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The proposed project would not have significant impacts from groundwater
depletion or groundwater recharge that are unique to the project design or to the
project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is

required.

~ Erosion and siltation impacts, and on- or off-site flooding impacts of future

development were found in the general plan EIR to be less than significant with
required conformance with regulations in the municipal code, NPDES requirements,
C.3 requirements, and general plan policies. Conformance with these requirements
and policies is ascertained through required preparation of drainage and hydrology
analyses for new development. The discussions of these impacts are found starting
on general plan EIR pages 4.8-25 and 4.8-26, respectively.

The proposed project would enable urban development within the Greater NewPark
Focus Area, including the specific plan area, which is representative of new
development with potential to alter drainage patterns with impervious surfaces as
projected in the general plan EIR. Since new development within the specific plan
area would be located on sites that are already covered with impervious surfaces, the
change in drainage patterns and storm water runoff rates and volumes is not
expected to be substantial. There are no site or design characteristics of future
development within the specific plan area that give rise to significant impacts that
have not already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposéd project would not have significant erosion, siltation, or on- or off-site
flood impacts (including impacts on storm drainage facilities) that are unique to the
project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no

further analysis is required.

General plan Figure 4.8-3 shows areas of the city that are within a 100-year
floodplain. None of the specific plan area is within a 100-year floodplain. Therefore,
the planned development of residential uses and other uses within the specific plan
area would not impede flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. This

discussion is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.8-29.

The proposed project would not have significant impacts from placing development
within a 100-year flood hazard zone or impeding flood flows within such an area that
are unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines

section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR states that the entire city is located within the inundation area of
three dams. However, the impact from exposure to inundation from dam failure was
found to be less than significant based on implementation of hazard migration plans,

EMC Planning Group Inc.



Initial Study

requirements for flood insurance, and conformance of new development with a range
of general plan policies. This discussion is found starting on general plan EIR page
4.8-31.

Future development within the specific plan area would be subject-to the same damn
inundation potential as would development within the remainder of the city. There
are no site or design characteristics of future development within the specific plan
area that give rise to significant impacts that have not already been identified in the

general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not have significant impacts from exposure to damn
inundation that are unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concludes that the city is not subject to significant risk from
tsunamis, seiches, or mudflows. As such, impacts from these risks are less than
significant, with implementation of a range of general plan policies and conformance
with municipal code regulations further reducing the risks. This discussion is found

starting on general plan EIR page 4.8-32.

Like all new development within the city, new development within the Greater
NewPark Focus area, including the specific plan area, would not be subject to
significant risk from tsunamis, seiches, or mudflows. There are no site or design
characteristics of future development within the specific plan area that give rise to
significant impacts that have not already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not have significant impacts from exposuze to risk from
tsunamis, seiches, or mudflows that are unique to the project design or to the project
site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:
Potentially  Less-than-Significamt  Less-Than- No
Significant  lmpact with Mitigation  Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Physically divide an established community? a Q g /"\7-(
(1,34
b. Conflict with any applicable land-use plan, policy, a a Q "@’
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to, the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
(1,2,3)
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation a Q a rgl-

plan or natural community conservation plan? (3)

Comments:

The general plan EIR concludes that the planning and development policy direction
provided in the general plan would not result in impacts from physically dividing a
community, and would not conflict with plans or policies that avoid or mitigate an
environmental effect. Required consistency with general plan policies and regulations
in the municipal code would assume that related impacts are less than significant.
The discussions of these effects are found starting on general plan EIR pages 4.9-6

a,b.
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and 4.9-7, respectively.

New development within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, including the specific
plan area, is planned for in the general plan. As a component of the general plan

buildout scenario, new development within the specific plan boundary would not
give rise to significant impacts that have not already been identified in the general

plan EIR.

The proposed project would not have significant land use impacts that are unique to
the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183,

no further analysis is required.

Please refer back to the discussion in the Biological Resources section under item “f”,
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
Potentially  Less-than-Significant  Less-Than- N
Significant  Impact with Mitigation ~ Significant - ‘; .
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact pac
a. Result in loss of availability of a known mineral a a = (q/
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state? (3)
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally a Q Q «W
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or
other land-use plan? (3)
Comments:
ab.  The general plan EIR identifies the fact that there are no mineral recovery sites in

Newark and implementation of the general plan would not affect locally important
mining operations. The discussion of these effects is found starting on general plan
EIR page 7-3. Therefore, development proposed within the Greater NewPark Focus
Area, including the specific plan area, would not result in mineral resources impacts.

The proposed project would not have significant mineral resources impacts that are
unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15183, no further analysis is required.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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12. NOISE
Would the project:

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in
applicable standards of other agencies? (1,3)

a a Q

=

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels? (1,3)

v

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project? (1,3)

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

@

e,

For a project located within an airport land-use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public-use
airport, expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels? (3)

For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels? (3)

Comments:

The general plan EIR concluded that significant noise impacts would occur from
implementation of the general plan if it would result in noise generation or exposure
which exceeds applicable State or local standards for interior or exterior noise.
Standards for noise generation and exposure in the city are determined primarily
through the Land Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines in the general plan. The
general plan found that provided new development complies with California
Building Code Title 24 standards and general plan policies and actions, impacts

a.

58
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associated with excessive interior and exterior noise would be less than significant.
The discussion of these effects is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.10-20.

New development within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, including the specific
plan area, is assumed in the general plan. As a component of the general plan
buildout scenario, new development within the specific plan boundary would not
result in noise generation or exposure that exceeds applicable standards. As a result,
such development would not give rise to significant impacts that have not already

been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not have significant noise/land use compatibility
impacts that are unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concluded that with implementation of general plan policies
and actions would reduce exposure of new sensitive receptors to excessive ground
vibration to a less than significant level. The discussion of these effects is found

starting on general plan EIR page 4.10-23.

The general plan anticipated urban development within the Greater NewPark Focus
Area, including the specific plan area, and vibration impacts are addressed in the
general plan EIR. As required of all new development within the city, conformance of
new development within the specific plan boundary to general plan policies will
ensure that such development would not give rise to significant impacts that have not

already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not result in significant vibration impacts that are
unique to the project design or the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section

15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concluded that impacts on noise sensitive land uses from new
stationary sources of noise would be less than significant, but that exposure to noise
from transportation noise from new development would be significant and
unavoidable despite compliance with municipal code regulations and applicable
policies and actions contained in the general plan. The discussion of these effects is

tound starting on general plan EIR page 4.10-27.

The general plan anticipated urban development within the Greater NewPark Focus
Area, including the specific plan area. Such development would not be a source of
substantial stationary noise. Traffic noise contributed by new development within the
specific plan area is evaluated in the general plan EIR analysis of transportation noise
increases projected to occur throughout the city with general plan buildout. The

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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general plan EIR found transportation noise impacts to the significant and
unavoidable. Because the proposed project contribution to this significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact is already identified in the general plan EIR,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15183(c), an additional EIR need not be
prepared for the project solely on the basis of this-impact. As required of all new
development within the city, conformance of new development within the specific
plan boundary to general plan policies and municipal code regulations will ensure
that such development would not give rise to significant noise impacts that have not

already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not result in significant vibration impacts that are
unique to the project design or the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section

15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR found that through the implementation of general plan policies
and actions, and regulations contained in the municipal code, substantial temporary
or periodic increases in ambient noise levels from construction activities would be
less than significant. By restricting hours of construction, and directing the City to
review project noise impacts as part of the planning and permitting processes, the
policies and actions from the general plan would serve to reduce temporary or
periodic increases to ambient noise. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant. The discussion of these effects is found starting on general plan EIR page

4.10-32.

Construction activities associated with new development within the specific plan
area will be typical of those assumed in the general plan whose effects are addressed
in the general plan EIR. There are no site or design characteristics of future
development within the specific plan area that give rise to significant impacts that
have not already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not result in significant short-term noise impacts that are
unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines

section 15183, no further analysis is requiréd.

The general plan EIR found that the potential noise impacts from existing airport
operations on existing and new noise-sensitive uses within the city would be less
than significant. The nearest public airport is five miles away. Development within
the city is not exposed to noise intensities from operations of that airport that exceed
permitted noise exposure thresholds. Two private heliports are located about two
miles from the city within Fremont. Due to their limited and sporadic use, and their
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distance to the nearest areas of Newark, the impacts from excessive noise levels
related to private airstrips would be less than significant. The discussion of these

effects is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.10-34.

Given that airport noise exposure impacts are less than significant throughout the
city, new development within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, including the
specific plan area, would not be exposed to excessive airport operational noise.

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts airport noise exposure
that is unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:
Potentially  Less-than-Significant  Less-Than- No
Significanl  Impact with Mitigation  Significant imnact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, Q Q a 53\/
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)? (1,3)
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, Q a Q (P\
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (1,3,4)
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, a a a .
necessitating the construction of replacement '
housing elsewhere? (1,3,4)
Comments:
a. The general plan EIR concludes that implementation of the general plan would not

result in unexpected population growth or growth for which inadequate planning
has occurred; the impact of population growth inducement is less than significant.
The discussion of this effect is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.11-7.

Population growth within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, and by extension within
the specific plan boundary, is assumed in the general plan and evaluated as part of
the general plan EIR. There are no site or design characteristics of future development

- within the specific plan area that give rise to significant population impacts that have
not already been identified in the general plan EIR.

The proposed project would not result in significant population growth impacts that
are unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15183, no further analysis is required.

b,e.  The general plan EIR found that with the implementation of general plan policies and
the city’s Affordable Housing Program, impacts associated with displacement of
housing and people would be less than significant. The discussion of this effect is
found starting on general plan EIR page 4.11-8.

There is no existing housing within the specific plan boundary. Future development
projects within the specific plan boundary would not displace people or housing.
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The proposed project would not result in significant population or housing
displacement impacts that are unique to the project design or to the project site.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.
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14. PuUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public

services:

Potentlally  Less-than-Significamt  Less-Than-

Significant  hnpact with Mitigation  Signilicant Impact

Impact  Measures incorporated  Impact

a. Fire protection? (1,3) a Q a ,E’(

b. Police protection? (1,3) a Q a R

¢.  Schools? (1,3) 0 0 0 -

d. Parks? (1,3) Q Q a B

e. Other public facilitics? (1,3) a a a db._
Comments:
a-e.  The general plan EIR concludes that new fire protection, police protection, emergency

64

response service, school and library facilities, and parks would be needed to meet
increased demand from new development. Most impacts of constructing such
facilities are less than significant with implementation of a range of general plan
policies described throughout the general plan that would reduce the environmental
effects of new public facility construction. However, impacts of constructing and
operating such facilities would also contribute to significant unavoidable impacts that
have already been identified in the general plan EIR. Future new individual public
facility construction projects would be subject to CEQA review as a meéans to identify
site-specific significant impacts, if any, and to mitigate project specific impacts. The
discussion of needs for new public facilities is included in Section 4.12.1.3 of the

general plan EIR.

Like all new development anticipated by the general plan, the proposed project
would contribute to an increase in demand for police, fire, emergency services,
schools and libraries, and parks that could incrementally result in the need for new
facilities, the construction of which would result in less-than-significant impacts, but
also contribute to significant unavoidable impacts. There are no site or design
characteristics of future development within the specific plan area that give rise to
environmental impacts from construction of new public services facilities that have
not already been identified in the general plan EIR.
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The proposed project would not result in significant impacts from public facility
construction that are unique to the project design or to the project site. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.
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15. RECREATION

Potentially Less-lhaﬁ~5igni(icanl Less-Than- No
Significant  Impact with Mitigation  Significant impact
Impact Measures Incorporaled Impact P
a. Would the project increase the use of existing u u a /j:{

neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated? (1,3)

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment? (1,3)

Comments:

a,b.
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The general plan EIR found that most impacts resulting from constructing recreation
facilities are less than significant with implementation of a range of general plan
policies described throughout the general plan. However, impacts of constructing
and operating recreational facilities would also contribute to significant unavoidable
impacts that have already been identified in the general plan EIR. Discussion of these
effects is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.12-20.

The proposed project is typical of urban development within the city thatis
anticipated in the general plan and whose incremental impacts from contributing to
the need for constructing new recreational facilities are addressed in the general plan
EIR. There are no site or design characteristics of future development within the
specific plan area that give rise to significant population impacts that have not
already been identified in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific recreation facility construction-related significant effects
which are peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15183, no further analysis is required.
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

Potentially  Less-than-Significant  Less-Than. No
Significant  lmpact with Mitigation  Significant mpact
impact Measures Incorporated Impact p

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or a u a \@(
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit? (1,3)

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion , Q Q Q \:%\
management program, including, but not limited »
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion managenient agency for
designated roads or highways? (1,3)

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including a a Q V?\
either an increase jn traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
13)

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design Q a u @'\
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? (1,3)

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? (1,3)

A
f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs a a a Cﬁh\_
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrcased the performance
or safety of such facilities? (1,3)

Comments:

a. The general plan EIR concludes that with implementation of the general plan,
development under buildout conditions would generate traffic that causes significant
and unavoidable impacts at three intersections that are not within the jurisdiction of
the city. All new development within the city is required to pay a Public Facilities

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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Impact Fee, which in part is used to fund new circulation improvements on
circulation facilities under the city’s jurisdiction to mitigate impacts of cumulative
development. Improvements can be made to city circulation facilities to reduce
impacts on the city’s road network to less than significant. The discussion of this

impact is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.13-23.

Traffic that would be generated from new development within the Greater NewPark
Focus Area, including from within the specific plan area, was included in the
citywide traffic modeling conducted to project citywide traffic impacts reported in
the general plan EIR. Therefore, the contribution of new specific plan development as
anticipated in the general plan EIR impact analysis has already been evaluated. There
are no site or design characteristics of future development within the specific plan
area that give rise to significant traffic impacts that have not already been identified

in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects on the circulation network which are
peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183,

no further analysis is required.

b. The general plan EIR concludes that the performance of roadways under géneral plan
buildout condition would not conflict with the Alameda County Traffic Commission
Congestion Management Program; impacts from degrading the performance of such
roadways would be less than significant. Conformance of new development with
general plan policies would further reduce the potential for conflict. The discussion of

- this impact is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.13-33.

Traffic that would be generated from new development within the Greater NewPark
Focus Area, including from within the specific p;lan area, was included in the
citywide traffic modeling conducted to project traffic impacts on circulation facilities
included in the Congestion Management Program as reported in the general plan
EIR. Therefore, the contribution of new specific plan development to effects on these

facilities is evaluated in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects resulting from the proposed project
contribution to conflicts with the Congestion Management Program which are
peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183,

no further analysis is required.

C. As described in item “e,f” in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section above, the

closest public airport is approximately.ﬁve miles away and there are no private
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“airports or helipads within the city. The general plan EIR concludes that under

general plan buildout conditions, new development would not result in a change in
air traffic patterns; the impact would be less than significant. The discussion of this

effect is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.13-38.

New development within the Greater NewPark Focus area, including the specific
plan boundary, is assumed as part of the analysis of impacts of implementing the
general plan as evaluated in the general plan EIR. There are no site or design
characteristics of future development within the specific plan area that give rise to
significant air traffic pattern impacts that have not already been identified in the

general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects on air traffic patterns which are
peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183,

no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concludes that impacts from new development under general
plan buildout would have less than significant impacts from increasing hazards due
to a design feature or incompatible uses, and from inadequate emergency access.
Required conformance of new development with municipal code regulations, the
California Building Code, and the International Fire Code would assure that design
standards are used to avoid hazardous circulation conditions and inadequate
emergency access. The discussions of these impacts are found starting on general
plan EIR pages 4.13-38 and 4.13-39, respectively.

Like all new development within the city, new development within the Greater
NewPark Focus area, including the specific plan boundary, will be required to
conform to applicable regulations that assure circulation hazards are avoided and
adequate emergency access is provided through individual project design. There no
project design or site characteristics that would give rise to significant impacts from
circulation hazard conditions or inadequate emergency access that have not already

been identified in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to hazardous circulation
conditions or inadequate emergency access which are peculiar to the project design or
its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan states that future development as projected in the general plan
would not conflict with policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities. Conflicts are avoided through requirement conformance of
new development with the city’s Complete Streets policy, through a range of

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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additional policies included in the general plan, and through regulations in the
municipal code. The discussion of this effect is found starting on general plan EIR
page 4.13-40.

As required for all new development within the city, the specific plan includes street
standards and roadway design policies that are consistent with complete streets
principals. The specific plan also includes policies which require preparation of
master plans for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements to ensure that
complete street improvements are design, funded, and constructed. The proposed
project is consistent with general plan transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities
policies. There are no project design or site characteristics that would give rise to
significant impacts from conflicts with transit, bicycle, or pedestrian policies or plans
that have not already been identified in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to conflicts with transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian policies or plans which are peculiar to the project design or its site.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.
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17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Less-Than-
Significant
tmpact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated

Potentially
Significant

impact Impact

a.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

@)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources code section 5020.1(k), or (5)

@

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision {c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe. (5)

Comments:
The city has not received any requests for consultation from tribes that are
traditionally or culturally affiliated with the specific plan project area. Therefore, no
additional consultation was required under Assembly Bill 52.

a.
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-Significant  Less-Than- No

Impact with Mitigation  Significant
Measures Incorporated Impact

Impact

a.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

0

Q

g

@ X

Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects? ()

Q \f?—-

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? ()

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed? ()

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments? ()

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid-waste
disposal needs? ()

Complyiwith federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? ()

N

Comments:

ab,e.
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The general plan EIR concludes that impacts of buildout of the general plan would

have less than significant impacts from exceeding wastewater treatment
requirements, construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, or generation of
wastewater that exceeds wastewater treatment capacity. These effects are minimized
through required compliance of new development to general plan policies,
regulations contained in the municipal code, and requirements of the Union Sanitary
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District, including payment of applicable fees to support wastewater services and
infrastructure needs. Discussions of these effects are found starting on general plan
EIR pages 4.14-18, 4.14-19, and 4.14-21, respectively.

Water generation conveyance and treatment demand from future development
within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, including the specific plan area, is a
component of the cumulative wastewater generation and service needs projections
included in the general plan EIR. Therefore, impacts of that development are already
incorporated into the analysis included in the general plan EIR. There are no project
design or site characteristics that would give rise to significant hﬁpacts from
wastewater treatment of facilities needs that have not already been identified in the

general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to wastewater treatment or
facilities construction needs which are peculiar to the project design or its site.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concludes that sufficient water supplies will be available from
existing sources (Alameda County Water District) under general plan buildout
conditions and that no new water supply facilities would be needed to supply
additional water. Required conformance with general plan policies would serve to
reduce water demand through a range of water conservation measures. Since no new
water supply facilities are needed, no environmental impacts from constructing such
facilities would occur. Discussions of these effects are found starting on general plan

EIR pages 4.14-7 and 4.14-12, respectively.

Water demand from future development within the Greater NewPark Focus Area,
including the specific plan area, is a component of the cumulative water demand
projections included in the general plan EIR. All new development within the specific
plan area will be required to institute water conservation measures consistent with
general plan policies. There are no project design or site characteristics that would
give rise to significant impacts from water demand that have not already been

identified in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to water demand or
construction of new water facilities which are peculiar to the project design or its site.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concludes that buildout of the general plan would not cause
significant impacts from construction of new storm drainage facilities, This

conclusion is based in large part on required implementation of C.3 requirements.
These requirements mandate that storm water runoff from new development not
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exceed pre-project volume or rate of flow delivered to existing storm water facilities.
Therefore, construction of new storm drainage facilities may not be necessary.

- Conformance with C.3 standards, the city’s Construction General Permit, and policies

in the general plan assure that impacts from such construction are less than
significant. Discussion of this effect is found starting on general plan EIR page 4.14-
27,

The specific plan area is already developed with impervious services. New
development as contemplated in the general plan and evaluated in the general plan
EIR is not expected to result in a significant increase in storm water volume from the
specific plan area that otherwise might require construction of new storm water
facilities. Like all development in the city, new development within the specific plan
boundary must comply with C.3 regulations, Construction General Permit
requirements, and general plan policies to address storm water effects. There are no
project design or site characteristics that would give rise to significant impacts from
construction of new storm water facilities that have not already been identified in the

general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to construction of new storm
water facilities which are peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15183, no further analysis is required.

The general plan EIR concludes that sufficient landfill capacity will exist to service
the city’s solid waste disposal needs at general plan buildout, including new
development within the Greater NewPark Focus Area. Conformance with general
plan policies regarding source and waste reduction, as well as compliance with
federal, State, and local statutes and regulations regarding waste diversion, will
ensure that solid waste impacts are less than significant. Discussions of these effects

~ are found starting on general plan EIR pages 4.14-35 and 4.14-38, respectively.

Solid waste generation from future development within the Greater NewPark Focus
Area, including the specific plan area, is a component of the cumulative solid waste
generation projections included in the general plan EIR. All new development within
the specific plan area will be required to reduce solid waste and recycle waste
consistent with general plan policies. There are no project design or site
characteristics that would give rise to significant impacts from solid that have not
already been identified in the general plan EIR.

There are no project specific significant effects related to solid waste which are
peculiar to the project design or its site. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section ]5183

no further analysis is required.
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially  Less-than-Significant  Less-Than- N
Significant  lmpact with Mitigation  Significant Im gcl
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
Does the project have the potential to degrade the Q a u ﬂ/

quality of the environment; substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community; substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an endangered,
rare, or threatened species; or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory? (1,2,3,4)

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but camulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects) (1,2,3)

Does the project have environmental effects, a a a (q/
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? (1,2,3)

Comments:

a.

Potential biological resource impacts of the proposed project are discussed in
Section 4, Biological Resources. Potential cultural resources impacts of the proposed
project are discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources. All impacts of the proposed
project are less than significant with required consistency with general plan policies.

The proposed project would contribute to significant and unavoidable cumulative air

quality, GHG, noise, and traffic impacts as identified starting on page 5-1 in the
general plan EIR. The general plan anticipated that future development and
redevelopment in the city will occur principally in four focus areas, including within
the Greater NewPark Focus Area as previously described. New development
capacity within the Greater NewPark Focus Area, including the specific plan area, is
generally greater than within any of the other three individual focus areas. As such,
new development within the specific plan area would represent a significant
percentage of the cumulative development within the city at buildout as shown in
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general plan EIR Table 3-4, Breakdown of Proposed Plan Land Uses. In this light, the
proposed project is considered to have cumulatively considerable air quality, GHG,

noise, and traffic impacts.

As described in the CEQA Analysis Methodology section of this initial study, CEQA
Guidelines section 15183 is relevant for assessing the contribution of the proposed
project to cumulative impacts, especially where the cumulative impact was found to
be significant and unavoidable in the general plan EIR. The proposed project’s
considerable contribution to these significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts is
already identified in the general plan EIR. CEQA Guidelines section 15183(c) states,
“if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the project, has been addressed as a
significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition
of uniformly applied development policies or standards, as contemplated by
subdivision (e) below, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project

solely on the basis of that impact.”

Based on the analysis contained in this initial study and in the general plan EIR, the
proposed project would not have environmental effects that cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The proposed project
would not create hazards or adverse safety conditions that would pose a substantial

threat to public health and safety, either directly or indirectly.
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