Analysis was not included.

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

The report preparers are listed as licensed Professional Engineers while they do not have licenses.

Mr. Jack Hutchinson of ESA is not licensed as a Professional Engineer in California stated in Chapter 7. Neither is
Robert Haun, Acting Public Works Director a licensed Professional Engineer. Please make these corrections.
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Letter 15

October 21, 2013

Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for Existing and

Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Project
Vehicles Per Hour
AM Peak Hour (vph)
Exist 2035 with
Island Exist No with| Project| 2035 No| Project/Ala| Project
Gateway [Direction Project Project Point| Volume
Posey
Tube |Outbound 2588 2673 2681 8
Park St
Bridge |Outbound 1937 2004 67 2150 2147 -3
Miller
Sweeney
Bridge |Outbound 814 878 64 1573 1561 -12
High St
Bridge |Outbound 783 802 19 1212 1210 -2
Bay Farm
bridge |Outbound 1738 1725 -13 3158 3168 10
Total of
all Island
Gateways |Outbound 7860 7998 138 10766 10767
Source: Alameda Point Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Figures G-2B |Figures G- Figures G-6B& G- | Figures G-8B& G-
Appendix G & G-2C 4B& G-4C 6C 8C
AM Peak Hour
Exist 2035 with
Island Exist No with| Project| 2035 No| Project/Ala| Project
Gateway [Direction Project| Project| Volume Project Point| Volume
Webster
Tube |Inbound 1905 2561 656 2929 3073
Park St
Bridge |Inbound 864 1058 194 1896 2177 281
Miller
Sweeney
Bridge |Inbound 777 1075 298 1395 1479 84
High St
Bridge |Inbound 656 759 103 942 1074 132
Bay Farm
bridge |Inbound 2292 2442 150 2436 2637 201
Total of all
Island
Gateways |Inbound 6494 7895 1401 9598 10440 842
Source: Alameda Point Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Figures G-2B |Figures G- Figures G-6B& G- | Figures G-8B& G-
Appendix G & G-2C 4B& G-4C 6C 8C
-12- Last saved: 10/21/2013 4:17:00 PM
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October 21, 2013

Traffic Volume Summary at Island Gateways for Existing and

Cumulative Peak Hour Conditions without and with Pro'|ect

Letter 15

Exist 2035 with
Island Exist No with| Project] 2035 No| Project/Alal Project
Gateway |Direction Project| Project| Volume Project Point| Volume
Posey
Tube [Outbound 2125 2737 612 3331 3433
Park St
Bridge [Outbound 1437 1487 50 2228 2307 79
Miller
Sweeney
Bridge |[Outbound 641 930 289 1375 1487 112
High St
Bridge |[Outbound 550 686 136 919 1030 111
Bay Farm
bridge |Outbound 1987 2128 141 1899 1976 77
Total of all
Island
Gateways |Outbound 6740 7968 9752 10233
Environmental Impact Report, Figures G-3B |Figures G-5B Figures G-7B& G- | Figures G-9B& G-
Appendix G & G-3C & G-5C 7C 9C
Exist 2035 with
Island Exist No with| Project] 2035 No| Project/Alal Project
Gateway |Direction Project| Project| Volume Project Point| Volume
Webster
Tube [Inbound 3392 3488 96 3882 3986
Park St
Bridge [Inbound 1451 1566 115 2027 2167 140
Miller
Sweeney
Bridge |Inbound 1103 1228 125 1559 1639 80
High St
Bridge |Inbound 715 847 132 883 1103 220
Bay Farm
bridge |Inbound 1783 1887 104 2849 2819 -30
Total of all
Island
Gateways |Inbound 8444 9016 572 11200 11714 514
Source: Alameda Point Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Figures G-3B | Figures G-5B Figures G-7B& G- | Figures G-9B& G-
Appendix G & G-3C & G-5C 7C 9C
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Letter 15

Attachment B

Comparison of Traffic Data at the intersection of Blanding Avenue and Park Street from major EIR documents

T880 and 23rd/29th Envir I D 2010 by Al da C iT Agency
Existing AM (2008) Yr 2035 Cumulative No Build AM Yr 2035 Ct ive with Project AM

LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total vph %
EB 295 20 3 318 460 25 47 532 460 25 47 532 214
WB 9 56 432 497 14 62 450 526 14 62 450 526 29
NB 0 1266 10 1276 0 1664 15 1679 0 1664 15 1679 403
SB 1 738 167 906 1 1228 357 1586 1 1268 357 1626 720
Total into Intersection 2997 Total into Intersection 4323 Total into Intersection 4363
Average Int. Delay | Over 80 sec Average Int. Delay | Over 80 sec Average Int. Delay | Over 80 sec|
Level of service| F Level of service| F Level of service F
Alameda Point EIR
Alameda Point Project’s
Contribution (-Cum. Proj.-
Existing AM Yr 2035 Cumulative No Build AM Yr 2035 C ive with Project AM - Cum. No Build)
Alameua roimn
LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total vph % vph % Project
EB 196 15 4 215| EB 198 40 4 242 EB 202 34 4 240 25 11.6% -2 -0.8% Iexist 2907 | Project contribution
WB 12 64 375 451 WB 187 138 187 512| wB 190 147 190 527 76 16.9% 15 2.9% [ no build inc from 1636 toincrease from
NB 0 1366 11 1377| NB 0 1766 127 1893 NB 0 1755 124 1879 502 36.5% -14 -0.7% |pl’0j contrij 280 14.6%|
SB 662 202 864 SB 0 1614 282 1896 SB 0 1705 472 2177 1313| 152.0% 281 14.8%! Subtotal (incr from e 1916|vph
Total into Intersection 2907 Total into Intersection 4543 Total into Intersection 4823 1916 65.9% 280 6.2% |tota| 4823
1937 Average Int. Delay 65.5 Average Int. Delay | Above 120 Average Int. Delay | Above 120
Level of service E Level of service F/ Level of service F
Del Monte Negative Declaration |
Del Monte proj
Contribution (=Cum. Proj. -
Existing AM Yr 2035 C ive No Build AM Yr 2035 C with Project AM Cum. No Build)
LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total vph % vph % Del Monte Project
EB 198 15 4 217| EB 202 34 4 240 EB 202 34 4 240 23 9.6% 0 0.0% |exist 2931
wB 12 84 375 471 WB 125 147 190 462 WB 125 147 190 462 -9 -1.9% 0 0.0% [ no build inc from 1866
NB 2 1366 11 1379| NB 33 1742 124 1899 NB 33 1755 124 1912 533 27.9% 13 0.7% |pr0j contri 17 0.9%|
SB 0 662 202 864/ SB 23 1701 472 2196 SB 23 1705 472 2200 1336 60.7% 4 0.2% Subtotal (incr from e 1883
Total into Intersection 2931 Total into Intersection 4797 Total into Intersection 4814 1883 39.1% 17 0.4% |tota| 4814
Average Control Delay 24.6 Average Control Delay Above 80 Average Control Delay Above 80
Level of service C Level of service F| Level of service F
| [ [ | [ I
Encinal Terminals EIR (February 2017) Terminal
Existing AM Yr 2040 Cumulative NoBuildAM [ Yr 2040 Cumulative with Project AML_ | an
LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total vph % % Encinal Terminal
EB 310 14 2 326/ EB 316 34 4 354/ EB 316 34 4 354 28 8.6% 0 0.0% exist 3095
WB 9 57 439 505 WB 125 147 254/ 526/ WB 125 147 254 526 21 4.2% 0 0.0% ‘ no build inc from 2008
NB 0 1484 3 1487| NB 33 1870 124 2027 NB 33 1860 124 2017 530 35.6% -10 -0.5% |pr0j contri -10 -0.5%
SB 0 589 188 777| SB 23 1701 472 2196 SB 23 1701 472 2196 1419| 182.6% 0 0.0%|Subtotal (incr from existing) 1998
Total into Intersection 3095 Total into Intersection 5103 Total into Intersection 5093 1998 64.6% -10 -0.2% |tota| 5093
Average Control Delay 56.7 Average Control Delay 349.2 Average Control Delay | above 80 349.1 seconds of delay in appendix
Level of service E Level of service F Level of service F
1223 0.240134
Alameda Marina EIR
Contribution (Cum. Proj.-
Existing AM Yr 2040 Cumulative No Build AM Yr 2040 C with Project AM _&Nn Build)
LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total LT Thru RT Total vph % vph % Alameda Marina
EB 253 11 4 268| EB 540 30 10 580! EB 660 90 10 760 492| 183.6% 180 31.0% |exist 2827
Approv.  WB 14 50 365 429 WB 20 50 370 440 WB 20! 54 370 444 15 3.5% 4 0.9% [ no build inc from 1043
ed by NB 0 1340 8 1348| NB 0 1670 10 1680| NB 0 1700 10 1710 362 26.9% 30 1.8% [proj contribution 230 18.1%
Citywid SB 0 586 196 782| SB 0 900 270 1170| SB 0! 911 275 1186 404 51.7% 16 1.4%|Subtotal (incr from existing) 1273
e Land Total into Intersection 2827 Total into Intersection 3870 Total into Intersection 4100 1273 45.0% 230 5.9% |tota| 4100
Use Average Int. Control Delay 32.8 Average Int. Control Delay 122.6 Average Int. Control Delay 157.1| the forecasts are much lower than other DEIR's, even
Forecas though same land use assumptions, this could be due
ts- Level of service| C Level of service| F Level of service F inconsistent forecast methodology.
|
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 15
Response

Eugenie P. Thompson
February 15, 2018

15-1

15-2

15-3

The comment is incorrect. Page 4.12-5 of the Draft EIR specifically
acknowledges that motorists along the Park Street corridor during the morning
commute are currently delayed due to the downstream congestion on [-880 and
not at the study intersections along the corridor in Alameda. Furthermore, page
4.12-8 of the Draft EIR explains that the reported intersection delays are only
based on the delay at the intersection due to the intersection configuration and
control, not downstream delays, which is the reason that the Draft EIR also
evaluated the impacts of the project on travel time along the major corridors.

Overall, the travel time surveys and the intersection delay estimates measure
different metrics. The travel times measure the travel time along the entire length
of the corridor, including the delay experienced at intersections along the
corridor, and accounts for potential downstream bottlenecks, such as congestion
on I-880 during the morning peak hour. In contrast, the reported intersection
delay is the average delay experienced by all motorists driving through all
approaches of the intersection solely due to the conditions at the intersection.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

Please see the response to comment 15-1, above. In addition, the Draft EIR
identifies significant and unavoidable impacts at the two intersections along Park
Street at Blanding and Clement Avenues. Modifying these assumptions would
not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR and the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. This comment does not present any additional
information on environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in
the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter regarding the roadway
modifications assumed for the 2040 traffic forecasts and analyses. See responses
to comments 15-4, 15-33, 15-34, and 15-38, below, regarding potential roadway
modifications that may be implemented by 2040. For purposes of clarification,
updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR to describe the
planned roadway modifications included in the cumulative (2040) conditions
analysis. Specifically, Page 4.12-29, paragraph 2, is revised to read:

Figures 5 and 6 in Appendix G.A show the AM and PM peak hour
intersection volumes under Cumulative (2040) No Project and
Cumulative (2040) Plus Project Conditions, respectively. The 2040
analyses assume the completion of the following:

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-253 ESA/160044.01
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2. Comments and Responses

The 1-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 29th Avenue and
23rd Avenue Overcrossings, which are currently under construction
and would reconstruct the overcrossing structures at 23rd and 29th
Avenues, reconfigure several on and off-ramps, extend the
northbound auxiliary lane along I-880, and include various changes
to the local roadway network around the ramps.

The Clement Avenue extension between Entrance Road and Atlantic
Avenue and through the Shell Oil property.

The Cross Alameda Trail project, which includes a Class IV
separated bikeway on the south side of Atlantic Avenue between
Webster Street and Constitution Way. The project would modify the
Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue (#4) intersection by eliminating
one through lane on the eastbound Atlantic Avenue approach and the
exclusive right-turn lane on the northbound Constitution Way
approach. The Cross Alameda Trail project would also modify the
signal timings at the intersection.

The Cumulative (2040) No Project Conditions assumes the same
intersection configuration as Existing Conditions at all other study

intersections. %&m&alyss—&ssames—th%emple&e&e#th&@lemem

%hm&gh—t-h&SheH—Qﬂ—pfepeﬁy— Thls analy51s assumes that 51gnal tlmmg

parameters that do not require upgrades to the signal equipment, such as
amount of green time assigned to each intersection approach, would be
optimized at the signalized study intersections under 2040 conditions,

because signal timing changes are included in the ongoing maintenance
of the traffic signal system.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

15-4 The comment is incorrect. As noted in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this
chapter and previous response, the Alameda CTC Model used to forecast
cumulative 2040 traffic volumes for the Draft EIR analysis includes the currently
under-construction improvements at the [-880 interchanges at 23rd and 29th

Avenues.

As described on page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR, the land use database in the
Alameda CTC Model is based on ABAG’s Projections 2013 and accounts for
future developments in the Bay Area region, including the City of Oakland.

Alameda Marina Master Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-254 ESA/160044.01
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2. Comments and Responses

The Draft EIR does not directly address queuing because the City of Alameda
does not have any significance criteria for queuing. However, both the
intersection LOS and the corridor travel time analyses account for the increased
volumes and queues between Existing and Cumulative conditions.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

15-5 As described above and in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the
Alameda CTC Model used to forecast 2040 traffic volumes accounts for both
future development and planned roadway modifications in Alameda, Oakland
and beyond. The Model assigns the peak hour project generated traffic to the
roadway network based on the relative travel time on each corridor. Thus, the
analysis accounts for peak hour traffic diverting to non-congested corridors as
long as it does not result in overall increased travel time. In other words, the
Model may assign traffic to already congested corridors because although other
corridors may have less delay, they would result in circuitous routes and may
have longer overall travel times.

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR analysis should account for traffic
either diverting to other time periods or diverting to other corridors due to
congestion on the major corridors during the peak hours. Since the City’s
significance criteria and the analysis completed for the Draft EIR are based on
peak hour conditions, reducing the peak hour traffic volumes would reduce the
magnitude of the estimated intersection delay and potential project impacts.
Thus, the analysis completed for the Draft EIR is based on worst-case peak hour
conditions, and no additional analysis is required. In addition, diverting the peak
hour demand to other corridors would disperse the project trips throughout the
transportation network. Considering that the intersections along the major
corridors crossing the Estuary operate at LOS E or LOS F, and that the City’s
significance criterion for intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F is that the
project must increase traffic volumes by three percent or more, dispersing the
project trips to all other corridors would not result in the project increasing traffic
volumes at intersections by three percent or more. Thus, assigning the peak hour
demand volumes to the congested corridors, as assumed in the Draft EIR, would
result in the most conservative analysis.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

15-6 As stated by the commenter and discussed in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of
this chapter, the Draft EIR assesses the project impact using VMT per capita, and
not total VMT, because the significance criterion for VMT assessment is based
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2. Comments and Responses

on VMT per capita, consistent with OPR guidelines and SB 743 requirements.
Total VMT is not used in the Draft EIR because it is not considered an
environmental impact topic under CEQA.

Although as stated in the comment, total VMT in Alameda would increase by
2040, it is expected that VMT per capita would be less than current conditions as
shown in the table below. The 2040 VMT per capita data presented in the table
are based on the MTC Model results which account for both residential and job
growth throughout the Bay Area, including the City of Alameda. The MTC
Model also includes the major approved and funded changes to the transportation
network. Thus, the model accounts for the expected increase in congestion on the
roadway network and potential diversion to less congested corridors. Overall,
although the total VMT would increase, the total population would also increase,
resulting in a decrease in VMT per capita for the project area, the City of
Alameda, and the overall region, as shown in the table below.

AVERAGE DAILY VMT PER CAPITA - 2020 AND 2040

Year 2020 Year 2040
Analysis Zone Metric Average VMT Average VMT
Project TAZ 948 Per Capita 131 12.3
Per Capita 14.5 13.2
City of Alameda
(minus 15%) 12.0 11.2
Per Capita 15.0 13.8
Region
(minus 15%) 12.8 1.7

SOURCE: MTC Travel One Model (http://analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/PlanBayAreaVmtPerCapita), accessed
in March 2018.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

15-7 As described in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the Draft EIR
analysis is based on the results of the Alameda CTC Model, which accounts for
future development and congestion along the street network serving Alameda. As
described in response to comment 8-61, Bay Farm Bridge and intersections along
this corridor were not evaluated in the Draft EIR because it is expected that
minimal project-generated traffic would use this corridor.

This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

Alameda Marina Master Plan 2-256 ESA/ 160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



2. Comments and Responses

15-8 As discussed in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the 2040 traffic
volume forecasts presented in the Alameda Marina Master Plan Draft EIR are
different from the forecasts used in the Encinal Terminal Draft SFEIR and other
environmental documents because they are based on different cumulative
conditions. As described starting on page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR, the 2040
forecasts developed for the Alameda Marina Master Plan Draft EIR are based on
the latest version of the Alameda CTC Model, released in June 2015 with the
land use database consistent with ABAG Projections 2013 for the year 2040,
which were modified to correctly account for future developments in the City of
Alameda.

In comparison, the forecasts used in the Encinal Terminals Draft SFEIR were
based on a version of Alameda CTC Model modified in 2012, and using ABAG
Projections 2009 to forecast 2035 traffic volumes. Thus, the Encinal Terminals
forecasts may not accurately account for future land use and transportation
networks, especially outside the City of Alameda.

Overall, the forecasted traffic volumes used in the Alameda Marina Master Plan
represent the latest available forecasts and account for the most recent land use
projections, future transportation network changes, and commute patterns in the
Bay Area. Therefore, the volume forecasts used in the Draft EIR analysis are the
most appropriate forecasts to use, and no additional analysis is needed.

15-9 As explained in Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, the Alameda
CTC Model used to develop the cumulative (2040) traffic forecasts assumes a net
increase of about 10,000 jobs within the City of Alameda between 2010 and
2040. Assuming a lower level of job growth would generally reduce the traffic
volumes at the study intersections and reduce the magnitude of the estimated
intersection delays and potential project impacts. Thus, the analysis completed
for the Draft EIR is based on a worst-case condition, and no additional analysis is
required.

15-10 See response to comment 15-9, above. Concerning the requested economic
analysis, please see Appendix B of this Final EIR, and also Master Response 3 in
Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion of feasibility of proposed alternatives.
This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

15-11 As described on page 4.12-23 of the Draft EIR, the project automobile trip
generation is solely based on the residential components of the project. The Draft
EIR assumes that the existing 250,000 square feet of non-residential buildings
and uses would remain. Since the project would only include about 160,000
square feet of non-residential space in the first two phases of maritime and
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commercial development, this is a conservative assumption. No additional
analysis is required.

15-12 Page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR describes the process used to develop the
cumulative (2040) traffic volume forecasts. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

15-13 See the responses to comments 15-27 and 15-28, below, regarding the land use
assumptions used to develop the cumulative (2040) volume forecasts. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

15-14 Page 4.12-10 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the existing conditions data
may be affected by the ongoing construction of the I-880 interchanges at 23rd
and 29th Avenues. However, the cumulative (2040) traffic volume forecasts
developed for the Draft EIR account for the completion of the project. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

15-15 Appendix G of the Draft EIR presents the detailed LOS calculations for
intersection traffic operations, pedestrians, and bicyclists. As described in the
response to comment 15-4, above, the Draft EIR does not include queues because
the significance criteria used by City of Alameda are not based on queues. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

15-16 Comment noted. See responses above and below for specific responses. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

15-17 See the responses to comments 15-1 and 15-2, above, regarding the differences
between the travel time surveys and intersection delays estimates at intersections
along Park Street. Furthermore, reducing the discharge rates at the Park
Street/Blanding Avenue and Park Street/Clement Avenue intersections, as
suggested by the comment, would result in increased delays reported for these
two intersections. Since the Draft EIR already identifies these two intersections
as significant and unavoidable impacts, the proposed change would not modify
the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Thus, no additional analysis is required.
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15-18 Appendix G of the Draft EIR provides various transportation background data
and is cited throughout Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Draft EIR. Appendix G includes the collected traffic counts at the study
intersections, summary of the collected travel times and speed data, LOS output
sheets for automobiles, pedestrian, and bicyclists, changes to the model land use
database, and the CMP analysis data. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

15-19 The Posey Tube peak hour volume observations provided in the comment show a
fluctuating range of peak hour volumes through the Posey Tube. These are
consistent with the travel time surveys presented in Table 4.12-1 of the Draft
EIR, which show a peak hour travel time between 5:00 and 9:10 minutes through
the corridor during the AM peak hour. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

15-20 See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to
comment 15-8, above, regarding consistency with forecasts in previously
published environmental documents. See the response to comment 15-1, above,
regarding the effect of downstream constraints on intersection operations. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

15-21 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not present any
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

15-22 Comment noted. See responses above and below for specific responses.

15-23 See response to comment 8-61, above, regarding the project trip distribution. See
the response to comment 15-1, above, regarding how the intersection operations
were evaluated and the effect of downstream constraints on intersection
operations. See the response to comment 15-5, above, regarding assigning traffic
to the congested corridors during the peak hours. This comment does not present
any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

15-24 As described Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter, above, the
cumulative (2040) analysis accounts for the currently under construction
improvements at the I-880 interchanges at 23rd and 29th Avenues and traffic
generated by expected developments in Oakland and beyond. The Draft EIR
identifies significant and unavoidable impacts at the two intersections along Park
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15-25

15-26

15-27

15-28

15-29

15-30

Street at Blanding and Clement Avenues. Assuming additional delays at these
intersections would not change this conclusion.

As described in response to comments 8§-24 and 8-61, above, the cumulative
(2040) forecasts and the project trip assignment and distribution account for the
congestion and delay at the corridors providing access to and from Alameda.

The Draft EIR already presents a corridor travel time analysis. Conducting
additional corridor level analysis as suggested in the comment would not change
the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional analysis is required.

See the response to comment 15-5, above. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

See the response to comment 15-6, above, regarding the VMT assessment. This
comment does not present any additional information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis
is required.

The comment incorrectly interpreted the Model land use modifications presented
in Appendix G.F of the Draft EIR. The 2040 land use database was not adjusted
to add 1,000 additional units to Crab Cove. The land use database was adjusted
so that the total residential units in TAZ 478 (Crab Cove) would be 1,045
housing units, similar to the current number of units in the TAZ. This comment
does not present any additional information on environmental issues that have
not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.

The Model assumes a net increase of about 10,000 jobs within the City of
Alameda between 2010 and 2040, consistent with ABAG’s Projections 2013.
This comment does not present any additional information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to
comment 15-8 regarding consistency with previously published environmental
documents. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR did not evaluate the impacts of
the project on the Webster and Posey Tubes. The Travel Time analysis, starting
on page 4.12-33 of the Draft EIR, presents the impacts of the project on travel
times. The CMP analysis, starting on page 4.12-40 and included in Appendix G.I
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of the Draft EIR, also presents the segment-level analysis required for the CMP
analysis. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

15-31 See the response to comment 15-11, above, regarding the trip generation for the
commercial component of the project. See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of
this chapter regarding consistency with previously published environmental
documents. This comment does not present any additional information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

15-32 See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the responses to
comments 15-8 and 15-20, above, regarding consistency with previously
published environmental documents. This comment does not present any
additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

15-33 The Draft EIR did not account for the Cross Alameda Trail project, which would
implement a Class IV separated bikeway on the south side of Atlantic Avenue
between Webster Street and Constitution Way. As stated in the comment, the
project would modify the Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue intersection by
eliminating one through lane on the eastbound Atlantic Avenue approach and the
exclusive right-turn lane on the northbound Constitution Way approach. The
project would also modify the signal timings at the intersection.

For purposes of clarification, updated information has been added to Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR. Specifically, Tables 4.12-11A and 4.12-11B from page 4.12-30 of
the Draft EIR have been modified to show this planned improvement and
presents the updated traffic operations at the Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue
intersection under Cumulative (2040) conditions. The intersection would operate
at LOS C during the AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour under
Cumulative (2040) conditions, regardless of the proposed project. Although the
intersection would operate at LOS E during the PM peak hour, the project would
increase traffic volumes at the intersection by less than three percent. Thus, the
project would not cause a significant impact at this intersection.

15-34 The Clement Avenue Complete Street Project, which is fully funded, would
implement Class II bicycle lanes along Clement Avenue between Grand Street
and Broadway. This segment of Clement Avenue would continue to provide one
automobile travel lane in each direction, and the funded project would not
modify the lane configurations at the study intersections along this segment of
Clement Avenue. Therefore, the analysis and results presented in the Draft EIR
remain valid. This comment does not present any additional information on
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15-35

15-36

15-37

15-38

environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
No additional analysis is required.

See response to comment 15-28, above, regarding the Clement Avenue extension
to Tilden Way.

See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to
comment 15-8, above, regarding consistency with previously published
environmental documents.

See Master Response 6 in Section 2.2 of this chapter and the response to
comment 15-8, above, regarding consistency with previously published
environmental documents. See the response to comment 15-5 regarding assigning
peak hour demand volumes to the congested corridors.

See response to comment 15-36, above, as similar conditions at the Park
Street/Blanding Avenue intersection would apply to the Park Street/Clement
Avenue intersection. As described in response to comment 15-34, above, the
Clement Avenue Complete Street Project would not modify the lane
configuration at the Park Street/Clement Avenue intersection. As described on
page 4.12-31 of the Draft EIR, providing turn lanes on Clement Avenue at Park
Street would conflict with General Plan Transportation Element. Providing turn
lanes on Clement Avenue would also conflict with the Clement Avenue
Complete Street Project.

The planned bikeway project along Fruitvale Boulevard in the City of Oakland
would not change the roadway and intersection configurations along Fruitvale
Boulevard between the Miller-Sweeney Bridge and 1-880, and would not affect
traffic flow on Miller-Sweeney Bridge or the Tilden Way-Fruitvale
Avenue/Blanding Avenue-Fernside Boulevard intersection.

The Draft EIR did not account for the planned Clement Avenue extension to
Tilden Way because the project design, including the proposed Clement Avenue/
Tilden Way intersection, and the existing Tilden Way-Fruitvale Avenue/
Blanding Avenue-Fernside Boulevard intersection, which would be modified by
the planned Clement Avenue extension, have not been finalized and therefore,
cannot be evaluated. It is expected that the Clement Avenue extension would
provide a more direct connection between the project and the Miller-Sweeney
Bridge. As shown in Table 4.12-15, it is estimated that the Fruitvale Avenue
corridor would have similar travel speeds to the Park Street corridor during the
peak hours. Thus, it is expected that the Clement Avenue extension would not
divert large number of trips from the Park Street corridor to the Fruitvale Avenue
corridor and not cause significant impacts beyond the ones identified in the Draft
EIR.
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Letter 16 Planning Board Public Hearing — Summary of Comments
Response February 12, 2018

The City’s Planning Board took public comments on the project at a regularly scheduled Board
meeting on February 12, 2018. A number of speakers provided comments on the project, and
those comments are summarized below in bulleted form, followed by an appropriate response.

List of Speakers (compiled from submitted speaker slips and video transcript):

Alan Pryor

Elizabeth Tuckwell

Chris Nicholas (Island Yacht Club)
Joanne Martin

Eric Gantos

William Smith

Nancy Hird

Joseph Woodard

Dorothy Freeman

Sandy Sullivan (Planning Board Member)
Jeffery Cavanaugh (Planning Board Member)
David Mitchell (Planning Board Member

A A o e

—_—
— O

._‘
™

Comments:

1. Preferences for a different alternative, or for a project that supported uses that are
different from the proposed project. Most of the comments provided during the
meeting concerned a desire by commenters for a project that contained different uses than
that being proposed, such as an expanded boatyard, more commercial uses, more
affordable housing units, or greater preservation of the existing structures on the site.
These comments generally expressed the opinions of the commenters as to how the
project should be developed, and did not present any new information on environmental
issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. Commenters desiring
information on the various project alternatives and the feasibility thereof should please
refer to Master Response 3 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a discussion of the feasibility
of proposed alternatives. No additional analysis is required.

2. Support for the project. Several commenters expressed support for the project. These
comments generally expressed the opinions of the commenters as to how the project
should be developed, and did not present any new information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is
required.
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3. Removal of trees. One commenter expressed concern about the removal of trees on the
site. As articulated previously in response to comment 8-14, page 4.3-48 of the Draft EIR
assesses the project’s impacts with respect to trees, as well as requirements associated
with applicable City ordinances for tree preservation, which include specific
requirements for street trees. As long as tree removal is consistent with all permitting
conditions, such removal would not conflict with local ordinances or policies. As a
general rule, however, healthy trees on the site or along the Clement Avenue frontage
would be retained so long as they did not directly interfere with development activities.
While the number of healthy and mature trees on the site is limited, those trees are
viewed as assets and would not be removed unless necessary. This comment does not
present any additional information on environmental issues that have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

4. Homelessness. One commenter asserted that the Draft EIR did not address the issue of
homelessness in Alameda. Since the purpose of an EIR is to assess the environmental
impacts of a project, there is no requirement that an EIR assess issues like homelessness,
since homelessness is an economic and social issue, not an environmental issue subject to
review under the California Environmental Quality Act. It is not clear what types of
environmental impacts would be created by the project vis-a-vis homelessness, and the
commenter did not present any information to suggest that it would. As such, this
comment did not present any new information on environmental issues that have not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required.

5. Parks. One commenter asserted that the parks and recreation areas identified for the
proposed project were inadequate. This commenter is referred to response to comment 8-
52 in this document. The comment does not present any new information on
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No
additional analysis is required.

6. Traffic impacts. Several commenters expressed concerns with the adequacy of the
Transportation Demand Management (TDM), construction traffic, and the scope of the
traffic study. In response, commenters concerned with transportation and traffic issues in
general are referred to the responses to Comments 8-57 through 8-66, and Comments 15-
1 through 15-38. These response address all of the traffic-related comments that were
conveyed during the Planning Board hearing, as well as additional concerns raised by
other commenters.

7. Emergency evacuation. One commenter asserted that the Draft EIR had not evaluated
evacuation of Alameda Island in the event of an emergency. The CEQA Guidelines
require that EIR’s evaluate whether or not the project would result in inadequate
emergency access. This was evaluated in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-42, and the impact
was found to be less than significant. Emergency evacuations and emergency services in
general are a Citywide concern, and individual projects are not expected to provide for
evacuations for the Island’s residents. These responsibilities fall to the City’s emergency
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service providers and their cooperators. The City maintains an Emergency Management
and Operations Plan to provide contingency plans for evacuations and response to
emergencies. This comment did not present any new information on environmental issues
that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

8. Cumulative impacts. Several commenters indicated concern about the effects of the
project alongside the effects of other projects that are currently planned or under
construction in the City, particularly with respect to traffic. The cumulative effects of the
project were evaluated in each of the topical sections of the Draft EIR, with resultant
impacts identified. The comments were general in nature, and did not present new
information that would alter the analysis already completed in the Draft EIR. No
additional analysis is required.

Others commenters expressed concern that the cumulative traffic analysis did not include
all of the projects that are currently planned or under development in the City. In
response, commenters concerned with transportation and traffic issues in general are
referred to Master Response 6, the responses to Comments 8-57 through 8-66, and
Comments 15-1 through 15-38. These response address all of the traffic-related
comments that were conveyed during the Planning Board hearing, as well as additional
concerns raised by other commenters.
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CHAPTER 3

Revisions to the Draft EIR

3.1 Introduction

This section summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment
letter or initiated by City staff or in response to a modification to the proposed project.

3.2 Text Changes to the Draft EIR

New text is indicated in underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike-threugh. Text
changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR. The text revisions
provide clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified since publication of

the Draft EIR. The text changes do not result in a change in the analysis or conclusions of the
Draft EIR.

Chapter 2, Summary

Page 2-31, Table 2-1, Mitigation Measure TRA-3 is revised to read:

o
O
Del Monte-bro 1e .
2

developments-in-the-area: The project shall pay a fair share contribution to the cost of the
Clement Avenue extension from Atlantic Avenue to Grand Street. The fair share
contribution shall be calculated based upon a traffic study to calculate the fair share
contribution of each Northern Waterfront development project including the Del Monte
Warehouse Project, the Encinal Terminals Project, the Wind River fifth building project,
and Alameda Marina, which will contribute traffic trips to the Clement Avenue
Extension. The City shall require all developers to contribute their fair share as
determined by the traffic study. The Alameda Marina fair share contribution shall be paid
on a pro-rata basis for each residential phase of the Alameda Marina project (number of
units in phase divided by total number of units in project multiplied by the fair share
contribution). Each portion of the fair share contribution shall be paid prior to issuance of
the first building permit for the current residential phase if work on the Clement Avenue
extension has been initiated by another developer of a Northern Waterfront development
project. If the work has not been initiated by another developer prior to issuance of the

Alameda Marina Master Plan 3-1 ESA/ 160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

first building permit for Alameda Marina, the contribution shall be made prior to issuance
of the first residential Certificate of Occupancy on the property.

Page 2-31, Table 2-1:

In Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR, a redundant numbering of Impact TRA-3 caused an error
in the subsequent Transportation and Circulation impact numbers. Accordingly, the
second Impact TRA-3 as it appears in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR, is hereby renumbered
Impact TRA-4. Subsequent Transportation and Circulation impact numbers are also
renumbered in the table (i.e., TRA-4 becomes TRA-5; TRA-5 becomes TRA-6, and so on
through to TRA-10, which becomes TRA-11). This renumbering brings the summary
table numbering into alignment with the impact discussions as they appear in Section
4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.

Section 4.2, Air Quality and Climate Change
Page 4.2-29, paragraph 3, is revised to read:

During temporary construction activities, the analysis incorporates the estimated
construction TAC emissions of diesel particulate matter and dispersion modeling using
the USEPA AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) dispersion model with
meteorological data from the closest and most representative monitoring station to the
project site located at Oakland International Airport, which is approximately 2.5 miles to
the southeast of the project site. Within the AERMOD model, TAC emission sources
were placed on the project site (for off-road equipment and truck idling emissions) and on
the portion of roads (i.e., Clement Avenue and Grand Street) that haul trucks could travel
on within 1,000 feet of the project site (for truck traveling emissions). The TAC emission
sources were located in areas corresponding to construction associated with Phases 0, 1,
2, and 3. Truck idling sources were assumed to be located on the project site on the north
side of Clement Avenue directly across the street from the residential uses to the south of
Clement Avenue, which provides for a conservative (i.e., health protective) assessment.
Receptor points were placed on the nearby sensitive receptor locations, which captures
the maximum TAC concentrations at the maximally exposed sensitive receptor. These
same methodologies can also be extended to assess impacts to future residents of the
project site that could be in residence during later phases of construction.

Page 4.2-46, Table 4.2-11 and following two paragraphs are revised to read (note that this
revision only renumbers Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-4 to AQ/CC-3):

Alameda Marina Master Plan 3-2 ESA/160044.01
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2018



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 4.2-11

MASTER PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE CONTROL MEASURES OF THE 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN

Control Measure

Existing or Proposed Implementation Mechanism

Consistency of
Proposed Project
with Measure

TR1 — Clean Air Future residents within the project area could be expected to take | Yes
Teleworking Initiative advantage of teleworking opportunities, but the extent to which

teleworking would occur cannot be accurately predicted at this

time.
TR2 — Trip Reduction The project would address this Measure through implementation of | Yes, with

Programs

its Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.

implementation of
project TDM program

TR3 - Local and Regional Transit services within study the area include the Alameda—Contra | Yes
Bus Service Costa Transit District (AC Transit), the Bay Area Rapid Transit

District (BART), Water Emergency Transit Agency (WETA), and

Amtrak
TR4 — Local and Regional Amtrak and Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) stations are Yes
Rail Service within 2.5 miles of project site.
TRS — Transit Efficiency and | AC Transit Line 21 to BART Fruitvale Station is located 0.5 miles | Yes
Use from the project site.
TRY7 — Safe Routes to Henry Haight Elementary School is a four block walk from the Yes
Schools and Safe Routes to | project site. Wood Middle School is located at 420 Grand Street,
Transit about 1.2 miles south of the site. Alameda High School is a seven

block walk from the project site.
TRS8 - Ridesharing TDM Program includes subsidized dedicated on-site carpool Yes, with

parking and On-Site Car-Share parking.

implementation of
project TDM program

TR9 - Bicycle and The project would include bicycle lanes on Clement Avenue in Yes
Pedestrian Access and accordance with the Alameda Bicycle Master Plan. The proposed
Facilities internal street network and Bay Trail segment within the project
site would allow for pedestrians and bicyclists to access the site’s
commercial core, residential neighborhoods, waterfront, and open
spaces. Bike racks would be provided at strategic locations within
public open space areas for convenience and to promote bicycling
through and around the site
TR10 — Land Use The project would include higher density construction and other Yes
Strategies land use strategies that would result in trip reductions.
TR13 - Parking Policies The master plan specifies that the TDM program may also include | Yes, with

unbundled parking programs as part of the overall TDM strategy.

implementation of
project TDM program

TR14 — Cars and Light
Trucks

Not part of the project. New Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-43
added to address by identifying, as a TDM neighborhood electric
vehicle programs to reduce the need to have a car or second car
as one potential element of a TDM program.

Mitigation Measure
Identified

EN2 — Decrease Electricity
Demand

While the LAPCP identifies energy Initiative 4 to amend the
Alameda Municipal Code to include sustainable design and green
building standards for all new, substantially expanded and
remodeled buildings, to date this has only been done for City
building projects and Capital Improvement projects through
Section 13-19 of the Municipal Code. New Mitigation Measure
AQ/CC-43 added to address by identifying Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) rating of silver or equivalent.

Mitigation Measure
Identified

BL1 — Green Buildings

See above discussion for EN-2

Yes
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TABLE 4.2-11 (CONTINUED)

MASTER PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE CONTROL MEASURES OF THE 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN

Control Measure

Existing or Proposed Implementation Mechanism

Consistency of
Proposed Project
with Measure

BL2 — Decarbonize
Buildings

Implemented through The City’s Alameda Green program to allow
residents and businesses the ability to choose 100 percent
renewable energy.

Yes

BL4 — Urban Heat Island

New Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-43 added to address by
identifying Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) rating of silver or equivalent. One option for LEED
certification is green roofs which serve to reduce a building albedo
and associated heat island affects.

Mitigation Measure
Identified

NW2 — Urban Tree Planting | While a landscaping plan has not been developed, the project would | Yes
be required to provide sufficient tree and landscaping elements per
the City’s development code.

WA3 — Green Waste The City of Alameda achieves a 75 percent waste diversion rate and | Yes

Diversion; and WA4 —
Recycling and Waste
Reduction

businesses and multifamily properties of 5 units or more must
have adequate recycling and composting service.

WR2 — Support Water
Conservation

New Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-43 added to address by
identifying Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) rating of silver or equivalent. Indoor and outdoor water
conservations are major elements of the LEED certification
program.

Mitigation Measure
Identified

SOURCE: BAAQMD, Clean Air Plan, Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, 2017d

With elements identified as part of the proposed project and implementation of mitigation
measures identified in this EIR, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable
control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

With elements identified as part of the proposed project, along with implementation of
mitigation measures identified in this EIR including Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-43, the
proposed project would not adversely affect implementation of any 2017 Clean Air Plan
control measure.

Page 4.2-52, Impact C-AQ/CC-3 is revised to read (note that this revision only renumbers
Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-4 to AQ/CC-3):

Impact C-AQ/CC-3: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would be compliant with the GHG reduction initiatives included in
the City’s 2008 LAPCP. Additionally, as described in Impact 4.2-5, above, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-43, the proposed project would be
consistent with BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan measures discussed in Table 4.2-11
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above. In addition, as indicated in Table 4.2-8, GHG emissions generated by construction
and operation of the project would be less than the BAAQMD’s 2020 “efficiency
threshold” of 4.6 metric tons of COze per service population per year and, with
mitigation, would not exceed the analogous 2030 “efficiency threshold” of 2.8 metric
tons of COse per service population per year. GHG efficiency metrics were developed for
the emissions rates at the State level for the land use sector that would accommodate
projected growth (as indicated by population and employment growth) under trend
forecast conditions, and the emission rates needed to accommodate growth while
allowing for consistency with the goals of AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions levels by
2020) and SB 32 (BAAQMD, 2009). The project would not impair attainment of GHG
reduction goals established pursuant to AB 32 in the Climate Change Scoping Plan,
because these goals were used in the development of BAAQMD thresholds. The project
would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to GHG reduction-planning efforts,
because emissions per service population would be below the thresholds developed based
on attainment of AB 32 goals.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources
Page 4.3-5, paragraph 3 is revised to read:

Open water is found in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary to the north of the project site,
which is hydrologically connected to San Francisco Bay. The Oakland-Alameda Estuary
was originally a tidal slough, but was dredged in the mid- to late 1800s to create a viable
port and shipping channel. Continued dredging operations resulted in the complete
separation of what is now Alameda Island from the mainland. The estuary is influenced
by both freshwater and marine water, receiving regular freshwater inflow from a
combination of natural creeks, human-made stormwater drainage facilities, and from
direct surface runoff after precipitation events. The estuary is also influenced by the
marine waters of the Bay and is subject to tidal currents. Sediment from Oakland’s
shoreline and creeks is carried by the tidal current to shoals and sandbars, causing
siltation of the nearby shipping channels. The open waters adjacent to the study area are
typical of San Francisco Bay waters in general and have primarily silty mud and sand
substrates that are naturally no more than 25 feet deep, although dredging operations to
facilitate shipping operations in the Oakland-Alameda Estuary may increase water depth
to more than 50 feet (DVA, 2013).

Section 4.4, Cultural Resources
Page 4.4-16, Impact CUL-1, is revised to read:
Impact CUL-1: Project implementation would cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5. (Significant and Unavoidable, with Mitigation)
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a
project on historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any building, structure,
site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register,
or determined by a lead agency to be significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural annals of
California based upon substantial evidence.

Though the property as a whole appears ineligible for listing in the California Register
due to loss of integrity, there are three buildings that appear individually eligible for the
California Register under Criteria 1 and 3, including Buildings 16, 19, and 27. These
three buildings are recommended as historical resources under Section 15064.5(a) of
CEQA (Verplanck, 2017). Also, Buildings 1, 4, 6, 12, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29,
31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving dock are included as contributing buildings/structures to
the locally designated Alameda Marina Historic District.

The project includes the demolition of 26 of the 37 buildings in the project area. Of the
17 buildings and one structure in the Alameda Marina Historic District, 11 would be
demolished (Buildings 1, 4, 6, 12, 22, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, and 34). Buildings 13, 14, 16,
17,18, 19, 21, 25, 26, and 27 would remain. All three individually eligible buildings (16,
19, and 27) would be retained and rehabilitated, as needed, as part of the adaptive reuse
of the structures. The demolition of many of the District’s contributing buildings, which
have been determined to be historical resources, and the construction of new residential

and/or commercial buildings within the District boundaries is considered a significant
impact under CEQA. This impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level;
however, implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts, to
the extent feasible, to historical resources by documenting the resource and preserving
the history of the site and buildings. Overall, the proposed project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and this impact
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a: Treatment of Historic Properties (Buildings 16
19 and 27). Alterations, to the exteriors of Buildings 16, 19 and 27, shall
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings, if feasible (NPS, 1995) and PRC 5024.5.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b: Documentation. The project proponent shall
prepare a treatment plan including but not limited to photo documentation and
public interpretation of the Alameda Marina Historic District (Buildings 1, 4, 6,
12,15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving dock). Photo
documentation will be overseen by a Secretary of the Interior—qualified
architectural historian, documenting the affected historical resource. in
accordance with the National Park Service’s Historic American Buildings Survey
(HABS) and/or Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards. Such
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standards typically include large-format photography using (4x5) negatives,
written data, and copies of original plans if available. The HABS/HAER
documentation packages will be archived at local libraries and historical
repositories, as well as the Northwest Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c: Interpretive Display. Public interpretation of
historical resources shall be provided and could include a plaque, kiosk, or other
method of describing the Alameda Marina Historic District’s historic or
architectural importance to the general public. The design and placement of the
display(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Alameda Historic
Advisory Board.

Rehabilitation of the exteriors of Buildings 16, 19 and 27 consistent with the Secretarys
of Interior’s Standards would mitigate the impacts to these historic resources to a less-
than-significant level. The recordation of a building or structure to HABS/HAER
standards and public interpretation efforts would reduce impacts on significant historic
buildings and struetares-the District, but such efforts typically do not reduce those
impacts to a less-than-significant level (CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(2)). Impacts to
significant historic buildings erstraetures-and the District under these circumstances
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Page 4.6-3, Table 4.6-1, is revised to read:

TABLE 4.6-1
REGULATORY SITES LISTED IN THE PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY

Site Name/ Address Regulatory List Site Summary

Regulatory Sites Listed within the Project Site

Pacific Shops, Inc., 1815 Clement LUST Cleanup Site | Cleanup completed as of March 5, 2010.

Street Addressed leaks from two former Bunker oil USTs and a

diesel UST that were removed in March 2007.

Pacific Shops, Inc., 1829 Clement SLIC Program Site Cleanup completed as of December 14, 2010.

Street Involves the subfloor area beneath the building. Spills and
discharges of liquids containing heavy metals as well as
acids and bases to the subfloor and sewer were
documented in 1990. The potential contaminants of
concern included arsenic, chromium, copper, and cyanide,
affecting the soil, soil vapor, structure, indoor air, and
groundwater.

Pacific Shops, Inc., 1851 Clement LUST Cleanup Site | Cleanup completed as of September 22, 1999. Addressed
Street leaks from former gasoline and diesel fuel USTs that were
removed in July 1999.
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TABLE 4.6-1 (CONTINUED)
REGULATORY SITES LISTED IN THE PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY

Site Name/ Address Regulatory List

Site Summary

Regulatory Sites Listed within the Vicinity of the Project Site

2100 Clement Avenue Voluntary Cleanup

Site

No further action as of November 7, 2016.

Past uses that caused concern includes manufacturing
including residential area, shipyard with ship building and
repair, warehousing, and other uses. The potential
contaminants of concern included PCEs and TCEs,
affecting the soil and soil vapor.

The site’s commercial buildings have been demolished
and the site has been graded in preparation for
redevelopment into residential use. Remedial excavations
have been completed in areas where the presence of
volatile organic compounds in sub-slab and/or soil vapor
could have posed a vapor intrusion risk to future
residential receptors. Post-remediation soil and soil gas
sampling confirm that the potential risk has been mitigated.

Alameda Naval Operational
Support Center — West Vault, 2144
Clement Avenue

Military UST Site

Cleanup completed as of April 15, 2013.

Alameda Naval Operational
Support Center — Naval and Marine
Corps Reserve Center, 2144
Clement Avenue

Military Cleanup Site

Cleanup completed as of May 13, 2013.

Past uses that caused concern include dry docks and
fueling including vehicle storage and refueling and port
use. The potential contaminants of concern include lead,
TPH from diesel, and TPH from gasoline, affecting the soil
and groundwater.

Alameda Naval Operational
Support Center — North UST, 2144
Clement Avenue

Military UST Site

Cleanup completed as of August 15, 2013.

Cargill Salt, 2016 Clement Avenue | SLIC Program Site

Undergoing remediation as of June 15, 2005.

PCE has been detected in soil vapor and groundwater at
the site. A phytoremediation project was implemented to
cleanup PCE in groundwater in June 2005. Groundwater
monitoring has continued to assess the effectiveness of

the phytormeediation project.

Pennzoil-Quaker State Alameda
Specialty Plant

SLIC Program Site

Undergoing verification monitoring as of September 1,
2009.

Lubricating oils were discovered in the tank farm area in
1985 and additional oil was spilled in the area in 1990.
Contaminated soil was removed in 2002, however some
contaminated soil was left under aboveground storage
tanks to maintain their structural integrity. Permit violations
were discovered in 2006 and 2008 resulting in the
issuance of a Notice of Violation in 2009. Contamination at
this facility is also attributed to former USTs adjacent to the
shipping area and USTs located east of the aboveground
tank containment area, under the warehouse.
Groundwater monitoring was conducted quarterly starting
in 1995 and semiannually beginning in 2009. The latest
monitoring report from December 30, 2016 continues to
show elevated levels of petroleum products in the
monitoring wells on the site.

Former J.H. Baxter Facility State Response or

In 2003, a dark, tarry substance was observed emanating

NPL

from beneath the driveway in the north-eastern section of
the site. Surface soil samples collected from the area
revealed the presence of various hazardous substances at
levels above regulatory screening levels. Remediation is
expected to be completed in 2019.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 4.6-1 (CONTINUED)
REGULATORY SITES LISTED IN THE PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY

Site Name/ Address

Regulatory List

Site Summary

Westline Industries, 1925 Lafayette

LUST Cleanup Site

Cleanup completed as of May 5, 1995.

Encinal Marina Ltd, 2099 Grand
Street

LUST Cleanup Site

Cleanup completed as of June 10, 2010.

Grand Marina Village, 2051 Grand
Street

SLIC Program Site

Cleanup completed as of July 16, 2010.

Past site use as a lumber yard, ship repair yard, auto
repair, carpentry shop, blacksmith, animal shelter, and
bulk oil storage facility. The potential contaminants of
concern included arsenic, diesel, and heating and fuel oil,
affecting the soil, groundwater, and surface water. Planned
redevelopment as residential.

Grand Street Tank Farm, 2047
Grand Street

SLIC Program Site

Open, but inactive as of June 4, 2009.

The potential contaminants of concern include benzene,
diesel, gasoline, and TPH, affecting the soil.

Penzoil Gas Station, 2015 Grand
Street

LUST Cleanup Site

Cleanup completed as of November 3, 1995.

Whitmore’s Auto Service

LUST Cleanup Site

Awaiting assessment as of August 29, 2002.

In August 2002, four USTs were removed and significantly
elevated levels of hydrocarbon contamination was
detected in soil. SPH was detected during tank removal
and no free product removal has been completed. The site
is not characterized and the extent of contamination is
unknown.

SOURCE: DTSC, 2017; SWRCB, 20472018

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation

Page 4.11-11, paragraph 1, is revised to read:

Impact PSR-4: The proposed project would result in increased use of other
governmental facilities, including libraries, but would not require new or physically
altered government facilities to maintain acceptable performance objectives. (Less

than Significant)

The Alameda Free Library offers library services to the residents of Alameda. The West

Endibrary-braneh-Main Library, located +-4-mtes 0.6 miles away from the project site at
788-Santa-Clara-Avenue 1550 Oak Street, is the closest library. The Library offers a wide
range of services, including answering reference questions, staging story times, providing
summer reading programs, hosting class visits, and educational events.

While the proposed project would generate an incremental increase in demand for library
services, the additional demand that would be generated by an estimated population of
1,932 persons, only a small portion of whom would be expected to utilize the library in
any given month, would be expected to be a small fraction of the existing monthly
visitors. This would not require an expansion of library facilities, and the project’s impact
on library services would be considered less than significant.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Mitigation: None required.

Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation
Page 4.12-3, paragraphs 3 and 4, are revised to read:

Buena Vista Avenue is an east/west Island Collector between Poggi Street in the west
and Northwood Drive in the east. The roadway is classified as a Transitional Arterial
between Sherman and Grand Streets and as a Local Road east of Broadway and west of
Webster Street. Buena Vista Avenue continues in the west as Poggi Street. The roadway
generally provides twe one travel lanes in each direction, with occasional left-turn lanes
and/or right-lane turning pockets at selected intersections. and-eft-turnlanes-betweenJay
and-Hibbard-Streets-and-at-the-intersection-with Breadway--Sidewalks are provided on

both sides of the street, and on-street parking is allowed along the entire roadway except
between Sherman and Benton Streets.

Grand Street is a north/south Island Arterial between the Alameda Marina in the north
and Shore Line Drive in the south. The roadway is classified as a Local Street north of
Clement Avenue. Grand Street provides one travel lane in each direction. Sidewalks and
Class II bikeways (bike lanes) are provided on both sides of the street, and on-street
parking is prehibited-allowed along much of the roadway’s alignment.

Page 4.12-10, last paragraph, last sentence, is revised to read:

Pedestrian access between Downtown Oakland and the west side of the island is provided
by a narrow, raised walkway in the Posey Tube that is shared with bicycle traffic.
Pedestrians can also take AC Transit buses across the estuary via the Webster or Posey
Tubes. The sidewalks across the Park Street and Miller-Sweeney (Fruitvale Avenue)
Bridges on the east side of the island, about one mile from the project site, also provide
pedestrian access between Oakland and Alameda;but-these-are-more-than-three-miles

from-the projeetsite.

Page 4.12-29, paragraph 2, is revised to read:

Figures 5 and 6 in Appendix G.A show the AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes
under Cumulative (2040) No Project and Cumulative (2040) Plus Project Conditions,
respectively. The 2040 analyses assume the completion of the following:

e The I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 29th Avenue and 23rd Avenue
Overcrossings, which are currently under construction and would reconstruct the
overcrossing structures at 23rd and 29th Avenues, reconfigure several on and off-
ramps, extend the northbound auxiliary lane along I-880. and include various changes
to the local roadway network around the ramps.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

e The Clement Avenue extension between Entrance Road and Atlantic Avenue and
through the Shell Oil property.

e The Cross Alameda Trail project, which includes a Class IV separated bikeway on
the south side of Atlantic Avenue between Webster Street and Constitution Way.
The project would modify the Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue (#4) intersection by
eliminating one through lane on the eastbound Atlantic Avenue approach and the
exclusive right-turn lane on the northbound Constitution Way approach. The Cross
Alameda Trail project would also modify the signal timings at the intersection.

The Cumulative (2040) No Project Conditions assumes the same intersection
configuration as Existing Conditions at all other study intersections. Fhe-analysis

i - This analysis assumes that signal
timing parameters that do not require upgrades to the signal equipment, such as amount
of green time assigned to each intersection approach, would be optimized at the

signalized study intersections under 2040 conditions, because signal timing changes are

included in the ongoing maintenance of the traffic signal system.

Page 4.12-30, Tables 4.12-11a and 4.12-11b are revised to read:

TABLE 4.12-11A
CUMULATIVE (2040) AM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

2040 No Project 2040 + Project
Study Intersection Control Delay' LOS Delay' LOS
1 Webster Street/Atlantic Avenue Signal 82 F 86 F
2 | Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue Signal 2728 C 2931 C
3 | Challenger Drive/Atlantic Avenue Signal 103 F 114 F
4 | Atlantic Avenue/Buena Vista Avenue Signal 15 B 15 B
5 | Grand Street/Buena Vista Avenue Signal 23 C 31 C
6 | Grand Street/Clement Avenue Signal 28 C 39 D
7 | Park Street/Blanding Avenue? Signal >120 F >120 F
8 Park Street/Clement Avenue Signal 108 F >120 F
9 | Park Street/Tilden Way-Lincoln Avenue Signal 18 B 21 C
10 ;ié(:r?;(;/;/ag(;ljlr:\i/t\alze Avenue/Blanding Avenue- Signal 21 c 31 c
11 | High Street-Gibbons Drive/Fernside Bouelvard? Signal 63 E 63 E
NOTES:

For signalized intersections, the Delay/LOS represents the overall intersection.
Based on HCM 2000, since HCM 2010 does not calculate LOS for this intersection.

Bold indicates locations with unacceptable LOS; Shaded Bold indicates significant impacts.

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2017.
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TABLE 4.12-11B
CUMULATIVE (2040) PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

2040 No Project 2040 + Project
Study Intersection Control Delay’ LOS Delay’ LOS
1 Webster Street/Atlantic Avenue Signal 96 F 107 F
2 | Constitution Way/Atlantic Avenue Signal 3165 CE 3371 CE
3 Challenger Drive/Atlantic Avenue Signal 44 D 48 D
4 | Atlantic Avenue/Buena Vista Avenue Signal 27 C 28 C
5 Grand Street/Buena Vista Avenue Signal 19 B 22 C
6 Grand Street/Clement Avenue Signal 15 B 34 C
7 | Park Street/Blanding Avenue? Signal 51 D 83 F
8 | Park Street/Clement Avenue Signal >120 F >120 F
9 | Park Street/Tilden Way-Lincoln Avenue Signal 86 F 85 F
10| Tiden ey Pt Avenuo/anaing Saal | >0 | F o om0 F
11 | High Street-Gibbons Drive/Fernside Bouelvard? Signal 58 E 58 E
NOTES:

1 For signalized intersections, the LOS/Delay represents the overall intersection.
2 Based on HCM 2000, since HCM 2010 does not calculate LOS for this intersection.

Bold indicates locations with unacceptable LOS; Shaded Bold indicates significant impacts.
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2017.

Page 4.12-32, Mitigation Measure TRA-3, is revised to read:

h Del Monte
-

developments-in-the-area—The project shall pay a fair share contribution to the cost of the
Clement Avenue extension from Atlantic Avenue to Grand Street. The fair share

contribution shall be calculated based upon a traffic study to calculate the fair share

contribution of each Northern Waterfront development project including the Del Monte
Warehouse Project, the Encinal Terminals Project, the Wind River fifth building project,

and Alameda Marina, which will contribute traffic trips to the Clement Avenue

Extension. The City shall require all developers to contribute their fair share as
determined by the traffic study. The Alameda Marina fair share contribution shall be paid

on a pro-rata basis for each residential phase of the Alameda Marina project (number of

units in phase divided by total number of units in project multiplied by the fair share

contribution). Each portion of the fair share contribution shall be paid prior to issuance of

the first building permit for the current residential phase if work on the Clement Avenue

extension has been initiated by another developer of a Northern Waterfront development

project. If the work has not been initiated by another developer prior to issuance of the

first building permit for Alameda Marina, the contribution shall be made prior to issuance

of the first residential Certificate of Occupancy on the property.
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Page 4.12-41, paragraph 1, is revised to read:

The CMP and MTS segments were assessed using a V/C ratio methodology. For freeway
segments, a per-lane capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour (vph) was used-—E, and for
surface streets, a per-lane capacity of 800 vph was used, based on the general hourly
capacities in the Alameda CTC Model. Roadway segments with a V/C ratio greater than
1.00 signify LOS F.
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CHAPTER 4

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

4.1 Introduction

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires public
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified
environmental findings related to environmental impact reports.

The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Alameda
Marina Master Plan project. The intent of the MMRP is to prescribe and enforce a means for
properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures identified within the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for this project.

4.2 Mitigation Measures

The table below lists all mitigation measures for the project. The MMRP describes the actions
that must take place to implement each mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the
entities responsible for implementing and monitoring the actions.

4.3 MMRP Components

The components of the attached table, which contains applicable mitigation measures, are
addressed briefly, below.

Impact: This column summarizes the impact stated in the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the Draft EIR are presented,
and numbered accordingly.

Action: For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. The actions delineate
the means by which the mitigation measures will be implemented, and, in some instances, the
criteria for determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented. Where mitigation
measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure.

Implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will undertake the required action,
typically the project applicant or its designee.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing: Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of project
approval, project design or construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is
identified.

Monitoring Party: The City of Alameda is primarily responsible for ensuring that mitigation
measures are successfully implemented. Within the City, a number of departments and divisions
would have responsibility for monitoring some aspect of the overall project.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Air Quality and Climate Change

Impact AQ/CC-1: The proposed project would
not result in localized construction dust-related air
quality impacts; generate construction emissions
that would result in a substantial increase of
criteria pollutants and precursors for which the air
basin is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard; or
expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of toxic air contaminants or
respirable particulate matter (PM2.5).

Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-1: Provide Dust Abatement Plan that meets the Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of demolition City of Alameda
i ts of the mitigati to the Cit ildi its.
Implementation of Dust Abatement Programs. The project applicant shall be required to requirements of the mitigation measure to the City andfor building permits
. . . . - . . Building Division for review and approval.
demonstrate compliance with all applicable City regulations and operating procedures prior to
issuance of building or grading permits, including standard dust control measures. The effective
implementation of dust abatement programs, incorporating all of the following dust control measures,
would reduce the temporary air quality impact associated with construction dust.
e  All active construction areas shall be watered two times daily using equipment and staff
provided by the project applicant or prime contractor, as needed, to avoid visible dust plumes.
Appropriate non-toxic dust palliative or suppressant, added to water before application, may be
used.
e Al trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose materials shall be covered.
e  Allunpaved access roads, parking areas and construction staging areas shall be either paved,
watered as necessary to avoid visible dust plumes, or subject to the application of (non-toxic)
soil stabilizers.
e  All paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at the construction site shall be swept
daily with water sweepers. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
. If visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets, these streets shall be swept daily
with water sweepers. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
e  All stockpiles of debris, soil, sand or other materials that can be blown by the wind shall either
be covered or watered as necessary to avoid visible dust plumes.
e  An off-pavement speed limit of 15 miles per hour for all construction vehicles shall be
incorporated into the construction contract and enforced by the prime contractor.
e Allinactive portions of the project site (those areas which have been previously graded, but
inactive for a period of ten days or more) shall be watered with an appropriate dust
suppressant, covered or seeded.
e  All earth-moving or other dust-producing activities shall be suspended when the above dust
control measures prove ineffective in avoiding visible dust plumes during periods of high winds.
The wind speed at which this suspension of activity will be required may vary, depending on the
moisture conditions at the project site, but suspension of such activities shall be required in any
case when the wind speed exceeds 25 miles per hour.
e  Allroadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as possible.
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are
used.
. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCRY]). Clear signage shall be
provided for construction workers at all access points.
. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.
. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the City of
Alameda regarding dust complaints. The Air District's phone number shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-2: Provide construction specifications to City Building | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda

The project applicant shall ensure that construction contract specifications include a requirement that
all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment used for project improvements shall be equipped
with a Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control (VDEC), which would reduce diesel particulate
emissions by at least 85 percent.

Division for review and approval.

contracts and/or construction bid
materials.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Impact AQ/CC-5: The proposed project would
not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the applicable air quality plan.

Mitigation Measure AQ/CC-3:

The City shall require that the following measures be implemented, either by the City or the project
applicant, or both in combination, to encourage the use of low- and zero-emission vehicles in travel to
and from the project site and construction meeting LEED Silver or equivalent sustainable design
standards:

. Promote use of clean fuel-efficient vehicles through preferential parking and/or installation of
charging stations.

. Require LEED Silver certification or equivalent for all new residential structures.

. Promote zero-emission vehicles by providing a neighborhood electric vehicle program to
reduce the need to have a car or second car as an element of the TDM program.

Provide design and construction specifications to
City Building Division for review and approval.

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of construction
contracts and/or construction bid
materials.

City of Alameda

Biological Resources

Impact BIO-1: The proposed project would not
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on species
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a:

Prior to the start of in-water construction and maintenance that would require pile driving, the
project applicant shall prepare a NMFS-approved sound attenuation monitoring plan to protect fish
and marine mammals, if impact pile driving is required for project implementation. This plan shall
provide detail on the sound attenuation system, detail methods used to monitor and verify sound
levels during pile driving activities, and describe management practices to be taken to reduce
impact hammer pile-driving sound in the marine environment to an intensity level of less than 183
dB. The sound monitoring results shall be made available to the NMFS. The plan shall incorporate
one or more of the following best management practices (BMPs) to meet the 183 dB performance
standard):

e  To the extent feasible, all pilings shall be installed and removed with vibratory pile drivers only.
If feasible, vibratory pile driving shall be conducted following the Corps’ “Proposed Procedures
for Permitting Projects that will Not Adversely Affect Selected Listed Species in California”.
USFWS and NOAA completed Section 7 consultation on this document, which establishes
general procedures for minimizing impacts to natural resources associated with projects in or
adjacent to jurisdictional waters.

e  Animpact pile driver may only be used where necessary to complete installation of larger steel
pilings in accordance with seismic safety or other engineering criteria

. If necessary, the hammer shall be cushioned using a 12-inch thick wood cushion block during
all impact hammer pile driving operations.

e  All piling installation using impact hammers shall be conducted between June 1 and November
30, when the likelihood of sensitive fish species being present in the work area is minimal.

. If pile installation using impact hammers must occur at times other than the approved work
window, the project applicant shall obtain incidental take authorization from NMFS and CDFW,
as necessary, to address potential impacts on steelhead trout, chinook salmon, and Pacific
herring and implement all requested actions to avoid impacts.

. The project applicant shall monitor and verify sound levels during pile driving activities. The
sound monitoring results will be made available to NMFS and the City.

. In the event that exceedance of noise thresholds established and approved by NMFS occurs, a
contingency plan involving the use of bubble curtains or air barrier shall be implemented to
attenuate sound levels to below threshold levels.

Pre-construction: Provide NMFS-approved sound
attenuation and monitoring plan to the City
Planning Division. During construction: Provide
monitoring reports as specified in agreement with
NMFS.

Project applicant or designee

Pre-construction: Prior to
issuance of demolition/building
permits in affected areas.
During construction: Ongoing
per terms of agreement with
NMFS.

City of Alameda

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b:

During the project permitting phase, any activities requiring in-water work will either proceed under one
of the programmatic consultations for federally listed species described above or a project-level BO
would be required. Alternatively, the project will obtain Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) for
marine mammals for dredging or pile driving activities. The project applicant shall also consult with
CDFW regarding project impacts on State listed special-status fish species and the potential need for
an incidental take permit (ITP). The project applicant shall submit to the City copies of any IHA and/or
ITP received or, alternatively, copies of correspondence confirming that an IHA and/or ITP is not
required for the project in question.

Provide evidence of regulatory compliance to the
City Building Division and/or the City Planning
Division as specified in the measure.

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of
demolition/building permits in
affected areas.

City of Alameda

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c:

As part of the NMFS-approved sound attenuation monitoring plan required for pile driving in

Pre-construction: Provide NMFS-approved sound
attenuation and monitoring plan to the City
Planning Division. During construction: Provide

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of
demolition/building permits in
affected areas.

City of Alameda
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a, the City shall ensure that the project applicant implements these
additional actions to reduce the effect of underwater noise transmission on marine mammals. These
actions shall include at a minimum:

. Establishment of a 1,600-foot (500-meter) safety zone that shall be maintained around the
sound source, for the protection of marine mammails in the event that sound levels are
unknown or cannot be adequately predicted.

o  Work activities shall be halted when a marine mammal enters the 1,600-feet (500-meter) safety
zone and resume only after the animal has been gone from the area for a minimum of 15
minutes.

e A‘“soft start” technique shall be employed in all pile driving to give marine mammals an
opportunity to vacate the area.

. Maintain in-air sound levels at the noise source below 90 dBA when pinnipeds (seals and sea
lions) are present.

e A NMFS-approved biological monitor will conduct daily surveys before and during impact
hammer pile driving to inspect the work zone and adjacent Bay waters for marine mammals.
The monitor will be present as specified by NMFS during the impact pile-driving phases of

monitoring reports as specified in agreement with
NMFS.

construction.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1d: Pre-construction: Provide lighting plans to City Project applicant or designee Pre-construction: Prior to City of Alameda
) ) L . ) . Building Division for review and approval showing issuance of building permits for
Through the Design Review application process, the City shall ensure that the project applicant compliance with measure. Post-construction: affected water-side areas. Post-
installs dock lighting on all floating docks and adjacent areas that minimizes artificial lighting of Bay Demonstrate compliance with measure to construction: Prior to issuance
waters by using shielded, low-mounted, and low light-intensity fixtures and bulbs. satisfaction of the City Building Division. of occupancy permits.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1e: Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of City of Alameda
if truction i d duri ified ti ; d lition/buildi its.
To the extent practicable, construction activities including building renovation, demolition, vegetation ;)rg?/?dser?:;a?slzf ;z%’;;s toucr:lirt1yg BSEI?(;IAS Dil\;?seign cmoifion/buliding permits
and tree removal, and new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January and/or City Planning Division; conduct construction
31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed activities according to the pro,tocol described in the
during this period, a preconstruction survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified mitigation measure
biologist. 9 ’
In coordination with the City, surveys shall be performed during breeding bird season (February 1 —
August 31) no more than 14 days prior to construction activities listed above in order to locate any
active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of
the project site. Building renovation, demolition, tree and vegetation removal, and new construction
activities performed between September 1 and January 31 avoid the general nesting period for birds
and therefore would not require pre-construction surveys.
If active nests are found on either the proposed construction site or within the 500-foot survey buffer
surrounding the proposed construction site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the
nests in coordination with CDFW. No renovation, demolition, vegetation removal, or ground-
disturbing activities shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise
abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist. If work during the nesting season stops for
14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no
new birds have begun nesting in the area.
Impact BIO-2: Development facilitated by the Mitigation Measure BlO-2a: Conduct preconstruction surveys for native oysters, | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of building City of Alameda

proposed project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Prior to in-water work, the City shall ensure that the project applicant conducts a pre-construction
survey to determine if native oysters, mussels, and eelgrass are present in the Oakland-Alameda
Estuary to be affected by the project.

e  The eelgrass survey shall be conducted according to the methods contained in the California
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidelines (NMFS, 2014), with the exception that
the survey shall be conducted within 120 days (rather than 60 days, as recommended in the
CDEMP) prior to the desired construction start date, to allow sufficient time for modification of
project plans (if feasible) and agency consultation.

e [f eelgrass beds or native oysters are found within or immediately adjacent to the construction
footprint, the project applicant shall first determine whether avoidance of the beds is feasible. If
feasible, impacts to the oyster or eelgrass bed shall be avoided. If complete avoidance is not
feasible, the applicant shall request guidance from the National Marine Fisheries Service (or
other applicable agency) as to the need and/or feasibility to move affected beds. Any
translocation of eelgrass beds shall be conducted consistent with the methods described in the

mussels, and eelgrass as specified in the
mitigation measure; provide results of surveys to
City Building Division and/or City Planning Division;
follow avoidance and monitoring protocols as
directed by NMFS and as specified in the
mitigation measure; provide compensatory
mitigation if required.

permits for the affected in-water
areas.
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TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

CDEMP and/or those described in Eelgrass Conservation in San Francisco Bay: Opportunities
and Constraints (Boyer and Wyllie-Echeverria, 2010). Translocation of oyster beds shall be
consistent with methods and recommendations presented in Shellfish Conservation and
Restoration in San Francisco Bay: Opportunities and Constraints (Zabin et al., 2010).

. If it is not possible to translocate oyster or eelgrass beds, then the City shall ensure that the
project applicant provides compensatory mitigation consistent with the CDEMP for eelgrass (a
ratio of 3.01:1 [transplant area to impact area]) and a minimum 1:1 ratio for oyster beds.

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

Impact BIO-3: Development facilitated by the
proposed project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands,
‘other waters’, and navigable waters as defined
by Sections 404 and 10 of the Clean Water Act
and waters of the State through direct removal,

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Prepare educational materials as specified in the Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of occupancy City of Alameda
) . ) . ) - . ) mitigation measure; present materials to the City permits.
The Marina operators shall prepare educational information regarding sensitive biological and cooperating agencies for review and approval.
resources in the project vicinity and within Bay waters. This information shall be disseminated to
all boaters using the marina and shall include, but not be limited to, information educating boat
owner/operators about sensitive habitats and species in the Bay and actions they are required to
implement to avoid impacts to marine resources.
The educational information will be disseminated to visiting boaters through multiple methods
including, but not limited to, brochures or pamphlets; marina and/or City websites; boating,
cruising, and newspaper periodicals; and social media. The information shall be prepared
soliciting input from, and in cooperation with, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S.
Coast Guard (USCG), California State Lands Commission, National Park Service (NPS),
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR), Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC), and local organizations active in protecting Bay marine resources, as
appropriate.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2c: Prepare Marine Invasive Species Control Plan with | Project applicant or designee Pre-construction: Prior to City of Alameda
. . . . . . . . cooperation and oversight from relevant agencies issuance of demolition/building
The City shall require that the project appllca_nt develop anq |mpI9ment a 'V'a’."”‘? Invasive Spemgs as specified in the mitigation measure; implement permits within the affected in-
Cﬁntrol Plar:jprlor to”corgmgnpemg?t gf.a.ny |n-w§terw?rk ;pcludfmg, bui not “mt'ted tot’f (I‘Ionﬁ_t;']uctlfn of the plan as specified in the mitigation measure; water areas. Post-construction:
Wh a:lr\ées and seawalls, dredging, pi'e driving, an Scons rgc |onco; new s grcr:‘nc\;/va er ouCa S. The pian conduct technical assistance activities as specified Prior to final inspection of
shall be prepared in .consultatllo.n with the United ta.tes oast Guard (l‘.' h ). RWQCB, a.nd _other in the mitigation measure; prepare and submit a completed in-water structures
relevant state agencies. Provisions of the plan shall include but not be limited to the following: . . s
post-construction report to the City of Alameda and within the affected area(s).
e Environmental training of construction personnel involved in in-water work. applicable agencies.
e  Actions to be taken to prevent the release and spread of marine invasive species, especially
algal species such as Undaria and Sargasso.
e Procedures for the safe removal and disposal of any invasive taxa observed on the removed
structures prior to disposal or reuse of pilings, docks, wave attenuators, and other features.
e The onsite presence of a qualified marine biologist to assist the contractor in the identification
and proper handling of any invasive species on removed equipment or materials.
e A post-construction report identifying which, if any, invasive species were discovered attached
to equipment and materials following removal from the water, and describing the
treatment/handling of identified invasive species. Reports shall be submitted to the City, as well
as the USCG and the RWQCB if requested by the agencies.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3a: Submit to the City an approved plan and/or Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of dredging and | City of Alameda
All dredging and in-water construction activities shall be consistent with the standards and ;5'?# I:;gl;fg;fﬁgﬁgxgﬁtzg?g;g;ﬁ;?jpilrl]aph(;e g(f)fr;zttreudc:ﬁr\;vgferT ;Z:gfhm the
procedures set forth in the Long Term Management Strategy for dredging in the San Francisco Bay mitigation measure
waters, a program developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Bay Conservation ’
and Development Commission (BCDC), the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, (EPA), and other agencies, to guide the disposal of dredge
materials in an environmentally sound manner.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3b: Provide construction specifications to City Building | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda

During project construction, best management practices (BMPs) would be applied to prevent
potential pollutants from entering the storm drain system directly, reducing sediment or potentially
hazardous runoff from entering receiving waters. Examples of these measures include covering
trash receptacles and car wash areas, regular sweeping of paved surfaces, stenciling of storm
drain inlets, and installation of full trash capture devices.

Division for review and approval.

contracts and/or construction bid
materials.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Impact BIO-4: Development facilitated by the
proposed project would not interfere with the
movement of native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4:

The City shall require that the project applicant retain a qualified biologist experienced with bird
strike issues to review and approve the design of the building to ensure that it sufficiently
minimizes the potential for bird strikes. The City may also consult with resource agencies such as
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or others, as it
determines to be appropriate during this review.

The project applicant shall provide to the City a written description of the measures and features of
the building design that are intended to address potential impacts on birds. The design shall
include some of the following measures or measures that are equivalent to, but not necessarily
identical to, those listed below, as new, more effective technology for addressing bird strikes may
become available in the future:

. Employ design techniques that create “visual noise” via cladding or other design features that
make it easy for birds to identify buildings as such and not mistake buildings for open sky or
trees;

e  Decrease continuity of reflective surfaces using “visual marker” design techniques, which
techniques may include:

— Patterned or fritted glass, with patterns at most 28 centimeters apart,

—  One-way films installed on glass, with any picture or pattern or arrangement that can be
seen from the outside by birds but appear transparent from the inside,

—  Geometric fenestration patterns that effectively divide a window into smaller panes of at
most 28 centimeters, and/or

—  Decals with patterned or abstract designs, with the maximum clear spaces at most 28
centimeters square.

. Up to 60 feet high on building facades facing the shoreline, decrease reflectivity of glass, using
design techniques such as plastic or metal screens, light-colored blinds or curtains, frosting of
glass, angling glass towards the ground, UV-A glass, or awnings and overhangs;

. Eliminate the use of clear glass on opposing or immediately adjacent faces of the building
without intervening interior obstacles such that a bird could perceive its flight path through the
glass to be unobstructed;

. Mute reflections in glass using strategies such as angled glass, shades, internal screens, and
overhangs; and

. Place new vegetation sufficiently away from glazed building facades so that no reflection
occurs. Alternatively, if planting of landscapes near a glazed building fagade is desirable,
situate trees and shrubs immediately adjacent to the exterior glass walls, at a distance of less
than three feet from the glass. Such close proximity will obscure habitat reflections and will
minimize fatal collisions by reducing birds’ flight momentum.

Lighting. The project applicant shall ensure that the design and specifications for buildings
implement design elements to reduce lighting usage, change light direction, and contain light.
These include, but are not limited to, the following general considerations that should be applied
wherever feasible throughout the proposed project to reduce night lighting impacts on avian
species:

e  Avoid installation of lighting in areas where not required for public safety

. Examine and adopt alternatives to bright, all-night, floor-wide lighting when interior lights would
be visible from the exterior or exterior lights must be left on at night, including:

— Installing motion-sensitive lighting
— Installing task lighting
— Installing programmable timers
— Installing fixtures that use lower-wattage, sodium, and yellow-red spectrum lighting.
. Install strobe or flashing lights in place of continuously burning lights for any obstruction lighting.

o  Where exterior lights are to be left on at night, install fully shielded lights to contain and direct
light away from the sky.

Submittal of building, lighting, and structural plans
to the City Building Division that meet the
requirements of the bird-strike avoidance
specifications as specified in the mitigation
measure; preparation of education materials for
future building occupants; peer review and
approval of all of the above by a qualified biologist
with appropriate expertise, with oversight by City
staff; documentation of all of the above as specified
in the mitigation measure.

Project applicant or designee

Pre-construction: Prior to
issuance of building permits for
each project phase. Post-
construction documentation:
Prior to issuance of building
permits for each project phase.

City of Alameda
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Antennae, Monopole Structures, and Rooftop Elements. The City shall ensure, as a condition
of approval for every building permit, that buildings minimize the number of and co-locate rooftop-
antennas and other rooftop equipment, and that monopole structures or antennas on buildings, in
open areas, and at sports and playing fields and facilities do not include guy wires.

Educating Residents and Occupants. The City shall ensure, as a condition of approval for every
building permit, that the project applicant agrees to provide educational materials to building
tenants, occupants, and residents encouraging them to minimize light transmission from windows,
especially during peak spring and fall migratory periods, by turning off unnecessary lighting and/or
closing window coverings at night. The City shall review and approve the educational materials
prior to building occupancy.

Documentation. The project applicant and/or City shall document undertaking the activities
described in this mitigation measure and maintain records that include, among others, the written
descriptions provided by the building developer of the measures and features of the design for
each building that are intended to address potential impacts on birds, and the recommendations
and memoranda prepared by the qualified biologist experienced with bird strikes who reviews and
approves the design of any proposed projects to ensure that they sufficiently minimize the
potential for bird strikes.

Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-1: Project implementation would
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a: Placement of specified mitigation requirements Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda
. . . . ) ) within the project plans for each phase of project contracts and/or construction bid

Treatment of Historic Properties (Buildings 16 19 and 27). Alterations, to the exteriors of development; provide construction specifications to solicitation.

Buildings 16, 19 and 27, shall conform to the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for the City Building Division for review prior to

Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and construction bid solicitation and/or contract

Reconstructing Historic Buildings, if feasible (NPS, 1995) and PRC 5024.5. finalization.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b: Submit to the City a treatment plan for approval Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of demolition City of Alameda
. . . . o that meets the requirements of the mitigation; carry permits for affected areas.

Documentation. The project proponent shall prepare a treatment plan including but not limited to | 4\t the requirements of the approved plan; provide

photo documentation and public interpretation of the Alameda Marina Historic District (Buildings 1, evidence of completion.

4,6, 12,15, 16, 17,19, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, and the graving dock). Photo

documentation will be overseen by a Secretary of the Interior—qualified architectural historian,

documenting the affected historical resource. in accordance with the National Park Service’s

Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) and/or Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)

standards. Such standards typically include large-format photography using (4x5) negatives,

written data, and copies of original plans if available. The HABS/HAER documentation packages

will be archived at local libraries and historical repositories, as well as the Northwest Information

Center of the California Historical Resources Information System.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c: Submit to the City for approval an interpretive plan | Project applicant or designee Pre-construction: Prior to City of Alameda

Interpretive Display. Public interpretation of historical resources shall be provided and could
include a plaque, kiosk, or other method of describing the Alameda Marina Historic District's
historic or architectural importance to the general public. The design and placement of the
display(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Alameda Historic Advisory Board.

that meets the requirements of the mitigation;
submit designs for interpretive displays for
approval; provide evidence of completion.

issuance of building permits for
each project phase. Post-
construction documentation:
Prior to issuance of building
permits for each project phase.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Impact CUL-2: Project construction could cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource, including those
determined to be a historical resource defined in
Section 15064.5 or a unique archaeological
resource defined in PRC 21083.2.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2a:

Archaeological Resources Management Plan. During the preliminary design for development
within the project area, and prior to submittal of a building permit or grading application to the City
of Alameda, the project applicant shall undertake the following:

. Preservation in Place. A qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City of Alameda,
the project applicant, and the appropriate Native American representative(s) shall determine
whether preservation in place of site CA-ALA-11 is feasible. Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), this may be accomplished through planning construction
to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping and covering
the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.

If it is determined that preservation in place is not feasible for the resource and another type of
mitigation would better serve the interests protected by CEQA, mitigation shall include testing and
data recovery through archaeological investigations and the project applicant shall undertake the
following:

e Archaeological Resources Management Plan. Because a significant archaeological
resource (CA-ALA-11) has been previously identified in the project area, the project
proponent shall retain a Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist, in consultation with
a Native American representative(s), to prepare and implement an Archaeological
Resources Management Plan (ARMP). The ARMP shall include a preliminary testing
program to identify the types of expected archaeological materials, the testing methods to be
used to define site boundaries and constituents, and the locations recommended for testing.
The purpose of the testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence
or absence of archaeological materials in the proposed areas of disturbance for the project
and to determine whether those materials contribute to the significance of site CA-ALA-11. If
a significant contributing element to the site is in the project area, the project proponent shall
conduct a data recovery program as outlined in the ARMP. The ARMP will include how the
data recovery program would preserve the significant information the archaeological
resource is expected to contain. Treatment would consist of (but would not be not limited to)
sample excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the
aim of targeting the recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the
significant resource to be impacted by the project. The ARMP shall include provisions for
analysis of data in a regional context; reporting of results within a timely manner and subject
to review and comments by the appropriate Native American representative, before being
finalized; curation of artifacts and data at a local facility acceptable to the City and
appropriate Native American representative; and dissemination of final confidential reports to
the appropriate Native American representative, the Northwest Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System and the City.

Submit plan for approval that meets the
requirements of the mitigation measure.

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of construction
contracts and/or construction bid
solicitation.

City of Alameda

Mitigation Measure CUL-2b:

Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. During construction outside of known
archaeological site boundaries, if prehistoric or historic-era cultural materials are encountered, all
construction activities within 100 feet shall halt and the City shall be notified. Prehistoric
archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile
points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-
affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles,
handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones.
Historic-period materials might include stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; artifact filled
wells or privies; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse.

The project applicant shall ensure that a Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist inspect
the find within 24 hours of discovery. If the find is determined to be potentially significant, the
archaeologist, shall follow the guidelines provided in Mitigation Measure CUL-2a above.

Submit for approval a plan for inadvertent
discovery; incorporate requirements into the design
and construction specifications; demonstrate
retainment of qualified archaeologist to be
available in the event of an inadvertent discovery;
comply with terms of Mitigation Measure CUL-2a if
a discovery is found to be potentially significant.

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of construction
contracts and/or construction bid
materials.

City of Alameda
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Monitoring Party
Impact CUL-3: Project construction could disturb | Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Incorporate requirements into the design and Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda
human remains, including those interred outside . . . construction specifications; comply with mitigation contracts and/or construction bid
of formal cemeteries. Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety | it .amains are found. materials.
Code, and Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California, the project
applicant shall ensure the following:
. Project construction personnel shall be informed of the potential of encountering human
remains during construction, and the proper procedures to follow in the event of the
discovery of human remains during construction.
. In the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, work shall stop in that
area and within 100 feet of the find. The Alameda County Coroner shall be notified and shall
make a determination as to whether the remains are Native American. If the Coroner
determines that the remains are not subject to their authority, they shall notify the Native
American Heritage Commission who shall identify descendants of the deceased Native
American. If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the remains
pursuant to this State law, then the project applicant shall re-inter the human remains and
items associated with Native American burials on the property in a location not subject to
further ground disturbance.
Impact CUL-4: Project construction could cause | Mitigation Measure CUL-4: Submit to the City for approval an interpretive plan | Project applicant or designee Pre-construction: Prior to City of Alameda
a substantial adverse change in the significance ) ) ) ) . ) that meets the requirements of the mitigation; issuance of building permits for
of a Tribal Cultural Resource as defined in Public | 17ibal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. In consultation with the affiliated Native submit designs for interpretive displays for each project phase. Post-
Resources Code Section 21074. American tribal represe_ntqt!veS, th_e proposed project sh_aII be _redeS|gned S0 as to_ avoid any approval; provide evidence of completion. construction documentation:
adverse effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. If preservation in place of the Prior to issuance of building
tribal cultural resource is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project applicant shall implement permits for each project phase.
an interpretive program of the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal
representatives. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or
displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or
artists of the displays or installation, and a long term maintenance program. The interpretive
program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories
with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other
informational displays.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HAZ-1: Demolition of the existing Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Submit appropriate assessment, disposal plans Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of demolition City of Alameda
structures on the project site which likely contain ) ) » ) ) ) . and/or permits to the City Building Division. permits.
hazardous building materials—such as lead- Prior to issuance of any de_molltlon permit, the project appllca_nt_shall sub_mlt to the Alameda
based paint, asbestos, and PCBs—could County Department of Environmental Health a hazardous building material assessment prepared
potentially expose workers, the public, or the by qualified licensed contractors for any structure intended for demolition indicating whether
environment to hazardous materials from the ACMs, LBP or lead-based coatings, and/or PCB-containing equipment, are present.
transport, use, or disposal of these hazardous
materials and waste.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Submit health and safety plan meeting the Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of building City of Alameda
If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a indicates the presence of ACMs, LBP, ;i?jug&;?ﬁc: lco);ttmee@itt?aBtllJ?lgi?: aDsi\Lljir;ofg.r review permits.
and/or PCBs, the project applicant shall create and implement a health and safety plan in
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements to protect demolition and construction
workers and the public from risks associated with such hazardous materials during demolition or
renovation of affected structures.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1c: Submit appropriate disposal plans and/or permits Project applicant or designee Pre-demolition: Prior to City of Alameda

If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds asbestos, the project applicant
shall prepare an asbestos abatement plan and shall ensure that asbestos abatement is conducted
by a licensed contractor prior to building demolition. Abatement of known or suspected ACMs shall
occur prior to demolition or construction activities that would disturb those materials. Pursuant to
an asbestos abatement plan developed by a state-certified asbestos consultant and approved by
the City, all ACMs shall be removed and appropriately disposed of by a state certified asbestos
contractor.

to the satisfaction of the City Building Division.
Submit remediation verification to the satisfaction
of the City Building Division, in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations.

issuance of demolition permits.
Post-demolition: Prior to
issuance of building permits.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact Mitigation Measure Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Monitoring Party
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1d: Submit appropriate disposal plans and/or permits Project applicant or designee Pre-demolition: Prior to City of Alameda
. e ) . to the satisfaction of the City Building Division. issuance of demolition permits.
If the_ assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds presence of LB',:' the project Submit remediation verificazon to thg satisfaction Post-demolition: Prior to
applicant shall develop and implement a LBP removal plan. The plan shall specify, but not be of the City Building Division, in compliance with issuance of building permits.
limited to, the following elements for implementation: applicable laws and regulati‘ons
1. Develop a removal specification approved by a Certified Lead Project Designer.
2 Ensure that all removal workers are properly trained.
3. Contain all work areas to prohibit off-site migration of paint chip debris.
4. Remove all peeling and stratified LBP on building and non-building surfaces to the
degree necessary to safely and properly complete demolition activities according to
recommendations of the survey. The demolition contractor shall be responsible for the
proper containment and/or disposal of intact LBP on all materials to be cut and/or
removed during the demolition.
5. Provide on-site personnel and area air monitoring during all removal activities to ensure
that workers and the environment are adequately protected by the control measures
used.
6. Clean up and/or vacuum paint chips with a high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter.
7. Collect, segregate, and profile waste for disposal determination.
8. Properly dispose of all waste.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1e: Submit appropriate disposal plans and/or permits Project applicant or designee Pre-demolition: Prior to City of Alameda
. L ) . to the satisfaction of the City Building Division. issuance of demolition permits.
If the assessment required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a finds presence of PCBs, the project Submit remediation verification to the satisfaction Post-demolition: Prior to
applicant shall ensure that PCB abatement in compliance with applicable regulations is conducted of the City Building Division, in compliance with issuance of building permits.
prior to building demolition or renovation. PCBs shall be removed by a qualified contractor and applicable laws and regulati‘ons.
transported in accordance with Caltrans requirements.
Impact HAZ-2: Construction at the project site Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a: Submit health and safety plan meeting the Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of demolition City of Alameda

could potentially disturb soil and groundwater
impacted by historical hazardous material use,
which could expose construction workers, the
public, or the environment to adverse conditions
related to the transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials and waste.

Prior to issuance of any demolition permit, the project applicant shall submit to the City a Site-
Specific Environmental Health and Safety Plan (HASP). The HASP shall be consistent with State
and federal OSHA standards for hazardous waste operations (California Code of Regulations,
Title 8, Section 5192 and 29 Code of Federal Regulations 1910.120, respectively) and any other
applicable health and safety standards. The HASP shall include descriptions of health and safety
training requirements for onsite personnel and levels of personal protective equipment to be used,
and any other applicable precautions to be undertaken to minimize direct contact with soil and to a
lesser degree, groundwater if is encountered. The HASP shall be adhered to during construction
and excavation activities. All workers onsite should read and understand the HASP and copies
shall be maintained onsite during construction and excavation at all times.

requirements of the mitigation measure for review
and approval by the City Building Division.

permits.

Alameda Marina Master Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

4-11

ESA /160044.01
May 2018



4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2b:

Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit for any ground breaking activities within the
project site, the project applicant shall prepare a Site Management Plan (SMP) consistent with US
EPA, DTSC, and Water Board standards for incorporation into construction specifications. The
SMP shall be present on site at all times and readily available to site workers. The SMP shall
specify protocols and requirements for excavation, stockpiling, and transport of soil and for
disturbance of groundwater. At a minimum the SMP shall include the following components:

1. Dust control measures: Dust generation shall be minimized by any or all appropriate
measures. These measures may include:

a. Misting or spraying water while performing excavation activities and loading
transportation vehicles;

b.  Limiting vehicle speeds onsite to 5 miles per hour;
c.  Controlling excavation activities to minimize the generation of dust;
d. Minimizing drop heights while loading transportation vehicles; and

e. Covering any soil stockpiles generated as a result of excavating soil potentially
impacted by contaminants of concern with plastic sheeting or tarps.

2. Decontamination measures: Decontamination methods shall include scraping, brushing,
and/or vacuuming to remove dirt on vehicle exteriors and wheels. In the event that these dry
decontamination methods are not adequate, methods such as steam cleaning, high-pressure
washing, and cleaning solutions shall be used, as necessary, to thoroughly remove
accumulated dirt and other materials. Wash water resulting from decontamination activities
shall be collected and managed in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.

3. Stormwater pollution control measures: Should rainfall occur during construction on
exposed soils at the site stormwater pollution controls shall be implemented to minimize
stormwater runoff from exposed soil containing contaminants of concern at the site and to
prevent sediment from leaving the site, in accordance with all laws and regulations.
Stormwater pollution controls shall be based on BMPs to comply with State and local
regulations. Sediment and erosion protection controls may include but are not limited to:

a. Constructing berms or erecting silt fences at entrances to the project site;

b. Placing straw bale barriers around catch basins and other entrances to the storm
drains;

c. During significant rainfall events, covering with plastic sheeting or tarps any soil
stockpiles generated as a result of excavating soil potentially impacted by
contaminants of concern.

4. Field screening of potential contaminated soil and suspect contamination discovery:
Potentially contaminated soil shall be either direct loaded using the profile data associated
with Stellar Environmental Solutions’ October 2015 report or stockpiled for additional
sampling and analyses to define the contamination fate after the excavation stage. If more
the one year elapses between the soil profiling and the excavation stage stockpiling,
sampling may be required by a regulated landfill. Trained (with 40-hour hazwopper and
associated updates) environmental personnel shall be onsite to do the stockpile sampling
and be on-call to deal with any suspect contamination discovery. Personnel will monitor for
potentially contaminated soils by visual screening, noting any contaminant odors, and
utilizing a photoionization detector (PID) to field measure any VOCs during the excavation
activity. Monitoring parameters shall be recorded at intervals of approximately 1 hour or less.

Submit appropriate plans to the satisfaction of the
City Building Division. Submit remediation
verification to the satisfaction of the City Building
Division, in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations.

Project applicant or designee

Pre-demolition: Prior to

issuance of demolition permits.

Post-demolition: Prior to
issuance of building permits.

City of Alameda

Impact HAZ-5: Development of the project would
be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and could
result in a safety hazard to the public or
environment through exposure to previous
contamination of soil or groundwater.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3:

Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit for any ground breaking activities within the
project site, the project applicant shall prepare a Remedial Risk Management Plan (RRMP). The
RRMP shall be developed and followed by current and future owners, tenants, and operators. The
RRMP shall include the implementation of any needed corrective action remedies and engineering
design.

Submit appropriate plans to the satisfaction of the
City Building Division. Submit remediation
verification to the satisfaction of the City Building
Division, in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations.

Project applicant or designee

Pre-demolition: Prior to

issuance of demolition permits.

Post-demolition: Prior to
issuance of building permits.

City of Alameda

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HYD-4: Development of the proposed
project would not substantially contribute to runoff

Mitigation Measure HYD-1:

Submit appropriate plan meeting the requirements
of the mitigation measure for review and approval

Project applicant or designee

Prior to issuance of building

City of Alameda

Alameda Marina Master Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

4-12

ESA /160044.01
May 2018



4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff.

The City shall ensure that future project applicants implement Integrated Pest Management
measures to reduce fertilizer and pesticide contamination of receiving waters, as follows:

e  Prepare and Implement an Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPM) for all common
landscaped areas. The IPM shall be prepared by a qualified professional and shall
recommend methods of pest prevention and turf grass management that use pesticides as a
last resort in pest control. Types and rates of fertilizer and pesticide application shall be
specified.

e  The IPM shall specify methods of avoiding runoff of pesticides and nitrates into receiving
storm drains and surface waters or leaching into the shallow groundwater table. Pesticides
shall be used only in response to a persistent pest problem that cannot be resolved by non-
pesticide measures. Preventative chemical use shall not be employed.

e  The IPM shall fully integrate considerations for cultural and biological resources into the IPM
with an emphasis toward reducing pesticide application.

by the City Building Division.

permits.

Noise
Impact NOI-1: Construction of proposed project | Mitigation Measure NOISE-1a: Submit construction noise and vibration Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda
elements could expose persons to or generate . . e . . ) . management plan meeting the requirements of the contracts and/or construction bid
noise levels in excess of the City noise standards The appllgant shall create and |mplement develqpmgnt-spemﬂc noise and vibration reductlc_)n . mitigation measure to the City Building Division for solicitation materials.
or result in a substantial temporary or periodic plans, which shall Pe enforced via cor_1tra_ct spe0|f|cat|on§. Contragtors_ may elect any combination review and approval; incorporate requirements
increase in ambient noise levels in the project IOf legal, nlon-pollutrl]ng methc:]ds to maintain olr (educr;]e nollse‘:md wbrafﬂon to threﬁhold levels or thereof into the project plans, to the satisfaction of
vicinity above levels existing without the project. OWer, as ‘ong as t ose methods do r_19t result in o? er significant _enwronmenta |mp_ac_ts or create the City Building Division.
a substantial public nuisance. In addition, the applicant shall require contractors to limit
construction activities to daytime hours between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm Monday through Friday and
8:00 am to 5:00 pm on Saturdays. The plan for attenuating construction-related noises shall be
implemented prior to the initiation of any work that triggers the need for such a plan.
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1b: Indicate specified requirements on project plans Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda
. - e L - . . . and requests for bids of preference for vibratory contracts and/or construction bid
To reduce plle.dnvmg noise, wbrqtory .pllle dr|vmg or drilled .an('j cast-in-place piles shall be used pile driving techniques, subject to review and solicitation materials.
wherever feasible. The vibratory pile driving technique, despite its name, does not generate approval by the City Building Division.
vibration levels higher than the standard pile driving technique. It does, however, generate lower,
less-intrusive noise levels.
Impact NOI-3: Traffic and equipment operations | Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a: Submit indicated acoustical studies to City Building | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of building City of Alameda
associated with the proposed project could result ) . - ) . . . ) Division for review and approval, and permits.
in a substantial permanent increase in ambient ACOQSt'CaI studies, desg:rlbln_g how the exterl_o_r and interior noise standards W'”.be met, shall _be demonstrated compliance with recommendations
noise levels in the vicinity or above levels existing required for all new residential or noise sensitive developments exposed to enwronm('er?tgl noise therein required to meet the specifications of the
without the project. grea_te_:r than_ CNEL 60 dBA, or one-fa_xmlly dwelllng_s not constructed as part of a subd|V|S|on_ mitigation measure.
requiring a final map exposed to environmental noise greater than CNEL 65 dBA. The studies
should also satisfy the requirements set forth in Title 24, Section 1207, of the California Building
Code, Noise Insulation Standards, for multiple-family uses, regulated by Title 24.
Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b: Submittal of acoustical studies to City Building Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of building City of Alameda
The applicant shall demonstrate through its acoustical studies that the proposed project will Ecl)\::pn for re_wew_ar’]d approval, wherein permits.
; : ) ) : - . . pliance with City’s General Plan can be
comply with maximum noise levels outlined in the City’s Noise Ordinance and the average sound verified
level goals outlined in the City’s General Plan. ’
Transportation and Traffic
Impact TRA-1: The proposed project would not Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Submit Transportation Demand Management Project applicant or designee Initial submittal of TDM(s): City of Alameda

exceed the regional VMT per capita minus 15
percent.

To reduce the amount of VMT generated by the project, as well as the number of automobile trips
generated by the project and to reduce automobile LOS impacts, the project shall prepare a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan and funding program for Planning Board review
and approval. The TDM plan shall include the following measures to reduce VMT and vehicle
trips, particularly single-occupant vehicle trips, by project residents, workers, and visitors.:

. All residents and employers at Alameda Marina will pay annual fees to support supplemental
transit services and trip reduction services for the residents and employees.

. All residents and employees will be provided with AC Transit Easy Passes, which will provide
access to all of AC Transit’s services including the San Francisco express commuter buses.
The cost of the passes will be included in the mandatory assessments on each unit, which
dis-incentives future residents who prefer to drive alone and do not want to use transit.

. Residents of the non-townhome units, who wish to have cars, will be required to lease

(TDM) Plan for review and approval by the City of
Alameda; submit annual TDM monitoring plan for
review and approval by the City of Alameda.

Prior to issuance of building
permits for each project phase.
Submittal of TDM monitoring
reports: On an annual basis.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)
ALAMEDA MARINA MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

parking spaces on a monthly basis in a shared parking lot or structure. The cost of the
parking will be “unbundled” from the cost of the residential unit, which provides a financial
incentive for residents to reduce car ownership and take advantage of the AC Transit
passes, which are “bundled” into the cost of their residential units. (The 162 townhomes will
have private parking.)

e  The project residents will be members of the Alameda Transportation Management Agency,
which will provide transportation information services to all of the residents through a TMA
website and through annual surveys of resident transportation needs.

e  The project will provide access to car share and guaranteed ride home services to make it
easier for residents and employees to reduce their dependence on a private automobile and
increase use of project-provided transit services.

. Resident annual assessments in the Northern Waterfront area currently fund supplemental
commute hour service on the AC Transit Line 19, which provides direct service to Fruitvale
and 12th Street BART stations. Future assessments received from project residents and
employers will allow for additional transit services and future water shuttle services designed
to serve the waterfront developments along the Estuary in Alameda and Oakland and
connect the project sites to the regional ferry services provided from Jack London Square in
Oakland and the Main Street Terminal in Alameda.

Impact TRA-3: In the event that the planned Mitigation Measure TRA-3: Pay fees per the requirements of the mitigation. Traffic study: City’s traffic Per the terms of the mitigation. City of Alameda
Clement Avenue extension is not completed prior . ) L ) consultant. Payment of fees:
to project opening, the proposed project could The p!’OJeCl shall pay a fair share contnpuhon to the qost'of the Clement Avenue extension from Project applicant or designee
increase traffic volumes at intersections on Atla_ntlc Avenue to Grand Stregt. The fair share_ contribution shall be calculated based upon a
Buena Vista Avenue such that traffic operations trafflc s’gudy tq calculate the fair share contrlbut|9n of each Nprthern V\'/aterfront. developm'ent ]
could deteriorate to substandard conditions project including the Del Monte Warehouse Project, the Encinal Terminals Project, the Wind River
’ fifth building project, and Alameda Marina, which will contribute traffic trips to the Clement Avenue
Extension. The City shall require all developers to contribute their fair share as determined by the
traffic study. The Alameda Marina fair share contribution shall be paid on a pro-rata basis for each
residential phase of the Alameda Marina project (number of units in phase divided by total number
of units in project multiplied by the fair share contribution). Each portion of the fair share
contribution shall be paid prior to issuance of the first building permit for the current residential
phase if work on the Clement Avenue extension has been initiated by another developer of a
Northern Waterfront development project. If the work has not been initiated by another developer
prior to issuance of the first building permit for Alameda Marina, the contribution shall be made
prior to issuance of the first residential Certificate of Occupancy on the property.
Impact TRA-10: Development facilitated by the Mitigation Measure TRA-4: Submit design and construction specifications for Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of construction | City of Alameda
proposed project could potentially be inconsistent . . . . . . pathway; incorporate pathway into the project contracts and/or construction bid
with adopted polices, plans, and programs T_he project shall, consistent with the City of Alamedg B'CYCIE’ Master Plan, provide a Class | plans, to the satisfaction of the City Building solicitation materials.
supporting alternative transportation. bicycle path allong the northgrn watenfrplnt of the project site and ensure that the path would Division.
connect to adjacent future bicycle facilities.
Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UTL-2: The proposed project would not Mitigation Measure UTL-2: Comply with terms of the mitigation measure to the | Project applicant or designee Prior to issuance of first City of Alameda

have wastewater service demands that would
result in a determination by the service provider
that it does not have adequate capacity to serve
projected demand, necessitating the construction
of new or expanded wastewater treatment
facilities.

Sewer Design. The project sponsors shall: 1) Replace or rehabilitate any existing sanitary sewer
collection systems, including sewer lateral lines, to ensure that such systems and lines are free
from defects or, alternatively, disconnected from the sanitary sewer system; and 2) Ensure any
new wastewater collection systems, including new lateral lines, for the project are constructed to
prevent infiltration and inflow (I1&l) to the maximum extent feasible while meeting all requirements
contained in the Regional Private Sewer Lateral Ordinance and applicable municipal codes or City
ordinances.

satisfaction of the City Department of Public Works
and applicable utility providers.

occupancy permit.
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